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Development Assessment Panel: Training Notes 
---- -- ---- -- ---

4.5.3 Role of relevant local 
government/WA PC 

4.S.3(a) Lodgment of DAP application 

A OAP application is to be lodged with the relevant local 

government or the WAPC. Pursuant to regulation 11, the 

local government with whom a OAP appl icat ion has been 

lodged must within seven days of lodgment provide to 

the OAP a copy of the OAP application and confirmation 
that other procedural requirements have been met. 

4.5.3(b) DAP application report 

In accordance with reg ulation 12, the responsible authority 

is to provide the OAP with a report on the application in a 
form approved by the CEO of the Department of Planning . 

The format of the approved form requires the planning 

officer to provide details similar to a planning report 
prepared for a local government council meeting. 

Regulation 12(5) sets out the matters that must be covered 

in the report, including: 

a recommendation as to how the application should 
be determined; 

copies of any advice received by the responsible 

authority from any other statutory or public authority 

consulted by the responsib le authority in respect of 
the application; and 

any other information that the responsible authority 

considers is relevant to determining the appl ication. 

It should be noted that a OAP application report is NOT 

a resolution of the relevant local government's council 
- it is the professional opinion of the local government's 

planning officer who assessed the application. It is 

improper fo r Council lors of a local government to influence 
the planning officer's report in any way. 

If the local government wishes to make a statement 
regarding an application before a OAP, it should do so by 

making a submission. 

4.S.3(c) Timing of report 

The report is to be given in accordance with 
regulation 12(3): 

within 50 days of the application being made - where 

the OAP application is made to the WAPC or is not 

I Making good planning decisions 

required to be advertised under a local planning 

scheme or local interim development order; 

within 10 days of t he end of the det ermination period 
where the OAP application must be advertised under 

the relevant local planning scheme or local interim 
development order and that statutory instrument 

gives a period of 90 days or longer for the app lication 
to be determined; and 

within 80 days of the application being made in all 

other circumstances. 

4.5.3(d) Ongoing assistance 

The OAP may require further assistance from a responsible 
authority with a OAP application after the report is 

provided. Where this further information is required, t he 

Presiding Member of the OAP wil l issue a direct ion in 

writing specifying what information is needed and the 

timeframe within which it is to be provided. 

4.5.4 Capacity to amend an approval 
granted by a DAP 

Pursuant to regulation 16, while a OAP determines an 
application as if it were the responsible authority, the OAP 

Regulations give a OAP an additional power which is not 

found in local planning schemes. 

Pursuant to regulation 17 of t he OAP Regulations, where 
a OAP has granted its approval to a OAP appl ication, the 

owner of the land can apply to the OAP to do any of the 
following (notwithstanding that the application would not 

meet the monetary thresholds in the OAP Regulations): 

amend the approval to extend the period within 
which any development approved must be 

substantially commenced; 

amend or delete any condition to which the approval 
is sul;iject; 

amend an aspect of the development approved 

which, if amended, would not substantially change 

the development approved; and 

cancel the approval. 

This is a significant extension of power which will assist 

the developers of larger projects that might require 
amendments to be made, as more detailed const ruction 
drawings are prepared. 
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COMMUNITY INFORMATION SESSION 
 

PROPOSED SHOPPING 
CENTRE DEVELOPMENT 

 
Tuesday, 17 September 2013 

Council chambers commencing at 6pm 
 
Format (Running Sheet) 
 

6.00pm  Welcome by Chair (Cr John Sampson) and Outline of Evening  

6.05pm  Presentation of the Proposal by Proponents (Wakefield Planning – Angus 
Witherby) 

6.25pm Presentation by the Director of Planning & Sustainability on the DAP 
process, lodging of submissions etc 

6.50pm Question & Answers Opportunity with Chair to facilitate.   

 Panel to comprise proponent and Shire Staff. 

8.00pm Expected closure time - Chair to Close and thank participants of panel and 
attendees. 

 

 
Metcash Development Application Forum 
- Tuesday, 17th September 2013 
 
Councillors in Attendance 
Cr John Sampson, Deputy Shire President and Acting Presiding Person  
Cr Roger Seeney 
Cr Jan Lewis 
Cr David Morrell 
Cr Adrian Hinds 
Cr Ian Osborne 
Cr Alex Syme 
 
Apologies 
Cr Dawn Pedro 
Cr Ross Thornton 
Cr Kelli Gillies 
Cr Barbara Marshall 
Cr Belinda Rowland 
 
Metcash Representative 
Mr Angus Witherby (Director of Wakefield Planning) 
 
Council Officers 
Mr Dale Stewart, Chief Executive Officer 
Mrs Annette Harbron, Director of Planning & Sustainability 
 
Number of Members of the Public - Attendance Sheet: 36 (as per the attached). 

ea
Typewritten Text
1 October 2013 - Attachment 8.5.1 d)



Page 2 of 8 
 

 
Cr Sampson welcomed attendees and members of the public to the meeting and gave an 
outline of proceedings. 
 
Metcash Presentation 
 
Mr Angus Witherby gave a presentation on behalf of Metcash and gave a copy of the 
presentation to Council. 
 
Mr Witherby advised that the proposal was available on the following website and 
facebook page. 
 

- Website : http://www.newdenmarkiga.net.au  
 

- Facebook page New Denmark Supa IGA : https://www.facebook.com/pages/New-
Denmark-SUPA-IGA/1412558788965633  

 
Council Presentation 
 
Mrs Annett Harbron, Director Planning & Sustainability gave a presentation on behalf of 
Council and advised that a copy of the presentation would be available on Council’s 
website at www.denmark.wa.gov.au.  
 
Cr Sampson advised that forms were available for people to either make a submission or 
ask questions about the proposal.  
 

 
Panel of Cr Sampson as Chair, Mrs Annette Harbron & Mr Angus Witherby 
 

1. Questions and statements submitted by Mr A Cooper 
Cr Sampson read some questions and statements which had been submitted by 
Mr A Cooper and provided a copy to Mr Witherby so that Metcash could respond 
directly to Mr Cooper if they wished. 

 
2. Mr Phil Nelligan, Maintenance Provider at Amaroo Village 

Mr Nulligan referred to the proposed pathway which was proposed to run adjacent 
to Amaroo Village stating that it could be of concern to residents as it could 
potentially lead to extra noise and the possibility of break ins in the Village. 

 
Mrs Harbron responded stating that the pathway will be one for the Council and 
Developer to consider or come to agreement on and is not part of the 
Development Application. Council hasn’t formed a position on the path at this 
point in time.  Mrs Harbron noted that Council would be consulting with Amaroo on 
the issue.  

 
3. Ms Sheila Evans, Resident of Amaroo Village 

Ms Evans asked what provision would be made for people walking down the side 
of Hardy Street and crossing the driveways where the loading / unloading will be 
occurring. 
 
Mr Witherby advised that a footpath would be provided as part of the development 
requirements. He added that there would only be approximately 2 Semi-Trailers a 
week and 7 or so smaller vehicles per day so there would be relatively small social 

http://www.newdenmarkiga.net.au/
https://www.facebook.com/pages/New-Denmark-SUPA-IGA/1412558788965633
https://www.facebook.com/pages/New-Denmark-SUPA-IGA/1412558788965633
http://www.denmark.wa.gov.au/
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impact.  Mr Witherby added that the loading dock management plan would also 
specifically address any pedestrian risks. 

