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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Joondalup’s population is forecast to grow by 41,350 by 2050, and the State Government has set a
target of 22,630 homes to be provided in the City by 2050, much of it delivered as infill. This will resultin a
significant change in the appearance and density of the City neighbourhoods. The City has commenced a
review of its Local Planning Strategy and has commissioned Research Solutions to provide the consultation for
the first stage of the housing review, which encompasses and is detailed in this report:

Part A - Housing Intentions project: a housing intentions survey of the City of Joondalup’s adult residents.

Part B — Housing Issues project: This was to confirm that the issues and themes identified through past
consultation activities remain relevant and to identify if there were any gaps or new issues which need to be
considered in the Housing Review.

The Housing Intentions project was based on a robust and independent survey comprising a stratified random
sample of 801 City of Joondalup residents. The sample was stratified to reflect the City’s profile of residents by
age and gender and then randomised within those quotas.

The Housing Intentions survey measured:

e The type of housing in which survey participants currently live;

e The type of housing that survey participants best feel will meet their housing needs in ten years;

e The minimally acceptable type of housing that survey participants would consider living in, in ten
years.

The rigour and representativeness of the Housing Intentions survey provide the opportunity to quantify key
housing issues identified in this and previous consultations to assist the City in understanding where residents
place their priority.

Housing Issues consultation focused on both engaged and unengaged residents, the latter included: young
people, seniors, CalD, those renting and those who still lived with their parents, residents with a disability and
those working in the disability industry and young families. The information received during the consultation
was sourced through:

e An analysis of the results from the online comment form which were mainly from engaged residents:
489 residents.

e Intercept interviews with open-ended questions targeting the unengaged: young people, young
families, seniors, and the elderly and CaLD: 53 residents.

e Athree-day discussion board pre-recruiting renters and adults living at home, young families, and the
elderly: 32 residents.

e Stakeholder interviews with providers of social services and housing, government bodies, private
industry, and community groups: 13 Stakeholder organisations.

e Validation groups, one with engaged residents and one with unengaged residents: 14 residents.

1.1. Housing intentions
1.1.1. Current housing types

The vast majority of survey participants (87.4%) described their current residence as a single-storey or double-
storey home with a backyard. Only 8.9% describe themselves as living in medium-density housing, and 1.1% in
high-density housing.
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Figure A — Distribution of housing types

Single house Sami-detsched’ Grouped Termaced Low-rise High density Aged and dependent Ancillary unit
(1-2 storey) grouped houses townhouses apartments apartments sooomimadation, villes granny fiat
(1 storey) (2 Storeys) (2-3 storeys) 4+ storeys)
87.4% 5.6% 1.4% 1.9% 1.1% 1.7% 1.4%
Low density Medium density High density Other
87.4% 8.9% 1.1% 2.5%

As one would expect, age has a significant impact on current housing type:
e The under twenty-five age group, three-quarters of whom say they still live in the family home, a single
house dwelling (85.8%).

e The twenty-five to thirty-four age group, half of whom now have a mortgage, are the group least likely
to be living in low-density housing with one in four currently living in medium or high-density housing.

e Between the ages of thirty-five and seventy-four years, the type of home ownership remains fairly
similar with ninety per cent of survey respondents in this age group living in low-density housing.

e The seventy-five years and over age group then begins to move away from low-density housing
towards medium-density single-storey semi-detached houses and single-level villas or aged care
accommodation.

Renters are the group least likely to live in low-density single-house accommodation (63.2%) and more likely to
live in medium-density (21.8%) and high-density housing (8.8%).

1.2. Dwelling preferences in the future

Outcomes from the housing issues consultation activities, and confirmed by the survey, suggest that one size
does not fit all. While the greatest demand for housing near future will remain the single freestanding
dwellings, there is some appetite for medium-density housing types including villas and townhouses with
gardens of various sizes. There appears limited appetite for high-rise apartments.

Looking forward 10 years the survey measured dwelling preferences in two ways:

o The preferred type of dwelling.

e A minimum acceptable type of dwelling.

The survey participants show a shift away from low-density single houses towards medium-density housing,
with the proportion of respondents selecting medium-density housing doubling between 2022 and 2032 as
shown in the following Figure C.
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Figure C — Current and future housing preferences.
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Focusing on the younger members of the population coming through (18-34 age group) the acceptance of
medium-density housing appears greater when looking forward ten years; whether this group retains its
preference as they start families is difficult to predict.

Of the under-25 age group most of whom are currently living at home with their parents (77.4%), about a
quarter aspire to be living in medium-density housing in ten years and a further ten per cent in high-density
apartments. When considering the minimum type of housing that they would find acceptable, the acceptance
of medium-density housing increases to 37.7% selecting medium-density housing (mainly 2 and 3-storey
apartments) and 16.0% accepting high-density housing.

There are no real differences among other segments of the community, though as expected, seniors consider
downsizing after the age of 75.

1.3. Housing Issues

Overall, the themes and issues raised in the consultation were consistent with those raised in previous studies
on the subject of housing and in-fill undertaken by the City. When considered together, the themes coming
from this consultation can be broadly categorised into four broad subjects:
(1) Access to housing.
(2) Liveability.
(3)
(4)

Sustainability.
Structural issues.
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1.3.1. Access to housing

Access to housing emerged as a key concern, with community members expressing views that there is too little
housing available, little if any is affordable and there is too little diversity in terms of style and location to meet
need. This issue includes both homes to rent and homes to buy and is not well articulated in the previous
meta-analyses. It is a very topical issue.

The need was most apparent among young people wishing to enter the market, people currently renting and
elderly people looking for a lifestyle change. Stakeholders describe too little housing being available at all
points along the housing continuum, inevitably pushing people down the housing ladder and causing a greater
number of people to fall off the ladder altogether.

1.3.2. Liveability issues

Some have positive experiences with infill in and around their area. The validation workshops in particular
provided examples of people who described infill in their street in terms of urban renewal rather than urban
infill. Older rundown houses are slowly being replaced with two or at most three new attractive dwellings with
landscaping, making the street more aesthetically pleasing.

“It’s nicer to walk down the street. | don’t have to feel embarrassed by the house next door that looks
derelict with weeds up to the windows.”

Many residents feel differently. In their experiences infill has resulted in streets and suburbs changing in
character to become hotter, less attractive, noisier, and more congested. Streets are less walkable and there
are perceptions that suburbs have become less safe.

Concern was also expressed about the loss of green space and recreational areas and places to play; the
concept that public open space would be reduced is clearly misplaced but needs to be managed.

1.3.3. Sustainability issues

Sustainability relates to community alignment with sustainability goals. There is concern that current infill
practices most often result in an increased environmental footprint (e.g. less groundwater recovery, hotter
suburbs, higher energy usage from cooling/heating).

“Proper infill planning should include the planning of more shade-appropriate street trees and the
sinking of powerlines across the City to allow the growth of tree canopies for shade and the cooling
of suburbs.”

There is a strong sense that the current infrastructure doesn’t meet current needs nor plan for future demand
for e-vehicles, including bikes and scooters. Upgraded transport infrastructure that supports sustainability
goals should cater for emerging modes of transport.

“That means separate paths for e-bikes and people.”
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Many community members and stakeholders agree that poor infill policies and practices have made it more
difficult to achieve sustainability goals, such as the removal of vegetation, design quality and land
fragmentation.

“The transition to density is a flawed concept. The more land is subdivided the more difficult it will be
to reassemble a parcel of land large enough to do anything meaningful with.”

1.3.4. Structural Issues

Stakeholders and members of the community listed a plethora of barriers to achieving the desired outcomes,
the main ones being:

(1) The complexity and hierarchical nature of the state planning system. Many feel the system leaves local
government limited room to move.

(2) The market failure to deliver high-density dwellings and stakeholder perceptions that the market for
apartments is soft and will remain so.

(3) Competing tensions between the investors looking to make a profit today and policy goals. Property
developers are motivated to build in a way that maximises their return on investment with liveability
and sustainability often being secondary considerations.

(4) Lack of coordination between local and state government bodies and authorities responsible for
delivering the infrastructure and services necessary to support an increase in population.

(5) Many perceive local government approaches planning approvals in an ad hoc fashion. Decisions are
made discretely without reference to adjoining properties, resulting in sub-optimal outcomes.

(6) Many believe property developers exert too much influence over planning decisions.

(7) A common perception is one of little oversight over building developments. There is a belief that once
approval is given, Council appears to take little responsibility for any divergence between what is
approved and the actual build.

(8) There is a mistrust of local government and the motivations underpinning its planning strategy. Some
perceive the purpose of infill development is to increase income without increasing services.

“Look there are barely enough shops now; people are already having difficulties accessing day care
and schools.”

“In fairness, | can think of instances where the Council has tried to do the right thing, and they’ve
been rolled. The developers just take the Council to the State Administration Tribunal which makes
decisions in favour of the developer.”

“Quite often there is a difference between what they build and what’s on the plan. The City doesn’t
check. They’re too concerned about unfenced pools than these developments.”

“They are just doing this for more rate income. The CEO is paid more than the Premier; for that sort
of money | want better decisions.”
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1.3.5. New Issues

Several new themes or variations on themes were identified in this consultation, chief among which were
concerns about access to suitable housing to buy as well as to rent and social impacts. We can hypothesise
that these issues emerged because

e The City consulted more broadly, deliberately targeting groups under-represented in previous
consultations
e Need is more acute, and

e The problems are more visible (e.g. homelessness, vandalism etc).

The key issues raised were:
(1) Access to housing in terms of both availability and affordability is raised as one of the four key issues
above.
(2) Social impacts cover a wide area and can be categorised as follows:

(i) Alack of affordable and appropriate accommodation leads to people falling into homelessness or
staying in an unsafe environment

(ii) Design quality, lack of diversity of dwelling type, and location are perceived to have negative
impacts on health and wellbeing and community cohesion

(iii) The impact of having more people in a confined space was felt to lead to crime, antisocial
behaviour, and vandalism

(iv) The impact on access to social services outside those provided by the City such as medical services,
hospitals, schools, day care etc.

(3) Additional perspectives on liveability such as noise and perceived loss of public open space and
recreational areas.

(4) Additional perspectives on sustainability such as a potentially increased environmental footprint.

A further key theme is that the consultation provides evidence that much of the community is not anti-
development or even anti-infill development per se. Few appear to dispute the need for more housing to
accommodate both current and future needs, and even those who dispute population forecasts appear to
accept environmental considerations as a driver for change.

However, there is widespread agreement that infill development must be delivered in a way that:

e atleast maintains liveability standards for the existing community,
e delivers quality housing for intended residents, and
e demonstrates clear, measurable progress towards sustainability goals.

e The message was reiterated by stakeholders, the majority of whom dispute the claim that 'what the
market wants' is three-by-two dwellings with no garden. A lack of diversity in type and location results
in sub-optimal outcomes, which neither meet the needs of the intended tenants or neighbours nor the
wider community.

“People very often need support to maintain a tenancy, but the odds of success are much higher
when they can be housed in a dwelling that suits them. Some people do very well in an apartment,
others will succeed in a little villa with a garden.”
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1.3.6. The role of Local Government

When stakeholders were asked how local government could foster and support good housing outcomes, they
suggested the following:

(1) Developers want great flexibility and less bureaucracy. Some perceive that it is difficult to develop in
the City of Joondalup.

(2) Other stakeholders look for the City to implement policies that maximise opportunities in existing
housing stocks, such as rates and penalties for long-term vacant dwellings and potential rate incentives
to inject those houses into the rental market.

(3) Few see the City as having a role in direct service provision but feel it should play a role in ensuring the
correct placement of urban infill and advocating for more social and affordable housing.

(4) The City also has a role to play in advocating for the appropriate infrastructure and services from State
Government.

(5) The City also has a role to play in coordinating and facilitating ongoing dialogue between all
stakeholders, including State Government Departments, service providers, community groups and
developers.

“The requirement for greenspaces makes it very hard to make a profit. We do less and less in
Joondalup because the City is hard to work with.”

“We’d love more opportunities to sit down with local governments, like the City of Joondalup.”

1.3.7. Housing location

In terms of appropriate locations for infill dwellings, the majority of opinion appears consistent with the
finding of previous consultations. While few community members made specific mention of Housing
Opportunity Areas, their comments, and responses to the activities on the online community discussion board
clearly demonstrate a preference for infill to be distributed throughout the City of Joondalup with greater
density around activity areas, such as the Joondalup City Centre. The mapping exercise further suggests that
the type of dwellings considered acceptable is in part dictated by the socioeconomic profile of each area. For
example, a greater number of villas in less affluent suburbs, townhouses placed in more affluent suburbs and
aged and assisted living facilities placed in older suburbs.

Consideration needs to be given to building heights; there is a strong preference for higher buildings to be
located along busy corridors and stepping down to low-density dwellings further into the suburb.
1.4. Differences in housing issues amongst the unengaged segments

The survey indicated that there was no difference in the issues which were important to the engaged
community compared to the unengaged community in general; however, there were some differences within
the unengaged and hard-to-reach communities.

The under-25 age group and including the under-35 age group, were more receptive to medium-density
housing and they were less concerned about building height and overshadowing; however, their greatest
concerns were:

Housing affordability: 83.0% of the under 25 age group and 78.3% of the under 35 age group.
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The impact of urban infill on property prices: 78.3% of the under 25 group, this was less of an issue for the
under 35 age group.

The great majority of seniors currently live in low-density single houses: 87.2%. In ten years, they report some
downsizing; however, 62.9% still see themselves living in low-density housing and when asked about the
minimum acceptable accommodation in ten years' time, 47.5% still wish to live in low-density housing. Overall
the acceptability of medium-density housing increases from an aspirational 11.9% amongst this age group in
ten years' time to medium-density housing becoming the minimum acceptable level of housing for 20.3% of
this age group.

The group of seniors most likely to aspire to medium-density and particularly small single-level villas or aged
care accommodation with a private courtyard in ten years' time are those aged 75 and above.

Most of the seniors own their home outright (73.2%) and their views are similar to the community in general;
however, they are more likely to approach their Elected Member if they feel there is an issue.

The CaLD community defined as people speaking a language other than English at home is represented by
7.6% of survey participants and is well distributed by age, location and tenure in the sample. The housing
tenure profile and support for various housing issues is similar to other groups; however, 23.0% of the CaLD
community surveyed feel they have been negatively affected by infill, which is twice that of other groups.

Increased noise levels are the one issue that is more critically important to this group than other groups.

In all, fifteen per cent of the survey sample live with either a disability, a chronic condition or care for someone
with one. This group tend to be older, with 57.5% aged 55 years and above, and few are under 35. Their
issues are similar to those of the general community, but when asked what other issues they would like to
include some members of this group specified that disability access and accessible pavements should be
included in planning for the future.

Almost eleven per cent of the sample rented their home and half of these people were aged under 35. This
group is more likely to live in and accept medium-density housing than other groups; in the future, up to one-
third of those who rent are likely to accept medium-density housing as their minimum requirement.

The key issues for this group, as with young people generally, are:

e Housing affordability: 75.9%.
e The impact of urban infill on property prices: 64.4%.

Over three-quarters of this group (12.9% of survey respondents) are under the age of 25 and live in low-
density single homes. Their profile is similar to that of renters in that whilst only 1 in 5 of this group aspire to
medium-density housing in ten years' time and less than ten per cent aspires to high-density housing when
considering their minimum requirements medium density housing becomes more acceptable. The acceptance
of increased density doubling to 37.9% of young people living with their parents who would live in medium-
density housing, and 13.6% of this group would live in high-density housing if necessary.

The issues for this age group, as with renters and the under-25 age group are:
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o Housing affordability: 85.4%
e The impact of urban infill on property prices: 73.8%

The diversity of housing is an issue of significantly higher importance to this age group with 56.3% expressing
concern.

This group is defined as families with children under 12 years living at home and represents 20.6% of survey
participants. This group tend to be aged between 25 and 54, with half of these respondents in the 35 to 44
age group. This group is more likely to feel that they need low-density single homes now and in the future,
and 77.6% of this group currently has a house with a mortgage. Their concerns are similar to the population
generally; however, they are the group most concerned about the impact of additional population on available
places at local schools and day care centres.

This group is also the most likely to have engaged with the City, with 21.2% having been involved in
consultation with the City in the last two years.

In all 19.0% of survey participants are defined as engaged, having been engaged in consultation or a survey for
the City or contacted their Elected Member in the last 2 years. The survey clearly demonstrates that there are
no significant differences in the level of importance of housing issues between those people who are engaged
and those who are unengaged as noted above. However, the report analyses the issues of critical interest to
survey respondents who feel that they have been impacted by infill and those who have approached their local
members in the last 2 years where there are some differences in the housing issues of these groups.

1.5. Housing Issues Conclusions

The range of themes identified in past consultations hold true today and are largely similar across all groups;
what differs is where groups place the emphasis. Age, income, life-stage, and experience of infill all impact
attitude. For example:

e Activities conducted as part of the housing issues study suggest that residents are more likely to be
engaged if they feel they have been negatively affected by infill; a suggestion confirmed by the
Housing Intentions survey. Their concerns are driven by the impacts they experience and witness in
their streets and neighbourhoods.

e People with negative experiences are mainly concerned about liveability and everyone is concerned
about environmental sustainability.

e Street trees and parking remain hot-button issues. Discussion suggests that sustainability should be
added to the list: it appears to be of increasing importance as more people accept climate change is
real and connect the impact of development on native fauna and suburban temperatures.

New issues have emerged with the widened brief. There is evidence for access and concern for social
outcomes as new themes which should be incorporated into the review process.

e Access to housing; these people are mostly young and are driven by issues of affordability and
availability.

e Social issues are exacerbated by the current situation of access to suitable housing, the impact of
increased population density and also as the result of servicing more people with limited resources.

Future housing policy should clearly demonstrate how it will achieve liveability and sustainability goals and
improve access to housing. It should also provide a mechanism for managing and measuring progress towards
these goals.

11
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

The Planning and Development Act 2005 requires all local governments to maintain a local planning scheme,
part of which is conducting regular five-yearly reviews. Local planning strategies inform the local planning
schemes and are generally prepared or reviewed as a prelude to the significant change in the Scheme.
Processes associated with the preparation and review of local planning schemes and strategies are specified in
the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations).

The City of Joondalup (the City) has commenced a review of the City’s Local Planning Strategy as a prelude to
its five-yearly review of its Local Planning Scheme. This review particularly focuses on the housing component
of the Local Planning Strategy.

The City’s population is forecast to grow by almost 20,000 over the next 20 years, and the State Government
has set the target of an additional 22,630 homes to be provided in the City by 2050, with much of it delivered
as infill. This will result in a significant change in the appearance and density of City neighbourhoods.

The City has been consulting with the community since its housing intentions survey in 2009 on the subject of
housing and infill. This consultation has resulted in the City’s most recent design policy for infill at medium-
density; however, there are enduring concerns among some community members regarding the impacts of
infill housing and perceptions the current planning framework is under-delivering liveability outcomes.

Responding to ongoing community concern and advocacy around these issues, in May 2021, Council agreed to
bring forward the review of the housing component of the City’s Local Planning Strategy from the 2022/23
financial year to the 2021/22 financial year and is a key contextual influence for the project.

The City is taking a very measured approach to its review of its Local Planning Strategy and Local Planning
Scheme No. 3 and has created two projects: Housing Review and ‘Other Matters Review’'. These projects
relate to the ‘Housing Review’. The Housing Review is a comprehensive review of housing and density issues
across the entire City of Joondalup and includes all housing and accommodation issues, not just infill.

The City appointed Research Solutions in June 2022 to undertake two related projects:
Part A - Housing Intentions: a housing intentions survey of the City of Joondalup’s adult residents.

Part B — Housing Issues: to fill gaps in knowledge regarding housing issues, particularly from previously
unengaged residents.

This report is in two parts Part A — The Housing Intentions survey, providing robust, independent, and
quantifiable data regarding the future housing intentions of City of Joondalup residents and Part B- The
Housing Issues consultation which includes:

e Filling gaps in knowledge regarding housing issues from the perspectives of the previously unengaged
stakeholder group, with ‘unengaged’ being defined as either never having participated in a survey or
consultation for the City of Joondalup or contacted an Elected Member about an issue of concern, or
not done so within the past two years.

e Involving engaged stakeholders to confirm housing issues to be addressed by the housing review.
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3.0 METHOD

Part A —the Housing Intentions survey and Part B — the Housing Issues research significantly overlap and hence
have been put together in one report.

3.1. Part A - Housing Intentions
3.1.1. Objectives

This report focuses on identifying future housing needs in the City of Joondalup. Research Solutions has done
this by:

o Identify the type of housing in which survey respondents live;

e Asking residents to identify the type of dwelling they feel will best meet their housing needs in ten
years;

e Asking residents to define the minimum acceptable type of housing they would consider in ten years.

Extensive consultation in late August and throughout September 2022 identified a wide range of potential
impacts of an increased population, these impacts were reduced to 16 broader impacts leading to the survey:

e Measuring the proportion of residents citing each of the impacts;
e |dentifying if there are any other issues of concern;

e Measuring demographic information as appropriate to profile the sample, including hard-to-reach
groups and identifying previously unengaged residents.

3.1.2. The Approach

As suggested in our proposal, the extensive consultation of housing issues was undertaken first with strong
engagement with the unengaged sections of the community to identify the range of issues of concern, building
upon existing consultation that the City had undertaken and the positives that the community perceived
medium-density development could deliver.

