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MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING HELD IN THE COUNCIL 
CHAMBERS OF THE CITY OF BELMONT CIVIC CENTRE, 215 WRIGHT STREET, 
CLOVERDALE ON TUESDAY, 28 FEBRUARY 2006, COMMENCING AT 7.04PM

PRESENT

Cr P Marks, Acting Mayor East Ward
Cr R Rossi West Ward
Cr B Martin West Ward
Cr P Hitt West Ward
Cr E Teasdale South Ward
Cr B Whiteley South Ward
Cr J Powell South Ward
Cr M Blair Central Ward
Cr G Dornford Central Ward

IN ATTENDANCE

Mr R Lutey A/Chief Executive Officer
Mr N Deague Director – Community and Statutory Services
Mr S Cole Director – Corporate & Governance
Mr P Varris Manager - Governance
Ms S Johnson A/Agenda & Minutes Officer

MEMBERS OF THE GALLERY

There were 15 attendees and one press representative in the gallery.

1. OFFICIAL OPENING

The Acting Mayor opened the meeting at 7.04pm, welcomed those in attendance and 
invited Cr Whiteley to read aloud the Affirmation of Civic Duty and Responsibility on 
behalf of Councillors and Officers.  Cr Whiteley read aloud the affirmation.

2. APOLOGIES & LEAVE OF ABSENCE

2.1 APOLOGIES

Cr Bass East Ward

2.2 LEAV E OF ABSENCE

Cr G Godfrey – 13 February 2006 – 13 March 2006 (OCM 07/02/06)
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3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillors / Staff are reminded of the requirements of s5.65 of the Local Government Act 1995, 
to disclose any interest during the meeting when the matter is discussed, and also of the 
requirement to disclose an interest affecting impartiality under the City’s Code of Conduct.

3.1 FINANCIAL INTERESTS

A declaration under this section requires that the nature of the interest must be disclosed.  
Consequently a member who has made a declaration must not preside, participate in, or be 
present during any discussion or decision making procedure relating to the matter the subject of 
the declaration.

Other members may allow participation of the declarant if the member further discloses the 
extent of the interest and the other members decide that the interest is trivial or insignificant or 
is common to a significant number of electors or ratepayers.

Name Item No. Nature of Interest (and extent, where appropriate)
Nil.

3.2 DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST THAT MAY CAUSE ACONFLICT

Councillors and staff are required (Code of Conduct), in addition to declaring any financial 
interest, to declare any interest that might cause a conflict.  The member / employee is also 
encouraged to disclose the nature of the interest.  The member / employee must consider the 
nature and extent of the interest and whether it will affect their impartiality.  If the member / 
employee declares that their impartiality will not be affected then they may participate in the 
decision making process.

Name Item No. Details of Interest
Ms J Gillan 11.1.6 Related to a member of the Town of Victoria Park 

Project Team.

4. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER (WITHOUT 
DISCUSSION) AND DECLARATIONS BY MEMBERS

4.1 ANNOUNCEM ENTS

4.1.1 Expression of Appreciation from Mayor Godfrey

The Acting Mayor passed on Mayor Godfrey’s appreciation for receiving 
flowers during her stay in hospital.
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4.2 DISCLAIM ER

**7.07pm The Acting Mayor drew the public gallery’s attention to the Disclaimer and the 
Manager – Governance read the Disclaimer aloud.

No responsibility whatsoever is implied or accepted by the City of Belmont for any act, omission 
or statement or intimation occurring during Council or Committee meetings.

The City of Belmont disclaims any liability for any loss whatsoever and howsoever caused 
arising out of reliance by any person or legal entity on any such act, omission or statement or 
intimation occurring during Council or Committee meetings.

Any person or legal entity who acts or fails to act in reliance upon any statement, act or 
omission made in a Council or Committee meeting does so at that person’s or legal entity’s own 
risk.

In particular and without derogating in any way from the broad disclaimer above, in any 
discussion regarding any planning application or application for a licence, any statement or 
intimation or approval made by any member or Officer of the City of Belmont during the course 
of any meeting is not intended to be and is not taken as notice of approval from the City of 
Belmont.

The City of Belmont warns that anyone who has any application lodged with the City of Belmont 
must obtain and should only rely on written confirmation of the outcome of the application, and 
any conditions attaching to the decision made by the City of Belmont in respect of that 
application.

The City of Belmont wishes to advise that any plans or documents contained within this agenda 
may be subject to copy right law provisions (Copyright Act 1968, as amended) and that the 
express permission of the copyright owner(s) should be sought prior to their reproduction.  It 
should be noted that Copyright owners are entitled to take legal action against any persons who 
infringe their copyright.  A reproduction of material that is protected by copyright may represent 
a copyright infringement.

4.3 DECLARATIONS BY MEM BERS WHO HAV E NOT GIVEN DUE CONSIDERATION TO 
ALL MATTERS CONTAINED IN THE BUSINESS PAPERS PRESENTLY BEFORE THE 

MEETING

Nil.

4.4 DECLARATIONS BY MEM BERS WHO HAV E RECEIV ED AND NOT READ THE 

‘COUNCILLORS INFORMATION BULLETINS’ AS DETAILED IN ITEM 12.1

Nil.
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5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

**7.09pm The Acting Mayor drew the public gallery’s attention to the rules of Public 
Question Time as written in the Agenda.  In accordance with rule (l), the 
Acting Mayor advised that he had registered two members of the public who 
had given prior notice to ask questions, these being Mr R Harris and Mr S 
Wolfe.

The Acting Mayor invited the public gallery members, who had yet to register 
their interest to ask a question, to do so. One further registration was
forthcoming by Mrs W Mitchell.

5.1 RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE

Nil.

5.2 QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

5.2.1 Mr Ray Harris, 135 Kew Street, Kewdale  

1. What was the total cost to Council for Sister City for the last financial year?

The Manager Governance replied that the net cost was $83,236 which included the 
cost of a Citizen delegation to Adachi in addition to the normal Student delegation.

2. What is the budget amount for this year?

The Manager Governance replied that the net budget amount for this year was 
$66,500.

5.2.2 Mr S Wolfe, 94 Mathieson Road, Ascot

1. Is the position Mrs Teasdale holds (with the Sister City Association) an 
honorary position?

The Manager Governance replied that yes, as Honorary Secretary, however the 
position has drawn a small honorarium.  Mrs Teasdale’s dedication to this role means 
that the City does not need to direct staff time to the many tasks that Mrs Teasdale 
undertakes in her liaison with the City and the Sister City Association and our City’s 
relationship with Adachi-Ku, Japan.

2. What is the amount of the honorarium?

The Manager Governance advised that he understood it to be in the order of $5,000pa.
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5.2.3 Mrs W Mitchell, 316 Epsom Avenue, Redcliffe

1. Mrs Mitchell replied that she had received a letter from the City which was 
incorrectly addressed and asked if this was normal practice?

The Acting Mayor replied that the matter would be investigated and a response be 
provided to Mrs Mitchell.

NOTE: The error in addressing the correspondence was of an administrative nature and 
apologies are extended to Mrs Mitchell for any offence caused.

***7.15pm There being no further time remaining, the Mayor declared Public 
Question Time closed.
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6. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / RECEIPT OF INFORMATION MATRIX

6.1 ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
HELD 7 FEBRUARY 2006

WHITELEY MOVED, HITT SECONDED, that the minutes of the Ordinary Council 
Meeting held on 7 February 2006 as printed and circulated to all Councillors, be 
confirmed as a true and accurate record.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0

6.2 INFORMATION MATRIX FOR THE AGENDA BRIEFING FORUM
HELD 21 FEBRUARY 2006**

**Council Attachment 1  – Item 6.2 refers

POWELL MOVED, BLAIR SECONDED, that the Information Matrix for the Agenda 
Briefing Forum held on 21 February 2006 as circulated in the attachment, be 
received and noted.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0

7. QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS ON WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN 
(WITHOUT DISCUSSION)

DISCLAIMER: Where the City’s Administration has provided any assistance to a 
Councillor, with the framing and / or wording of any motion / amendment / question to the 
Council, who has advised their intention to move it, the assistance has been provided on an 
impartial basis.  The principle and intention expressed in any motion / amendment is solely that 
of the intended mover and not that of the officer / officers providing the assistance.  Under no 
circumstances is it to be expressed to any party that administration or any Council officer holds 
a view on this motion other than that expressed in an official written or verbal report by the 
City’s administration to the Council meeting considering the motion.

Nil.

8. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE APPROVED BY THE PERSON 
PRESIDING OR BY DECISION

Nil.

9. BUSINESS ADJOURNED FROM A PREVIOUS MEETING

Nil.
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10. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
NOTE: Regulation 11(da) of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996 
requires written reasons for each decision made at the meeting that is significantly different from 
the relevant written recommendation of a committee or an employee as defined in the Local 
Government Act 1995 s5.70 (but not a decision to only note the matter or to return the 
recommendation for further consideration).

NOTE: Council in receiving and noting the Minutes of Standing Committee are not adopting or 
in anyway endorsing the recommendations or comments contained therein.  Committee 
Recommendations will be the subject of separate reports to Council at this or a future Council 
Meeting, at which time Council will consider the matter.

Nil.
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11. REPORTS OF ADMINISTRATION
NOTE: Regulation 11(da) of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996 
requires written reasons for each decision made at the meeting that is significantly different from 
the relevant written recommendation of a committee or an employee as defined in section 5.70 
(but not a decision to only note the matter or to return the recommendation for further 
consideration).

11.1 BUILT BELMONT

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

Item 11.1.6 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Teasdale.
Item 11.1.8 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Blair.

WHITELEY MOVED, MARTIN SECONDED, that with the exception of Items 11.1.6 
and 11.1.8, which are to be considered separately, the Officer Recommendations
in the Built Belmont Key Result Area Report, specifically Items 11.1.1 to 11.1.5,
11.1.7 and 11.1.9 be adopted en bloc.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0

11.1.1 Central Avenue Cul-de-sac **

**BB Attachment 2  – Item 11.1.1 refers

Report by Technical Services Division

DATE

7 February 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider the traffic analysis and results of the community consultation regarding the 
proposed cul-de-sac on Central Avenue, Redcliffe.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

The issue of traffic using local residential streets for ‘rat running’ in Central Avenue 
between Great Eastern Highway and First Street. The community has been consulted 
regarding the proposed cul-de-sac and results have been collected.
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Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council:-

1. Adopt the option of installing the cul-de-sac on Central Avenue.

2. Advise residents accordingly. 

3.     Undertake the necessary works with funds available from account R0609 –
Central Avenue.

4. Write to relevant Politicians and Main Roads WA advising them of the above 
traffic treatment being required because of rat-runs by vehicles avoiding 
congestion on the Main Road Network (Great Eastern Highway and Brearley 
Avenue).

LOCATION

Central Avenue between Great Eastern Highway and First Street, Redcliffe 

APPLICANT

Not Applicable

FILE REFERENCE

118/001 Traffic Complaints

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority Required

CONSULTATION

The result of the January 2006 community consultation will be presented in this item.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

The relevant strategy identified in Councils Strategic Plan is as follows:
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‘Continue to monitor the performance of our road network with regards to its 
safety and serviceability.’

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

There are no specific statutory requirements in respect to this matter

BACKGROUND

The original request to recondition the road was generated by Roman. This is the City’s 
Road Management Programme used to monitor road condition. Roman highlighted 
Central Avenue as being past its useful life and without attention to it now would result 
in a more expensive full reconstruction in the near future.
     
A detailed site survey of Central Avenue was carried out along with bore hole testing of 
the road pavement to determine why the pavement had cracked in certain areas. 
Shortly after the design had commenced, letters and calls from residents started 
coming in regarding the number, size and speed of vehicles using Central Avenue.

Consequently, traffic counters were placed in Central Avenue and First Street. The 
results below were consistent with the resident’s complaints of a large number of 
commercial vehicles using Central Avenue as a short cut to avoid the lights at Brearley 
Avenue on Great Eastern Highway.

After considering various options, the City’s officers recommend a cul-de-sac be 
installed in Central Avenue as this was the only real solution to the problem at hand. 
Letters were sent out to residents in January 2006 for their comment and support of the 
installation of the cul-de-sac in Central Avenue.

OFFICER COMMENT

Traffic Analysis

Traffic classifiers have been utilised to gauge the volume, speeds and direction of 
traffic to enable officers to analyse the data and draw conclusions on the source and 
impact of the traffic. Counts were conducted in December of 2005.