  
4. Mr Jim Ellison, Local Resident 

Mr Ellison asked whether the loading time would be restricted to after 7am. 
 
Mr Witherby advised that larger vehicles would not be permitted before 7am or 
after 11pm however smaller vehicles may deliver prior to 6am (bread delivery for 
example). 
 
Mrs Harbron stated that conditions could be imposed by the Development 
Assessment Panel as well as associated enforcement and compliance measures.  
 

5. Ms Bev Ford 
Ms Ford asked whether the Local Planning Strategy and the Community Strategic 
Plan would be taken into account. 
 
Mrs Harbron stated that the Local Planning Strategy would be taken into account 
however the site was zoned commercial and the principle of the development was 
supportable from that perspective. 
 
The Community Strategic Plan was not a landuse planning document and not 
relevant to the Development Assessment Panel assessment other than guiding 
Council’s submission.  
 
Ms Ford stated that the Local Planning Strategy highlights importance of the CBD 
(focus of town) and the Community Strategic Plan talks about sustainability and a 
‘village style’. 
 
Mrs Harbron noted that the JDAP considers matters on planning grounds and not 
broader economic issues as such.  
 
Ms Ford noted concerns with traffic management of the proposal in that people 
entering from the eastern side would have to enter via Hardy Street, past Amaroo 
Village and other residences in Hardy Street. 
 
Mr Witherby referred to traffic figures in the traffic report noting that there would be 
some increase in Hardy Street however Metcash expected that most people would 
use the Highway and enter via that side. 

 
Mrs Harbron advised that Council Officers had acknowledged a potentially 
extensive increase in Hardy Street usage and that currently Officers have 
identified that the estimates on Hardy Street appear short and there is a need to 
make modifications to the intersection on South Coast Highway different than 
what is shown on the plan.  Mrs Harbron also noted that there was extensive 
residential development north of Ocean Beach Road proposed into the future. 
 
Ms Ford referred to the car parking bays and asked whether the developer had 
been allowed to reduce the number of bays via a cash in lieu agreement. 
 
Mrs Harbron stated that the Developer was required to provide 79 bays and that 
the proposal provided for 145. 
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Ms Ford referred to the Ocean Beach Road intersection and noted that she 
appreciated that there was no definitive response from Main Roads WA at this 
point in time and wondered how that would impact on Council’s decision to 
support traffic lights or a roundabout.  Ms Ford added that it was difficult to make a 
submission without knowing whether Council was seeking to require traffic lights 
or a roundabout. 

 
Mr Witherby stated that he appreciated the concerns about the intersection and 
impacts and that this is why they provided a greater number of car parking bays.  
In doing so the development will be able to accommodate future land resumptions 
if that is required by Main Roads WA. 

 
Ms Ford asked how many staff were expected. 
 
Mr Witherby advised that they envisaged 15 staff at peak times plus 18 staff from 
specialty shops at peak times. 

 
Mrs Harbron advised that Council had met with Main Roads WA on a number of 
occasions regarding impacts pre development & post the development and that 
there would be a need to widen the road carriageways for the development to 
cater for the turn movements proposed.  Mrs Harbron stated that there was a 
question as to whether there would eventually need to be a roundabout or traffic 
lights at the intersection of South Coast Highway and Ocean Beach Road and that 
the advice which Council had received from Main Roads WA was that predicted 
traffic movements and volumes would not require or trigger major changes such 
as this within a 10 year timeframe. Following that point in time major residential 
developments will probably increase the traffic to about 10,000 vehicles per day 
which will necessitate intersection treatments such as traffic lights and/or 
roundabouts. 
 
Mrs Harbron stated that Council is looking closely at that issue but they don’t 
consider this development will require it in the short term and the development will 
not unnecessarily restrict future decisions in that regard. 

 
Ms Ford stated that the Community Strategic Plan looked out to 18 years and that 
if we don’t look at the need for a roundabout or traffic lights now then it would be a 
short sited decision. 

 
6. Dr Cyril Edwards 

Dr Edward stated that he agreed with the previous speaker and that Ms Ford was 
right to say that traffic flows study is apparently ignorant of future development up 
Mt Shadforth Road and north of the town, thereafter as it flows to Hardy Street 
and suggested that the study needs to be reviewed.  Dr Edwards stated that 
Ocean Beach heading east is difficult now at certain times of the year and that this 
development will make that worse.  Dr Edwards also noted that he believed 
Amaroo should be mentioned as Amaroo Retirement Village not just Amaroo. 
 
Mr Witherby advised that he would be happy to change the planning report to 
make that specific recommendation and acknowledge that is the role of Amaroo.  
Mr Witherby stated that if Metcash need to make further improvements to the 
traffic reports then they would. 

 
 



Page 5 of 8 
 

7. Ms Jennie Mackenzie, Amaroo Resident 
Ms MacKenzie stated that Amaroo Village was a lifestyle village for over 55 year 
olds and she objected to it being called a retirement village. 
 
Mr Witherby noted Ms McKenzie’s comments and stated that he would endeavour 
to use the term over 55s lifestyle village instead. 

 
8. Mr Mike Travers 

Mr Travers noted concerns that he had regarding the width of Hardy Street and 
the movement of trucks into and out of the loading zone.  Mr Travers asked what 
had been planned in relation to this and the fact that most trucks will be entering 
Hardy Street via Mt Shadforth Road. 
 
Mr Witherby suggested that Hardy Street will need to be widened and that Mt 
Shadforth Road was designed to cater for 19m long vehicles. Lighter delivery 
vehicles would enter via South Coast Highway perhaps but larger vehicles will 
enter via Mt Shadforth Road. 

 
Mr Travers noted that the road and intersection would be widened and asked 
whether Council had any objections in the way in which the road was to be used. 
 
Mrs Harbron responded stating that any road in the Shire could be used in that 
manner now. 

 
9. Ms Robin Greenhill, Amaroo Resident 

Ms Greenhill stated that when such a development had been proposed in the past 
Amaroo had had many meetings with Council however in relation to this proposal, 
they had not had one.  Ms Greenhill advised that Amaroo residents had concerns 
relating to traffic now and talked about the buffer zone between the development 
and Amaroo Village’s boundary. 
 
Mr Witherby stated that the buffer proposed was 3 metres and that it was up to the 
residents of Amaroo Village to have their say as to fencing and landscaping, a 
matter which Metcash were happy to hear the resident’s view on. 
 
Mr Witherby stated that the Architect had met with people from Amaroo on a 
number of occasions and that indications showed that there was a general level of 
acceptance from residents. 
 
Cr Sampson noted that the in the past the residents had benefit from a very 
diligent Councillor, Cr Philip Barnes (dec.) and that in this instance the Council 
was working under a different process in that it is being considered by a 
Development Assessment Panel.  

 
10. Mr John Banks 

Mr Banks stated that he was an arboriculturalist and he believed that the trees 
which were proposed to be removed should be replaced with native trees but the 
boundaries proposed did not leave room for trees only shrubs.  Mr Banks also 
noted that there were no trees proposed for the car parking area and that the 
provision of such would also soften the area. 
 
