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PD01.15 (Lot 21) No. 44 Goldsmith Road Dalkeith 
Proposed Two-Storey Single House & 

Pool 
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Officer Mr T L Geddes ï Planning Officer 
Director Peter Mickleson ï Director Planning & Development  
Director Signature 

 
File Reference DA2014/477 ï GO2/44 

1.0 Executive Summary 

This proposal is for a two-storey single house & pool in Dalkeith, with several variations 

to the requirements of the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia.  

The application has been referred to Council for determination, as officers do not have 

the delegation to determine an application under instrument of delegation 6A, where 
objections to variations have been received. 

The proposal is considered to satisfy all of the relevant deemed-to-comply or design 

principles, and other planning requirements. As a result, the application is 
recommended for approval with conditions. 

1.1 Recommendation to Committee 

Council approves the application for a Two-Storey Single House & Pool at (Lot 
21) No. 44 Goldsmith Road Dalkeith, in accordance with the application received 

on 09 September 2014 and amended plans received on 29 January 2015, subject 
to the following conditions: 
 

1. The development shall at all times comply with the approved plans. 

2. The store room (as marked in red on the approved plans) shall remain with 

an open roof, permeable to water. 

3. The bollards (as marked in red) are to be installed and remain in place 
permanently. 

4. All street trees in the nature-strip / verge are to be retained and shall not be 
removed without written approval from the Manager Parks Services. 

5. All crossovers to the streets shall be constructed to the Councilôs Crossover 
Specifications and the applicant / landowner to obtain levels for crossovers 

from the Councilôs Infrastructure Services under supervision onsite, prior to 
commencement of works. 
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6. The existing crossovers shall be removed and the nature-strip / verge 
reinstated with grass or landscaping in accordance with Councilôs Nature-

Strip / Verge Development Policy. 

7. Any construction in the nature-strip / verge (including footpaths) will require 
a Nature-Strip Development Application (NSDA) to be lodged with, and 
approved by, the Cityôs Engineering section, prior to construction. 

8. All stormwater from the development, which includes permeable and non-
permeable areas, shall be contained onsite by draining to soak-wells of 

adequate capacity to contain runoff from a 20 year recurrent storm event. 
Soak-wells shall be a minimum capacity of 1.0m3 for every 80m2 of calculated 
surface area of the development. 

9. All footings and structures to retaining walls, fences and parapet walls, shall 
be constructed wholly inside the site boundaries of the Certificate of Title. 

10. The parapet wall shall be finished to a professional standard, to the 

satisfaction of the City. 

Advice Notes specific to this approval: 

1. The applicant is advised to review the levels around the Porte Cochere and 
grade towards Goldsmith Road where possible in order to avoid the 

possibility of water entry through the dwelling. 

2. The applicant is advised to grade all hard stand areas toward the road where 

possible. 

3. The applicant is advised that a further planning application will be required 

for any primary or secondary street fencing. 

4. All internal water closets and ensuites without fixed or permanent window 

access to outside air or which open onto a hall, passage, hobby or staircase, 
shall be serviced by a mechanical ventilation exhaust system which is 

ducted to outside air, with a minimum rate of air change equal to or greater 
than 25 litres / second. 

5. All swimming pool waste water shall be disposed of into an adequately sized, 
dedicated soak-well located on the same lot. Soak-wells shall not be situated 

closer than 1.8m to any boundary of a lot, building, septic tank or other soak-
well. 

6. All downpipes from guttering shall be connected so as to discharge into 
drains, which shall empty into a soak-well; and each soak-well shall be 

located at least 1.8m from any building, and at least 1.8m from the boundary 
of the block. 

7. The applicant is advised to consult the Cityôs Visual and Acoustic Privacy 
Advisory Information in relation to locating any mechanical equipment (e.g. 
air-conditioner, swimming pool or spa) such that noise, vibration and visual 

impacts on neighbours are mitigated. The City does not recommend 
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installing any equipment near a property boundary where it is likely that 
noise will intrude upon neighbours. 

Prior to selecting a location for an air-conditioner, the applicant is advised to 

consult the online fairair noise calculator at www.fairair.com.au and use this 
as a guide to prevent noise affecting neighbouring properties. 

Prior to installing mechanical equipment, the applicant is advised to consult 
neighbours, and if necessary, take measures to suppress noise. 

