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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, 7 FEBRUARY 2006, COMMENCING AT 7.00PM

PRESENT

Cr G Godfrey, Mayor East Ward
Cr P Marks, Deputy Mayor East Ward
Cr M Bass 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

IN ATTENDANCE

Dr Shayne Silcox Chief Executive Officer
Mr N Deague Director – Community and Statutory Services
Mr R Lutey Director – Technical Services
Mr R Garrett A/Director – Corporate & Governance
Mr J Blanchard Principal Legal & Compliance Adviser
Mr J Hardison Manager Property & Economic Development
Ms S Johnson A/Agenda & Minutes Officer

MEMBERS OF THE GALLERY

There were 18 attendees and one press representative in the gallery.

1. OFFICIAL OPENING

The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm, welcomed those in attendance, in particular 
Ms Beatrice Thomas from the Southern Gazette Newspaper and invited Cr Blair to 
read aloud the Affirmation of Civic Duty and Responsibility on behalf of Councillors and 
Officers.  Cr Blair read aloud the affirmation.

2. APOLOGIES & LEAVE OF ABSENCE

2.1 APOLOGIES

Cr G Dornford

2.2 LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Nil.
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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)

Cr T Teasdale Item 11.5.2 Payment of honorarium (Sister City) to his wife. 
Wife owns shares in Coventry’s.

Dr S Silcox Item 11.5.8 Owns Telstra shares*
Cr R Rossi Item 11.5.8 Owns Telstra shares*
Cr Teasdale Item 11.5.8 Wife owns Telstra shares*
Cr Whiteley Item 11.5.8 Owns Telstra shares*

* In relation to the ownership of shares, the Principal Legal & Compliance Adviser 
advised as follows.  The limits of disclosure of an interest by way of ownership 
of shares – for a company listed on the Australian Stock Exchange the limits 
are $10,000 or 1% of the company, whichever is lesser.  If you owned 1% of 
Telstra it would be more than the prescribed amount.  The $10,000 is calculated 
on the closing share price of the share on the ASX on the last trading day of the 
financial year.  As at 30 June 2005 the closing share price of Telstra Shares 
was $5.06.  At that value you would need to own more than 1976 shares to 
exceed the prescribed amount.

3.2 DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST THAT MIGHT CAUSE A CONFLICT
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 employee / member 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
Mr N Deague Item 11.1.1 Related to a person listed on the Schedule of 

Names (Grandfather).
Cr R Rossi Item 11.1.1 Helped collate some of names in the report.
Cr T Teasdale Item 11.1.6 Owns property near Islamic College
Ms J Gillan Item 11.1.7 Related to a member of the Town of Victoria 

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

4.1 ANNOUNCEMENTS

4.1.1 Airport Non-payment of rates

The Mayor announced that the City of Belmont has been advised by Westralia Airports 
Corporation that they will not be paying their entire rates bill this year as they believe 
that they are not obliged to pay the full rates equivalent levied by the Council.

This reduction in payment of approximately 40% equates to nearly $1million dollars, 
which leaves a significant shortfall in Council’s current Budget.

This is a serious issue as the non-payment of such a significant amount of money 
means that the Belmont Community will be left with this debt.

This is the first time since 1996 that the WAC has breached its obligation to make a 
rates equivalent payment under the lease agreement with the Commonwealth 
Government. The City is extremely disappointed and concerned by their arrogant 
stance.

If the amount is not paid, Council will need to review its Budget and items such as 
capital works, ongoing services or other programmes for the community will be 
affected.  Over the long term, there is a possibility that the community would have to 
face increased rates or reduction in services to address this shortfall.

Meetings have been held with the WAC and various government officials and Council 
is pursuing every avenue to ensure that the WAC comply with their lease agreement 
and pay the outstanding debt in full.

4.2 DISCLAIMER

7.06pm The Mayor drew the public gallery’s attention to the Disclaimer and the 
Principal Legal & Compliance Adviser 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.
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Item 4.2 continued

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 MEMBERS WHO HAVE NOT GIVEN DUE CONSIDERATION TO 
ALL MATTERS CONTAINED IN THE BUSINESS PAPERS PRESENTLY BEFORE THE 
MEETING

Nil.

4.4 DECLARATIONS BY MEMBERS WHO HAVE RECEIVED 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 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 Mayor advised 
that she had registered three members of the public who had given prior 
notice to ask questions, these being Mr Ryan, Mr Wolff (BRAG) and Mrs 
Mitchell.

The Mayor invited the public gallery members, who had yet to register their interest to 
ask a question, to do so.  Three further registrations were forthcoming.

5.1 RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE

Nil.

5.2 QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

5.2.1 Mr Michael Ryan, 60 Riversdale Road, Rivervale

1. Are all Councillors aware that the so called independent valuations quoted in 
the Major Land Transaction Business Plan for the sale of Council’s landholding 
within The Springs (Business Plan) were not carried out on behalf of Council, 
but were carried out on behalf of Landcorp, the proposed or actual purchasers.

Yes.  An independent valuation is a valuation that is conducted by an independent 
valuer.  As they are independent valuations, the valuation method and valuation 
amount should not vary depending on who requests the valuation.  

2. Are Councillors aware that the dollar values quoted in the Business Plan and 
adopted as the sale prices are figures supplied by Landcorp, not those set by 
Council?

The dollar values were based on two independent valuations obtained by Landcorp.  
The City obtained its own independent valuation as a due diligence check on the 
figures obtained by Landcorp.

5.2.2 Mr Steve Wolff, 191 Kew Street, Kewdale on behalf of the Belmont 
Residents/Ratepayers Action Group (BRRAG) Inc

1. In last week’s Southern Gazette, it was stated that the intersection of Tonkin 
Highway and Horrie-Miller Drive was voted one of WA’s worst trouble spots by 
RAC members.  With the Coles/Myer Distribution Centre on the way, traffic will 
increase even further at this intersection.  Could you tell me if there are any 
plans to improve this intersection?
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Item 5.2.2 continued

Any further development that causes an increase in traffic is likely to result in further 
delays at this intersection.  The intersection is under the care and control of Main 
Roads WA and they are responsible for any improvements.  The City is not aware of 
any Main Roads WA plans to improve this intersection. It must also be understood that 
traffic generated by the airport is out of Council’s hands as we have no planning 
powers over the WAC.

