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MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING HELD IN THE CITY OF 
BELMONT CIVIC CENTRE, 215 WRIGHT STREET, CLOVERDALE, ON MONDAY, 
24 FEBRUARY 2003, COMMENCING AT 7.31PM

PRESENT

Cr P R Passeri, JP West Ward
Cr M H Blair Central Ward
Cr G Dornford (7.31pm – 9.06pm) Central Ward
Cr M C Godsell Central Ward
Cr G Doney West Ward
Cr A T 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 N Hartley Acting Chief Executive Officer
Mr R Lutey Director - Engineering
Mr A Oats Acting Director – Development
Mr P Varris Manager – Administrative Services
Mr S Cole Director – Corporate Services

MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

There were 33 members of the public and one member of the press (Southern 
Gazette) present.

1. OFFICIAL OPENING

The Mayor opened the meeting and welcomed those in attendance.

2. APOLOGIES & LEAVE OF ABSENCE

2.1 APOLOGIES

Nil.

2.2 LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Nil.
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3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Dornford declared a financial interest.  The interest is in Item 11.1 (Item 
8.6.1 of the Planning and Development Committee meeting minutes dated 
17 February 2003).  The nature of the interest being that Cr Dornford is the owner of 
unit 7/321-325 Abernethy Road, in the name of Cordeville Pty Ltd.

In accordance with the City of Belmont’s Code of Conduct, Councillor Dornford 
declared an interest that could give rise to a reasonable belief that his impartiality 
may be adversely affected.  The interest is in Item 11.1 (Item 8.7.1 of the Planning 
and Development Committee meeting minutes dated 17 February 2003).  The nature 
of the interest being Cr Dornford is the owner of the Child Care Centre situated at 37 
St. Kilda Road, Rivervale.

Councillor Teasdale declared a financial interest.  The interest is in Item 11.2 (Item 
9.7.2 of the Resources and Policy Committee meeting minutes dated 18 February 
2003).  The nature of the interest being that his wife is in receipt of a payment from 
Council.

Councillor Passeri declared a financial interest.  The interest is in Item 11.2 (Item 
9.7.3 of the Resources and Policy Committee meeting minutes dated 18 February 
2003).  The nature of the interest being that he has Superannuation and shares in 
A.M.P.

Councillor Dornford declared a financial interest.  The interest is in Item 11.2 (Item 
9.7.3 of the Resources and Policy Committee meeting minutes dated 18 February 
2003).  The nature of the interest being that he has shares in A.M.P.

In accordance with the City of Belmont’s Code of Conduct, Councillor Dornford 
declared an interest that could give rise to a reasonable belief that his impartiality 
may be adversely affected.  The interest is in Item 11.2 (Item 9.8.1 of the Resources 
and Policy Committee meeting minutes dated 18 February 2003).  The nature of the 
interest being that he is cited as being the Councillor submitting a late return, and the 
report may be construed as having an adverse finding against him.

In accordance with the City of Belmont’s Code of Conduct, Councillor Teasdale 
declared an interest that could give rise to a reasonable belief that his impartiality 
may be adversely affected.  The interest is in Item 11.1 (Item 8.3.9 of the Planning 
and Development Committee meeting minutes dated 17 February 2003).  The nature 
of the interest being that he owns adjoining property.

Councillor Dornford declared a financial interest.  The interest is in Item 11.2 (Item 
9.7.5 of the Resources and Policy Committee meeting minutes dated 18 February 
2003).  The nature of the interest being that his name is listed on the Outstanding 
Sundry Debtors list.
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Item 3 – Continued…

In accordance with the City of Belmont’s Code of Conduct, Councillor Dornford 
declared an interest that could give rise to a reasonable belief that his impartiality 
may be adversely affected.  The interest is in Item 11.2 (Item 9.8.2 of the Resources 
and Policy Committee meeting minutes dated 18 February 2003).  The nature of the 
interest being that he is in receipt of a direction of an Authorised Officer of the Inquiry 
into the City of Belmont, which direction prevents him from disclosing relevant 
matters of that Inquiry.

In accordance with the City of Belmont’s Code of Conduct, Councillor Bass declared 
an interest that could give rise to a reasonable belief that her impartiality may be 
adversely affected.  The interest is in Item 11.2 (Item 9.8.2 of the Resources and 
Policy Committee meeting minutes dated 18 February 2003).  The nature of the 
interest being that she is in receipt of a direction of an Authorised Officer of the 
Inquiry into the City of Belmont, which direction prevents her from disclosing relevant 
matters of that Inquiry.

4. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER
(WITHOUT DISCUSSION)

4.1 SOUTHERN GAZETTE REPRESENTATIVE

The Mayor noted the presence of Denise Cahill of the Southern Gazette, who is 
attending her last Ordinary Council meeting at the City of Belmont, and wished her 
well for her future endeavours.

4.2 ROTARY CLUB

The Mayor highlighted an article in the Southern Gazette dated 25 February 2003, 
titled ‘Rotary Responds’.  The article notes the assistance provided by local Rotary 
Clubs to a young apprentice chef who was robbed of his bicycle and work tools late 
last year.  The Mayor congratulated those Rotary Clubs involved.
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5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

***7.36pm For the benefit of the public present the Acting Chief Executive Officer 
stated the rules of Question Time.

5.1 RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE AT PREVIOUS MEETING

5.1.1 Mr Peter Stewart, 275 Peet Road, Roleystone

Mr Stewart asked several questions at the Ordinary Council meeting held on Monday 
10 February 2003, which were taken on notice.  Unfortunately, due to competing City 
priorities, our legal advisers have been unable to supply the City with information 
needed to conclude our answers to these questions.  The questions will be 
responded to at the earliest opportunity and the details included in the 24 March 
Council agenda.

5.1.2 Mr Michael Ryan, 60 Riversdale Road, Rivervale

Mr Ryan asked the following questions at the Ordinary Council meeting held on 
Monday 10 February 2003.    One of the questions was taken on notice and others 
were to be further investigated.  Correspondence was forwarded to Mr Ryan on 
21 February 2003, details below.

In regard to the ‘8 metre gum tree’ that was felled on Crown Land, at Lot 802 Great 
Eastern Highway, Ascot:

1. Was permission sought from the relevant authorities, including Council, the 
Swan River Trust and the Department of Land Administration (DOLA) to remove 
this tree?

Council permission was not sought for the removal of the tree referred to in your 
question.  Further, it is expected that had Department of Land Administration 
(DOLA) or Swan River Trust (SRT) approval been sought to remove the tree,  
these organisations would have contacted the City.  As no such contact has 
been made it is assumed that the approval of DOLA and SRT was not sought.

2. If so at (1) above, what was the justification, if not will Council please 
investigate?

Please refer to the answer at question (1).
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Item 5.1.2 – Continued…

3. If not at (1) above, given the precedent, will Council pursue this matter and will  
similar penalties be imposed as per Item 9.8.4 of the Resources and Policy 
Committee meeting?

Investigations indicate that the tree was on the boundary between lots 800 and 
802 and was almost completely overhanging lot 800.  The tree was removed to 
enable the construction of a necessary boundary fence between the two lots.  
Given the position of the tree, the owners of lot 800 appear to have had every 
right to do what they did however, the City has written expressing its 
disappointment that it was not consulted before the tree was removed.

4. Will Council advise the Belmont Victoria Park Catchment Group of this loss of 
amenity and suggest the planting of the land, 6 metres from the Swan River 
floodway with suitable natives as per the rehabilitation programme for other 
riverbank land?

It is not considered that the loss of one immature gum tree at this location 
constitutes a “significant loss of amenity” and it is not proposed to refer the 
matter to the Belmont Victoria Park Catchment Group.

5.1.3 Mr Ross O’Neil, 3 Glyde Street, South Perth

1. Aside from its trusteeship of the Grove Farm/Parry Field property, is the City 
trustee for any other land held in trust for the purposes of public recreation and 
enjoyment, and for those purposes only?  If so will the City please nominate the 
trusts and identify the subject land?

The City is not aware that it is trustee for any other land held in trust for the 
purpose of public recreation and enjoyment and for those purposes only.

2. Does the City act as trustees for any other Deed of Trust under the Charitable 
Trusts Act?  If so will the City please nominate the trusts and identify the 
property and objects of these trusts.

The City is not aware that it acts as trustee for any other Deed of Trust under 
the Charitable Trusts Act.

3. Does the City act as trustee for any other trust deed or account?  If so will the 
City please nominate these trusts and identify the property and objects of these 
trusts?

The City is not aware that it acts as trustee for any other trust deed or account  
other than those trust accounts (BCITF Levy, Occupational Superannuation and 
Unclaimed Moneys) detailed in the Annual Financial Report, it being noted that  
the City has no control over these funds which are simply collected by the City 
and forwarded to the relevant authority.
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5.1.4 Bill Foy, 14 Hawksburn Road, Rivervale

Mr Foy asked the following questions at the Ordinary Council meeting held on 
Monday 10 February 2003, which were taken on notice.  Correspondence was 
forwarded to Mr Foy on 20 February 2003, details below.

1. Has Council determined the impact on values in The Springs that its 2001 
decision to approve the Escort Agency on Great Eastern Highway, opposite The 
Springs has had?

The Springs Town Planning Scheme No. 13 is one of the matters a subject of 
the Inquiry into the City of Belmont.  As a consequence no investigations of the 
type you refer to have been carried out, nor would any such investigation be 
considered until the Inquiry is finalised and a decision made in respect the 
Scheme by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.

2. Does Council endorse the WALGA policy as enunciated in the West Australian 
of 7 February 2003 by Clive Robartson, that is, WALGA is opposed to the 
Prostitution Bill because it will erode Council powers to stop prostitutes working 
from home?