The results are as follows:

Date Street vpd km/hr % Comm

14/11/2005
Central Avenue between 
Great Eastern Highway to 

First Street
759 58 5.7

Letters were sent to residents in January 2006 which resulted in feedback, indicating 
that the cul-de-sac was required.
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 Letters sent to residents / owners 33
 Responses received 23
 For cul-de-sac 19 (83% of responses)
 No cul-de-sac   4 (17% of responses)

The attached map shows the locations of those supporting each option.

There is a clear support for a cul-de-sac by those (including businesses) most affected 
by the closure.  Those supporting the cul-de-sac have alternative access via Brearley 
Avenue or the signalised intersection at Great Eastern Highway/Coolgardie Avenue. 
Two non-supporters were non-residents who own property in the street. However, the 
tenants in these properties support the cul-de-sac proposal.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

It is possible to formalise the cul-de-sac with available funds ($130,130) within R0609 –
Central Avenue.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
2 Plan of proposed Cul-de-sac.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

1. Adopt the option of installing the cul-de-sac on Central Avenue.

2. Advise residents accordingly. 

3. Undertake the necessary works with funds available from account R0609 
– Central Avenue.

4. Write to relevant Politicians and Main Roads WA advising them of the 
above traffic treatment being required because of rat-runs by vehicles 
avoiding congestion on the Main Road Network (Great Eastern Highway 
and Brearley Avenue.)

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  11.1
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11.1.2 Lot 551 (543-549) Abernethy Road, Kewdale – Proposed Replacement 
Pylon Sign

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division
- Planning Services

DATE

2 February 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider a 6.9 metre high ‘pylon’ sign which is proposed to replace an existing 
6 metre high flag pole sign for the BP Kewdale Terminal at Lot 551 (543-549) 
Abernethy Road, Kewdale.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

A development application has been lodged proposing a replacement pylon sign for Lot 
551 (543-549) Abernethy Road, Kewdale.  The application includes a ‘pylon’ sign and 
was assessed in accordance with the provisions of Local Planning Policy No. 12 –
Signage Applications.

The Policy only permits a ‘pylon’ sign to have an aggregate surface area of 4.0m2 with 
a maximum height of 6 metres and minimum ground clearance of 2.7 metres.  

Officer Recommendation Summation

That: 

1. Council exercise its discretion under Section 4 of Local Planning Policy No. 12 
and approve the ‘pylon’ sign with a height of 6.9 metres which replaces the 
existing 6 metre high flag sign for Lot 551 (543-549) Abernethy Road, Kewdale; 
and 

2. Council’s Planning Department review Local Planning Policy No. 12 – Signage 
Applications, with consideration being given to increasing the height and area of 
Pylon signs permitted under the Policy.
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LOCATION

Lot 551 (543-549) Abernethy Road, Kewdale (BP Australia Pty Ltd Kewdale Terminal).

APPLICANT

Cardno BSD

FILE REFERENCE

531/2005/DA Development Application Folder
P/ABE.543-549 Property file
115/001 Development/Subdivision/Strata – Applications/Application 

Correspondence

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

The application is not required to be referred for comment in accordance with Council’s 
policy on Community Information and Consultation.
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STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

BUILT BELMONT - "Encourage the upgrading and compatible redevelopment of the 
City."

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Local Planning Policy No. 12 – Signage Applications (LPP No.12) was developed to
ensure that the display of advertisements within the City of Belmont do not adversely 
impact on the amenity of surrounding land while providing appropriate exposure for 
businesses, activities or services.

Clause 3.7.1(a) of LPP No. 12 requires a ‘pylon’ sign to have a minimum clearance of 
2.7 metres.

Clause 3.7.1 (b) of LPP No. 12 permits a ‘pylon sign’ to be no more than 6.0 metres 
above ground level.

Clause 3.7.1 (d) of LPP No. 12 permits a ‘pylon sign’ to have a surface area not 
exceeding 4.0m2.  

Section 4 of “LPP No. 12 – Signage Applications” relates to variations of the standards 
of the Policy and states:

“If it is established to the satisfaction of the Council that a particular 
standard or provision contained within this Policy is unreasonable or 
undesirable in the particular circumstances of the case, the Council 
may at its discretion, vary the standard or provision.

The Council may only vary a standard or provisions where it is 
satisfied that:
(a) Approval of the variation will not set an undesirable precedent;

(b) The applicant demonstrates exceptional circumstances 
warranting support for a variation;

(c) Approval of the application does not contravene the overall 
objectives for signage contained within the City of Belmont 
District Planning Scheme No. 14.

Applications for variation of standards shall include a sign strategy for 
the whole of the subject site”. 

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Town Planning Scheme No. 14
The subject lot is zoned ‘Industrial’ under the City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 14. 
Clause 10.5.1 of the Scheme states the intention of the zone.
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Deemed Refusal
Under Clause 5.5.1 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 an 
application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not determined within a 60 day period.

Clause 5.5.2 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 applies where a 
landuse is classified as a ‘D’ or ‘S’ use under the City of Belmont Town Planning 
Scheme No. 14 Zoning Table and is subject to advertising requirements detailed in 
Clause 5.7 of the Scheme.  As such the application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not 
determined within a 90 day period.  

The only exception to these cases is where there is a written agreement for further time 
between the applicant and the City of Belmont.  In this case, there is no written 
agreement for the statutory time period to be extended. 

The deemed refusal date for this application passed on 7 February 2006 and the 
applicant already has deemed refusal rights.

Right of Appeal
The applicant / owner may appeal a planning approval / planning refusal to the State 
Administrative Tribunal (SAT) subject to Section 8A of the Town Planning and 
Development Act 1928 (as amended).  Appeals must be lodged with SAT within 28 
days.  Further information can be obtained from the SAT website –
www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au.

BACKGROUND

Owner: BP Australia Pty Ltd Ward: South 
Lodgement Date: 9th December 2005 Use Class: N/A
Lot Area: 9.2ha TPS Zoning: Industrial
Estimated Value: $13,000 MRS: Industrial

Application
The subject application proposes a replacement pylon sign for the BP Kewdale 
Terminal on Abernethy Road, Kewdale.  The proposed 6.9 metre high pylon sign is 
proposed to replace the existing 6 metre high flag pole.  The following provides a 
summary of the sign proposal:

 The sign will advertise the Kewdale Terminal site as separate from the BP truck 
stop site and will advertise the head offices for Westfuel and Castrol;

 The pylon sign will be located in the same location as the existing flag sign; 

 The sign represents one of BP’s new standard corporate signs, which are being 
erected on a global basis;

 All structural components of the sign will be fully concealed and a high standard 
of construction, materials and graphics will be used.

The proposed pylon sign complies with the provisions of LPP No.12 other than the 
proposed height, sign surface area and ground clearance.  

http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
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OFFICER COMMENT

Pylon Sign
The application represents a significant variation to the provisions of LPP No.12 which 
permits a maximum surface area of 4.0m2 for ‘pylon’ signs, maximum height of 
6 metres and minimum ground clearance of 2.7 metres.  Given the Policy 
requirements, the height of the proposed ‘pylon’ sign, sign surface area and ground 
clearance would need to be modified to comply with the Policy.  

Section 4 of the Policy permits the provisions to be varied where Council is satisfied 
that a number of criteria are met, as discussed below:

1. Approval of the variation will not set an undesirable precedent.
That Council exercise its discretion under Section 4 of LPP No. 12 – Signage 
Applications and approve the 6.9 metre high ‘pylon’ sign with a surface area of 
10.7m2 and ground clearance of 1.235 metres for Lot 551 (543-549) Abernethy 
Road, Kewdale.  It should be noted that only 4.9m2 of the 10.7m2 surface area 
comprises the area used for sign wording as shown below. 

A comparison of the 4m2 maximum signage surface area as per the City’s 
Policy is displayed as the shaded area is also shown. 
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2. The applicant demonstrates exceptional circumstances warranting 
support for a variation.

The subject lot is large (9.2 hectares) and has a considerable frontage to 
Abernethy Road (555 metres).  It is considered that the proposed sign will not 
have a negative impact on the amenity of the Abernethy Road streetscape.  
Support for a Policy variation is considered appropriate given the scale of the 
subject lot.  

3. Approval of the application does not contravene the overall objectives 
for signage contained within the City of Belmont District Planning 
Scheme No. 14.

With respect to signage, the objectives of the City’s Town Planning Scheme 
No. 14 are to ensure that the display of advertisements within the City of 
Belmont does not adversely impact on the amenity of surrounding land, while 
providing appropriate exposure for businesses, activities or services.

As previously mentioned, the overall size of the subject lot together with the 
length of the Abernethy Road frontage ensure that the proposed ‘pylon’ sign is 
appropriately scaled and does not disregard the intention for signage within the 
City’s Town Planning Scheme.

Options

 Option 1 – Refuse
The Council may refuse the application due to the proposed ‘pylon’ sign exceeding 
the maximum permitted height of 6 metres and surface area under LPP No. 12 –
Sign Applications of 4.0m2.  This option is not preferred as it is considered that the 
proposed pylon sign will not adversely impact on the Abernethy Road streetscape.

 Option 2 – Defer
That Council defer determination of the application due to the non-compliance of the 
proposal with LPP No. 12 – Signage Applications and advise the applicant to submit 
amended plans that restrict the height to 6 metres, provide minimum ground 
clearance and restrict surface area of the proposed ‘pylon’ sign to 4.0m2.  

 Option 3 – Approve
That Council exercise its discretion under Section 4 of LPP No. 12 –
Signage Applications and approve the 6.9 metre high ‘pylon’ sign.

Review Local Planning Policy No. 12 – Signage Applications
Several signage applications involving height variations for pylon and monolith signs 
have been favourably determined by Council. This indicates that the provisions of the 
Policy require review.

Should Council support the current application for a pylon sign, which is greater in 
height and surface area than is permitted under the Policy, then Council should give 
consideration to relaxing the provisions of the Policy to allow for similar variations.  A 
larger surface area and increased height for pylon signs may be a more appropriate 
standard.
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It is recommended that Council’s Planning Department undertake a review of LPP 
No. 12 – Signage Applications, with consideration being given to increasing the area 
and height of pylon signs permitted under the Policy.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That: 

1. Council exercise its discretion under Section 4 of Local Planning Policy 
No. 12 and approve the ‘pylon’ sign with a height of 6.9 metres which 
replaces the existing 6 metre high flag sign for Lot 551 (543-549) 
Abernethy Road, Kewdale.

2. Council’s Planning Department review Local Planning Policy No. 12 –
Signage Applications, with consideration being given to increasing the 
height and area of pylon signs permitted under the Policy.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  11.1
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11.1.3 Lot 800 (27) Ballantyne Road, Kewdale – Proposed Fencing.

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

6 February 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider an application for a proposed electric fence and retrospective planning 
approval for an existing wire link mesh fence at Lot 800 (27) Ballantyne Road, 
Kewdale.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

 Planning approval for motor vehicle sales on the site was issued on 10 June 2005.

 The existing planning approval required the applicant to obtain separate approvals 
for any front fencing.  

 The original application for motor vehicle sales included high quality fencing.  
Reduced setbacks were supported on the basis that high quality fencing was 
indicated as part of the development proposal.

 A new application has been lodged for an ‘electric/mesh security fence’. 

 Site inspection revealed that a black cyclone link mesh fence has already been 
constructed along both the Leach Highway and Ballantyne Road frontages.

 The cyclone link mesh fence does not comply with the condition of the existing 
June 2005 planning approval, or the fencing requirements under Town Planning 
Scheme No. 14. 

 The electric fence has not been constructed. 

 The applicants seek approval for the existing wire link mesh fence and proposed 
electric fence for security.  

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council approve the constructed security fencing and proposed electric fencing at 
Lot 800 (27) Ballantyne Road, Kewdale.
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LOCATION

Lot 800 (27) Ballantyne Road, Kewdale 

APPLICANT

Wendy Richardson

FILE REFERENCE

525/2005/DA Development Application folder
P/BLN.27 Property file
115/001 Development/Subdivision/Strata – Applications/Application 

Correspondence

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.
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CONSULTATION

The application was referred to the Coordinator-Crime Prevention.  The Coordinator 
advised that based on CPTED (Crime Prevention through Environmental Design) and 
CPTEM (Crime Prevention through Environmental Management) principles, the 
proposed fencing could assist in the reduction of crime for this site.  

It supports the CPTED principles of crime prevention using:

 Access control
 Territorial Reinforcement & boundary definition;
 Target hardening; and 
 Improving Natural Surveillance.  

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

BUILT BELMONT - "Encourage the upgrading and compatible redevelopment of the 
City."

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Zoning
The subject lot is zoned ‘Industrial’ under the City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 14.  

Existing fencing requirements in the Industrial zone
Clause 10.6.6 of the City’s Town Planning Scheme requires fencing in the front setback 
to be of a high quality and constructed of wrought iron, masonry or similar materials.

