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Public Art matters to Planning.
Public art provides immense social value and benefit for our communities. 

• It contributes to place character and assists to shape how we experience and 
understand our individual and collective identity. 

• It contributes to culture through interpretation and expression of narratives, 
stories and ideologies. 

• It adds to the function and legibility of public spaces and buildings.

• It brings beauty and people together in places: activating and generating 
desires to experience the world around us.

• It provides opportunities for artists to earn money and pursue their careers and 
passions.

• It generates employment across several industries and communities.  

From State through to Local Governments, these are aspects that are of relevance to 
planners and the planning discipline.

For over thirty years, the State Government and some Local Governments have led 
the way with Percent for Art schemes that deliver iconic and localised artworks in 
public projects. In the past decade, this role has become more evenly shared to 
embrace the Property Development Industry as well.

This discussion paper focuses on Local Government Percent for Art Policies for 
the investment and delivery of public art by developers. It explores the strengths 
and challenges of Percent for Art Policy and poses high-order questions to start a 
positive dialogue across industries to consider an approach forward over the next 
decade and beyond.  

About RobertsDay 

RobertsDay is passionate about creating great places, of which public art is an 
important ingredient, and helps to successfully guide and inspire the way in which 
public art (especially developer invested public art) can have a positive and lasting 
contribution to our communities.

robertsday.com.au 
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Viewpoints presented herein are intended to facilitate debate, and may not necessarily reflect the 
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survey data presented represents survey responses only, and the accuracy of information may be 
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Percent for Art is a means of applying a percentage of 
the cost of a development (such as offices, apartments, 
commercial or institutional buildings)  to fund and install 
public art.

It is a valuable planning tool to help deliver the State Planning 
Strategy 2050 ambition of “creating spaces and places that 
foster culture, liveability, enterprise and identity”. Percent for 
Art Policies have a long and established track record, from 
their public infrastructure focus over the last three decades, 
to the increasing adoption of many versions of Percent for Art 
Policies to apply to private development 20 years ago. 

In 2007, RobertsDay worked with Artsource, WA’s peak 
membership body for visual arts, to create a model policy in 
Western Australia. Shortly afterwards (but for a wide range of 
reasons), Percent for Art Policies became broadly adopted in 
the Perth Metropolitan area (and many Regional centres).

In 2019, Robertsday undertook a survey of metropolitan Local 
Governments to find how extensively Percent for Art Policies 
had been adopted. The survey revealed that the expansion of 
Percent for Art applied to develpers has been prolific across 
Perth metropolitan Local Authorities, being adopted by 18 out 
of 25 responding Local Government Authorities. 

Most Local Governments had in fact only adopted the policy in 
the last nine years (mostly in the last 5-6 years), meaning that 
the extent and benefit of the policy was only just starting to 
emerge. Since its application, more than 210 public artworks 
have been incorporated into privately developed buildings 
and projects across Perth, enhancing the City’s cultural 
identity.

The survey found that the LGA based developer Percent 
for Art Policies are generally operating well, and delivering 
successful outcomes. It also found however that occasional 
issues in implementation were evident, traceable to either 
planning policy/guideline frameworks, resourcing or internal 
LGA organisation structures.

The survey also raised a variety of issues for consideration 
in future refinements of Percent for Art (“Percent for Art 2.0”). 
Key areas that could benefit from further attention include the 
following:

• Ensuring that Percent for Art Policies have a geographic, 
landuse and built form focus to preserve a valid planning 
nexus;

• Ensuring that Percent for Art Policies are clearly 
structured and written, together with a framework of 
supporting instruments, including a Public Art Strategy, 
Implementation Guidelines, and possibly a Place Plan;

• Strengthening where required, internal Local Government 
processes to achieve best alignment between planning 
operations  and cultural services, including refinement of 
procedures and in-house training;

• Strengthening where practical, appropriate Local 
Government expertise is provided to oversee and deliver 
Percent for Art (and other LGA cultural services). This may 
include provision of cultural services staff, or contracting 
external expertise on a needs basis;

• Considering the expansion of Percent for Art to other 
cultural activities and facilities, where appropriate for 
particular Local Governments. This is quite complex 
however, and apart from carefully constructed policy 
frameworks, may also need additional support by 
instruments such as Cultural Facilities Plans, etc;

• Exploring artist mentoring programs within Percent for Art 
to expand the breadth, range and expertise pool within 
the arts to deliver public art;

• Focussing Percent for Art budgets to ensure that artwork 
quality is not diluted by impractical ambitions of scale or 
nature of artwork projects; and

• Carefully review the practice of novation of public art 
delivery under Percent for Art.

The ongoing refinement and improvement of Percent for Art 
should ideally be championed and led by State Government 
through the DLGSC, or by peak arts advocacy agencies 
(Artsource, FORM, Chamber of Arts and Culture), in order to 
achieve maximum buy-in from both planning, developer and 
arts stakeholders.

However, where Local Governments may need timely action 
in the refinement of Percent for Art frameworks, it may be 
desirable for them to undertake inhouse reviews, and draw 
on expertise as necessary. 
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INTRODUCTION

ARTIST: SMITH SCULPTORS
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Our State is recognised as a leader for policy and funding 
of public art and administers outstanding public art across 
Western Australia through the State Government’s Percent 
for Art Scheme was amongst the first to be designed and 
adopted and began in 1989. 

Although the State Government’s Percent for Art Scheme 
has been successfully operating for decades, Percent for 
Art Policy by Local Governments is relatively new. 

In 2007, RobertsDay and Artsource collaboratively 
produced a model template for a developer-led Percent 
for Art Policy in Western Australia. In 2019, RobertsDay 
revisited this work to understand how developer invested 
Percent for Art has progressed. Perth metropolitan Local 
Governments were approached to learn how widely 
developer Percent for Art had been taken up, and 
understand the various policy’s strengths, weaknesses 
and issues from a Local Government perspective.

This paper provides a high-level overview of the strengths 
and challenges with application and implementation of 
Local Government Percent for Art Policy for developer 
funded public art. Acknowledging that there are many 
other facets around the delivery of public art that should 
be further explored the purpose of this paper is to 
stimulate ongoing discussion, and to engage a wide 
audience for considering a positive future for a Percent 
for Art approach that is fair, transparent and enabling. It 
has been produced in the spirit of facilitating initiatives 
that may test and refine Percent for Art Policy in Local 
Governments and to ensure public art will continue to 
make a valuable contribution to places and communities. 

We title this discussion: Percent for Art 2.0.
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BACKGROUND

The Genesis
To understand developer Percent for Art, it is 
useful to look at how it fits into the Western 
Australian Town Planning System, and also 
to look at the practice of making public art.

In the 1980s and 1990s, it became common 
practice to deliver Percent for Art as a part of 
government building programs through an 
institutional origin and approach. This meant 
that one per cent of the project cost was set 
aside to produce public art that would be 
included in it. Examples of these kinds of 
projects includes hospitals, freeways, and 
schools.

Around the same time, some developers 
were taking the initiative to include public 
art projects; not necessarily through 
compulsion, but through an aspiration 
to elevate the standing of the place. For 
example, LWP’s development of Ellenbrook 
and the East Perth Redevelopment Authority.