Mr Witherby stated that they expected there to be requirements for 
comprehensive landscaping and that the plant species selected would need to be 
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at the satisfaction of the local authority.  Mr Witherby stated that Council has a 
10% requirement which has been achieved. 
 
Mr Banks noted that it was important for them to be mindful of the ultimate size of 
trees to allow for mature forms. 
 
Mrs Harbron advised that such developments were normally required to have 
landscaping every 10 car parking bays. 

 
11. Mr Alf Cooper 

Mr Cooper asked what was going to happen to the existing IGA building and 
expressed concern about the centre of town losing ‘character’ when the 
supermarket moves to the new location. 
 
Mr Witherby responded stating that at this stage the owner of the existing IGA was 
keeping his options open, was aware that it was not in his interest to see the 
building vacant and was exploring a number of options.  Mr Witherby noted that 
the development would be away from other businesses in town and it was for this 
reason that Metcash had only included the minimum number of specialty shops in 
their proposal. 
 
In relation to Mr Cooper’s other questions submitted in writing Mr Witherby noted 
that he would respond to these in writing. 
 

12. Mr Tony Ruse, Silverstream Wines 
Mr Ruse expressed some concerns relating to traffic assessments and asked 
what percentage of traffic they anticipated directing down Hardy Street? 
 
Mr Ruse also asked what onsite drainage was proposed for the site and how they 
would maintain water quality and onsite retention. 
 
Mr Witherby responded that consultants had provided information regarding traffic 
projections taking into account strategic documents and modelling and that some 
assumptions had to be made.  Mr Witherby stated that they envisaged that most 
of the traffic would come from South Coast Highway rather than up the hill from 
Hardy Street and that they recognised the benefit of taking pressure of Hardy 
Street by permitting the access of South Coast Highway however they were still 
negotiating with Main Roads WA. 
 
Mr Witherby stated that in regards to water flow, they intended to have the first 
flush treatment on site and detention and retention of most of the volume of water 
and with Council approval to direct excess volumes onto the adjoining reserve 
through appropriate structures to the satisfaction of Council. 

 
13. Mr Martin Holland 

Mr Holland asked whether all of the road and traffic problems would be dealt with 
by 4 October 2013. 
 
Mrs Harbron stated that the application had been lodged and the Development 
Assessment Panel has 90 days in which to assess it. Once they received the 
Officer’s report they would determine if they are happy with the level of 
documentation of the various issues and if they are not then with agreement of the 
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applicant they can extend the time in which to assess the report or indeed, refuse 
the application. 
 
Mrs Harbron added that Main Roads WA had indicated that they will achieve the 
deadlines expected and make comment in relation to the issues affecting South 
Coast Highway and the intersections of Hardy Street and Ocean Beach Road. Mrs 
Harbron added that, at the end of the day, the Development Assessment Panel 
only needs to make recommendation that the development comply with conditions 
to the satisfaction of Council and/or Main Roads WA, as appropriate. 
 
Mr Stewart emphasised that submitters need to concern themselves with what 
they perceive to be the impacts of the development on their lives or the Council 
from an amenity, social, environmental or other perspective and did not 
necessarily need to address technical issues. 
 

14. Mr Jesz Flemming 
Mr Flemming stated that he believed that 93% of the traffic would come from 
Hardy Street and asked what the Shire’s position was on this.   
 
Mrs Harbron noted that Hardy Street’s current width was generally designed to 
cater for anticipated volumes with minor improvements to the road and 
intersections, particularly South Coast Highway. Mrs Harbron noted that Council 
Staff had already highlighted concerns regarding the predicted traffic movements 
and these were also being assessed by Main Roads WA. 
 

15. Ms Julie Glynn, Podiatrist  
Ms Glynn asked whether the footpaths would all be connected along South Coast 
Highway. 

 
Mrs Harbron advised that it will be a requirement that a footpath be installed to the 
end of Amaroo and the frontage on South Coast Highway, however the missing 
link between Millar Street and the Development would need to be addressed 
separately by Council, possibly via other developer contributions. Mrs Harbron 
added that the Denmark Co-op were building the link between Lonsborough 
House and the BP Service Station, as a condition of development on their site, 
and that Cr Seeney, as the Chair of Council’s Paths & Trails Advisory Committee, 
would also take note of the comment. 

 
16. Ms Wendy Edgely 

Ms Edgely asked who pays for the widening of a road such as Hardy Street in this 
instance. 
 
Mrs Harbron stated that if it is required by a development then the developer is 
required to contribute to cost or upgrade the road. 
 

17. Mr Geoff Bowley 
Mr Bowley stated that Hardy Street issue and traffic movements needed more 
work on it and that the traffic study under represents his view of the predicted 
need and noted that it was difficult to make a submission when they have no idea 
of what is proposed about the solutions.  Mr Bowley also noted that he believed 
that dedicated turning lanes were required from Hardy Street and in and out of the 
shopping centre.  He added that the current IGA has undercover parking and 
thought that this might be taken into consideration by the proponent. 
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18. Mr Jesz Flemming 

Mr Flemming asked whether the proponent has a programmed date of 
commissioning of the IGA. 
 
Mr Witherby replied that the date of commissioning was dependent upon a range 
of factors.  If, for example, the Development Assessment Panel prior to the end of 
the calendar year then they would like to think that they could be operational by 
December 2014. 

 
19. Mr Sean Carley 

Mr Carly asked whether any consideration had been given to reopening Buckley 
Street onto South Coast Highway. 
 
Cr Sampson noted that there had been a number of serious accidents at this 
intersection over the years and that this is why it had been closed at the time. 
 
Mr Carly suggested that perhaps re-opening it as a left turn only off South Coast 
Highway was an option. 
 
Mrs Harbron responded stating that Council was considering a number of traffic 
options but no formal decision had been made with respect to the options. 
 

20. Mr Mark McCallister 
Mr McCallister referred to traffic issues near the current IGA and asked what 
issues had been raised with Council and how they had dealt with the issues. 

 
Mrs Harbron responded stating that Council had been made aware of issues 
relating to trucks loading and unloading and some issues relating to pedestrian 
movements and carparking which had been addressed. 
 
Mr Stewart added that Council had invested significant sums of money into 
improving the car parking, disabled car parking and pedestrian movement in the 
vicinity of the current IGA over the past 3 years. 

 

 
8.28pm - Cr Sampson thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting. 
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Supermarkets are often involved in creating large
parts of our towns and cities. Fewer stores are 
built to stand alone: often they come with a 
mix of housing, sports facilities, shopping streets 
or schools. 

For all their commercial success, supermarkets
have to deal with powerful neighbourhood
opposition. There have been hundreds of local
campaigns in the UK against applications to open
them, often related to their environmental and
purchasing practices. Research has shown that 
50 per cent of people think the size and strength 
of supermarkets should be controlled to stop them
putting local independent retailers out of business1. 

Also of great public interest, but much more
overlooked, is the issue of design and
placemaking.

Conventionally, CABE’s role has been to advise 
on design, leaving economic evaluation to the 
local authority. But with supermarket regeneration
projects becoming more complex, we have
observed that it is increasingly difficult to separate
design and placemaking from economic impact.
What local communities tell us is that a lot 
of supermarket-led development amounts to 

a large plain rectangular building and car park 
in the middle of town. This can actually undermine
regeneration, local character and sense of 
place, and compound traffic problems. 