8. The City does not recommend any air-conditioner, swimming pool or spa 
mechanical equipment is installed near a property boundary where it is likely 

noise from such mechanical equipment in these locations will intrude on 
neighbouring properties. Prior to selecting a location to install an 
aircondtioner, applicant is advised to consult the online fairair noise 

calculator at www.fairair.com.au and use this as a guide on air-conditioner 
placement so as to prevent noise affecting neighbouring properties. Prior to 

installing an air-conditioner or swimming pool or spa mechanical equipment, 
applicant is advised to consult residents of neighbouring properties and if 
necessary take measures to prevent noise affecting neighbouring 

properties. 

9. All swimming pools, whether retained, partially constructed or finished, shall 
be kept dry during the construction period. Alternatively, the water shall be 
maintained to a quality which prevents mosquitoes from breeding. 

10. This decision constitutes planning approval only and is valid for a period of 
two years from the date of approval. If the subject development is not 

substantially commenced within the two year period, the approval shall lapse 
and be of no further effect. 

1.2 Strategic Plan 

KFA: Natural and Built Environment 

2.0 Background 

Property address (Lot 21) No. 44 Goldsmith Road Dalkeith (the site) 

Lot area 2023m2 
Zoning / 

Reserve / 
Density Code 

MRS Urban 

TPS2 Residential R10 

The subject site is a double block (2023m2) and has frontage to Goldsmith Road to 

the north, Sherwood Road to the East and Raven Lane to the South as depicted on 
the attached locality plan (refer attachment 1) 

The site previously featured a single house and pool on the eastern half of the lot, with 
the majority of the remainder of the lot being taken up by a tennis court and garden. 
In 2014, the City received an application for planning approval for a new dwelling on 

site.  

http://www.fairair.com.au/
http://www.fairair.com.au/
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On 7 January 2015, the City received an amended proposal plan which removed the 
Porte Cochere from the front setback area and increased the setback to the dwelling 

from Raven Lane among other minor amendments. These amendments were made 
in order to bring the proposal closer into compliance with the Cityôs planning 

requirements and in response to concerns raised by surrounding neighbours. 

2.2 Legislation / Policy 

¶ City of Nedlands Town Planning Scheme No. 2 (TPS2 or Scheme). 

¶ Residential Design Codes of WA 2013 (R-Codes). 

¶ Council Policy ï Neighbour Consultation. 

3.0 Consultation Process 

3.1 What consultation process was undertaken? 

Required by legislation (Scheme / R-Codes): Yes  No  

Required by City of Nedlands policy (Neighbour Consultation): Yes  No  

3.2 How and when was the community consulted? 

Two-storey notification sign: 8 October 2014 ï 22 October 2014 

Community consultation period: 5 November 2014 ï 19 November 2014 

Response: 
The City received four (4) letters which objected to 
various aspects of the proposal (detailed in section 

6.3 below) 

4.0 Budget / Financial Implications 

The proposal is for works to be constructed on a private lot, and therefore has no 

budget or financial implications for the City. 

5.0 Risk Management 

Not applicable. 

6.0 Discussion 

The proposal involves the demolition of the existing development and the construction 

of a two-storey single house & pool on the site, as depicted in the submitted plans 
(attachment 1). In addition, the Applicantôs report describes the proposal in more 
detail (attachment 3). The applicant has also provided a response to the concerns 

raised by surrounding landowners (attachment 4) 

The proposal involves the construction of a two storey single house with a 7 Car 

garage and pool. The primary living areas for the dwelling are to be located on the 
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ground floor of the dwelling, with a garage to be accessed off Raven Lane. The original 
proposal for the dwelling involved garage access off Sherwood Road, with the 

proposed garage built close to the Raven Lane boundary (600mm), with an upper floor 
boundary wall above. In response to concerns from neighbours, this aspect of the 

proposal was amended to comply with the rear setback requirements of the R-Codes 
(notwithstanding the proposed boundary wall to the bike store/laundry discussed 
below). 

The proposed variations to the planning requirements are as follows: 

a) Open space ï 57% (1152m2) in lieu of 60% (1213.8m2), a shortfall of 3% 

(61.8m2). 
b) Proposed retaining walls are to be located on the property boundary (to the 

east onto Sherwood Road) in lieu of being set back 1.5m; 

c) The proposal involves greater than 0.5m of fill within 1m of a side property 
boundary and 3m of the front boundary; 

d) The proposed boundary wall onto Raven Lane is not permitted as of right on 
a R10 site; 

e) The proposal involves a secondary street (onto Sherwood Road) setback of 

800mm in lieu of 3m; 
f) The dwelling involves an eave overhang of 2.2m in lieu of 0.75m into the 3m 

secondary street setback. 