2. In the latest edition of the Belmont Bulletin you mentioned the results of a 
Community Perceptions Survey.  Regarding this survey could you tell me its 
cost, the company contracted to carry out the survey, and the number of 
participants within the City of Belmont that took part?  Are the detailed results of 
the survey available for public viewing?

The survey was conducted by Catalyse on behalf of the City.  The cost was $23,500 
excluding GST.  The survey was conducted as per the guidelines set by the Auditor 
General and involved a statistically correct sample of some 400 residential participants 
and 100 business participants.  The summary survey results will be made available to 
the public through City publications in due course.  The City considers that this survey 
was an invaluable exercise as it provided important feedback and information on the 
public’s perceptions of importance and satisfaction in a range of City services and 
facilities.  The survey also benchmarked the City’s results against the results of 12 
other local government authorities in Western Australia, in which the City is 
benchmarked as the leader in the following areas;

 Overall community satisfaction
 Conservation & environmental management
 Streetscapes, parks & sporting grounds
 Maintain roads
 Community buildings, halls & toilets
 Informative WebSite
 Sport & recreation facilities
 Family friendly environment
 Youth services and facilities
 Senior services and facilities
 Access to services & facilities

5.2.3 Mrs Mitchell, 316 Epsom Avenue, Redcliffe

1. Mrs Mitchell stated that she had sent in a complaint to the City of Belmont and 
asked who dealt with these complaints?

The Chief Executive Officer replied that it would depend on who the complaint was 
concerning.  It the complaint was against the Chief Executive Officer the Councillors 
would oversee the complaint and if it was regarding the Mayor then the matter would 
be referred to the Executive Committee.  The Chief Executive Officer stated that 
residents were entitled to progress to the Anti-Corruption Commission or Ombudsman 
if they wished.
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5.2.4 Mr P Passeri, 221 St Kilda Road, Kewdale

1. Mr Passeri asked if Council was aware of an article published in the West 
Australian newspaper regarding allegations of misconduct of Councillor 
Spagnolo at the City of Joondalup?  He also asked if the City of Belmont would 
approach the Anti-corruption Commission regarding a possible involvement of a 
City of Belmont Councillor?

The Chief Executive Officer replied that he was aware of the article in the newspaper.  
He stated he was unaware of any Anti-corruption Commission investigations and until 
such time that he was provided with specific information, he was not in a position to 
approach the Commission.

5.2.5 Mrs C Koh, 12 Jutland Parade, Claremont

1. Mrs Koh stated that if she had known that the bottle shop would be converted 
into a tavern she would not have brought into the Balneum Apartments and 
asked Council if there had been a submission for a tavern licence by the 
applicant in their original application?

The Mayor replied that as she did not have that information on hand and she would 
take the Question on Notice.

2. Mrs Koh asked if the applicant had provided photographic evidence to prove 
their claim that visitors, to the apartments were parking in the bottle shop 
parking bays?

The Mayor replied that as she did not have that information on hand she would taken 
the Question on Notice.

3. Mrs Koh asked if the City could confirm that the original deed makes mention of 
the relocation of the bottle shop licence to a tavern licence after the tavern is 
demolished?

The Mayor replied that as she did not have that information on hand she would taken 
the Question on Notice.

5.2.6 Mr A Koh, 12 Jutland Parade, Claremont

1. Mr Koh asked if Council had explored the possibility of Lot 31 being used for 
parking?

The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that the Western Australian 
Planning Commission gave approval for stages 1, 2 and 3 of the redevelopment of the 
Sandringham site, and that Council was not given information about the amount of car 
parking, adequate visitor parking etc.  However, the Director stated that he will 
undertake further investigation into this matter.

2. Mr Koh asked whether the City could defer a decision until after the Supreme 
Court proceedings were resolved.
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Item 5.2.6 

The Principal Legal and Compliance Adviser stated that it would not be in good faith to 
defer a planning application just because there were proceedings for non-planning 
related matters.  Appeal rights arise if the City does not deal with an application within 
a specified period of time.

5.2.7 Mr M Ryan, 60 Riversdale Road, Rivervale

1. Are Councillors aware that Council was not supplied with these independent 
valuations, according to advice received from Mr Blanchard?

The Principal, Legal & Compliance Adviser replied that Council did not receive the 
valuation reports as these were obtained by Landcorp who reported the relevant 
information to the City.  

2. Are Councillors aware that the valuations and update supplied to me by Council 
(Pember Wilson Eftos valuation of 10 March 2005 and update dated 24 October 
2005) and used to direct Council’s Business Plan contain material mistakes of 
fact in the information quoted and I assume used to direct Council’s decisions.

The Principal, Legal & Compliance Adviser replied that the City is unaware of any 
material mistakes of fact contained in the Pember Wilson Eftos valuation or letter of 
update.  However, should any material mistakes of fact be brought to the City’s 
attention then these issues will be taken up with the valuer.  The Principal, Legal & 
Compliance Adviser advised that he was aware of Mr Ryan’s submission raised some 
issues and these would be considered.

5.2.8 Mr Steve Wolff, 191 Kew Street, Kewdale on behalf of the Belmont 
Residents/Ratepayers Action Group (BRRAG) Inc

1. Is the City of Belmont currently employing a marketing company to market 
Belmont as the City of Opportunity, and are the details available to the public of 
a breakdown of how the City’s money is being spent on this marketing?

The Chief Executive Officer replied that the City does not currently employ a marketing 
company to market Belmont as the City of Opportunity.  The City has an internal 
marketing and communications department as discussed in inquiries into local 
government which suggest they are a key activity of Council that coordinates the City’s 
marketing activities. 