For this report, CABE has drawn on 30 of 
the major supermarket schemes which we 
have reviewed. Two thirds are mixed use and 
most are proposed for significant sites. Given 
that the sector is buoyant, and these developers
are so well resourced, every scheme should
reasonably be expected to make a positive
contribution to the locality and to the wider
prosperity of the town centre. So we look 
at how local planning authorities could work 
with developers to create schemes which 
are commercially viable and enhance the place 
in which they are built. 

There are examples of good design to draw 
on, such as the Grand Union Walk housing 
for Sainsbury’s, and the Tesco store in Ludlow
where the roof profile successfully echoes 
the contours of the hills which form the 
town’s backdrop.

Some more recent schemes also show a
determination to create an attractive place. 

Introduction

Grimshaw’s Grand
Union Walk housing
scheme for Sainsbury’s
in Camden was
completed in 1988 
and it is still a 
desirable place to live.
Residential units take
the form of individual
houses, capitalising on
the canalside setting.
The south facing wall
to the rear needed to
be blank to exclude
lorry noise, so their
living space at first
floor level is top lit. 
A double-height 
dining area opens 
out onto a balcony
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At Fulham Wharf in London, a Sainsbury’s
development proposes active frontages at street
level and new public routes and spaces with
generous landscaping. This kind of pedestrian-
friendly scheme proves that there is no need to
choose between commercial success and good
quality places. Everyone wants both.

But it has to be said that in most of the schemes
CABE sees, it is clear that the basic model for a
supermarket on an out-of-town brownfield site has
simply been transported to a town centre setting.
This is not an oversight. The standard supermarket
shell is the product of the intensive refinement of 
a tried and tested commercial model. The retailers
and their developers tell us that this model still
serves them very well in a highly competitive
commercial world. 

This creates a number of problems. Out-of-town
sites are usually very straightforward to develop,
but urban centre sites almost never are. There is
also a far greater complexity to supermarket-led
development itself now that it locks together
building uses with very different cycles of renewal.
The life of housing, for instance, is not the same 
as the life of retail space and the potential for
adapting the latter in ways that could support 

the former needs to be designed in from the 
outset. And grocery shopping patterns are
changing. The number of us shopping online, 
for instance, is predicted to double to 25 per cent
by 20142, and this could have radical implications
for the building. All these suggest the need for
greater flexibility in design to meet future business
and community needs. 

At a recent CABE design review, it was 
suggested that supermarkets could be likened to
cruise liners. Both are massive and self contained:
they aim to meet all customer needs in one place.
So supermarkets increasingly come with the
butcher, the baker, the chemist and the computer
store, as well as accommodation. But while a
cruise liner vanishes over the horizon, the future 
for a supermarket berthing in a town centre is
bound up with the viability and vitality of that place.
CABE believes that it is time for them to let down
the gang plank, and think more about their impact
on the place where they arrive. 

The geographical distribution of three major supermarkets as shown here 
in effect creates the shape of the UK – Tesco (red), Asda (green), and
Sainsbury’s (orange)

‘There is no need to choose
between commercial success
and good quality places.
Everyone wants both’
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Supermarket-led development:
asset or liability?

Done well, supermarket-led development provides
the critical mass to make a place thrive. The
sequential test and current planning policy
statement 4 (PPS4) encourages such development
in town centres precisely in order to promote
sustainable economic growth. Supermarket-led
development can restore life to a centre which 
has suffered from out-of-town or edge of town
development, or just become very dated. In many
mid-sized towns, the centre is blighted by a tired
mall built two or three decades ago and treated 
by its owner as a pension rather than something 
to manage and maintain. 

In these circumstances, a well integrated scheme,
designed in response to community need and 
the local context, can inject economic vitality and
reinforce the primary shopping area with a lively 
mix of commercial and other non-retail uses. Health
centres, libraries, sports facilities and gyms can be
arranged along streets and around public spaces,
along with cafés and bars. Many local authorities
have invested heavily in enhancing their town
centres by improving pedestrian routes and
streetscapes, and a good scheme will create
attractive new open space and destinations to

support this. New homes can contribute to social
vitality: apartments overlooking public space create
natural surveillance, and their entrances on streets
or squares generates 24-hour activity that makes
the locality feel safer for everyone. 

However, in practice, CABE finds that many
schemes are not designed well enough to deliver
these benefits. Supermarkets – and the developers
with which they work – keep repeating the model
designed for out-of-town sites, with rectangular
buildings, large car parks and constant delivery. In
our discussions with them, it is clear that variation
is seen as the enemy of economy. This leads to big
standard blocks being built in small, irregularly
shaped sites, and design which bears no
relationship to the neighbourhood. 

The problems are often compounded by planning
authorities seeking to maximise associated
development. Supermarkets will deliver mixed-use
schemes if they have to, but their priority will remain
the delivery of an obvious and familiar workable
retail solution. So the store building and parking 
is likely to be given prime position, whatever the
elements in the rest of the development.

Vizion in Milton
Keynes is a
successful example
of a mixed-use
development. Led 
by Sainsbury’s, it
includes housing,
community and not-
for-profit facilities,
commercial space
and offices, with a
well landscaped
garden for residents
on the roof top of 
the 10,000 sq 
metre store
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The reliance on 
standard solutions

Here we describe some of the supermarket-led
schemes seen by CABE which illustrate reliance 
on standard solutions, and over development. This
kind of weak design will result in a scheme which 
is likely to be a local liability rather than an asset,
adversely affecting how a place looks and feels 
and whether it will thrive long term.

A rigid store format and standard car parking
approach was proposed by Tesco for an important
and sensitive site in Halesworth, Suffolk. Inside the
conservation area, its service yard and overflow car
park detracted from the setting of adjacent listed
buildings. The scheme undermined existing good
connections into the town centre, positioning the
blank rear of the store on a popular pedestrian
route. No effort was made to create spaces or
landscape in a way which would strengthen the
sense of place. 

A Tesco scheme proposed for the high street in
Epsom, Surrey, tried to cram so much development
onto the site, it inflated the building to five storeys
in a neighbourhood of two storey terraced housing
(see picture below). 

A significant scheme in Bromley-by-Bow in east
London which has received planning consent
illustrates the impact of site layout giving
precedence to the store. This new district centre
includes 293 new homes, a primary school, a hotel
and a new public park. While the monolithic Tesco
store will enjoy a waterside frontage, the residential
tower overlooks the northern approach to the A12
Blackwall Tunnel. The new primary school in the
scheme is tacked onto the store’s delivery yard,
reached across the entrance to a busy car park. 

Another scheme for Tesco, in St Helens,
Lancashire, brought the opportunity to build a 
new stadium for the rugby league club. However,
instead of placing this building in a prominent
position, reflecting its value to the city, the
developer awarded prime position to the superstore
and its car park, and hid the stadium around the
back. The scheme was granted planning consent
despite its very serious shortcomings. 