Following the scoping meeting and the extensive consultation, a questionnaire was developed based on the
objectives above and the findings of the consultation. The City worked hard to develop a scale of housing
typologies with easy-to-understand descriptions to help the community describe their current housing
situation and their expectations and needs for the future. These proved easy for survey participants to
understand and classify their preferences and needs.

The telephone questionnaire was agreed upon with the City of Joondalup and circulated amongst Elected
Members for comment.

The questionnaire was circulated to Elected Members and was programmed into the computer-assisted
telephone interviewing (CATI) system and the interviewers briefed by Nicky Munro on Thursday, 6th October.
A pilot study was undertaken on the 6th October achieving 30 interviews and the questionnaire was timed at
10 minutes. The purpose of the pilot survey was to ensure that the questions were understood, including the
housing typologies, the questionnaire flowed smoothly, and the elicited the required information. The project
manager reviewed the results of the pilot study, and no change was made to the questionnaire.

A stratified random sample was achieved by applying age and gender quotas to the survey producing a sample
that is consistent with the distribution of the adult population in the City of Joondalup as described in the 2021
Census. The sample includes hard-to-reach groups such as:

e those living with a disability or with a chronic condition or caring for somebody with a disability (15.1%
of respondents)
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e people who speak a language other than English at home (representing culturally and linguistically
diverse people) (7.6% of respondents)

e people who rent (10.9% of respondents)
e people with young children under 12 living at home (20.6% of respondents).
e people under the age of 25 (13.2%) and people under the age of 35 (22.4%)

e seniors in this survey identified as 55 years and over (43.3%).

An important feature of the survey was to reach a significant sample of unengaged residents; 81% of survey
respondents were defined as unengaged (not having engaged in consultation with the City nor engaged with
their Elected Members on an issue of concern in the last two years). A detailed profile of respondents is
provided in the last section of this report.

The sample was collected by one of Research Solutions’ field teams, Thinkfield. Both Research Solutions and
Thinkfield are quality assured under the International Standards in Market, Opinion and Social Research - ISO
20252:2019. Almost ninety per cent of the interviews were conducted by telephone; however, to reach young
people and those in rental accommodation, interviewers conducted face-to-face interviews with some of these
people in places where young people gather. Overall, 11.3% of the sample was conducted as a face-to-face
interview with a S1 Scratch-n-Win ticket provided as a thank-you for participating. Supplementing the
telephone surveys with face-to-face interviews to engage with the under-35 age group is now common
practice amongst Band One Local Government surveys to ensure that a representative sample of young people
is obtained.

One interview was undertaken with each household and both mobile and landline telephone numbers were
used to reach respondents. A decision was made not to weight these samples as the stratified random sample
approach with quotas ensured that the sample was representative of the latest Australian Bureau of Statistics
data for the area (2021 Census).

Eight hundred and one (801) interviews were completed by Tuesday, 18th October. After the survey, ten per
cent of the telephone interviews were validated to ensure that the survey answers had been recorded
correctly, as mandated by The Research Society and by ISO quality assurance procedures.

On receiving the data file, Research Solutions thoroughly checked the data and coded the open-ended
responses, ready for analysis. Part of the data checking revealed that some survey participants lived in mobile
homes or demountable homes, and a new category was created for these people.

A detailed analysis of the findings was undertaken, including:

e Afrequency count
e Cross-tabulations
e Tests of statistical significance — Chi-Square, Z-Test and the False Discovery Rate

e Other analysis as required.

3.2. Part B The Housing Issues
The consultation exercise comprised four activities, each targeting a different community segment.

(1) Activity One: Confirm the issues previously raised through an open online consultation form.
(2) Activity Two: Intercept interviews with unengaged residents from hard-to-reach groups

(3) Activity Three: A three-day online community discussion with unengaged residents from other hard-
to-reach or under-represented groups, e.g. people who rent or live in dwelling types other than a
single home.

(4) Activity Four: Stakeholder interviews to provide context and advice.
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(5) Activity Five: Two online validation workshops, one with engaged and one with unengaged residents.

The formats of the various activities were consistent with IAP2 consultation principles. Specific topics explored
were developed from the meta-analysis of past engagement activities and through consultation with the City.

3.2.1. Activity One: Confirming the issues

The City of Joondalup hosted an online consultation exercise, open to anyone who lives or owns property
within the City of Joondalup and specifically intended to attract and consult with the already engaged on
housing issues. Specifically to:

e Ensure all residents had an avenue to provide comments,

e Confirm the issues captured through previous consultations, and

e Identify and explore any additional issues that may have been missed.

Research Solutions developed the questionnaire from the meta-data provided by the City ready for
programming.

The online consultation was hosted on the City of Joondalup’s engagement page. The City advertised the
opportunity through various channels to residents, including targeted emails to groups and individuals known
to be engaged with the topic. The online consultation was programmed by the City, and the data was
collected using SurveyMonkey between the 5th of September and the 17th October 2022. The collected data
was provided in Excel format to Research Solutions for analysis.

Respondents were asked to review the list of issues and mark which they felt were or were not relevant to
development in the City of Joondalup. They were then provided with the opportunity to add additional
comments through an open-ended question.

Open-ended comments were analysed for themes and issues not previously captured, with the analysis
reviewed by a second researcher.

Respondents were also given the opportunity to register their interest in receiving ongoing communication
about the project.

After the exercise, a total of 489 residents had completed the consultation form in full, about a third of whom
were unengaged residents. Just over half of all respondents took the opportunity to add further comments
through the open-ended question. Many responses were very lengthy and are appended in full to this report.

3.2.2. Activity Two: Intercept Interviews

The consultation program included a series of intercept interviews with unengaged residents from community
segments the City identified as hard-to-reach. These being:

e Young people

e Young families

e Elderly and seniors

e (CalD.

The questionnaire was developed by Research Solutions. The questionnaire was reviewed by the City before
launch. On average, participants took 16 minutes to complete the intercept interview, which is more than
twice as long as anticipated. This demonstrates the level of interest and relevance of the topic and the depth
of response given by participants.

Data collection was undertaken by intercept interviews using professionally trained and experienced
interviewers at several City of Joondalup facilities and various locations throughout the City. The data was
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collected over a six-day period, from the 7th to the 12th of September 2022. Participants were asked a
number of screening questions to ensure their eligibility. Eligibility was based on being a resident of the City
and being in one of the intercept interview target segments (listed above). City of Joondalup residents who
did not meet the eligibility criteria of the intercept interviews were directed to the City’s online engagement
page, where they could if they chose, participate in the online consultation.

Participants were asked three open-ended questions and some demographic questions.

Interviewers responded Research Solutions in an Excel spreadsheet, with verbatim responses manually coded
and reviewed by a second researcher.

A total of 53 intercept interviews were conducted. Young men, in particular, and men in general, tend to be
less well-represented in surveys and consultations; interviewers were further briefed to attempt a ratio of 2:3
male to female within each targeted segment.

3.2.3. Activity Three: Pop-up community discussion

The third activity of Part B: Housing issues, involved a three-day online community discussion. The purpose of
the online community discussion was to explore housing issues among hard-to-reach groups and those
previously under-represented in past consultation exercises, including:

e Renters and adults living at home with their parents
e People living in a range of dwelling types
e Young families, and

o The elderly.

Research Solutions designed the engagement activities and built the infrastructure for the online community
discussion using the Recollective online platform. The results of discussion activities are detailed in section 8.0
and included:

e straight questions-and-answers,

e a mapping exercise to identify appropriate areas for infill development, where participants were
presented with a high-level map of the City of Joondalup, and asked to identify areas appropriate to
locate different dwelling types (see 8.3 for detail)

e aphoto sort to explore attitudes to dwelling types, where participants were asked to match different
with an appropriate dwelling

e a multi-media exercise to gather information about what people viewed as positive outcomes / good
quality development.

The framework for the online community discussion is appended to this document, along with selected data
sets of participants’ responses.

Participants of the online community discussion were recruited by Thinkfield, an independent data collection
and recruitment agency. Each of the City’s six wards was represented. The recruitment process screened out
people who are already engaged and people who work for the City. All participants were fully informed about
the purpose of the discussion, with the discussion framed around the non-negotiables and project givens.

The framework for the online community discussion is appended to this document, along with selected data
sets of participants’ responses.

A total of 32 participants were recruited to the online community, and all participated. Overall, the online
community successfully engaged participants over the three-day period, with moderators receiving positive
feedback from a number of participants.
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Outputs from the board were analysed, and the housing issues and challenges experienced were coded to
ensure that concepts were captured in the community survey.

3.2.4. Activity Four: Stakeholder interviews

The City identified a range of stakeholders whom they felt could add value to the discussion. These included
providers of social services and housing, government bodies, private industry and community groups, such as
the Joondalup Urban Development Association (JUDA).

Research Solutions prepared a broad topic guide, which was provided to the City in advance.

Interviews were recruited from a list of stakeholders supplied by the City of Joondalup and were emailed in
advance to advise them of the study and ask for their participation. Interviews were conducted at a time
convenient for the stakeholder, either in person or on the phone/via Teams. Notes were taken at the time of
the interview, and where necessary, participants were recontacted to clarify an issue or comment made. Most
were happy to be identified as having participated. Their comments were reviewed for common themes and
concerns, with the analysis itself reviewed by a second researcher.

In total, 18 stakeholders participated; these represented 13 of the 15 organisations targeted. Two interviews
were not secured within the timeframe.

3.2.5. Activity Five: Online validation workshops

Following the analysis of the consultation outcomes, the consultants conducted two resident workshops to
share the consultation process and to provide high-level findings. During the workshops, participants were
given the opportunity to provide more feedback and build on the community vision. One workshop was held
with engaged residents and the second with unengaged residents.

Engaged participants were recruited from those who had participated in Activity One: Confirming the issues.
Participants of the unengaged workshop had not participated in this or previous City of Joondalup research
within the past two years. The workshops were held between the 5th and 7th of November 2022.

Research Solutions developed the agenda for each workshop, which the City reviewed prior to the workshops
being conducted. A copy of the agenda is appended to this report.

In total, 7 residents participated in the engaged workshop, and 7 participated in the unengaged workshop.
Overall, the workshops had high levels of involvement, with participants agreeing with the findings ascertained
from the previous stages and adding additional insights and context. Workshop participants joined early, and
each workshop ran significantly over time due to their level of interest and engagement with the topic.

3.2.6. Demographic Profile of the Housing Issues exercises

The consultation exercise captured demographic information to better understand people’s current
circumstances and provide points of comparison between data sets.

Confirming the issues: people who completed the City’s online consultation form tended to be older than
those participating in other consultation activities. It is interesting to note that the previously unengaged
residents who completed this consultation exercise have a similar profile to their already-engaged
counterparts. This group had a higher proportion of homeownership than in other consultation activities, with
almost half owning their own homes outright. The majority live in free-standing single homes. Higher
proportions of this group of residents lived in Duncraig, Edgewater, Kallaroo, Kingsley and Woodvale than in
other suburbs, with each contributing approximately 9% of the sample. Looking at residence by ward, 21.3%
of respondents were from the Central ward and 20.2% from the North Central ward. Information about CalLD
and disability status was not captured.

Intercept interviews: The intercept interviews overshot the target, delivering 53 of an expected 50 interviews.

All participants met the criteria of unengaged City residents. Almost 70% of interviewees were under 45 years

of age, and approximately one-fifth were under the age of 30. Seniors were well-represented, with 22.6% over
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the age of 64, including 7.5% over 75 years. Families with children under 12 comprised almost 60% of the
sample. Fewer among this group were homeowners: almost 30% either rented or live at home with their
parents. Padbury and Duncraig accounted for almost 40% of the sample, which was a function of the location
the interviewing took place. Recoded into wards, the sample appears better distributed around the City of
Joondalup: the Central, South West and South wards each accounted for a little over 20% of the sample. Only
3 respondents (5.7%) lived in the North ward, with the remainder distributed between the North Central and
South East wards. Almost ten per cent either identified as having a chronic condition or as caring for someone
who does (9.5%), and a fifth spoke a language other than English at home.

Online Community Discussion: The online community discussion board included a total of 32 participants. The
proportion of renters and people living at home was similar to the intercept interviewees, totalling a little over
20%. About 30% had children under the age of 12 at home. Residents represented 17 of the City’s 21 suburbs.

The table below details the demographic profile of participants by activity.

Pop-up
Confirming the Intercept community Validation

issues interviews discussion workshops

(n-489) (n-53) (n-32) (n-14)
Age:
30 years or under - 20.8% 15.6% 14.3%
31-45 years - 50.9% 37.5% 35.7%
46-63 years - 5.7% 25.0% 50.0%
64-74 years - 15.1% 21.9% -
75 years and over - 7.5% - -
Age — Confirming issues: *
24 and under 0.8% - 6.3% -
25-34 5.1% - 18.8% -
35-44 17.6% - 25.0% -
45 -54 23.1% - 21.9% -
55-64 21.5% - 6.3% -
65-74 20.2% - 21.9% -
75+ 9.0% - - -
Prefer not to say 2.7% - - -
Gender:
Male - 35.8% 50.0% 50.0%
Female - 64.2% 50.0% 50.0%
Home ownership:
Own home outright 48.3% 18.9% 34.4% 35.7%
Own home with mortgage 45.8% 52.8% 43.8% 50.0%
Rent 3.1% 15.1% 15.6% 14.3%
Live with parents/other 2.8% 13.2% 6.3% -

Household composition:
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Children under 12 years
living at home

CalLD

Live with a disability or
chronic condition or care
for someone who does

Suburb:
Beldon
Burns Beach
Connolly
Craigie
Currumbine
Duncraig
Edgewater
Greenwood
Heathridge
Hillarys
Iluka
Joondalup
Kallaroo
Kingsley
Kinross
Marmion
Mullaloo
Ocean Reef
Padbury
Sorrento
Warwick

Woodvale

Confirming the
issues
(n-489)

0.8%
1.6%
1.6%
2.5%
3.1%
8.8%
8.8%
5.1%
3.5%
5.5%
2.2%
7.0%
8.8%
8.4%
1.6%
1.0%
2.9%
3.5%
4.7%
5.3%
4.1%
9.2%

Intercept
interviews
(n-53)

58.5%

20.8%

9.4%

1.9%

9.4%
1.9%
17.0%
5.7%
5.7%
7.5%
3.8%

3.8%
1.9%
5.7%
1.9%
3.8%

20.8%
1.9%

7.5%

Pop-up
community
discussion
(n-32)

28.1%

6.3%

3.1%

3.1%
3.1%
6.3%
6.3%
9.4%
3.1%
6.3%
6.3%
6.3%
3.1%
9.4%
9.4%
3.1%
3.1%
3.1%

3.1%

6.3%
9.4%

19

Validation
workshops
(n-14)

?

16.7%

N/A

7.1%

14.3%
7.3%

14.3%
7.1%
7.1%
7.1%

7.1%
7.1%
7.1%
7.1%
7.1%

* Age categories are different for Activity One: Confirming issues than other activities. For Activity Three: Pop-up community discussion

actual age was asked and could be recoded into different categories as required.

3.3. Project Messages

The study employed consistent messaging across the life of the consultation program (Part A: Housing
intentions, Part B: Housing issues). This was to inform community members of the constraints placed on local
governments by state government planning processes, thereby framing the consultation within the
parameters of the non-negotiables and project givens. The key messages were:
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e The City of Joondalup is undertaking a review of its Local Planning Strategy, which informs the Local
Planning Scheme.

e The review is being undertaken in the knowledge of certain constraints imposed by state policy and
planning legislation (section .1.2)

e Community consultation will inform the housing component of the City’s Local Planning Strategy and
provides a strategic planning framework for meeting the City’s future housing needs, including where
different housing densities and typologies should be located within the City.

e Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods is a strategic project that will undertake a comprehensive review
of the housing component of the City’s Local Planning Strategy.

e Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods will not be limited to the City’s current Housing Opportunity
Areas. Housing issues and residential density will be reviewed across all residential areas and precincts
of the City.

3.3.1. Project limitations

This is qualitative research, and in general designed to target specific segments of the unengaged and not to
be representative of the whole Joondalup community (Part A: the Housing Intensions survey covered this
task), and the findings should not be treated as such.

While this consultation process has endeavoured to be inclusive, it is acknowledged there will always be voices
missed.

3.3.2. Learnings and missed opportunities

As a topic, housing translates well to the digital environment. People are sufficiently invested to stay the
course and contribute at a high level for the duration.

e Future projects could potentially make provision for how to manage data when participants over-
deliver, for example, there were a significant amount of pictures and videos provided by the online
community.

e Not all exercises work equally well online; the photo-sort delivered less than hoped for and would
either need to be simplified or replaced if the exercise were repeated.

e Housing type and tenure information will be useful to track experience and sentiment over time and
better understand residents’ points of view.

3.3.3. Outcomes

In keeping with IAP2 principles, this project sought to broaden community involvement in the topic. Part B:
Housing Issues categorised residents as either Engaged or Unengaged and targeted the two segments through
separate activities. These groups were defined as:

e Engaged - people who had either contacted an Elected Member about an issue of concern or
participated in a survey or other consultation for the City of Joondalup within the past two years.

e Unengaged - people who had neither contacted an Elected Member about an issue of concern nor
participated in a survey or other consultation for the City of Joondalup within the past two years.

As a group of activities, the housing issues component of the consultation achieved an additional 260 ‘new’
voices.

Both the intercept interviews and discussion participants were screened to exclude engaged residents of the
City. The online consultation was open to all residents, and it is worth noting that while the majority of
participants were already engaged, the exercise attracted 176 new voices (as depicted in the table below). This
is a consequential number, and there would be a benefit in knowing how this cohort found the exercise. The
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subsequent validation workshop with the engaged suggests that at least a proportion of this group was alerted
to the opportunity by word-of-mouth.

Figure 1: Part B: Housing issues, participation by engagement type.

Unengaged Engaged Total
Intercept interviews 53 0 53
Discussion board participants 32 0 32
Online consultation 176 313 489
Validation workshops 7 7* 14%*
Total 268 313 581

* Note: the 7 Engaged participants in the validation workshop were also participants in the online consultation exercise and therefore
do not add to the total number of participants.
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4.0

CURRENT HOUSING TYPES
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The vast majority of survey participants (87.4%) described their current residence as a single or double-storey
home with a backyard, with the majority of the balance of respondents living in medium-density, single houses
on a small lot. The balance of respondents was divided between high-density and other.

Figure 2 — Distribution of housing types

Single house
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The distribution of housing types is shown in the following Figure.

Figure 3 -Residents’ current housing
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Q1. Firstly, what type of housing do you currently live in? n-801
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The results were similar by ward, except that survey participants in the North Ward had double the number of
survey participants aged under 25 compared to the other wards, leading to significantly more medium and
high-density accommodation listed and specifically low-rise apartments (5.6% of survey participants) and high-
density apartments of four or more storeys (4.2%): 76.8% of survey participants in the North Ward lived in a
single house low-density dwelling.

Age has a significant impact on housing types:

e Many of the under twenty-five age group appear to be still living at home in the family single house
dwelling (85.8%), with apartments both low-rise (6.6%) and high-rise apartments (3.8%) being the
most popular alternative.

e The twenty-five to thirty-four age group are more likely to have moved away from the single-family
house, with a greater number than other age groups moving into both medium and high-density living;
only 70.3% now live in a single home, 18.9% live in medium-density housing and 6.8% live in high-
density apartments.

e Between the ages of 35 and 74, the type of home ownership remains fairly similar, with low-density
single homes the main housing type, for ninety per cent or more of survey participants.

e The seventy-five and over age group is more likely to have moved away from low-density with 80.5%
remaining in low-density single houses). They have moved towards medium-density single-storey
semi-detached houses (11.5%) or small single-level villas or age care accommodation (8.0%). See
below.

Figure 4 — Housing typologies by age

24 and

25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 +

under
A single or double-storey home with a back yard 85.8% 70.3% 92.7% 93.3% 91.3% 89.7% 80.5%
A single-storey gr.o.up of semi-detached houses with 0.9% 5.49% 5.5% 4.9% 43% 6.8% 11.5%
a small outdoor living area/ courtyard
A f h le-
WﬁLO:Zoourttf,:,Zced or townhouses double-storey 1.9% 6.8% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0%
tgx'n:'zi;p;;?:n”ts of 2 or 3 storeys with a 6.6% 6.8% 1.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
,:;;Zt;ltqr:wneunntallnga;rtz:zgk of 4 or more storeys high with 3.8% 6.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Small single-level villas or aged care 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9% 8.0%
accommodation with a private courtyard
C/ ﬁ;a;’:‘;jlzzlg; i’;‘:'ese'f'm“ta'ned unitonablock 1 g 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0%
Park home /caravan park 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9% 0.0%
Other 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n- 106 74 109 163 115 117 113

Q1. Firstly, what type of housing do you currently live in? We are looking for a wide cross-section of people. Which of the following age
groups are you in? n-797; 4 missing

Survey participants who own or are in the process of purchasing their home were almost all currently living in
a single house low-density housing, as shown on the next page. Whilst the majority of those who rent (63.2%
of respondents) live in single-house low-density housing, this group are statistically significantly more likely to
live in more diverse housing including low-rise apartments (11.5% of renters), high-density apartments (8.0%
of renters) and medium-density terraced houses or townhouses (5.7% of renters).
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Figure 5 - Current Type of housing by tenure

Rent / includes

ARG Live at home

Own your home  Own your home

with a mortgage outright el with parents
A single or double-storey home with a back yard 91.1% 88.9% 63.2% 94.2%
A single-storey group of.s«.em|-detached houses with 5.6% 75% 4.6% 1.0%
a small outdoor living area/ courtyard
A group of terracviir:)gt:xr:tr;zt:;es double-storey 1.3% 0.3% 5.7% 1.0%
Low-rise aparc'c(:nr:rr;t:noaf| z:rrd?;;toreys with a 1.0% 0.0% 11.5% 1.9%
Apartment in a k;l:glr(nc:;jnzrl ;ac;;ee;toreys high with 0.3% 0.0% 8.0% 1.0%
Small smgl.e—leve.l villas pr aged care 0.0% 3.0% 4.6% 0.0%
accommodation with a private courtyard
A granny flat or s.maII self.-c<.)nta|ned unit on a block 0.3% 0.0% 1.1% 1.0%
with an existing home
Park home /caravan park 0.3% 0.3% 1.1% 0.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n- 302 305 87 103

Q1. Firstly, what type of housing do you currently live in? Do you: n-797; 4 missing

Whilst there are real differences in current accommodation when comparing young people, seniors and
renters. The proportion of respondents in each of the current types of accommodation is similar across other
groups identified including: CalLD, people with a disability and their carers and families with young children.
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5.0 DWELLING PREFERENCES IN THE FUTURE

Dwelling preferences in 10 years’ time were measured two ways:

e The preferred type of dwelling.
e An acceptable type of dwelling.

