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MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING HELD IN THE CITY OF
BELMONT CIVIC CENTRE, 215 WRIGHT STREET, CLOVERDALE, ON MONDAY,
11 JUNE 2001, COMMENCING AT 7.39PM

PRESENT

Cr P R Passeri, JP (Mayor) West Ward
Cr M H Blair (Deputy Mayor) Central Ward
Cr G Dornford Central Ward
Cr M C Godsell Central Ward
Cr G Doney West Ward
Cr AT Richardson, JP West Ward
Cr M M Bass East Ward
Cr G J Godfrey East Ward
Cr P Marks East Ward
Cr A P Murfin, OAM, JP South Ward
Cr E Teasdale South Ward
Cr J Powell South Ward

IN ATTENDANCE

Mr B Genoni Chief Executive Officer
Mr N Hartley Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Mr R Lutey Director - Engineering
Mr N Deague Director — Development
Mr S Cole Director — Corporate Services

MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

There were 18 members of the public and 1 member of the press (Southern Gazette)
present.

1. OFFICIAL OPENING
The Mayor opened the meeting and welcomed all those in attendance.

2. APOLOGIES & LEAVE OF ABSENCE

21 APOLOGIES

Nil.

2.2 LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Nil.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

In accordance with the City of Belmont's Code of Conduct, Councillor Godsell
declared an interest that could give rise to a reasonable belief that his impartiality
may be adversely affected. The interest is in item 8.4.1 of the Works and Technical
Services Committee meeting minutes dated 5 June 2001. The nature of the interest
being that his company carries out work for the architects involved in the evaluation
of the tenders for construction of the boardwalk.

Cr Dornford declared a financial interest. The interest being in item 13.3 (Proposed
Family Day Care — Lot 41 (8) Morgan Road, Redcliffe) of tonight’'s Council meeting.
The nature of the interest being that he operates in the child care industry within the

City of Belmont.
4. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER
(WITHOUT DISCUSSION)

The Mayor welcomed Mr Tom Winterborne (Relieving Editor of the Southern Gazette
Newspaper) to the meeting. Mr Winterborne is relieving for Mrs Sue Emmett whilst
she is on leave.

5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
***7.41pm

For the benefit of the public present the Chief Executive Officer stated the rules of
Question Time.

5.1 RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE AT PREVIOUS MEETING

5.1.1 Mr Mike Robson (Secretary — Residents and Ratepayers Association) —
24 Homewood Street, Cloverdale

Mr Robson asked the following questions at the Ordinary Council Meeting held on
23 April 2001, which were taken on notice. Mr Robson’s questions were responded
to in correspondence dated 7 June 2001. Details of the response are provided
below.

1. Can Council advise the current stage of planning for parking facilities
near the mosque which will assist the Muslim community?

Council apologises for the omission of answers to this question earlier. Council is of
the opinion that a Place of Public Worship is not an appropriate use in ‘The Springs’
redevelopment.

There is therefore no plan for parking facilities to serve the Mosque.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

Item 5.1.1 continued...

2. Can Council report on their mosquito control program for the past six
months, particularly in reference to Tomato Lake and the open drains
that exist throughout the City?

Council apologises for the omission of answers to this question earlier.

The Health Department annually budgets for the control of mosquitoes over the
summer months; the breeding season can be from September through to late April,
depending on the climate conditions.

Although there are a number of species of mosquitoes that breed in the City of
Belmont area, they are basically referred to as either salt marsh mosquitoes or fresh
water breeders.

During the warmer months the Health Department has an Environmental Health
Officer that specialises in mosquito control, these duties require the officer to monitor
and arrange treatment of all known breeding sites and also follow up on any
complaints in regard to excessive mosquito activity.

Last season the Health Department used contract labour to assist with the
identification of breeding sites, and the monitoring and control of the mosquitoes at
those sites. Blanket spraying, as carried out in the past by a pest control operator
was avoided and instead, drainage channels within the flood plains were upgraded to
allow natural water movement to eliminate the stagnant sites that provided suitable
mosquito breeding environments. This also helped to reduce the amount of
insecticides used over the last season.

This year (for the second time) the Health Department used a fogging machine to
control adult mosquitoes. This is very effective when the weather conditions are
suitable.

Tomato Lake is not a mosquito-breeding site, however there is a major problem with
biting midges and the fogging machine was used on a number of occasions to control
these midges.

Road drains can breed fresh water mosquitoes and those that do cause a problem
over the warmer months are treated with long term insecticides, these act over 90 to
120 days and are very effective in controlling this fresh water variety of mosquito.