The quality of a scheme is of particular concern to
many residents of new homes built within it. Some
schemes propose up to 900 dwellings. Many of the
apartments in the schemes which CABE sees will

This development for Tesco on the high street in Epsom proposed three
levels of parking for 500 cars. Design approaches such as wrapping the
store frontage with a thin layer of housing units, and introducing smaller
shops at street level, were proposed. But at five storeys, the building had
become too bulky for any such mitigation to work

‘All traffic on site brings
noise, air pollution and
safety issues, but a car-
focused scheme can make
residents’ lives grim in
other ways too’
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be an unpleasant place to live. All the traffic which
supermarkets generate on site brings noise, air
pollution and safety issues, but a car-focused
scheme can make residents’ lives grim in other
ways too. In an Asda scheme proposed for the 
East Barnet Gas Works in north London, for
instance, the apartments were accessed from the
basement car park and along frontages adjacent 
to store parking entrances. 

Apartments are also routinely single aspect. In that
Asda scheme, for instance, at least 36 apartments
faced only north, or were set back within corners
which would restrict daylight. 

So what was the response of the five planning
authorities to the schemes described above? 

In Halesworth, the local authority had good, 
up to date land use policy for the site, proposing
residential and community use. It felt able to refuse
the scheme as it did not fit with those aspirations.
CABE’s design review panel supported their
position, as it did in Epsom where the Council did
not have up to date town centre wide guidance but
still felt confident about refusal on design grounds
and because of its impact on a conservation area.

In Bromley by Bow, Tesco argues that their scheme
is an obliging response to the local planning
authority guidance, and this is correct – even down
to the lamentable location of the residential tower.
CABE felt that the guidance for such an important

new urban quarter, critical to local regeneration,
could also have required far more from the new
streets and better connectivity with nearby
neighbourhoods. 

In St Helens, CABE believes that had the local
authority shown more confidence and vision, they
could have reshaped the scheme into one for the
town to be proud of.

The primary concern of East Barnet Council was 
the impact the scheme would have on the high
street, but the scale of the store and poor quality
living environment were also reasons for refusal.
The scheme had not been adequately justified in
relation to the sequential approach and adverse
impact on designated centres. 

On page 13, we look more closely at the role 
of local planning authorities. But it is already 
clear from the examples above that where 
councils have the confidence to stand firm 
and use existing policy (national or local) to 
support their case, they can negotiate better
outcomes for their communities.

It is in everyone’s interest to get a good scheme
first time round. If the scheme put forward meets
the demands of the business, the economic
expectations of the council and the aspirations 
of planners for high quality places, this should 
be recognised in the planning process. Faster
planning consent avoids costly delays.

This scheme in
Bromley-by-Bow, 
east London is
complex superstore-
led regeneration
which is driven by the
Tesco-led investment
opportunity, even
though planning and
design guidance
underpins the scheme.
The site layout gives
precedence to the
supermarket, which
enjoys a river frontage.
The residential tower
will be sited where
noise, air quality and
outlook are at their
worst, beside the
northern approach to
the A12 Blackwall
Tunnel
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Principles of good 
supermarket-led design

Underpinning every good supermarket-led scheme 
is a clear, locally informed brief. A good brief will
specify what the design must achieve and what it is
desirable to achieve, and reflect design principles
set out in national and local planning guidance. Most
design briefs for a supermarket scheme are written
by the retailer long before any discussions with
planners take place, but will be informed by the local
development framework. So it is essential that the
core strategy and associated documents, such as
area action plans, clearly communicate what
planners expect to see in terms of design quality. 

CABE has supported around 100 local planning
authorities in creating their core strategies. There 
is immense value in having a clear vision for a 
town centre, with the facilities, services and retail
requirements identified and the relevant strategies
for town-centre parking or sustainable transport 
fully reflected. 

The mix of uses depends on location and what
would work well together over the long term. 
The best mix for the site should emerge from
collaboration with the communities that use the 
area and take full account of the needs of minority
ethnic groups, older people and disabled people. 

Fulham Wharf, a
development proposal
led by Sainsbury’s
and designed by
Lifschutz Davidson
Sandilands. The 
box of the store is
concealed behind
homes and smaller
units. Front doors 
for residents are
provided off a lively
street, and shared
surfaces favour
pedestrians. It will
create attractive 
new open spaces 
to play and meet, 
with generous
landscaping,
including a new
public route to 
the river

Overleaf we look at the following five issues
that can help to inform discussions between
local planning authorities and developers. 

1 Relating the building 
to its neighbourhood

2 Achieving strong environmental credentials

3 Getting the housing right 

4 Creating good public realm 
and reducing car dependency

5 Planning for the long term
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1 Relating the building 
to its neighbourhood

The scale of the supermarket
building is determined by many
factors, including the size of the
nearest competing store and
predicted trading intensity, but 
it should above all relate to the
site. Sites created by land
assembly can be irregular and 
the large rectangular floor-plan 
of a typical supermarket will not
always be a comfortable fit.
However, PPS4 currently requires
supermarket development 
to enhance the established
character and diversity of the
town, and recommends that local
authorities ensure that operators
demonstrate flexibility in 
terms of floor space and site
configuration and car parking. 

Planners can ask developers 
to undertake context appraisals
and to produce schemes that
show how the store links into 
its surrounding neighbourhood.
Supermarket designs that do not
respond to their site are unlikely
to comply with the local core
strategy and so should not be
granted planning permission.

The brief needs to indicate what
sort of street presence the form
and massing of the buildings
should create. Site masterplanning
is usually generated by a retailer
and developer working to a
template. The interior layout
needs to provide clear direction
for the customer – this limits
queues which in turn minimises
the car parking required – and a
rectangular plan form works well
for this, but access, storage and
servicing usually means blank
facades on three sides. This can
affect the quality of bordering
streets, making them dead and
unwelcoming. It is a constraint
that can prompt somewhat
arbitrary design responses, 

such as the addition of wooden
cladding to all elevations. But
CABE has also seen exteriors
which respond to their context
more successfully, such as the
Sainsbury’s in Sherborne,
Waitrose in Ely and the Tesco
store in Ludlow (see picture
below). Screening the store with
residential and commercial units
can provide balance, as can
moving subsidiary elements out 
of the box: so for example the 
deli counter or the pharmacy
could operate from a separate
shop frontage. 

The brief should demonstrate the
thinking behind routes through
and within the site, and provide
evidence that connections
through the neighbourhood will
be maintained and enhanced.
Positioning large structures 
that block desire lines should
obviously be avoided. For most
schemes, creating a pedestrian
link to the rest of the town centre
is of significant commercial value:
according to industry experts,
outside London 20 per cent 

of the trade (and more of the
visits) will walk in from the 
town. So planners seeking well
designed and attractive links to
town centres should be pushing 
at an open door. 

The scheme should make a 
place feel safer as a result of 
the natural surveillance from 
well frequented streets, day and
night. Street safety is a particular
issue for people who already 
feel vulnerable through age or
disability, and the Equalities Act
2010 requires local authorities 
to ensure that no development
has an adverse impact. 

In major cities, the compact
hypermarkets on brownfield sites
close to big roads tend to focus
solely on the car, with multi-level
car parking, in order to attract
affluent customers from a wider
region. But they are often built in
the middle of communities that
are far from affluent, and need to
demonstrate that the interests of
those people have also been
taken into account.
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This Tesco store in Ludlow, Shropshire was designed by MJP Architects and completed in 2000. 
It responds well to the town in terms of scale and the materials used. The building's most prominent
feature is its 55m curved roof which echoes the undulating hills which frame the town. The building 
is also unusual in being substantially naturally lit, which creates a more attractive internal environment
as well as helping to reduce energy use and carbon emissions
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Local planning authorities are 
in a strong position to show
leadership in securing the highest
standards of energy efficiency
and environmental responsibility
from a scheme’s developers. 