5.1. Preferred type of dwelling

Using the same definition of dwelling types, in 10 years’ time survey participants clearly show a shift away
from low-density single housing towards medium-density housing, with the proportion of respondents
selecting medium-density housing doubling from 8.9% in 2022 to 16.4% in 2032. Also, as survey participants
age, there is a tripling of the level of interest in single-level villas or aged care accommodation to 6.0%.

Figure 6 — Preferred type of dwelling

Single house Semi-detached) Grouped Termsced Loww-rise High density Aged and dependent  Andillary wnit
{1-2 storey) grouped houses townhouses apartments apartments ascoomimodation villes granny fiat
{1 storey) (2 Storeys) {2-3 storeys) {4+ storeys)
Low density Medium density High density Other
70.8% 16.4% 2.1% 7.3%

Figure 7 - The distribution of housing types is shown in 10 years’ time

I 70.8%

A single or double storey home with a back yard 87.4%
A single storey group of semi-detached houses with a small... -5(?%2%
A group of terraced or townhouses double storey with a courtyard -lji%%
Low rise apartments of 2 or 3 storeys with a communal garden u 1399,/00/"
Apartment in a block of 4 or more storeys high with a communal... i 12_'11[,/[:’"
Small single level villas or aged care accommodation with a... -1.763/;)0%
| 0.7%

A granny flat or small self-contained unit on a block with an... 0.4%

| 0.4%
Park home/ caravan park 0.4%

Other 0.1%

0.0% m 10 years time aspiration
Don't know .O 13%?% Current housing

Q2. What type of dwelling do you see best meeting your housing needs in ten years’ time. n-801
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Current residents of single houses decreased by a quarter, either moving towards medium-density (12.8%),
predominantly single-storey group semi-detached houses or moving towards single-level villas or aged care
accommodation (4.3%).

Of those currently living in medium-density single-storey semi-detached houses, 20.0% see themselves moving
towards single-house accommodation in 10 years' time, and twenty per cent see themselves moving towards
small single-level villas or aged care accommodation or granny flats.

Again, the respondents' age group plays a large part in the type of dwelling that survey participants aspire to in
ten years. The under-25 and over-75 age groups are least likely to see themselves living in low-density single-
home accommodation in ten years; 59.4% and 52.2%, respectively.

Almost a quarter of the under-25 age group, see themselves living in medium-density accommodation,
particularly group terraced houses, townhouses or low-rise apartments. A further 9.4% believe they will live in
high-density apartment blocks of four or more storeys. As shown in fig 5 on the next page.

In the over seventy-five age group, half of this age group believe that they will be living in single-home
dwellings in 10 years' time, with just over twenty per cent visualising living in small single-level villas or aged
care accommodation and thirteen per cent living in medium-density accommodation in small semi-detached
houses as shown below.

Figure 8 — Aspirational dwelling type by age group

Zu‘:‘::f 25-34 35-44 45-54 5564 6574 75 +
A single or double-storey home with a back yard 59.4% 78.4% 89.0% 79.1% 70.4% 65.8% 52.2%
:\:r':f:f;ﬁfgszrgﬂsi‘;‘; :fr ::;“C'oﬁzg:jd houseswith —, oo 4.1% 4.6% 11.0%  148%  11.1%  13.3%
aﬁLo:pc)oojrtts;r%ced or townhouses double-storey 10.4% 7% 1.8% 43% 2 6% 5.1% 1.8%
tgx'n:'zi;p;;?:n”ts of 2 or 3 storeys with a 104%  4.1% 2.8% 0.6% 0.9% 0.9% 2.7%
,:;;Zt;ltqr:wneunntallnga;rtz:zgk of 4 or more storeys high with 9.4% 2.7% 0.9% 0.0% 0.9% 1.7% 0.9%
Small smgle—lfavel vhlllas or.aged care 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 37% 5.9% 10.3% 20.4%
accommodation with a private courtyard
cv ﬁﬁag:ﬁf.iﬁ.ﬁé i’;‘ilese'f'm“ta'ned unitonablock —; oo 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9%
Park home /caravan park 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9% 0.0%
Other 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Don’t know 5.7% 5.4% 0.9% 0.6% 3.5% 2.6% 8.0%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n- 106 74 109 163 115 117 113

Q2. What type of dwelling do you see best meeting your housing needs in ten years’ time? Which of the following age groups are you
in? n-797; 4 missing

Current tenure did impact upon dwelling aspirations with those people who own their own home outright.
These people are more likely to be older and therefore the group most likely to consider itself moving towards
small single-level villas or aged care accommodation (12.8%). See the following Figure.

Survey respondents with mortgages were more likely to see themselves as remaining in low-density single-
house accommodation for at least the next ten years; 80.8% of people with a mortgage consider themselves to
be living in low-density housing in ten years’ time.
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Survey respondents currently living at home with their parents show the greatest diversity of housing in ten
years’ time, indicating that they will move out into a more diverse range of housing than other groups, though
this shows some similarity to the aspirations of survey respondents in rental accommodation. Of respondents
who live at home, 9.7% consider that they will live in low-rise apartments in ten years’ time and 8.7% consider
they will live in high-density high-rise apartments as shown in the Figure below.

Figure 9 - Aspirational housing type amongst different types of tenures

Own your home Rent / includes

Own your home Live at home

with a X with a group of )
outright with parents
mortgage people
A single or double-storey home with a back yard 91.1% 88.9% 63.2% 61.2%
A single-st f i-detached h ith
single-storey gro.up of semi-detached houses wi 5.6% 75% 4.6% 2.9%
a small outdoor living area/ courtyard
aiﬁ:c;usos:t;::;aced or townhouses double-storey 1.3% 0.3% 5.79% 7 8%
Ic_gx-r:lsjiala;g):rr;;n:nts of 2 or 3 storeys with a 1.0% 0.0% 11.5% 9.7%
szrntqn;eunntailngzrkj:rfk of 4 or more storeys high with 0.3% 0.0% 3.0% 8.7%
Sr'.nall smgle-level villas or aged care accommodation 0.0% 3.0% 4.6% 1.9%
with a private courtyard
A'granny f!at' or small self-contained unit on a block 0.3% 0.0% 1.1% 1.9%
with an existing home
Park home /caravan park 0.3% 0.3% 1.1% 0.0%
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Don't know 1.0% 4.3% 8.0% 4.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n- 302 305 87 103

Q2. What type of dwelling do you see best meeting your housing needs in ten years’ time? by Q7. Do you: n-798; 3 missing

There is no statistically significant difference in housing aspirations between wards, gender, the CaLD
community, and people living with a disability, although respondents with children under 12 years living at
home were more likely to aspire to a low-density single home with a back yard than were other groups.

5.2. The minimum acceptable type of housing

In considering the minimum type of housing acceptable to survey participants in ten years’ time, only just over
fifty per cent of survey participants would still expect to live in low-density single residential as shown in the
following Figure.
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Figure 10 — Minimum type of housing you would consider as acceptable looking forward 10 years

Single house Semi-detached) ‘Grouped /Terrsced Love-rise High density Aged and dependent  Ancillary wnit
{1-2 storey) grouped houses townhouses apartments apartments asccommodation villss granny flat
(1 storey) (2 Storeys) (2-3 storeys) {4+ storeys)
Low density Medium density High density Other
51.4% 27.5% 4.0% 11.5%

Q3. And what is the minimum type of housing you would consider as acceptable looking forward 10 years? n-801

Figure 11 - Minimum type of housing you would consider as acceptable looking forward 10 years.

A single or double storey home with a back yard 70.8%

A single storey group of semi-detached houses with a small W8 5.6%

0,
outdoor living area/ courtyard _9'2/f4'9%
A group of terraced or townhouses double storey witha I 1'2%@
courtyard B 6.5%
, . B 1.9%
Low rise apartments of 2 or 3 storeys with a communal garden 3.0%
B 6.1%
Apartment in a block of 4 or more storeys high witha | 12-11%;
communal garden W i0%
Small single level villas or aged care accommodation witha 1 1'7%0¢y
private courtyard I 101.5%
A granny flat or small self-contained unit on a block with an | %‘;‘;//0
existing home 1 1'.6"2
| 0.4%
Park home/ caravan park ~ 0.4% .
| 0.2% B Current housing
0.0%
Other : 01..1(;’{2) 10 years time aspiration
L)
Don't know 0%’./"5% B Minium acceptable
B 27%

Q3. And what is the minimum type of housing you would consider acceptable looking forward 10 years? n-801

Of survey participants currently living in low-density single-house accommodation, just over (56.9%) would
accept low-density accommodation as their minimum acceptable level of housing in ten years’ time. A quarter
(24.7%) would move into medium-density accommodation, half of these moving into single-storey semi-
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detached houses and ten per cent would accept small single-level villas or aged care accommodation. Again,
there is little appetite amongst any of the groups for high-density apartment blocks of four or more storeys.

The majority of survey participants currently living in single-storey group, semi-detached houses (60.0%) would
prefer to stay in this accommodation but twenty per cent would accept a small single-level villa or aged care
accommodation (probably reflecting the age of this group of people). Interestingly, females were twice as
likely to accept small single-level villas or aged care accommodations than their male counterparts.

It should be noted that the group who are most likely to cite low-density single residential dwellings as their
minimum acceptable level of housing (63.8%) are those who engage with the City either through consultation,
surveys or with their Elected Members. The unengaged segments are thirty per cent less likely to cite low-
density accommodation as the minimum acceptable level of housing for them in ten years’ time and the
unengaged were almost twice as likely to accept medium-density or high-density accommodation as the
engaged survey participants.

The under twenty-five age group has the lowest level of expectations of any of the age groups, except perhaps
the seventy years plus age group. The under twenty five age group would accept:

e Low-density 32.1%
o Medium-density 37.7% (particularly low-rise apartments)
e High-density 16.0%.

The seventy-five years and older age group was also prepared to accept more diverse housing, possibly as a
result of downsizing.

e Low-density 38.9%

o Medium-density 20.4% (with a focus on group semi-detached housing)

e High-density 0.9%

o Single-level villas or aged care accommaodation with private court yard 31.0%.

The thirty-five to forty-four age group have the highest expectations with 73.4% stating that low-density single
residential was their minimum acceptable level of housing.

Figure 12 — Minimum acceptable accommodation by age group

24 and

25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 +
under

A single or double-storey home with a back yard 32.1% 52.7% 73.4% 56.4% 49.6% 53.8% 38.9%

A single-storey group of semi-detached houses with
a small outdoor living area/ courtyard

A group of terraced or townhouses double-storey
with a courtyard

Low-rise apartments of 2 or 3 storeys with a 23.6% 6.8% 3.7% 31% 35% 0.9% 4.4%
communal garden

Apartment in a block of 4 or more storeys high with

8.5% 10.8% 9.2% 20.2% 22.6% 14.5% 14.2%

5.7% 10.8% 8.3% 8.6% 5.2% 6.0% 1.8%

ajcommunallgarden 16.0% 6.8% 1.8% 1.2% 1.7% 2.6% 0.9%
Small smgle—level villas or aged care accommodation 5.7% 0.0% 1.8% 8.0% 13.9% 16.2% 31.0%
with a private courtyard

:\/ ﬁ;ag:‘;:izlg; ;’L’:Lse'f'coma'ne‘j unit on a block 2.8% 1.4% 0.0% 1.2% 1.7% 2.6% 1.8%
Park home /caravan park 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.0%
Other 3.8% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9%
Don’t know 1.9% 6.8% 1.8% 1.2% 0.9% 2.6% 6.2%
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24and . 30 35.44  45-54 5564  65-74 75+

under
Total 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%
n- 106 74 109 163 115 117 113

Q3. And what is the minimum type of housing you would consider acceptable looking forward 10 years? n-797; 4 missing

As noted above, the minimum type of acceptable housing did vary by tenure, with those renting and those
living at home with parents accepting that many may not achieve low-density, single residential in ten years’
time; with only 35.6% and 33.0% respectively, low-density housing. Those in rental accommodation were
more likely to accept single-storey group semi-detached houses as their medium-density accommodation
rather than other types.

By comparison, those living at home with parents would accept low-rise apartments (21.4%) or high-density
apartments (13.6%). See the following Figure.

Figure 13 - Minimum acceptable housing by housing tenure

o8y y?ur Rele Own your home R?nt [l me Live at home
with a R with a group of .
outright with parents
mortgage people
A single or double-storey home with a back yard 61.9% 51.8% 35.6% 33.0%
A single-storey gr.o.up of semi-detached houses with 17.5% 13.8% 16.1% 9.7%
a small outdoor living area/ courtyard
aigt[]o:pc)oojrtti;rradced or townhouses double-storey 7.9% 43% 9.2% 6.8%
Ic_gvn\:—r:fji:lp;;?eennts of 2 or 3 storeys with a 3.6% 2 6% 92% 21.4%
:pézrntqr?neunntallngaart;:;:k of 4 or more storeys high with 1.7% 1.6% 3.0% 13.6%
Small smgle—lfavel v.|IIas or.aged care 4.0% 20.7% 11.5% 5.8%
accommodation with a private courtyard
Agranny fI.at.or small self-contained unit on a block 1.0% 2.0% 1.1% 2.9%
with an existing home
Park home /caravan park 0.3% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0%
Other 0.3% 0.3% 3.4% 2.9%
Don't know 1.7% 3.0% 4.6% 3.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n- 302 305 87 103

Q3. And what is the minimum type of housing you would consider acceptable looking forward 10 years? by Q7. Do you: n-798; 3 missing

There are no statistically significant differences in the results by ward or by gender nor is there a difference in
the minimum type of acceptable housing amongst the CaLD community or those living with a disability or a
chronic condition or looking after someone in that situation. Survey participants with children under 12 years
of age at home, like the 35-44 age group where many of these are situated, were the groups most likely to
consider a single or double-storey home with a back yard to be the minimum acceptable type of housing
(69.7% of survey participants with children under 12 years and 73.4% of the 35-44 age group).
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6.0 ACTIVITY ONE: CONFIRMING THE ISSUES - ONLINE CONTRIBUTION

6.1. Summary

The online consultation to confirm housing issues is integral to this process: misalignment and distrust of the
City have been captured in a number of previous consultations and are still evident in the open-ended
comments made. The online consultation form was intended both to check in with residents who had already
provided input on the topic to demonstrate that the City heard and is considering residents' concerns, to allow
all residents to contribute to the discussion, and collect any issues not previously captured.

Participants were asked about the relevance of issues raised in previous consultations, with the list of
statements drawn from the meta-analysis of issues previously raised, and input from City staff. Their
responses to these questions and more than 250 additional, open-ended comments confirm the ongoing
relevance of themes and issues already raised and suggest the growing importance of sustainability and social
issues such as homelessness. This latter issue may represent a new consultation theme.

The comments also suggest that many residents appear to be open to the idea of infill, if well managed.

“Most people in the City are not opposed to additional housing however trust in the process needs to
be restored and the City work for the needs of the residents by using long-established planning rules
and not imported ideologies, to create quiet and pleasant neighbourhoods.”

At the validation workshop, one respondent commented:

“You’ve hit the nail on the head. If well-managed. Control. The key is to control development, not
just to let things happen.”

Many of those involved in the online consultation are interested in and want to be part of the ongoing
conversation about how their communities are developed and specifically, how urban infill is folded into the
fabric of the City.

The comments also suggest there is an understanding of the potential for infill developments to deliver
positive social outcomes and reduce environmental footprints, and respondents demonstrated some
awareness of the complexities involved in delivering the promise of sustainable and liveable communities. The
validation workshop subsequently highlighted some sympathy for the City, which is ‘lower on the totem pole of
the planning hierarchy,” but even so, there are suggestions that the City lacks a holistic vision for infill
development and a perception that planning decisions are made discretely rather than with reference to each
other. Further, some perceive the City lacks either the will or the ability to enforce regulations and that
developers act without oversight.

Open-ended comments confirm preferences for a range of strategic and tactical measures already raised such
as:

o Infill being distributed throughout the City;
o Infill around activity centres, not just transport hubs;
e Height restrictions, setbacks, minimum block sizes and building-to-garden plot ratios, and

e Allinfill development to include enough parking for residents on-site.
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These comments are consistent with previously identified concerns about the liveability outcomes of infill
development. Added to this is the perception that the type of dwellings delivered compromise long-term
sustainability goals.

The comments suggest that environmental sustainability is becoming a matter of increasing importance, with
native flora and fauna, waste management, energy efficiency, groundwater recovery and passive solar design
examples of the topics raised.

Social issues such as homelessness and domestic violence are also on the community radar and may constitute
a new theme.

Of those who responded through the online consultation form, relatively few had personal concerns about
access to appropriate housing, but those who did were older residents who described too little housing and
too few housing options (in terms of type and location) available for people looking to streamline their lives in
retirement. Independent living for the elderly and aged care accommodation are also perceived to be in short
supply.

6.2. Relevant urban infill housing topics

The topics of relevance to almost all of those who completed the online consultation were the impacts of
urban infill on adjoining lots and the appropriateness of urban infill locations and changes to the local
character from increased density in the City.

One significant difference was uncovered in that respondents between 55 and 64 years of age were
significantly more likely than any other age group to consider the impacts of urban infill on property values as
a relevant housing issue.

Figure 14 - Housing issues

Impacts of urban infill on adjoining lots (eg bulk, overshadowing,

. 95.2%
privacy)

Appropriateness of urban infill locations and density in the City 94.2%

Change in urban character due to urban infill / increased

0,
densities 88.8%

Impacts of urban infill on property value 79.1%

Impacts of density changes on return on investment 62.3%

Q3. Which of the following topics are relevant to infill housing in the City of Joondalup? n-472-484

6.3. Housing sustainability and liveability

The topics perceived as most relevant to housing sustainability and liveability by those who completed the
online consultation forum were landscaping and urban tree canopy when properties redevelop (96.7%) and
urban heat impact (91.1%).
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Figure 15 - to housing sustainability and liveability

Landscaping and urban tree canopy when properties

96.7%
redevelop

Urban heat impact 91.1%

Energy efficiency of new homes (eg solar passive design,

0,
ventilation) 90.6%

Adequate outdoor living space for infill developments 89.6%

Adequately sized rooms and living spaces for infill

0,
developments 79.9%

Q4. Which of the following topics are relevant to housing sustainability and liveability in the City of Joondalup? n-474-482

6.4. Housing Availability

The housing availability topics most relevant to those who completed the online consultation form were
affordability of houses to rent and or buy (71.4%) and the supply of housing options to downsize (70.1%).

Figure 16 — Housing availability

Affordability of houses to rent and / or buy _ 71.4%
Supply of housing options to down-size _ 70.1%
Supply of rental properties _ 61.0%

Q5. Which of the following topics are relevant to the availability of housing in the City of Joondalup? n-479-482

Analysis revealed significant differences by age:

e Respondents 75 years and older were significantly more likely to say the supply of housing options to
downsize was relevant to the availability of housing in the City of Joondalup than their younger
counterparts.

6.5. Open-ended comments

The open-ended comments made by participants display a wide range of stories of housing needs, strategic
and tactical recommendations for improving infill outcomes and other housing-related issues. Many repeat
issues have already been raised in the bank of statements. However, the frequency with which topics are

broached in the open-ended comments underscores the relevance of previously stated concerns relating to:

e the impacts of urban infill on existing residents;
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e liveability and sustainability outcomes, and
e the availability and affordability of housing.

The concern that infill will compromise local character and that so far, infill at medium density has resulted in
compromised outcomes for future residents and compromised the quality of life for near neighbours. A
closer examination of the answers may reveal slightly different tactical suggestions for managing infill
development but the key themes remain:

e access to affordable and appropriate accommaodation, in this case particularly for retirees and the
aged;

e managing the impacts of an increased population on many different fronts such as traffic, public
transport and the transport system generally, on public services and amenities and the natural
environment;

e environmental sustainability;
e quality of life and the impacts of infill on residents, and
e concerns about the planning system.

Hot button issues include:

e street parking;
e the loss of trees and green space, and
e perceived negative impacts of infill development on existing residents.