Proposed Scheme Amendment 
Due to technicalities in the drafting of Town Planning Scheme No. 14, front fencing 
does not currently require planning approval.  Amendment No. 47 to the Town Planning 
Scheme was initiated to rectify the statutory situation.  

Town Planning Scheme No. 14 Amendment No. 47 proposes to:

 Require all front fencing within the ‘Mixed Use’ and ‘Industrial’ zones to have 
planning approval;

 Require all fencing within the front setback in the ‘Mixed Use’ and ‘Industrial’ zone 
to be of a high quality;

 Prohibit the use of cyclone link mesh fencing in the front setback in the ‘Mixed 
Use’ and ‘Industrial’ zones;

The Amendment was referred to Council for final adoption on the 7 February 2006 and 
is required to be referred to the Western Australian Planning Commission by the end of 
February 2006.
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Deemed Refusal
Under Clause 5.5.1 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 an 
application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not determined within a 60 day period.

Clause 5.5.2 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 applies where a 
landuse is classified as a ‘D’ or ‘S’ use under the City of Belmont Town Planning 
Scheme No. 14 Zoning Table and is subject to advertising requirements detailed in 
Clause 5.7 of the Scheme.  As such the application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not 
determined within a 90 day period.  

The only exception to these cases is where there is a written agreement for further time 
between the applicant and the City of Belmont.  In this case, there is no written 
agreement for the statutory time period to be extended. 

The deemed refusal date for this application passed on 6 February 2006 and the 
applicant already has deemed refusal rights.

Right of Appeal
The applicant / owner may appeal a planning approval / planning refusal to the State 
Administrative Tribunal (SAT) subject to Section 8A of the Town Planning and 
Development Act 1928 (as amended).  Appeals must be lodged with SAT within 28 
days.  Further information can be obtained from the SAT website –
www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au.

BACKGROUND

Existing Planning Approval
Planning approval for Motor Vehicle Sales on the property was issued on 10 June 
2005.  The approval included the following condition and footnote relating to fencing;

Condition 11 – “No fencing and walls forward of the building line up to and 
including a front lot boundary, are permitted unless a separate planning 
approval is granted by the Council.”

Footnote iv – “It is the Council’s intention that in the ‘Industrial’ and ‘Mixed Use’ 
zone fencing in the front setback area be kept to a minimum.  In circumstances 
where fencing is required for security, Council has the ability to consider 
applications for high quality fencing constructed out of wrought iron, masonry or 
similar materials”.

As part of the original application, the applicant submitted plans showing high quality 
powder coated fencing (similar style to pool fencing).  

Condition 11 requires the applicant to obtain a separate planning approval for any
proposed fencing.  Unfortunately, the applicant has constructed wire link mesh fencing 
without first obtaining planning approval as required by Condition 11 above.  

Owner: John & Wendy 
Richardson

Ward: South

Lodgement Date: 7 December 2005 Use Class: N/A
Lot Area: 2000m2 TPS Zoning: Industrial
Estimated Value: $9,826 MRS: Industrial

http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
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Description of New Application 
The applicant has lodged a fresh application seeking;

1. Retrospective planning approval for a black 1.8 metre wire link mesh fence that 
has already been constructed along Ballantyne Road.

2. Approval to construct a 2.4 metre high electric fence which would be attached 
to the back of the existing cyclone mesh link fencing. 

The fencing existing on the Ballantyne Road frontage includes three supporting piers.  

A wire chain link fence has also been constructed along the Leach Highway boundary.  
Planning approval for the Leach Highway fence is not required as it is the rear 
boundary.  

Supporting Information provided by the Applicant
In support of the application, the applicant has advised as follows:

 The original building design included roller doors facing Leach Highway.  The 
building design was amended to include glazing instead of roller doors leaving 
the site open to burglary.  

 Police statistics for the immediate Kewdale area show that there have been 158 
burglaries to commercial properties and 53 stolen vehicles in burglaries the last 
15 months. 

 The area does not have surveillance by any permanent residents. 

A copy of the applicants’ submission, including statistical information, is 
available to Councillors on request.  

Existing Streetscape
The majority of fencing in Ballantyne Road is cyclone link mesh fencing.  Some may be 
older fencing erected prior to Town Planning Scheme No. 14 being in place.  The 
remainder is likely to be fencing erected without consultation with Council.  

As planning approval for front fencing is not required under the existing Scheme 
provisions, no action can be taken for any existing cyclone link mesh fencing.  Any new 
fencing requirements will not be imposed retrospectively.  

The black cyclone mesh link fence erected on this site is of a higher standard than 
existing fencing within the street and is considered an improvement to the streetscape.  

OFFICER COMMENT

It is unfortunate that the applicant erected the cyclone link mesh fence prior to 
obtaining a separate planning approval.  Notwithstanding the above, the application 
needs to be considered on its individual merit.  

There are several options available to Council as outlined below;
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Options

 Option 1 – Refuse – Initiate Legal Action
The existing Scheme includes requirements for fencing.  In the Industrial zone 
‘Council may allow fencing within the front setback provided it is of a high quality 
and constructed of wrought iron, masonry or similar materials.’

Historically, Council has not supported any cyclone link mesh fencing in the ‘Mixed 
Use’ or ‘Industrial’ zones.  Generally, Council has indicated that it does not consider 
cyclone mesh link fencing to be of a high quality.  

Council can resolve to refuse the application if it is not satisfied with the quality of 
fencing proposed.  If the applicant lodges an appeal against the refusal, then the 
City would need to satisfy SAT that the fence is not of a high quality and that the 
fence is not constructed from wrought iron, masonry or other similar materials.

Option 1 is not recommended for the following reasons:

 Whilst the existing Scheme encourages high quality fencing, the wording is 
ambiguous;

 It is arguable whether the fence is of a good, moderate or high quality in 
comparison to the existing streetscape;

 The fence is of a good quality compared with existing fencing in the street;

 Planning approval for this fence is only required as a result of a planning 
condition on a previous approval;

 It is not considered that the fence will negatively impact on the existing 
streetscape. 

If Council wants the existing fencing to be removed, it can also issue a Direction 
Notice requiring the fence to be removed.  The Notice would give the applicant at 
least 60 days to remove the fence.  The applicant would have a right of appeal 
against the Notice.  

 Option 2 – Approve
That Council exercise its discretion and approve the electric/security 
fencing for Lot 800 (27) Ballantyne Road, Kewdale.

Option 2 is recommended for the following reasons:

 Whilst not strictly in accordance with the Scheme requirements, the fence is of 
a reasonable quality;

 The existing cyclone link mesh fence and proposed electric fence is an 
improvement to the existing streetscape;
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 The fence will not negatively impact on the amenity of the area; 

 The existing Scheme fencing requirements are unclear;

 Council can require quality landscaping on the Ballantyne Road verge to 
enhance the development.  

Approval of the fence will not set an undesirable precedent for the area.  Once 
Amendment 47 is finalised the Scheme will contain clear requirements for any new 
fencing. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council grant retrospective planning approval to the existing cyclone link 
mesh and approval to the proposed electric fencing at Lot 800 (27) Ballantyne 
Road, Kewdale subject to the following conditions:

1. A landscaping and reticulation plan for the Ballantyne Road verge located 
in front of this lot is required to be submitted within three months of the 
date of this planning consent for the approval by the Manager-Planning 
Services, the Senior Planning Officer or the Planning Officer.  The 
landscaping plan is to include a 1 metre garden bed in front of the 
Ballantyne Road frontage and the remaining verge can be lawn/grass.  

2. Landscaping, plants and reticulation shall be installed in accordance with 
a landscaping and reticulation plan to be submitted to the City and 
approved by the Manager-Planning Services, the Senior Planning Officer 
or the Planning Officer and the landscaping and reticulation shall be 
maintained and the plants shall be nurtured and maintained until they 
reach their mature dimensions and shall thereafter be maintained at those 
mature dimensions unless Council approves otherwise in writing.

3. The stamped and dated plan/plans, as amended by the City and together 
with any requirements detailed thereon by the City, shall form part of the 
planning approval issued in respect of the application referred to in this 
approval.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  11.1
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11.1.4 Lot 800 (203-209) Great Eastern Highway, Belmont - Proposed Signage

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division
- Planning Services

DATE

30 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To determine a 6 metre high ‘monolith’ sign with a surface area of 9.0m2 as part of an 
overall signage strategy for the St John’s Ambulance redevelopment at Lot 800
(203-209) Great Eastern Highway, Belmont.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

A development application proposing an overall signage strategy for Lot 800
(203-209) Great Eastern Highway, Belmont was lodged on 5 December 2005.  The 
application includes a ‘monolith’ sign and was assessed in accordance with the 
provisions of Local Planning Policy No. 12 – Signage Applications 

The Policy only permits a ‘monolith’ sign to have an aggregate surface area of 4.0m2

with a maximum height of 6 metres.  The application also includes a ‘wall’ sign that is 
compliant with Local Planning Policy No. 12.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That: 

1. Council exercise its discretion under Section 4 of Local Planning Policy No. 12 
and approve the ‘monolith’ sign with a surface area of 9.0m2 as part of an 
overall signage strategy for Lot 800 (203-209) Great Eastern Highway, Belmont; 
and 

2. Council’s Planning Department review Local Planning Policy No. 12 – Signage 
Applications, with consideration being given to increasing the area of monolith 
signs permitted under the Policy.
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LOCATION

Lot 800 (203-209) Great Eastern Highway, Belmont (St John’s Ambulance 
headquarters).

APPLICANT

Varisigns

FILE REFERENCE

115/001 Development/Subdivision/Strata – Applications/Application 
Correspondence

523/2005/DA Development application folder

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest

Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.
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CONSULTATION

The application is not required to be referred for comment in accordance with Council’s 
policy on Community Information and Consultation.

The application was referred to Main Roads (MRWA) for comment as the proposed 
‘monolith’ sign abuts a Primary Regional Road (Great Eastern Highway).  MRWA has 
advised that it has no objections to the insatllation of the signage subject to conditions.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

BUILT BELMONT - "Encourage the upgrading and compatible redevelopment of the 
City."

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Local Planning Policy No.12 – Signage Applications (LPP No. 12)  was developed to 
ensure that the display of advertisements within the City of Belmont do not adversely 
impact on the amenity of surrounding land while providing appropriate exposure for 
businesses, activities or services.

Clause 3.8.1(b) of LPP No.12 permits a ‘monolith’ sign to have a surface area not 
exceeding 4.0m2.  

Section 4 of LPP No.12 – Signage Applications relates to variations of the standards of 
the Policy and states:

“If it is established to the satisfaction of the Council that a particular 
standard or provision contained within this Policy is unreasonable or 
undesirable in the particular circumstances of the case, the Council 
may at its discretion, vary the standard or provision.

The Council may only vary a standard or provisions where it is 
satisfied that:
(a) Approval of the variation will not set an undesirable precedent;

(b) The applicant demonstrates exceptional circumstances 
warranting support for a variation;

(c) Approval of the application does not contravene the overall 
objectives for signage contained within the City of Belmont 
District Planning Scheme No. 14.

Applications for variation of standards shall include a sign strategy for 
the whole of the subject site”. 

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Town Planning Scheme No. 14
The subject lot is zoned ‘Mixed Use’ under the City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 14. 
Section 10.5.1 of the Scheme states the intention of the zone.
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Deemed Refusal
Under Clause 5.5.1 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 an 
application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not determined within a 60 day period.

Clause 5.5.2 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 applies where a 
landuse is classified as a ‘D’ or ‘S’ use under the City of Belmont Town Planning 
Scheme No. 14 Zoning Table and is subject to advertising requirements detailed in 
Clause 5.7 of the Scheme.  As such the application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not 
determined within a 90 day period.  

The only exception to these cases is where there is a written agreement for further time 
between the applicant and the City of Belmont.  In this case, there is no written 
agreement for the statutory time period to be extended. 

The deemed refusal date for this application passed on 3 February 2006 and the 
applicant already has deemed refusal rights.

Right of Appeal
The applicant / owner may appeal a planning approval / planning refusal to the State 
Administrative Tribunal (SAT) subject to Section 8A of the Town Planning and 
Development Act 1928 (as amended).  Appeals must be lodged with SAT within 28 
days.  Further information can be obtained from the SAT website –
www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au.