5.2.9 Mr M Ryan, 60 Riversdale Road, Rivervale

1. Mr Ryan spoke again about the two valuations he had had for his property and 
asked how the City could claim that independent valuations do not vary 
between valuers as it was common knowledge that independent valuations do 
vary?
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Item 5.2.9 continued

The Principal Legal & Compliance Adviser replied that he acknowledged that different 
valuers may provide different valuations for the same property.  He explained that his 
response to Mr Ryan’s previous question was that an independent valuation should not 
vary depending on who requested the valuation.

5.2.10 Mrs C Koh, 12 Jutland Parade, Claremont

1. Mrs Koh asked Council that in the event that she wins her court case, how did 
Council propose to support her?

The Chief Executive Officer replied that this matter was peripheral to local government 
and the City is obligated to determine planning applications as they are presented.

7.34pm There being no further questions 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 20 DECEMBER 2005

POWELL MOVED, WHITELEY SECONDED, that the minutes of the Ordinary 
Council Meeting held on 20 December 2006 as printed and circulated to all 
Councillors, be confirmed as a true and accurate record.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0

6.2 INFORMATION MATRIX FOR THE AGENDA BRIEFING FORUM
HELD 31 JANUARY 2006**

**Council Attachment 1  – Item 6.2 refers

BLAIR MOVED, MARKS SECONDED, that the Information Matrix for the Agenda 
Briefing Forum held on 31 January 2006 as circulated in the attachment, be 
received and noted.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0
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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.

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.

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

12
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

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 11.1.1 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Marks 
Item 11.1.2 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Marks
Item 11.1.4 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Marks

BLAIR MOVED, WHITELEY SECONDED, that with the exception of Items 11.1.1, 
11.1.2 and 11.1.4, which are to be considered separately, the Officer 
Recommendation in the Built Belmont Key Result Area Report, specifically Items 
11.1.3 and 11.1.5 to 11.1.8, be adopted en bloc.

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 10 VOTES TO 0

11.1.1 Consideration of Names to Include in the Schedule of Names Reserved 
for Streets and Parks

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

6 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider proposed names to be included in the Schedule of Names Reserved for 
Streets and Parks.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

The Council at its 22 March 2005 meeting resolved to advertise for public comment the 
current policy on C5.4.1 Naming of Streets, Parks and Reserves and the Schedule of 
Names Reserved for Streets and Parks and also the proposed policy and modified 
Schedule.
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Following adoption of the revised policy for Naming and Street, Parks and Reserves at 
the 20 December 2005 Council meeting, consideration now needs to be given to the 
submissions received suggesting names for inclusion on the City’s Schedule of 
Reserved Names for Streets and Parks.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council include nine additional names in the Schedule of Names Reserved for 
Streets and Parks and forward the Schedule of Names to the Geographic Names 
Committee for its consideration.  Further, that Council advertise the proposal to change 
the name of ‘Mural Park’ to ‘Aquanita Park’ for public comment.

LOCATION

Not applicable.

APPLICANT

Not applicable.

FILE REFERENCE

117/008 Naming of Roads / Streets / Localities / Wards / Suburbs

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

Deague Director-
Community 
& Statutory 
Services 

Impartiality The nature of the interest being that on the 
Schedule of Names Reserved for Street and 
Parks it includes the name of ‘Deague’ who 
was his grandfather.

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

A letter requesting comments on the current and proposed policies was sent to:

 City of Belmont Historical Society
 Belmont Residents / Ratepayers Action Group
 City of Belmont Ratepayers and Residents Association
 Friends of Ascot Waters

An advert was also placed in the Southern Gazette (12 April 2005) and Belmont 
Bulletin.  The Southern Gazette also ran an article on the matter.
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STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

No Strategic Plan implications are evident.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

C5.4.1 Naming of Streets, Parks and Reserves

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

There are no significant statutory environment requirements in respect to this matter.

BACKGROUND

Council at its meeting of the 20th December 2005 adopted the following Policy in regard 
to this matter

“NAMING OF STREETS, PARKS AND RESERVES

POLICY OBJECTIVE:

TO ENSURE THE NAMING OF STREETS, PARKS AND RESERVES 
WITHIN THE CITY CONFORM TO ACCEPTED CRITERIA.

POLICY STATEMENT:

1. A SCHEDULE OF NAMES RESERVED FOR STREETS AND 
PARKS BE MAINTAINED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
FOLLOWING ADVICE FROM THE GEOGRAPHIC NAMES 
COMMITTEE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LAND INFORMATION 
(DLI).

2. THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COUNCIL THAT RELATE TO THE 
NAMING OR RENAMING OF ALL STREETS, PARKS AND 
RESERVES WITHIN THE CITY.  SUCH RECOMMENDATIONS 
ARE TO COMPLY WITH THE GUIDELINES OF THE 
GEOGRAPHIC NAMES COMMITTEE OF THE DLI OR 
JUSTIFICATION BE PROVIDED FOR ANY EXCEPTION TO THE 
GUIDELINES THAT IS LIKELY TO BE ACCEPTABLE TO THE 
GEOGRAPHIC NAMES COMMITTEE.

3. UNLESS OTHERWISE DETERMINED BY RESOLUTION OF THE 
COUNCIL, NAMES SHALL BE DRAWN FROM THE FOLLOWING 
SOURCES:

CRITERIA FOR RECOGNITION

(A) THE SURNAMES OF PIONEERING FAMILIES.

(B) PROMINENT DISTRICT IDENTITIES.

(C) PERSONS WHO HAVE MADE A SIGNIFICANT 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE COMMUNITY.
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(D) COUNCILLORS WHO HAVE RETIRED AND COMPLETED A 
SERVICE TO THE COMMUNITY OF APPROXIMATELY SIX 
YEARS OR MORE. (CORRESPONDING TO THE ORIGINAL 
TWO TERMS OF THREE YEARS).

(E) ENCOURAGEMENT OF ETHNIC AND GENDER DIVERSITY.

(F) HORSES THAT HAVE BEEN WINNERS OF TWO OR MORE 
MAJOR RACING EVENTS.

(G) FLORA AND FAUNA THAT IS RECOGNISED AS BEING 
UNIQUE TO THE LOCATION ENCOMPASSED BY THE 
SWAN COASTAL PLAIN.