Open-ended comments provided also reveal a concern about broader social issues not strongly evidenced in
previous consultations including recognition of Aboriginal history and the need for social housing. The latter
appears to be an issue of growing concern, and there is a suggestion that homelessness is becoming visible in
the suburbs. The comment below is provided by an elderly Heathridge resident.

“Social housing should be considered. | have lived in my house for 40 years and two weeks ago was
astounded to find a homeless lady had set up camp on my verge. The Ranger said this would be dealt
with but it seems no one can help. The City uses a volunteer service who hopefully will call this
weekend but if she refuses to go what then? The police can only move her on if she is abusive (which
she has been). The verge belongs to the City of Joondalup, and homelessness seems to be a growing
problem. This is a problem that needs to be looked at.”

6.6. Engagement of online consultation respondents

Almost 50% of respondents had taken part in a consultation or survey within the past two years and only
slightly fewer had contacted their Elected Member about an issue of concern within the past two years.
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Figure 17 - The last time the respondent took part
in a survey or consultation for or about the City

m Less than 2 years

Unengaged |: More than 2 years

52.4% Never / don't know

Q10. When was the last time you took part in an online or
face-to-face survey or consultation for or about the City of
Joondalup? n-489

Importantly, the online consultation attracted a significant number of unengaged participants. A total of 176
respondents (36.0%) were unengaged and stated they had either never contacted an Elected Member about
an issue of concern, or participated in a survey or consultation about the City of Joondalup, or had not done so

within the past two years.

Figure 18 - Last time the respondent engaged with
an Elected Member on an issue of concern

m Less than 2 years

Unengaged More than 2 years
55.4% Never / don't know

Q11. When was the last time you contacted the City or
your Elected Member about an issue of concern to you? n-
489

The remainder of respondents were engaged members of the community who stated they had either

contacted their Elected Member about an issue of concern or participated in a survey or consultation within

the past two years (35.8.%) and almost thirty per cent had done both.

Figure 19 - Engaged v Unengaged

Combination of Q10 and Q11 above n-489

Unengaged

m Both contacted an Elected Member and participated in
a survey within the past 2 years

Either contacted an Elected Member and participated
in a survey within the past 2 years

Neither contacted an Elected Member and participated
in a survey within the past 2 years
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7.0 ACTIVITY TWO: INTERCEPT INTERVIEWS

7.1. Summary

The intercept interviews provided a different view of the issues of greatest concern to residents, a difference
directly attributable to the profile of respondents, which included the lowest proportion of homeowners in
Part B: Housing issues activities.

The top four housing issues raised by respondents directly relate to accessing housing. Over 86.8% of
respondents listed affordability as the main challenge people are facing in meeting their housing needs.
Notably, the top four issues cited relate to the ability to access appropriate housing: after affordability came
the availability of housing (58.5%), housing type (35.8%) and housing location (26.4%). Currently, respondents
perceive too little housing of any type is available in the City of Joondalup, and what is available is either poorly
located, inappropriate, or unaffordable.

While the sample size is small and the results are not representative of Joondalup as a whole, they strongly
suggest that not all segments of the community face the same challenges in accessing housing.

Asked how medium and high-density infill should be delivered over the next ten years, the most important
concepts among respondents were:

e The location of infill development (close to services and amenities like shops, parks, and schools
transport hubs) was raised by 60.4% of respondents, with a further 22% stating they felt high-density
apartments in particular should be kept separate from single residential housing.

e Access to public transport and transport hubs was mentioned by more than 40%.
e Close to a third felt green space and parks should be a focus of infill development.

7.2. Main Housing Challenges

Respondents were asked to describe what they felt were the top three challenges either they or people like
themselves currently face in meeting their housing needs in the City of Joondalup.

Almost 90% of respondents listed housing affordability as a challenge, with respondents making comments
about affordability generally, rental affordability and the affordability of purchasing a home.

Almost 60% of respondents raised the availability of houses to rent or buy as an issue, with housing type a
concern for just over a third (35.8%), followed by location (26.4%).

“Cost of buying a house, having to choose another area to get a home in your price range for a
family, with a backyard.”

“Hard to rent - too expensive and not enough houses.”

The majority of remaining responses related to the impact of population growth on traffic, public services and
amenities (including schools, shops and health care) and on public transport and the road network more
broadly.

“Parking and shopping are just okay - with more people it would create problems.”
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Figure 20 - Main housing challenges

Housing affordability [ NN s6.5%
Housing availability || NN s35%
Housing type || NG 35.3%
Location [N 26.4%
public services and amenities [ 20.8%
Public transport [l 13.2%
Parking and traffic management [l 11.3%
Quality of existing housing - 7.5%

Other 18.9%

Q1. Thinking about yourself personally, or other people like you, what are the three main challenges people face in meeting their
housing needs in Joondalup over the next three to five years? (Valid sample: n-53)

7.3. Planning for urban infill in the City over the next 10 years

Most participants expressed more than a single idea when describing how medium and high-density infill
should be delivered.

Unsurprisingly, the location of infill development was a consideration for more than half of the respondents.
Responses included being located: “...in the area you want to live,” or near shops, near services and amenities,
near schools, parks and recreational facilities.

“Apartments need to be close to a shopping centre or near a train station.”

“Apartments in walking distance to shops, pubs and train station. | accept it has to change for people
to be able to live wherever they want.”

More than forty per cent of respondents mentioned public transport as a key consideration as the City
develops: most called for more public transport, better access to public transport, or infill to be located near
public transport hubs.

Almost a third called for high-density dwellings to be ‘kept separate’ from free-standing single residential
housing, with a similar proportion expressing the need for more parks and green space to offset the loss of
garden area.
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Figure 21 — Aspirations for housing development in the City

Location near shops, services and amenities, schools _ 60.4%
Public transport _ 43.4%
Designated zones for high density ||| NGNNEGEGEI 23.3%
Green space and parks _ 26.4%
Maximum 2 houses per block _ 20.8%
Prefer medium density _ 18.9%
Maximum 3 houses per block _ 13.3%
Public services and amenities - 11.3%
Off-street parking - 11.3%
Distribute infill around City [ 11.3%
Need backyards for families - 9.4%

Other 32.1%

Q2. With the majority of new dwellings to be delivered as medium and high-density infill, how would you like to see housing in the City
of Joondalup develop over the next ten years? (Valid sample: n-53)

7.4. Issues that the City needs to consider

Respondents were asked what they felt were the most important issues for the City to manage to ensure great
liveability outcomes as it grows, with many suggesting more than a single idea. Three themes stood out
among responses:

e Just over half of all respondents listed the need for enough public services and amenities to cater for
the population, including shops, schools, health centres and community facilities.

e Asimilar proportion (50.9%) suggested the need to manage traffic and parking as the population
grows, with suggestions including upgraded roads, roundabouts, more parking at shops, parking at
schools and community facilities and multistorey car parking.

e More than forty per cent wanted the City to actively manage, preserve, upgrade or create green
spaces and parks to offset the loss of gardens and vegetation.

These numbers may understate the importance of parking and traffic management and green spaces/parks as
issues for residents:

e In addition to the 50.9% for whom parking and traffic management is an issue, a further 22.6%
specifically mentioned parking related to infill dwellings (only one respondent gave both answers), and

e 11.3% specifically referred to trees or the tree canopy, in addition to the 40% concerned about green
space.

“Apartments need onsite parking equal to the size of the property, e.qg. include visitor parking bays.
Include communal activities onsite - pool gym, BBQ area. More affordable social housing options for
low-income earners like single mums.”

“Not to lower the standard of living, and retain nature walks and green space.”
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Figure 22 — Important issues for the City to deliver

Public services and amenities
Parking and traffic management
Green space and parks

Public transport

Off-street parking

Bike and pedestrian environment
Security

Trees / tree canopy

Social and affordable housing
Environmental sustainability
Good transport system

Need backyards for families
Designated zones for high density
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Q3. Anincreased number of people and dwellings will bring change. What do you feel are the most important issues for the City of
Joondalup to manage to make sure it delivers great liveability outcomes for all its residents? (Valid sample: n-53)
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8.0 ACTIVITY THREE: ONLINE COMMUNITY DISCUSSION

8.1. Summary

The online community discussion board was intended to explore housing issues amongst the unengaged
segments of the residential population under-represented in past consultation activities: the elderly, families
with young children, and young people. People who rent, live at home with their parents, or who live in
accommodations other than a low-density single residence were included in the mix. Participants were
recruited from all six City wards.

The issues raised are very similar to those raised by respondents to the intercept survey, with most
participants describing one or more aspects of accessibility as the main housing issue they (and people like
them) face.

In addition to affordability, participants perceive limited housing stock is available, that there is little diversity
in terms of the type of dwellings, and that there is little or no housing available in their preferred location.
Some participants appear to perceive there are no ‘good” housing options available and few expect to find the
‘right house, at the right price, and in the right location.” Most expect that they will need to make significant
compromises in order to access housing.

While many accept that the benefits of infill development can include activated spaces and an enhanced
community atmosphere, there seems to be limited appetite for high-density living and tall apartment blocks.
The majority of participants currently live in low-density single dwellings and expect to still be living in this type
of dwelling in ten years’ time, although a proportion nominated villas or townhouses as their preferred
housing type. This group comprised older couples without children and households headed by a single adult
female. The reasons given for their preference revolve around the expense and effort involved in maintaining
their existing homes.

In terms of appropriate locations for infill development, there is some consistency of opinion. Except for high-
density apartment blocks, which are perceived to be better located in the City centre, most appear to feel infill
development should be dispersed throughout the suburbs rather than concentrated in particular areas to
minimize any negative impacts, a suggestion consistent with previous consultation outcomes.

The majority of other housing-related issues raised reflect participants’ desires to maintain a high quality of life
for both existing and new residents. As in other consultation exercises, the ‘hot-button’ issues are parks and
parking. Participants living in infill areas often describe the experience in negative terms: the increase in on-
street parking and the loss of mature trees and vegetation are unwelcome impacts. Other negative
experiences associated with infill include a loss of privacy and a perceived increase in crime and anti-social
behaviour.

Other issues raised by participants can be broadly categorized as:
e Environmental considerations, from green space and tree canopies to reducing urban heat islands and
improved building materials and processes;

e Social consideration, including access to services and amenities and urban design that promotes
positive community outcomes, and

e Issues related to transport, from on-street parking to an improved transport network (roads, freeway
access, public transport).

Interestingly, while access to appropriate, affordable and well-located housing is top of mind for many in this
online community discussion, they express the same concerns about the impacts of infill as did the community
generally in the community survey of housing intentions.
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8.2. Profile of the current and preferred housing of community discussion participants

To assist in understanding the perspectives of the community board participants it is important to understand
the type of housing that they currently live in and their aspirations.

The majority of board participants (just over 78%) live in a low-density single house; this is a lower proportion
than across the City generally. The recruitment process deliberately sought higher numbers of people living in
other types of dwellings to make certain any different issues or perspectives would be captured.

Figure 23 — Current housing profile

Semi-detached (villa etc) - 12.5%

Low-rise apartments . 6.3%

Townhouse or terrace house I 3.1%

Q1. Which of the following best describes your current type of housing? n-32

Asked to look forward ten years, some residents are prepared to consider other forms of housing beyond the
low-density single house. That said, the results suggest that while more residents are willing to consider
medium-density living, the preference for single dwellings remains. Townhouses and villas are more attractive
dwelling types than either medium or high-density apartment living.

Of all respondents who live with young families, all except one nominated a single residential house as their
preferred dwelling type; this sentiment was reported in the Housing Intentions Survey.

Notably, only two participants identified apartment dwellings as their preferred choice. One was an 18-year-
old male, still living at home, and the other was the male partner of an Edgewater couple. Aged 71, he likes
the idea of a low-rise apartment living on the beach.

Figure 24 — Aspirations of housing

Semi-detached (villa etc) - 18.8%

Townhouse or terrace house - 9.4%
High-rise apartments I 3.1%

Low-rise apartments I 3.1%

Q2. Thinking forward 10 years from now, which of the following housing types do you think would most likely best meet your future
housing needs? n-32
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8.3. Housing issues and challenges

The online discussion board raised a few new issues. Most comments and suggestions are aligned with the
themes identified and recorded by the City. Verbatim responses tell individual stories and give some
indication of the urgency people feel over particular issues.

Some online community participants are currently facing challenges accessing housing that is affordable,
available and appropriate (a suitable location in the right type of dwelling). Two participants (one of them a
38-year-old and still living with parents) appear to have little expectation of being able to afford their preferred
accommodation type in the future and feel it is likely they will have to settle for a less-than-optimal housing
solution.

“We rent right now, and it's been really hard to find places to rent for us. Another big challenge is
finding somewhere that is close enough to places we need to be — we had to find another place that
I could get to school from, and now I'll likely have to find a house | can be near Uni with. Last one
would probably be the upkeep of a house like the one we are in, there are a lot of repairs and
maintenance things we have to do ourselves because the landlord just won't. | also don't think
housing will be cheap enough for me to confidently buy within the next 10 years without either
settling for a less-than-optimal home or consigning myself to a very long mortgage.”

A closer examination of the data suggests access to appropriate housing is also a concern for some existing
homeowners who would like to move but cannot find a place to move to. They (and other participants)
variously described too little diversity of dwelling type, too little housing being available and well-located
housing being unaffordable for people on fixed incomes.

“For me personally, | like the area | live in and would like to stay here albeit in a smaller home. | have
a 3 x2 currently but am living alone; | would be happy with a 2x1 with large rooms and a small
garden. Retirement villages tend to be out of town, with costs for amenities that | would not use, so
finding an appropriately sized home would be the first challenge. Finance would be the second
challenge. Being on the age pension, | have to consider the cost of moving. Thirdly would be finding
a home in an area that has easy access to shops, health facilities and transport.”

A number of the verbatim responses highlight the tension between the need to increase the supply of
affordable, appropriate and well-located housing and what appear to be seen as the less-than-ideal outcomes
of infill development.

Not all participants raised issues relating to access to accommodation. Other responses to this question were
diverse and very often lengthy. Responses touched on broad themes such as transport, the environment, or
developer obligations, and some included detailed suggestions for development guidelines.

The more frequently occurring themes included:

e Environmental considerations, particularly among which were references to green space, tree
canopies and parks. Other related ideas include the benefit of 'building up rather than out,' energy
efficiency, solar panels, solar panels, water management and more sustainable building materials and
processes;

e Social considerations, including planning for good community outcomes, safety and security, and
ensuring there are sufficient services and amenities in place to cater to an increased population;
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e Transport-related issues, including parking for infill dwellings, access to public transport and
management of the road network

The following verbatim quotes are illustrative of the depth and mix of concepts contained within individual
responses:

“Joondalup currently has great parks and reserves, and the majority of houses are not on top of each
other, creating an environment for families to gather and sport to play as well as not having people
live over the top of you.”

“Maintain an environment where homes and buildings are not built within ten meters of roads
allowing a tree canopy to be developed, a cooling environment and provide some green space as
blocks get smaller and homes/ units get bigger or utilize the full block.”

“Obviously, the cost of housing will increase due to the locations within Joondalup and public
infrastructure currently provided but we need to encourage developers and builders to maintain a
strong community well-being approach, understand we are not only looking for a roof over our
heads, but the majority want to safe and strong community environment to live in.”

“Housing materials are likely to change (less brick etc.) | believe Joondalup should be educating
themselves in this area and encouraging/educating builders on future directions. | am not a fan of
some overseas buildings, but some areas are changing their building processes, and we should be a
suburb that encourages this as well.”

8.4. Preferred location for different types of dwellings

Respondents were shown a map of the City of Joondalup and asked to indicate, by placing pins, where they
thought various types of urban infill should be located:

e Aged and dependent living

e High-rise apartments

e Low-rise apartments

e Townhouses and terrace houses

e Villas and semi-detached dwellings.
The heat-map figures following, show where online community participants felt each dwelling type should be
located: the green areas denote higher concentrations of pins.
8.4.1. All dwelling types

While the sample is small and the results should be considered indicative at best, there is a clear preference
for distributing infill across the City of Joondalup rather than limiting it to Housing Opportunity Areas. Infill
dwellings follow transport routes and are located in activity centres.

The placement of pins shows relatively consistent opinions about the type of dwellings most suitable to each
area, including the preference to restrict height in the suburbs.

The preference for clustering high-rise apartments in the City centre — keeping high-density housing types
separate from suburban neighbourhoods - echoes comments gathered through the online consultation with
engaged participants, and the intercept interviews with the unengaged. (Note that comments in the online
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community discussion, and other consultation activities, suggest there may be strong differences of opinion
about placing apartments along the coast.)

Figure 25 — (All dwelling types) Where would you locate?

Q. If you were the town planner, where would you locate...

Low-rise apartment buildings are seen as appropriate where services and facilities are nearby to support
medium-density living. Participants considered characteristics of each area pertinent to their decision-making.
For example, townhouses and terrace homes were most frequently located in more affluent suburbs and aged
care in the older suburbs.

Figure 26 - High-rise apartments: Figure 27 - Low-rise apartments: Figure 28 - Aged-dependent living:
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Figure 29 - Villas & semi-detached Figure 30 - Town & terrace houses:
dwellings

Q6a. You're the City’s town planner, given the State Government’s urban infill requirements, where would you put the following housing
types? n-32

8.4.2. Who lives in different dwelling types?

To further flesh out attitudes to different dwelling types, participants were asked to complete a photo sort.
Participants were provided with a series of images showing different dwelling types (see Fig. 19, Living Styles),
although single houses were excluded from the options provided.

Figure 31 - Living styles:
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Single house Semi-detached/ Grouped/Terraced Low-rise High density Aged and dependent  Ancillary unit
(1-2 storey) grouped houses townhouses apartments apartments accommodation/villas granny flat
(1 storey) (2 Storeys) (2-3 storeys) (4+ storeys)
Low density Medium density High density Other

Participants were also given a set of images and brief descriptions of different households. Images included
people of diverse ages and backgrounds, with descriptions such as:

e Young couple, with no kids;
e Couple with a first baby;

e Fit older lady;

e Single FIFO worker;
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e  Family with young children;
e Retired couple;

e Single, middle-aged professional.

Participants were then asked to match at least three households with a type of dwelling and provide some
reason for their choices.

As a stand-alone exercise, this was only moderately successful in that it added little to our knowledge of
acceptable housing types other than confirming a lack of appetite for high-rise apartments. High-rise
apartment living was chosen for students, singles, young couples and professionals: they do not appear to be
considered for family groups

Except for aged and dependent accommodation, the remaining dwelling types attracted diverse choices of
household types, with a proportion considering low-rise apartment living acceptable for some family types.
There is clearly an element of smaller and higher-density dwelling types being appropriate for older people.

Considered in conjunction with the results of the Housing Intentions survey, the exercise serves to illustrate
the survey findings: age and life stage are indications of the type of dwelling preferred.
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I

Figure 32 — Creating liveable neighbourhoods

Creating liveable neighbourhoods

Who lives where?

Family with teenagers 7 16 26

Fit older lady 4 5 26
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Single mum with older teens 5 18 28
Retired couple 8 3 27
Young bloke with different needs 4 2 25
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. Semi-detached - Villas, duplex, trip\e). Townhouses and terrace houses (2 stare). Low-rise apartments (2-3 storeys). High-rise apartments (4+ storeys)

. Aged and dependent accommodation

Q6b. We'd like to understand more about what housing types might be suitable for people in different circumstances and at different
stages of life. For each housing type, please choose at least two images of people who would suit living in the various styles.? n-32
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8.5. Liveability and sustainability.
To further explore attitudes to infill, the online discussion board asked about:

o The potential benefits of infill developments
e The elements of a neighbourhood that add to or detract from ‘liveability’

e The elements of social, economic and environmentally sustainable development.

The full list of verbatim responses to these questions is appended to this report and the content summarised in
the paragraphs below. It’s worth noting the consistency in the range of responses to all questions relating to
liveability and sustainability.

8.5.1. The potential benefits and drawbacks of infill development

Respondents were asked what benefits infill development could bring if the process is well managed. Some
appeared genuinely enthusiastic about the possibilities of infill developments. The most frequently mentioned
potential benefits included:

e More diversity of dwelling types and more dwellings will enable more people to access housing;

e Improved well-being: more people will be housed in properties that suit their life stage and abilities;

e Positive impacts on social cohesion;

e Environmental benefits from reduced urban sprawl;

e More people will have access to services and amenities;

e More vibrant places and spaces.

“I love the idea of the 4-5 storey apartments with a gym, and coffee shop on the ground floor. It gives
people a way to connect and also softens the building. More people in a smaller area can work as
long as it's not concrete jungles in the suburbs.”

“More opportunities to live closer to the City. Less traffic congestion. Easier to maintain
housing/gardens.”

“Suburb revitalisation. Better access to facilities. Less spread of development to far-reaching areas
that require lots of vehicle travel.”

“I think if done correctly, it may be able to leave pockets of suburbs with bigger blocks and provide all
styles of accommodation.”

“Allowing people to subdivide larger blocks can help to alleviate the financial difficulties people are
experiencing. The building of low-rise apartments helps to lessen the impact of urban sprawl! by
increasing the number of residences per square kilometre and limits the further destruction of natural
habitats for local fauna.”

Of the 32 participants, only a few explicitly rejected the premise of the question or failed to express any
possible positives resulting from infill development. Their responses may provide some guidance around
community messaging. Issues raised included the perceived impacts on existing residents, parking, crime and
anti-social behaviour and loss of privacy.
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“The key words here are ‘if done well’ which is difficult in limited space scenarios. | have read of many
developments that have had negative consequences due to poor planning, overcrowding, and
insufficient facilities, i.e. parking. All of these things impact the original residents in the area. Traffic
is heavier, the noise levels increase & there is less street parking. Also, the higher number of residents
in a limited area often results in anti-social behaviour and neighbourhood disputes. | feel that
emphasis should be placed on suitable sized developments that lower these risks and give a better
lifestyle to new residents and have less impact on current residents.”

