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DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION ON BEHALF OF TELSTRA CORPORATION
No 1 (LOT 4) CONGDON STREET – SIX TELSTRA PANEL ANTENNAS ON
MOUNTING POLES ABOVE THE EXISTING TELEPHONE EXCHANGE BUILDING
THE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION
Following the SAT Mediation (Matter No DR274 of 2013) there was agreement that Telstra would
submit two parallel development applications, superseding their previous development application
for No 1 (Lot 4) Congdon Street – Six Telstra Panel Antennas on Mounting Poles covered in Faux
Brick Chimney Shrouds above the existing Telephone Exchange Building.
The two new development applications were to be:
1

Auto Masters (former Seaview Garage) site, corner of Stirling Highway and Clive Road - six
Telstra panel antennas on a mounting pole located in the yard to the rear of the site.

2

No 1 Congdon Street – six Telstra panel antennas on two mounting poles above the roof to
the rear of the original Telephone Exchange Building.

Telstra have subsequently advised that the owner of the Auto Masters site has decided not to allow
a development application to proceed for the Auto Masters site.
The one remaining development application differs from the earlier application by the omission of
faux brick chimney shrouds hiding the antennas and the mounting poles.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
This report addresses comments on the following matters which were matters to be addressed in
the current development application following the SAT Mediation:
A

It is accepted that the opportunity for co-location of the telecommunications antennas, with
other carriers, as encouraged by SPP 5.2 (Telecommunications Infrastructure) is not a
feasible option in this situation.

B

It is now considered that the applicant has provided sufficient evidence that no feasible
alternative site exists for the location of the proposed new Telstra telecommunication
antennas and supporting poles.

C

The Applicant has sought to demonstrate a compatible balance between the utility of the
proposed telecommunications antennas and the amenity of this area of high heritage value.

D

The proposal would now omit the faux brick chimney shrouds and expose the panel
antennas and poles. The omission of the shrouds and the exposure of the panel antennas
and poles is supported.

E

The Claremont Hill precinct, of Cottesloe, contains numerous identified heritage places and
groups and has been proposed as a precinct of heritage value within the Town of Cottesloe.

F

All properties in the section of Congdon Street, containing the Telephone Exchange, are
heritage listed places and have been proposed previously as a Conservation Area.

G

The proposed panel antennas and poles, when mounted on the existing Telephone Exchange
would impact detrimentally on the important visual amenity of the identified heritage
properties in Congdon Street and Clive Road.

H

The proposed telecommunications antennas, when mounted on the roof of the existing
Telephone Exchange, would impact detrimentally on the streetscape values of Clive Road
and the neighbouring section of Congdon Street.

COMMENTS
A

It is accepted that the opportunity for co-location of the telecommunications antennas,
with other carriers, as encouraged by SPP 5.2 (Telecommunications Infrastructure) is not a
feasible option in this situation.

A1

The Town of Cottesloe has been in communication with the other carriers, or their agents,
and co-location is accepted to not be an option for Telstra to address.

A2

Following the SAT Mediation Telstra negotiated with the owner of the Auto Masters site on
the other side of Clive Road, to locate the panel antennas and their supporting poles at the
rear of the Auto Masters site. This would have lessened the visual impact of the panel
antennas and poles on Stirling Highway and Congdon Street streetscapes and removed these
from the view of upper Grant Street. Telstra advised that, after negotiations, the owner of
the Auto Masters site did not wish to proceed with such a development application.

B

It is now considered that the development application provided sufficient evidence that
no feasible alternative site exists for the location of the proposed new Telstra
telecommunication antennas and supporting poles.

B1

Telstra has advised that sites on the other side of Stirling Highway, advised in a previous
development application submitted by Planning Solutions, had been considered but were
rejected because these sites failed to provide the standard of telecommunications coverage
required in the low points of the neighbouring Cottesloe area, around the railway line.

B2

On the basis of the information received, there appear to be two criteria that have driven
the choice of location:
 The elevation of Claremont Hill; and
 Existence of the telephone exchange, with its equipment to support the operation of
the antennas.
These criteria, which relate to the utility of providing telecommunications coverage, limit the
options to the telephone exchange or closely located sites, hence the focus on the Auto
Masters site.

C

The Applicant has sought to demonstrate a compatible balance between the utility of the
proposed telecommunications antennas and the amenity of this area of high heritage
value.