Council has not had an opportunity to consider the WALGA submission which 
was prepared on behalf of member Councils.  The Manager- Planning Services 
requested approval from the Minister’s office to lodge a late submission on the 
Bill and this was granted provided the submission was lodged by Friday 14 
February 2003.  The submission signed by the Acting Mayor indicated Council’s  
reluctant support of the submission except on one important issue, the 
discretion to approve brothels in ‘Commercial’ zones.

The difficulties experienced by the Council in respect of the aforementioned 
“escort agency” led to Council adopting an amendment to its District Zoning 
Scheme that seeks to create a new interpretation of “sex related use” and a 
modification of the existing definition of “office”.  These proposed changes are 
reflected in a further modification to include in the Zoning Table of the Scheme 
the use class “sex related uses” shown as a prohibited use in all zones within  
the City.  The Council is currently awaiting approval from the Western Australian 
Planning Commission to advertise the amendment.

It follows from the above position that Council totally opposes the approval of all  
existing brothels and prostitution agencies regardless of their current location.   
Moreover, prostitutes working as sole operators in any area will not be subject 
to “Home Occupation” regulations and this is unacceptable to Council.
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3. If Council is unwilling to control prostitution under its own Town Planning 
Scheme laws, how will it control prostitution from home in areas such as 
Rivervale?

Please refer to the answer to question (2) above

4. WAMA says that the Prostitution Bill will override local government’s ability to 
stop prostitutes from working from home.  Will Council please advise if it has 
such powers and how many times these powers have been exercised in the 
City since 1995?

The Council’s  Town Planning Scheme (Clause 9.9) states that …“any person or 
advertiser who fails to comply with any of the provisions of the Scheme is guilty 
of an offence and without prejudice to any other remedy given therein is liable to  
such penalties as are prescribed by Section 10 of the Town Planning and 
Development Act.”

The Council has never tested the provision by attempting to take a case to 
court. The chief difficulty resides in the fact that prostitution does not exist 
under the law other than making it an offence for persons to live off the earnings 
of prostitution.  Town Planning Schemes have never been in a position to 
address the issue although the Council’s current scheme prohibits the 
establishment of a massage parlour in all zones except the “Industrial Zone” 
where the use may be approved at the discretion of the Council.  This fact 
notwithstanding, it is to be noted that Council’s Scheme does not define 
“massage parlour” because there is no definition within the Western Australian 
Planning Commission’s Model Town Planning Scheme Text, upon which all  
District Zoning Schemes are required to be based, and a definition put forward 
by the Council was not permitted to be included in the Scheme.

5.1.5 Mrs Pat Morgan, 3 Jennifer Way, Rossmoyne

Mrs Morgan asked the following questions at the Ordinary Council meeting held on 
Monday 10 February 2003, which were taken on notice.  Correspondence was 
forwarded to Mrs Morgan on 20 February 2003, details below.

1. Has Council promoted TPS 13 “The Springs” since the calling of the 
Department’s Part One Inquiry on 21st January 2002?

No, the Council has not at any time since the calling of the Inquiry promoted 
Town Planning Scheme No. 13.
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2. Has TPS 13 been authorised by Council in secret, in spite of the ongoing 
inquiry?

No, the Council is not able to take any action in respect of Town Planning 
Scheme No. 13 until the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure makes a 
decision in regard to the approval of the Scheme after the Inquiry has 
concluded.

3. Why are some 14 new roads shown and existing dedicated roads altered in 
the Springs as promoted on page 4 of the 2003 edition of the UBD Perth
Street Directory?

The changes referred are the responsibility of the publisher. Firstly, they are 
inaccurate in that the information used is not the same as the most recent 
Scheme Plan. Secondly, there is no record, nor is there any knowledge, of the 
Council having been consulted about the changes referred to.  The Council 
had no knowledge of the changes until your question bought the matter to its 
attention.

4. It appears that over half of my property is taken up by roads for TPS 13.  As 
the UBD is based on mapping by Main Roads Western Australia and 
information provided by local government, how was this apparent mistake 
made?

It is the Council’s understanding that the publishers of Street Directories rely 
on information provided by the Department of Land Administration and any 
other government agency that may be able to provide relevant information.  
Local governments are generally approached for information relating to street 
name changes and future subdivision proposals that are approaching finality 
and can safely be included in the next publication.  As indicated above, neither 
the Council nor any of its Officers are aware of the circumstances that gave 
rise to the inclusion of the incorrect road layout in the publication to which you 
refer.

5. What consultation process will the Council put in place with the Springs private 
landowners over this provocative move to pre-empt TPS 13?

The Council will write to all the affected landowners and advise them that the 
issue has been discussed with the publisher who has given an undertaking to 
delete the changes and return to the existing road pattern when the 2004 
edition is published.  Steps have also been taken to ensure that the UBD 
cartographer deals directly with the Council’s Planning Department to ensure
that future changes are accurate.
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5.1.6 Ms Brenda Whitely, 8 Gibbs Street, Rivervale

Ms Whitely asked the following question at the Ordinary Council meeting held on 
Monday 10 February 2003, which was taken on notice.  Correspondence was
forwarded to Ms Whitely on 17 February 2003, details below.

1. How many fines have been issued for non-retrieval of shopping trolleys in the 
City in recent times?

Prior to 2003, in an effort to resolve the problem of abandoned (and 
uncollected) trolleys, the City’s Rangers were consulting with retailers and 
pursuing initiatives to progress this aim.  ‘Warnings’ have been issued to 
retailers prior to 2003.  In January 2003 the City impounded a total of 49 
abandoned shopping trolleys and seven retailers were identified.  The 
impounding fees for the trolleys totalled $735.45.

Thus far in February 2003, there has been a total of 40 additional shopping 
trolleys impounded from five retailers.  The impounding fees for these trolleys 
totalled $525.92.

Notwithstanding the abovementioned poundage costs (which are charged to the 
trolley owner) to date there have been no actual infringements issued for the 
abandonment of shopping trolleys in the City of Belmont.  The infringement fine 
for which is $100 and is charged to the person who ‘abandoned’ the trolley.

5.1.7 Mr Clive Coombs, 317 Wright Street, Cloverdale

Mr Coombs asked the following question at the Ordinary Council meeting held on 
Monday 10 February 2003, which was taken on notice.  Correspondence was 
forwarded to Mr Coombs on 21 February 2003, details below.

What criteria was applied by the Works and Technical Services Committee for the 
consideration of the construction of the two roundabouts at Armadale Road/Oats 
Street and Armadale Road/Fulham Street, bearing in mind their classification on the 
State ‘Blackspot’ list and the new 50km per hour speed limits?

The roundabout at Armadale Road and Oats Street was constructed as part of a 
traffic calming treatment for the section of Oats Street adjacent to Tomato Lake. It 
was originally proposed to also have a roundabout at Scenic Drive however during 
the consultation exercise with residents it was agreed that this roundabout would be 
too restrictive on property access and was therefore deleted from the final proposal.

The roundabout at Armadale Road and Fulham Street received funding as part of the 
2002/2003 State Blackspot Programme. There has been a consistent crash problem 
at this intersection in recent years which justified the need for some form of remedial 
treatment.

The traffic speeds on both Fulham and Oats Streets have been consistently higher 
than 60 km/h despite the introduction of the 50 km/h general urban speed limit.
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5.2 QUESTIONS ON WHICH WRITTEN NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN PRIOR TO THE MEETING

5.2.1 Mr Paul Hitt, c/- 14 McLachlan Way, Belmont

1. Has the Council completed the review of public open space within the City of 
Belmont?

The Chairman, Planning and Development Committee, Cr Richardson, replied -
not as yet.  Council’s Public Open Space Forum continues to meet once a 
month and will do so until it is in a position where it can report back to Council 
with its findings on the areas under deliberation.

2. If the review has been completed, when will it be made available to the public?

Cr Richardson stated that as outlined in (1) above, the review has not yet been 
completed.  Any recommendations adopted by Council in respect of public open 
space will be made public and, where required, be the subject of public 
consultation.

5.2.2 Mr Peter Stewart, 275 Peet Road, Roleystone

Mr Stewart asked in regard to the Special Council Meeting held on February 12, 
2003:

1. Why was his question 5 altered in the minutes to delete any reference to the 
then last Special Council Meeting held on 24 January 2002? 

The Mayor advised that the Local Government (Administration) Regulations at 
Regulation #11, outlines that “the content of minutes at a meeting of a council or 
committee is to include…… a summary of each question raised by members of 
the public at the meeting and a summary of the response to the question”.  It is 
considered that the content of the minutes of the 12 February Special Council 
meeting minutes (in particular Mr Stewart’s question #5 at item 5.1 is in 
compliance with this regulation).

2. The Special Meetings of 24 January 2002 and 12 February 2003 appear to be 
deficient in regard to Notice for Meetings.  What were the reasons for Council to 
meet so urgently that precluded the Chief Executive Officer from giving at least 
48 hours notice, as required under Local Law, Standing Orders Clause 2.2 (1)?

The Mayor advised that in light of the time these questions were received by the 
City (mid afternoon today), this question will need to be taken on notice.
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3. The Special Meeting of 12 February 2003 was notified by a Public Notice in the 
West Australian newspaper on 12 February 2003, the purpose of the meeting 
was “to discuss staff performance reviews”.  The Minutes of the meeting include 
items 7.1 Directors Performance Review and 7.3 Chief Executive Officer’s 
Performance Review.  However at Item 7.2 “Directors Performance Objectives 
for 2003/2004” and at Item 7.4 “Chief Executive Officer’s Performance 
Objectives for 2003/2004” were discussed.  As Mayor Passeri pointed out in the 
same Minutes, at Item 5.1.6, the City’s Local Laws – Standing Orders Clause 
3.1 (2) states that …”No business is to be transacted at a special meeting of 
Council other than that given in the notice as the purpose of the meeting”.  
I ask:

a) Are resolutions passed at Items 7.2 and 7.4 of this Special Meeting valid?

b) Are these resolutions in need of rescission this evening?

c) Did the lawful business at the Special Meeting comply with the 
requirements of Item 7.2 “Executive Staff Development and Review” of the 
REPOL meeting of October 21,1997 and adopted at the OCM of October 
27, 1997?