BACKGROUND

Owner: St John Ambulance 
Association

Ward: Central

Lodgement Date: 5 December 2005 Use Class: Advertising Sign
Lot Area: 1.445ha TPS Zoning: Mixed Use
Estimated Value: $13,000 MRS: Urban 

Application
The subject application proposes an overall signage strategy for the St John 
Ambulance redevelopment which includes:

 A ‘wall’ sign attached to the awning of the main entrance on Hehir Street; and

 A 6 metre high ‘monolith’ sign with a surface area of 9.0m2 within the Great 
Eastern Highway setback; 

The wall sign complies with the provisions of LPP No.12.  The proposed monolith sign 
has a greater surface area than that permitted by the Policy.  

OFFICER COMMENT

Monolith Sign
The application represents a significant variation to the provisions of LPP No.12 which 
permits a maximum surface area of 4.0m2 for ‘monolith’ signs.  Given that the Policy 
permits a ‘monolith’ sign to be 6m in height, the width of the proposed ‘monolith’ sign 
would need to be reduced to less than 0.67m wide to comply with the Policy.  

http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
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Section 4 of the Policy permits the provisions to be varied where Council is satisfied 
that a number of criteria are met, as discussed below:

1. Approval of the variation will not set an undesirable precedent.
The proposed ‘monolith’ sign is 6m in height and 1.5m in width.  These 
dimensions create an attractive sign that is well proportioned and functional.  
Alternatively, a ‘monolith’ sign 6m in height with an area of 4.0m2 would be 
poorly proportioned and unattractive.  

2. The applicant demonstrates exceptional circumstances warranting 
support for a variation.

The subject lot is large (1.445 hectares) and has a considerable frontage to 
Great Eastern Highway (88.5 metres).  The overall sign strategy proposes only 
two signs for the entire site.  It is considered that the proposed sign will not 
have a negative impact on the amenity of the Great Eastern Highway 
streetscape.  Support for a Policy variation is considered appropriate given the 
scale of the subject lot.  

3. Approval of the application does not contravene the overall 
objectives for signage contained within the City of Belmont 
District Planning Scheme No. 14.

With respect to signage, the objectives of the City’s Town Planning Scheme 
No. 14 are to ensure that the display of advertisements within the City of 
Belmont do not adversely impact on the amenity of surrounding land, while 
providing appropriate exposure for businesses, activities or services.

As previously mentioned, the overall size of the subject lot together with the 
length of the Great Eastern Highway frontage ensure that the proposed  
‘monolith’ sign is appropriately scaled and does not disregard the intention for 
signage within the City’s Town Planning Scheme.

Options

 Option 1 – Refuse
The Council may refuse the application due to the proposed ‘monolith’ sign 
exceeding the permitted surface area under LPP No. 12 – Sign Applications of 
4.0m2.  This option is not preferred as it is considered that the proposed monolith 
sign will not adversely impact on the Great Eastern Highway streetscape.

 Option 2 – Defer
That Council defer determination of the application due to the non-compliance of the 
proposal with LPP No. 12 – Signage Applications and advise the applicant to submit 
amended plans that restrict the surface area of the proposed ‘monolith’ sign to 
4.0m2.

 Option 3 – Approve
That Council exercise its discretion under Section 4 of LPP No. 12 –
Signage Applications and approve the 6 metre high ‘monolith’ sign with 
a surface area of  9.0m2 as part of the overall signage strategy for Lot 
800 (203-209) Great Eastern Highway, Belmont.  
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It is recommended that Option 3 be pursued and Council approve the 
application on the basis that the overall signage strategy contains a 
limited number of signs which will not adversely impact on the Great 
Eastern Highway streetscape.

Review Local Planning Policy No. 12 – Signage Applications
Several signage applications have been favourably determined by Council which 
involve the approval of overall signage strategies with variations to the provisions of 
LPP No. 12.  This indicates that the provisions of the Policy require review.

In regard to ‘monolith’ signs, the following variations have recently been supported:

Address Sign Description OCM Date
Lot 1 (10-12) Miles 
Road, Kewdale.

10 metre high monolith sign at the 
Toyota Distribution plant with an area 
of approximately 25m2 in area.

6 September 2005
(Item No. - 11.1.7)

Lot 120 (419) Great 
Eastern Highway, 
Redcliffe

7 metre high monolith sign at the BP 
service station with an area of 
approximately 16.5m2 in area.

6 September 2005
(Item No. - 11.1.6)

Should Council support the current application for a monolith sign, which is greater in 
surface area than is permitted under the Policy, then Council should give consideration 
to relaxing the provisions of the Policy to legitimise similar variations.  A larger surface 
area for monoliths, more proportionate with the allowable height, may be a more 
appropriate standard.

It is recommended that Council’s Planning Department undertake a review of LPP No. 
12 – Signage Applications, with consideration being given to increasing the area of 
monolith signs permitted under the Policy.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That:

1. Council exercise its discretion under Section 4 of Local Planning Policy 
No. 12 and approve the ‘monolith’ sign with a surface area of 9.0m2 as part 
of an overall signage strategy for Lot 800 (203-209) Great Eastern 
Highway, Belmont.

2. Council’s Planning Department review Local Planning Policy No. 12 –
Signage Applications, with consideration being given to increasing the 
area of monolith signs permitted under the Policy.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  11.1
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11.1.5 Lot 35 (46) Toorak Road, Rivervale - Variation to Boundary Wall Length

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division
- Planning Services

DATE

2 February 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider a development application seeking Planning Approval for two grouped 
dwellings that includes a proposed 7.5 metre long boundary wall.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

A development application for two grouped dwellings has been lodged with the City.  
The application includes a proposed variation to the boundary wall length requirements 
of the City’s Local Planning Policy No. 19 ‘Boundary Walls Policy’.  

The proposed boundary wall will have a length of 7.5 metres and height of 
2.572 metres and is to be setback 4.5 metres from the secondary front lot boundary.

In accordance with Local Planning Policy No. 19, walls longer than 7 metres are 
required to be referred to affected landowners.  An objection has been lodged by the 
affected landowner of Lot 36 (48) Toorak Road, Rivervale.  The objection raises 
concerns over the future retention or removal of the existing (asbestos) fencing and the 
proposed front setback to the boundary wall.

Officer Recommendation Summation

Conditional support recommended.
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LOCATION

Lot 35 (46) Toorak Road, Rivervale (corner of Chamberlain Road).

APPLICANT

Michele Palermo

FILE REFERENCE

517/2005/DA Development Application
P/TOO.46 Property file
115/001 Development/Subdivision/Strata – Applications/Application 

Correspondence

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple majority required
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CONSULTATION

Under the City of Belmont Local Planning Policy No. 19 (LPP No. 19), boundary walls 
which exceed a length of 7 metres must be referred to affected landowners for 
comment.

The affected landowner has lodged an objection to the proposed application.  A 
summary of the submission and officer comment and recommendation is listed in the 
table below.

Name & 
Address

Description 
of Affected 
Property,
Lot No., 

Street, etc.

Resume of 
Submission

Officer Comment and 
Recommendation

Zonia 
Cartwright 
PO Box 340 
Burswood 
6100

Lot 36 (48) 
Toorak Road, 
Rivervale

A brick wall against the 
existing (asbestos) 
fence would pose a 
vermin trap.

The applicant has advised that 
they intend to remove the section 
of existing (asbestos) fencing that 
abuts the proposed boundary wall. 

The development would therefore 
not provide the possibility for a 
vermin trap.

The objection should therefore be 
dismissed.

The removal of the 
existing (asbestos) 
fence would pose 
additional financial 
hardship.

Dividing Fences are controlled 
through the Dividing Fences Act. 
The Local Government does not 
have any role or powers to advise 
on individual issues or resolve 
disputes.

Under the Act the applicant is 
required to liaise with the adjoining 
landowner if there is intention to 
remove or replace any portion of a 
dividing fencing.

The Act also identifies that 
contribution may be sought to 
replace any boundary fence.  
However, for a claim to be 
successful it would be necessary 
for the applicant to prove that the 
existing fence is in need of repair 
and cannot or should not be 
repaired.
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Name & 
Address

Description 
of Affected 
Property,
Lot No., 
Street, etc.

Resume of 
Submission

Officer Comment and 
Recommendation

If the Council determines that 
Planning Approval may be issued, 
a footnote would be included 
advising the applicant to seek and 
obtain consent from the adjoining 
landowner for removal or 
replacement of the dividing fence.

The objection should therefore be 
dismissed.

A brick garage would 
inhibit the view of the 
footpath and roadway 
whilst reversing from the 
driveway of the 
adjoining lot.

The proposed boundary wall is 
setback 4.5metres from the front 
lot boundary, approximately 
8.8metres from the footpath, and 
11metres from the road 
carriageway.

Council’s Engineering Department 
have advised that the proposed 
setbacks provide an adequate line-
of-sight.

The objection should therefore be 
dismissed.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

BUILT BELMONT – “Encourage the upgrading and compatible redevelopment of the 
City”.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

The subject lot is zoned ‘Residential’ with a base density code of ‘R20’ under the City 
of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 (Scheme).  The application complies with 
the requirements of Clause 10.2.2.1 of the Scheme whereby the Council may support 
development of R20-coded corner lots up-to a maximum density of ‘R30’.  

Section 10.1 of the Scheme states that the Scheme incorporates the Residential 
Planning Codes as set out in Schedule 2 to the Statement of Planning Policy No. 1.

As such, the application been assessed with regard to grouped dwelling and R30 
density provisions of the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R-Codes).
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The R-Codes Clause 3.3.2 also contains provisions for Council to develop and adopt 
its own Local Planning Policy for boundary walls.  The City of Belmont has adopted 
LPP No. 19 which subsequently overrides the provisions for boundary wall assessment 
of the R-Codes Clause 3.3.2.  Under LPP No. 19 any boundary wall that does not 
comply with the Policy will be referred to affected landowners for comment.

Deemed Refusal
Under Clause 5.5.1 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 an 
application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not determined within a 60 day period.

Clause 5.5.2 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 applies where a 
landuse is classified as a ‘D’ or ‘S’ use under the City of Belmont Town Planning 
Scheme No. 14 Zoning Table and is subject to advertising requirements detailed in 
Clause 5.7 of the Scheme.  As such the application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not
determined within a 90 day period.  

The only exception to these cases is where there is a written agreement for further time 
between the applicant and the City of Belmont.  In this case, there is no written 
agreement for the statutory time period to be extended. 

The deemed refusal date for this application passed on 30 January 2006 and the 
applicant already has deemed refusal rights.

Right of Appeal
The applicant / owner may appeal a planning approval / planning refusal to the State 
Administrative Tribunal (SAT) subject to Section 8A of the Town Planning and 
Development Act 1928 (as amended).  Appeals must be lodged with SAT within 28 
days.  Further information can be obtained from the SAT website –
www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au.

BACKGROUND

Owner: Michele Palermo Ward: West
Lodgement Date: 1 December 2005 Use Class: Discretionary
Lot Area: 718m2 TPS Zoning: Residential
Estimated Value: $270,000.00 MRS: Urban

The development application for two grouped dwellings was assessed with regard to all 
relevant standards.  The application complies with the relevant Scheme requirements 
for residential development on corner lots; grouped dwelling requirements of Local 
Planning Policy No. 1 – Performance Criteria – Medium Residential Density 
Development; the relevant R-Code provisions pertaining to grouped dwellings; and 
general site requirements for R30-coded lots.

However, in accordance with LPP No. 19 the proposed 7.5 metre boundary wall was 
referred to affected landowners for comment.  The affected landowner of Lot 36 (48) 
Toorak Road Rivervale has lodged an objection as detailed in the ‘Consultation’ section 
of this report.  

http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/


OCM 28/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.5 Continued

38
CONFIRMATION DATE: 21 MARCH 2006

OFFICER COMMENT

The Consultation section of this report contains a summary of the relevant objection 
and corresponding officer comment and recommendation.  

In general, the objection raises concerns over the future retention or removal of the 
existing (asbestos) fencing and the proposed front setback to the boundary wall.  With 
regard to these objections it should be noted that:

 The applicant has advised that they intend to remove the section of existing 
(asbestos) fencing that abuts the proposed boundary wall;

 The removal or replacement of any dividing fence is controlled by the Dividing 
Fences Act 1961.

 As a secondary street setback, under the R-Codes, the building could be 
setback a minimum of 1.5 metres whereas 4.5 metres has been proposed.

 The application complies with the relevant R-Codes setback provisions and is 
considered to provide an adequate line-of-sight for the adjoining neighbour to 
safely ingress and egress their parking area.

Additionally, it should be noted that the application was referred due to the length of the 
proposed boundary wall.  The issues raised in the submitted objection do not pertain to 
the proposed variation of boundary wall length.