Council sumps and also Metropolitan Water Supply (MWS) sumps are also
monitored and if breeding is noticed they are treated by Council or by the MWS.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

5.1.2 Mr Peter Stewart — 275 Peet Road, Roleystone
(3 Hawksburn Road, Rivervale)

Mr Stewart asked the following questions at the Ordinary Council Meeting held on
28 May 2001, which were taken on notice. Mr Stewart’s questions were responded to
in correspondence dated 7 June 2001. Details of the response are provided below.

1. As it has taken Council some seven weeks to provide an answer that, in
relation to the adoption of TPS 13, “The Springs”, legalities were
properly considered in regard to the revocation and subsequent
adoption of the Scheme (5.1.5 part 5): why did officers deny Council the
opportunity of having the Planning Committee consider the revocation
and then only give Councillors one working day to consider this Agenda
item for their meeting on March 26, 20017

In the interest of all landowners in ‘The Springs’ Town Planning Scheme No. 13, it
was important that the administrative process of the Scheme be expedited as quickly
as possible. The objective of the Council was to pursue with the Minister for Planning
and Infrastructure the specific request of landowners and that was for them to have
more time to consider the viability analysis of the Scheme. The inclusion of the words
to adopt Scheme 13 assisted the administrative process. The issue was not referred
to the Planning and Development Committee as Council Administration was awaiting
legal advice on the issue. This was received in time for referral to the Council
meeting.

2. Are Councillors aware that, despite the answer contained in question 1,
that legalities were carefully considered, the decision of Council made
at its meeting on March 26, 2001 to revoke decisions made at the
February 27, 2001 meeting that subsequently adopt TPS 13, “The
Springs”, are contrary to the provisions of the City of Belmont (Standing
Orders) Local Law 1998 gazetted on December 8, 1998?

The City is not aware of any breach to the City’s Standing Orders during the process
of the revocation motion highlighted above.

3. Are Councillors aware that, following the Council decision to adopt the
six resolutions regarding the Springs, and not to adopt TPS 13 on
February 27, 2001; action was taken in regard to resolution #2, and that
the additional information referenced in the resolutions was sent to the
WAPC on March 7, 2001, including a copy of the six resolutions and a
request made of the Minister for Planning?

No.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

Item 5.1.2 continued...

4. Are Councillors aware that Standing Orders of the City of Belmont at
part 14.1 sub (3) prohibits a motion to revoke or change a decision, if at
the time (being March 26, 2001) action has been taken to implement
the decision (of February 27, 2001)?

The City is not aware of any breach to the City’s Standing Orders during the process
of the revocation motion highlighted above.

5. Will  Councillors please consider the validity of the officer
recommendation for the revocation, the decision to revoke and
consequent adoption of TPS 13 on March 26, 2001 and the answers
supplied by officers at item 5.1.5 in the Agenda for tonight, by
requesting a formal assessment of the decision making process to
adopt TPS 13 from the Department of Local Government Monitoring
Branch?

No.

5.1.3 Mr Ross O’Neil — 3 Glyde Street, South Perth
(12 Rowe Avenue, Rivervale)

Mr O’Neil asked the following questions at the Ordinary Council Meeting held on
28 May 2001, which were taken on notice. Mr O’Neil’s questions were responded to
in correspondence dated 7 June 2001. Details of the response are provided below.

1. When asking if Councillors would properly scrutinise the declarations of
interests made by the Scheme Manager when reporting to The Springs
Working Group in 1999, 2000, 2001; the Mayor advised that all
declarations are taken seriously and that the new Springs Working
Group committee could pursue any such review. | ask, if declarations
are taken so seriously, why such a review would be carried out by the
very committee that seems to have received no declarations of interest
over the three years in which it has conducted dozens of meetings?

‘The Springs’ Working Group provides an information source for the Planning and
Development Committee. It is this Committee that will continue to ensure that the
proper process will be followed when interests are declared.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

Item 5.1.3 continued...

2. At question 3 of item 5.1.4, | asked for details of the capital structure
and entities associated with the nominee $2 company charged with the
Scheme Management of TPS 13, given that the City may have to
consider pursuing any legal action to recompense landowners in The
Springs for any losses that may be incurred in the Scheme, as per item
5.1.1, Council meeting of April 23, 2001. The question was taken on
notice. Why, when Council engaged this contractor as Scheme
Manager over two years ago and has paid them over $400,000 for
planning work on “The Springs”, is Council unable to advise these basic
risk management details three weeks after my question was put?