“I honestly cannot see any apart from those with big blocks & no youngsters at home will make some
money; | have seen the effects of multi living infill in both the UK & Europe where children grow up
with little or no freedom to enjoy the outdoors other than the streets & community parks with the

young people forming like-minded children into gangs /groups.”

“I'm not a supporter of urban fill. If | purchase a single-storey house, | don't want double storeys
looking in my backyard/windows. This scenario occurs during knockdown/redevelopment.”

8.5.2. Potential drawbacks of infill development

Responses to the question about the potential drawbacks of infill provide some insight into the underlying
concerns of local residents. Participants gave a limited range of responses to the question, with the central
concerns being:

e The loss of lifestyle and privacy for existing residents;

e The loss of green space and trees;

e Congestion and street parking;

e Poor social outcomes and an increase in crime and anti-social behaviour;

e Pressure on services and amenities;

e Pressure on the road network, transport system and infrastructure;

e Inadequate housing solutions for families and older people.

There appears to be an expectation of a reduced quality of life. Suburban streets congested with parked cars
belonging to new dwellings and the loss of vegetation appear to be the attributes most frequently associated
with urban infill, even among those who perceive a need for more dwellings and more diversity of dwelling
types.

These are important considerations and both community perceptions and the reality of people’s experiences
need to be addressed.

8.5.3. Liveable, sustainable communities

Participants were then asked to describe the elements of communities that are liveable and sustainable. A
guestion on place activation was added in response to descriptions of liveable neighbourhoods early in the
discussion. Responses are reported under a single heading due to their consistency and the degree of overlap
between the answers given. Verbatim responses are provided for the City should it wish to dive more deeply
into these answers.

Participants’ responses tell a consistent story about the kind of neighbourhoods they would like to live in. The
following descriptions of the key elements of liveable, sustainable communities are drawn from responses
reflecting the more commonly raised concepts. The list is not exhaustive, nor did all participants agree with all
aspects:
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Participants are looking for development that allows people to remain appropriately housed in their
communities for as long as they would like to be there;

People want a diversity of housing types: although there is an expectation that some of the larger
blocks will (or should) remain, it is clear that not everybody wants a garden and not everybody can
afford (or wants) a large home;

Not all neighbourhoods should look or feel alike. While many value larger blocks for their
development potential, others like the idea of retaining some ‘character areas;’

People want their neighbourhoods to be leafy, green and tree-lined and the streets to be well-
maintained and attractive Access to nature is seen as important to physical and mental well-

being. Green suburbs are perceived as cooler and encourage more people to be out and about in their
neighbourhoods;

Trees, green spaces, gardens and parks are critical to gaining residents’ support for infill: despite the
desire for smaller and more affordable dwellings in their community, people do not want to see all the
mature vegetation disappear. The loss of the tree canopy and established gardens disrupts the visual
amenity in the suburbs, and some people describe feeling less satisfied with their quality of life as a
result;

Walkable neighbourhoods are considered desirable: many participants call for better pedestrian
environments and for the City to improve and extend cycling infrastructure;

A connected and efficient transport system is critical, including more public transport and better
access to it;

Participants feel very strongly that infill dwellings should include onsite parking solutions. Thisis a
'must-have' for future development. Suburban streets congested with street parking is viewed as
characteristic of poorly designed infill development and wishful thinking: there are perceptions that
Perth people are unwilling to give up their cars, and even if they were willing to do so, the reality is
that the public transport system is not sufficiently robust to replace car use. Development designed to
be car-less is perceived to reflect neither the current reality nor the likely future reality;

Buildings should be thoughtfully designed and sympathetic to the surrounding environment, with both
the quality of life for neighbours and the intended occupants of infill dwellings considered. Currently,
participants are concerned that the City of Joondalup does not consider the long-term impacts of build
quality and lack of outdoor space in new dwellings;

Environmental sustainability is a major concern for many respondents who expressed a range of ideas
for inclusions to reduce the environmental footprint. There appears to be a growing appetite for native
vegetation, local wildlife and natural environments to be made a higher priority in the City of
Joondalup, although the level of tolerance in the wider community would need to be quantified;

Neighbourhoods should be designed to reduce the opportunity for crime and to promote social
cohesion and a sense of safety and security;

Communities should have ample public services and facilities: everything from spaces to gather to
shops and health services. They should offer residents of all ages places to go, things to do and
opportunities to interact with others. Participants would welcome place activation programs that
delivered regular local activities and events.

Planning challenges

As in the intercept interviews, participants were asked what they considered were the key issues for the City to
manage as it grows. This exercise added little new information, with much of the comment focused on topics
such as ensuring the transport system is adequate to need. Participants did, however, raise the concepts of
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both ‘bringing the community along’ and ‘fostering community cohesion’ will require ongoing work on the
City’s part.

8.7. Validation and recap

Respondents were asked to review a condensed list of issues raised in this and past consultations and make
any suggestions for additions. The purpose was to provide an opportunity to make sure all the issues were
covered. Most felt the list of issues presented was appropriate, although not everyone agreed with all
elements.

“I disagree with some of this stuff. | don’t want more dog parks. | think if we are to co-exist closer
together, we should be mindful of the proximity of domestic animals. | love animals but not living in
my house. COVID-19 has proven that when diseases jump from animals to humans, it can have
devastating effects. Also, character areas are all well and good, but if we are to make real headway
in the sustainability of our types of housing we may need to change the way we view what is
“character”. Character and charm doesn’t mean everything has to be the same. We need to make
changes. Little boxes on hillsides cannot represent change.”

The majority of issues raised in this section added further detail to participants’ ideas, with many making quite
specific recommendations for environmental inclusions and community cohesion.

“Use of rooftops for more social and green spaces.”

“Street trees could be replaced with fruit trees.”

“Community gardens would be good where people can gather and grow things together. Community
halls should be a consideration too.”

“Mixtures of age/ demographic are vital to making our communities both diverse and significantly
better to live within. Encourage diverse housing types and even mixed residential/commercial. Lot 1
in Hillarys looks like an amazing community location to live within.”

8.8.  Motivation to accept infill

Qualitative comments gathered from the three-day discussion suggest that some participants are well-
disposed towards the concept of infill. The majority have reservations, but almost all were able to identify
reasons to accept some infill development and greater diversity of dwelling types in the suburbs. Motivations
to accept infill include:

(1) Inability to access appropriate accommodation within their current or preferred community, with
examples being the single mother who likes where she lives but can no longer manage the necessary
maintenance of a big property and old house, or the older woman looking for an appropriate,
affordable smaller home close to where she currently lives. Both describe the challenges they face as:

— alack of appropriately-sized or designed dwellings,
- an insufficient number of dwellings available to rent or purchase in the area they want to live,

- the unaffordability of housing in their community generally, and
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- costs associated with moving.

(2) A perception that infill development will provide more opportunities for younger and less affluent
people to access housing. Affordability appears most relevant to participants who were either renting
or living at home with their parents, to older people looking to move into more comfortable
accommodation and in a more abstract sense, with some participants wondering where their children
or grandchildren will live. This is supported by the Housing Intentions survey where it was particularly
relevant to young people under 35.

(3) Attitudes to sustainability and sustainable development, with some participants having a particularly
sophisticated understanding of contemporary issues in planning, development and other related fields.
A small group explicitly stated their preference for infill rather than greenfield development because
‘...we cannot keep going out.” If well managed, infill development could potentially deliver ongoing
environmental wins and good social outcomes.

(4) A financial interest and opportunities stemming from subdividing existing blocks. One participant
explicitly stated their desire for more development opportunities for current residents and a small
number of participants suggested zoning changes on large blocks.

“The opportunity to rezone properties to allow subdivision of larger blocks so housing can be more
affordable due to the availability of land close to amenities, job and education opportunities.”

8.9. Rejection of infill

Motivations to reject infill are many and varied, but at their core can be reduced to a perception that the
benefits of urban infill, as currently delivered, do not outweigh the drawbacks. While individuals appear most
highly motivated to ‘get involved’ after negative experiences, there is broad recognition that infill — whether
well or poorly managed — will (or has) impacted communities as a whole.

It should also be acknowledged that there is a group that disputes the need for infill. The quote below is
lengthy and convoluted but demonstrates that despite this person feeling they are being presented with
‘alternative facts’, there are cogent arguments against infill embedded in the comment. The point here is that
loud voices —or comments that can be read as having conspiratorial overtones — cannot be discounted based
on the tone of their response. Note that between the statements in bold (emphasis added by report author)
are a number of comments articulating quite commonly held concerns, such as infill and battle-axe
development not being appropriate for either the Australian weather or the Australian lifestyle. This is an
opinion entirely consistent with views expressed by others in more moderate tones.

“Firstly and fundamentally, there is no justification or reasonable premise for the idea that
Joondalup needs to grow by 20,000 homes. Who decided this is necessary? What is the basis of
the figure, and why is it deemed to be beneficial? Is it beneficial? What proportion of the
population support this? | would suggest that a majority of people do not support this. They
certainly did not vote for it. The whole basis of the lifestyle, culture and amenities in Perth and
Australia as a whole is largely based, when you think about it, on the weather and a low population
density. Infill and battle-axing blocks change the latter significantly and will only lead to a decline in
living standards. It is literally un-Australian. | disagree with it on every possible level. Additionally,
to that, it is also immoral. In many suburbs, the occupants have spent significant effort and money
to live there, and it is disgraceful that this gets changed against the wishes of the population, based
on artificial need and often via the specific direction of an unelected body driven by ideology and
quite probably vested interests. The quality of life and the very fabric of Australia should not be
undermined or eradicated simply to support a giant Ponzi scheme perpetuated by economists,
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financiers and property developers. The desire for constant population growth is simply a lazy
solution to enable the demonstration of apparent economic growth. In reality, it's nonsense and
simply spreads the available resources and GDP more thinly across more people. It is no substitute
for genuinely advancing the State and its economy by growing new and existing industries and
training the existing population in support of those goals. Govt should be protecting us from these
fake population growth demands, not promoting them. Finally, while | disagree with the need at
all, if there is to be any infill of any sort - including battle-axing existing blocks - then there should be
a percentage limit set based on the original layout and design of the area (i.e. incorporating any
changes to date and not from this point forward). In order to prevent the potential eventual
ruination of a given suburb, | would suggest a limit of 10% increase in population density across a
given area or suburb based on all land therein be it developed, undeveloped but zoned for use or
bushland. This would be in addition to any or all other planning constraints. Thus, for example, if an
area had 100 4-bedroom homes on 1/4 acre blocks when first designed, then the original population
is 400. A 10% increase limit would mean that 10 blocks could be battle-axed, creating 10 new homes
of 4 additional people each; the 11th person wanting to battle-axe would be prevented. Or, should
"spare" land in the area be nominated for a small apartment block, e.g. 10x 2-bed apartments, then
subject to ALL other planning constraints being acceptable, it would still not be approved if more
than 5 existing blocks had already been battle-axed. These sorts of limits are critical because
otherwise, it's like the frog in a slowly boiling water scenario - a few degrees in temperature rise is
not noticed by the frog, but then before you know it, the temperature is boiling, and the frog is dead.
The rule above is simply stated, but a significant effort would also be required to ensure the
regulations cannot be gamed by property developers.”
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9.0 ACTIVITY FOUR: STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEW FINDINGS

A broad range of stakeholders contributed to the Housing Issues study, representing:

e The property development industry
e State Government
e Housing and social service providers

e Community organisations, including representatives of the CALD community, and the Joondalup Urban
Development Association.

9.1. Summary

Stakeholders were asked to provide an insight into the challenges the City faces in planning to meet the
housing needs of a growing population.

The range of issues identified by stakeholders mirror those identified through the community consultation,
and many of the views they expressed — such as the market’s attitudes towards and appetite for higher-density
living — are illustrated by the findings of the housing intentions survey.

Key themes raised in discussions with stakeholders are discussed below, but include:

e Access to affordable housing
e Access to appropriate housing
e The City’s role in advocating for change and coordinating discussion

e Liveability outcomes.

Broad themes by stakeholder group are provided below. Not all organisations have been named nor have
specific comments been identified in instances where the appropriate permissions were not given.

9.2. Social service providers and State Government

Interviewees included representatives of organisations serving the youth, domestic violence, aged care and
disability sectors. The views of this group of stakeholders are similar, and they share an understanding of the
challenges in the housing sector.

The housing crisis is perceived to have grown worse over recent years, with the greatest need at the lower end
of the market. Most expect the situation to further deteriorate as inflation and interest rate rises place
pressure on household budgets.

Key concerns expressed included:
e Alack of dwellings generally, either to buy or rent,

e Alack of social and affordable dwellings, and

e Alack of diversity in the current product.

Among social service organisations, there is a widely held view that official statistics don’t properly reflect the
size of the problem.

Some need is hidden: instead of leaving home at 18, many young people are staying home into their mid-
twenties and beyond (confirmed in the Housing Intentions survey). Likewise, service providers suggested that
people who would previously have moved into supported living arrangements are also staying at home with
their parents.

Prepared by Research Solutions for the City of Joondalup | December 2022



57

“There are long-term impacts of staying at home. On mental health, certainly, and often on the long-
term financial wellbeing of their parents.”

Some need is becoming more visible in the community: the competition to access affordable housing
inevitably places downward pressure on the market, with the most vulnerable the first to fall out of secure
housing.

“We are seeing people who we might previously have expected to access housing independently
applying for social housing. It’s inevitably the most vulnerable who end up falling out of housing.”

They describe two trends emerging over the past few years:

e Older people face an increased risk of homelessness, with women particularly vulnerable. Advocare
confirms that since 2016, proportionately, the most growth has been among those aged 65 and over.

e InJoondalup specifically, the number of people falling out of secure housing due to domestic violence
is growing faster in the City than in other areas, possibly due to the greater likelihood of Joondalup
residents reporting domestic violence incidents.

The shortage of housing is sufficiently acute that all dwellings are now being funnelled through National
Housing Homelessness Agreement (NHHA) organisations to make the process more efficient. Some service
providers have had to change the focus of their programs. The Patricia Giles Centre, for example, formerly
funded to provide permanent housing for people within twelve months (a time frame now accepted as
unattainable) now focuses its efforts on assisting people to maintain housing. Assisting tenants to maintain
their tenancies does not, however, have an impact on the numbers requiring housing; it ‘just stops tenants
cycling through.’

The majority of stakeholders also emphasise the need for a range of dwelling types and actively dispute that
‘the market’ wants three-bedroom, two-bathroom homes with no gardens.

“Some people will do well in apartments, some will not. Some people want two bedrooms and a little
garden; other people have four or five kids. Successfully housing someone is more than just putting a
roof over their heads. It’s about the right roof and making sure the support they need to maintain
that tenancy is there.”

Social service organisations interviewed all referred to the 2022 Ending Homelessness in Western Australia
Report 1 as the most comprehensive assessment of housing needs in Western Australia. While it does not
provide detail at a local government level, the document identifies the rate of change and confirms the trends
highlighted by social service providers.

1 Flatau P., Lester L, Kyron M., Lai, C., and Li, M. (2022). Ending Homelessness in Western Australian 2022, Perth: The
University of Western Australia. , available at
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The Department of Communities sent five people from across its divisions to participate. This conversation
was lengthy and high-level. The Department has a unique view of the situation and clearly understands the
tensions experienced by local government, and confirmed the view expressed by other stakeholders that the
market has thus far failed to deliver the high-density apartment living envisaged for the City of Joondalup. It
also confirmed the need for more social and affordable housing and a greater diversity of dwelling-type.

The most relevant take out from this conversation is the Department’s willingness to work with the City of
Joondalup to develop new solutions to housing issues.

“We don’t get many opportunities to work directly with local governments. It’s something we’d
value.”

9.3. Community organisations

Community organisations interviewed included the Joondalup Urban Development Association and a
representative of the Joondalup Myalee Association. The focus areas of the two organisations were very
different.

Malayalee Association of Western Australia (MAWA) is the peak body representing people from Kerala
Malayalees in WA, and describes itself as ‘a non-profit, non-political, non-religious community and cultural
organisation.’ The organisation conducts the traditional Malayalee Onam and Christmas festivals and takes
active roles in hosting other cultural functions and sports competitions.

The community itself is widely dispersed across the metropolitan area, with many families living in the Cities of
Joondalup and Wanneroo. The Association representative described the community as quite young, and not
yet facing the challenges of caring for elderly parents. Their housing needs are met by the existing product. In
general terms, the Association feels well supported by both the Cities of Joondalup and Wanneroo and could
provide little additional insight into housing issues.

The Joondalup Urban Development Association (JUDA) is well known to the City of Joondalup and regularly
contributes to City consultation projects and has formally provided written input to the City, articulating the
group’s concerns and suggestions. Three representatives from JUDA gave the interviewer two hours of their
time to share their thoughts.

The organisation did not present itself as anti-development or even anti-infill development per se. Its key
concern is that the current local housing strategy and development practices are not only not meeting
liveability outcomes, but in many instances negatively impacting liveability and compromising longer-term
sustainability goals.

Considered in light of the public comment gathered through both the other qualitative means and the Housing
Intentions Survey, which demonstrated little difference between the views of unengaged and engaged
residents, the issues raised by JUDA are generally consistent with those of the broader population.

The interviews included real estate developers and a representative from REIWA. From the developers’
perspective:

The standard three-by-two triplex development with no garden is ‘what the market wants;’

There is no appetite for apartment living, and it is likely to be a long time before the City of Joondalup offers
high-rise apartments;
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The City of Joondalup is not easy to work with. Processes are slow and there are a lot of regulations to
navigate;

Requirements for garden space in unit developments can make projects unaffordable. One suggests
developers be given the option of meeting green space requirements through contributions.

Most stakeholders do not see the City playing a role in the direct delivery of either services or housing: real
traction on improving access to housing requires the sustained will and coordination of the State and Federal
Governments. That said, stakeholders suggest that the City could take a number of actions to promote good
housing outcomes.

Current City planning policy is perceived to be delivering piecemeal results. Stakeholder comments echo those
of residents, who perceive planning approvals are made without any reference to adjoining or nearby
properties.

Stakeholders express concern infill development is being delivered in a manner that makes it more difficult to
achieve sustainability goals. Density can only be achieved where there are land parcels of sufficient size
available. Both groups call for a holistic approach to planning.

“The more you fragment land parcels, the more difficult they are to reassemble. One owner on a
quarter-acre block potentially becomes three or even four owners.”

To increase the likelihood of higher-density dwellings being delivered, the City needs to consider how to retain
or assemble sufficiently large parcels of land to make higher-density development both plausible and attractive
to investors.

There is widespread agreement that the market for apartment living is soft and a perception that there is a
lack of broader community education around apartment living. The City may have some role in advocating for
a public education campaign to promote longer-term change.

“There’s too little in Joondalup to attract people to it.”

Other stakeholders suggest strategies to maximise the opportunities that currently exist, including:

e Inincreasing the supply of affordable housing, the City should promote the National Rental
Affordability Scheme (NRAS);

e To investigate the supply of housing, the City could consider applying rate penalties for properties that
are vacant for extended periods and investigate incentives for owners to inject these properties into
the rental market;

o The City of Joondalup and the City of Wanneroo jointly host a Homelessness Working Group. This is
considered a positive initiative and stakeholders feel it appropriate for the City to facilitate
opportunities for local service providers to meet and discuss issues and look for efficiencies.

It was felt that promoting greater diversity of dwelling types may require the City to take a leading role to
combat the perceived entrenched view among developers that what the market wants is three-by-two homes
without yards, a statement reiterated by a developer interviewed during this consultation. Other stakeholders
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suggest the three-by-two concept might be true if the market referred to its investors and not the intended
tenants.

“From an investor’s perspective, it’s low maintenance. But the way these places are designed — high
narrow windows to avoid overlooking the neighbours ultimately delivers sub-optimal housing for the
tenants. The lack of greenery has well-known impacts on mental health”
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10.0 QUANTIFYING THE KEY HOUSING ISSUES

The consultation informed the design of a survey question to measure the relative importance of the housing
issues identified in the consultation, though the consultation exercises continued during the survey period. The
survey provided the opportunity for a representative random sample of residents to provide their views, which
as noted in the method are representative of the whole Joondalup residential community. The survey sample
was of sufficient size to also provide an analysis of the views of key unengaged communities.

The key issues of significant concern to survey participants shown in the figure below were:

e Environmental and green space

e Street parking and traffic congestion

e The impact of additional population of health and social services

e Increased building height, leading to overshadowing and loss of privacy

e The social impacts of a greater number of people in a small space.

Figure 33 - Key impacts of concern to residents

I 75.. 3%

The loss of green space and recreational areas

I 70.7%

Street parking causing congested residential streets

I 70.4%

Loss of tree canopy and street trees

[ ———  69.2%

Increased traffic on suburban roads

[ 68.9%

The impact of additional population on health and social services

[ — 68.9%

Increased building height on adjoining lots leading to...

I ———  66.9%

Environmental footprint / pressure on waterways, flora and..

I — 66.7%

The social impacts of more people in a smaller space, e.g. crime,...