It is recommended that Council support the proposed variation to LPP No. 19 and 
resolve to issue Planning Approval for two grouped dwellings at Lot 35 (46) Toorak 
Road, Rivervale.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications to Council relating to this Item.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications associated with this application.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

(A). That Council grant approval to commence development for the 
application dated 1 December 2005 submitted by Michele Anthony 
Palermo for two grouped dwellings at Lot 35 (46) Toorak Road, Rivervale 
subject to the following conditions:
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1. A landscaping and reticulation plan acceptable to the City shall be 
prepared by a professional horticulturist or a qualified landscape 
contractor and submitted to the City prior to the issue of a building 
licence.  The plan shall show by numerical code, the species, 
quantity and anticipated mature dimensions of all plant types to be 
planted and shall include open space areas in accordance with the 
requirements of Table 1 of the Residential Design Codes;

2. Landscaping, plants and reticulation shall be installed in 
accordance with a landscaping and reticulation plan to be 
submitted to the City and approved by the Manager-Planning 
Services, the Senior Planning Officer or the Planning Officer and 
the landscaping and reticulation shall be maintained and the plants 
shall be nurtured and maintained until they reach their mature 
dimensions and shall thereafter be maintained at those mature 
dimensions unless Council approves otherwise in writing.

3. The removal of the street tree which conflicts with the proposed 
crossover of Residence 2 is to be undertaken by the owner, at the 
owner’s cost, with the prior approval of the Manager-Parks, Leisure 
and Environment or Parks Technical Officer and in accordance with 
any direction contained in or given with that approval (Refer to the 
attached approved plans: Street Tree 1).

4. The existing street trees located in the Chamberlain Road verge 
abutting or adjacent to the subject land (“Street Trees 2 and 3”) are 
not to be damaged or removed in the course of the development  
(Refer to the attached approved plans: Street Trees 2 and 3).

5. Prior to commencing the development the owner / applicant must 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Manager-Parks, Leisure and 
Environment that precautions adequate to protect Street Trees 2 
and 3 during the development will be taken (Refer to the attached 
approved plans: Street Trees 2 and 3).

6. The owner / applicant is to ensure that the precautions referred to 
in the preceding condition are taken.

7. If during the course of the development Street Tree 2 and / or 3 is 
damaged or destroyed the owner / applicant shall:

(a) replace the street tree with a tree of similar maturity that 
conforms with the City of Belmont Street Tree Strategy, in 
accordance with the written direction of the Manager-Parks, 
Leisure and Environment; and

(b) maintain the replacement tree for a period of 12 months, to 
the satisfaction of the Manager-Parks, Leisure and 
Environment.

(Refer to the attached approved plans: Street Trees 2 & 3)



OCM 28/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.5 Continued

40
CONFIRMATION DATE: 21 MARCH 2006

8. The redundant crossover on Chamberlain Road shall be removed 
and the verge and kerb re-instated to the satisfaction of the 
Director-Technical Services or Manager-Technical Services.

9. Vehicle parking, manoeuvring and circulation areas shall be 
designed, constructed, sealed and kerbed in accordance with the 
approved plan (2 spaces per dwelling unit measuring 2.5 metres by 
5.5 metres) and shall be designed, paved (brick) and clearly marked 
in accordance with Council’s engineering requirements and design 
guidelines.

10. Vehicle crossovers shall be constructed in coloured concrete/brick 
paving in accordance with the City’s specifications for the 
construction of concrete/brick paved crossovers for residential 
properties.  A separate application for the construction of any new 
crossover must be lodged with the City’s Technical Services for 
the approval of the Engineering Administration Officer or Project / 
Development Engineer.  

11. All stormwater from roofed and paved areas shall be collected and 
disposed of on-site in accordance with Council’s engineering 
requirements and design guidelines and any associated drains, 
drainage pits and soakwells shall be maintained in a clean and 
clear condition and free from any obstruction.

12. All existing buildings and structures shall be removed prior to the 
issue of a building licence.  The applicant is requested to liaise 
with the City of Belmont Building Department with regard to 
obtaining the necessary Demolition Licence.

13. Pergolas or an alternative shade structure satisfactory to the 
Director-Community & Statutory Services, Manager-Planning 
Services or Senior Planning Officer, with minimum dimensions of 
3.0metres x 3.0metres, shall be provided to the courtyard areas of 
each unit.

14. Each dwelling unit is to be provided with a courtyard area in 
accordance with the requirements for grouped dwellings under the 
Residential Design Codes.  The courtyard is to comply with the 
minimum outdoor living area size under Table 1 of the Residential 
Design Codes for the applicable density coding, and have a 
minimum width of 4 metres.

15. Each dwelling unit is to be provided with either:

(i) A 4m2 storeroom in colours and materials which match the 
units; or

(ii) A storeroom incorporated in the garage;

acceptable to the Director-Community & Statutory Services, 
Manager-Planning Services or Senior Planning Officer.
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16. No clothes drying devices shall be erected or clothes dried outside 
any private courtyard, which is visible from a street or public place.

17. All boundary walls shall be finished in face brick, or rendered and 
painted, or painted brick work to the satisfaction of the Director-
Community & Statutory Services, Manager-Planning Services, 
Manager-Building & Customer Services or Senior Planning Officer.

18. The stamped and dated plan/plans, as amended by the City and 
together with any requirements detailed thereon by the City, shall 
form part of the planning approval issued in respect to the 
application referred to in this approval.

(B). That the adjoining landowner be advised that approval for a boundary wall 
has been issued.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  11.1
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11.1.6 Belmont Park Structure Plan

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

6 February 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider the draft Belmont Park Structure Plan and make a submission to the Town 
of Victoria Park.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

A draft Structure Plan for the Belmont Park Racecourse has been released for public 
comment.

Belmont Park is situated within the Town of Victoria Park.

The draft Structure Plan has raised a number of issues which may impact on the City of 
Belmont and need to be addressed.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council advise the Town of Victoria Park of comments in relation to the site’s 
context within the region; building height; environmental impacts; and traffic impacts.

LOCATION

Belmont Park Racecourse is located in the Town of Victoria Park.  The site comprises 
portion of Location 35 on Certificate of Title 1086/338 and also includes part of Crown 
Reserve 39361.  The site is bounded by the Swan River on the northern, eastern and 
western boundaries and the Graham Farmer Freeway on the southern boundary.
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APPLICANT

Western Australian Turf Club

FILE REFERENCE

67/002 Correspondence and Information

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest

Nature / Extent of Interest

Juliette 
Gillan

Manager 
–Planning 
Services

Conflict 
Impartiality

Related to a member of the Town of Victoria 
Park Project Team.
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VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

The Town of Victoria Park has advertised a Structure Plan for the Belmont Park 
Racecourse between Tuesday, 10 January 2006 and Monday, 20 February 2006.  The 
Town of Victoria Park has been requested to extend the submission period for the City 
of Belmont due to meeting dates.

Letters have been sent out to about 4,700 owners and/or occupiers of properties 
surrounding the site, signs erected on site by the Western Australian Turf Club and 
display advertisements placed in the Southern Gazette.

The Structure Plan documentation including supporting appendices are available for 
viewing only at the Town of Victoria Park, City of Belmont, Town of Vincent, City of 
Perth and City of Bayswater.  The Executive Summary is on the Town of Victoria Park 
website for viewing only.

The documents released for comment consist of:

1. Traffic Study
2. Burswood Station Precinct Development Review
3. Sustainability and History: Building a Sense Belmont Park Redevelopment
4. Belmont Park Redevelopment Coastal, Riverine and Marine Position Paper
5. Shoreline Stability
6. Perpetual Environmental Management System Framework
7. Foreshore Management Plan
8. Environmental Position Paper
9. Report on Engineering Aspects
10. Demographic and Market Research
11. Report on a desktop assessment of the Aboriginal heritage significance of 

Burswood Island to the north to the Graham Farmer Freeway
12. Community Consultation: Interim Report 2003-2004
13. Belmont Park Racecourse Redevelopment Structure Plan
14. Wind Climate Analysis
15. Sustainability Audit
16. Indicative Development Models Report
17. Urban Water Management Strategy
18. Geotechnical Investigation
19. Structural Engineering Position Paper October 2003
20. Vancouver, Canada – A Case Study

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

BUILT BELMONT – “Accomplish urban renewal of designated areas to meet the 
changing needs of the community”.  “Achieve a planned City that is safe and meets the 
needs of the community”.
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NATURAL BELMONT – “Protect and enhance the quality and amenity of our natural 
environment.”  “Minimise pollution of the environment.”

BUSINESS BELMONT – “Maximise the regional benefits to the City.”

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Not applicable.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

The site is subject to a “Special Control Area” under the provisions of the Town of 
Victoria Park Town Planning Scheme No. 1, requiring the preparation, advertising and 
determination of a Structure Plan for the site in accordance with Clause 29AB of the 
Town Planning Scheme Text.

BACKGROUND

The purpose of the Structure Plan is to provide for the co-ordination of subdivision and 
development of the site.  The Structure Plan proposes that the site be subdivided and 
redeveloped for a range of uses including cultural, commercial and residential 
development in addition to redevelopment of the existing racecourse and racing 
facilities.  Residential buildings are proposed to range from low rise single houses to 
high rise apartment towers.

In summary half the 73 hectare site will be retained for horse racing, 11.5 hectares has 
been set aside for the River Park with some three kilometres in length of the foreshore 
being available to the public, 23 hectares for residential accommodation and 3 hectares 
for the Village Centre and Cultural Centre.

According to the executive summary, key elements of the plan include:

• Ceding 11.5ha of foreshore to the public and committing approximately five 
million dollars to rehabilitation works.

• Relocating the track to the western edge of the site.

• Concentrating the Tourism and Cultural Centre as close as possible to the 
Belmont Park Railway Station and on a lee shore of the Swan River.

• Linking the Village Centre to the new racing grandstand building designed to be a 
multi purpose entertainment and function complex.

• Constructing public beaches, promenades and boardwalks amongst rehabilitated 
riverine wetland vegetation in the River Park and releasing it to public ownership.

• Integrating Nyungar Aboriginal heritage into the design and construction of the 
elements of the River Park.

• Committing to total urban water management by containing all stormwater on-site 
and recycling greywater for irrigation of the Racing Precinct and other 
landscaping.
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• Constructing on about a third of the site over a period of 15 years, a dramatic 
landscape of high density residential accommodation.

• Committing to facilitate the construction of an iconic cultural facility on a site 
within the Village Centre.

• Provision of amenities for residents such as shopping, education, community 
facilities and parks.

OFFICER COMMENT

Site Analysis and Height
The site analysis provided claims to examine the site within a regional context but does 
not touch upon the impact on the City of Belmont.  The ‘regional’ analysis refers only to 
Victoria Park, East Perth, Burswood and occasionally Maylands.  This reflects the 
emphasis of preliminary consultation that was carried out which did not involve the City 
of Belmont.  Whilst staff from the City of Belmont were invited to participate in one of 
the workshops, the invitation was received at short notice and resources were not 
available at the scheduled time.  Notwithstanding that, it is disappointing that the 
consultant report does not consider the City of Belmont to form part of the region 
impacted.

The apparent lack of consideration given to the impact of the development on residents 
within the City of Belmont extends to the issue of the height of development proposed.  
The rationale for height is that:

“The built form outcome will be a crescendo of building height across the 
site with the tallest building located at the south eastern corner within the 
Station precinct.  The “build up” from the smaller buildings at the western 
edge of the site to a concentration of the tallest buildings at the south 
eastern corner of the site follows and replicates the shape of the Swan 
River and the racetrack abutting the development area.

The height graduation that will result through the implementation of the 
Structure Plan will relate to the Peninsula development by Mirvac Fini with 
regard to height.

This crescendo and variation in height will result in the site becoming a 
significant “landmark” of the Perth skyline.”

Draft precinct provisions would indicate that highest buildings (SB 10) will be a 
minimum of 30 storeys and a maximum of 40 storeys.  The highest buildings are 
concentrated in the eastern portion of the site where they are likely to have maximum 
impact on views of the Perth City skyline from existing and proposed high quality 
developments within the City of Belmont.

The extent of the impact is difficult to ascertain as analysis has not been provided as to 
the visual impact of the development from the City of Belmont, nor have composite 
plans been provided showing how the development will be compatible with 
development setback from the river foreshore within the City of Belmont.  It is 
considered that further analysis is required as to the impact of the development on the 
City of Belmont.
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Swan River Concept Plan
The Swan River Concept Plan is a regional initiative that aims to enhance use and 
improve economic, social and environmental values of the Swan River through careful 
land use planning. 

The project aims to develop a partnership between the State Government and member 
Councils of the Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council in the development of the plan. 
The Concept Plan will create an overarching vision and guide future development, 
preservation and restoration of the foreshore area.