PRIORITY FOR USE OF NAMES
THE USE OF A NAME BE DETERMINED BY WHERE THE 
PERSON RESIDED.  THE HORSE NAMES TO APPLY TO ASCOT.

4. THE SCHEDULE OF NAMES RESERVED FOR STREETS AND 
PARKS BE REVIEWED BIENNIALLY FOR A REPORT TO THE 
COUNCIL.”

By applying this Policy to the previous Schedule of Names Reserved for Streets and 
Parks, the following list results.

Notes
The names shaded are those persons who are believed to be deceased.

** These names have been used in an adjoining local government and can only be used in the City of Belmont 10 
kilometres or more from the existing road name.

Name History

Aquanita Aquanita was a prominent horse with 28 wins from 70 starts including the 
following major wins:

 W S Cox Plate
 Geo Adams Memorial handicap (twice)
 Doomben Ten Thousand (Queensland race)
 Alister Clark Stakes
 TurnBull Stakes
 WA Turf Club Railway Stakes
 WA Turf Club Lee Steere Stakes
 Duke of Edinburgh Stakes
 St George Stakes
 L K S MacKinnon Stakes
 C F Orr Stakes
 Craiglee Stakes
 Caulfield Futurity Stakes
 W J Healy Stakes
 VATC Moonga handicap (Victorian race)

Artesian Perth Cup Winner 1911 and 1913.
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Name History

Belton, R J 1976/1983; 1984/1993 (Councillor)

Coops, Mrs L M 1994/2001 (Councillor)

Dans, F L 1983/1989 (Councillor)

Deague L. H. Deague (Councillor) Belmont Road Board from 1923-1928.  Lived at 
Riversdale Road, Rivervale.

Doney, G R 1987/2003 (Councillor)

Duncan** G. H. Duncan – Councillor, Belmont Road Board from 1925-1941.

Duncan** H. G. Duncan – Councillor, Belmont Road Board from 1899-1906; and 1910-
1912.  Chairman of Belmont Road Board from 1900-1906; and 1910-1911.

Ellery, R E 1965/1971 (Councillor); 1969/1971 (President)

Ferguson, D F 1981-1993 (Councillor)

Frank Tiger Moore  Frank ‘Tiger’ Moore was born in Perth and raised in Redcliffe.  He was the 
son of Frank and Ellen Moore who lived in Redcliffe and owned a block of 
land near the airport on Central Avenue.

 ‘Tiger’ grew up in Redcliffe / Rivervale and went to school at the old St 
Anne’s in Redcliffe and later to St Patrick’s.

 He became an apprentice jockey at the age of 14 in Ascot to ‘Bunny’ 
Hyde.

 Frank ‘Tiger’ Moore won every race on the WA Turf Club Calendar 
including a record 11 WA St Legers (race) and 9 Karrakatta Plates, WA’s 
premier two year old race.  He still holds the records for WA derbies at 7.

 ‘Tiger’ piloted another WA legend in Aquanita to win the W S Cox Plate in 
Melbourne and ran third on the same horse in the Melbourne Cup.

 ‘Tiger’ also won a record equalling 8 WA Jockey Premierships with the 
great ‘Frank Treen’ and the modern day marvel ‘Paul Harvey’.

 Frank Moore received the nickname ‘Tiger’ when he was a child back in 
the 1930’s.  The Member of Parliament, the Hon Bill Mitchell (Member for 
the Murchison) would come and stay with his family while in Perth.  ‘Tiger’ 
was about 10 at the time and all the local children would come and play 
football at his family’s property and as ‘Tiger’ was the smallest, Mr Mitchell 
had a soft spot for him and as ‘Tiger’ would burst out of the pack with the 
ball, Mr Mitchell would jump up off his seat and yell ‘Go Tiger’ and the 
name stuck.

Godsell, M C 1989/2003 (Councillor)

Haimes, H W 1976/1985 (Councillor)
Hardingham, J G 1982-1997 (Councillor)

Henderson, T H 1970/1982 (Councillor); 1975/1977 (President)

Hop Wah Hop Wah - A vegetable gardener downhill from Sandringham.  Extract from 
"Our History of Belmont".

Lauterbach Pioneer.
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Name History

Lloyd* Early pioneers – block in Sydenham Street.  Ralph (dec) Member Historical 
Society (see Ever Flowing Forward).

Marshall* Aino – founding member of City of Belmont Historical Society 1981.  Former 
City Librarian.

McDonald, D B 1978/1984 (Councillor)

Mulligan P. D. Mulligan - Chairman, Belmont Road Board from 1916-1917.  Councillor, 
Belmont Road Board from 1913-1917.

Murfin, A P 1997/2003 (Councillor)

Mutzig First principal of Kewdale Senior High School from 1966-1974.

Oberne Thomas Oberne, prominent trainer.  Extract from "Ever Flowing Forward - The 
Story of Belmont".

Parkin, Mrs P P 1976/1994 (Councillor); 1987/1994 (Mayor)

Plant R. C. Plant - Councillor, Belmont Road Board from 1899-1908.  Chairman 
Belmont Road Board from 1906-1908. 

Powell, D L 1987/1995 (Councillor)

Rich, C 1983/1995 (Councillor)

Ring J. M. Ring - Councillor from 1966-1973 and 1974-1983.

Saligari Pioneer.

Scarpia Perth Cup Winner 1893-1894.

Sharples W. Sharples - Councillor, Belmont Road Board from 1946-1954.

Sissons J. G. Sissons – Councillor from 1954-1966; and 1964/1966 (President)

Skinner W. Skinner - Councillor, Belmont Road Board from 1904-1906; and 1907-1909.

Swann, R T 1996/2001 (Councillor)

Symonds, Mrs D J 1995/2001 (Councillor)

Van Garderen, E H 1980/1987 (Councillor)

Wheatley, H J 1969/1972; 1973/1978 (Councillor); 1973/1975

Wilson, C S 1984/1989 (Councillor)

Wright, P A 1989/1994 (Councillor)

Wright, W H 1954/1960; 1961/1963 (Councillor)

Venables Coach builder early 1900's.  Extract from "Ever Flowing Forward - The Story of 
Belmont".