The Mayor advised that in regard to question (a), it is considered that the 
resolutions passed at items 7.2 and 7.4 of the 12 February 2003 Special 
Council meeting are valid and are directly relevant to the purpose of the 
meeting.

In regard to question (b), and in light of the answer given at (a) above, there is 
consequently no need to rescind the resolutions referred to.

In regard to question (c), it is understood that the various component processes 
of the City of Belmont’s staff development review has not altered, or has not 
altered significantly since the October 1997 Resources and Policy Committee 
meeting.  Notwithstanding, the City is constantly improving its processes and 
procedures and any changes would have been as a result of efficiency or 
contemporary human resource management process improvements.  The City 
is satisfied with the staff development review process currently utilised.

4. At the Special Meeting on 12 February 2003 the Mayor used his discretion to 
alter the Rules of Question Time and reduced Public Question Time to 15 
minutes.  Why was this rule change not included in the Minutes?
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The Mayor advised that the Local Government (Administration) Regulations at 
Regulation #7 outlines that “the procedures for the asking of and responding to 
questions raised by members of the public at a meeting referred to in regulation 
6(1) are to be determined by the person presiding at the meeting; or in the case
where the majority of members of the council or committee present at the 
meeting disagree with the person presiding, by the majority of those members”.  
The Local Government (Administration) Regulations at Regulation #11 outlines 
the content of minutes of council or committee meetings.  Council does not 
repeat the rules for question time in the minutes and there is no requirement to 
include in the minutes, the detail referred to in the question.

5. Will this new Rule for Public Question Time be printed in the “purple” sheet, 
displayed and distributed prior to each meeting in future?

The Mayor replied that the sheet referred to is adjusted from time-to-time, as 
the rules are adjusted in accordance with Local Government (Administration) 
Regulation #7.  The information is valuable for the gallery to understand the 
Rules for Question Time.  The Mayor outlined that he was not aware of any 
intention of Council to permanently reduce question time to the statutory 15 
minutes minimum period.  It is therefore, not considered necessary to alter the 
sheet referred to.

5.2.3 Mr Michael Ryan, 60 Riversdale Road, Rivervale

Mr Ryan asked in regard to the tree which was felled along the river between Grove 
Farm Reserve and the A Class reserve, formally Lot 712 Great Eastern Highway 
Ascot:

1. Why was his question altered in the minutes of the OCM of February 10, 2003 
and the Agenda this evening, to delete any reference to the location, being on 
the river reserve, and between Grove Farm reserve and the A Class reserve, in 
front of the former Belmont Bowling Club development?

The Mayor advised that the Local Government (Administration) Regulations at 
Regulation #11, outlines that “the content of minutes at a meeting of a council or 
committee is to include… a summary of each question raised by members of 
the public at the meeting and a summary of the response to the question”.  It is 
considered that the content of the minutes of the 10 February Council meeting 
minutes (in particular the preamble to Mr Ryan’s four questions at item 5.2.4) is 
in compliance with this regulation.
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2. Why have two different answers been given to my question at Part 1, one at 
Item 5.2.4 in the Minutes of the OCM of 10 February 2003 and another, and 
different answer at Item 5.1.2 in the Agenda for this evening?

The Mayor replied that in regard to the matter of the answers provided at item 
5.1.2 of tonight’s agenda, it was decided to repeat all of the questions asked by 
Mr Ryan at the 10 February 2003 meeting as whilst only the last question 
(question #4) was formally taken on notice, it was believed that the additional 
information now available subsequent to the City investigating Mr Ryan’s 
concerns (as we agreed to) would assist to enlighten those people who read the 
Council’s minutes. The community now has the added benefit of the final 
answers to questions 1, 2 and 3 and this is considered to be valuable in 
assisting readers with comprehending the City’s minutes.

3. The development on the former Bowling Club site, lot 600, now lot 800 Great 
Eastern Highway Ascot and known as Ascot Quays has grown larger than the 
plans given planning approval in 2000: 

i) Why were the developers allowed to build additions to the restaurant 
overlooking the A Class reserve no. 46532 (formally lot 712) after a 
building licence had been issued in December 2000?

ii) Why was no planning approval sought or given, especially since the 
original set backs from the A Class reserve were approved by planning at 
4.3 to 3.5 metres; these have been encroached upon by the additions so 
that the set back from A class reserve is now only 1 metre?

iii) Why are there no incremental variations to health and parking 
requirements for the larger restaurant?

iv) Was the WA Planning Commission advised of the unlawful fill that has
been placed on this A class reserve, when the application to landscape 
the reserve was submitted on January 18, 2002?

v) If not to (iv) above, why not?

vi) Why are the planning processes and procedures of the City apparently 
being flouted (argumentative and rhetorical content removed).

The Mayor advised that due to there being insufficient notice to allow staff to 
research answers, these questions will need to be taken on notice.
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5.2.4 Mr Ross O’Neil, 3 Glyde Street, South Perth

In reference to the Resources and Policy Committee at Item 9.8.1 “Local 
Government Compliance Audit Return”:

1. Why have the Directors each returned a qualified audit for the 2002 year?

The Resources and Policy Committee Presiding Person, Cr Godfrey advised
that the reports presented by the Directors are not considered to be ‘qualified’ 
as they have not referenced any know breaches (excepting in Section [b] [5] 
where it is acknowledged that Cr Dornford did not submit his annual financial 
interest return for 30th June 2002, by the due date of 31st August 2002).  What 
has been included in the return though, is the statement at each section that the 
various responsible officers “have answered questions to the best of their 
knowledge and awareness”.  As research is undertaken by a variety of officers 
(not necessarily the person who ultimately signs off on the return), that some 
questions are answered based on an officers best memory, or are answered 
based on a ‘sample test’, the above statement is considered prudent, 
responsible and yet retains a suitable level of accountability.

2. Why is the committee recommendation qualified on adoption?

Cr Godfrey stated that it is considered that the Committee recommendation is 
worded as it is, for the same reasons as outlined in (1) above.

3. Will the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer qualify the Joint Certification?

Cr Godfrey replied that it is not believed that any alteration to the ‘joint 
certificate’ is required as the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer sign off on this 
certificate based on certification #1 that “the information contained in this Return 
is true and correct to the best of our knowledge”.

4. Why aren’t the complete Departmental Instruction and advice attached to 
REPOL Attachment 7 for the Compliance Audit Return?

Cr Godfrey advised that as far as the City is aware, the entire content of the 
Local Government Compliance Audit Return as supplied by the Department of 
Local Government is included within the Resources and Policy Committee 
attachment.  If Mr O’Neil could provide more specific information as to what 
‘instructions and advice’ he is referring to, the matter could be further 
investigated.
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5. Why hasn’t the City followed the Departmental advice to enhance and develop 
their internal control process, by ensuring that they include the statutory 
requirements of the legislation in the Audit process?

Cr Godfrey stated that the option that “Council may refer the completed 
compliance return to the Auditor or other external inspection service for an 
independent check” is clearly outlined in the Resource and Policy Committee 
meeting agenda/minutes.  Council has not chosen to take this course in the 
past, however that is not to say that when adopting the Resource and Policy 
Committee meeting minutes this evening, or in future, that it will not choose to 
do so.  Of course the extent to which the investigation should progress and the 
cost of seeking such an independent endorsement will need to form part of that 
consideration process.

6. Why has the City deleted dozens of important statutory requirements that are 
required by s. 7.13 (1) of the Act and nominated at r. 13 as being “Statutory 
requirements to be subject to compliance audit” in the Local Government (Audit) 
Regulations included within the Compliance Audit Return?

Cr Godfrey advised that Regulation 14 of the Local Government (Audit) 
Regulations outlines that “a local government is to carry out a compliance audit 
for the period 1 January to 31 December in each year and after carrying out a 
compliance audit the local government is to prepare a compliance audit return 
in a form approved by the Minister”.  The City has carried out and completed the 
Compulsory Compliance Audit as supplied by the Department of Local 
Government.  A check has not been undertaken to ascertain whether the 
Department has included within the return, all of the components of Local 
Government (Audit) Regulation #13.

7. Have Directors disclosed all material facts and interests which may affect their 
Audit?

Cr Godfrey stated that Directors have completed the return as required by the 
Department.  Any relevant interests will be incorporated within disclosures this 
evening or in their Annual Returns.

8. Will Council please ask for an audit (as required by statute) and include in the 
Compliance Audit Return, an Audit of the following items from r.13:

i) Executive functions review, as per s 3.18 of the Act
ii) Disposal of property requirements, as per s 3.58 (3)(4) of the Act
iii) Business Plans and advertising, as per s 3.59 (2)(4)(5) of the Act
iv) Limits on delegation of powers, as per s 5.17 of the Act
v) Annual Review of Directors Performance, as per s 5.38
vi) Annual Review of the Chief Executive Officer and Directors contracts, 

as per 5.39
vii) Code of Conduct Review, as per 5.103 of the Act
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Cr Godfrey replied that as outlined in the answer to question #6, as far as the 
City is aware, we have completed the Compulsory Compliance Audit as 
supplied by the Department of Local Government in the form and manner 
required by them.  If Council wishes to seek to have a separate check 
undertaken of the Audit Return or to extend the audit process beyond that which 
is required by the Department of Local Government, it may, when adopting the 
Resource and Policy Committee meeting minutes this evening, consider that 
option.  Of course the extent to which the investigation should progress and 
cost of seeking such an independent endorsement will need to form part of that 
consideration process.