Objectives are to:

• Develop a regional view of the opportunities associated with the Swan River

• Develop a vision for the future development of the Swan River as a regional 
asset and identification of nodes, forms of development and strategies to 
contribute towards achieving this overarching vision

• Develop a strategic framework for progressing the detailed local area planning 
of the identified nodes/ activities

• To provide guidance on consistent and effective land management practices.

The Swan River Concept Plan is likely to have a significant impact on the management 
of the 11km of Swan River foreshore and adjacent land within the City of Belmont.  
Areas identified as significant by the concept plan within the City of Belmont include:

• Garvey Park
• 6PR Radio Mast and environs
• Black Swan Island
• Bristile Park
• Sandringham Hotel
• ‘The Springs’ foreshore
• Swan Portland No. 1 Dredge
• Balbuk Way boat ramp

The City of Belmont has been involved in the development of the concept plan through 
participation in the Swan River Concept Plan Working Group.  At the request of the 
Working Group the analysis of the river was extended beyond EMRC member Council 
boundaries to include portions of East Perth and Burswood in order to appropriately 
address regional issue.  This includes the Belmont Park racecourse land.

A draft report recommending priorities and outcomes is expected to be complete by 
February 2006 and available for public comment by March 2006.  It is considered that 
any development on the Belmont Park Racecourse site should have regard for the 
recommendations for this stretch of the Swan River in a true regional context.
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Ski Area
Council’s Technical Services have advised that the impact on ski area on the river 
needs to be considered.  This ski area is shown by the heavy border on the plan below.

The Structure Plan report acknowledges that noise from speedboat traffic is likely to 
exceed acceptable levels within all areas of the proposed development, however, 
considers that the noise is infrequent, predominantly at weekends and is only during 
daytime.  Consequently the report suggests that it can best be dealt with by memorials 
on titles.

Given the density of development proposed immediately abutting the designated ski 
area, notwithstanding any notification on titles, it is considered that if the development 
proceeds in its current format, the existing ski area will be lost or relocated.  
Consequently the comments of the Swan River Trust and any relevant water ski 
organisations should specifically be sought by the Town of Victoria Park.

Traffic Impact
Technical Services have noted the traffic impact on Graham Farmer Freeway, Great 
Eastern Highway and Orrong Road.  The increased traffic on these key roads is likely 
to have secondary impacts on roads within the City of Belmont as traffic feeding onto 
Graham Farmer Freeway, Great Eastern Highway and Orrong Road may experience 
further slow downs.  Consequently, Main Roads input is required to model traffic to 
assess and accommodate any flow-on traffic impacts within the City of Belmont.

Economic Impact
It is the opinion of the Manager-Property & Economic Development that the overall 
Belmont Park Racecourse Redevelopment Structure Plan will not present either 
significant opportunities or threats to business in Belmont.  However, the impact of 
Belmont Park on values of land in Belmont and the overall buoyancy of Belmont 
economy are likely to be positive.  The reasons for this opinion are as follows:
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• There is a long standing perception within much of Perth that most of the Eastern 
corridor is dominated by lower income residential estates and industrial precincts.  
Ascot Waters has done a lot to change this perception for some.  The introduction 
of another quality precinct within the Eastern corridor has the potential to provide 
a further “reassessment” of the value of the entire area.  When combined with the 
continuing development of Burswood and the planned developments at The 
Springs, the ripple effect of increased property values will be a positive influence 
on values throughout Belmont.

• Access to Belmont Park is not overly convenient for Belmont residents.  The 
single entrance off Farmer Freeway is likely to be fairly congested much of the 
time, and it seems unlikely that locals will make the trip there on a regular basis.  
It is likely that the planned Village Centre precinct will attract persons seeking 
entertainment, but it is unlikely that the normal retail offer will attract the majority 
of Belmont residents.

• The convenience retail element of the proposal is less than 5,000m2 as 
compared to the slightly more than 41,000m2 of retail space at Belmont Forum.  
Given that the total predicted population for the Belmont Park Redevelopment is 
8,000 persons it is unlikely that a major shopping precinct will be developed in the 
area.  Similarly, it is planned to have 5,000 m2 of office accommodation within the 
Racing Precinct.  This is not felt to present a significant challenge to the provision 
of office space in Belmont.

• It is considered very unlikely that a Target, Kmart, or similar department store will 
ever be located in Belmont Park.  Based on existing road networks it is felt that 
Belmont Forum will be the logical destination for Belmont Park residents seeking 
a larger department store destination.

• The proposed Village Centre precinct has the potential to be an extremely vibrant 
and up market entertainment area.  The provision of liquor licensing in the area 
will be a major concern.  As there is little in Belmont of this quality it is felt that 
Belmont Park may be an occasional destination, in competition with Burswood, 
Northbridge, etc for persons seeking a night out.

• It is very unlikely that the anticipated benefits of a Transport Oriented 
Development focus will eventuate.  The location of the train station, requiring a 
lengthy walk over an uncovered bridge over the Graham Farmer Freeway, will be 
unattractive to many.  This will maintain the existing reliance on private car 
transport.  As such, it is predicted that there will be parking problems and access 
issues within the Burswood Park retail precinct.  It is considered that this will be a 
further disincentive to attract business away from Belmont.

Stormwater and Drainage
The Parks, Leisure and Environment Department have commented that in regard to 
stormwater and drainage:

 The Structure Plan indicates that stormwater from the constructed wetlands 
(proposed for the inner area of the racecourse) will be discharged via the shallow 
aquifer or used for irrigation.  The Western Australian Turf Club will need to 
ensure that the top lake is lined and all water discharged to the aquifer or Swan 
River has been through the entire sedimentation and nutrient stripping process in 
both lakes prior to discharge.
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 The Western Australian Turf Club will need to ensure the constructed wetland 
proposed for the inner area of the racecourse is of sufficient size to capture 
wastewater produced from 10,000 residents and all stormwater from rainfall 
events up to 1:100 year.  

 All drainage from the racetrack should be captured in onsite drainage systems 
and discharged into the central constructed wetlands for treatment prior to 
discharge into the groundwater aquifer or Swan River.

Acid Sulphate Soils
The Parks, Leisure and Environment Department have commented that in regard to 
Acid Sulphate Soils (ASS), according to the Western Australian Planning Commission's 
Planning Bulletin No. 64 Acid Sulphate Soils, the proposed development is located in a 
zone of high risk of actual acid sulphate soils and potential acid sulphate soils.  

A preliminary site investigation by Bowman Bishaw Gorham (BBG) identified areas of 
potential acid sulphate soils (PASS) below the track.  The document states that 
management will be required where direct disturbance (eg. excavation) or indirect 
disturbance (eg. dewatering) of these soils is proposed.  It may be more appropriate to 
avoid disturbance of these areas completely, given the management costs and 
uncertainty concerning viable solutions.  The results clearly indicate that ASS are likely 
to be a problem (19 out of 61 samples with results indicative of PASS).  As such, the 
development of an ASS management plan should be highlighted as a priority.

The Structure Plan documents indicate that the site is 73ha.  According to the 
Department of Environment's Identification and investigation of Acid Sulphate Soils, for 
an area greater than 4ha, 2 borehole samples are required per hectare.  Therefore for 
a 73ha site, 146 boreholes would need to be sampled.  The Structure Plan documents 
only indicate that 11 borehole samples were taken.

Erosion Management Strategies, Remnant Vegetation and Dust Generation
The Parks, Leisure and Environment Department have commented that given proximity 
of the development to the river, more detail on proposed management strategies to 
combat erosion is required.  This is particularly significant for the eastern section of the 
development, where medium - high density residential housing will be constructed in 
close proximity to the rivers edge.

Any pathways along the foreshore need to have provisions to contain / slow any 
overland drainage to minimise future erosion.  Retention of the existing Juncus rushes 
growing along the foreshore area is particularly important for minimising erosion risk.  
Moreover, the additional 10,000 people living in the area is likely to result in an 
increase in boating use i.e. from the nearby Goodwood Parade boat ramp, thereby 
increasing boat wash and erosion risk.

The Foreshore Management Plan states that all remnant vegetation will be protected. 
However, on the vegetation map, remnant vegetation marked as ‘good condition’ is 
planned for medium residential housing on the Indicative Development Plan.  It also 
appears that the ‘good condition’ remnants to the west of the site, immediately north of 
Graham Farmer Freeway may be affected by the removal of fly ash deposits.  In line 
with the objectives of the EMS, it is anticipated that ‘very good to good’ and ‘good’ 
condition vegetation remnants are conserved as a minimum.
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Dust generated as a result of construction will need to be contained within the site 
boundaries.

Goodwood Parade
It is considered that greater effort should be made to link the south-eastern portion of 
the proposed development with existing (and proposed) environmental and parks 
features at the Goodwood Parade boat ramp.  Moreover, any money from POS cash-
in-lieu should be spent on upgrading Goodwood Parade.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

No financial implications to the City of Belmont are associated with the advertising of 
the Structure Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

No environmental implications to the City of Belmont are associated with the 
advertising of the Structure Plan.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council advise the Town of Victoria Park in regard to the draft Belmont Park 
Racecourse Structure Plan that:

1. The Structure Plan does not contain sufficient analysis on the impact of the 
proposal within a regional context and in particular in relation to the City of 
Belmont.  It is disappointing that the consultant report does not consider the 
City of Belmont to form part of the region impacted.

2. The apparent lack of consideration given to the impact of the development on 
residents within the City of Belmont extends to the issue of the height of 
development proposed.  The highest buildings are concentrated in the eastern 
portion of the site where they are likely to have maximum impact on views of 
the Perth City skyline from existing and proposed high quality developments 
within the City of Belmont.  The extent of the impact is difficult to ascertain as 
analysis has not been provided as to the visual impact of the development from 
the City of Belmont nor have composite plans been provided showing how the 
development will be compatible with development setback from the river 
foreshore within the City of Belmont.  It is considered that further analysis is 
required as to the impact of the development on the City of Belmont.
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3. The Swan River Concept Plan is a regional initiative that aims to enhance use 
and improve economic, social and environmental values of the Swan River 
through careful land use planning.  The concept plan will create an overarching 
vision and guide future development, preservation and restoration of the 
foreshore area.  The City of Belmont has been involved in the development of 
the Concept Plan through participation in the Swan River Concept Plan Working 
Group.  At the request of the Working Group, the analysis of the river was 
extended beyond EMRC member Council boundaries to include portions of
East Perth and Burswood in order to appropriately address regional issue.  This 
includes the Belmont Park racecourse land.  A draft report recommending 
priorities and outcomes is expected to be complete by February 2006, and 
available for public comment by March 2006.  It is considered that any 
development on the Belmont Park Racecourse site should have regard for the 
recommendations for this stretch of the Swan River in a true regional context.

4. Given the density of development proposed immediately abutting the 
designated ski area, notwithstanding any notification on titles, it is considered 
that if the development proceeds in its current format, the existing ski area will 
be lost or relocated.  Consequently the comments of the Swan River Trust and 
any relevant water ski organisations should specifically be sought by the Town 
of Victoria Park.

5. Main Roads input is required to model traffic to assess and accommodate any 
flow-on traffic impacts within the City of Belmont.

6. The Western Australian Turf Club will need to ensure that the top lake is lined 
and all water discharged to the aquifer or Swan River has been through the 
entire sedimentation and nutrient stripping process in both lakes prior to 
discharge.

7. The Western Australian Turf Club will need to ensure the constructed wetland 
proposed for the inner area of the racecourse is of sufficient size to capture 
wastewater produced from 10,000 residents and all stormwater from rainfall 
events up to 1:100 year.  

8. All drainage from the racetrack should be captured in onsite drainage systems 
and discharged into the central constructed wetlands for treatment prior to 
discharge into the groundwater aquifer or Swan River.

9. The Structure Plan documents indicate that the site is 73 hectares.  According 
to the Department of Environment's Identification and investigation of Acid 
Sulphate Soils, for an area greater than 4ha, 2 borehole samples are required 
per hectare.  Therefore for a 73ha site, 146 boreholes would need to be 
sampled.  The Structure Plan documents only indicate that 11 borehole 
samples were taken.  Consideration should be given to more extensive testing 
in accordance with Department of Environment’s guidelines.

10. Given proximity of the development to the river, more detail on proposed 
management strategies to combat erosion is required.  This is particularly 
significant for the eastern section of the development, where medium-high 
density residential housing will be constructed in close proximity to the rivers 
edge.
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11. Any pathways along the foreshore need to have provisions to contain / slow any 
overland drainage to minimise future erosion.  