I 59.4%

Increased noise levels

I—— 58.8%

Housing and rental affordability

I 56.9%

Increased density leading to decreased liveability

I 52.1%

Loss of local area character

I 50.9%

Impact of urban infill on property prices

I 47.6%

The impact of additional population on Community Facilities

I 42.6%

Lack of diversity of housing types to suit all life stages

N 39.8%
The impact of additional population on available places at local... ’

, . 84%
Other issues

Q4. The extensive consultation conducted by the City has identified a number of potential impacts of an increased population. Which if
any of the following impacts is a significant concern to you personally? N-801

Prepared by Research Solutions for the City of Joondalup | December 2022



62

When asked if there were any other issues of concern in addition to those listed above, 91.6% of survey
respondents said ‘no other issues;’ however, 8.4% of residents suggested other issues, including:

e The need for better public transport;

e The lack of parking available in infill areas;

e Ongoing neighbourhood consultation required going forward;

e Qvercrowding of shopping centres;

e Impact on waste management of increased density;

e The need for more street lighting.

Examples of comments included:

“I have a significant concern in regard to the population’s mental health with increased housing &
population. And people struggling to deal with lack of privacy and smaller dwellings to live in and
increase pressure on Social Services.”

“I am concerned about the housing development on top of Wetland areas.”

“The City should consider better planning not only for the increasing younger population but the
existing ageing population. Especially better funding, improved health services and access for
disabled people.”

“There aren't enough footpaths, people walk on the roads and the potential is there for accidents
and with an increase in population this would become more likely.”

“I would like to know that we are putting in the infrastructure and it will not affect rates too much.”

There were very few differences in the concerns of residents by Ward, the key differences being:

e North Ward — survey participants were less concerned about increased building height on adjoining
lots leading to overshadowing and loss of privacy (57.7%) compared to an average of 68.9% across the
other wards. None of the other wards expressed a statistically significantly higher level of concern
about overshadowing and loss of privacy.

e Street parking causing congestion on residential streets was of less concern to residents of the South-
East Ward (62.0%) compared to an overall level of concern across the City of 70.7%.
10.1. The views of key community segments

Generally, there are few differences between the views of individual segments and the results for the
residential population shown in the figure above. Only statistically significant differences have been
identified, not those differences which may be due to a small sample size within the group.

Young people

Housing and rental affordability and the impact of infill on property prices (driving up the price of properties
that offer opportunities to subdivide) were the two issues of greatest concern to the under-25 age group and
this is also true of the under-35 age group.
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Housing and rental affordability was of particular concern to the under-25 age group (83.0%) and also
to the under-35 age group (78.3%);

The impact of urban infill on property prices was of particular concern to the under-25 age group
(78.3%) also of concern to the under-35 age group (70.0%) and of less concern to those 55 years and
above (43.2%).

Attitudes amongst the under-25 age group to the loss of green space (81.1% concerned) and street parking
causing congestion (79.2% concerned) also received similar levels of concern, but these issues were also
important to the community generally.

The two other areas of difference among young people were:

Diversity of housing types to suit all lifestyles was particularly important to the under-25 age group of
which 60.4% identified this as of significant concern to them.

Increased building height leading to overshadowing and loss of privacy was of less concern to the
under-25 age group (55.7%).

In this survey, the analysis of seniors (due to the age breaks used in the questionnaire) focuses on people 55
years and over. As we have seen above the majority of this age group are living in low-density single residential
houses and aspire to remain in these houses types of low-density housing until they reach the age of at least

75.

They are concerned about similar issues to the population generally, except that as noted above they are less
concerned about: housing and rental affordability (49.9% of seniors) and the impact of urban infill on property
prices (43.2% of seniors).

Some issues are significantly more important to females than males generally, relating to school facilities and
social issues as follows:

The impact of the additional population on health and social services is significantly more important to
females (75.1%) than males (62.6%).

The environmental footprint, pressure on waterways, flora and fauna and waste management and
drainage are significantly more important to females (72.9%) compared to males (61.3%).

The impact of increased building height on adjoining lots leading to overshadowing and loss of privacy
is more important to females (74.1%) than males (63.8%).

The impact of more people in a small space, e.g. crime, social behaviour and vandalism, is of more
importance to females (70.9%) than to males (62.6%).

The impact of the additional population on local schools and day-care centres is significantly more
important to females (44.2%) compared to males (35.2%).

The views of males were similar to the population as a whole.
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The CaLD community is defined in this survey as people who speak a language other than English at home.
These people generally expressed similar views to other sections of the community, the only exception being a
significant concern by the CaLD community about increased noise levels resulting from greater housing density
(75.4%) compared to the community generally, where 59.4% of residents were concerned about increased
noise levels.

Other issues raised by one or two members of the CaLD community included:

e The need for more bike lanes;

e Overcrowded public transport services mean fewer public transport services available;
e More community gardens or community projects to engage the community;

e More social housing as homelessness will get worse;

e Rental should be limited to medium and high-density areas.

The disability community was defined in this survey as people who live with a disability or chronic condition, or
care for someone who does. These people tended to be seniors, as just under sixty per cent of the respondents
to the survey who were defined as members of the disability community were aged 55 years and older. The
disability community did not express any significantly different views to other members of the community
except that some people with a disability suggested:

e |nfuture, consideration should be given to wheelchair access, including doorway widths and
bathrooms;

e Increased footpaths as residential streets get busier;

e Better planning for not only the increased younger population but the existing aging and disabled
population;

e Better funding for improved health services and access for disabled people.

People with young children under 12 years expressed similar concerns to other groups in the community about
the impacts of the increased population. The only area where their concerns differed was the impact of the
additional population of local schools and day-care centres. Here, 57.6% of parents with children under 12
said that they were significantly concerned about this issue compared to 39.8% of the community generally.
This group are twice as likely to be purchasing their home with a mortgage (77.6%) than other groups in the
population. They are also more likely to have been involved in consultation with the City and/or contacted
their Elected Member (25.5%). Indicating that they are active in the community on issues of concern to
themselves.

Survey participants living in rental accommodation generally were under the age of 35 (48.8% of renters) and
this was the group most likely to live in medium-density accommodation (21.8%).

Housing and rental affordability is the issue of greatest concern to people renting. 75.9% of renters were
concerned about housing and rental affordability. This is consistent with the views of the under-35 age group
who represent almost half of people who rent.

Prepared by Research Solutions for the City of Joondalup | December 2022



e The impact of urban infill on property prices is another area of significant concern for renters, 64.4% of
renters are significantly concerned about this issue in a similar way to the under-35 age group
generally.

e Lower levels of concern were expressed by renters about increased building height on adjoining lots
leading to overshadowing and loss of privacy, with 55.2% expressing concern, possibly because this
group find medium-density accommodation a more acceptable option.

Those that currently live at home with parents are largely under the age of 25 (79.6%) and 93.2% of renters are
under the age of 35. The main concerns of this group are:

e Housing and rental affordability (85.4%);

e Loss of green space and recreational areas (80.6%);

e The impact of urban infill on property prices (73.8%).

They are also more interested than other groups in:

e Diversity of housing types to suit all life stages. 56.3% are concerned about this issue in comparison to
42.7% amongst the general population.

The views of the engaged (those who had participated in consultation or contacted the City of Joondalup
Elected Member in the past two years) and the views of the unengaged were statistically similar across all
issues. Whilst a slightly higher percentage of the engaged population nominated each issue, the difference
was generally only a few per cent and was not statistically significantly greater compared to the percentage of
the unengaged nominating each issue.

Those respondents who have engaged with their local member on an issue in the last two years were most
likely to be concerned about:

e Loss of green space and recreational areas. (84.1%) This was an issue similar to other sections of the
community;

e The environmental footprint, pressure on waterways, flora and fauna and waste management and
drainage (80.5%);

o Loss of tree canopy and street trees was an issue (79.3%) similar to other members of the community;

e The social impact of more people in a small space was of concern (76.8%);

e Street parking causing congestion in residential streets (75.6%);

e Impact of additional population on health and social services (75.6%);

e Increased building height on adjoining lots leading to overshadowing and loss of privacy (74.4%);

e Increased traffic on suburban roads (73.2%);

e Increased density leading to decreased liveability (67.1%);

e Loss of local area character (64.6%), higher than other groups of the population.
The survey indicated that twelve per cent of survey participants felt that they had been negatively affected by
housing infill in their area. The issues which this group of people were most concerned about were:

e Increased building height on adjoining lots leading to overshadowing and loss of privacy - 86.5%

express significant concern compared to 66.5% of residents generally.

o Loss of tree canopy and street trees (83.3%), significantly higher than other segments at 68.7%.
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e The environmental footprint, pressure on waterways, flora and fauna and waste management and
drainage — an issue for 79.2% of this segment (significantly higher than other segments of the
population at 65.2%).

e Street parking causing congestion in residential streets (78.1%) (similar to other segments of the
population).

e Loss of green space and recreational areas (78.1%) (similar to other segments of the population).

e Increased traffic on suburban roads (76.0%) (similar to other segments of the population).

e Increased density leading to decreased liveability - 74.0% of this segment compared to 54.6% of the
remaining population.

Survey respondents who have been negatively affected by housing infill in their area were twice as likely to
have participated in consultation and surveys for the City (18.8%) and more than twice as likely to have
contacted their Elected Member in the last two years (20.8%). Hence 19.7% of survey respondents who felt
that they had been negatively affected by housing infill in their area were classified as engaged, this is twice as
high as those unaffected by infill.
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11.0 THE VALIDATION WORKSHOPS

At the conclusion of the consultation and survey, two validation workshops were undertaken:

(1) A workshop with engaged residents who felt that their neighbourhoods, usually their streets, had been
negatively impacted by urban infill.

(2) A workshop with unengaged participants randomly recruited and screened who coincidently felt that
they personally had not been negatively affected by urban infill. Most described no impact at all, and
two felt their streets had been positively impacted. The first quote below is from a woman living in
Kallaroo who perceives a positive impact on her neighbourhood; the second is a 30-year resident of
Kingsley who perceives positive impacts on her street but holds concerns about outcomes elsewhere.

“My area is all old houses and they’re coming to the end of their lives. Lots of them are looking
pretty sad now and neglected. In my area, they’re starting to knock those down and put two houses
in their place. I think it's a good thing. I'd much rather these than have the old houses on the street,
particularly the ones that look derelict and nobody looks after; yeah, | think it's a good thing they're

knocking them down and putting two houses up — sometimes it's a triplex, but mostly two houses
where there used to be one. They're attractive, and they've got a garden. | think it's a good thing.”

“Personally, | think infill has been done really sensitively in my area. There are more houses but it
hasn’t impacted traffic. There are still lots of trees ... but | will say that as you get close to the local
shops, it feels different. Houses are definitely more crammed in there; you do see people parked on

the street — it isn’t as nice. I’d probably feel differently if | lived on one of those streets. | work in
Karrinyup; a lot of my customers live in Innaloo, and that’s all three and even four houses crammed

together all through there — they tell me how much hotter their suburb is. I’d definitely feel
differently if that was happening around me.”

The distinction between the negatively impacted group (the engaged) and the group who experienced no
negative impact (the unengaged) is important as those who have been negatively impacted by urban infill are,
consequently, more critical and often more knowledgeable. By contrast, the unengaged workshop participants
had much less direct experience and — possibly as a consequence - felt much more positive.

Despite the difference in attitude, both validation workshop groups expressed the same range of housing
needs and the same ambitions for liveable, sustainable neighbourhoods, as each other and as those
participating in the previously reported consultation activities. Both groups identified the same range of
inclusions necessary to make neighbourhoods liveable, and both expressed the same ambitions for
environmental sustainability.

A key difference in the tenor of the two workshops was the sense of urgency expressed by engaged residents:

“It’s all well and good to discuss an ideal future community -and | think there’s value in that — but the
more important message for the council is that these things are happening now. All these triplex
developments are jammed in places that don’t have the infrastructure in place for bigger
populations. It makes neighbourhoods less liveable, not more.”
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11.1. Housing aspirations

Participants aspire to a similar range of housing types to those of other Joondalup residents, with the majority
feeling their dwelling preference will still be a single house with a garden.

Looking beyond their own aspirations for housing, the groups also expressed the need for:

e Houses appropriate for retirement living requiring less maintenance, and more lifestyle;
e Affordable housing for young people and those on lower incomes;
e Social housing for people in need;

e Assisted living options for people living with disabilities and the elderly, plus aged care
accommodation;

e Crisis accommodation for people experiencing hardship.

“What | want is for my kids and grandkids to be able to afford to buy a home near where we live. |
don’t want my son to move 45 minutes to Ellenbrook like your daughter, or 32 kilometres down the
freeway like yours. Families want to live nearer each other.”

11.2. Affordable appropriate housing

Both the engaged and unengaged workshops recognised affordable and appropriate housing as unmet needs
in the City of Joondalup. In both groups, a small number of participants provided personal examples of the
impact of the shortage of affordable housing. Stories of adult children living at home into at least their mid-
twenties. Among the engaged, an older woman participant described wanting to move to a more comfortable
house, but that nothing is available, and among the unengaged, both participants in rental accommodation
described difficulties with either affordability or supply.

“Yep. Definitely, there needs to be more affordable housing. | mean —I’m 29, and I’'ve only just been
able to move out of home.”

“I’'m in a separate house, freestanding - | just count myself lucky | found a place to live before
covip.”

11.3. Housing locations

Participants of both workshops envisaged infill development spread throughout the suburbs, with different
dwelling types in different areas. Participants broadly agreed that higher-density dwellings were more
appropriately located within the City area of Joondalup than in local neighbourhoods. Medium rise apartment
complexes were envisaged closer to transport hubs and shopping opportunities, with the centre of suburbs
remaining leafy, green and low-rise.

11.4. Liveable, sustainable neighbourhoods

Participants were provided with a map showing a 400 — 450 metre radius, a distance generally considered
‘walkable’ and asked to describe what a liveable sustainable neighbourhood should look like in 25 years’ time.
The exercise involved taking a walk through their neighbourhood. In both groups, central themes included:

Prepared by Research Solutions for the City of Joondalup | December 2022



69

e Greenery: street trees, pocket parks, suburban gardens, open spaces, green spines. Green space
needs to be diverse and plentiful. Green space lost to dwellings and driveways needs to be
compensated for in full within the immediate area. While it is true that a proportion of participants
want no garden to look after, many feel gardens are integral to their well-being.

e Infrastructure: Sufficient infrastructure needs to be in place to cater to future demand before the fact,
including upgraded roads, power, water etc
e Community services and amenities: more opportunities to shop locally (IGAs are good-sized

neighbourhood stores), access to health and medical services, gyms, bottle shops, a men’s shed and
somewhere for the knitting circle to meet.

e Transport network: ideally, on a high-frequency bus route with a bus stop with a seat and some
weather protection no more than 100m away. Public transport with good last-mile connectivity. The
transport network needs to incorporate charging points for e-vehicles and consideration given to the
future role of autonomous vehicles.

e Pedestrian networks: high quality, legible and connected footpaths, well-lit and weather-protected.

e Specific sustainability initiatives, including green corridors to support wildlife, community batteries,
upgraded building processes to use more sustainable materials etcetera.

11.5. Going forward

The workshops briefly detailed the high-level findings of both Part A: Housing Intentions, and the analysis of
activities conducted in Part B: Housing Issues. The consultation process was explained, including the numbers
of residents who participated. Participants were given the opportunity to ask questions about the process and
the survey particularly but neither group took the opportunity.

There was interest in the City keeping residents up to date as each stage of the Review is completed.
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12.0 RESIDENTS SURVEY SAMPLE PROFILE

Figure 34 - Gender profile

Prefer not to Non-binary,

say, 0.1% \[ 0.5%

Male,
49.7%

Female,
49.7%

= Male = Female = Non-binary m Prefer not to say

S2 Are you? n-801

Figure 35 - Age

24 and under

13.2%

25-34

9.2%

35-44

13.6%

45-54 20.3%

Prefer not to say I 0.5%

S$3. We are looking for a wide cross-section of people.
Which of the following age groups are you in? n-801

Male
Female

Under 35
35-54
55 plus

Survey
49.7%
49.7%

Survey
22.4%
33.9%
43.1%

ABS
48.8%
51.2%

ABS

23.7%
35.6%
40.7%
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Figure 36 - Profile by Suburb

Suburb
Beldon
Burns Beach
Connolly
Craigie
Currumbine
Duncraig
Edgewater
Greenwood
Heathridge
Hillarys
lluka
Joondalup
Kallaroo
Kingsley
Kinross
Marmion
Mullaloo
Ocean Reef
Padbury
Sorrento
Warwick
Woodvale
Total

S1 Do you live in the City of Joondalup? Which suburb? n-801

Per cent
2.2
1.7
1.7
4.1
4.0
11.7
2.4
8.2
3.2
7.0
3.0
5.5
3.9
11.5
3.5
1.7
4.7
4.7
4.6
3.2
1.9
5.2
100.0

Figure 37 - Hard to reach groups

Live with a disability or chronic condition or care for someone
with a disability

Speak a language other than English at home (CALD)

Q6. Do you? n-801

Have children under 12 living at home

North Ward
North Central
Central
South West
South East
South

Survey
17.7%
16.9%
15.5%
14.9%
19.7%
15.4%
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ABS

22.8%
16.2%
15.5%
17.2%
14.4%
13.9%

15.1%

The Australian Bureau of Statistics only provides comparable data for speaking a language other than English
at home which in 2021 in Joondalup LGA, which was 10.2%. The sample in the survey whilst a little lower is
sufficient for detailed analysis.
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Figure 38 - Home Ownership

Own your home with a mortgage _ 37.7%
Own your home outrigh: - [ :: 1%

Rent / includes with a group of people - 10.9%

Live at home with parents _ 12.9%

Refused | 0.4%

Q7. Do you? n-801

Figure 39 - The last time the respondent engaged in Figure 40 - The last time the respondent engaged with
consultation with the City their Elected Member on an issue of concern

= Within the last 2 years = Within the last 2 years

= Within the last 5 years = Within the last 5 years

= Over 5 years ago/ never = Over 5 years ago/ never
Q8. When was the last time you took part in an online face- Q9. When was the last time you contacted the person on the
to-face survey or consultation for or about the City of City of Joondalup Council elected to represent your ward,
Joondalup? n-801 about an issue that concerned you? n-801
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Figure 41 — Engaged and unengaged survey Figure 42 — Survey participants negatively affected by
participants housing infill

= Engaged = Unengaged = Yes = No

Q8-9. Undertaken a survey or contacted EM in the last two Q11. Have you been negatively affected by housing infill in
years? n-801 your area? n-801
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APPENDIX 1 - Technical Appendix - Sampling and Data Collection Specifics

Component ‘ Details

Project Management Team

Research Solutions contact Nicky Munro
Client contact Byron McKie
Field company Thinkfield

Field company credentials ISO 20252 (Market, Opinion and Social Research)

Research Methodology
Data collection method

Telephone survey

Sampling Methodology
Target population for survey

City of Joondalup residents

Description of sampling frame Mobile and landline telephone numbers for residents

Purchased list of landline and mobile numbers from
Sample Pages. The source of the numbers is telephone

Source of sampling frame

numbers of competition entries and warranties.

List checked for duplicate entries Yes
Was an Access Panel used? No
Was the sample blended No

Sampling technique

Quota sample

Brief description of quota procedure

Gender 50/50 male female
Under 35: 23.7%
35-54: 35.6%

55Plus 40.7%

Information source of quotas drawn from

ABS 2021 Census for the City of Joondalup

Planned sample size

800

Were there any problems encountered in sample | No
selection?

Sample size achieved N- 801
Do participants need to be approached again (for | No

a future project)?

Fieldwork

Briefing Method

Via teams with written briefing notes provided

Pilot study date(s)

6th October 2022
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Component ‘ Details

Changes made as result of pilot

Q 5 respondents in the pilot gave “no I think you have
covered it above” or similar. This should be a No/ DK
code. This was debriefed to the interviewers.

Research participant support

FOR TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

The contact details of the project manager were
available to participants on request

Screeners, questionnaire and /or discussion guide | Yes
appended to report

Incentives for participants No
Any issues arising in the survey? No

Survey Procedure for CATI

Survey dates

7TH October to 24th October 2022

Questionnaire length / administration time

8 minutes

Number of interviewers used

32

Times of day interviews took place

Between 4- 8pm weekdays; 9am — 5pm weekends.

No of call backs before number replaced

Up to 6, at least 3-4 hours apart and at different shift
days

Data Collection Outcomes:

If single mode survey:

Probability sample: response rate OR

15%

CATI research participant contact outcomes (note b

elow or delete):

Interviews 15%
Not available / away for duration of study / 63%
answering machine (after call backs)

Refusals 21%
Language/Behavioural Barrier 1%

Intercept survey research participant outcomes (note below or delete):

Completed survey responses 114
Was a router or similar method used? No
Overall sampling error +3.5%

Validation procedures:
Number validated:

At least 10% of all completed interviews validated by
Field Company

OR
Not required as survey was self-completion

N-
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Component ‘ Details

Number of cases excluded as the result of 0
validation

Validity and Reliability Issues including:

How well the sample fitted the sampling frame Very well

Methods which may produce bias in participant
selection

Intercept interviews were conducted, and there are
more 18-24 year old’s surveyed than 25-34 year old’s, as
the younger age group are easier to identify.