5.2.5 Mr Bill Foy, 14 Hawksburn Road, Rivervale

In reference to Agenda Item 5.1.4 this evening”:

1. Mr Foy asked why was his question altered in the minutes of the OCM of 
February 10, 2003 and the Agenda this evening, to delete any reference to Cr 
Marks and the ComEx Item regarding the Springs and Council’s valuations?

The Mayor advised that the Local Government (Administration) Regulations at 
Regulation #11, outlines that “the content of minutes at a meeting of a council or 
committee is to include… a summary of each question raised by members of 
the public at the meeting and a summary of the response to the question”.  It is 
considered that the content of the minutes of the 10 February Council meeting 
minutes (in particular the preamble to Mr Foy’s four questions at item 5.2.6) is in 
compliance with this regulation.

2. In answer to Mr Foy’s question #2, how is it that the Acting Mayor can lodge a 
submission of Council’s reluctant support to the Minister, when Council has not 
met to consider the issue, no considered the economic and social impact of 
what he considers to be an escort agency operating opposite The Springs.

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.

3. Mr Foy asked in regard to the planning and use issues associated with 
Council’s approval of the ‘office’ opposite the Springs in 2001.  Mr Foy further 
advised that the report on page 13 of the West Australian newspaper of Friday 
February 21, 2003 describes the premises he is referring to, as a brothel.  What 
action will Council, or the Deputy Mayor take against this office opposite The 
Springs?

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.
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4. The 2003 edition of the Perth UDB also shows an un-named road taking up part 
of Mr Foy’s home in the Springs.   Mr Foy outlined that he had received 
countless plans from Council over the past three years on TPS 13 The Springs.  
Will Council please, in order to provide some level of comfort to Springs 
landowners, issue the current, correct plan for the area showing the proper 
property boundaries and the proper streets as recorded by DOLA and the titles 
office?

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.

5.2.6 Mrs Pat Morgan, 3 Jennifer Way, Rossmoyne

In reference to Agenda Item 5.1.5 this evening:

1. Mrs Morgan asked why was her question altered in the minutes of the OCM of 
February 10, 2003 and the Agenda this evening, to delete any reference to Cr 
Marks, the ComEx Item regarding the Springs and Council’s valuations and the 
Executive response to Mr O’Neil’s questions?

The Mayor stated that the Local Government (Administration) Regulations at 
Regulation #11, outlines that “the content of minutes at a meeting of a council or 
committee is to include… a summary of each question raised by members of 
the public at the meeting and a summary of the response to the question”.  It is 
considered that the content of the minutes of the 10 February Council meeting 
minutes (in particular the preamble to Mrs Morgan’s five questions at item 5.2.7) 
is in compliance with this regulation.

2. Question #1 asks as to whether Council has promoted TPS 13 “The Springs” 
since the calling of the Department’s Part 1 Inquiry into the City on 21 January 
2002?  Tonight’s Agenda records the answer as …’No’.   Would Council or the 
City care to acknowledge that it has been promoting The Springs in negotiations 
with Main Roads Western Australia up until 16 December 2002, some 12 
months into the Department’s Part 8 Division 1 formal inquiry into the City of 
Belmont?

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.
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3. In answer to question 3, on the Agenda this evening, Council states that the 
2003 edition of the Perth UBD does not show the most recent Scheme Plan for 
The Springs.  Mrs Morgan asked if she could be provided with a copy of the 
most recent Scheme Plan and explain how this plan was adopted?

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.

4. Mrs Morgan advised that the 2003 UBD was based on the latest plan for the 
Springs as advertised in August 2001, after being adopted by Council with 
modifications in March 2001.  Mrs Morgan further advised that the publisher of 
the UBD maintains that Council’s appointed Scheme Manager provided the 
Scheme Plan in May 2001.  In light of the answers provided to my questions in 
the Agenda this evening, have the contractual obligations of the Scheme 
Manager, as detailed in the yellow sheet attached to the scheme advertising in 
2001, changed in any way?

The Mayor advised that due to there being insufficient notice to allow staff to 
research answers, this question will need to be taken on notice.

5. Council has maintained that they will be responsible for the Scheme manager of 
TPS 13, The Springs.  As the Scheme Manager provided the Scheme Plan to 
UBD on Council’s behalf, why is Council now seeking to abrogate its 
responsibilities under the contract and at law?

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.

5.2.7 Rob Greenwood, 151 Coolgardie Avenue Redcliffe

1. Mr Greenwood outlined that Mayor Passeri had stated in his argument against 
direct election of the Mayor by the Electors of Belmont that only 17% of 
municipalities in WA directly elect their Mayor. Mr Greenwood asked is that 
misleading the Electors of Belmont when in fact 73% of the Municipal Electors 
of this State directly elect their Mayor?

The Mayor replied – whilst it was not him that actually made the comment 
referred to, he recalled Cr Richardson made this statement at the February 
Resources and Policy Committee meeting, he did not believe the statement is 
misleading.  Clearly there will be a difference in percentage terms if you use 
either population or local governments as your base.  The Mayor did not believe 
that the community would be misled if an accurate and straightforward 
comparison is offered.
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2. Mr Greenwood asked if the Mayor aware that; in Albany 30,279 Electors, in 
Bunbury 30,801, in Cambridge 24,047, in Canning 74,016, in Carnarvon 8,616, 
in Claremont 9,368, in Cockburn 74,000, in Cottesloe 7,470, in East Fremantle 
6,500, in Fremantle 25,741, in Geraldton 21,451, in Joondalup 157,431, in 
Kalgoorlie Boulder 28,573, in Mandurah 49,420, in Melville 97,199, in Mosman 
Park 8,300, in Narrogin 4,696, in Nedlands 21,741, in Northam Town 7,000, in 
City of Perth 6,785, in South Perth 24,783, in Subiaco 15,763, in Victoria Park 
27,892, in Vincent 25,795, and in the City of Wanneroo 83,000 Electors, all 
directly elect their Mayor?  (WALGA figures at 21.2.2003).

The Mayor advised that he had not had the time to check the figures quoted, 
but had no reason to believe that the figures quoted above were anything but 
correct.

3. Is it that 860,667 Electors out of 1,180,715 Municipal Electors Statewide (or in 
fact 73%) who directly elect their Mayor, and not the 17% of Electors Statewide 
you would have us believe?

The Mayor replied  that as was pointed out in his answer to question #1 above, 
the argument will only become misleading if you choose to make it so.  In 
Mr Greenwood’s question at (1) above, it was stated was “that only 17% of 
municipalities in WA directly elect their Mayor”.  This is as I understand it, 
correct.  To now say in question #3 that what was said was “17% of Electors 
Statewide”…elect their Mayor, is neither accurate nor correct.

4. Why has the Mayor continually refused to support direct election of the Mayor 
by the people of Belmont?

The Mayor advised that he had continually refused to support direct election of 
the Mayor by the people of Belmont because he believes that the current 
system provides the best overall outcome.

5. Mr Greenwood asked if the Mayor was concerned that a majority of the 30,800 
municipal Electors of Belmont would not elect him as Mayor in an open vote by 
Electors?

The Mayor stated that this was an argumentative question.  Please refer to the 
answer at (4) above.

6. Would allowing each Elector present to speak and then to deal with their 
requests fully at open Council Meetings and Committee Meetings, and, to 
promote rather than oppose motions put forward by Electors’ Meetings, be 
important qualities for a directly elected Mayor?
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The Mayor advised that Council from March will have open committees and the 
residents of our City are more than welcome to attend, ask questions and make 
submissions.  Section 5.34 of the Local Government Act outlines that all 
decisions made at an electors meeting are to be considered by Council and “if 
at a meeting of Council a local government makes a decision in response to a 
decision made at an electors’ meeting, the reasons for the decision are to be 
recorded in the minutes of the council meeting”.  Clearly when this information 
is considered in light of the Role of Council at Section 2.7 of the Local 
Government Act, the Role of the Mayor at Section 2.8, and the Role of 
Councillors at Section 2.10, it is our responsibility to represent the interests of 
electors, ratepayers and residents of the district (that is, the entire population of 
the City).  

The Mayor stated further - “It is extremely important that I and my fellow 
Councillors assess every issue before Council in accordance with the prevailing 
legislation and what we believe to be in the overall best interests of our district 
and its residents.  I would not consider that such a responsibility should 
preclude opposing motions on some occasions.   Section 2.8 of the Act states 
that one of my roles is to provide ‘leadership’.  If I believe that it is in the best 
overall interests of the community to oppose a position put by an individual, a 
Councillor, or an electors meeting, then that is what I will do”.  

5.3 QUESTIONS FROM THE FLOOR

5.3.1 Mrs Chantal Charbonneau, 6 Acton Avenue, Rivervale

In respect to the Rivervale liquor store being relocated to the corner of Acton Avenue 
and Great Eastern Highway, Rivervale, does Council have any involvement in the 
approval process for the transfer of the liquor licence and hours of operation?

The Mayor advised that although he believed that this process is managed through 
the State Liquor Licensing Division, he would take this question on notice to enable 
further research to be undertaken.

5.3.2 Mr Arthur Nions, 85 Fauntleroy Avenue, Ascot

1. In respect to Item 8.6.5 of the Planning and Development Committee report, 
are you aware that the submission contains an incorrect statement; the hedge 
is not on the boundary, the plants that form the hedge were planted well within 
the boundary of 85 Fauntleroy Avenue.

The Acting Director – Development, Mr Adrian Oats replied that whilst he was 
not aware that the hedge was not on the boundary he believed that this fact 
would have no bearing on the outcome of the matter.
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2. A recommendation has been made that a longer than usual (11.5m) boundary 
wall be allowed because clause 2.3.4 of the Code allows longer walls.  If it is 
practicable to do so to make effective use of space, are your aware that the 
space could be used just as effectively by building the parapet wall on the 
other side boundary without impacting on residential property public amenity 
as it is on a drainage reserve?

