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BURNS BEACH REZONING 
Grievance 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.23 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for 
Planning, and I would like to thank the minister to taking my grievance this morning, which has to do with the 
Burns Beach estate structure plan. I will start by giving a brief outline of Burns Beach, its demographic and its 
history. Burns Beach is both the oldest and newest suburb in my electorate; at its core is a holiday village of 
around 150 houses that was established many decades ago. It has in recent years been redeveloped as a full-
blown suburb, with a further 1 200 or so residences being built by the developer, Peet Ltd. It is quite a high-end 
development in the far north western corner of the City of Joondalup. I should also point out that I live in this 
suburb; however, I do not believe there is a conflict of interest as I am only renting and do not own a property 
there. 
As a result of the way that a recent Burns Beach Structure Plan amendment has transpired, there is now a feeling 
amongst local community residents that they and the elected members of the City of Joondalup have been 
ignored in a process in which the opinions of the Western Australian Planning Commission and the city’s 
planning officers have prevailed without due regard being given to previous public consultation, and without 
communication back to residents. They feel that an earlier unanimous council decision has been disregarded. The 
City of Joondalup’s planning department recommended to councillors that a substantial northern residential 
precinct be zoned R25, and that a smaller section in the middle of the development be zoned R40; however 
council unanimously went with the feedback that residents had provided. I will go into that in more detail in a 
moment. 
Under its structure plan, the vision for the Burns Beach development is to create a high-quality, vibrant coastal 
residential settlement, embracing social, environmental and economic sustainability. As required, when the 
structure plan amendments came up through local government, the council put them out for community 
comment. The amendments garnered a lot of interest from residents, and the overwhelming response was for the 
retention of the current density of the areas within the proposed R20 to R25 zones. The R40 zone was not so 
controversial, but of particular interest was the large area currently zoned R20 and earmarked for rezoning to 
R25. Acting on the community’s wishes and overwhelming feedback, Joondalup city councillors decided 
unanimously to refuse the R25 proposal, reverted the northern residential precinct in the original structure plan to 
R20, and halved the R40 footprint. I was at that council meeting; a large number of residents were there, and 
most of them left the meeting thinking that that was more or less the end of the issue. 

The structure plan was then sent to the WA Planning Commission for approval. It subsequently came back in the 
form initially recommended by the City of Joondalup’s planning department. The feeling within the community 
is that what happened at the higher end of this process took no account of the community consultation, and the 
zoning reductions made by the council after taking into account the wishes of the community. This really raises 
questions about community consultation; the City of Joondalup undertook really quite extensive consultation, 
but ultimately the community felt very much disengaged from the final decision. Ratepayers and the councillors 
who represent them now feel that their part in the process has not been looked at and that those who made the 
final decision just went with the decision made in the first place by City of Joondalup planning officers. 

Residents have asked me to read a statement prepared by the Burns Beach Ratepayers Association, and with 
your indulgence, Mr Speaker, I will do so. I think the statement sums up quite well the argument I have made 
this morning. It reads — 

To The Honourable John Day, MLA, Minister for Planning, 

The Burns Beach Ratepayers Association (BBRA) is unhappy with the recent WAPC decision to 
approve modification of the Burns Beach Structure Plan, specifically rezoning of the Northern 
Residential Precinct as proposed by PEET and Co. 

The Burns Beach local community and BBRA raised valid concerns regarding the proposed rezoning 
on the grounds that there would potentially be up to 150 additional lots in the Northern Residential 
Precinct with resulting loss of amenity, the inadequate Community consultation process, and the lack of 
a thorough traffic study. City of Joondalup Council unanimously rejected the proposed rezoning. 

WAPC has now issued a letter to City of Joondalup Council advising that the PEET rezoning 
application and has been approved by WAPC and the Burns Beach Structure Plan modifications will be 
adopted. This decision was apparently reached with no consultation with City of Joondalup Council, or 
with the local community. No explanation of how this decision was reached has been given. 

BBRA asks the Minister for Planning to review this WAPC decision to ensure that due process has been 
observed, as it would appear that the legitimate concerns and democratic rights of City of Joondalup 
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Council and the local community have been ignored. We are anxious to ensure that PEET fully 
complies with the existing Approved Burns Beach Structure Plan, and that any modifications to the 
Structure Plan are only Approved following a transparent and fair approval process. We expect that the 
principle of fairness to the local community is given due consideration. 

I offered residents in my community the opportunity to have their own statement read in Parliament this 
morning, and I think members can infer from this letter the feelings of the local community and particularly the 
Burns Beach Ratepayers Association—a very strong and representative group—about this case. The structure 
plan, in its initial inception, is said to foster a sense of community, but there is a feeling within the community 
that it has been excluded from this process. At the very least, those community members who took time to put 
their views forward on the proposal should have been communicated with, even if this meant a simple letter 
outlining the merits of the decision by the Western Australian Planning Commission and also why it decided the 
way it did. I accept that the planning decision has now been made, but I believe this episode highlights a need to 
better engage and communicate with the local community around planning decisions that are made at the state 
level. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [9.30 am]: I thank the member for Ocean Reef for 
giving me the details of his concerns and the concerns of his constituents prior to this morning’s grievance. That 
has meant that I have been able to obtain advice about the history of the consideration of Burns Beach Structure 
Plan (Structure Plan No 10) in the background to the decision by the WA Planning Commission to adopt 
amendment No 3 to that structure plan, subject to the amendment being modified to up-code the northern 
precinct from R20 to R25. I understand the concerns that have been expressed by the local residents through 
their representative, the member for Ocean Reef, and I hope that this explanation will at least help them 
understand why the change has been made.  