Possible sampling errors and how well the sample
can generalise to the population

Represented well

Third party data to access any sample bias

ABS Census information provided as a comparison to the
demographic sample in the sample profile section

Data Coding, Analysis and Data File Treatment

Question order bias

None

Data coding

Procedure involves:

Review of first 50 questionnaires to develop coding
frame based on frequently mentioned responses

Additional codes created when more than 2% of the
sample record common response

Approval of coding sheet by Research Solutions Project
Manager

Validation of coding has been undertaken of 5% of the
coded data.

Consistency checks

Preliminary data file checked by Project Manager using
SPSS:

Frequency counts
Relevant cross tabulations

Data outside the range/duplicates or abnormalities
investigated with Field Company prior to coding and
analysis

Responses checked for:

Appropriate responses to open ended questions
Low probability / fictitious responses
Inconsistent responses on batteries

High % of don’t know or refused questions

Data checked for duplications

Contact details checked name & phone no.

Were any duplications identified?

No
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Component ‘ Details

Treatment of missing data

Excluded from analysis and/or noted where relevant

Individual cases with excessive missing data excluded
from sample

Was sample weighted?

No

Any estimating or imputation procedures used

No

Methods of statistical analysis

Frequency counts
Descriptive statistics

Cross tabulations

See Survey Research Appendix: Data reduction and data
modelling techniques

Statistical tests used

See Survey Research Appendix: Statistical tests

Data file provided to client

On request

De-identified data files retained

For five years

This project has been undertaken with compliance with ISO 20252:2019
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APPENDIX 2 - Survey Research Appendix: Statistical Tests

Test:

Use:

Data Assumptions:

Test Measure / Cut-
off Criterion:

Issues to be aware of:

Test:
Use:

Data Assumptions:

Test Measure / Cut-off
Criterion:

T-Test

To determine if the means of a variable in two independent or two dependent
samples are significantly different.

Measure being tested is normally distributed within the two samples.

Data must be interval or ratio.

Variance of measure being tested is roughly similar (homogeneity of variance).
Appropriate version of the test chosen for independent or dependent samples.

p <- 0.05
i.e. the difference between two groups has only a 5% probability of occurring by
chance alone

The result should be both statistically significant and clinically or tactically or
strategically significant. Be mindful of statistically significant differences where:
The sample sizes are very large

Scores within the groups are very similar (i.e. the groups have small standard
deviations)

Chi Square (Pearson’s chi-square)
To determine if two variables are related by more than chance alone.

Data is from a random sample.

Data must be nominal, ordinal or interval.

Sufficiently large sample (absolute minimum n-30) & adequate cell sizes (n-10+)
Observations must be independent.

Observations must have the same underlying distribution.

Data is unweighted

p<-0.5
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APPENDIX 3 - Technical Appendix — Qualitative Research Project Specifics

Component ‘ Details

Project Management Team

Research Solutions Contact

Nicky Munro

Client Contact

Byron McKie

Research Technique Used

Qualitative intercept interviews, stakeholder interviews, online
discussion board and workshops

Number of moderators 2

Number of interviewers (if applicable) 2
Recruitment —Community Discussion Board

Field Company for Recruitment Thinkfield
Field Company Credentials ISO 20252
Field company briefed in writing Yes / No

Recruitment method discussion board

Screening questionnaire and telephone follow up

Sample source

Panel and telephone ;

Recruitment target and outcomes

30 participants / 32 participants achieved

Dates

15 — 18 September

Participants screened for eligibility yes

Number of recruiters used 1

Recruitment validation methods: Screener data sighted
Incentive paid $130

Recruitment —Stakeholder interviews

Field Company for Recruitment N/A

Field Company Credentials ISO 20252

Field company briefed in writing N/A

Recruitment method interviews

Direct telephone / email

Sample source

City and referrals

Recruitment target and outcomes

15 individuals targeted / 18 achieved 15 organisations targeted / 13
achieved

Dates 15 — 4 November 2022
Incentive paid N/A

Recruitment — online Validation workshops

Field Company for Recruitment Thinkfield

Field Company Credentials ISO 20252

Field company briefed in writing Yes

Recruitment method interviews Telephone

Sample source

Unengaged (panel) and Engaged (opt-in list)

Recruitment target and outcomes

7 engaged targeted / 7 achieved. 7 unengaged targeted/7 achieved

Participants screened for eligibility yes

Number of recruiters used 1

Number of participants 14

Recruitment validation methods: Screener data sighted
Incentive paid $80

Dates

Engaged workshop 5 November 2022 11.30am
Unengaged workshop 7 November 2022 6.30pm

Recruitment specifications intercepts

Target population

Hard -to -reach
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Component ‘ Details

Field company used

Ask Australia

Number of participants

50 participants targeted / 53 achieved

Completed interviews 53
Average duration of interview 16 minutes
Participant incentives N/A

Interview Dates

7 — 12 September 2022

Location/s City of Joondalup Council facilities
Number of interviewers used 2

Validations 10%

Questionnaire piloted N/A

Recruitment outcomes

Any difficulties encountered with
recruitment and solutions used

Stakeholder unavailability / correct person not identified; where
possible replaced with like organisation operating in the City of
Joondalup e.g. disability services

Documentation, materials or products
used in the research

Contact lists / identifiable respondent Yes / NO / NA
information destroyed/deleted Scheduled at project close
Permissions to acknowledge identity of Yes

participant

Permissions to include identified comment Yes video

Any limitations affecting the validity of the
findings

Qualitative research only

All problems identified during project
reported and followed up.

None experienced

Documents appended

Topic guide / interview guide

Yes

Other documents (specify)

Verbatims

This project has been undertaken with compliance with 1SO 20252:2019

Limitations:

It should be noted that the results of this research cannot be projected to the overall population, as the research
technique used in this study is purely exploratory and the sample size and selection is not designed to be used

in this way.

Prepared by Research Solutions for the City of Joondalup | December 2022



82

APPENDIX 4 — Questionnaire

7 Joondalup Our ref. 11082

City of Joondalup
BUILDING SUSTAINABLE NEIGHBOURHOODS
Housing Intentions Survey

Introduction

Hello, my name is ... from Thinkfield and Research Solutions. We are surveying City of
Joondalup residents on behalf of the City to gather information in their housing intentions and
requirements over the next 10 years.

The State Government has set housing targets for the City of Joondalup to achieve and the City
wishes to do this in way that will meet the needs of the community as a whole. The City’s
population is forecast to grow by almost twenty thousand pecple over the next 20 years. The State
Government has set a target of an additional 22,630 homes to be provided in the City to 2050, with
much of it delivered as infill resulting in change for our community and neighbourhoods.

The survey will take 8 minutes to complete. Your comments are entirely confidential and only
aggregate results will be provided to the City. Our Privacy policy is available at
www.researchsolutions.com.au with details of how to contact our privacy officer Nicky Munro if you
would like further information.

Screening Questions:

S1. Do you live in the City of Joondalup? Which suburb?

Yes 1 Record suburb:
Beldon Greenwood Marmion
Burns Beach Heathridge Mullaloo
Connolly Hillarys Ocean Reef
Craigie lluka Padbury
Currumbine Joondalup Sorrento
Duncraig Kallaroo Warwick
Edgewater Kingsley Woodvale
Kinross
No 2 (THANK AND TERMINATE)
S2.  Areyou?
Male 1
Female 2
Non-binary 3
Prefer not to answer 9

83.  We are looking for a wide cross-section of people. Which of the following age groups are
you in? (READ OUT)

24 and under
25-34
35-44
45 - 54

55-64
65-74

DW=

11082 CoJ Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods guestionnaire client version v4 Page 1
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Y% City of
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Y7 Joondalup Our ref: 11082

75+ 7
Prefer not to say (do not read out) 8

Q1.  Firstly, what type of housing do you currently live in? (READ OUT):

A single or double storey home with a back 1
yard

A single storey group of semi-detached 2
houses with a small outdoor living area/
courtyard

A group of terraced or townhouses double 3
storey with a courtyard

Low rise apartments of 2 or 3 storeys with a 4
communal garden

Apartment in a block of 4 or more storeys 5
high with a communal garden

Small single level villas or aged care 6
accommodation with a private courtyard

A granny flat or small self-contained unit on 7
a block with an existing home

Other — please specify: 8

Q2. What type of dwelling do you see best meeting your housing needs in ten years’ time.

(READ OUT):
A single or double storey home with a back 1
yard
A single storey group of semi-detached 2
houses with a small outdoor living area/
courtyard
A group of terraced or townhouses double 3
storey with a courtyard
Low rise apartments of 2 or 3 storeys with a 4
communal garden
Apartment in a block of 4 or more storeys 5
high with a communal garden
Small single level villas or aged care 6
accommodation with a private courtyard
A granny flat or small self-contained unit on 7
a block with an existing home
Other — please specify: 8
Don't know 9 Don't read out
11082 CoJ Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods guestionnaire client version v4 Page 2
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Q3 And what is the minimum type of housing you would consider as acceptable looking

Q4.

forward 10 years? (READ OUT):

A single or double storey home with a back 1
yard

A single storey group of semi-detached 2
houses with a small outdoor living area/
courtyard

A group of terraced or townhouses double 3
storey with a courtyard

Low rise apartments of 2 or 3 storeys with a 4
communal garden

Apartment in a block of 4 or more storeys 5
high with a communal garden

Small single level villas or aged care 6
accommodation with a private courtyard

A granny flat or small self-contained unit on 7
a block with an existing home

Other — please specify: 8

Don't know 9 Don't read out

The extensive consultation conducted by the City has identified a number of potential
impacts of an increased population. Which if any of the following impacts is a significant
concemn to you personally? (Read out each statement and record an answer)

Randomise the order of the statements

social behaviour, and vandalism

Don't know/
Yes No undecided
Loss of local area character 1 2 9
Increased noise levels 1 2 9
Increased traffic on suburban roads 1 2 9
Street parking causing congested 1 ) 9
residential streets
The impact of additional population
on available places at local schools 1 2 9
and day care centres
The impact of additional population
. : 1 2 9

on health and social services
The impact of additional population 1 2 9
on Community Facilities
Lack of diversity of housing types

. . 1 2 9
to suit all life stages
The social impacts of more people
in a smaller space, e.g. crime, anti- 1 2 9

11082 CoJ Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods questionnaire client version v4

Page 3
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Qurref: 11082

The loss of green space and
recreational areas

Loss of tree canopy and street
trees

Increased building height on
adjoining lots leading to
overshadowing and loss of privacy

Impact of urban infill on property
prices

Environmental footprint / pressure
on waterways, flora and fauna /
waste management and drainage

Increased density leading to
decreased liveability

Housing and rental affordability

2 9
2 9
2 9
2 9
2 9
2 9
2 9

Q5 Are there any other issues which you are concerned about not listed above? Please write in
No/DK 1

@6. Do you: READ OUT
Have children under 12 at home
Speak a language other than English at 5
home
Do you live with a disability or chronic
condition, or care for someone who 3
does
None of the above 4
Q7. Doyou: READ OUT
Own your home with a mortgage 1
Own your home outright 2
Rent / includes with a group of people 3
Live at home with parents 4
Other specify................ 5
Q8 When was the last time you took part in an online face-to-face survey or consultation for or
about the City of Joondalup? (READ OQUT):
Within the last 2 years 1
Within the last 5 years 2
Over 5 years ago/ never 3
11082 CoJ Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods questionnaire client version v4 Page 4
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Q9 When was the last time you contacted the person on the City of Joondalup Council elected
to represent your ward, about an issue that concerned you? (READ OUT):

Within the last 2 years 1
Within the last 5 years 2
Over 5 years ago/ never 3

Q10 Do you live in a Housing Opportunity area?

Yes 1
No 2
Don't know 3
Q11 Have you been negatively affected by housing infill in your area?
Yes 1
No

Thank you for your help with the survey. As this is a market research interview, it is carried out in
compliance with the Privacy Act and the information provided will be used only for market research
purposes. May | just check that your name was:

N =T LSOO SO PRPRPTUSUPPRURRUPPN
PRONE NMUMBET ..ottt e ettt e e e e s e st e e e s e e eeesne e e s e e enbne e e e ennneeans
As part of our Quality Control Procedures, someone from our project team may wish to recontact
you to ask a couple of questions verifying some of the information we have just collected. Once
information processing has been completed, please be assured that your name and contact details
will be removed from your responses to this survey. After that time we will no longer be able to
identify the responses provided by you.

Thank you for your time. Just to remind you, I'm calling from Thinkfield. If you have any queries you
can call Byron McKie from the City of Joondalup on 9400 4100

11082 CoJ Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods guestionnaire client version v4 Page 5
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APPENDIX 5 - Online consultation form verbatims

City of Joondalup Housing Issues consultation with the engaged Confirming the issues

1

2

1. Appropriate naming and numbering of all laneways in Sorrento with appropriate street
signs. e.g. laneway of Marine Terrace named Little Marine Terrace and houses to be listed
as e.g. 16A and not 16. (Since moving in to the area this year, this has caused much
confusion with deliveries and post at times. There is no signage for laneways)

2. 2. Proactive clearing of weeds, safe use of chemicals, as well as whipper snippering
laneways by the City to ensure minimisation of fire, for health and safety reasons
particularly in Summer with high temperatures. 3. Back laneways not to be used as
dumping grounds for residents with old white goods, containers, etc. Residents should be
required to remove their rubbish in laneways 4. The park on Marine Terrace laneway 1
street back from the coast needs a major overhaul. It is not an appealing place to go with
grandchildren, the equipment is old, rusty and has no shelter whatsoever ever.

1. Energy efficiency of all new housing to be 9 Star. All existing housing to be upgraded to 6 star. 2.
Any new housing to have Plan and All Side Elevation Drawings to be supplied to neighbours for
approval and online for public comment. 3. City to be liable to ratepayers for deviation from
Drawings agreed with neighbours 4. No developments over ground floor that overlook schools or
child care facilities 5. All housing to collect all rainwater from its roof to minimum of 120,000 litre
tank and plumbed for toilet flushing. 6. All housing to collect solar energy off its roof to minimum of
3 kW system for every bedroom and linked to household storage battery and neighboured battery
and ready for EV charging. 7. All housing to be plumbed to stop water running from hot tap until it
is at full temperature. 8. All housing to be low VOC 9. All housing to have maintainable gutter line
10. All housing not to plant in ground within 2 m of boundary fencing 11. All housing not to plant
potentially significant weed species including Japanese Pepper 12. All housing to have Australian
native gardens with controlled under-mulch drip line irrigation 13. All housing to be plumbed to
collect all greywater 14. All lawns to be watered with sub-surface greywater drip lines. 15. All
housing to be wired with power kill switch so that when activated only the fridge and security stay
on. 16. All rooflines to be heat reflective 17. All outdoor speakers to face the house itself to
minimise local disturbance 18. Only City approved tree species to be planted in gardens 19. All
housing to have shade sail parking for at least 2 cars 20. All blocks (used or vacant) to achieve
biannual weed free status at cost of owners 21. All housing to be full passive solar design 22. All
rental housing to be maintained as healthy for tenants 23. All rental housing to be fitted with total
light and heat block curtains with pelmets for each window End

1. Equity: protecting the rights of current residents over and above those of future potential
residents and developers and investors. And recognising that most people do not engage with
normal City processes. You must ENGAGE, not just consult and in balancing decisions you must
favour those who live here NOW over those who may live here one day. 2. Working with existing
residents, and being transparent and open, not sneaky and devious as you were in 2012 with
Amendment 73. 3. Recognise that infill, the way you want to do it, lot-by-lot, isn't the quick answer
you think it is. Better alternatives are to put extra people in regional centres, and redevelop your
existing commercial centres so that they are truly mixed use. 4. Stop dreaming that people are
going to use public transport if they live in the City of Joondalup. 5. Change all existing commercial
coding to mixed use to allow residential there too. 6. Focus your infill efforts in the CBD area
around Winton Road and Lakeside, or stop calling yourself a 'City' 7. Make sure the infill you create
is happening in the same road, and ideally right next to the properties the Mayor and Councillors
live. That way we might get proper engagement from them and some proper planning rules to
control development. 8. Don't just rubber stamp developer applications, make sure every
development is genuinely an improvement on what was there before: make Joondalup a place we
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can be proud to call home. We want professional developers who provide quality development that
makes an area better than it was before, not ones that are there to make a fast buck. 9. Consider
shared housing as just as effective as apartments and units and perhaps incentivise it through rates:
get a discount if you have higher occupancy in your house. 10. Fact check your population targets
and don't rush to accommodate millions of people who may never arrive. 11. Use proper statistics,
| never want to hear the Mayor justify a decision with "everyone I've spoken to...".

1. Need to explore other models for renting and/or ownership e.g. ownership by corporate / fund
managers whereby tenants are not kicked out when ownership changes. 2. Instead of increasing
density, greater use of other localities e.g. building rental properties as part of shopping centre
complexes OR light commercial zones 3. Need for less out of pocket $$S when entering / exiting
properties will encourage families to move to smaller homes after children have left home. 4. Less
"hype" pressuring people to buy or ditch ownership Cheers

1.0ff street parking - Most homes have 2 vehicles minimum. Lack of off-street parking adds to
traffic hazard issues. This is currently evident in outer suburban areas of Melbourne where lack of
storage in NEW BUILDS means owners use their garage for storage and park vehicles in street. 2.
Two or more NEW BUILDS on an original block DOES NOT equate to ENVIRONMENTALLY friendly.
Infrastructure such as WASTE WATER needs to be upgraded, and lack of physical outdoor space
does not allow for enough GREEN SPACE between buildings. Less natural ground around buildings
for runoff water, etc. 3. Improved TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE would be preferable to INFILL
HOUSING to ensure affordable housing is available in the long term 4. Less outdoor space for
CHILDREN to play

3 Farne Cl. Warwick In cul de sac that had only 2 houses ..One has been developed with 8 units on it
. If the same happens to 3 Farne Cl what plans have been made for increased vehicle traffic ? Also
in Hawker Ave what is happening with the increased traffic at the entrance to the train station,
near the church? This corner is a real traffic hazard. Has any thought been given to closing the road
near the church?

A lot of the new houses seem to have really small windows - this is bad for peoples mental health
and well being. Large picture book windows are necessary and if overlooking is a problem then a
well designed privacy screen can be added. Parking and traffic management has not been
adequately addressed in the Sorrento laneway project. There are far more cars on the road, they
are driving too fast - especially in the laneways and it is very difficult to drive into the suburb via
freeman or Parnell from Marmion avenue heading south. A nasty double accident occurred just last
week. Marmion lacks a central hub - a community hall, child health nurse and community garden
- these are an essential part of connectiveness in the community. Finally - the MAAC club - a
private club? Seriously in this day and age? This needs changing - everyone should be able to access
these facilities as they’re on crown land.

Ability of existing large properties to set up and additional TINY HOME (Secondary home) on their
lots to rent out

Access for people with pets who need to rent a home for long term residents.
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City of Joondalup Housing Issues consultation with the engaged Confirming the issues

10

11
12

13

14
15

16
17
18

19

20

Access to public open spaces, parks, recreational areas and facilities Transportation densities,
parking on and off site - road congestion due to onside roadside parking. Conversions of road
reserves to 100% hard standings thus removing all vegetation - loss of amenity, heat effects and
water off flow to drainage system Front set backs, side set backs Plot ratios not including items
which ought to be included when calculating plot ratios R code ratings and the implications Loss of
neighbourhood due to over development within a neighbourhood JDAPS not respecting LPPs SDAU
not respecting LPPs Centralisation of Structure and Development planning by the centralist State
Government Col not being proactive with regards to its policies. State Government not respecting
decisions/recommendations of the Council regarding planning matters

accessibility to green spaces accessibility to public transport preservation of bushland parking

Adequate and safe parking a must. With the cost of housing more adults at home and people
sharing, there needs to be more parking. It’s all well and good saying use public transport, but it’s
not realistic for shift workers, those that work a long distance. One of the biggest issues in new
housing areas is narrow roads and short driveways. Owners, visitors, tradies , emergency services
need to be able to park off road on driveways that don’t encroach on footpaths. Not driveways that
fit a Hyundai Getz. Should be mandatory that all ground level properties have disability access and
any multi story building with a lift needs to have disabled access to the lift. To many apartments in
Joondalup have steps to the lift, it’s a disgrace. | live in a narrow street with large blocks, eventually
it will be sold up and subdivided. We have trucks complain about access, posties and visitors. Safety
not just money grabbing needs to be considered.

Adequate opportunity to express concerns to planning. Emails and phone calls are time efficient for
you but discussing situations one to one is sometimes necessary to demonstrate concerns. My
quality of life has suffered greatly because of what | consider bullying and not being given the
opportunity to explain my concerns.

Adequate parking is a must.

Adequate street lighting, at the moment it is far too sparse. Delivering underground power promise
which will hopefully prevent power outages.

Affordability for persons on pensions
Affordable Housing for single parents, domestic violence victims, low income housing.

Allocated parking in new developments, on street parking availability, removal of established green
space being replaced by concrete and brick

Allowing massive infill on main roads where schools, sports ovals, shop etc. causes huge extra
SPEEDING traffic in what should be a max 50 zone. Quiet suburbs now gone and quality of life
impacted.

An increase in population also means an increase in the use of our available water supply, so |
would like to see some sort of scheme where people are encouraged to install water tanks. Also the
schemes that pool electricity for use like they do in India may reduce the demand on current
infrastructure.
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21

22

23

24

25

26

27
28

Anti social behaviour. Inadequate departments to currently deal with Noise, Drugs, Alcohol and
other anti-social behaviours. Can only worsen with high-density living. Cannot do infill if you do not
have a solution for these problems. Down grading of neighbourhoods, downgrading of housing
prices. Poor design and too close living exacerbating social issues. These issues are not even
currently managed. No hope of them being managed in the future. Hillarys has a police station
which is open from 9am-3:30pm week days only - how on earth can this address anti social
behaviour which occurs at night and over weekends. This is why we have constant problems at the
Boat Harbour. Crack down in Scarborough and they move along to the next weak spot. There are
only 2 noise meters available in the whole of Joondalup - totally inadequate. These are not solutions
to problems. Problems should not be created in the first place by increasing density of houses!!