The Mayor advised that the Planning and Development Committee discussed 
and gave consideration to these issues.  The Mayor further advised that this 
item will be formally dealt with later in the meeting.

3. Is clause 2.3.4 reasonably used if the land can be used just as effectively 
without inconvenience to others by placing the boundary wall on the opposite 
boundary?

The Mayor advised that the Planning and Development Committee also gave 
consideration to this matter as part of their consideration of the issue.

5.3.3 Mr Robert Rossi, 108 Fulham Street, Kewdale

In respect to Item 9.5.1 of the Resources and Policy Committee report relating to the 
Belmont City Fair and a clash with the Belmont Historical Society, does Council 
recognise the hard work of the historical society and its volunteers?

The Mayor advised that it does.

5.3.4 Mr Michael Ryan, 60 Riversdale Road, Rivervale

Mr Ryan referred to the Special Council meeting held on 12 February 2003 and 
noted that the minutes report that 12 members of the public were present, however 
two of these were staff members and one member of the press – why does Council 
continue to produce bad minutes and refuse to acknowledge a member of the press?

The Mayor advised that he believed that the minutes were an accurate record and 
stated that if there is a member of the press present in the gallery who wishes to be 
recognised, they were welcome to supply the Chair with details of their journalistic 
credentials.

***8.06pm The Mayor advised that the time allocated for Question Time had 
elapsed.

BASS MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that Question Time be extended by 
10 minutes.

CARRIED 12 VOTES TO 0
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5.3.5 Mr Paul Hitt, c/- 14 McLachlan Way, Belmont

1. Is it Council or the Education Department promoting the closure of Belmont 
Primary School?

Mr Oats advised that the Chief Executive Officer has been negotiating with the 
Director General of the Education Department (based on the outcomes of the 
State School Rationalisation report).

2. What area of Centenary Park will remain for rubgy, cricket and other sporting 
users if 3-4 hectares are excised for a new school?

Mr Oats advised that if 3-4 hectares was used for a school, there would be no 
sufficient area remaining for those sporting activities to occur.

3. Will any proposal to close and relocate Belmont Primary School be advertised 
for public comment?

The Mayor replied in the affirmative.

4. Firstly a swap for Parry Fields (Grove Farm Trust Land) was mooted in 1995.  
Last year a suggestion was put forward to use a portion of Centenary Park as 
housing for the elderly, now we have a suggestion put forward to allocate 
some 3-4 hectares of this land for the relocation of the Belmont Primary 
School.  Why is Council considering alternative use options for Centenary 
Park?

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.

5.3.6 Mrs Brenda Whitely, 8 Gibbs Street, Rivervale

I refer to the Office/Escort Agency located on Great Eastern Highway and ask if 
Council continues to police the car parking at the premises to ensure it has no more 
than one vehicle parked as Mrs Whitely recently noted up to three vehicles parked 
there last Sunday?

The Mayor advised that this question will need to be taken on notice.
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5.3.7 Mrs Chantal Charbonneau, 6 Acton Avenue, Rivervale

Mrs Charbonneau outlined that in light of the acts of violence and anti-social 
behaviour emanating from the vicinity of the intersection of Acton Avenue and Great 
Eastern Highway, does Council believe that this is an appropriate location for a liquor 
store and what is its intentions to reduce the problem?

The Mayor advised that the liquor store complies with the Planning requirements and 
that Council’s Community Security Patrols work directly under the supervision of local 
police to address ‘crime’ and anti-social behaviour ‘hot spots’.  He would request staff 
to bring the matter to the attention of the security patrols.

5.3.8 Mr Clive Coombs, 317 Wright Street, Cloverdale

During discussion on the new security arrangements for Council meetings; would it 
be fair to say that the behaviour of the Mayor and a number of Councillors towards 
the gallery has influenced this animosity?

The Mayor replied that he did not believe this to be the case, but if Mr Coombs had
any specific complaints or incidents he should to put them to him in writing for 
investigation.

5.3.9 Mr Kevin Bettridge, Unit 3/18 Mort Street, Rivervale

Mr Bettridge referred to the Resources and Policy Committee report, Item 9.8.2 
regarding open Council and Committee meetings, and suggest that the 
recommendation is fundamentally flawed in reducing the number of Council meetings 
to one per month.  Mr Bettridge asked has Council set up the opening of Committee 
meetings to the public to fail?

The Mayor advised that Council did not believe that the proposed new meeting 
format would fail and that it will be on trial for a time during which improvements can 
be made if required.

***8.19pm As there were no further questions, the Mayor declared Public Question 
Time closed.
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6. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

6.1 ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

HELD 10 FEBRUARY 2003

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 10 February 2003, as 
printed and circulated to all Councillors, be confirmed as a true and accurate record.

GODSELL MOVED, RICHARDSON SECONDED, that the minutes of the Ordinary 
Council Meeting held on 10 February 2003, as printed and circulated to all 
Councillors, be confirmed as a true and accurate record.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 1

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney, Bass

Marks, Murfin, Powell
Richardson

Against:  Dornford

6.2 SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING

HELD 12 FEBRUARY 2003

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on 12 February 2003, as 
printed and circulated to all Councillors, be confirmed as a true and accurate record.

***8.21pm Cr Bass departed the Chamber.

RICHARDSON MOVED, GODSELL SECONDED, that the minutes of the Special 
Council Meeting held on 12 February 2003, as printed and circulated to all 
Councillors, be confirmed as a true and accurate record.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 1

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney
Marks, Murfin, Powell

Richardson

Against:  Dornford

***8.22pm Cr Bass returned to the Chamber.
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7. QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS ON WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN
(WITHOUT DISCUSSION)

Nil.

8. PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

8.1 KNUTSFORD AVENUE, KEWDALE – BETWEEN OATS STREET AND KEW STREET

Report by Chief Executive Officer. 

APPLICATION

To advise of a petition received regarding traffic concerns at Knutsford Avenue, 
between Oats and Kew Streets. 

IS THIS PROPOSAL CONSISTENT WITH COUNCIL’S OPERATIONAL PLAN?                    YES
C5.2 (c) Install appropriate traffic management devices having regard to amenity, lighting, streetscape; 
the relationship between pavement width and vehicle speed; appropriate road design standards; the 
possible adverse impact on local business; and the high cost of installation and maintenance of such 
devices.

BACKGROUND

A petition has been received from residents of Knutsford Avenue.  The petition 
reads as follows:

"Petition to Belmont City Council regarding Knutsford Avenue, Kewdale 
between Oats Street and Kew Street.  Request for speed bumps to slow traffic 
and prevent night racing.  Please consider due to the number of young children 
living in this street (there is a school at the end of the road), and easy to see 
constant black tyre marks at Keane/Knutsford intersection.  Don’t let an 
accident happen before action is taken”.

10 residents have signed the petition.

COMMENT

Nil.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the petition be received and that the matter be referred to the next meeting of 
the Works and Technical Services Committee for its consideration.

TEASDALE MOVED, MURFIN SECONDED, that the petition be received and that 
the matter be referred to the next meeting of the Works and Technical Services 
Committee for its consideration.

CARRIED 12 VOTES TO 0

9. BUSINESS ADJOURNED FROM A PREVIOUS MEETING

Nil.

10. CORRESPONDENCE

10.1 LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Nil.

10.2 GENERAL

Nil.

10.3 LATE CORRESPONDENCE OF AN URGENT NATURE

Nil.
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11. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

11.1 PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING

HELD 17 FEBRUARY 2003

Receipt of Minutes

RICHARDSON MOVED, GODSELL SECONDED, that the minutes of the Planning 
and Development Committee meeting held on 17 February 2003, as printed and 
circulated to all Councillors, be received.

CARRIED 12 VOTES TO 0

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

Items 8.1.4, 8.3.9, 8.3.10, 8.6.1 and 8.7.1 were withdrawn at the request of Councillor 
Richardson.
Item 8.6.5 was withdrawn at the request of Councillor Marks.
Item 8.1.3 was withdrawn at the request of Councillor Bass.
Items 8.3.4 and 8.6.13 were withdrawn at the request of Councillor Dornford.

ADOPTION OF THE BALANCE OF THE REPORT

RICHARDSON MOVED, DONEY SECONDED, that recommendation items 5.1, 
7.0, 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.5, 8.1.6, 8.2.1, 8.3.1, 8.3.2, 8.3.3, 8.3.5 – 8.3.8, 8.3.11, 8.5.1, 
8.6.2 - 8.6.4, 8.6.6 – 8.6.12, 8.7.2 and 8.7.3 of the Planning and Development 
Committee meeting held on 17 February 2003, be adopted en bloc (i.e. with the 
exception of items 8.1.3, 8.1.4, 8.3.4, 8.3.9, 8.3.10, 8.6.1, 8.6.5, 8.6.13 and 8.7.1).

CARRIED 12 VOTES TO 0

11.1.1 Withdrawn Item 8.1.3 – Lot 70 (264) Wright Street, Cloverdale 
– Unlawful Fence

GODSELL MOVED, RICHARDSON SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 2

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney
Marks, Murfin, Powell

Richardson

Against:  Dornford, Bass



OCM 24/02/03 Reports of Committees

28
CONFIRMATION DATE:  24 MARCH 2003

Item 11.1 – Continued…

11.1.2 Withdrawn Item 8.1.4 – Lot 16 (230) Epsom Avenue, Belmont 
– Parapet Wall Construction to a Proposed Single Residence

RICHARDSON MOVED, BLAIR SECONDED, that the Committee Recommendation 
not be adopted for reasons of clarity and that Council –

1. Approve the building application to construct a single residence on Lot 16 
(230) Epsom Avenue Belmont with a parapet wall in accordance with the 
amended plans and specifications submitted on 12 February 2003.

2. Notify the adjoining property owners at Lot 951 (228) Epsom Avenue, 
Belmont of Council’s decision that the construction of the garage wall to 
the boundary is considered as not having an affect on the amenity of their 
property.