Currently planning policy
statement I (PPS1) requires 
local authorities to ensure that
strategies address climate
change through policies which
reduce energy use, reduce
emissions from travel and freight,
promote renewable energy, and
take climate change impacts into
account in the location and
design of development. 

The major supermarkets take
energy efficiency very seriously,
given the enormous energy
demand from their heating/
cooling outputs, but still CABE
sees schemes with features such
as large south-facing glazed
areas with no shading devices 
to mitigate the significant 
heat loads. 

The standard template for the
building limits opportunities 
to use natural daylight and
ventilation, but rooflights are 
often possible, even through 
roof gardens or rooftop car parks.

We have observed that there can
be advantages in setting firm
commitments to BREEAM and
Code for Sustainable Homes
targets through the planning
process. Applications can set
benchmarks for sustainability,
including estimates of carbon
emissions as kg CO2/m2.The
larger supermarkets are subject
to the CRC Energy Efficiency
scheme which requires that they
monitor and then reduce their
energy use. When supermarkets
are building new schemes, it

makes sense to take advantage
of passive design to reduce 
the need for energy use in 
the first place.

Comprehensive redevelopment 
of a site creates the opportunity
to put in place infrastructure 
such as combined heat and
power. This can be even more
valuable if it becomes a catalyst
for a town centre-wide network,
for instance exporting waste heat
from the retail units to nearby
sheltered accommodation. 

Even though Sainsbury’s new
megastore in Crayford has
doubled in size, by introducing 
a geothermal system as part of
the refurbishment it has cut
energy usage by 30% and helped
to reduce its electricity bill by
60%. The technology has been
used before at Sainsbury’s in
Greenwich but here is the first
time that it also extracts excess
heat generated by the motors in
the store’s fridges, and captures
it for re-use.

Supermarkets can also respond
to climate change by taking a
holistic approach to their use 
of natural resources. This will
range from the longevity of the
materials used in building, and
their potential for re-use, to the
management and conservation 
of water. Rainwater can be
collected, for instance for use 
in non-food areas.

With flash flooding becoming
more frequent in urban areas, it is
worth designing open space with
porous surfaces, rather than the
usual hard paving and tarmac, to
slow the flow of rainwater to the
drains. Generous planting in the
spaces around the building will
also increase absorption. 

For detailed advice on how 
to create sustainable urban
environments at the different
scales of building, site and
neighbourhood, visit
www.cabe.org.uk/sustainability.

2 Achieving strong 
environmental credentials

Designed by ATP and completed in 2006, 
the Maximarkt supermarket in Wels, Austria,
benefits from full height windows which 
flood the sales hall with natural light

‘Planning authorities
are in a strong position
to show leadership in
securing the highest
environmental
standards from the
scheme’s developers’
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3 Getting the housing right

One of the most serious issues
for mixed-use supermarket-led
development is the quality of the
housing, as outlined above on
pages 5-6. Mix and type of tenure
needs careful consideration when
deciding whether the site really 
is suitable for housing. 

Building homes is a significant
long term commitment to the
local community, and good
housing can add immeasurably 
to the overall quality of the
development. Yet economic
pressure often significantly
affects the quality of design. The
housing component of a scheme
is not generally a significant
source of value for the developer.
We have been told it is often
included on the guidance of local
planning officers as a way to
meet targets for social housing in
a world where the council cannot
directly invest to build it. Private
residential housing then needs to
be included to help defray the
cost of these low-cost units.  

There are several key things 
to consider when ensuring 
that supermarket-led housing
development will provide a
decent quality environment for
residents. These include clear
and safe access routes home,
and a real ‘address’ – a proud
and visible front door to the
apartments from the street. 
There needs to be clear
differentiation between routes 
for the shopping public and 
the residents’ private world.
Circulation within the building
should be straightforward, so 
that residents do not have to
negotiate a succession of long
internal corridors to reach their
apartments. 

CABE has seen a number 
of schemes where balconies
overlook the delivery yard or a
parking podium. It is possible 
to use the podium to create
attractive, secluded gardens 
and amenity space for residents, 
free of service ducts and plant. 

Residents in
supermarket-led
housing developments 
are entitled to 
enjoy a high quality
environment, starting
with a proud front
door off the street
(picture on far left).
The gate shown near
left, by contrast, fails
to say ‘welcome home’

‘Building homes is a
significant long term
commitment to the 
local community, yet
economic pressure 
often significantly affects
the quality of design’
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Open space in supermarket-led
schemes generally amounts to a
large expanse of tarmac dotted
with the occasional tree. This is
because the purpose of open
space is often defined so
narrowly – for parking cars and
for servicing buildings across 
the site. 

A more productive approach, 
for both developer and local
authority, starts from viewing the
site as urban space, just like the
public realm across the rest of
town, and thinking about how
that status can be reflected 
in its design quality and in 
the materials used for its
landscaping. This leads to 
the public space on the site
becoming people oriented and
supportive of neighbourhood
activity, for instance by hosting 
a local market. 

The current supermarket model
entails a constant flow of heavy
delivery vehicles and cars, and
creating a good safe environment
in that situation starts from the
premise that pedestrians have

priority over drivers. It is possible
to reduce the visual impact of 
car parking through enclosing 
it within a block: an expansive
street level plot creates a gap
which magnifies its impact. 

A good masterplan will generate
a series of logical routes and
generous, broad links that people
would want to use, day and night.
Strong landscaping helps to
define character and sense of
place. Public routes, semi-private
spaces and private spaces can
be demarcated through level
changes and gated access. 

Reducing car dependency
The car is fundamental to the
food retailer’s current business
model. Consumer habits such 
as the fast bulk shop are hard 
to change. Planning authorities
are nonetheless obliged to
encourage patterns of
development which reduce 
the need to travel by car, and
developers have a significant
responsibility when choosing 
site location: it should be where
‘everyone can access services 

or facilities on foot, bicycle 
or public transport rather than
having to rely on access by car.’3

PPS4 recommends a strategic
approach to parking provision:
car parks can be designed to
serve the centre as well as the
store, for instance by providing
access from streets around 
the site. 

Developers can also take a
proactive approach to reducing
reliance on cars without harming
the business model. Credible
transport alternatives, such as
courtesy bus schemes, can be
offered, and discounts for people
using public transport or taxis. 
At some Waitrose stores, cyclists
can hire shopping baskets on
wheels. Other incentive schemes
encourage off peak shopping to
minimise the parking needed. 
The expansion of home delivery
services reduces the number of
car dependent shopping trips.

11

4 Creating good public realm 
and reducing car dependency 

Highams Park, 
a major Tesco
development in north
London, proposes
260 homes around 
a park which is at the
heart of the scheme,
providing attractive
views for residents
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All local economies are subject to
change and PPS1 stresses the
importance of drawing up plans
over appropriate time scales, and
not focusing on the short term or
ignoring longer term impacts or
the needs of communities in 
the future.