It was also becoming apparent that the 
linking of public art with private development 
could have two significant benefits; the 
opportunity introduce art as a widespread 
element in communities generally, which 
is an attribute often captured today under 
the title of ‘placemaking’; and a substantial 
increase in opportunities for artists.

1980

“… the inclusion of art within key 
public areas (of Ellenbrook) was 
advanced at an early stage. What 
emerged through this association 
is an appreciation of how much 
both art and a multi-dimensional 
public artist can bring to new 
communities.”

“The Role of Art in Urban 
Development – Ellenbrook” 
2002, Danny Murphy, Managing Director LWP Property Group Ltd

ARTIST: STUART GREEN 
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The Transition & the Good Deal 
Around the mid-1990s, coinciding 
with the rise of public art, planning in 
Western Australia undertook a major 
change. Planning and urban design 
aimed to leave behind the cul-de-
sac/big-box/suburban approach to 
planning communities, in favour of 
a model of ‘New Urbanism’, which 
focused on a traditional city styled 
model and the provision of great 
public amenity, noting the significant 
economic and social value this brings 
to the places we live. 

Suburban style town centres typically 
demand that more than half the site 
be developed as car parking, and 
sometimes 10 per cent set aside for 
landscaping to ‘hide’ the parking. 
With a shift towards main street 
style development, there was less 
need to mask parking and therefore 
the possibilities of improving public 
amenity through public art became an 
attractive proposition.

Pioneer authorities such as the East 
Perth Redevelopment Authority (EPRA, 
now Development WA) and the (then) 
Town of Vincent explored Percent 
for Art as a requirement on private 
development to increase additional 
amenity to its town centres (Activity 
Centres).

Other local authorities followed suit, 
but often with various outcomes. With 
little precedent for a sound Percent 
for Art Policy (which is ultimately a 
Town Planning Policy), several local 
authorities experienced problems 
in crafting a workable mechanism 
that addressed both planning 
requirements, and creative processes 
and obligations.

In 2007, Artsource together with 
Robertsday developed a model 
policy that advocated for a succinct 
planning policy and  set out the means 
by which Percent for Art might be 
applied to developments together 
with complimentary guidelines, 
which described key processes and 
requirements for the procurement, 
formulation and creation of the artwork 
itself.

The model policy also reaffirmed the 
legitimacy of public art as a planning 
matter, and prescribed key parameters 
that should be observed in framing a 
Percent for Art Policy. 

1990

Post 2000

Pre 2000

SUBURBAN 
SHOPPING  
CENTRES
Characterised by 
‘big box’ shopping, 
extensive parking and 
up to 10% landscaping

SUBURBAN 
MAIN STREET  
CENTRES
Characterised by 
street front shopping, 
pedestrian spaces, 
minimal landscaping 
and 1% Percent for Art

ARTIST: ANTONIO BATTITESSA
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Percent for Art:  
Today & Tomorrow
The Percent for Art model initially became a resource 
for several Local Governments in developing Percent for 
Art Policies. From 2007, metropolitan and regional Local 
Governments began to adopt similar policies, either 
using the model as a basis or developing other versions.

Notwithstanding the current downturn in economic 
activity in Western Australia, the overall development 
trend over the past decade has been a continued 
increase in apartment, office and retail construction; 
projects that typically attract a Percent for Art 
contribution. The combined effect of the increased 
adoption of the policy, coupled with the growing 
amount of developments that it is applied means 
that the number of Percent for Art projects has grown 
significantly.

Given that the population of Perth is predicted to grow 
from its current 2 million to at least 3.5 million by 2050 
(possibly up to 4 million), and the Western Australian 
Planning Commission is directing an increasing 
proportion of that growth to infill areas (i.e. existing 
centres and suburbs), it follows that the number of 
developments that would attract Percent for Art will 
continue to grow at an ever increasing rate.

It is therefore timely and significantly important that 
Percent for Art Policy can continue its relevance, be 
effective and provide clear parametres for developers.   

now

Percent for Art will 
continue to grow
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A Turning Point for Percent for Art?
With the growth of Local Government 
Percent for Art Policy for private 
developments, several issues have 
become apparent. 

Developments attracting public art 
have generally embraced the positive 
aesthetic and branding opportunities 
that it offers. It is rare for developers 
to opt to simply pay cash-in-lieu to 
Local Government, instead preferring 
to incorporate the artwork within the 
development.

There are some recent instances where 
the Percent for Art requirement has 
been contested. In addition, variable 
public art outcomes have occurred 
from time to time, suggesting there 
may sometimes be problems in 
implementation. 

From a wider perspective, the nature 
of urban development over the past 
decade has also raised issues and 
opportunities. The development of 
‘main street’ style Activity Centres 
encouraged under State Planning 
Policy (SPP4.2) presumes that buildings 
in centres are built up to the street, and 
that the ground floors are ‘activated’. 
In this sense, activation means that the 
development provides a busy street 
frontage and tenanted spaces with 
uses like cafés, restaurants, bars and 
retail. 

Due to aspects like competition, supply 
and demand and the health of the 
local economy, it is not always feasible 
to lease a ground floor space with 
active commercial uses. Consequently, 
many ground-floor spaces are leased 
by ‘non-active’ tenants (e.g. offices) or 
remain vacant (recently reported and 
termed as ‘ghost retail’).

From the State Planning 
Strategy, through local schemes 
and policies, the activity of town 
planning aims to manage and 
encourage land uses that will 
have a positive benefit to the 
community. 

Is it therefore reasonable to 
explore whether Percent for 
Art might serve a purpose to 
help activate streets beyond 
the integration of public art? 

Could it be used to introduce 
a wider range of creative and 
cultural uses to centres and 
neighbourhoods?

Example of ground floor tenancies 
mandated by Planning policies to 
activate the public realm, but often 
failing to do so for lack of suitable 
tenants. Could cultural uses activate 
these ground floors?
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PERCENT 
FOR ART SURVEY

Method and overview
In order to examine some of the issues 
and questions raised in the preceding 
discussion, Robertsday undertook a 
survey of Local Governments in the 
Perth metropolitan area. 

The survey aimed to gather high 
level information that could indicate 
the depth and breadth of challenges 
across Local Governments. Its purpose 
was also to understand the general 
governance frameworks that officers 
navigate to administer the policy.    

From a total of 30 Local Governments 
invited across the Perth metropolitan 
area, 25 participated in the survey. 
Most participants were Arts Officers 
and Coordinators that administer the 
Percent for Art Policy and other arts 
activities. 

The survey had an exceptionally high 
response rate, and the responses 
garnered valuable information, 
however the outcomes from this survey 
will likely require further detailed 
examination through subsequent work 
and engagement.

PERTH METROPOLITAN 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
PARTICIPATED IN THE 

2019 ROBERTSDAY 
PERCENT FOR ART 

SURVEY 

83%

ARTIST: SIAMESE
PERCENT FOR ART 2.0 a discussion paper.12



Extent of  
Percent for Art uptake 
The survey revealed that 18 out of 
25 participating Local Governments 
have an active developer Percent for 
Art Policy. Most of the policies were 
adopted in the last five years (2014-
2019) and 14 Local Governments 
indicated they are planning to 
review the policy in the next two 
years. One Local Government has 
not reviewed its policy in the past 
decade. 