Walkerden Brickmaker with Sugars and Marr.  Extract from "Ever Flowing Forward - The 
Story of Belmont".
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Name History

Yee Hop Yee Hop was a vegetable gardener in Belgravia.  Extract from "Ever Flowing 
Forward - The Story of Belmont".

Councillors’ assistance is sought for confirmation on the Councillors and other persons 
who are deceased.

It should be appreciated that the names on this list may not be approved by the 
Geographic Names Committee of the Department of Land Information.  Names 
that have been used are removed from the Schedule.  A separate Schedule is 
retained of all names and their origins for the purpose of an historical record.

Geographic Names Committee (Department of Land Information)
The Guidelines used by the Committee for road naming is as follows.

Road Names

 Suitable Names
Preferred sources of names include names from Aboriginal languages currently or 
formerly identified with the general area, pioneers of the State or area, citizens who 
have made a significant community contribution, war casualty lists and thematic 
names (eg nautical, sporting etc).  Ethnic and gender diversity is encouraged.  
Given/first and surname combinations are suitable only if the surname alone cannot 
be used because of duplication.  All name proposals must clearly identify the origin 
of the name. 

 Unsuitable Names
Names characterised as follows are to be avoided - given/first names, corrupted, 
unduly cumbersome or difficult to pronounce names, obscene, derogatory, racist or 
discriminating names, company or commercialised names (unless in an historical 
context). 

 Name Duplication
Name duplication within local governments or adjoining local governments shall be 
avoided.  When a duplicated name is proposed elsewhere, it must not be 
duplicated more than 5 times in the metropolitan region, must be at least 10 km 
from the existing duplication and must have a different road type.  These exclusions 
apply to similar sounding or written names, and also apply to those within similar 
sounding suburbs even if more than 10 km away.  In rural areas the distance 
should be at least 50 km away. 

 Names of Living Persons
The names of living persons are not normally suitable for road names, and if 
proposed will be subject to a more rigorous selection process.  The proposal must 
be accompanied by comprehensive biographical details including details of 
community involvement, and also an indication of strong community support for the 
proposed name. 
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Reserve Names
The Committee’s guidelines for naming of Parks and Reserve are as follows.

“General Guidelines

 Priority will be given to the naming of parks and reserves after an adjacent 
street or feature to maximise the identification of that park or reserve with an 
area.

 Names that commemorate or may be construed to commemorate living 
persons will not be considered for parks or reserves over 1ha.

 Proposals to name parks or reserves should include evidence of community 
support for the name.  This support can be ascertained by some of the 
following:

Advertising proposals to name parks and reserves in local papers, 
inviting comments.
Advertising proposals to name parks and reserves in local libraries.
Erection of signs on the park or reserve, advising of the proposed 
name.
Advising residents in the area surrounding the park or reserve of the 
proposed name in writing.
Advising local progress associations of proposed names and 
requesting their comments.

 For personal names, the person being honoured by the naming should have 
either had a direct long-term association with the area, or have made a 
significant contribution to the area of the proposed park or reserve, or the 
State.  Association or contribution can include:

Two or more terms of office on a local government council.
20 or more years association with a local community group, such as 
Scouts, Apex, Rotary, school P&C etc.
Action by an individual to protect, restore, enhance or maintain an 
area that produces substantial long-term improvements for the 
community or area.

 Service to the community or organisation must have been voluntary. Given 
names may be included as part of the naming proposal, and given and 
surname combinations are acceptable. Death and former ownership of land 
are not acceptable reasons for proposing a name, unless previous criteria 
apply.

Naming of Parks and Reserves under 1ha

1. The approval of the Minister for Land Information is not required, but the 
Department of Land Information must be advised of all names assigned.

2. The names of living persons are acceptable except for those persons holding any 
form of public office.

3. The general guidelines listed above shall apply for the naming of such parks and 
reserves.
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Naming of Ovals, Pavilions, etc

1. Components of reserves (e.g. pavilions, ovals, gardens, etc.) may be named in 
honour of living community members who have contributed towards the 
establishment of the particular feature or towards the community in general.

2. The approval of the Minister for Land Information is not required for such names 
when the park or reserve has already been named as a whole. The Department 
of Land Information should be informed of the name if it is to be included on 
maps.

Renaming of Parks and Reserves

1. Names chosen for parks and reserves are expected to be permanent, and 
renaming is discouraged. If renaming is proposed because of some exceptional 
circumstance, the general guidelines will apply.

2. Evidence of substantial community support for a change of name must be 
provided.

Advice to Department of Land Information

All naming proposals for parks and reserves shall include:

1. A map showing the location of the park or reserve

2. The reason for the choice of name

3. For personal names: biographical details, including dates of birth and death (if 
relevant), length and years of service or association.

4. Proof of community support, including evidence of consultation.

Advice of names assigned to parks and reserves under 1ha should also include the 
above details so that these names can be included on maps and in the names 
database.”

The Committee may give interim acceptance to a list of names, but a separate 
application must be made to the Committee for use of a name to apply to a particular 
road or park. It could be the case that over time a previously acceptable name may no 
longer comply with the guidelines.  For example, another adjoining local government 
may have chosen the same or similar name and therefore a duplication issue is 
involved.

Suggested Names from Submissions on Policy
(Item 11.1.8 – 20/12/2005 Council Minutes refer).
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Suggested 
Name

Suggested by Submission

Howard Mrs Jocelyn 
Binning
11 Willow Tree 
Drive
KEWDALE   WA   
6105

Frank and Sarah Howard purchased two acres in 1932 bounded by 
Kew Street & Dunsborough Avenue, South Belmont (then address 
182 to 186 Kew Street).

Frank lived at the residence until he passed away in 1976. Sarah 
stayed a further five years.

Frank and Sarah helped the District with services to the Red Cross 
and Parents & Citizens (P&C) Association.  Frank was also active 
in sports and served in both world wars.