Council is satisfied that the Management Agreement with Urban Focus adequately
protects landowners and the Council. The Management Agreement was vetted by
Council’s Solicitors.

3. At question 4 of item 5.1.4, | asked that Councillors please check that
The Springs Working Group is and was a properly constituted and
elected member chaired occasional committee of the Council from
meeting number one, held after the May 3, 1999 declaration of the poll.
The Mayor advised that he believed it was but would seek confirmatory
advice. What is that advice?

It is a Working Group of the Council and the aim at all times was to have
representation from elected members.

5.1.4 Mr Kevin Morgan — (8 Malvern Road, Rivervale)

Mr Morgan asked the following questions at the Ordinary Council Meeting held on
28 May 2001, which were taken on notice. Mr Morgan’s questions were responded to
in correspondence dated 7 June 2001. Details of the response are provided below.

As Councillor Richardson’s letter disclosing his interest in property in close
proximity to The Springs whilst tendering his withdrawal from the Springs
Group Committee amounted to a notice given under section 5.66 of the Local
Government Act 1995, why hasn’t the Chief Executive Officer caused such a
notice to be included in the Agenda at item 3, Declarations of Interest?

The letter provided by Cr Richardson advising of his withdrawal from the Springs
Working Group advised that he was withdrawing his membership because he
believed he “may have a declarable interest”. It is not considered that this is a notice
given under section 5.66 of the Local Government Act 1995 and therefore, there is
no requirement for this letter to be brought before the meeting in the manner
suggested.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

5.2 QUESTIONS ON WHIcH WRITTEN NoTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN PRIOR To THE
MEETING

5.2.1 Mr Paul Hitt— 85 Fitzroy Road, Rivervale

With the current proposal by the developers of the Hardey Park site (see Council
Minutes Monday, 28 May 2001) to alter their development in a way that differs from
the original concepts/plans, | ask the following questions -

1. Is it correct that the City of Belmont is at this present time, in the
process of lifting the A class reserve status on Parry Field?

No. The land on which the former Belmont International Baseball Stadium stands is a
small part of Lot 49 (154) Great Eastern Highway and a very small portion of
Lot 5 (160) Stoneham Street Ascot, both of which are owned in fee simple by the City
of Belmont. The land, therefore, is certainly not, nor ever has been, an ‘A’ class
reserve. There appears to be a trust deed over these two lots, which totals
approximately 16ha (39 acres). Council records clearly show that in 1954, when the
deed of “Trust” was registered, Council only intended to place 0.8 of a hectare
(2 acres) in trust. Council is now in the process of removing 5.84 ha from the “Trust”.

2. Why was Parry Fields not returned to a useable state when the last
occupiers vacated the site?

As part of the Heads of Agreement reached with the Federal Government, the State
Government, the City of Belmont and the Ascot Waters Consortium, part of
Lot 49 (154) Great Eastern Highway and a very small portion of Lot 5 (160)
Stoneham Street Ascot were to be offered for sale to the Consortium.

3. Is the City of Belmont being pressured or manipulated by the
developers with an interest in the land consisting of or surrounding
Parry Fields?

No. A significant portion of this land is reserved for ‘Parks and Recreation’ and
Council is not being pressured or manipulated to alter this zoning. The balance,
which is approximately /5 of this 16ha area, is zoned ‘Mixed Use'.

4. Is the Council’s rezoning of Parry Fields for the purpose of providing an
access road to future development of this area?

No. There is no proposal to rezone any of the ‘Parry Fields’ area as has been stated
in the answer to question 3. The re-construction of an existing access road (or new
one) requires no rezoning.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

Item 5.2.1 continued...

5. Have the residents of Belmont been informed as to the Councils
specific long term plans for the Parry Fields site? Or is the Council
giving this change of zoning a low profile, so once again, the people of
Belmont will be handed a fait accompli as in the Hardey Park rezoning?

As stated in the answers to questions 3 and 4, there is no proposal to change the
zoning of the ‘Parry Fields’ site. In 1993/1994 following the removal of the ‘Industrial’
zoning over part of the ‘Ascot Fields’ site and the modification of part of the ‘Parks
and Recreation’ reserve by the State Government under the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (MRS), Council initiated an Amendment under its Scheme to modify its
zoning to comply with the State Government MRS. As part of this process, the
Amendment was advertised and signs to this effect were erected on-site. Adjoining
and nearby owners were notified in writing of the proposal and invited to make
submissions, and the following government and other bodies were requested to
make submissions on the proposal. They were:

Environmental Protection Authority
Swan River Trust

Water Corporation of WA

Western Power

Main Roads WA

Western Australian Turf Club

The State government and Council’s initiation of the redevelopment of this area
followed more than a decade of public pressure to have the blighted ‘Ascot Fields’
area rehabilitated and redeveloped.