Of the participants that do not have 
a Percent for Art Policy, most see 
it as a long-term future priority. At 
the time of the survey, three of the 
Local Governments had a policy 
in preparation but was not yet 
adopted. One Local Government 
participant considered there to be 
no elected member or stakeholder 
support for a Percent for Art Policy to 
be developed. 

“I would like to 
stress that the 
Percent for Art is 
central to retaining 
our visual artists in 
WA. Without it we 
go back to the total 
brain drain of the 
70’s.” 
– Survey Participant 

DO YOU HAVE A DEVELOPER 
PERCENT FOR ART POLICY?

28%
NO

72%
YES

OF
PARTICIPATING 

LGAS

ARTIST: STUART GREEN
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Do you currently have a 
Developer Percent for Art Policy? 

54

9
15

10

23

20 21

7

22 8

6

1
2

18
19

17 16
1314

12 11

3

25
24
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1 City of Joondalup 8 City of Gosnells 15 Town of Cottesloe 22 City of Fremantle

2 City of Wanneroo 9 City of Belmont 16 Town of Cambridge 23 City of Cockburn

3 City of Stirling 10 City of Canning 17 City of Subiaco 24 City of Rockingham

4 City of Bayswater 11 Town of Victoria Park 18 City of Nedlands 25 Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale

35 Town of Bassendean 12 City of South Perth 19 Town of Mosman Park

6 City of Kalamunda 13 City of Perth 20 Town of East Fremantle  Yes

7 Shire of Mundaring 14 City of Vincent 21 City of Melville  No



Public Art Outcomes 
Over 210 public art projects have been 
delivered through a Percent for Art 
Policy across 25 Local Governments in 
Perth metropolitan area.

Whilst it is evident that significant 
inroads have been made and positive 
outcomes achieved in recent years, 
with regards to the quantity of public 
art delivered through developer 
investment in the Perth metropolitan 
area, the outcomes are not consistent 
across all Local Governments. 

Four Local Government participants 
indicated there has been over 20 
public art projects delivered through 
the policies. Most Local Governments 
surveyed identified that less than 
ten public art projects have been 

completed and several identified no 
public artworks had resulted from the 
policy. These lower numbers possibly 
correlate with the short period of time 
that most Local Governments have 
operated their policies (i.e. less than 5 
years). 

In addition to this, over 10 participants 
recognised they were unsure of the 
quantity of artworks or no records are 
available: possibly indicating a lack of 
reporting of policy outcomes. 

“The Policy has 
been working very 
effectively and we 
have seen some 
great outcomes. 
The policy 
needs to work 
in conjunction 
with an overall 
strategy/
masterplan to 
justify its need/
nexus.” 
– Survey Participant 

Over

public art 
projects

210

ARTIST: TONY JONES & STEPHANIE TACKE
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Supporting 
Cultural 
Frameworks
The survey requested further 
information about what other arts or 
cultural policies and frameworks are 
currently in operation, to understand 
if Percent for Art Policies are acting in 
isolation of broader strategic planning.  

Local Government cultural documents, 
such as a Public Art Strategy; Cultural 
Plan; Arts Facility Plan; Events Plan; 
and cultural audits act as supporting 
frameworks for progressing with 
cultural, economic and community 
development, statutory planning, place 
planning and asset management. 

These types of documents are also 
valuable to provide specific local 
context and direction for the planning, 
design and creation of new places, 
including public artwork and public 
spaces/amenities provided to the 
community by private developers. 

Of the 25 participants surveyed, 14 had 
an active Public Art Strategy and 12 had 
a Cultural Plan as well as an Events 
Plan. Interestingly, only one Local 
Government has undertaken a Cultural 
Audit of practitioners in its community, 
and none of the participants had a 
current Arts Facilities Plan (Cultural 
Infrastructure Plan). 

What other arts/
cultural policies or 
documents does the 
Council currently 
operate?

PUBLIC ART STRATEGY

CULTURAL PLAN

EVENTS PLAN

CULTURAL EDIT

ARTS FACILITIES PLAN

4%

0%

48%

48%

54%

ARTIST: PETERIS & JILLIAN CIEMITIS
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Implementation
Challenges

(e.g. staff resources/
expertise)

Consistency/
quality of public 

art 

Managing 
Cash-in-lieu 

versus in-kind 
contributions

Contested/
appealed by 

developer 

No issues 

Key challenges

Implementation Challenges
The internal governance and delivery 
support for implementing the Percent 
for Art Policy was identified by some 
participants a key challenge. 

The most common issues identified 
by participants are implementation 
challenges such as staff resourcing 
and expertise; consistency/quality of 
public artwork; managing cash-in-
lieu versus in-kind contributions and 
challenging contesting/appeal by 
developers.

In addition to these challenges, one of 
the participants identified the lack of a 
supporting expenditure plan/strategy 
on how funds should be spent, which 
has resulted in public art integrated 
into buildings rather than genuinely in 
the public realm.

“I believe we 
are going to see 
these policies 
increasingly 
contested in the 
near future, and 
so we need to 
anticipate the 
issues and to be 
working on a 
viable plan B.”
– Survey Participant 

PERCENT FOR ART 2.0 a discussion paper. 17



Governance 
The survey found that there is little 
consistency for where the Arts and 
Culture portfolio or services are 
placed within Local Government’s 
organisational structure. 

60 per cent of the participating Local 
Governments have a dedicated ‘arts 
and culture team’ that administers 
arts and culture policy, projects and 
activities. Some Local Governments 
have a Percent for Art Policy that is 
administered by other service areas. 

Interestingly, 12 per cent of the 
participating Local Governments do 
not have a dedicated arts and culture 
team. Often this is due to the size 
of the organisation; smaller Local 
Governments are less likely to have 
dedicated arts and cultural services.

An emerging focus is for the arts and 
cultural services to be within or aligned 
to Economic Development or Place 
Management directorates. The most 
common areas for arts and cultural 
services are:

1. Community Planning / 
Development / Services

2. Corporate Services / Office of the 
CEO 

3. Economic Development / Place 
Management

“Internal procedures should support 
public art officers through the planning 
minefield and give real support to 
officers dealing with professional 
developers. Badly supported 
relationships in this area create fertile 
ground for very average outcomes at 
this level.” 
– Survey Participant 

ARTIST: ANDREW COVENTRY

Dedicated 
‘Arts and Culture team’ 

Other

No ‘Arts and Culture team’, 
but arts and culture activities 

managed by others 

54%

6%

28%

No dedicated 
‘Arts and Culture team’ 

12%

OF
PARTICIPATING 

LGAS
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THE DISCUSSION

The Local Government survey identified 
many issues affecting the planning 
and delivery of Percent for Art. Several 
other issues were also raised at the 
Percent for Art Debate (held 19 Februart 
2020 at RobertsDay Perth office), and 
collectively are worthy of exploration.

The following pages briefly capture 
some of the topics emerging from 
the survey, the debate and from 
Robertsday’s own research and review 
of selected policies. Most issues relate 
to either planning, implementation or 
arts processes, and they are presented 
here as brief discussions culminating in 
observations or questions.