It was decided by the Council that South Belmont be split into 
smaller suburbs, and be renamed and it was Frank Howard who 
suggested the name of Kewdale.

Mullane Ms Judy Roberts
2 Casserley Way
LANCELIN   WA  
6044

Leslie Mullane was the first Postman in Charge of the former 
Rivervale Post Office.  He held that position from the time the Post 
Office opened until he was pensioned off with a war service 
pension around 1961.

Mr Mullane and his wife personally built their family home at 
15 Menzies Street, Rivervale in around 1952/1953 and lived there 
until their deaths in 1978 and 1972 respectively.

Jordan Mr Malcolm O’Hara
12 Kalgoorlie 
Street
ASCOT   WA   
6104

Albert Jordan was a local racing identity who passed away in 
December 2005.  Born in Kalgoorlie October 1912.  He was 
regarded as a WA horse race training legend.  The winner of four 
Perth Cups, six city trainers’ premierships and seven Sires’ 
Produce Stakes

The name of Jordan has already been used in Cloverdale. But 
recognises the Jordan family who were prominent in Belmont in the 
early 1900s. John Samuel Stanley Jordan owned land in the 
Lansdown Estate (Kanowna/Bulong avenues area) in 1910 and 
John Stephen Jordan owned eleven acres in Leake and Keymer 
streets in 1913.

Northerly  Northerly - champion racehorse bred in the south west and 
trained at Cannington.

Parnham  Parnham - past and present contributors to racing.

LeeSteere  LeeSteere - past president of WA Turf Club and contributor to 
racing’s image in WA.

Leonora, 
Laverton & 
Gwalia

 Leonora, Laverton & Gwalia – gold producing towns.

Raconteur

Mr Malcolm O’Hara
12 Kalgoorlie 
Street
ASCOT   WA   
6104

 Raconteur - recognised WA former champion racehorse.  It 
should be noted that the name ‘Ranconteur Drive’ already 
exists at Ascot.

Ayres Peg Ayres
22/166 Mill Point 
Road
SOUTH PERTH   
WA   6151

In 1969, Frank Ayres purchased Lots 265 to 283 bordered by 
Central Avenue, Boulder Avenue, Waterview Parade and the Swan 
River.  

Frank Ayres passed away in 1984.  The land was sold to the 
Western Australian Planning Commission as part of Garvey Park.
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There have been submissions on suggested road names and changes to names. This 
was commented on in the report item 11.1.8 considered by the Council at its meeting of 
the 20th December 2005.

The names suggested by the Belmont Historical Society now comply with the new 
Policy and therefore should be considered by the Council for inclusion in the Schedule.  
These names are as follows.

Names suggested by the Historical Society

Suggested Name History
Caisley Caisley bus service 1920’s: Depot in Redcliffe

Corlett Bakery 1920 purchased from Portwine and Lovelock – now 
a restaurant

Doney Milk vendor and dairy family.  Delivered milk in cans by 
horse and cart until 1950.  Glyn Doney Councillor 1987 – 
2003.

Elliott* Clive – Principal Belmay Primary School 1955-1981.

Lloyd* Early pioneers – block in Sydenham Street.  Ralph (dec) 
Member Historical Society (see Ever Flowing Forward).

Marshall* Aino – founding member of City of Belmont Historical 
Society 1981.  Former City Librarian.

Milne* Mary Anne – opened first newsagency in Rivervale 1912.  
Henry Milne – Master builder – State half mile and mile title 
holder and fastest swimmer in annual swim through.

Mutard Early settlers.

Mutzig Charles – first Principal Kewdale Senior High School 1966.

Oliver* Family of pioneers 1838.  Perry Oliver – State and Australian 
open back stroke title holder and junior free style.  State and 
Australian Champion 1934 Swim through.  W Oliver Horse 
Owner.  Oliver boys – Jockeys.

Rae* Fred – First Mayor City of Belmont.  Councillor 1979 – 87.

Riedel First Principal of Belmont High School 1957.

Reeves Colonel GM 1852 – Formed first West Australian Turf Club.  
First race meeting held 13 April 1853.

The names marked with an asterisk are duplicated more than five times (includes 
pronunciation) in the metropolitan region and the Council would need to give 
consideration to including the ‘Given or First’ name.

The Historical Society has suggested names that are already included in the City’s 
Schedule of Names Reserved for Streets and Parks.  This leaves the following names 
for the Council to consider including in the Schedule:
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Suggested Name History
Caisley Caisley bus service 1920’s: Depot in Redcliffe

Corlett Bakery 1920 purchased from Portwine and Lovelock – now a 
restaurant.

Elliott* Clive – Principal Belmay Primary School 1955-1981.

Milne* Mary Anne – opened first newsagency in Rivervale 1912.  
Henry Milne – Master builder – State half mile and mile title 
holder and fastest swimmer in annual swim through.

Mutard Early settlers.

Oliver* Family of pioneers 1838.  Perry Oliver – State and Australian 
open back stroke title holder and junior free style.  State and 
Australian Champion 1934 Swim through.  W Oliver Horse 
Owner.  Oliver boys – Jockeys.

Riedel First Principal of Belmont High School 1957.

Reeves Colonel GM 1852 – Formed first West Australian Turf Club.  
First race meeting held 13 April 1853.

Note: The names marked with an asterisk are duplicated more than five times (includes 
pronunciation) in the metropolitan region and the Council would need to give consideration to 
including the ‘Given or First’ name.

Changes to Names

1. Change the name of ‘Mural’ Park Reserve 35216 (53A) Leake Street, Belmont 
to ‘Aquanita Park’.  Aquanita was stabled nearby and every afternoon used to 
exercise on that reserve, which was a former road reserve.
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2. It was suggested by Mr Malcolm O’Hara that:

(a) The section of Keymer Street from Mathieson Road to the Highway be 
renamed. The argument he puts forward is that it is confusing for people 
unfamiliar with the area as the street is divided by Great Eastern 
Highway.

(b) Portion of 'Leake' Street to 'Anzac' Street be renamed. 