Any new builds or infill must not detract or impact on the current living and life style standards of
people living in the suburbs. e.g. Current infill/new builds constructed or under construction in
Edgewater - where | have lived for 25+ years - have resulted in disfiguring the openness, privacy
distance between neighbours, the actual "feel" of Edgewater with properties being constructed
boundary to boundary. Surely this is not the outcome the City of Joondalup is working towards for
it residents.. very sad day if that is the plan..

As long-term residents of Joondalup we have seen many attempts to by the City to engage residents
in the process of residential planning. In our experience trust in the process and outcomes has
diminished for the following reasons: Sustainability-this is an old-fashioned term developed years
ago by some international organization. Sustainability can mean sustaining anything from profits for
serial developers in the City or natural ecosystems or maintaining tree planting. Obvious bias and
unexplained use of discretion in planning codes. Loss of control of ratepayers' rights to use
legitimate processes to object to discretionary developments which severely impact on the
liveability and joy of their only home by higher State bodies. This was not always the case. Most
people in the City are not opposed to additional housing however trust in the process needs to be
restored and the City work for the needs of the residents by using long established planning rules
and not imported ideologies to create quiet and pleasant neighbourhoods’ .

As we have subdivided and built on the rear block recently in Sorrento as our retirement home we
feel that the laneways need to be named at the very least. In an emergency it is difficult for any
services such as Ambulance, Police and Fire to locate the site. This is a very serious safety issue.
Some form of street lighting would also be a serious consideration. As City of Joondalup has
developed these rezoned areas they need to ensure that rate payers receive equal quality of access
for their rates compared to others.

As well as housing Joondalup centre & streets need major development around entertainment for
all ages not just in the centre itself the streets around need an uplift bring them alive make them
More than 2 years vibrant More than 2 years colourful there’s More than 2 years & More than 2
years vacant properties probably due to rents & rates being too high

Aside from any houses that have swimming pools or outdoor entertaining areas, there is a lot of
land area that is currently wasted/unmaintained at the front and rear of existing properties
throughout the city. The City's Housing Opportunity Areas are a good start to rectifying some of
the above issues, but they need to be expanded. At a glance on the City's Intramaps, it would
appear there are a percentage of properties that will never be, or are not suitable to being
redeveloped. It would be an interesting survey of the properties within the Housing Opportunity
Areas as to the quantity that are likely to be redeveloped. If they are likely to be redeveloped, what
would be their estimated time for redevelopment.

Availability of housing should not require 3 units to be squashed onto 1 block.

Availability of specific housing. For example family friendly housing
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29

30

31

32
33
34

35

36
37

38

39

40

41

42

43

Available open space in City of Joondalup. Ratio of Open Space to housing ( not including State
owned reserves). Proximity to facilities, transport, employment area.

Balance of green spaces/corridors to urban development Increase in traffic with urban sprawl Off
street parking with increased number of dwellings Changes will be needed to noise and nuisance
regulations (e.g. restrict to use of battery powered mowers etc.)

Blatant approvals of commercial premises on R20/40 blocks which are non residential. It's
disgusting and shame on CoJ for the approval of Childcare Premises at 1 Kutchero Crescent
Joondalup. A child will die if this development goes ahead due to traffic, lack of parking and access.
Also this property looks into rear yards of properties in Gairloch Place. We have lost all privacy.
Noise will also be 6 days a week which will impact on the 4 nurses (shift workers) who reside in
Gairloch Place. Trust CoJ anymore, never ever again.

Build of attractive apartment blocks.

Building materials and alternative water storage solutions

Building Sustainable Neighbourhoods is essential in life today. With very limited undeveloped land
available, infill is one answer, This can cause issues that needs to be address prior to commencing
project as per the answers given. My preference would be more sustainable neighbourhoods
everywhere, especially in relation to down sizing today, there is a need for homes to be clustered
for groups, aged, disabled, interests close to medical, shops, transport etc. and school. Solar
assisted and correct positioning of home is often not adhered to. Such housing in a neighbourhood
is often of an inferior quality with little thoughts for the occupants assuming they all want small
rooms and little outdoor area.

Can't please everyone but | believe the sentiment online is a concern with over-crowding and
retention of tree cover and parking options due to this.

Car and visitor spaces

Car dependency needs to be addressed in any infill planning. There needs to be More than 2 years
traffic calming in suburban streets and a focus on strategies such as safe active streets.

Care must be taken to ensure sustainable and liveable consideration is given to each project when
assessing infill projects . In the case of infill, the existing property should not be compromised by
the addition and the infill. One should not come at the detriment of the other.

COJ complete blind spot to understand the negative amenity impacts of your development
application approvals. Not to mention your complete inability to monitor and enforce the
conditions that you impose.

Community electricity hubs should be introduced using solar power and batteries to relieve grid
pressures How will existing infrastructure cope e.g. sewerage, water supply etc.

Concerned developers are cramming 2 +++ houses on to single blocks without regard. No green
space, tiny driveways with no space to drive into. Investors are buying these houses and renting
them out. Overflow of cars are parked outside hindering pedestrians and traffic. An example is on
Bridgewater Drive. Also.. a case in point... 3 x two level housing crammed in on one block with no
concern for surrounding neighbours being overlooked.

Consider cohousing options, particularly for seniors wanting to age in place and support one
another

Consideration also needs to be given to the impact of infill on increased traffic, availability of
parking, demand for amenities etc. and the impact of the character / overall design and feel of the
suburbs.
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44

45
46
47

48
49

50
51
52

53

54

55

56

57
58

59

Consideration of an aging population already residents and how this will impact the increase in the
availability of housing and land

consideration of housing that suits multi generational homes
Continual maintenance of verges and parks within the city & control of homeless within the city

Council must consider the impact on suburbs: 1) the availability of publicly accessible green space
i.e. parks! 2) the need for improved/updated infrastructure to ensure residents can live safely and
securely. 3) the socio-economic make up/balance of each suburb.

Covenants on building materials and colours

Diversity of housing is an issue. Infill housing in my area is predominantly still large houses, just on
smaller blocks. Infill housing should facilitate housing diversity in terms of size, types and locations.
Retention of mature vegetation is very important in established areas. Joondalup does not seem to
value existing amenity, developers certainly don't. In order to address urban heat islands and
ensure the character of our areas is protected, we must do more to protect trees and/or replace
trees.

Diversity of housing product

Diversity of housing sizes, diversity of ownership types - opportunities to co-own

Do these developments still increase the footprint of the City. Less northward development with
more roads to be built and serviced it . Rather have more 3 storey developments in older

Dog beach, constant destruction of protected bush (seriously why did we need a path to Mindarie.
Turning down ridiculous over lighting of streets

Double-storey houses should not get planning permission for infill. Speed bumps should be in
major through roads as twice as many cars speeding through built up suburbs.

Each suburb should have a mix of densities. We recently visited Saskatoon in Canada where a range
of densities are just a natural part of planning. The higher density areas enable additional amenity
to be located locally without being too big or too dominating. | think a similar mix in Joondalup
would be a game changer

Edgewater has already felt the impact of the so called (falsely) H O A. As long term residence we
have seen out once loved welcoming boulevard turned into a dangerous contrived streetscape,
noting the so-called new infill street- facade built around the panel lift doors. Nowhere in any of
these so called community surveys is there any references to the cost of construction waste to the
environment, the environmental impact of the original builds being wasted assets. Worst impact to
our family is no longer having a connection to our once chosen place of residence. Victims to the
industry of Local Government.. And we question as to why the planners of this satellite city have
not been held accountable for their total lack of forward insight planning. Cost going forward the
rate payer.eg the trees taken out of existing gardens along with the established canopy. The
ratepayer LGA imitative more trees along foot paths, more cars parked upon the foot paths. can go
on but fully aware wasting my time.

Effects on existing residents

Ensuring that existing available blocks are built on in a timely manner and not held onto by investors
using as pension scheme. Many of these in lluka, Ocean Reef and surrounding areas etc. Stop
building lots of apartments in urban areas that no-one wants to live in, we have lots of land in
Australia no need to pack housing into small areas.

Ensuring that planning for infill is done within an urban design context and not on a lot-by-lot basis.
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60

61
62
63

Exploring the possibility of amending the R code pertaining to my property at 6 Smallman Crescent
Greenwood.
family Continuing to have enough family sized homes.

Faster building approval for developments to hit the cities targets

Firstly and fundamentally there is no justification or reasonable premise for the idea that Joondalup
needs to grow by 20,000 homes. Who decided this is necessary? What is the basis of the figure and
why is it deemed to be beneficial? Is it beneficial? What proportion of the population support this?
| would suggest that a majority of people do not support this. They certainly did not vote for it.

The whole basis of the lifestyle, culture and amenities in Perth and Australia as a whole is largely
based, when you think about it, on the weather and a low population density. Infill and battle-
axing blocks changes the latter significantly and will only lead to a decline in living standards. It is
literally un-Australian. | disagree with it on every possible level. Additional to that it is also
immoral. In many suburbs the occupants have spent significant effort and money in order to live
there and it is disgraceful that this gets changed against the wishes of the population, on the basis
of artificial need and often via the specific direction of an unelected body driven by ideology and
quite probably vested interests. The quality of life and very fabric of Australia should not be
undermined or eradicated simply to support a giant Ponzi scheme perpetuated by economists,
financiers and property developers. The desire for constant population growth is simply a lazy
solution to enable the demonstration of apparent economic growth. In reality it's nonsense and
simply spreads the available resources and GDP More than 2 years thinly across More than 2 years
people. It is no substitute for genuinely advancing the State and its economy by growing new and
existing industries and training the existing population in support of those goals. Govt should be
protecting us from these fake population growth demands, not promotingit.  Finally, while |
disagree with the need at all, if there is to be any infill of any sort - including battle-axing existing
blocks - then there should be a percentage limit set based on the original layout and design of the
area (i.e. incorporating any changes to date and not from this point forward). In order to prevent
the potential eventual ruination of a given suburb | would suggest a limit of 10% increase in
population density across a given area or suburb based on all land therein be it developed,
undeveloped but zoned for use or bushland. This would be in addition to any or all other planning
constraints. Thus, for example, if an area had 100 4 bedroom homes on 1/4 acre blocks when first
designed then the original population is 400. A 10% increase limit would mean that 10 blocks could
be battle-axed creating 10 new homes of 4 additional people each; the 11th person wanting to
battle-axe would be prevented. Or, should "spare" land in the area be nominated for a small
apartment block, e.g. 10x 2 bed apartments then, subject to ALL other planning constraints being
acceptable it would still not be approved if More than 2 years than 5 existing blocks had already
been battle-axed. These sort of limits are critical because otherwise its like the frog in slowly
boiling water scenario - a few degrees in temperature rise is not noticed by the frog but then before
you know it the temp is boiling and the frog is dead. The rule above is simply stated but significant
effort would also be required to ensure the regulations cannot be gamed by property developers
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64

65
66

67

68

69

Firstly and fundamentally there is no justification or reasonable premise for the idea that Joondalup
needs to grow by 20,000 homes. Who decided this is necessary? What is the basis of the figure and
why is it deemed to be beneficial? Is it beneficial? What proportion of the population support this?
| would suggest that a majority of people do not support this. They certainly did not vote for it.

The whole basis of the lifestyle, culture and amenities in Perth and Australia as a whole is largely
based, when you think about it, on the weather and a low population density. Infill and battle-
axing blocks changes the latter significantly and will only lead to a decline in living standards. It is
literally un-Australian. | disagree with it on every possible level. Additional to that it is also
immoral. In many suburbs the occupants have spent significant effort and money in order to live
there and it is disgraceful that this gets changed against the wishes of the population, on the basis
of artificial need and often via the specific direction of an unelected body driven by ideology and
quite probably vested interests. The quality of life and very fabric of Australia should not be
undermined or eradicated simply to support a giant Ponzi scheme perpetuated by economists,
financiers and property developers. The desire for constant population growth is simply a lazy
solution to enable the demonstration of apparent economic growth. In reality it's nonsense and
simply spreads the available resources and GDP More than 2 years thinly across More than 2 years
people. It is no substitute for genuinely advancing the State and its economy by growing new and
existing industries and training the existing population in support of those goals. Govt should be
protecting us from these fake population growth demands, not promoting it.  Finally, while |
disagree with the need at all, if there is to be any infill of any sort - including battle-axing existing
blocks - then there should be a percentage limit set based on the original layout and design of the
area (i.e. incorporating any changes to date and not from this point forward). In order to prevent
the potential eventual ruination of a given suburb | would suggest a limit of 10% increase in
population density across a given area or suburb based on all land therein be it developed,
undeveloped but zoned for use or bushland. This would be in addition to any or all other planning
constraints. Thus, for example, if an area had 100 4 bedroom homes on 1/4 acre blocks when first
designed then the original population is 400. A 10% increase limit would mean that 10 blocks could
be battle-axed creating 10 new homes of 4 additional people each; the 11th person wanting to
battle-axe would be prevented. Or, should "spare" land in the area be nominated for a small
apartment block, e.g. 10x 2 bed apartments then, subject to ALL other planning constraints being
acceptable it would still not be approved if More than 2 years than 5 existing blocks had already
been battle-axed. These sort of limits are critical because otherwise its like the frog in slowly
boiling water scenario - a few degrees in temperature rise is not noticed by the frog but then before
you know it the temp is boiling and the frog is dead. The rule above is simply stated but significant
effort would also be required to ensure the regulations cannot be gamed by property developers
Give some consideration to the wishes of those who own home within the area.

Green spaces Community facilities, already stretched, denser housing means More than 2 years
people needing More than 2 years spaces to meet and enjoy sport.

Having adequate community facilities - maybe consider shared gardens for growing vegetables and
fruit in high-density developments

Having recently 'downsized' we found that many of the new residences constructed on infill sites
were far to small with virtually no effective 'drying area' or 'recreational area'. Whilst generally in
favour of infill we feel that the minimum area required for each residence is too small. The effect of
the current planning levels is to bring Perth metro to 3rd world status.

Height limits. | think the Art House is about as high as is appropriate to a non capital cbd. More
than 2 years buildings to that height are apt for the denser city part of Joondalup but not North of
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70

71

72

73

74

75

76

Shenton. Affordable housing is needed and that might need to be More than 2 years innovative
than we have had to date. | don't know what form that might be but possibly denser group housing
say for older singles. Probably More than 2 years home units are needed but limited to 3 stories as
lifts are problematical in affordable housing and care needs to taken not to have them too close to
crowd ordinary homes.

Height restrictions should be implemented. More than 2 years trees suitable for inner city verges
planted. Apartment buildings should be designed with secure undercover parking and a store room
each NOT garages as this encourages them to be used for storage and street parking is absolutely a
nightmare. Apartments with balconies should be designed to have for e.g. a louvred screen on one
side with small clothesline to hide but offer some drying space. No More than 2 years questionable
massage parlours or the like who appear to operate any time

High-density housing along with a high percentage of rental properties can bring social issues. This
also impacts availability of services for residents. Street traffic, suitable availability of public
transport. Parking - we have a new townhouse complex on a street near us and there are always
cars parked on the verge opposite the complex. Same with a triplex development near by.

HOA zoning to R60 in Woodvale. Multistorey developments overlooking peoples backyards. And
then these developments not being taken up as rentals and sent through to Dept of Housing.

Housing density and infill should be spread throughout suburbs, not clumped around public
transport (i.e. the train line). Public transport can be spread to currently low-density areas, if the
people exist there who seek to use it. If some suburbs refuse to allow increased density, an
increased property tax should be placed on those locations to fund better quality dense housing in
less affluent suburbs. Lots crammed with tiny shacks are a blight on the community, but well-
designed townhouses, dual urban/retail spacing and small to mid-sized apartment blocks should be
encouraged. Incentives for older people or single people with spare bedrooms could be created to
encourage rental to students, preventing the creation of low-quality, short-term rentals that
inevitably only lower the desirability of an education from the city's tertiary institutions. City of
Joondalup could also be innovative in creating housing without the assumed requirement of 1 car
parking space per adult occupant, but convenient access to the Joondalup transport hub. Perth's
sad dependency on individual, car-based transport will only be tackled with planning and
infrastructure, not expecting citizens to endure additional burdens of access on top of the loss of
flexibility. Housing options like the above are attractive to numerous demographics, and can make
living in dense urban areas something to be enjoyed rather than endured.

Housing infill affecting traffic Housing infill affecting school intakes/needs Housing infill affecting
need for amenities - shops, ovals, sporting clubs

| feel like, so far this survey is set up to give you the answers you want. For example most. No the
majority of people don't want their neighbour to build units or a 2 story where the was a single
level. So make areas for story, areas for units.

I live on a corner block which is 695sgm. It is frustrating that the truncation is not included in the
new minimum of 700 Sgm. The property could be divided into 2 very reasonable blocks but yet 5
sgm and | am unable to downsize. Also it is frustrating how far the set backs for building are. Many
people can’t build a double garage because of unnecessary set back restrictions all for visual
amenity but then front yards a littered with cars. Allow people in older parts to build as close to the
boundary as areas such as Harbour Rise.
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| recognise that | live in an infill area (near Whitfords), and that's fine. My biggest problem with
redevelopment right now is footpaths. They are not adequate for the current population and are
woefully inadequate for a denser population. Many roads with footpath on only one side, narrow,
broken, bumpy, and often with cars parked on it or sand/building materials/prunings dumped and
obstructing. Some don't even have actual kerb ramps, e.g. in the Kallaroo infill area. We need
MUCH wider, flatter and better paths all throughout the infill area, on both sides of the road.

| regret | forgot to mention a matter that does not fit this criteria but needs to be included in the
type of housing/ i.e. Retirement village with Adjacent Aged Care Homes. To me it’s a tragedy that
we are forced into housing infill without any serious thought about what the Aging population ,as
they become frail ,are going to be catered for. | liked the quarry development which included a
facility but | have not seen much about that development.. The lack of secure dementia beds
available in the northern suburbs forces me to drive 2 hours to Murdoch . The southern suburbs is
very well catered for in terms of the growing need for dementia beds.

| suggest the City work with State Government and developers to acquire a large tract of a suburb,
such as an entire Housing Opportunity Area and then have that entire area developed as higher
density. Along the lines we have seen in the East Perth Redevelopment or Subi Centro and others.
The current ad hoc approach usually sees single lots subdivided and developed, with little benefit,
or actual disadvantage to existing rate payers and owners of neighbouring properties. Current
owners and rate payers seem to be forgotten in this infill plan. The owner selling the lot that is
subdivided has probably left, the developer has made their money and departed while remaining
owners and rate payers deal with the reduced amenity.

| think it is important to locate higher density infilling close to train stations. The Transperth bus
system is not efficient and leads to people driving via freeway or parking at train stations. This will
inevitably result in additional traffic in suburbs away from the station. So either improve Transperth
service or no more density. Availability and capacity in public schools also need to be addressed.

| would like to see that in family friendly areas i.e. nearby schools and parks, infill of standard
property 700 - 800sgm should be restricted to no more than 2 dwellings per lot to allow for more
green space and outdoor play areas for kids

I’'ve thought for a long time the Perth and | turn CoJ would benefit greatly from family sized
apartments, 3-6 story building with three and four bed rooms. Built around entertainment, social
and transport hubs. This would reduce transport costs, increase vibrancy, retail and food vender
through traffic as people will be living where these are. It will reduce urban sprawl. In fill housing
will still keep people away from retail and restaurant hubs as travel to them is the issue. Also our
public transport sucks basically one train line and a bus net work that is barely visible. Family
apartments within walking distance of major train stations and current shopping/ restaurant hubs
and more frequent rail services would be ideal. Like in most major European and American cities

If this is genuine then Why are the original planners for this satellite city being held accountable for
their total lack of foresight? We as long term residence are already victims of this in fill housing
policy. What was once a welcoming avenue Edgewater drive now is nothing other than a contrived
obscenity and dangerous. Not forgetting the panel lift door facades of the so called new.

impact of housing development on the visual eye within the area and also the increase in crime
rates. Woodvale has now become an area targeted by crime and hooning and with redevelopment
it is becoming increasingly worse. Also, houses are not being built to accommodate the size and
amount of vehicles owned by the property. Vehicles are now being parked on verges at properties
leaving it difficult for traffic management and its so unsightly. Keep redevelopment to a minimum. |
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bought in Woodvale for the sole reason that it was a quiet and sightly neighbourhood and it's been
turned into another Innaloo.

impact of increased vehicles on suburban streets where infill is happening, including parking options
for multiple cars. impact on ground water recovery where more land is built on and less garden is
available for drainage back to the aquifer.

impact on existing homes. Our older home has been cracked and damaged by construction going on
around us. Constant noise as the houses around ours are knocked down and developed. Little
respect for existing homeowners with regards to ongoing noise and vibrations, traffic and parking
issues caused by workers in streets.

impact on the supply of utilities (electrical, sewerage, water pressure etc.). impact on safety
relating to increase in vehicle traffic - deterioration on roads, ingress and exit points for suburbs.
Noise pollution from increased population density

impacts on existing properties due to overlooking, park