Although some of the following 
discussions already illuminate 
particular issues, they are mostly 
intended to stimulate further 
examination of the topics. We believe 
that beyond this discussion paper, 
it is important that a broad range of 
stakeholders engage in a process of 
collective review and refinement of 
Percent for Art Policies and related 
guidelines, frameworks, practices and 
protocols.

ARTIST: PHILLIPA OBRIEN
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TOPIC 1: 
WHY PERCENT FOR ART IS A PLANNING MATTER

There is recurring questions of whether public art is a legitimate 
planning matter and some arguments imply that statutory planning 
instruments such as schemes and policies are not the right tools to 
fund public art.

The inclusion of cultural aspects and 
public art has a long history in planning 
and predates many currently accepted 
planning matters. For example, the 
original Western Australian Town 
Planning and Development Act 1928 
listed ‘statues and monuments’ 
as ‘matters which may be dealt 
with by general provisions’. More 
recently, Network City (WAPC 2004) 
specifically supported the “expansion 
of the ‘Percent-for-art’ scheme within 
government and consider opportunities 
for its extension to private sector 
development projects”.

Presently, the State Planning Strategy 
2050 advocates for “sustainable 
communities – creating resilient 
communities enhanced by investment 
in infrastructure and social capital”. The 
State Planning Strategy clearly identifies 
the importance of placemaking (more 
generally), and for the provision of 
cultural infrastructure contributing to 
liveability.

The draft WA Cultural Infrastructure 
Strategy is understood to promote the 
value and benefits of incorporating 
cultural infrastructure into the wider 
State Planning Framework and 
states that “Culture has an essential 
role in public planning and must be 
strategically integrated into State 
planning policy and investment so 
that the benefits of cultural activity are 
realised for the State as a whole and 
for future generations. This Strategy will 
guide cultural infrastructure planning to 
ensure it is appropriate, fit-for-purpose, 
and considered holistically alongside 
State priorities.”

Pursuant to Schedule 2 of the Planning 
and Development (Local Planning 
Schemes) Regulations 2015 (Deemed 
Provisions), “Local Government may 
prepare a local planning policy in 
respect of any matter related to 
the planning and development of 
the Scheme area.”: Furthermore, 
when considering an application for 
development (Clause 67), that the Local 
Government shall have due regard 
for “any local planning policy for the 
Scheme area”.

Apart from the historic legitimacy 
of public art as a planning matter 
and the recently expressed State 
objectives to foster culture, particularly 
its role in enhancing place, there are 
a number planning tests that public 
art (Percent for Art) readily satisfies 
in demonstrating it fulfills a sound 
planning purpose. These include, but 
are not limited to:

• Community Benefit: Public art 
contributes a sense of place, it 
expresses community identity and 
adds to the visual amenity of the 
public places.

• Built Form: Public art aids legibility, 
it helps activate places, it adds 
texture and grain, and it can help 
screen unsightly elements.

• Heritage and Culture: Public 
art can aid the interpretation of 
history, it can help explain deeper 
cultural narratives (especially 
indigenous), and it helps to tell 
contemporary stories.

In addition, Percent for Art 
requirements fairly and reasonably 
relate to the development to which 
it may be applied, where that 
development:

• Contributes to the abutting 
public realm (e.g. public art is 
prominently visible from a street, 
park or square); and

• Can be view or visited by many 
people (i.e. it is not exclusively 
visible to a handful of visitors or 
may be regarded as forming a 
private collection).

It is our view that Percent for Art is a 
legitimate planning matter. 

As a legitimate planning condition, 
Percent for Art must satisfy the 
requirement that it is reasonable, 
and that any ‘reasonable planning 
authority’ could have imposed it. 
In the case of Percent for Art in 
Western Australia it tests well:

1. It is a reasonable requirement, 
particularly in comparison with, 
say, 10 per cent landscaping, 
which has been applied 
uncontested for decades.

2. It is applied by the State and 
some Local Governments 
to their own projects and 
generally continues to be 
applied.

3. Has been applied for a period 
in excess of 20 years.
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TOPIC 2: 
LEGAL CHALLENGES FOR PERCENT FOR ART

In some instances, and for certain developments, planning conditions 
for Percent for Art has been successfully challenged in the State 
Administrative Tribunal (SAT). This has led to concern amongst some 
Local Governments whether Percent for Art can be applied to planning 
approvals at all.

An example of a successful challenge 
to Percent for Art is illustrated by BGC 
v Metro East JDAP (State Administrative 
Tribunal 2018), where the requirement 
for Public Art as per the City of Swan’s 
Local Planning Policy – Provision 
of Public Art (Public Art Policy) was 
applied to a development approval for 
an asphalt batching plant (i.e. industrial 
development).

The application of the policy was 
seen to have failed for three reasons, 
namely:

1. Nexus - failure to demonstrate 
how the industrial use created the 
need for public art).

2. Community Benefit - failure 
to adequately demonstrate 
the benefit to the projected 
six employees at the plant 
commensurate to the cost).

3. Approach - The arbitrariness of 
the formula used to determine 
contribution.

The case demonstrates the importance 
of restricting the application of Percent 
for Art to locations and circumstances 
where nexus and community benefit 
can be demonstrated, for instance, 
highly visited Activity Centres. 

In the City of Swan example, 
a significant contributor to the 
successful SAT challenge was the 
wide sweeping application of the 
policy (i.e. to developers of ‘prescribed 
development project’, where 
‘prescribed development’ means ‘any 
development’) and without geographic 
limits or boundaries. The City of Swan 
subsequently amended the policy by 
prescribing a stronger linkage between 
the public art, and the number of 
people who would come into daily 
contact with it. It has not however, 
limited the range of land uses to which 
the policy may apply. 

Alternative approaches to addressing 
the matter may also be achieved 
through prescribing the locations to 
which the policy may apply.

Although the success of this appeal 
was very closely linked to its context, 
it has created uncertainty amongst 
Local Governments. Woolworths for 
example has successfully negotiated 
that a Percent for Art requirement not 
be applied to its development in the 
City of Vincent (Inglewood), despite 
the circumstances of the cases having 
little similarity in precedent (i.e. the 
development is situated within an 
active and vibrant urban main street/
activity centre).

It is our view that these SAT 
determinations responded to a 
Percent for Art Policy being applied 
in a flawed manner and therefore 
does not present a valid precedent 
for the policy where it is correctly 
applied in a sensible framework 
that is: 

• Geographically relevant 

• Appropriate land-use and 
development projects

• Provides public value and 
degree of community 
interaction

• Appropriate supporting 
framework documents (Cultural 
plan, Public Art Strategy etc.) 
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Percent for Art is best preserved 
as a developer requirement for 
individual projects and not levied 
through developer contributions, 
particularly as there is a legitimate 
planning case for applying a 
Percent for Art Policy.

However, we consider it to be 
reasonable to explore the use of 
developer contributions for cultural 
infrastructure (e.g. performance 
spaces, municipal galleries, live-
work studios) only where there is 
quantifiable evidence of the need 
for such infrastructure in local 
communities identified through 
cultural audits and cultural facilities 
plans. 