In addition, consultation with the community resulted in several objections being 
received to the proposal which are discussed in section 6.3 below). 

The following assessment of the variations is based upon the design principles of the 
Residential Design Codes and the requirements of the Cityôs policies and Town 

Planning Scheme.  

6.1 Specific Planning Considerations 

6.1.1 Variation clauses 

a. Open space 

Under the deemed-to-comply requirements of the R-Codes, sites in an R10 area are 
required to provide a minimum of 60% of a subject site as open space. The proposed 

dwelling will result in the provision of ~57% open space, including the proposed upper 
floor terrace in accordance with the R-Codes. The ground floor outdoor living area is 
excluded from the calculations as it is raised more than 0.5m from natural ground level, 

however when considered from an outcomes-based perspective, this area will act as 
a primary open space and outdoor living area for the site. Accordingly, it is considered 

that the proposal meets the intent of the R-Codes requirements, as discussed below. 
 
Design principle P4 (Open Space) of the R-Codes requires the following (emphasis 

added): 
 

ñDevelopment incorporates suitable open space for its context to: 

¶ reflect the existing and/or desired streetscape character or as outlined under 

the local planning framework; 
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¶ provide access to natural sunlight for the dwelling; 

¶ reduce building bulk on the site, consistent with the expectations of the 

applicable density code and/or as outlined in the local planning framework; 

¶ provide an attractive setting for the buildings, landscape, vegetation and 

streetscape; 

¶ provide opportunities for residents to use space external to the dwelling for 

outdoor pursuits and access within/around the site; and 

¶ provide space for external fixtures and essential facilities.ò 

 
The following is considered in response to these design principles, with regard to the 
current proposal plan. 

 
Design Principle Administration Response 

Reflects the 
existing or desired 
streetscape 

It is considered that the proposed dwelling will fit in with the 
expected streetscape onto both Goldsmith and Sherwood 
Roads, and the dwelling will not appear to be out of 

character with the locality. The provision of a 9m front 
setback, and the significant open area surrounding the pool 

in the north-east corner of the lot will aid in the impression 
of open space for the lot. 

Access to natural 
sunlight for the 
dwelling 

Sunlight access for the dwelling will be maintained due to 
the large open area to the north of the dwelling and the large 
areas of glazing along the northern face of the dwelling. 

Reduces building 

bulk and is 
consistent with the 
expectations of the 

applicable density 
code 

The dwelling is primarily single storey in nature and is well 

within the building height requirements of the R-Codes. It is 
considered that while the proposal does not meet the 
deemed-to-comply requirements of the R-Codes, it is within 

the expectations of the R10 coding with regard to open 
space provision. If the proposed outdoor living area is 

included in the calculations, then the proposal complies, with 
60% open space provided. Despite the outdoor living area 
being raised, with regard to the final outcome, sufficient 

open space and outdoor living areas are provided. 
Provides an 
attractive setting 
for buildings, 

landscape, 
vegetation and 

streetscape 

The proposal involves a great deal of landscaping to the 
provided areas of open space, and it is considered that the 
final outcome will be of a high standard and consistent with 

the expectations of the locality. 

Opportunities for 

residents to 
undertake outdoor 
pursuits on site 

The proposed dwelling will provide ample opportunities for 

residents to undertake outdoor pursuits on site, with formal 
and informal outdoor living areas provided, directly 
accessible from the dwelling. 

Provides space for 

external fixtures 
and essential 
facilities 

Space for these fixtures is also allowed for on-site, with all 

typical fixtures such as pool pumps, air conditioners, bins, 
clothes drying areas and storage supported on site 
(primarily off Raven Lane). The inclusion of these facilities 

is not considered to significantly reduce the available area 
on site for undertaking outdoor pursuits. 