3. Mr and Mrs Trott, owners of 7 Locock Street, Ascot, request that the name 
Locock Street be changed as they find the name highly offensive and 
inappropriate.  They advise that the street is part of a new subdivision, which 
has seven blocks.  The blocks are vacant apart from one.  They do not believe 
the change in name would be detrimental.  No new name has been suggested.

OFFICER COMMENT

Comments on Suggested Names

‘Howard’
The name of ‘Howard’ is used six times with the closest named street in the Perth 
Central Business District. It is likely that the Geographic Names Committee would 
decide that the name would represent a duplication.

Based on the Council’s criteria, it is considered that the name of Howard would not 
comply, as merely being a resident of the City of Belmont for a long time should be 
disregarded and the community service would not constitute a “significant contribution”.

‘Mullane’
The name of ‘Mullane’ is used once at west Leederville.

It is considered that the name would comply with Council’s criteria in the context of 
being a prominent district identity, due to him being the first Postmaster at the 
Rivervale Post Office for a reasonable period.

‘Northerly’
The name of ‘Northerly’ is used once at Oakford.

This horse has no connection with the City of Belmont, although acknowledged as an 
outstanding racehorse.

‘Parnham’
The name of ‘Parnham’ is used once at Ellenbrook.

It is accepted that the name of Parnham is synonymous with racing at Ascot, but it is 
arguable whether the Parnham family could be regarded as prominent identities of the 
District. 

‘Lee-Steere’
The name of ‘Lee-Steere’ is used at Mariginiup, which is off Pinjar Road in the City of 
Wanneroo.
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The name of ‘Lee-Steere’ is prominent in regard to the WA Turf Club but not to the 
general City of Belmont community.

‘Leonora’, ‘Laverton’ and ‘Gwalia’
The name of ‘Leonora’ is used once at Como, ‘Laverton’ is used once at Dawesville 
and ‘Gwalia’ has been used four times at Yanchep, Dudley Park, Bibra Lake and 
Gosnells.

It is considered preferable to use the horse names for Ascot rather than use the names 
of goldfields towns.

‘Ayres’
The name of ‘Ayres’ is used twice at Parkwood and Stoneville.

Based on Council’s criteria, it is considered that the name ‘Ayres’ would not comply.

Belmont Historical Society
The names suggested by the Belmont Historical Society, being:

 Caisley
 Corlett
 Elliott*
 Milne*
 Mutard
 Oliver*
 Riedel
 Reeves;

could be added to the Schedule of Names for consideration by the Geographic Names 
Committee. Those names denoted with an asterisk have been duplicated in the Perth 
metropolitan area.  Note: The names marked with an asterisk are duplicated more than five 
times (includes pronunciation) in the metropolitan region and the Council would need to give 
consideration to including the ‘Given or First’ name.

Changes to Names
It is considered that the suggested name change of Reserve 35216 Leake Street, 
Belmont from ‘Mural Park’ to ‘Aquanita Park’ can be supported.  The name ‘Mural’ was 
a Perth Cup winner (1899) and this would not comply with the current naming policy.  
As required by the Policy of the Geographic Names Committee, it will be necessary to 
advertise this proposal for public comment.  Ratepayers as shown in the bordered area 
below will need to be consulted.  A sign will also need to be placed on ‘Mural Park’.
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It was suggested to rename the section of Keymer Street from Mathieson Road to 
Great Eastern Highway. There are several streets that cross the Highway and it is 
considered that desirably these street names should change, given the significant 
barrier of the Highway.  The same is true for some streets that traverse Orrong Road.

There is a heavy workload associated with a change in the name of streets as 
extensive community consultation is required and any change invariably provokes 
differing community opinion. In view of the large number of projects that the Council is 
committed to, it would be preferable to delay consideration of this matter. 

Rename portion of ‘Leake’ Street to ‘Anzac’ Street.  The name ‘Anzac’ is used nine 
times and closest to the City of Belmont, the name is used in Bayswater, Bassendean 
and North Perth.

There is some sensitivity and controversy to the use of the name and this is a factor 
that would need to be considered. Given the current situation it is unlikely that the 
Geographic Names Committee would give its approval to the use of the name for the 
suggested street.  Further, the use of the name is not in accord with Council Policy.

Rename ‘Locock’ Street.
On a search of Council records, there is no record of the origin of the name of Locock.  
There are 10 properties that have a ‘Locock Street’ address, so it would not be onerous 
to contact the landowners seeking their opinion on a change of name.

The horse names that are available from the new list are ‘Aquanita’, ‘Artesian’ and 
‘Scarpia’.  A suggested alternative name could be ‘Scarpia’.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Advertising costs will be incurred for an advertisement in the Southern Gazette, for a 
sign on site at Mural Park and stationery / postage costs.

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.1 Continued

27
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

1. Include the following names on the Schedule of Names Reserved for Streets 
and Parks:

 Caisley
 Corlett
 Elliott*
 Milne*
 Mutard
 Oliver*
 Riedel
 Reeves
 Mullane

(Note:  The names marked with an asterisk are duplicated more than five times 
(includes pronunciation) in the metropolitan region and the Council would need to give 
consideration to including the ‘Given or First’ name.)

2. Advise those who made submissions of the Council’s decision.

3. Forward the Schedule of Names Reserved for Streets and Parks to the 
Geographic Names Committee for its consideration.

4. Council advertise the proposal to change the name of ‘Mural Park’ to ‘Aquanita 
Park’ by:

(a) advising the ratepayers shown in the bordered area on the below map.
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(b) placing an advert in the Southern Gazette.

(c) erecting a sign on-site.

5. That the landowners whose properties have the Locock Street address be 
contacted to determine whether they are satisfied with the current name or 
would prefer a change, with the suggestion of ‘Scarpia’ in accordance with 
Council policy.

MARKS MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that Council:

1. Include the following names on the Schedule of Names Reserved for Streets 
and Parks:

 Caisley
 Corlett
 Elliott*
 Milne*
 Mutard
 Oliver*
 Riedel
 Reeves
 Mullane
 Frank Ayres NB: Mr Ayres was a prominent district identity, 

whose name was synonymous with the first caravan 
park in Belmont and a large area of river front land 
now to be preserved for the good of the community.
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(Note:  The names marked with an asterisk are duplicated more than five times 
(includes pronunciation) in the metropolitan region and the Council would need 
to give consideration to including the ‘Given or First’ name.)