TOPIC 3:  
DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS FOR PUBLIC ART

Many survey respondents asked whether it be better to deliver public 
art through developer contributions in order to avoid legal challenges 
to Percent for Art development conditions.

Developer contributions are generally 
payments by developers to Local 
Governments for the provision of 
infrastructure that is made necessary 
through the land development projects. 
With some exceptions, most land 
development projects are not of a 
size where they justify the need for 
community infrastructure such as major 
roads, district drainage, community 
and recreation centres, sporting 
facilities, libraries and so on. 

In these circumstances, each developer 
is charged a pro rata contribution 
towards each of those facilities 
according to the demand their project 
generates. Notably contributions are 
usually applied to facilities rather than 
attributes of a development (e.g. items 
such as parking, landscaping, on-site 
drainage or public art is viewed as an 
attribute of the development). 

Currently, public art may only satisfy 
the test of serving a district function 
if it is of a major significance. In 
addition, developer contributions 
cannot generally be levied if there is 
no genuine plans to deliver certain 
facilities (e.g. if there are no specific 
plans by a Local Government to deliver 
a library, sporting complex or other 
facility in the catchment area). 

Although theoretically developer 
contributions could also be applied 
to support the provision of cultural 
infrastructure the survey revealed 
there is little legitimate case for 
doing so if there is no evidence of the 
need for such facilities. For instance, 
only one Local Government had 
undertaken a Cultural Audit and no 

Local Governments had indicated in the 
survey that they had a Cultural Facilities 
Plan, which might otherwise provide 
a legitimate framework for developer 
contributions). 

The matter of developer contributions 
is relevant because the Western 
Australian planning commission is 
presently undertaking a review of 
developer contributions guidelines at 
a State level. Two observations can 
be made regarding using developer 
contributions to fund public art:

1. There is a relatively tenuous 
justification for providing a major 
public art infrastructure at a 
district level in comparison to a 
local, project-based level. Since 
developer contributions generally 
apply at a District or similar level, 
there is little case for using that 
mechanism to fund public art. 

2. Secondly the inclusion of public 
art in developer contributions 
would also by default exclude the 
legitimacy of applying Percent 
for Art requirements to individual 
developments as one would 
legally cancel out the other. 

PERCENT FOR ART 2.0 a discussion paper. 23



TOPIC 4: 
SHOULD THERE BE A STANDARD PERCENT FOR ART 
POLICY?

Several Local Governments indicated a desire for a standard template 
to use in the formulation and review of Percent for Art Policies. The 
importance of this is further backed up by evidence of some failed 
State Administrative Tribunal appeals. 

A review of some Percent for Art 
Policies provided by respondents 
indicated that despite various 
consistent elements, there is a diversity 
of drafting approaches. 

For example, it is common to find 
some policies mixing operational 
and protocol requirements with the 
overarching statements of planning 
policy intended to set the requirement 
for the Percent for Art. 

In our view, the key components of 
a Universal Percent for Art Policy (for 
a Local Authority) should therefore 
include:

• a strategic framework or context 
(cultural policy/ public art strategy) 
within with the Policy should 
operate;

• a Planning Policy; and

• Operational Guidelines.

The Strategic Framework should 
represent the overarching guiding 
instrument for cultural development 
and public art within a municipality. 
It should be the document that 
establishes the need, acceptance 
and principles of the policy. It should 
also provide the spatial reference and 
administrative framework within which 
any universal Percent for Art Policy 
should apply.

The policy itself must be simple and 
focus primarily on ‘planning matters’, 
and could include:

• Citation

• Purpose

• Link to guidelines

• Application

• Statement of Requirement

• Eligible Projects

• Area of Application

• Universal Application

• Method of Determining 
Contribution

• Location of Contribution

The Guidelines should expand and add 
to these key elements, and address:

• Operation and Intent

• Definition of Prescribed Areas

• Cash-in-lieu

• Eligible Costs

• Equity, Safety and Universal Access

• Exclusions to Public Art

• Design Documentation

• Approval of Artwork

• Clearance Process

• Maintenance and Resistance to 
Vandalism

• Recording

• De-accessioning

• Creative Development Process

• Consultation with Stakeholders

• Novation

• Design Integration

There should be an overarching 
model policy that provides a 
standard framework that is fit to 
be adopted by Local Governments. 
There is opportunity to review, 
improve and produce a new 
policy template, and it is essential 
that this process involves a 
wide representative stakeholder 
group that as well as Local 
Governments, includes, developers, 
planners, placemakers, artists, 
art consultants, architects and 
State Government representatives. 
Most importantly, this should be 
facilitated by a peak government 
agency or by a industry body such 
as the Chamber of Arts and Culture 
or Committee for Perth.
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Without the supporting cultural 
frameworks Percent for Art Policy 
is weakened and exposed. 
These documents smooth the 
implementation process and 
provide greater clarity of local 
needs and intent for future public 
art and cultural infrastructure etc.; 
ultimately for a more considered 
planning effort and improved 
delivery of places and communities. 

More Local Governments should 
consider a stronger focus on 
integrating strategic cultural 
planning as part of the regular 
Integrated Planning and Reporting 
Framework and community 
engagement, so to clearly identify 
the future needs and importance 
of cultural infrastructure, including 
public art within their communities. 

TOPIC 5: 
GUIDING CULTURAL FRAMEWORKS 

Of the Local Governments that have adopted a Percent for Art Policy, 
the majority lacked other guiding cultural strategies and plans to 
support its strategic implementation within its community.

From a planning perspective, it is 
difficult to argue that Percent for Art 
should be applied to all development 
types in all locations. The planning 
legitimacy of public art arises from the 
community benefit it produces (such as 
by contributing to place or by exposure 
to large numbers of visitors) and can 
be strongly argued to be relevant to 
Activity Centres or precincts. 

Conversely, it is difficult to demonstrate 
that public art has a significant 
community benefit in low density 
residential neighbourhoods, or 
industrial areas due to the relatively 
low number of people present. To 
reflect the nexus between a Percent 
for Art Policy and a sizable audience/
community, the policy should preferably 
be applied in a focused manner. For 
example, the policy may be linked to 
a specific Zone in a Town Planning 
Scheme (e.g. commercial), or in the 
case where zones are intermixed, by 
an overarching Activity Centre Plan, 
Precinct Plan or Local Development 
Plan. Where these do not apply, a 
specific Percent for Art Precinct Plan 
may be included in the policy, or in a 
Public Art Strategy. 

With regard to the use of cash-in-
lieu, a Public Art Strategy and Plan is 
desirable, which clearly identifies the 
area to which the Policy applies and 
public art projects to which cash-in-lieu 
would be spent.

Part of this paper also touches on 
the possibility of using the Percent for 
Art Policy to provide for other cultural 
activity or infrastructure (e.g. studios, 
galleries, workspaces etc.). In order 
to provide a planning legitimacy for 
infrastructure provision via Percent for 
Art, a Local Authority may also need 
to clearly address these in its Cultural 
Plan (eg. a schedule of required 
cultural infrastructure), or by preparing 
and adopting a Cultural Infrastructure 
Plan. The absence of such plans or 
strategies can potentially open a 
Percent for Art Policy to legal challenge 
via SAT in instances where the Policy 
is used to seek provision of cultural 
infrastructure.