 



8 
 

In this instance, it is considered that the proposal meets the intent of the relevant 
design principles in relation to the provision of open space, and therefore is supported 

by the City.  

b. Boundary walls (rear onto Raven Lane) 

The proposal involves a boundary wall onto Raven Lane for the proposed bike store 
and laundry. Under the deemed-to-comply requirements of the R-Codes, boundary 
walls are not permitted as of right in an R10 coded area. As a result the proposed 

boundary wall is to be assessed against the relevant design principles of the R-Codes. 
Design principle P3.2 (Lot Boundary Setback) of the R-Codes requires the following: 

 
ñBuildings built up to boundaries (other than the street boundary) where this: 

¶ makes more effective use of space for enhanced privacy for the occupant/s or 

outdoor living areas; 

¶ does not compromise the design principle contained in clause 5.1.3 P3.1 (wall 

setbacks, see below); 

¶ does not have any adverse impact on the amenity of the adjoining property; 

¶ ensures direct sun to major openings to habitable rooms and outdoor living 
areas for adjoining properties is not restricted; and 

¶ positively contributes to the prevailing development context and streetscape.ò 

 
Further to this, design principle P3.1 (wall setbacks) requires the following: 

 
ñBuildings set back from lot boundaries so as to: 

¶ reduce impacts of building bulk on adjoining properties; 

¶ provide adequate direct sun and ventilation to the building and open spaces 

on the site and adjoining properties; and 

¶ minimise the extent of overlooking and resultant loss of privacy on adjoining 
properties.ò 

 
The following is considered in response to these design principles, with regard to the 

current proposal plan. 
 
Design Principle Administration Response 

Effective use of 
space 

The proposed structure is considered to represent an 
effective use of space. An outbuilding could be approved in 

the same location of similar dimensions, although it would 
need to be disconnected from the main dwelling.  

Impact of building 
bulk 

The proposed structure is not considered to be overly bulky, 
and the overall height of the structure is consistent with an 
outbuilding, which could be approved in the proposed 

location. The structure is single storey in nature and contains 
non-habitable rooms (storage and laundry). 

Access to direct 
sunlight and 

ventilation 

Adequate sun and ventilation will be provided to adjacent 
properties as Raven Lane will allow for a ventilation corridor. 

At midwinter, when the shadow cast by the proposed 
boundary wall is greatest, the majority of the shade cast will 

also fall over Raven Lane, limiting the impact upon adjacent 
properties. The adjacent property to the south of the 
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boundary wall exhibits a garage onto the laneway, a non-

habitable space. 
Overlooking and 

privacy loss 
There will be no overlooking or privacy loss from the 

proposed structure for adjacent properties. The proposed 
structure is single storey in nature and contains non-

habitable rooms. No windows open onto the lane. 
 

Amenity impact It is not considered that this structure will significantly 
impact the amenity of Raven Lane. There are several 

examples of boundary walls onto the laneway in the 
immediate locality. 

Access to direct 
sun to major 

openings & 
outdoor living 
areas 

As noted above, direct sunlight access to habitable rooms 
and outdoor living areas will not be limited by this structure 

due to its size. The adjacent properties exhibit non-
sensitive land uses (garaging) close to the proposed 
structure. 

Contribution to 
prevailing 

development 
context and 

streetscape 

There are several examples of outbuildings and other 
structures being built up to the boundary of Raven Lane (No. 

23, 25 and 27 Watkins Road and No. 20 Sherwood Road 
are all located in the immediate locality), and other 

properties also exhibit structures within the rear setback. 
Accordingly, it can be considered that the proposed 
boundary wall is within the expected development context 

for the area. The approval of this boundary wall is not 
considered to have a significant detrimental effect upon the 

amenity of Raven Lane. 
 
The boundary wall structure will also be set back far enough 

from Sherwood Road that it will not be readily visible when 
driving along the road. 

 
In this instance, it is considered that the proposed boundary wall meets the intent of 

the relevant design principles in relation to boundary walls, and therefore is supported 
by the City. It is considered that this aspect of the proposal will not have a significant 

detrimental effect upon the adjacent residences and the proposed boundary wall 
presents an effective use of space.  

c. Solid front fences 

The proposal involves solid fencing around the unroofed store room in the front 
setback. As the remainder of the front setback to the dwelling is to be unfenced and 

surrounded with a hedge, it is considered that this minor variation meets the intent of 
the R-Codes fencing requirements and can be supported, as the majority of the 
primary street setback will be open. The recommended conditions require that this 

store is to remain unroofed. 

d. Retaining walls & Landfill 

Along the Sherwood Road Boundary (east), the proposal involves approximately 
800mm of fill and retaining in order to support the finished level of the dwelling. Under 
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the deemed-to-comply requirements of the R-Codes with regard to this aspect of the 
development, any fill within 1m of a property boundary should be limited to 0.5m, and 

any retaining wall over 0.5m in height should be set back in accordance with Tables 
2a and b of the R-Codes (in this case 1.5m). Accordingly, this aspect of the proposal 

is to be assessed in accordance with the relevant design principles of the R-Codes. 
Design principle of the P8 R-Codes requires the following (emphasis added): 