3. Advise the building licence applicant that permission is required from the 
adjoining owner if access over any portion of Lot 951 (228) Epsom Avenue, 
Belmont is required for the construction of the wall.

4. The finish surface of the boundary wall, which is exposed to the 
neighbouring property, shall be of face brickwork or cement render finish.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 1

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney, Dornford

Marks, Murfin, Powell
Richardson

Against:  Bass

11.1.3 Withdrawn Item 8.3.4 – Lot 9631 (213) Great Eastern Highway 
– Belmont Primary School

TEASDALE MOVED, RICHARDSON SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.
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During debate on the above proposal, Cr Bass foreshadowed a motion if the above 
resolution was lost, namely –

1. That officers submit to Committee numbers of pupils attending the Belmont 
Primary School at present, and anticipated numbers given the proposed 
development of the Western Power site.

2. That before Council make any decisions on establishing a primary school in 
Centenary Park, that extensive public consultation throughout the whole of the 
City be conducted.

The substantive motion was put and …    CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 1

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney, Dornford

Marks, Murfin, Powell
Richardson

Against:  Bass

***8.39pm Having earlier declared an interest in the following item, Cr Teasdale 
departed the Chamber.

11.1.4 Withdrawn Item 8.3.9 – Proposed Naming of a Newly 
Created Street in Kewdale

RICHARDSON MOVED, DONEY SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0

***8.40pm Cr Teasdale returned to the Chamber.
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11.1.5 Withdrawn Item 8.3.10 – Hill 60 Proposed Local Planning Policy

RICHARDSON MOVED, MURFIN SECONDED, that the Committee 
recommendation not be adopted and in light of the proponents’ commitments to 
ensure that a break in the proposed landscape bund for a view corridor through 
the site to the heritage building, Council adopt Local Planning Policy No 20 –
Hill 60 Development Guidelines Policy for final approval with modification as 
outlined below and advertise its adoption in accordance with subclause 2.5 of 
Town Planning Scheme No. 14.

POLICY BASIS

The land comprising the ‘Hill 60’ site (being Lots 801 to 807 Great Eastern Highway, 
Rivervale) is zoned Mixed Use in the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 (TPS 
No. 14).  The development controls contained within Council’s Guidelines for the Mixed 
Use zone are intentionally broad to address all forms of development that can potentially 
be approved within this Zone, including showrooms, offices, recreational uses and 
housing.  The Mixed Use zone controls are broadly based and do not address detailed 
design factors for key development sites, such as the strategically positioned ‘Hill 60’ 
holding. 

Council has been approached by the owners and prospective developers of the ‘Hill 60’ 
site who have expressed a high level of interest in a residential apartment development, 
complemented by appropriate secondary uses including a local shop, commercial and 
recreation uses.   

This Policy was formulated to establish the design framework necessary to accommodate 
a high quality mixed use project and to address the unique circumstances pertaining to 
the site, including its relationship with the Swan River foreshore, Hardey Park and Great 
Eastern Highway.  (Refer Site Analysis Plan attached).

The Policy provisions will ensure a compatible form of development on the site in terms of 
height, setbacks, building bulk, building design, access and landscaping.

~ Vision Statement ~

With convenient access to the City, foreshore parkland, Hardey Park, Burswood Casino 
& Resort, Ascot Marina, Perth Airport, the Belmont Town Centre and regular public 
transport services, the ‘Hill 60’ Special Development Precinct is ideally suited for a 
quality residential apartment development accompanied by complementary secondary 
uses.
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Designed in harmony with the riverine setting and orientated to maximise views to the 
river, Hardey Park and the City, the future residential apartments developed within this 
Precinct will take advantage of the existing site features and complement the local 
riverine environment.  The architecture will be contemporary and embrace local climatic 
conditions and solar design principles.

The apartments will be developed in four stages and arranged in clusters that offer an 
intimate scale of living.  Each cluster will have shared facilities at its core that cater to 
the quality of lifestyle demanded by future residents.   Commercial uses, with 
apartments developed above, will enjoy exposure to Great Eastern Highway and offer 
daily conveniences within walking and cycling distance of local residents.  At the core of 
the ‘Hill 60’ Precinct will be the former ‘Hill 60’ residence.  This landmark building will be 
restored for adaptive re-use and retained within a landscaped setting.

The extension of Tanunda Drive will provide public road access into the site and 
overcome the need for multiple access points onto the Highway.  Tanunda Drive, 
together with a continuous shared pathway network, will provide the wider community 
with access to the Precinct and river foreshore.

POLICY AREA

The Hill 60 Special Development Precinct comprises all land contained within Lots 801 to 
807 Great Eastern Highway, Rivervale.

APPLICATION OF POLICY

These provisions will apply to all new development located within the Hill 60 – Special 
Development Precinct.
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RELATIONSHIP WITH EXISTING POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

The provisions outlined in this Policy will be read in conjunction with the following planning 
documents:

 City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14, City of Belmont
 Residential Design Codes, Western Australian Planning Commission
 Mixed Use Zone Guidelines, City of Belmont
 Draft Great Eastern Highway Strategic Access Policy, City of Belmont
 Building Height and Bulk Along Great Eastern Highway Policy, City of Belmont

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION PROCESS

The ‘Hill 60’ Special Development Precinct abuts land in the Swan River Trust (SRT) 
Management Area.  Determination of future development application(s) for the Precinct 
shall therefore be in accordance with the processes outlined in Clause 30A of the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme.  This will entail the City of Belmont referral of the 
development application(s) to the SRT and Heritage Council of Western Australia (HCWA) 
for its recommendation.  Council is to have regard to the Swan River Trust’s 
recommendation before making a decision.  Should a recommendation provided by the 
SRT be unacceptable to Council, the application will be forwarded to the Western 
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) for its determination.

POLICY OBJECTIVES

 To encourage high quality development consistent with the prominent profile of this 
strategic site.

 To facilitate development that complements the adjacent riverine setting and
addresses the site’s relationship with Great Eastern Highway.

 To promote development that recognises the heritage value and listing of the existing
Hill 60 residence.

POLICY STATEMENT

The following statements are intended to promote a high standard of innovative 
development through site specific standards.
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1. Land Use
Permissible land uses within the site are controlled by the City of Belmont TPS No. 14.  
Council may consider the following land uses for the site:

 Multiple Dwellings
 Office
 Shop (incidental use)
 Showroom
 Café/Restaurant
 Private Recreation

Notwithstanding the above, Council may also consider other uses that can be approved 
under TPS No. 14 within the Mixed Use zone for the former ‘Hill 60’ residence.   

2. Density of Development
The development of the site will be undertaken on a staged basis (4 stages).  
Notwithstanding that future subdivision will result in a variation in the apportionment of 
densities across the site, the average development density will be R100 (excluding land 
contained in the public road).   

3. Setbacks
Setbacks applied throughout the development will ensure a cohesive streetscape, 
adequate separation of built form and a positive relationship with Great Eastern Highway 
and the Swan River foreshore reserve. 

The following building setbacks will apply:

(a) Minimum 9.0 metres to the Great Eastern Highway frontage (Council may consider 
the use of the setback area for screened car parking).

(b) Minimum 10.0 metres to Swan River Foreshore Reserve (balconies may protrude 
into this setback area by no more than 3.0 metres).

(c) Minimum 3.0 metre setback to internal subdivisional road (Tanunda Drive) with the 
exception of Stage 4 where access to an undercroft car park may be permitted 
within the setback.

(d) Minimum side boundary setback as per the Residential Design Codes apart from
Stage 4.  In Stage 4 a minimum side boundary of 3 metres adjacent to Hardey Park.  
Council may permit zero lot line development to the boundary where the wall height 
does not exceed 3.5 metres, and does not exceed 66% of the length of any 
boundary.  

(e) For all internal boundaries a minimum side setback of 3.5 metres is applicable for 
wall heights up to 9 metres with major openings.  Walls without major openings will 
be in accordance with the Residential Design Codes.

(f) In stages 3-4 Council may permit the development of an undercroft car park within 
the setback.
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4. Plot Ratio
Notwithstanding subsequent subdivision, a maximum plot ratio of 1.5 (excluding land 
contained in the public road) is permitted.  This plot ratio may be averaged across the four 
stages of the development.  

5. Building Height
High-rise buildings adjacent to the Foreshore Reserve will be encouraged to achieve 
separation between buildings to provide for access and view corridors to the Swan River 
from within the site.

The maximum building height adjacent to the Swan River Foreshore Reserve will however 
be limited to 10 storeys above the undercroft carpark or approximately 33m above the 
highest natural ground level.  Projections above the roofline to accommodate rooftop 
services and articulation may be permitted.
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6. Built Form
Development across the site should achieve an integrated form of contemporary building 
with simple, clear overall forms defined by feature elements and a range of attractive, 
quality materials to produce variety and distinction.

Development along the frontage to the Swan River will incorporate the following elements:

 A varied / articulated roofline which adds visual interest to the skyline 

 A non-reflective finish

 Lighting to emphasise built form at night

 View corridors

 In regards to the five 10 storey apartment buildings, the visual appearance and

character of the apartment blocks be individually distinct and differ in design.

7. Materials and Colours
The integration of the new apartment buildings through complementary materials and 
finishes to establish a coherent built form will be encouraged.  The range of materials and 
palette of colours will be carefully selected to harmonise with the local riverine setting and 
complement the contemporary architecture design of the apartment buildings.  Imitation of 
the materials finishes and colours featured at the ‘Hill 60’ building will not be critical to the 
selection process.  

Details of proposed materials and colours will form part of any prospective development 
application lodged for this Precinct.  

8. Solar Orientation
Building design should seek to reduce energy consumption by siting buildings to maximise 
solar access, the utilisation of appropriate external shading (i.e. balconies), insulation of 
roofs and landscaping.