12. The Foreshore Management Plan states that all remnant vegetation will be 
protected. However, on the vegetation map, remnant vegetation marked as 
‘good condition’ is planned for medium residential housing on the Indicative 
Development Plan.  It also appears that the ‘good condition’ remnants to the 
west of the site, immediately north of Graham Farmer Freeway may be affected 
by the removal of fly ash deposits.  In line with the objectives of the EMS, it is 
anticipated that ‘very good to good’ and ‘good’ condition vegetation remnants 
should be conserved as a minimum.

13. Dust generated as a result of construction will need to be contained within the 
site boundaries.

14. It is considered that greater effort should be made to link the south-eastern 
portion of the proposed development with existing (and proposed) 
environmental and parks features at the Goodwood Parade boat ramp.  
Moreover, any money from Public Open Space cash-in-lieu should be spent on 
upgrading Goodwood Parade.

TEASDALE MOVED, BLAIR SECONDED, that due to Council’s focus on the 
environment, the Officer Recommendation be amended in Point 9 and a Point 15 
be added, and it be adopted as follows -

That Council advise the Town of Victoria Park in regard to the draft Belmont Park 
Racecourse Structure Plan that:

1. The Structure Plan does not contain sufficient analysis on the impact of 
the proposal within a regional context and in particular in relation to the 
City of Belmont.  It is disappointing that the consultant report does not 
consider the City of Belmont to form part of the region impacted.

2. The apparent lack of consideration given to the impact of the 
development on residents within the City of Belmont extends to the issue 
of the height of development proposed.  The highest buildings are 
concentrated in the eastern portion of the site where they are likely to 
have maximum impact on views of the Perth City skyline from existing 
and proposed high quality developments within the City of Belmont.  The 
extent of the impact is difficult to ascertain as analysis has not been 
provided as to the visual impact of the development from the City of 
Belmont nor have composite plans been provided showing how the 
development will be compatible with development setback from the river 
foreshore within the City of Belmont.  It is considered that further analysis 
is required as to the impact of the development on the City of Belmont.
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3. The Swan River Concept Plan is a regional initiative that aims to enhance 
use and improve economic, social and environmental values of the Swan 
River through careful land use planning.  The concept plan will create an 
overarching vision and guide future development, preservation and 
restoration of the foreshore area.  The City of Belmont has been involved 
in the development of the Concept Plan through participation in the Swan 
River Concept Plan Working Group.  At the request of the Working Group, 
the analysis of the river was extended beyond EMRC member Council 
boundaries to include portions of East Perth and Burswood in order to 
appropriately address regional issue.  This includes the Belmont Park 
racecourse land.  A draft report recommending priorities and outcomes is 
expected to be complete by February 2006, and available for public 
comment by March 2006.  It is considered that any development on the 
Belmont Park Racecourse site should have regard for the 
recommendations for this stretch of the Swan River in a true regional 
context.

4. Given the density of development proposed immediately abutting the 
designated ski area, notwithstanding any notification on titles, it is 
considered that if the development proceeds in its current format, the 
existing ski area will be lost or relocated.  Consequently the comments of 
the Swan River Trust and any relevant water ski organisations should 
specifically be sought by the Town of Victoria Park.

5. Main Roads input is required to model traffic to assess and accommodate 
any flow-on traffic impacts within the City of Belmont.

6. The Western Australian Turf Club will need to ensure that the top lake is 
lined and all water discharged to the aquifer or Swan River has been 
through the entire sedimentation and nutrient stripping process in both 
lakes prior to discharge.

7. The Western Australian Turf Club will need to ensure the constructed 
wetland proposed for the inner area of the racecourse is of sufficient size 
to capture wastewater produced from 10,000 residents and all stormwater 
from rainfall events up to 1:100 year.  

8. All drainage from the racetrack should be captured in onsite drainage 
systems and discharged into the central constructed wetlands for 
treatment prior to discharge into the groundwater aquifer or Swan River.

9. The Structure Plan documents indicate that the site is 73 hectares.  
According to the Department of Environment’s identification and 
investigation of acid sulphate soils, for an area greater that 4ha, 2 
borehole samples are required per hectare.  Therefore for a 73ha site, 146 
boreholes would need to be sampled.  The Structure Plan documents only 
indicate that 11 borehole samples were taken, as this is a large 
development impacting on the Swan River, full and comprehensive 
testing should be stipulated, at the very least 146 boreholes for this site 
as in accordance with Department of Environment’s guidelines.
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10. Given proximity of the development to the river, more detail on proposed 
management strategies to combat erosion is required.  This is particularly 
significant for the eastern section of the development, where medium-
high density residential housing will be constructed in close proximity to 
the rivers edge.

11. Any pathways along the foreshore need to have provisions to contain / 
slow any overland drainage to minimise future erosion.  

12. The Foreshore Management Plan states that all remnant vegetation will be 
protected. However, on the vegetation map, remnant vegetation marked 
as ‘good condition’ is planned for medium residential housing on the 
Indicative Development Plan.  It also appears that the ‘good condition’ 
remnants to the west of the site, immediately north of Graham Farmer 
Freeway may be affected by the removal of fly ash deposits.  In line with 
the objectives of the EMS, it is anticipated that ‘very good to good’ and 
‘good’ condition vegetation remnants should be conserved as a minimum.

13. Dust generated as a result of construction will need to be contained 
within the site boundaries.

14. It is considered that greater effort should be made to link the south-
eastern portion of the proposed development with existing (and 
proposed) environmental and parks features at the Goodwood Parade 
boat ramp.  Moreover, any money from Public Open Space cash-in-lieu 
should be spent on upgrading Goodwood Parade.

15. The concept of using a dual use plumbing and greywater system is 
supported.  However, because of the close proximity to groundwater in 
the subject area, a detailed greywater study would be recommended.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0
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11.1.7 Lot 33 (94) Belmont Avenue, Belmont – Parking Restrictions, Belmont 
Fire Station

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division
- Health and Ranger Services

DATE

31 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider Parking Restrictions in Belmont Avenue, Belmont.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES 

Council Officers have received a request from the Fire and Emergency Services 
Authority (FESA) seeking parking restriction signs to the road parking requirements of 
the newly opened Fire Station at Lot 33 (94) Belmont Avenue Belmont.

The signage would be needed on the south-west side of the road between Campbell 
and Esther Streets, Belmont outside the Fire Station.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That parking restrictions be approved at Lot 33 (94) Belmont Avenue, Belmont. 
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LOCATION

Lot 33 (94) Belmont Avenue Belmont.

APPLICANT

Fire and Emergency Services Authority

FILE REFERENCE

92/005 Parking Complaints

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

Several properties boarding the Fire Station were sent information letters with a plan 
and were requested to comment on the proposed parking restriction signs.  No 
submissions were received.
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STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

No Strategic Plan impacts are evident.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

The City of Belmont Parking Local Laws will apply should Council establish parking 
restrictions in this area.

BACKGROUND

Council has received a request to install parking restriction signs at Lot 3 (94) Belmont 
Avenue, Belmont outside the Fire Station.

These signs would assist in the exit of emergency vehicles by creating a clearway for 
improved line of sight looking from the Fire Station to the east and west.

The request for parking restrictions only applies to the Fire Station side of Belmont 
Avenue as the opposite side of Belmont Avenue is already sign posted for no parking.

OFFICER COMMENT

Council Officers recommend the installation of the “No Parking Road and Verge” 
signage, on the south west side of Belmont Avenue between Campbell Street and 
Esther Street, due to the nature of the operation of the Fire Station.  A plan showing the 
locations of the signs is included on the following page.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Two posts and two signs are required to complete this at a cost of $100 each, including 
installation.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That restrictive parking signs be erected as requested by Fire and Emergency 
Services Authority on the south west side of Belmont Avenue between Campbell 
Street and Esther Street as shown on City of Belmont Engineering Drawing 105-
05 below.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  11.1
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11.1.8 Request for Parking Restrictions – Faulkner Avenue, Belmont

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division
- Health & Ranger Services

DATE

31 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider parking restrictions in Faulkner Avenue, Belmont.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Council Officers are in receipt of complaints from the business owners/proprietors of 
Faulkner Avenue Belmont that motor vehicles are causing obstructions to the 
driveways of their business premises.

Some business owners have requested the installation of ‘Parking Restriction signs’, 
while others have requested an improvement in the street design instead of signage.

Council Officers have carried out site inspections and noted the obstructions.  Both 
verbal and written warnings had been issued and infringement notices have also been 
issued.

Faulkner Avenue runs between Abernethy Road and Robinson Avenue, Belmont.  
Mixed residential and business premises occupy Faulkner Avenue.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That parking restrictions be approved in Faulkner Avenue, Belmont.
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LOCATION

Faulkner Avenue, Belmont

APPLICANT

Not applicable.

FILE REFERENCE

92/005 Parking Complaints

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest

Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

Following receipt of complaints, a letter dated 5 January 2006 was forwarded to the 
various properties in Faulkner Avenue requesting their comments on the installation of 
Parking Restriction signs in the form of ‘No Standing’ and ‘No Parking’ signs.
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Several letters have been received from these property owners including their various 
comments.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

No Strategic Plan impacts are evident.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

The City of Belmont Parking Local Laws would apply should Council establish parking 
restrictions in this area.

BACKGROUND

Council Officers are in receipt of complaints and comments from the business 
owners/proprietors of Faulkner Avenue Belmont regarding motor vehicles causing 
obstruction to the driveways of their business premises. These vehicles have blocked 
the driveways to these business premises or have parked illegally on the verge outside 
these premises.

Business owners have requested the installation of parking restriction signs as a last 
resort along with time and day limits. They have also asked Council to look at the area 
as a developing commercial precinct.

Comments have been received implying that the parking problem is directly associated 
with the activities at Lot 160 (140) Abernethy Road, Belmont.  The property is marked 
by an ‘X’ on the plan below.

X
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OFFICER COMMENT

Council Officers have attended this location on several occasions after receiving 
complaints, from the business owners and proprietors in Faulkner Avenue and have 
witnessed the obstruction to driveways/verges.

It is recommended that restrictive parking signs be located on the south east side of 
Faulkner Avenue Belmont, as shown on the following plan, to advise motorists that 
parking is restricted, alternatively Council would need to consider the parking issue 
associated with Lot 160 (140) Abernethy Road, Belmont. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Two posts and four signs are required to complete this at a cost of approximately $100 
each, including installation.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That restrictive parking signs be located along the south east side of Faulkner Avenue, 
Belmont as shown on City of Belmont Engineering Drawing Number 85-05 below.
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BLAIR MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that due to concern regarding the 
effectiveness of the parking control measures, the Officer Recommendation be 
amended and adopted as follows:

That –

1. Restrictive parking signs be located along the south east side of Faulkner 
Avenue, Belmont as shown on City of Belmont Engineering Drawing 
Number 85-05 below.

2. That a review of the restrictive parking signs in Faulkner Avenue to be 
undertaken in six months time, and a report brought back to Council.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0
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11.1.9 Bush Fires Act 1954 - Delegation of Functions to the Chief Executive 
Officer

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division
- Health and Ranger Services

DATE 

6 February 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To delegate authority to the Chief Executive Officer to perform the functions of the local 
government under the Bush Fires Act 1954.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES 

The Chief Executive Officer requires Council delegation to enforce the requirements of 
the Bush Fires Act 1954.

The Bush Fires Act 1954.provides for the control of private properties to ensure that 
they do not pose a fire hazard to other properties in the district.  This includes requiring 
certain land to be cleared and the installation of fire breaks in appropriate locations as 
well as the appointment of officers to certain positions.  The Chief Executive Officer 
requires delegated authority to enforce the requirements of the Bush Fires Act 1954.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council delegate to the Chief Executive Officer the functions of the local 
government under the Bush Fires Act 1954.

LOCATION

City of Belmont 

APPLICANT

Not applicable.

FILE REFERENCE

55/001-002 Bush Fires Complaints-Notification
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DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest

Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

Advice from the City’s Principal Legal and Compliance Adviser confirms the legality of 
this process and is a requirement of the Bush Fires Act 1954.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

In accordance with Strategic Plan Key Result Area: Natural Belmont.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Section 48 of the Bush Fires Act 1954 states:

“48. Delegation by local governments

(1) A local government may, in writing, delegate to its chief executive 
officer the performance of any of its functions under this Act. 

(2) Performance by the chief executive officer of a local government of a 
function delegated under subsection (1) —

(a) is taken to be in accordance with the terms of a delegation under 
this section, unless the contrary is shown; and 

(b) is to be treated as performance by the local government. 

(3) A delegation under this section does not include the power to 
subdelegate. 

(4) Nothing in this section is to be read as limiting the ability of a local 
government to act through its council, members of staff or agents in 
the normal course of business.”
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The Bush Fires Act 1954 sets out the functions of the local government.  These are 
broadly described as follows:

 Section 17 – Variation of prohibited burning times.