 

ñRetaining walls that result in land which can be effectively used for the benefit of 
residents and do not detrimentally affect adjoining properties and are designed, 

engineered and landscaped having due regard to clauses 5.3.7 (site works, see 
below) and 5.4.1 (visual privacy).ò 
 

Further to this, the design principles for site works (landfill) is below: 
 

ñDevelopment that considers and responds to the natural features of the site and 
requires minimal excavation/fill. 
 

Where excavation/fill is necessary, all finished levels respecting the natural 
ground level at the boundary of the site and the adjoining properties and as 

viewed from the street.ò 
 

The following is considered in response to these design principles, with regard to the 

current proposal plan. 
 
Design Principle Administration Response 

Effective use of 
land 

It is considered that this aspect of the proposal represents 
an effective use of space as the usability of the site is 

maximised. The proposed configuration allows residents to 
access outdoor living areas directly from the dwelling as 

they are on the same level. If the retaining wall were to be 
set back from the boundary 1.5m, this corridor would be 
unusable dead space on site, in comparison to the 

proposed configuration. 
Affect upon 

adjoining 
properties 

As the area in question is not adjacent to another property, 

the proposed variation is considered not to have a significant 
affect upon adjacent residences. Once the hedging (as 

shown on the proposal plans) is established along the 
Sherwood Road frontage, it will be difficult to discern that the 
levels in this area have been raised. 

Site Works It is considered that the proposed level of fill is minimal and 

establishes a more effective use of space. When viewed 
from the street, the raised area will be screened by hedging 
or vegetation, and the proposed retaining wall may be 

viewed as a low side fence. 
Visual Privacy The raised area will only overlook Sherwood Road and 

Goldsmith Road, permitting passive surveillance of these 
public areas. If hedging is established in accordance with the 

proposal plans, then residents will not be readily visible from 
the street. 
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It is considered that the proposed level of fill is acceptable as this variation will have a 
limited impact upon the streetscape as per the above assessment. 

a. Wall setback & eave overhang ï Secondary Street (Sherwood Road) 

The deemed-to-comply requirements of the R-Codes require a setback of 3m from 

secondary streets for R10 dwellings and permit eave overhangs of 750mm into any 
required setback. The proposal involves an 800mm setback onto Sherwood Road and 
an eave overhang projecting 2.2m into this setback. The relevant design principles are 

listed below: 
 

Buildings set back from street boundaries an appropriate distance to ensure they: 
 

¶ Contribute to, and are consistent with, an established streetscape; 

¶ Provide adequate privacy and open space for dwellings; 

¶ Accommodate site planning requirements such as parking, landscape and 

utilities; and 

¶ Allow safety clearances for easements for essential service corridors. 

 
Buildings mass and form that: 
 

¶ Uses design features to affect the size and scale of the building; 

¶ Uses appropriate minor projections that do not detract from the character of the 

streetscape; 

¶ Minimises the proportion of the façade at ground level taken up by building 

services, vehicle entries and parking supply, blank walls, servicing 
infrastructure access and meters and the like; and 

¶ Positively contributors to the prevailing development context and streetscape. 
 
The following is considered in response to these design principles, with regard to the 

current proposal plan.  
 
Design Principle Administration Response 

Streetscape It is considered that the proposed setback to the dwelling is 
consistent with the Sherwood Road streetscape, which 

exhibits several examples of dwellings and structures 
closer than the 3m allowed for under the deemed-to-

comply requirements of the R-Codes. These examples are 
listed below: 

¶ No. 25 Watkins Road exhibits a nil setback; 

¶ No. 23 Watkins Road exhibits a 1.5m setback; 

¶ No. 20 Sherwood Road exhibits a 1.5m setback; 

¶ No. 47 Goldsmith Road exhibits a 0.8m setback; 

¶ No. 48 Goldsmith Road exhibits a 1.5m setback; 

¶ No. 49 Goldsmith Road exhibits a 1.2m setback; 

¶ No. 57 Goldsmith road exhibits a nil setback; 

¶ No. 50 Melvista Avenue exhibits a 1m setback; and 

¶ No. 52 Melvista Avenue exhibits a 1.5m setback. 
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In addition, the existing dwelling at no. 44 Goldsmith Road 

exhibits a 1.5m setback to Sherwood Road. It is 
considered that a reduced setback onto Sherwood Road is 

a part of the expected development context in the locality. 
Privacy and open 

space 
The proposal complies with the visual privacy requirements 

of the R-Codes, and is considered to meet the relevant 
design principles of the R-Codes with regard to open space, 
as discussed above. 