In addition to positive planning 
outcomes greater clarity of guideline 
frameworks also reduces risk for the 
public art delivery process. In summary, 
better frameworks support better arts 
practice. 
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TOPIC 6: 
NAVIGATING THE PLANNING 
MINEFIELD

The survey revealed that some Local 
Government officers face challenges to 
“negotiate the planning minefield” inhouse; 
namely dealing with the interface between 
cultural service delivery and statutory 
planning. 

A disconnect is apparent between 
cultural services teams and statutory 
planning departments within some 
Local Governments, in terms of internal 
processes and the challenges of 
achieving mutual understanding of 
their respective obligations and drivers. 

This is an important issue worthy of 
focused examination for respective 
Local Governments, however is difficult 
to ascribe overarching solutions. 

The approaches to problems may be 
wide ranging from in-house training, 
internal joint panels or working groups, 
to developing integrated processes. 
It is also worthy of note that where 
external advice is sought where culture 
and the arts projects may overlap with 
placemaking and planning, that it is 
important for a respective team to have 
a breadth of expertise in both.

Local Governments should consider establishing joint working groups, in-
house training of planners and cultural services, and adoption of integrating 
planning cultural services when appropriate.

ARTIST: KEVIN DRAPER
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Local Governments should invest in integrated ‘culture service teams’ that 
included suitably qualified arts professionals, which also have expertise or 
experiences working with private industry and/or developers.

TOPIC 7:  
INVESTING IN CULTURE SERVICE 
TEAMS

There is a lack of consistency across Local 
Governments to where arts and cultural 
service teams fit within the operational 
structure of the organisation, and the extent 
of support for specialist arts personnel 
charged with administering Percent for Art 
Policy and other cultural frameworks. 

The survey revealed that 40 per cent 
of participating Local Governments do 
not have a dedicated arts and culture 
team. Of these Local Governments, 28 
per cent administer arts and culture 
activities and policy by non-arts 
specialists. 

The internal governance and delivery 
support for implementing the Percent 
for Art Policy was identified by some 
participants as a key challenge, 
including staff resources and 
expertise).

A review of comments by respondents 
suggested that there may be a 
correlation between implementation 
difficulties and the deficiency of skilled 
officers.

In addition, even amongst 
knowledgeable officers, the relative 
newness of developer Percent for Art 
might be resulting in a short-term lack 
of experience in dealing with the issues 
that public art delivery presents within 
a property development context. For 
instance, dealing with planning, policy, 
the developer and other stakeholders, 
as compared to the relatively 
straightforward Percent for Art process 
involved in public works.

ARTIST: KEVIN DRAPER
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TOPIC 8: 
CASH-IN-LIEU 

There are views that Percent for Art Policies 
could be better used to collect funding 
contributions to produce more significant 
works, rather than being dissipated across 
multiple smaller projects.

Where a developer cannot (or elects 
not) to satisfy a planning requirement 
‘in-kind’ (e.g. car parking, open space 
etc.), it is sometimes possible to satisfy 
the requirement by making a financial 
contribution to the same value. 

A frequent criticism of poorly applied 
cash-in-lieu is that where there is no 
official plan to use the funds to provide 
the required facility (e.g. for a Local 
Government to build the carparking 
bays nearby using the cash-in-lieu 
funds collected from a development) 
then it is a ‘tax’, with little nexus to 
the community benefit it serves, or 
the project which yields its funding. In 
these instances, cash-in-lieu is open to 
legal challenge.

The key elements that are important for 
the successful operation of cash-in-lieu 
include:

1. Nexus: the public art funded by 
cash-in-lieu should be sufficiently 
near the contributing development 
that it can still be demonstrated to 
satisfy the nexus test.

2. Boundary: cash-in-lieu should be 
collected and expended within a 
very clearly defined precinct.

3. Art Projects: preferable a clear 
plan or strategy is in place for the 
expenditure of cash-in-lieu. This 
may comprise a Public Art Strategy 
which includes clearly defined 
public art projects, and their 
nominated locations).

Aside from the mechanism of cash-
in-lieu discussed above, the question 
arises whether it is still preferable to 
provide for smaller, frequent public art 
interventions in public places, rather 
than a more significant ‘signature’ 
work. If well executed, both are valid 
contributions to place. However, cash-
in-lieu is a useful means of overcoming 
the problems of public art production 
within impractically small budgets, 
which is common amongst smaller 
Local Government Authorities.

A sound framework of guidelines and tests is essential to the successful use of 
Percent for Art cash-in-lieu.

ARTIST:  STUART GREEN
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TOPIC 9: 
MONETARY THRESHOLDS

Most Percent for Art Policies apply a $2 
million project value threshold, above which 
the requirement for Percent for Art would 
apply. A range of comments were expressed in 
the survey, suggesting that the threshold may 
be either raised (e.g. to $5 million) or lowered 
(e.g. to $500,000).

There appears to be many reasons 
for either increasing or decreasing 
thresholds. 

Arguments in favour of decreasing 
thresholds (e.g. reducing the threshold 
to $500,000) revolve around the 
prospect that this could stimulate 
further opportunities to deliver more 
public art across more projects. 

The counter argument to decreasing 
the threshold is that the resulting 
budgets for public art delivery would 
be unworkably small. For example, a 
$500,000 project, contributing one per 
cent of its budget to public art would 
yield a budget of only $5,000, which 
would be regarded as impractically 
small, after considering associated 
costs in project management and 
delivery. 

In addition, a common criticism relating 
to the quality of Percent for Art projects 
is often attributable the practice of 
attempting to over-scale a work in 
relation to the budget available. The 
reduction of base-line budgets could 
potentially exacerbate this problem.

Reduced thresholds may be warranted 
in localities where the scope and 
scale of development is typically 
modest (e.g. a small local centre), or 
where contributions may be made via 
cash-in-lieu, thereby allowing for joint 
funding of more significant, strategic 
public art projects.

On the other hand, arguments in 
favour of increasing thresholds (e.g. 
increasing the threshold to $5 million) 
cite the importance of preserving the 
quality of public art by ensuring that 
the lowest possible art budgets are still 
adequate for the delivery of a good 
quality, albeit modest work.

Will a lower threshold result in poorer outcomes? 

Will higher thresholds result in less (but better) public art? 

ARTIST:  STUART GREEN
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TOPIC 10: 
CONTRIBUTION TO PLACE

Many arts and culture activities has the potential to positively 
contribute to place and community, however historically Percent for 
Art Policies are limited to visual art (specifically sculpture). A view 
exists that Percent for Art could be broadened to include some other 
cultural activities and infrastructure (cultural spaces) too.

The emerging trend of ‘ghost retail’ was 
briefly discussed in the background 
section of this paper. In short, the 
planning approval process often 
requires a developer to ‘activate’ the 
ground floor of their project so that 
it makes a positive contribution to 
the public realm (e.g. to the public 
street, square or park). However, 
many projects find it difficult to 
viably find a commercial tenant for a 
variety of reasons (e.g. oversupply of 
commercial, limited visibility, etc.).