 Section 24G – Restrictions on burning garden refuse.

 Section 25 – Restrictions on open air fires

 Section 33 – Requiring owners and occupiers to plough land or clear firebreaks.  
Provides for the issuance of notices to owners and occupiers to plough land or 
clear firebreaks.  Provides for the local government to clear land where an 
owner or occupier fails to comply with a notice under this section and charge 
the owner the cost of clearing the land.

 Section 37 – Provides for appropriate insurance to authorised officers under the 
Bush Fires Act 1954.

 Section 38 and 38A.  Appointment of Chief Bush Fire Control Officer and Bush 
Fire Control Officers.

 Section 59 and 59A.  Provides for the commencement of prosecutions for 
relevant breaches of the Bush Fires Act 1954.

 The issue of various permits to not comply with various directions of the local 
government under Bush Fires Act 1954.

 Ancillary and administrative powers.

There are a number of functions of the local government that are not capable of being 
delegated and would still require a decision of Council.  These include the adoption and 
amendment of Bush Fires Local Laws, the institution of a Bush Fires Brigade and 
various other functions that the Bush Fires Act 1954 specifically states require a 
resolution of Council.

BACKGROUND

The Bush Fires Act 1954 provides significant authority to a local government regarding 
the establishment of restrictions relating to fire hazard, the appointment of various 
officers, the issuing of notices and the enforcement of the requirements of the Bush 
Fires Act 1954

Presently none of these powers are delegated to the Chief Executive Officer.

OFFICER COMMENT
Currently, there is no delegation in place for the Chief Executive Officer to exercise any 
of the powers listed above.  Any such decision would require a report to Council.  It is 
considered that most of these processes are administrative and the requirement to 
report to Council may result in unnecessary delays in the application of the local 
government’s functions.  In the context of the Bush Fires Act 1954 it is considered 
appropriate that officers have the ability to respond quickly to issues of concern and 
make administrative decisions that could assist in the control of bush fires and the 
reduction in bush fire hazards.
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The delegation has been drafted as a broad delegation to provide the Chief Executive 
Officer with all the functions of the local government that are capable of being 
delegated under the Bush Fires Act 1954. This will ensure that the Chief Executive 
Officer is capable of exercising administrative powers and ancillary functions to apply 
the City’s bush fire regime.  However, there will remain a number of functions that can 
only be exercised by Council.

Under the proposed delegation, the Chief Executive Officer is unable to sub delegate 
functions to another officer and is required to personally exercise the delegated 
functions.

The issuing of notices to clear land and provide firebreaks, and the enforcement of 
these notices, is an important function of the City in relation to bush fire control.  
Currently officers are required to report to Council on each occasion that they wish to 
issue a notice or enforce the notice, which leads to delays in the process.  A delegation 
would allow this to be conducted administratively and provide an appropriate response 
to fire break and clearing requirements.

The appointment of a Chief Bush Fire Control Officer and Bush Fire Control Officers 
should be conducted as part of the employment process.  It is considered appropriate 
that the CEO is authorised to make these appointments as part of the employment 
process.

The provision of a delegation to the Chief Executive Officer to exercise the functions of 
the local government under the Bush Fires Act 1954 does not preclude the Council 
from exercising these powers where the Council considers that this is appropriate. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

The control of bush fires is an important function of the City in the context of the local 
environment.  This delegation will allow the City to respond more rapidly to hazards as 
they arise.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That pursuant to section 48 of the Bush Fires Act 1954, Council delegate to the 
Chief Executive Officer the functions of the local government under the Bush 
Fires Act 1954.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  11.1
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11.2 SOCIAL BELMONT

Nil.

11.3 ECONOMIC BELMONT

Nil.
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11.4 NATURAL BELMONT

11.4.1 Tender T18.2005 – Supply of Irrigation Equipment
**NB Attachment 3  – Item 11.4.1 refers
**NB Attachment 4  – Item 11.4.1 refers
**NB Attachment 5  – Item 11.4.1 refers

Report by Corporate & Governance Division

DATE

10 February 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To advise the Council of a proposal to select a supplier for Tender T18.2005 - Supply 
of Irrigation equipment for a period of two years.

SUMMARYAND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

To advise the Council of a proposal to select supplier for Tender T18.2005 - Supply of 
Irrigation equipment for a period of two years.

Officer Recommendation Summation

To award Tender T18.2005 - Supply of Irrigation supplies to Total Eden for a period of 
two years from 31 March 2006.

LOCATION

Service throughout the City of Belmont

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

114/139 – T18.2005 - Supply of Irrigation Equipment for a period of two years.
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DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position
Type of 
Interest

Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

Discussions have been held with the City’s Manager Parks, Recreation & Leisure, the 
Irrigation Supervisor, the Council’s Operations Controller, regarding changes to the 
specifications to include supply of a broader range of products.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

Strategic Plan - “Green Belmont” – Managing Water Use – relates to the use of 
automatic watering systems throughout the City.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Policy C3.5.2 relates to the calling and acceptance of Tenders.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Section 3.57 of the Local Government Act 1995 provides that a Local Government is 
required to invite tenders before it enters into a contract of a prescribed kind under 
which another person is to supply goods or services.

The Local government (Functions and General) Regulations 1996 – Regulation 11 to 
24 specifically deal with the legislative requirement of tendering for goods and services.

BACKGROUND

In October 2001 the City awarded Tender 29/2001 – Supply of Irrigation Equipment to 
Hugall and Hoile for a period of two years from 1 January 2002 to 31 December 2003.  
A tender was called in October 2003 and awarded to Total Eden for a period of two 
years and this contract ran till 31 December 2005 with a short extension to March 2006 
to allow reassessment of the tender specifications.

The contract specifications detailed the products that the contractor would be required 
to supply to the City, however during the contract period there have been 
advancements in technology relating to automatic watering systems, and the 
specifications of the current contract do not provide the scope to take advantage of 
these innovations. 

Tender T18.2005 was called in December 2005 and closed on the 31 January 2006 
with three tenderers submitting tenders for this equipment.
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OFFICER COMMENT

As the current contract does not provide the scope to keep abreast of new innovations 
in automatic reticulation systems, the City is not able to continually implement 
improvements that will allow more efficient use of the water resource.

Tender specifications were amended with a view to detailing a broader range of 
products to be supplied.

Additionally due to the recent rapid changes to petroleum pricing around the world 
there is expected to be some significant changes to world pricing of the raw materials 
that go into the manufacture of Irrigation supplies.  Tenderers were asked to fix their 
prices for the tender period or to nominate the formula for adjustment of the prices 
tendered.

The tender closed on the 31 January 2006 and the tenders were assessed by a 
Evaluation Panel consisting of:

Coordinator Contract & Tenders, Purchasing officer, Operations Controller and the 
Irrigation Supervisor.

The Tender Team analysed the three tenders received against the evaluation criteria 
and scored each tender.  Please refer to the attachments to this item.

The tender that scored the best overall was the tender from Total Eden who has been 
the current supplier since 2003.  Total Eden has been a reliable and cost effective 
supplier over the last two years.  The other tenders scored lower than that of Total 
Eden and the tender from Elliott’s reticulation was scored the lowest across the 
evaluation criteria.

A total of 739 individual lines of equipment make up the tendered items.  The following 
Tenderer’s scores indicate the number of lines that represent the best offer.

Total Eden 576
Elliott’s Irrigation 4
Hugall & Hoile 1 27
Hugall & Hoile 2 26

These scores where then inputted to the other Selection Criteria spreadsheet that 
resulted in the following weighted scores.

Total Eden                70.2 out of possible 100
Elliott’s Irrigation       5.7 out of a possible 100
Hugall & Hoile (1)     36.6 out of a possible 100
Hugall & Hoile( 2)     35.8 out of a possible 100
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The limited scope of the contract specifications has meant that the City has been 
required to purchase some irrigation products at retail value.  The proposal to amend 
the specifications will result in savings to the City, as products will be supplied at a 
reduced price.  One of the evaluation criteria was for the tenderer to offer Consignment 
supply of the irrigation equipment.  This means that the tenderer supplies stock to the 
operations centre at no cost until the stock is actually used.  This method frees up 
approximately $ 50,000 and allows us about 90 days from use to payment.  Council’s 
expenditure on Irrigation equipment has over the past three years been as follows:

2003 - $148,000.00
2004 - $137,000.00
2005 - $157,000.00

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

The environmental impact is difficult to assess at this stage, however the ability to 
implement advancements in reticulation and the ongoing assessment of the City’s 
irrigation systems is critical to ensuring that the City complies with the State 
Government sprinkler ban, thus ensuring the efficient and effective use of water is 
maintained.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
3 Pricing Schedule
4 Raw score win ratio
5 Weighted score

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council award the Tender T18.2005 for the supply of irrigation equipment for a 
period of two years to Total Eden on a fixed price contract for the first year as per 
Tender offer and then on a rise and fall contract based on the State CPI calculation for 
2007.

BLAIR MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that Council award the Tender T18.2005 for 
the supply of irrigation equipment for a period of two years to Total Eden on a 
fixed price contract for the first year as per Tender offer and then on a rise and 
fall contract based on the State CPI calculation for 2007.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0
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11.5 BUSINESS EXCELLENCE

Nil.
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12. REPORTS BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

12.1 INFORMATION BULLETINS

The following Elected Members Bulletin was distributed to Councillors:

Elected Members Bulletin 13 February 2006.

WHITELEY MOVED, BLAIR SECONDED, that the information provided to all 
Councillors and listed in the following Elected Members Bulletin be noted and 
received:

Elected Members Bulletin 13 February 2006.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0

12.2 REQUESTS FOR LEAV E OF ABSENCE

Cr Teasdale – 13 to 16 March 2006 inclusive.
Cr Dornford - 22 March 2006 to 9 April 2006 inclusive.

HITT MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that the following leave of absence be 
granted:

Cr Teasdale 13 March 2006 to 16 March 2006 inclusive.
Cr Dornford 22 March 2006 to 9 April 2006 inclusive.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0
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13. MATTERS FOR WHICH THE MEETING MAY BE CLOSED
NOTE: Section 5.23(2) of the Local Government Act 1995, details a number of matters 
upon which Council may discuss and make decisions without members of the public being 
present.  These matters include: - matters affecting employees; personal affairs of any 
person; contractual matters; legal advice; commercial-in-confidence matters, security matters, 
among others.

NOTE: Section 5.93 of the Local Government Act 1995, details that an elected member or 
employee may not make improper use of any information acquired in the performance of their 
function under this Act or any written law.  Penalty $10,000.  The City of Belmont Standing 
Orders Local Law Clause 4.2(2) details that an elected member or employee in receipt of 
Confidential Information may not disclose such information to any person other than another 
City of Belmont elected member or employee.  Penalty $5,000.

The Acting Mayor referred to the two Confidential Reports for consideration 
and asked whether there were any questions or debate sought on the items. 
As there was no questions or debate sought the Acting Mayor requested that 
the confidential reports and recommendations be adopted en bloc.

POWELL MOVED, BLAIR SECONDED that the Officer Recommendations for 
Confidential Items 13.1 and 13.2 be adopted en bloc.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0

13.1 CONFIDENTIAL ITEM – Perth Solar City Proposal**
Confidential Attachment 1 – Refers 13.1
(Circulated under separate cover)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:-

1. Formally commits to participating in the Perth Solar City proposal as a 
member of the Perth Solar City Consortium should the proposal be 
successful.  

2. Agrees to allocate funds in the 2006-2007 budget to a maximum of 
$15,000 to meet its costs for participating and gives consideration to a 
similar level of funding in future years to 2013-2014.

3. Confirms 1Cloverdale as the City of Belmont suburb for involvement in 
the Perth Solar City Community pilot program.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  13

                                             
1 Error noted – Rivervale replaced w ith Cloverdale.
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13.2 CONFIDENTIAL ITEM – Airport Non-Payment of Rates

(Circulated under separate cover)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council authorise the CEO:

1. to take all actions necessary to ensure that the Westralia Airports 
Corporation pays all outstanding rates equivalent amounts for the 2005/6 
and prior financial years;

2. to commence, in the City’s name, any legal proceedings that are necessary 
to recover any amounts of rates equivalent payments that remain unpaid; 

3. to investigate all options for ensuring future rates or rates equivalent 
payments are required to be made by the Westralia Airports Corporation for 
all areas of the Airport land that should be the subject of rates; and

4. in conjunction with the Mayor, to attach the City’s Common Seal to an 
appropriately worded petition pleading the City’s case in Federal 
Parliament.

OFFICER RECOMM ENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM  13

14. CLOSURE

There being no further business to discuss, the Acting Mayor thanked all those in 
attendance and closed the meeting at 7.32pm.