Accommodation of 

parking, 
landscaping and 
utilities 

There is adequate provision of landscaping, and parking 

facilities and utilities have been accommodated off the 
Laneway. 

Safety clearances 

for easements 
These clearances are provided. 

Design features The proposed roof-scape has been broken up, and a rock 

feature wall has been proposed in order to add further visual 
interest to the development. Areas of blank wall have been 
minimised, and the upper floor terrace will provide an active 

frontage onto Sherwood Road. 
Minor projections As above, the proposed feature wall will provide visual 

interest, contribute positively to the streetscape and 
ameliorate the impact of the proposed variation. 

Portion of building 
façade at ground 

floor taken up by 
vehicle entries, 

parking, etc. 

This was originally a concern, as the access to the seven 
car garage was to be off Sherwood Road, however this has 

been amended so that access is taken from Raven Lane. In 
addition, service infrastructure has been accommodated off 

Raven Lane, and is not readily visible from Sherwood Road. 
Contribution to 

development 
context and 

streetscape 

It is considered that this aspect of the proposal is consistent 

with the Sherwood Road streetscape, and for the above 
reasons will positively integrate with this streetscape. 

 

This aspect of the proposal complies with the relevant design principles of the R-
Codes and is consistent with the prevailing streetscape and development context. 

Accordingly, this aspect of the proposal is supported by the City. 

6.2 General Planning Considerations 

6.2.3 Preservation of amenity 

Scheme clause 5.5.1 (preservation of amenity) states (emphasis added): 

ñéCouncil may refuse to approve any development if in its opinion the 
development would adversely affect the amenity of the surrounding area having 

regard to the likely effect on the locality in terms of the external appearance of the 
development, traffic congestion and hazard, noise or any other factor inconsistent 
with the use for which the lot is zoned.ò 

In response, it is considered that the proposed development does not adversely affect 
the amenity of the surrounding area and is consistent with the overall development 
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context of the locality. The proposed dwelling has been designed to a high standard 
and is considered to be relatively unobtrusive in nature. The external appearance of 

the development is contemporary; and traffic congestion and noise will be typical for 
a residential use.  

Accordingly, this section of the proposal is supported by the City, subject to the 
recommended conditions. 

6.2.4 Orderly and proper planning 

Scheme clause 6.5.1 (determination by council) states (emphasis added): 

ñThe Council may determine an application by granting approval, refusing approval 

or granting approval subject to such conditions as it thinks fit, having regard to the 
orderly and proper planning of the area.ò 

In response, the proposal complies with Scheme provisions, with some discretionary 

variations to the requirements of the R-Codes which are justified (in the sections 
above). Accordingly, the proposal is considered to represent orderly and proper 

planning, and is supported by the City, subject to the recommended conditions. 

6.3 Submissions  

Below is a summary of comments received from the neighbour consultation, which 

have been taken into account in the Discussion section of the report. 

Summary of comments received 

Issue:  

The proposed garage was objected to on the basis that a garage of this size would 
generate considerable additional traffic and this would be ñdisruptive and an 
intrusion on the peace and quiet that we can reasonably expect in a residential 

areaò. The submitter also preferred that garage access be from Raven Lane. 
 
Administration Comment: 

Following the receipt of this objection the proposal has been amended to change 
the garage to be accessed from Raven Lane. With regard to the traffic generated 

by the development, it is considered that the number of vehicles able to be housed 
in the proposed garage is reasonable for a residential dwelling. The Cityôs Town 

Planning Scheme allows for seven (7) uncovered vehicles on a residential lot, 
while these vehicles will be housed in the garage. 

Issue:  

The proposed variations to the setbacks onto Raven Lane were objected to. 

 
Administration Comment: 

The proposal has been amended to increase the setbacks for the proposed 
dwelling from Raven Lane. The upper floor of the dwelling complies with the 
required setback and so does the proposed garage. It is considered that the 

proposed Bike Store and Laundry which are to be built up to the rear property 
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boundary are within the prevailing development context, and meet the listed 
design principles of the R-Codes with regard to boundary walls (as discussed 
above). 