Concurrently, and notwithstanding the 
historic evolution and visual art focus of 
Percent for Art, the breadth of arts and 
culture practices that can contribute to 
place is quite broad. It can potentially 
include performance and music (e.g. 
performance/rehearsal spaces, or 
even major public events), education 
(training spaces and workshops), other 
aspects of visual arts (e.g. artist studios, 
specialised working spaces and 
galleries), or artists accommodation 
(similar to the integration of affordable 
housing). Many such facilities are often 
integral to successful placemaking 
strategies, whilst also resolving the 
developer’s dilemma of ‘ghost retail’.

Furthermore, the survey revealed 
than no Local Government currently 
has a Cultural Facilities Plan (Cultural 
Infrastructure Strategy). Typically, 
most cultural facilities at district and 
local levels are delivered through 
public funding (like sports and 
recreation infrastructure). Where 
no strategy exists, it follows that 
the funding mechanism to deliver 
cultural infrastructure is also absent. 
The harnessing of Percent for Art in 
select cases to assist in providing 
local cultural facilities can potentially 
overcomes this problem. 

Using Percent for Art for wider cultural 
activities may present challenges such 
as:

• Calculation methods for 
determining the value of the 
contribution (e.g. how would the 
value of a tenantable space be 
credited against the percent for art 
formula?).

• The longevity of the use, facility 
or event (e.g. would a major 
singular event or a rent-free 
lease period for floorspace be 
adequate to satisfy a Percent for 
Art contribution?).

• The degree to which the facility 
externalises its activity (e.g. is 
there a planning case for artist 
studios whose main activity may 
be internalised within the building, 
rather than externalised to 
contribute to the public realm?).

• The ongoing management of 
facilities (e.g. a developer or 
Local Government may not be 
placed to undertake the long-term 
management of a facility such as 
studios, accommodation, a gallery, 
performance spaces. These may 
require a third party to partner with 
and manage an ongoing facilities 
project.)

It is noted that most Percent for Art 
Policies do not at this point include 
provision for other facilities. The City 
of South Perth does however provide 
developers with the option of satisfying 
Percent for Art requirement through 
such means, but insofar has not had 
any requests from developers to utilise 
this avenue. This suggests that if a 
revised policy was to incorporate such 
provisions, it is likely only to be used 
on occasions and if delivered in active 
partnership with the Local Government.
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Merit exists for providing an avenue within 
Percent for Art to use it for a wider range 
of cultural facilities and activities, but these 
require careful consideration. 

• Should there be a Place Framework or 
Cultural Infrastructure Study framework to 
guide implementation of use (i.e. need)? 

• How should the value of the space be 
determined? 

• Is it acceptable that a contribution have a 
limited duration?

• What management frameworks will 
enable this to happen? 

JANA VODESIL BARUFFI - ARTIST STUDIOS

REHEARSAL SPACE GALLERY SPACE

GALLERY SPACE

ARTIST ACCOMMODATION



TOPIC 11: 
HOW TO DRIVE EXCELLENCE?

The survey captured a range of comments regarding the quality and 
consistency of public art that has been delivered through current 
Percent for Art Policy. This discussion is centred on a desire for better 
outcomes for the local community, and an aspiration of excellence: 
bold, future focused and ambitious public art of the highest conceptual 
and fabrication quality. 
The key challenge for Local Governments is the means to which they 
can influence excellence and encourage the best possible outcomes for 
their communities. 

A range of public art outcomes is seen 
to arise from the implementation of 
Percent for Art Policies. The quality of 
execution and concept is occasionally 
variable, reflecting several factors, 
including:

• The thematic ‘sameness’ and 
conservatism of public art briefs 
is occasionally leading to a 
predictable range of responses 
(e.g. reflecting the local history and 
environment or a coastal theme).

• A favouring of experienced artists 
by briefs and guidelines with fixed 
approaches and styles to reduce 
risks and increase certainty.  

• A desire for easy deliverability is 
favouring fabricated work rather 
than crafted work, leading to 
increased similarity.

• Less ‘risk taking’ and 
experimentation of concepts and 
production techniques due to a 
desire to minimise delays and 
meet construction milestones.

The complex issues which occasionally 
result in less than outstanding public 
art outcomes are generally unrelated 
to the Percent for Art Policy as such but 
affected by many factors such as the 
supporting guidelines, practices and 
protocols. 

Variation exists in the way Local 
Governments approve and oversee 
Percent for Art projects, ranging 
from close involvement in selection, 
reviewing options, and production/
installation, through to Local 
Governments that have little to no 
involvement in the development of the 
work. Uncertainty can even exist in 
the method of signing-off a completed 
work and issuing a clearance to the 
developer.

In part, this may be linked to the 
presence or absence of a dedicated 
and adequately resourced Cultural 
Services team with knowledge and 
experience. It may also be linked to the 
absence of adequate protocols which 
link planning approval processes with 
appropriate Council involvement in 
artwork development, refinement and 
delivery.

Possible approaches to finding 
solutions include:

• Review and improve guidelines 
and protocols at Local 
Governments to better align 
various approval and oversight 
processes. 

• Providing direction in guidelines 
to limit the scale of work 
commensurate to the Percent for 
Art budget.

• Encouraging either a wider tematic 
scope in briefs or encouraging 
more ‘lateral’ interpretations of 
themes, with policy guidelines 
being framed to address this.

• Encouraging, or occasionally 
favouring mentored partnerships 
between experienced artists, and 
other competent artists who may 
have little formal experience in 
public art (e.g. exhibited sculptors). 
Policy guidelines could potentially 
provide a framework for these 
initiatives to be included in project 
briefs.

• Reviewing the way briefs might 
address experimentation with 
techniques. The greatest concern 
regarding experimentation of 
approach often rests with the 
capacity to integrate the artwork 
with the building fabric (e.g. 
fixing, materiality, etc.). It may be 
practical to focus experimentation 
in technique to stand-alone works 
that can be installed in proximity 
to the development, rather than 
integrated in its fabric. This would 
help to de-risk the process for both 
artists and developers.
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An opportunity exists for further improvement 
to guidelines and protocols that contribute 
to the consistency and quality of public art. 
There is equally considerable opportunity to 
undertake improvements through an ongoing 
review process, involving arts practitioners, 
developers, art consultants, and Local 
Government officers.

Likewise, Developers (and project team) should 
be engaging with Local Government Arts 
Officers early in the place development process 
so to support concept development and 
identify opportunities for excellence and local 
partnerships to occur. 

ARTIST: PAULA HART
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TOPIC 12: 
NOVATION OF PUBLIC ART DELIVERY

In some instances, Percent for Art projects have been novated to the 
developers respective building contracts, rather than remaining 
separate, and under the oversight of (say) the project manager or 
architect. This has resulted in problematic and compromised delivery 
at times.

Novation is a process where 
contractual obligations are transferred 
from one party to another. With respect 
to Percent for Art, novation normally 
refers to the process by which the 
artist and art consultants are initially 
contracted to the client but are then 
‘novated’ to the contractor (builder).