I am advised that on 22 of November 2011, the council of the City of Joondalup resolved to support for the 
purposes of advertising amendment No 3 to the Burns Beach Structure Plan. The advertised amendment sought 
to modify the adopted structure plan by increasing the residential density of the northern precinct from R20 to 
R25 and also increase the residential density of part of stage 7 from R20 to R40, and also to amend the structure 
plan text and maps to reflect those modifications. A total of 10 submissions were received during the advertising 
period comprising one letter of support, one letter of no objection from a servicing agency and eight letters 
objecting to the proposal. Of the eight letters of rejection, one letter, while opposed to the proposed up-coding of 
stage 7 from R20 to R40, was not opposed to up-coding of the northern precinct from R20 to R25. In addition, a 
72-signature petition objecting to the amendment was received following the close of the advertising period. The 
issues raised in the submissions related to property values, impacts on amenity, loss of exclusivity, and increased 
people and traffic within the area. Following the closure of the advertising period and consideration of the 
submissions, on 17 April this year the Joondalup city council resolved, contrary to the recommendation of the 
city’s administration, to adopt amendment No 3 subject to the amendment being modified to remove the 
proposed up-coding of the northern precinct from R20 to R25 and to forward the amendment to the Planning 
Commission for its endorsement and certification. It is understood that the council did not adopt the 
recommendation put forward by the administration on the basis that the council wanted to take more time to 
consider the amenity impacts of the intensification of the northern precinct and to work with the developer on 
establishing the optimal location of the community and commercial facilities in the estate.  

On 8 August 2012, the Planning Commission resolved to support the amendment subject to it being modified to 
reinstate the up-coding of the northern precinct from R20 to R25. In making its decision, the Planning 
Commission considered all of the relevant matters, including issues raised in the submissions, information 
provided by the proponent, the resolution of the council, as well as the broader strategic planning framework. In 
this respect it should be noted that a number of the issues raised in the public submissions, including exclusivity 
and property values, are not valid planning considerations. Additionally, the proposed up-coding from R20 to 
R25 represents a modest change and both the R20 and R25 code are considered within the low-density band of 
residential design codes. 

I am advised that on 22 of March 2011 the Planning Commission issued subdivision approval for the northern 
precinct based on the then R20 coding. The proponent has not acted on the subdivision approval and has advised 
that the proposed up-coding to R25 will not alter the road layout or retaining wall heights from those that were 
approved. However, small adjustments along the rear boundaries to accommodate the resulting small lot sizes 
and frontages may be required. The road networks within the Burns Beach Structure Plan area have been 
designed in accordance with the liveable neighbourhoods policy, which requires inter alia that roads are designed 
to take into account the functional road hierarchy and indicative daily traffic volumes. The existing and proposed 
road networks are able to accommodate the anticipated increased traffic volumes arising from the increased 
densities. The northern precinct is remote to the proposed development of any commercial or community 
facilities and it is difficult, therefore, to understand the council’s position that the modest increase in densities 
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within the northern precinct will result in the need to review the low-scale commercial land uses—that is, the 
local centre and coastal cafe—that were approved under the structure plan in 2005.  

It is also important to consider this issue in the context of the WA Planning Commission’s “directions2031 and 
beyond: metropolitan planning beyond the horizon” document, which is a high-level strategic plan that 
establishes a vision of the future growth of the Perth and Peel metropolitan regions and is the overarching 
strategic planning document guiding land and housing supply for the long-term residential growth within the 
region. As opportunities for further urbanisation become increasingly constrained and the population continues 
to grow, it is important that we maximise the efficient use of land and available resources. The “directions2031 
and beyond …” document identifies the need to promote higher average residential densities in greenfield areas 
and greater housing diversity within residential estates. In this respect, approximately 70 per cent of the Burns 
Beach Structure Plan area is coded R20. Although the proposed up-coding in the northern precinct will not result 
in a significant increase in the number of dwellings created, it will nevertheless assist in delivering the 
aspirations of Directions 2031 and provide greater housing choice within the Burns Beach Structure Plan area.  

In view of all those aspects, I am satisfied that the Planning Commission, in making its decision has considered 
all of the relevant matters, including issues raised in submissions during the advertising period. I think the 
member also raised the issue of the R40 area being reduced by half, based on an understanding that the council 
had decided to undertake an amendment to that effect, but I am advised that in the council minutes it is indicated 
that this did not actually form part of the resolution, and therefore the Planning Commission supported the extent 
of R40 as was proposed. I acknowledge the desire of the member for Ocean Reef and his constituents for better 
engagement and communication with the community around state-level planning decisions, and I believe that in 
the case of state-led projects this does occur. Generally speaking, it is important and more appropriate, however, 
when projects are led through local planning schemes, as in this instance, that the consultation is managed 
through the local government process. 
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