Issue:  

The removal of established street trees was objected to by two submitters, as 
these trees provide a ñsofteningò character to the street. 

 
Administration Comment: 

Due to the reorientation of the garage, no trees are now proposed to be removed 
from the Sherwood Road verge. A new street tree is also proposed to be installed 
along Goldsmith Road. 
Issue:  

The proposed terrace will be located closer to adjacent residential properties than 
would otherwise be allowed. Sound from social activities would carry over the 

neighbourhood and will intrude on privacy from a noise perspective and the 
terrace will be ñdominating the skylineò. 
 
Administration Comment: 

The proposed upper floor terrace has subsequently been amended to be set back 

from the southern boundary in accordance with the R-Codes requirements. In 
addition, the southern face of the terrace has been screened to protect the privacy 
of adjacent properties and limit the impact of noise onto adjacent properties. With 

regard to the visual appearance of the dwelling, a two storey house is consistent 
with what is expected in this locality. 
Issue:  

Concerns were raised with regard to the noise generated by any proposed pool 
pump. 
 
Administration Comment: 

The pool pump will be located within the unroofed store at the front of the dwelling 

and is not located close to other residences. Any noise concerns are not related to 
planning requirements and would be handled under Environmental Health 
requirements. 
Issue:  

The proposed setback variations and the use of the roof terrace as open space 
shows ñflagrant disregardò to the Council requirements which are instituted to 

protect ratepayers. 
 
Administration Comment: 

The proposal has been amended to be consistent with the setback requirements 
of the R-Codes, notwithstanding the proposed bike store/laundry which is 

considered to be consistent with the expected development context of the locality. 
The use of the upper floor terrace in open space calculations is consistent with the 
provisions of the Residential Design Codes. 

Issue: 

The proposed windows along the western side boundary should be obscured to 
protect the privacy of adjacent residence. 

 
Administration Comment: 
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All of the windows along the western side boundary are not raised more than 0.5m 
above natural ground level and are therefore screened by the existing dividing 
fence. In addition, the adjacent property is raised above the ground levels along 

the western boundary. It is not considered that any visual privacy issues are 
present which would necessitate these windows being obscure. 
Issue: 

The western side fence should not be raised. 
 
Administration Comment: 

The proposal originally involved over-height fence to the western boundary. As an 
agreement has not been reached with the adjacent landowner, this part of the 

application has been removed.  
Issue: 

The proposed variations to the building guidelines will reduce the enjoyment of 

other families and devalue adjacent properties. 
 

Administration Comment: 

It is considered that the proposed dwelling has been designed to a high standard 

and will not appear to be out of place in the locality. The proposal has been 
amended to make the development outcome more consistent with the locality by 
increasing the rear setback to the dwelling and setting back the proposed port 

cochere. Unfortunately under the R-Codes and the Cityôs Town Planning Scheme, 
the maintenance of property values is not a valid planning concern and cannot be 

taken into account when determining an application. 
Note: A full copy of all relevant consultation feedback received by the City has been given 
to the Councillors prior to the Council meeting. 

 

The applicant for the proposed development has also provided several comments on 
the objections which have been raised (refer to attachment 4). 

7.0 Conclusion 

The proposal is for a two storey single house and pool at the No. 44 Goldsmith Road, 
Dalkeith. The proposal involves several variations to the deemed-to-comply 
requirements of the R-Codes, however it is considered that the proposal meets the 

listed design principles of the Codes and is consistent with the prevailing development 
context of the locality. 

The proposed variation to the open space requirements of the R-Codes is justified as 
the proposal involves adequate outdoor living space, but the definitions provided in 
the R-Codes do not permit their inclusion in calculations. With regard to the setback 

onto Sherwood Road, this setback is consistent with the locality and expected 
development context. The fill and retaining proposed to the eastern property boundary 

will be unobtrusive and is not considered to be detrimental to the streetscape. With 
regard to the proposed boundary wall, this is likewise considered to be unobtrusive 
and within the development context. 

Accordingly, the application is recommended to the Council with recommendation for 
approval with conditions. 
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8.0 Attachments 

1. Locality Plan 
2. Plans  
3. Applicantôs submission 
4. Applicantôs response to objections 
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PD02.15 (Lot 469) No. 42 Viking Road Dalkeith ï

Proposed Extensions (Kitchen and 

Carport) To Single House 
 

Committee 10 February 2015 

Council 24 February 2015 

Applicant Blane Brackenridge Architects 

Landowner Ms S A Healy 

Officer Julian Berzins ï Planning Officer 

Director Peter Mickleson ï Director Planning & Development  

Director Signature 

 

File Reference DA2014/498 ï VI3/42 

1.0 Executive Summary 

This proposal is for a carport and kitchen extension to a single house in Dalkeith with 

variations to the planning requirements. 