C1

Under Burra Charter principles the panel antennas and their supporting poles are considered
a contemporary extension of the historic activity of the Telephone Exchange, and would be
an acceptable adaptation of this heritage place.

C2

The utility value of the proposed panel antennas is not disputed, but the development
application demonstrates that the visibility of the antennas and their supporting poles would
have a visual impact on the values of heritage places in Congdon Street and Clive Road. The
streetscape of this section of Congdon Street, Clive Road and Stirling Highway would be
visually impacted.

C3

On the basis of the information received, the applicant has not undertaken a comprehensive
evaluation of the heritage places, streetscape values and the amenity of the neighbouring
residential area. As a consequence their assessment of visual impact that would arise from
the proposed telecommunications antennas is partial.

D

The proposal would now omit the faux brick chimney shrouds and expose the panel
antennas and poles. The omission of the shrouds and the exposure of the panel antennas
and poles is supported.

D1

The faux brick chimneys are considered to be to be an inappropriate and clumsy reference
to the chimneys of the residential properties in Congdon Street.

D2

Under Burra Charter principles the honest expression of a function or installation is
encouraged, particularly where it is recognised to be an extension of an historic activity.

E

The Claremont Hill precinct, of Cottesloe, contains numerous identified heritage places
and groups and has been proposed as a precinct of heritage value within the Town of
Cottesloe.

E1

When the Municipal Heritage Inventory was produced it proposed a number of heritage
precincts, including the Claremont Hill Precinct, which is the context of this development
application. These heritage precincts were not adopted at that time because precincts were
not addressed in the TPS2 or the Council’s policy framework at that time.

E2

In 2005 Hocking Planning & Architecture reviewed the MHI listings for the possible
designations of heritage precincts, heritage groups and conservation areas, preparatory to
incorporating the findings in the forthcoming LPS3 and its associated policy framework. A
finding of that study was that the Claremont Hill precinct had a higher concentration of
heritage places than most areas within Cottesloe. Another finding of that study was that the
section of Congdon Street between Stirling Highway and Grant Street was the most
complete heritage street-block in Cottesloe and was worthy of being classified as a
conservation area.

E3

The delay of several years in the approval of the LPS3 and its associated policy framework
has left these important heritage considerations in a planning void. These historical factors
have led to the heritage value and the streetscape value of the area neighbouring the
telephone exchange being undervalued in the applicant’s statements. Physically these
heritage places do exist and their heritage value should be acknowledged.

F

All properties in the section of Congdon Street, containing the telephone exchange, are
heritage listed places and have been proposed as a Conservation Area.

F1

See D2 above. The residential properties in this section of Congdon Street retain their
original form and character, apart from No 7 which has been adapted, but is capable of
reconstruction to a higher level of integrity. The residential properties have appropriate
curtilages and public domain setting to enhance their heritage value and to produce a
streetscape of notable value.

F2

This Congdon Street group of residences was found to be the most intact street-block of
heritage properties within the Cottesloe district.

F3

Despite its different function the relatively domestic scaling and detailing of the Telephone
Exchange has made it a compatible, non-intrusive neighbour to the Congdon Street
residences. Throughout its life, thus far, the industrial intrusions through the roofline have
been kept within the southern roof plane and have not appeared above the ridge line.
These intrusions have remained out of sight of neighbouring heritage places and streetscape
views involving these places.

F4

The proposed telecommunications antennas on their mounting poles would rise from the
southern plane of the roof above the ridge line, to a height approximately double that of the
ridge line.

G

The proposed panel antennas and poles, when mounted on the existing telephone
exchange would impact detrimentally on the important visual amenity of the identified
heritage properties in Congdon Street and Clive Road.

G1

The telephone exchange roof is a significant element in any streetscape view within
Congdon Street and Clive Road. Change to the appearance of that roof, as proposed, would
have a marked impact on the streetscape of this section of Congdon Street and Clive Road.