The implication of novating the delivery 
of public art is it is viewed through a 
construction ‘filter’ through which it 
is then managed, especially in terms 
of contractual obligations (including 
liquidated damages, such as through 
delays) certainty and compatibility of 
construction methods, warrantees 
and insurances. Ironically, one Arts 

Consultant we engaged with expressed 
her experience that no single public 
art project she has managed has 
attracted a liquidated damage claim 
due to delay or other cause, whereas 
those same development projects have 
repeatedly been impacted by other 
sub-contractors delays.

In addition, contractor project 
managers may not have a high level 
of experience in dealing with public 
art and hold differing views to artists 
of the creative development process or 
production techniques. 

Percent for Art Guidelines could 
address (discourage) novation, 
albeit recognising that such 
guidelines may have little legal 
influence over a developer’s 
contractual arrangements. 

Where novation is expected, 
there may be opportunities to 
encourage stand-alone public art 
elements rather than works that are 
integrated with the building. This 
could possibly allow the isolation 
of the public art from the principal 
building contract.

ARTIST: RICK VERMEY & DANIEL GIUFFRE
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TOPIC 13:  
INTEGRATED VS STANDALONE PUBLIC ART

There are contrasting views regarding the increase of fully integrate 
public art into a building design, as opposed to creating a stand-alone 
work (permanent, semi-permanent or ephemeral) either in proximity 
or attached to the building.

A common discussion point regarding 
public art is the opportunity for 
seamless integration into the 
architectural form of a project. 
At various times historically, art 
and architecture has been closely 
interwoven (e.g. early 20th Century Art 
Nouveau, Arts and Crafts movement, 
etc.), however as architectural forms 
evolved from the decorative to the 
utilitarian the prospect of public art 
integration diminished.

The clarity of much contemporary 
architecture however provides 
opportunities for meaningful 
partnership and collaboration between 
architects and artists. Collaborations 
can take many forms including full 
involvement in project design teams 
(from inception onwards) to influencing 

built form expression through 
inclusion in Design Review Panels. 
The integration of artwork also brings 
challenges such as delivery where the 
public art elements may be novated as 
part of the principal building contract.

Stand alone or applied public art 
generally refers to elements that may 
be produced in isolation from the 
building construction and installed 
or attached at completion. These 
may include standalone or attached 
sculpture or murals. The creation 
of work in this way enables a less 
complicated production and installation 
process. If unsympathetically 
conceived, or poorly executed, the work 
can have a discordant relationship 
with the building … or as sometimes 
described, look like ‘plonk art’.

Both approaches to Percent for Art 
are valid, but opportunities exist 
to resolve problems with either 
approach. These require careful 
consideration in guidelines, and 
the recognition of the context and 
circumstances of project types. 

For instance, should integrated 
work be considered with caution 
where a developer may not be 
responsive to the necessary 
process, or where its production 
be novated under a construction 
contract? 

ARTIST: TIM MCFARLANE REID



CONCLUSION

Percent for Art is a legitimate and 
valuable planning tool to help deliver 
the State Planning Strategy 2050 
ambition of “creating spaces and 
places that foster culture, liveability, 
enterprise and identity”. It has a clear 
planning purpose, particularly in 
terms of providing community benefit, 
enhancing built form and supporting 
cultural heritage.

Percent for Art Policies have a long 
and established track record, from the 
public infrastructure focus over the 
last three decades, to the extension to 
private development more recently.

The 2019 RobertsDay survey has 
revealed that the expansion of 
developer Percent for Art has been 
prolific across Perth metropolitan Local 
Governments, being adopted by 18 out 
of 25 responding Local Government 
Authorities.

The survey also found that the Local 
Government developer Percent for Art 
Policies are generally operating well 
and delivering successful outcomes. 
However, it also found highlighted  
occasional issues in implantation that 
are traceable to either planning policy/
guideline frameworks, resourcing or 
internal organisational structures.

The ongoing refinement and 
improvement of Percent for Art Policy 
should ideally be championed and 
led by State Government through the 
Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries (DLGSC), 
or by peak arts advocacy agencies 
in order to achieve maximum buy-in 
from both planning, developer and arts 
stakeholders.

However, where Local Governments 
may need timely action in the 
refinement of Percent for Art 
frameworks, they should consider 
undertaking inhouse reviews, with 
appropriate stakeholder engagement 
and external expertise.

ARTIST: STUART GREEN
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Key areas that could benefit from further attention:

1. Percent for Art Policies to have a geographic, 
land use and built form focus to preserve a 
valid planning nexus.

2. Percent for Art Policies to be clearly structured 
and written, together with a framework 
of supporting instruments, including at 
a minimum a Public Art Strategy and 
Implementation Guidelines.

3. Strengthening where required, internal 
Local Government processes to achieve best 
alignment between planning operations and 
cultural services, including refinement of 
procedures and in-house training.

4. Strengthening where practical, appropriate 
Local Government expertise to oversee and 
deliver Percent for Art. This may include 
provision of cultural services staff or 
contracting external expertise on a need’s 
basis.

5. Consider the expansion of Percent for Art to 
other cultural activities and facilities, where 
appropriate for Local Governments. This 
is quite complex and apart from carefully 
constructed policy frameworks, may also 
need additional support by instruments 
such as Cultural Facilities Plans/Cultural 
Infrastructure Strategy.

6. Exploring artist mentoring programs for 
Percent for Art delivery to expand the breadth, 
range and expertise pool within the arts to 
deliver public art.

7. Directing Percent for Art budgets to ensure 
that artwork quality is not diluted by 
impractical ambitions of scale or nature of 
artwork projects .

8. Carefully review the practice of novation of 
Public Art delivery under Percent for Art.

ARTIST: MARK DATODI
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DEFINITIONS 

CASH-IN-LIEU means a financial payment made by a 
developer to the same value of a development requirement 
they are expected to provide (eg, Percent for Art) where it is 
not possible to provide that requirement in-kind (ie, where it is 
not possible to provide the actual public art).

DEVELOPER means a person, company or other organisation 
that undertakes real-estate development.

DEVELOPER PERCENT FOR ART means the same as Percent 
for Art Policy (below)  inasmuchas it applies to private 
developers. The term is used in this paper in particular 
contexts to clearly mean the policy applies to private 
development where the reader may otherwise interpret it in a 
wider sense.

INTEGRATED ART means a public art form that is incorporated 
into the fabric of a building, rather than being attached or 
installed in proximity.

PERCENT FOR ART means the practice of applying a  
percentage of the cost of a development project (eg, hospital. 
highway, offices, apartments, retail, etc) to fund and install 
public art.

Percent for Art Policy means a Federal, State or Local 
Government Policy by which Percent for Art is mandated for 
projects; usually through town planning mechanisms. Percent 
for Art Policies can apply to public projects, or to private 
development. For the purpose of this discussion paper, it is 
generally refers to developer (privately funded) Precent for Art.

PUBLIC ART means an artwork in any medium, planned and 
executed outside a gallery context and intended specifically 
for exhibition within publicly accessible space.

PUBLIC REALM means outdoor urban spaces that are 
publicly accessible, such as (but not limited to) streets, malls, 
thoroughfares, squares, forecourts, parks and waterways.

ARTIST: GEORGE DOMAHIDY
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