The application has been referred to Council for determination, as officers do not have 

the delegation to determine an application under instrument of delegation 6A, where 

specific objections have been received. 

The kitchen extension does not satisfy all of the relevant deemed-to-comply, design 

principles and other planning requirements. As a result, the application is 

recommended for refusal.  

The carport extension satisfies the relevant provisions of the Cityôs planning 

requirements for carports forward of the primary street setback and is recommended 

for approval. 

1.1 Recommendation to Committee 

Council: 

1. Refuses the application for kitchen extensions at  (Lot 469) No. 42 Viking 

Road Dalkeith, in accordance with the application received on 22 

September 2014 and amended plans received on 31 October 2014, for the 

following reasons: 

 

a. The proposal does not satisfy all the design principles relating to 

provision 5.1.3 Lot boundary setbacks as per the Residential 

Design Codes (2013), as the impact of building bulk will be 

increased. 
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b. The proposal does not comply with the amenity considerations of 

cl. 5.5.1 of Town Planning Scheme No. 2 as it is considered to 

adversely impact upon the appearance of the neighbouring 

properties. 

c. The proposal does not represent orderly and proper planning, in 

accordance with cl. 6.5.1 of Town Planning Scheme No. 2. 

2. Approves the proposed carport extension at  (Lot 469) No. 42 Viking Road 

Dalkeith, in accordance with the application received on 22 September 

2014 and amended plans received on 31 October 2014, subject to the 

following conditions:  

a. The development shall at all times comply with the approved plans. 

b.  All crossovers to the street(s) shall be constructed to the Councilôs 

Crossover Specifications and the applicant / landowner to obtain 

levels for crossovers from the Councilôs Infrastructure Services 

under supervision onsite, prior to commencement of works. 

c. The existing crossover(s) shall be removed and the nature-strip / 

verge reinstated with grass or landscaping in accordance with 

Councilôs Nature-Strip / Verge Development Policy. 

d. All footings and structures of the fencing shall be constructed 

wholly inside the site boundaries of the Certificate of Title. 

e. All stormwater from the development, which includes permeable 

and non-permeable areas, shall be contained onsite by draining to 

soak-wells of adequate capacity to contain runoff from a 20 year 

recurrent storm event. Soak-wells shall be a minimum capacity of 

1.0m3 for every 80m2 of calculated surface area of the development. 

Advice Notes specific to this proposal: 

1. All downpipes from guttering shall be connected so as to discharge into 

drains, which shall empty into a soak-well; and each soak-well shall be 

located at least 1.8m from any building, and at least 1.8m from the 

boundary of the block. 

2. This decision constitutes planning approval only and is valid for a period 

of two years from the date of approval. If the subject development is not 

substantially commenced within the two year period, the approval shall 

lapse and be of no further effect. 

1.2 Strategic Plan 
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KFA: Natural and Built Environment 

2.0 Background 

Property address No. 42 Viking Road Dalkeith (the site) 

Lot area 1012m2 

Zoning / 

Reserve / 

Density Code 

MRS Urban 

TPS2 Residential at R10 density 

The subject site has frontage to Viking Road to the north as seen in the location plan 

below. 

 

Figure 1 ï Location Plan 

Development Site 
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Figure 2 ï Detailed Location Plan 

The site features a single house, set into the rear of the lot as depicted in Figure 2. 

The property was originally built in 1938, with additions approved in 1981 to the rear 

(new laundry and kitchen) 1m from the boundary. In 2014 an application was received 

by the City of Nedlands for further additions to the rear of the property and a carport 

located at the front of the property. 

2.2 Legislation / Policy 

¶ City of Nedlands Town Planning Scheme No. 2 (TPS2). 

¶ Residential Design Codes of WA 2013 (R-Codes). 

¶ Local Planning Policy 6.23 ï Carports and Minor Structures Forward of the Primary 

Street Setback (Carport Policy). 

3.0 Consultation Process 

3.1 What consultation process was undertaken? 

Required by legislation (Scheme / R-Codes): Yes    No 

Development Site 




























































