The fees for architects engaged
on supermarket projects are too
tight to allow time for progressive
thinking. Where schemes are led
by developers, many run design
competitions, but when it comes
to food store shells, CABE does
not see design teams regularly
commissioned through
competition. This can stifle
creative thinking and leave the
prevailing model of supermarket
design unchallenged, making any
real change for the better more
difficult to achieve. By offering
design teams space to think
creatively, a well-managed 
design competition can open 
up a range of surprising and
valuable possibilities, producing
solutions that create better

spaces and better support
commercial viability.

Shopping patterns are changing:
industry analysts, IGD, report 
that 13 per cent of people
shopped online for groceries 
in 2009 and this figure is
expected to double by 2014. 
So supermarket buildings may
need to be designed in a way
which allows them to be adapted
for new uses. Structural flexibility
could include floor-to-floor
heights suitable for future
conversion to office use, and
building in the possibility for
lateral subdivision. 

The inclusion of housing in mixed-
use schemes makes it particularly
important to design for change.
Out of town, it is feasible to build
on the premise that sheds can
change use or be dismantled, but
it is a different matter to unstitch
complicated building forms with 
a range of uses and different life
cycles on suburban or inner 
city sites. 

5 Planning for the long term

A 22,000 sq ft store for Preston-based
supermarket group Booths, which has been
designed to integrate sympathetically into the
historic town of Garstang, Lancashire. The
development includes a new public square.
Architects: Damson Design

‘Out-of-town retail sheds
can change use or be
dismantled but it is a
different matter to
unstitch building forms
with different life cycles’
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Strengthening the role 
of local planning authorities

The quality of supermarket design reflects the
capacity of local government to create great places
(socially, economically and environmentally), and
make decisions which balance all three. 

Land in town centres is a scare commodity but,
curiously, there is still a constant threat of radical
underdevelopment. So beyond the immediate
economic dividend, there is scope to ensure every
development improves the local environment and
creates a more successful place – provided the
scheme is well designed, with a good mix of use
and form, integrated into its surroundings and
straightforward to reach from all directions.

Current planning policy already puts planners in a
strong position to secure retail developments that
respond to the local environment as well meet the
demands of business. It helps local authorities to
resist arguments that in tough economic times 
they must lower their expectations and approve
masterplans and large projects which they might
regret five years on when the plans come to
fruition. It provides the basis for negotiation with
developers: every local authority is working to
reduce carbon emissions, for instance, and
planning policy requires patterns of development
which support this. 

The right support for planning officers

In CABE’s experience, planning officers have 
a critical role in articulating how high standards 
can be achieved. Pre-application discussions in
particular present an important opportunity for 
the planning officer and the developer to better
understand each other’s objectives. Through them,
they can ensure there is clarity about the local
planning framework and the unique identity of the
place expressed within it, which needs to be
reflected in the emerging proposals. The officer
who can draw on experience of how commercial
operational efficiency drives decisions can marshall
a good case for key aspects of community interest,
as environmental responsibility and high quality
public spaces. In other words, pre application
discussions present an invaluable opportunity to
align interests. The problems occur when they are
cursory and uninformative, and sometimes it can
help if officers have been given training in
negotiation skills.

Success is of course predicated on the local
authority having already defined what it wants 
from the site. The masterplan needs to be based 
on a clear idea of the character and function of the
place that will be created. It will set up a framework
for a hierarchy of uses as well as hierarchy of
streets and spaces. It should also provide a sound
basis for development and change. For many sites
it is the supermarket which drives the value, and 
in the absence of strategic vision from the local
authority, the interests of the retailer will naturally
drive the masterplan.

Finally, planning officers need to have design skills
in order to be confident that the proposal supports
local expectations for the development. These
might include safer, more inviting pedestrian
routes, with traffic movement minimised; and
building at a scale and in a way which enhances
local character. ‘Planning policy already helps

local authorities to resist
arguments that in tough
economic times they must
lower their expectations’
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The changes ahead for planners

In the future, planners will have even more
responsibility for sustainable economic
development. PPS1 already emphasises the
importance of good design, local distinctiveness
and sustainable development. It also emphasises
the need to think about how the local economy
might change. This is particularly pertinent for
mixed-use development because of its complexity
and different ownership structures. Its long term
value needs to be protected, for the developer 
and the community.

Changes to the planning system will also now
enable communities to take the lead in shaping
their surroundings, with local projects designed
through a collaborative process. The community’s
attitude to new development and change will

determine the vision in the new neighbourhood 
plans. There will need to be better community
understanding of aspects of planning such as land
uses, standards for architecture and design, and
sustainable development. So planning officers will
be required to provide a greater depth of support
and provide enough data to help local people 
make well informed decisions. 

Neighbourhood planning means that local 
people will have the right to take a far greater 
role in the development of their community. While
many communities welcome the addition of a 
new supermarket in the town centre, others will
doubtless lodge significant objections. Local
people are often more willing to support a new
scheme if it is well designed and integrated and 
will improve the quality of the place.

Delivery bays dominate at Tesco Hammersmith at Brook Green in 
west London, positioned directly underneath the residential units
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What should happen next?

We know that supermarket-led development can
bring real benefits to towns and neighbourhoods.
Over the coming years, these businesses will be
increasingly important players in job creation and
physical renewal. Our experience suggests that
where things go right, supermarket-led
regeneration can be a real asset. But the benefits
of this asset are not yet always fully realised.

Perhaps the most common reason for permitting
weak schemes is prioritising the short term value 
of the developer’s investment over its long term
impact on quality of place. Sometimes councils
with weak local economies are wary of refusing
permission, which can be a source of conflict with
officers who want to maximise the potential of the
scheme to create somewhere that is well designed. 

Finding a constructive route through the
misunderstandings and competing priorities 
would go a long way to securing better outcomes
for everyone: meeting the need for economic
development for the local area, for the commercial
viability of the store, and for sustainable 
placemaking. 

Each of these should reinforce the other – the
thread running between them is the goal of creating
vibrant and viable town centres. So there are 
many shared interests between councils and
supermarkets, and many of the seemingly
intractable tensions could be resolved by applying
design solutions. But where the differences are
real, clarity about the trade-offs would help 
decision makers on both sides to achieve more 
of their goals. 

Getting the design right won’t make all the
problems associated with supermarket-led
development go away, but it would stack the 
odds more firmly in favour of such development
becoming a genuine asset, rather than a 
potential liability.

‘Getting the design 
right stacks the odds 
in favour of development
becoming an asset,
rather than a liability’

Notes
1 NEF survey, May 2003
2 Online shopping 2009 report by the Institute of Grocery
Distribution
3 PPS1: Delivering sustainable development, page 11
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Vizion, Milton Keynes
© Morley von Sternberg



-



c1

Supermarkets now often create large
parts of our towns, leading mixed use
developments which come with housing,
public space and other non-retail uses.
These can bring valuable jobs and
investment. But if they are badly
designed, the development will
undermine regeneration and any 
sense of place. 

This report is based on design 
reviews by CABE of 30 major schemes
from around the country by retailers
including Tesco, Asda and Sainsbury’s. 
It offers practical advice to planners 
and councillors on how to work with
supermarkets to ensure that schemes
are both commercially viable and
enhance the place in which they 
are built.