G2

The photomontage provided, in the development application, of the visual impact on
Congdon Street, is taken from too far away to illustrate the visual impact which the panel
antennas and poles would have. The photomontage does not show the homogeneity and
consistent character of this group of buildings from World War I and the early Interwar
period. The panel antennas on their mounting poles would detrimentally impact on the
visual amenity and the heritage values of this section of Congdon Street, through the visual
imposition of late 20th century telecommunications elements into this quite homogeneous
precinct. If the antennas were able to be mounted further west on the roof of the
Telephone Exchange the visual impact would be lessened. Telstra has advised that the
structure of the addition to the western end was not capable of supporting the proposed
panel antennas and supporting poles.
Whilst the visual impact of the proposed panel antennas would reduce the heritage values
of the Congdon Street heritage places it would be a moot point in a SAT Hearing to contend
that this loss of amenity justifies the loss of the utility of the telecommunications.

G3

G4

The photomontage provided of the visual impact on Clive Road shows that either of the
options canvassed would have visually impacted on the amenity of the two heritage
properties in Clive Road.
There is a further location on Claremont Hill, close to the Telephone Exchange, where
antennas and poles of the height proposed would have greatly reduced visual impact on the
streetscape views within Congdon Street and Clive Road. At the rear of 8 Congdon Street is

a FESA tower of approximately the same height as the proposed shrouds, which has little
visual impact of the streetscape views containing places of high heritage value in Congdon
Street. It is not visible from within Clive Road. Telstra has advised that FESA was not
prepared to negotiate the possible location of the telecommunications antennas and
mounting pole/s on the FESA site.
H

The proposed panel antennas and poles, when mounted on the existing telephone
exchange, as proposed, would impact detrimentally on the streetscape values of Stirling
Highway, Clive Road, the neighbouring section of Congdon Street and the upper section of
Grant Street.

H1

The location proposed for the panel antennas and poles would be offset in the line of sight
of people approaching up Claremont Hill, along Stirling Highway, from the east. Given that
the three buildings that form the visual context in this view are the Auto Masters garage, the
Telephone Exchange and the former Fire Station, the telecommunications antennas and
poles whilst being quite visible would not be inappropriate. The photomontage provided
show that the panel antennas and poles would also be quite visible when approaching along
Stirling Highway from the south. Again, the visual context of this section of Stirling Highway
with the Auto Masters garage and the Telephone Exchange would not be inappropriate.

H2

The proposed location of the panel antennas and poles would be dominant from within Clive
Road, as shown on the photomontages. There would be visual intrusion on the amenity of
the heritage places in Clive Road. The variable quality of the streetscape within Clive Road
mitigates against its amenity overriding the utility value of the proposal.

H3

The panel antennas and poles would be intrusive in the high quality of the streetscape in the
neighbouring section of Congdon Street, particularly when viewed from the north. The high
heritage value of this section of Congdon Street would be impacted upon by the visual
intrusiveness of the panel antennas and poles. This is the area of greatest conflict between
amenity and utility.

H4

The panel antennas and poles would be quite apparent from the upper section of Grant
Street, from within the park and ROW. This is another area of high streetscape value. The
proposal is sufficiently removed from the immediate context of Grant Street to minimise the
intrusiveness of the proposal.

CONCLUSIONS
1

The use of the Telephone Exchange building for the panel antennas and poles is a
contemporary extension of its historical function. According to the submissions provided
Telstra has exhausted all alternative sites to the Telephone Exchange.

2

SPP 5.2 requires the utility of telecommunications to be balanced against the retention of
amenity. The above comments have endeavoured to assess whether a satisfactory balance
has been achieved.

3

The values of the Congdon Street heritage properties would be lessened by the visual
intrusiveness of the proposed panel antennas and poles. Similarly the streetscape value of
this section of Congdon Street would be partly compromised by the proposal.

4

The values of the Clive Road heritage properties would be compromised by the visual
intrusiveness of the proposed panel antennas and poles. However, the variable streetscape
value of Clive Road mitigates the visual intrusion onto its streetscape.

5

The visual impact of the proposed panel antennas and poles on Stirling Highway would not
be inappropriate to the immediate visual context of Auto Masters garage, the Telephone
Exchange and the former Fire Station.

6

The visual impact of the proposed telecommunications antennas and posts is sufficiently
removed from upper Grant Street to be considered incidental, rather than intrusive.

7

The proposed telecommunications antennas and posts mounted on the roof of the
Telephone Exchange would, on balance, cause some loss of amenity and heritage value in
order to provide the utility of adequate Telstra telecommunications coverage in the vicinity.
Given SPP 5.2, it is a moot point that the impact on amenity and heritage values would be
sufficient to uphold a refusal of the Telstra proposal.
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