9. Overshadowing
Any new development will seek to limit potential overshadowing of residential units on:

 Hill 60 Homestead;
 other units within the development; 
 private and public outdoor spaces;
 neighbouring properties;
 Hardey Park; and
 Swan River foreshore.
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10. Privacy / Overlooking
While overlooking of public shared space is encouraged to promote security, overlooking 
of windows and private open space should be avoided as far as is practicable.

11. Vehicle Access
The only vehicle access point into the site will be via an extension of Tanunda Drive.  The 
Tanunda Drive entry can be accessed via:

(i) a ‘left-in’, ‘left-out’ access point from Great Eastern Highway and/or;

(ii) the extension of Tanunda Drive through to a four way signalised intersection at
Belmont Avenue.

The developer’s commitments to the construction and or funding of the above access 
points will be as follows:

 Left-in / Left-out at Great Eastern Highway – (Developers Cost 50%);

 Extension of Tanunda Drive to round-about – (Developers Cost 50%);

 Extension of Tanunda Drive from round-about to Great Eastern Highway 
intersection – (Developers Cost 25%);

 Belmont Avenue / Great Eastern Highway four way signalised intersection –
(Developers Cost 33.3% of balance after Main Roads contribution).

12. Car parking
The number of car bays provided for residential use will be in accordance with the 
Residential Planning Codes.  Car parking for non-residential uses will be provided in 
accordance with the provisions of the City of Belmont TPS No. 14.    

Development must aim to reduce the visual impact of the vehicle parking areas viewed 
from Great Eastern Highway and the Swan River in accordance with the provisions 
contained within Council’s Local Planning Policy No. 9 – ‘Building Height and Bulk along 
Great Eastern Highway’.

Resident parking areas should be screened from public view.  Areas of at-grade parking 
catering for more than six vehicles will be provided with landscaped planting for shade 
and visual screening.

The reciprocal use of on-site visitor parking for the approved land use in the heritage 
building may be considered by Council.
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13. Pedestrian / Cycle Access
A pedestrian pathway network will be provided throughout the site for residents.  This 
network will provide linkages to the dual use pathway in the foreshore reserve.  Due to the 
State Government’s objective to retain the existing landform levels adjacent to the 
foreshore, the foreshore dual use path will be positioned close to the ‘Hill 60’ Precinct 
boundary.   

14. Foreshore Access
A development objective for the site is to facilitate pedestrian access from the site via a 
boardwalk to a jetty on the Swan River.  A separate development application shall be 
lodged by the proponent with the Council and Swan River Trust seeking approval for the 
boardwalk and jetty structures.

Public access along the existing Parks and Recreation Foreshore Reserve needs to be 
resolved in terms of the interface with the Hill 60 site and location of the Dual Use Path 
(DUP).  Given the very steep and sloping nature of the Foreshore Reserve a final 
alignment for a DUP to facilitate public access along the Swan River will need to be 
identified in consultation with representatives from the; City of Belmont, Swan River Trust 
and Department for Planning & Infrastructure.



OCM 24/02/03 Reports of Committees

38
CONFIRMATION DATE:  24 MARCH 2003

Item 11.1.5 – Continued…

15. Landscape
Landscaping will be carefully designed to: 

 preserve view corridors; 

 retain/transplant existing trees where possible (refer attached Transplanting 
Strategy);

 to reinforce the development theme established for the site; and 

 to assist with integrating the built form with the specific characteristics of the site (i.e. 
Great Eastern Highway frontage, riverine setting, association with Hardey Park).   

A landscaped bund will be established along the Great Eastern Highway frontage that 
contributes to the streetscape amenity of Great Eastern Highway and assists in 
alleviating noise impacts for future residents.  

The proposed berm / bund and associated walling abutting Great Eastern Highway 
will be staggered to improve its appearance and visual impact.  A cross-section / 
elevation is provided which depicts the location of the Hill 60 residence on the site 
relative to Great Eastern Highway and the Swan River.  The northern elevation 
confirms the heritage residence will be visible from the highway above the proposed 
bund and walling due to its elevated position within the site.
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Where possible, existing trees located within the site will be transplanted to recreate 
the ‘established’ character of the former hospital gardens.

Council will require as a condition of development approval the development 
proponent to lodge a detailed landscaping and reticulation plan for Council approval 
prior to the issue of a building license.

16. Heritage
The ‘Hill 60’ residence is listed on the Heritage Council of Western Australia’s State 
Register of Heritage Places and on the City of Belmont Municipal Heritage Inventory and 
is recorded as a heritage place worthy of retention and conservation.

The objectives for the ‘Hill 60’ residence are to:

 conserve the heritage value attributed to the ‘Hill 60’ site;
 contribute to the character and identity of the project; and 
 accommodate a commercially viable concern (independent of the project at large)

that supports the building’s ongoing maintenance and conservation.   

An application to use or modify the building for the above or any other land use will be 
lodged with Council and referred to the Heritage Council of Western Australia for the 
necessary approvals prior to the use commencing.  

Council and the Heritage Council of Western Australia may consider the use of this former 
residence for the following uses:  

 café;
 restaurant; and/or 
 residential uses.

Notwithstanding the above, Council and the Heritage Council of Western Australia may 
also consider other uses that can be approved within the Mixed Use zone under TPS No. 
14 for the former ‘Hill 60’ residence.   

The landowner will engage a Heritage Architect to prepare a ‘Conservation Plan’ for the 
Hill 60 Homestead which will result in a schedule of works required to be undertaken for 
the building.  The objective is to achieve a total conservation outcome for the Hill 60 
Homestead as part of the first stage of development.  Any uses for the Hill 60 Homestead 
would need to be compatible with the Heritage Significance of the building.  In this regard 
the integrity of the building is to be retained, the opportunity to conserve fabric is 
undertaken and any adaptation that may be required to accommodate the change of use 
minimises the impact on significant fabric and is easily reversible.
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17. Staging
Development of the site will be undertaken on a staged basis (refer attached Concept 
Plan).  The proposal is for Stage 1 to comprise the low rise (3 & 4 storeys) residential 
/ mixed use units on the north-east corner of the site abutting Great Eastern Highway.  
The Stage 1 works will also comprise the restoration of the Hill 60 Homestead in 
accordance with an endorsed Conservation Plan and the internal road / round-a-bout.  
Stage 2 will be the balance of the low rise apartments abutting the highway.  Stages 3 
& 4 will be the high rise (10 storeys) towers adjacent the Swan River and Foreshore 
Reserve.
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…
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CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 2

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney
Marks, Murfin, Powell

Richardson

Against:  Dornford, Bass
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***8.44pm Having earlier declared an interest in the following item, Cr Dornford 
departed the Chamber.

11.1.6 Withdrawn Item 8.6.1 – Lot 90 (327-329) Abernethy Road, Belmont 
– Proposed Fast Food/Takeaway (Pizza Hut) Outlet Within Existing
   Building

RICHARDSON MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0

***8.45pm Cr Dornford returned to the Chamber.

11.1.7 Withdrawn Item 8.6.5 – Lot 501 (87) Fauntleroy Avenue, Ascot 
– Objection to Parapet Wall

MARKS MOVED, RICHARDSON SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 1

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney
Marks, Murfin, Powell

Richardson, Bass

Against:  Dornford

11.1.8 Withdrawn Item 8.6.13 – Lot 33 (215) Wright Street, Cloverdale 
– Proposed Refurbishment and Extensions to Existing Office 
Building  (City of Belmont Civic Centre)

RICHARDSON MOVED, GODFREY SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 2

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney
Marks, Murfin, Powell

Richardson

Against:  Dornford, Bass
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***8.48pm Having earlier declared an interest in the following item, Cr Dornford 
departed the Chamber.

11.1.9 Withdrawn Item 8.7.1 – Details of Items Determined Under Delegated
Authority

RICHARDSON MOVED, GODSELL SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0

***8.49pm Cr Dornford returned to the Chamber.

11.2 RESOURCES AND POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING

HELD 18 FEBRUARY 2003

Receipt of Minutes

GODFREY MOVED,  POWELL SECONDED, that the minutes of the Resources 
and Policy Committee meeting held on 18 February 2003, as printed and 
circulated to all Councillors, be received.

CARRIED 12 VOTES TO 0

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

Item 9.1.1 was withdrawn at the request of Councillor Dornford.
Item 9.5.1 was withdrawn at the request of Councillor Powell.
Item 9.7.2, 9.7.3, 9.7.5, 9.8.1 and 9.8.2 were withdrawn at the request of Councillor 
Godfrey.

ADOPTION OF THE BALANCE OF THE REPORT

GODFREY MOVED, RICHARDSON SECONDED, that recommendation items 6.1, 
8.1, 9.1.2, 9.1.3, 9.2.1 – 9.2.3, 9.5.2, 9.5.3, 9.7.1, 9.7.4, 9.7.6, 9.7.7 and 9.7.8 of the 
Resources and Policy Committee meeting held on 18 February 2003, be 
adopted en bloc (i.e. with the exception of items 9.1.1, 9.5.1, 9.7.2, 9.7.3, 9.7.5, 
9.8.1 and 9.8.2).

CARRIED 12 VOTES TO 0
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11.2.1 Withdrawn Item 9.1.1 – Policy Amendment 
– Method of Electing Mayor

DORNFORD MOVED, BASS SECONDED, that in order to provide an improved 
Mayoral election system, the Committee recommendation not be adopted and 
that the Mayor be elected by the ratepayers and electors of the City of Belmont.

During debate on the above proposal, Cr Bass foreshadowed a motion if the above 
resolution was lost, namely –

“That a referendum be held in conjunction with the upcoming Council election, allowing 
the voters of the City to decide whether they support direct elections of the Mayor in 
2003 as an alternative to the Councillors electing the Mayor”

***9.06pm As a consequence of interjections by some members of the public 
gallery the Mayor requested those responsible to leave the Chamber.