Submissions from the community and the above bodies contained recommendations
of issues to be taken into account when the detailed planning of the ‘Ascot Fields’
redevelopment was undertaken and on that basis the Minister’s final approval for the
rezoning was given.

6. Is this low profile approach indicative of the current City of Belmont’s
planning strategies for the future?

As previously stated there is no plan to rezone this area and the 1993/1994 rezoning
was certainly not low profile.

The Council often does more consultation than required to do so by the statutory
procedures. There are strict legal processes to be followed at all times and the
Council is ultimately accountable to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, as
the statutory function of town planning as a delegated authority from the State
Government to local government.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

Item 5.2.1 continued...

/. How can the residents of Belmont have any faith in the planning
procedures of the City of Belmont if the City of Belmont approves the
present planning and zoning changes asked for by the developer as in
the Hardey Park area? Is this a sign that once developers have existing
plans approved they can come back and re-apply and the area will be
zoned to their specific requirements and so will obtain the benefits that
will flow from this?

As answered previously there are no zoning changes proposed for the ‘Ascot Fields’
site.

5.2.2 Mrs Lorraine Hitt — 85 Fitzroy Road, Rivervale

In regard to the Focus Group for People with Disabilities:

1. Has the Focus Group for People with Disabilities been disbanded and If
so, why?

The CEO advised that the Focus Group for People with Disabilities has not been
disbandoned.

2. Does Council know why all but one of the serving members did not
renominate and if not, do they intend to find out why?

The CEO advised that all Focus Group for People with Disabilities members were
invited to re-nominate. No reasons were supplied by the individuals in question, nor
was it intended that Council would be seeking such information in regard to why
people may not have re-nominated.

In regard to the recent Respite Study:

1. Council commissioned a consultant to undertake a study of the respite
needs within the City of Belmont. Of the twenty two recommendations
in the consultant’'s report, Council rejected nine recommendations
relating to people with disabilities. These recommendations require a
commitment and demonstration of leadership rather than financial
support — what strategies does Council have in place to facilitate an
inclusive community welcoming of all?

A couple of the consultant’s recommendations could have resulted in the City being
required to consider a financial commitment, for example, recommendation #3 states
that “the City of Belmont and the Cloverdale Office of the Disability Service
Commission come to an arrangement to share the provision of the resources
required to sustain the work of the Belmont respite Forum — estimated at being the
equivalent of one full-time staff position”.
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OCM 11/06/01 Public Question Time

Item 5.2.2 continued...

The CEO advised that it was considered by Council that all of the nine
recommendations were the responsibility of the Disability Service Commission, as
the Commission’s Strategic Plan 2000-2005 identified goals and strategies that
provide a response to a number of recommendations in the report.

The CEO further advised that as part of Council’s welcome to new residents, a
Welcome Pack and a letter signed by himself, is sent to all new homeowners.

2. On the 6" of February 2001 Council resolved that nine
recommendations of the consultant’s report were the responsibility of
the Disability Services Commission — is Council aware that many
people with disabilities are not registered with the Disability Services
Commission or eligible for their services?

The CEO advised that Council is not aware of the exact number of people with
disabilities in the City, or which ones are registered (or able to be registered) with the
Disability Service Commission.

3. If so, why has Council suggested that setting up of a respite forum is
the sole responsibility of the Disability Services Commission?

The CEO advised that it was highlighted in the Council decision on the consultant’s
report (refer to the Administration and Community Services Committee minutes of 4t
December 2000) that “the City should be an active participant in such a Forum”,
although it was felt that the Disability Service Commission should have the
responsibility to establish the Forum.

4. Was Council aware that recurrent funding of $400,000 was recently
made available for respite? If so, did Council encourage, support and/or
endorse community groups’ applications to the Disability Services
Commission for recurrent respite funding?

The CEO advised that he was not personally aware of the funding outlined in the
question, however if the City was notified of the availability of such funds and was
requested to advise its community, it would have. It is hoped that the Cloverdale
Office of the Disability Service Commission would also have a database of local
groups and that they would also attempt to highlight these ongoing grants.

