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Sharpe, Tracey 
 

Subject: FW: Inquiry into Local Government - CoJ Community Concerns Ignored in Planning 

Process 

 

 
From: Geoff Wilkinson  
Sent: Friday, 13 September 2019 10:24 AM 
To: Select Committee Into Local Government <lgi@parliament.wa.gov.au> 
Subject: Inquiry into Local Government ‐ CoJ Community Concerns Ignored in Planning Process 

 

 
To whom it may concern, 

 

I would like to bring to Parliament's attention the gross inadequacy of the Community consultation process 

in the approval of the Iluka Development. The Community consists of people from all walks of life and 

professions, who have a very clear idea of how their community should be developed and how it should 

function. The approvals seem to be very much skewed in favour of the developers and their profit driven 

motivations. Our cities will never function properly if the community is ignored in the approval process. 

 

 Re-zoning against the wishes of the community 

 

The Iluka Development had been "Centre" zoned. At the instigation of the developer, the 

area was re-zoned "Commercial". The community was very much opposed to the re-zoning 

however the re-zoning was rushed through at the council meeting on 12 December 2017. The 

implications and necessity for the re-zoning were never clearly outlined to the Community, 

and this community has now lost the cultural centre that was intended for it. In its place are 

apartment blocks and a shopping centre, completely out of place with the character of the 

suburb. 

 

 Local Development Plan 

 

The re-zoning having been approved, the developer made a submission for approval of a 

Local Development Plan. This LDP overrode certain CoJ policies with respect to building 

heights and setbacks for commercial centre in close proximity to residential area. In 

particular the requirement for upper stories to be set back 6-7m (depending on whether the 

roof is pitched or not). It must be remembered that the Community, largely, does not 

understand the implications of these developmental amendments, and the dishonesty of the 

process is not apparent. The Local Government documentation is not necessarily widely 

distributed, is voluminous and difficult to download (It took me hours to download such 

documents). The end result being that it appears that only a fragment of the community has 

any real concern. The LDP was approved by the CoJ with some amendments. 

 

 JDAP Process 

 

The LDP having been approved the developers made their submissions for development 

approval. Again, the subimssions were voluminous and difficult to download, however, the 

community objections were of the order of 80% opposing the development. The objections 

centred around five main points being; Access from a narrow access road; Incorrect parking 

calculations; Inadequate Setbacks; Landscaping provisions and Contravention of the CoJ 

Childcare Centre Policy. 
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The JDAP relied solely on the CoJ Planner's reports and glossed over community concerns. 

Whilst creating the illusion that there was some concern for the community objection by 

requiring the Developer to resubmit, the resubmission included no material changes, and the 

approval was made in a closed session prior to the final JDAP meeting. The community 

made its last presentation to the JDAP after the approval had already been granted and the 

Developer had already announced its success on its web pages. The process is certainly not 

open and community driven. 

 

 Role of the City Planner 

 

The CoJ planner was very strongly consulted by the JDAP every step of the way, whereas the 

community concerns, which were completely opposite of the Planner's viewpoint were swept 

under the carpet. JDAP took inordinate amounts of time to resolve detail planning matters 

whereas the sources of major community concern were largely ignored. The parking 

calculations were blatantly incorrect however the Planner's incorrect assessment of these 

calculations was upheld. The Planner's subjective definition of an Access Road was upheld 

over the communities more accurate definition. The JDAP allowed substantially reduced 

landscaping obligations because the Planner took into account the City roadside landscaping 

obligations into account when assessing the Developer's obligations. The setback provisions 

of the LDP (which had already been eroded in the approval of the LDP) were not adhered to. 

A zero setback of a commercial development on a 6m wide suburban Access Road, with 

residences directly opposite, is certainly not an outcome in favour of the Community. 

 

The Community concerns were ignored and the opinion of one man, who does not live 

anywhere near the subject development, formed the basis of the JDAP approvals. 

 

Of course, we in the Community, have all the details to back up the topics broadly outlined 

above, and we will be more than happy to submit a more detailed account if required, or 

indeed to meet with anyone who is prepared to do something about this terribly unjust system 

of approvals. 

 

In the meanwhile, I have my windows closed for the dust and noise of the commercial 

development taking place a mere 8m opposite my home. 

 

Kind regards 

Geoff Wilkinson 

  