Proposed Shopping Centre 

Development – No. 82-90 

(Lot 50) South Coast 

Highway, cnr Hardy Street, 

Denmark 

Community 
Information Session – 
17 September 2013 
 

ea
Typewritten Text
1 October 2013 - Attachment 8.5.1 f)



The Applicable Assessment Process 

 
Planning Application is to be determined by the Great 
Southern Joint Development Assessment Panel 
(GSJDAP) and not Council. 
 
 Applications which are in excess of $7 million and of a 

type that are not exempt are classified as “Mandatory” 
DAP applications. 

 Applications which are between $3 - $7 million and of 
a type that are not exempt are classified as “Optional” 
DAP applications . 

 
In this instance, the proponent has requested GSJDAP’s 
consideration of the planning application given it is an 
“Optional” DAP application  (value of $6.9 million). 
 
The GSJDAP has previously determined three (3) 
planning applications pertaining to the Shire of 
Denmark: 
 
• 64 Grouped Dwellings – Smith Street (Refusal) 
• Wind Energy Facility – Wilson Head (Approval) 
• Park Home Park Development – Karri Mia (Refusal) 



The GSJDAP Panel Members 

 
• Three specialist members: 

o Mr David Gray – Presiding Member 
o Ms Stacey Towne – Deputy Presiding Member  
o Mr Terence Tyzack 

 
• Two local government councillors : 

- Current appointees appointed by the Minister for 
Planning 

 
o Cr Ross Thornton  
o Cr John Sampson 
o Cr Dawn Pedro (Alternate Member) 
o Cr Ian Osborne (Alternate Member) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



The Shire’s Role/Responsibilities 

 
• Undertaking any advertising, including receiving the 

submissions 
 

• Preparation of the ‘Responsible Authority Report’ by 
the local government’s professional planner – is not a 
resolution of the Council; noting the DAP Regulations 
reference that it is improper for Councillors/Council to 
influence the ‘Responsible Authority Report’. 
 

• Advising submitters of the meeting date and the 
process for doing a presentation to the GSJDAP 
 

• Providing a suitable venue and minute taker for the 
GSJDAP meeting 
 

• Advising submitters of the GSDJAP’s resolution on the 
planning application 
 

• Enforcing compliance with conditions of planning 
approval (if granted) 
 

 
 



Council’s Role 

If Council wishes to make a statement regarding an 
application before the GSJDAP, this is via Council 
making a submission for consideration by the GSJDAP. 
 
As per Clause 10.2 of the DAP Standing Orders 2011, a 
DAP is to invite the CEO of the responsible authority (or 
a representative) to attend the DAP meeting and make a 
deputation/presentation accordingly if they wish to do 
so. 
 
 



Council’s Role cont’d… 

At the Ordinary Meeting of Council held on 10/9/2013 
Council resolved the following (Res No: 080913): 
 
1. Consider that they may wish to make a submission on such 

application dependent on the outcome(s) from: 
a)Proposed liaisons with Main Roads WA pertaining to the 

planning application; 
b)Elected members considering the input from the Public 

Forum on the 17 September 2013; 
c)Elected members being copied public submissions on the 

proposal for their information in a timely manner; 
d)Meeting with the proponent to discuss matters included in 

the Development Application but pertaining to its land 
adjoining (as the landowner), being Hamilton Reserve, and 
being portion of Reserve Number 46256. 

2.Acknowledge that the potential submission referred to in part 
1 above, will need to be lodged on or before close of business 
on 4 October 2013. 

3.Request the CEO to arrange meetings between available 
Elected Members and Senior Staff with the proponents and 
Main Roads WA, ideally prior to the 17 September 2013; 

4.Request the CEO to prepare a report for the Council Meeting 
of the 1 October 2013 on the Development Application, and 
related aspects referred to above, in order to determine 
whether a submission should be lodged and as to its 
suggested content.   

5.Suggest to the proponents that they make themselves 
available to answers questions relating to the proposal at the 
scheduled Public Forum. 



GSJDAP’s Consideration 

 
In considering the application, the GSJDAP is required to 
consider the planning merits of an application and is 
bound by the provisions of the Shire of Denmark’s Town 
Planning Scheme No. 3 (TPS No. 3). 
 
Matters that GSJDAP will take into consideration with 
this planning application include the following: 
 
Land Use Permissibility Provisions 
• Site is zoned “Commercial” in TPS No. 3. 
• “Shopping Centre” landuse  is a “P” use as per Table 1 

– Zoning Table of TPS No. 3 
 
 is a permitted land use provided the relevant 

standards and requirements of TPS No. 3 are 
complied with (that is the use cannot be refused) 

 
 



GSJDAP’s Consideration cont’d… 

 
Development Standards of TPS No. 3 
 
• Table 2 – Development Standards: setbacks, site 

coverage, landscaping  
 

• Clause 5.11: Amenity 
 

• Clause 5.12: Nuisance 
 

• Clause 5.13: Loading and Unloading of Vehicles 
 

• Clause 5.14: Loading Bays 
 

• Clause 5.17: Refuse Storage Areas 
 

• Clause 5.20: Vehicle Access Ways 
 

• Clause 5.21: Off Street Parking and Appendix XI – 
Parking Standards  
 

• Clause 5.28: Development on Land Abutting a 
Residential Zone 
 

• Clause 5.30: Control of Advertisements 
 
 
 



GSJDAP’s Consideration cont’d… 

 
Relevant Town Planning Scheme Policies 

 
• Planning Policy 15: Townscape Policy 

 
• Planning Policy 26.1: South Coast Highway 

Commercial Developments 
 

• Planning Policy 31: Commercial Strategy 
 

• Planning Policy 32: Signs  
 

• Planning Policy 42: Public Art 
 

 
As per Clause 8.2.4 of TPS No. 3, Town Planning Scheme 
Policies shall not bind the GSJDAP in respect of any 
planning application but they shall take into account the 
provisions of the policy and the objectives which the 
policy was designed to achieve before making its 
decision. 
 
 



GSJDAP’s Consideration cont’d… 

 
Submissions Received  

 
• All submissions received from the public advertising 

period  
 

• Submissions received from Government Departments 
& Servicing Authorities   
 
 
 

Clause 6.2: Discretion to Modify Development Standards 
of TPS No. 3 states that the GSJDAP may approve a 
planning application that does not comply with a Scheme 
standard/requirement where it is satisfied that: 
 
a) Approval of the proposed development would be 

consistent with the orderly and proper planning of the 
locality and the preservation of the amenity of the 
locality; 

b) The non-compliance will not have any adverse effect 
upon the occupiers or users of the development of the 
inhabitants of the locality or upon the likely future 
development of the locality; and 

c) The spirit and purpose of the requirement or standard 
will not be unreasonably departed from thereby. 

 
 



Lodging A Submission 

 
• Submission period closes on 4/10/2013. 

 
• Documentation is available for viewing at: 
o Shire Administration Offices during office hours 

(9am – 4pm weekdays) 
o Shire’s website – www.denmark.wa.gov.au 

 
• Submissions (in support or objection to) are to be 

lodged with the Shire in writing (fax or email 
submissions are acceptable). 
 

• If there are any queries on the planning application or 
the GSJDAP process, please feel free to discuss with 
Planning Services: 

 
o Technical Services Counter - Shire Administration 

Offices 
o Phone - 98480313  
o Email: enquiries@denmark.wa.gov.au  
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