(Note: A subsequent check of our incoming mail system reveals no record of
any advice of the recurrent funding mentioned above).
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OCM 11/06/01

Public Question Time

5.2.3 Mr Peter Stewart — 275 Peet Road, Roleystone (3 Hawksburn Road,
Rivervale)

I refer to Council minutes of meetings generally and specifically in relation to the
published minutes of meeting of the Ordinary Council meeting of 28 May 2001 and

ask:

At item 5.2.5 in answer to question 1 from Mr Morgan, the Mayor
advised the meeting that Cr Richardson’s property interests were not in
the Springs development, but are adjacent to it. The record of meeting
changed the answer given from ‘adjacent to’ and substituted ‘nearby
to’. Will Council please correct the record this evening?

The Chief Executive Officer advised that if any Councillors present this evening
wished to pursue this suggestion, it could be put forward at tonight’'s meeting at item

6.1.

At item 5.2.5 in answer to question 2 from Mr Morgan, Cr Richardson
provided a detailed explanation from typed notes on his property
interests adjacent to the Springs development. The notes were handed
to the Deputy Chief Executive Officer during the meeting. The record of
the meeting fails to provide Cr Richardson’s answer, will Council please
correct the record this evening by incorporating Cr Richardson’s written
response to the question?

The Chief Executive Officer advised that if any Councillors present this evening
wished to pursue this suggestion, it could be put forward at tonight’s meeting at item
6.1. Cr Richardson added further, that he did not provide the Deputy Chief Executive
Officer with any written notes at or after the meeting in question.

3.

At item 5.2.5 in answer to question 3 from Mr Morgan as to whether Cr
Richardson or his wife acquired properties in close proximity to the
Springs development, the Mayor advised that this question was
answered in the previous question. The difficulty is that, whilst this was
the Mayoral response at the time, the record of meeting makes this
answer intelligible. Will Council please correct the record this evening
by incorporating Cr Richardson’s written response to the question?

The Chief Executive Officer advised that if any Councillors present this evening
wished to pursue this suggestion, it could be put forward at tonight’s meeting at item

6.1.
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Item 5.2.3 continued...

4. At item 5.1.2 in the agenda for this evening’s meeting, my question
number 3, asking if Councillors were aware of a letter sent by the City
to the WAPC on 7 March 2001, the answer was ...”"No”. Will Council
please correct the record of meeting to a “Yes” answer; or conversely
correct the record of the Springs Committee meeting of 12 March 2001,
and subsequent Planning and Development Committee and Council
meetings at item 5.1 “Submission of TPS 13 to WAPC” of the Springs
Committee? Item 5.1 of 12 March 2001 states, and | quote:

“The WAPC were advised of Council’s resolutions of 27 February 2001 on
7 March 2001. The advise letter was accompanied by a copy of the Minutes

from the Special Meeting, a Schedule of Submissions on the Scheme and a
complete copy of all submissions lodged during the advertising period.”

The Mayor advised that he would take the question on notice.
5. Will Council please consider the use of a tape recorder or other means
to assist officers in making a complete and accurate record of meetings

so that Council is at least seen as being more open and accountable?

The Mayor advised that Council’s current position is that its meetings are not taped
for minute taking purposes.

The Mayor advised the meeting that the 30 minutes allocated for question time had
elapsed.

BLAIR MOVED, BASS SECONDED, that Public Question Time be extended for 15
minutes.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 3

For: Blair, Bass, Teasdale, Murfin, Richardson,
Marks, Powell, Dornford, Godfrey

Against: Godsell, Doney, Passeri
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5.2.4 Mr William Foy - (14 Hawksburn Road, Rivervale)

| refer to the Minutes of Meeting for Council for 7 May 2001 and 28 May 2001 in
relation to elector questions and the escort agency opposite the Springs in Rivervale,
and ask:

1. Was the 13 year old child charged under the Prostitution Act 2000 by
Vice Squad detectives on 17 May 2001 with having sex with eight men
on 21 April this year, working at the escort agency in Rivervale which
was approved by Council at it’s meeting on 28 May 20017

The Mayor advised that he was not aware that this was the case.

2. Was the 41 year old proprietor charged by Vice Squad detectives on 22
May 2001 with committing a child to act as a prostitute, the manager of
the escort agency in Rivervale approved by Council at it’s meeting on
28 May 2001?

The Mayor advised that he was not aware that this was the case.

3. Will Council please provide to the Police Service Vice Squad all
documents it holds in relation to the premises at 33-35 Great Eastern
Highway, Rivervale in relation to the management or assistance in the
management of these premises for the purposes of prostitution?

The Chief Executive Officer advised that Council’s records generally relate to the
planning issues of the site in question. The Mayor further advised, that he did not
believe Council would have a problem with the release of this information if it was
requested by the Police.

4, Wil