Several gallery members departed the Chamber.

Cr Dornford departed the Chamber and did not return.

Cr Teasdale foreshadowed a motion should the above motion and foreshadowed 
motion be lost, namely –

“That the Committee recommendation not be adopted and the possibility be put to 
the Western Australian Local Government Association of having an item dealing with 
the ‘Election of Mayors State wide’ placed on the agenda (preferably through an 
exhaustive workshop format) at the next State Conference and further, that the 
matter be referred to the Resources and Policy Committee for investigation.

MURFIN MOVED, RICHARDSON SECONDED, that the motion now be put.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 1

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney
Marks, Murfin, Powell

Richardson

Against:  Bass
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The substantive motion was then put, namely –

“That in order to provide an improved Mayoral election system, the Committee 
recommendation not be adopted and that the Mayor be elected by the ratepayers and 
electors of the City of Belmont”

and was….  LOST 1 VOTE TO 10

For: Bass

Against:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney
Marks, Murfin, Powell

Richardson

Cr Bass’ foreshadowed motion, namely –

“That a referendum be held in conjunction with the upcoming Council election, allowing 
the voters of the City to decide whether they support direct elections of the Mayor in 
2003 as an alternative to the Councillors electing the Mayor”

was brought forward and lapsed for want of a seconder.

Cr Teasdale’s foreshadowed motion was brought forward.

TEASDALE MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that the Committee Recommendation 
not be adopted and the possibility be put to the Western Australian Local 
Government Association of having an item dealing with the ‘Election of Mayors 
State wide’ placed on the agenda (preferably through an exhaustive workshop 
format) at the next State Conference and further, that the matter be referred to 
the Resources and Policy Committee for investigation.

CARRIED 7 VOTES TO 4

For: Teasdale, Bass, Marks
Godsell, Powell, Richardson, Murfin

Against:  Passeri, Blair
Godfrey, Doney
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Item 11.2 – Continued…

11.2.2 Withdrawn Item 9.5.1 – Update on Marketing and Promotional Activities

POWELL MOVED, TEASDALE SECONDED, that the Committee recommendation 
not be adopted and that –

1. The information be noted and received; and

2. The final dot point on the bottom of page 21 not be supported and the 
Belmont City Fair Focus Group be instructed not to pursue the matter.

LOST 5 VOTES TO 6

For: Powell, Teasdale, Murfin
Marks, Bass

Against:  Passeri, Blair, Godsell
Godfrey, Doney, Richardson

TEASDALE MOVED, GODFREY SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 2

For:  Godfrey, Teasdale, Passeri
Blair, Godsell, Doney

Marks, Murfin, Richardson

Against:  Bass, Powell

***9.46pm Having earlier declared an interest in the following item, Cr Teasdale 
departed the Chamber.

11.2.3 Withdrawn Item 9.7.2 – Accounts for Payment

GODFREY MOVED,  DONEY SECONDED, that the Committee Recommendation 
be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0

***9.47pm Cr Teasdale returned to the Chamber.



OCM 24/02/03 Reports of Committees

48
CONFIRMATION DATE:  24 MARCH 2003

Item 11.2 – Continued…

***9.47pm Having earlier declared an interest in the following item, Cr Passeri 
departed the Chamber.

The Deputy Mayor, Cr Blair assumed the Chair.

11.2.4 Withdrawn Item 9.7.3 – Analysis of Investments
as at 31 December 2002 and 31 January 2003

GODFREY MOVED, GODSELL SECONDED, that the Committee Recommendation 
be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0

***9.48pm Cr Passeri returned to the Chamber and resumed the Chair.

11.2.5 Withdrawn Item 9.7.5 – Sundry Debtors Outstanding Over 90 Days 
   for the Period Ended 31 December 2002

GODFREY MOVED, TEASDALE SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY - 11 VOTES TO 0

11.2.6 Withdrawn Item 9.8.1 – Local Government Compliance Audit Return

GODFREY MOVED, TEASDALE SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0
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Item 11.2 – Continued…

***9.49pm Having earlier declared an interest in the following item, Cr Bass 
departed the Chamber.

11.2.7 Withdrawn Item 9.8.2 – Committee and Council Meetings

GODFREY MOVED, RICHARDSON SECONDED, that the Committee 
Recommendation be adopted without amendment or modification.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0

***9.50pm Cr Bass returned to the Chamber.

12. REPORTS OF OFFICERS

12.1 INFORMATION ONLY ITEMS

Report by Chief Executive Officer 

APPLICATION

Council’s acknowledgment of receipt of information of general interest.

IS THIS PROPOSAL CONSISTENT WITH COUNCIL’S CORPORATE PLAN? YES

“Operational Plan O1/1(c) - To keep Councillors informed of relevant industry and officer 
activities, regular update reports be presented to the respective committees”.

BACKGROUND

This item relates to information circulated by the Chief Executive Officer which may 
be of general interest to Councillors.
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Item 12.1 – Continued…

COMMENT

General information and memorandums:

DATED SUBJECT

07 February 2003 Memo – Select Services Internet Access
14 February 2003 WALGA Vacancies – Issue 02.03

 FESA Consultative Committees – Bush Fire Service and Fire 
and Rescue Service

 Library Board of WA
 Local Government Advisory Board
 Local Health Authorities Analytical Committee
 Road Safety Council

14 February 2003 Local Government News – Issue No. 6.03 – 7 February 2003
14 February 2003 Local Government News – Wednesday 12 February 2003
14 February 2003 EMRC Presentation – Community Waste Education Programme
14 February 2003 City of Belmont Podiatry Service
21 February 2003 WALGA –FESA Emergency Services Levy Capital Grants 

Committees Ministerial Appointments
 Bush Fire Brigade Capital Grants Committee (3)
 State Emergency Service Capital Grants Committee (3)

21 February 2003 Local Government News – Issue No. 7.03 – 14 February 2003
21 February 2003 Planning and Development Committee meeting – Item 8.3.3 

(Homeswest’s Presence Within the City of Belmont)
21 February 2003 This Week at ALGA – 14 February 2003
21 February 2003 Local Government News – Wednesday 19 February 2003
21 February 2003 February ComEx Agenda Item 8.5.3 (Committee and Council 

meetings)
21 February 2003 Annual ANZAC Memorial Service
21 February 2003 Ascot Cove Development
21 February 2003 Item 8.3.10 Hill 60 Guidelines (PDC 17/2/03)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the information provided to all Councillors and listed in this “Information Only 
Items” report be noted and received.

BLAIR MOVED,  GODSELL SECONDED, that the information provided to all 
Councillors and listed in this “Information Only Items” report be noted and 
received.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0
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13. REPORTS OF DELEGATES

13.1 CR BLAIR – KIDZ FEST

Cr Blair provided the following report:

“It was a wonderful day with hundreds of families attending, at least two thousand 
plus people.  The atmosphere was exciting and electric.  The children’s faces were 
full of wonderment; they all looked to be having an enchanting afternoon.  There was 
that much to do that the children went from one exciting activity to the next.

Councillors Murfin, Godfrey and Teasdale attended our first Kidz Fest.  It was great to 
see a programme that was aimed directly at the 2 – 12 year olds.  Thank you to 
Councillor Phil Marks as it was his suggestion for this event to be held.  I would like 
to thank the Corporate Services section headed by Stuart Cole, with his marketing 
team managed by Lorraine Francis and assisted by Amy Jones, for another very 
successful City of Belmont community event.  Without their valued expertise this 
event would never have happened, thank you.

The following activities were enjoyed during the afternoon:-

 Adventure Land
 Story Land (by our Library staff, in full costume)
 Fun Land
 Sports Land (Director Corporate Services, Stuart Cole and Recreation Officer, Jodi Cronan)
 Food Land (funds from Sausage Sizzle went to the Chaplaincy Programme in our schools)

 A one hour kids concert was held at the end of the day with Queen Caroline and 
her rainbow fairy dancers and the Kangaroo Creek Gang.

A big thank you to the Belmont Forum Shopping Centre who kindly sponsored the 
event and the great prizes for the Fancy Dress Competition.  Judges were Ms Anne 
Manifis, Manager of Belmont Forum, Councillor Murfin and myself”.

MURFIN MOVED, TEASDALE SECONDED, that sincere appreciation be made to 
Mr Stuart Cole, Lorraine Francis, Amy Jones, Recreation Officers and all other 
staff involved in the inaugural City of Belmont Kidz Fest.  

Their professional attitude, experience and management of the day ensured that 
the event was the great success it was.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0

GODFREY MOVED, MARKS SECONDED, that the report of Councillor Blair be 
noted and received.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0
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Item 13 – Continued…

13.2 CR BLAIR – AUSTRALIAN LOCAL GOVERNMENT WOMEN’S ASSOCIATION 

(ALGWA)

Councillor Blair noted that the ALGWA held a workshop at the City of Belmont 
reception area on Saturday 22 February 2003, which was well attended.  Councillor 
Blair thanked Council for the use of the venue for the workshop.

POWELL MOVED,  RICHARDSON SECONDED, that the report of Councillor Blair 
be noted and received.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0

13.3 CR PASSERI – EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGIONAL COUNCIL

– BIODIVERSITY PRESENTATION

The Mayor advised that he and several other Councillors attended an EMRC 
presentation on Biodiversity, run by Mick McCarthy, and noted the valuable 
information gained from the programme.

RICHARDSON MOVED, GODFREY SECONDED, that the report of Councillor 
Passeri be noted and received.

CARRIED 11 VOTES TO 0

14. URGENT BUSINESS APPROVED BY THE PERSON PRESIDING OR BY 
DECISION

Nil.

15. MATTERS FOR WHICH MEETING MAY BE CLOSED

Nil.

16. CLOSURE

There being no further business to discuss, the Mayor declared the meeting closed at 
9.55pm.