2. Advise those who made submissions of the Council’s decision.

3. Forward the Schedule of Names Reserved for Streets and Parks to the 
Geographic Names Committee for its consideration.

4. Council advertise the proposal to change the name of ‘Mural Park’ to 
‘Aquanita Park’ by:

(a) advising the ratepayers shown in the bordered area on the below 
map.

(b) placing an advert in the Southern Gazette.

(c) erecting a sign on-site.

5. That the landowners whose properties have the Locock Street address be 
contacted to determine whether they are satisfied with the current name or 
would prefer a change, with the suggestion of ‘Scarpia’ in accordance with 
Council policy.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 1

For: Hitt, Marks, Martin, Godfrey, Teasdale, Whiteley, Powell, Blair, Rossi,

Against: Bass 

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

30
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

11.1.2 City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 – Amendment No. 47 ( To 
introduce definitions for the term ‘boundary fence’ and ‘front setback’, 
and clarifying planning controls for front fencing)

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

22 December 2005

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider final adoption of Amendment No. 47 to the City of Belmont Town Planning 
Scheme No. 14, following formal advertising of the proposal.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

 The City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14 includes a clause requiring 
fencing in the ‘Mixed Use’ zone to be of a high quality.

 The Clause wording has consistently been interpreted that approval is required for 
front fencing in the ‘Mixed Use’ zone.

 The Scheme which is based on the State’s Model Scheme Text contains clauses 
outlining developments that are exempt from planning approval.  The Scheme 
exempts boundary fences from requiring planning approval.

 Due to the current wording of the relevant Scheme clause, the City’s solicitors have 
advised that it could be argued that cyclone mesh link fencing does not require 
planning approval.

 This amendment to the Town Planning Scheme was initiated to rectify the statutory 
situation.  

 The City has always required high quality fencing in the ‘Mixed Use’ and ‘Industrial’ 
zones where the fencing is in the front setback area.  The Amendment simply 
clarifies the fencing standards and ensures that all front fencing will require 
planning approval.  

 The Amendment also ensures that planning approval is required for any front 
fencing on residential properties that do not comply with the Residential Design 
Codes.  

 Council is to consider final adoption of Amendment No. 47 to the City of Belmont 
Town Planning Scheme No. 14, following formal advertising of the proposal.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council adopt Amendment 47 and seek the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure’s approval.

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.2 Continued

31
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

LOCATION

All ‘Mixed Use’ and ‘Industrial’ zoned properties within the City of Belmont.  Westralia 
Airport Corporation will also be encouraged to apply high fencing standards to new 
developments within the airport.  

APPLICANT

Not applicable.

FILE REFERENCE

116/085 Town Planning Scheme No. 14 – Amendment No. 47

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

Amendment No. 47 was advertised from the Tuesday, 18 October 2005 to Friday, 
2 December 2005.  At the conclusion of the advertising period, two submissions were 
received.  

A summary of the submissions is provided in the following table.  Copies of the 
individual submissions are available to Councillors on request.

Pursuant to Regulation 18 of the Town Planning Regulations 1967, the Council is 
required to make a recommendation in respect of each submission.  If the Council is 
not prepared to modify the amendment as a result of a submission, then the 
submission is dismissed.

No Name and 
Address

Description of 
Affected 
Property,

Lot No., Street, 
etc.

Resume of Submission Council Recommendation

1. Rod Hughes
General Manager
Swan River Trust
PO Box 6740
Hay Street
EAST PERTH   
WA   6892

The proposed amendment will not impact 
the Swan River Trust Management area 
and therefore the Trust has no objections.

Dismissed.

It is noted that the amendment does not 
impact on the swan River Trust and the 
SRT have their own Policies regarding 
retaining walls and fencing.  
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No Name and 
Address

Description of 
Affected 
Property,

Lot No., Street, 
etc.

Resume of Submission Council Recommendation

2. Michael Thurner
Land Development 
Branch
Water Corporation
PO Box 100
LEEDERVILLE   
WA   6902

Various Water 
Corporation 
properties

Likely to have an adverse impact on 
existing and future Water Corporation 
(WC) properties in the City of Belmont not 
reserved for Public Purposes under the 
Town Planning Scheme or Metropolitan 
Region Scheme.
The prohibition of chain mesh and barbed 
wire for front fence in Industrial zones in of 
particular concern.

The need to secure WC facilities is an 
intrinsic part of our water supply 
obligations.  Facilities such as depots 
contain essential operational and 
contingency equipment and materials to 
maintain the continuity of water services.

Site such as compensating basins and 
open drains can present dangerous 
environments that must be adequately 
secured against unauthorised entry.

Whilst it is recognised that chain mesh 
type fencing with barbed wire may not be 
the most attractive solution, it still remains 
effective and affordable security and 
public safety option to meet statutory 
obligations.

Given the industrial areas are generally 
accepted as having lower level of visual 
amenity and higher crime risk, it is 
considered that the option of being able to 
provide chain mesh fencing with barbed 
wire along all boundaries (not just sides) 
should be preserved.  In addition, 
potentially dangerous sites associated 
with the provision of essential services 
(such as water, electricity and gas) are 
required to be properly secured from 
unauthorised access.

These infrastructure risk assessments will 
also assist with your risk controls for your 
local government risk management plan 
under the WA Emergency Management 
Act 2005.  It is considered the following 
clauses should be added:

5.1.9.1 (c) Site related to the supply, 
distribution and/or sequestration of water, 
gas or electricity within the ‘Industrial’ and 
‘Mixed’ zoned areas are not subject to the 
fencing requirements outlined in clauses 
10.5.7 and 10.6.6 of this document.

10.6.6 (d) (i) The use of cyclone link mesh 
fencing is prohibited for any fence other 
than a  boundary fence, unless special 
circumstances requiring the provision of 
additional security can be proven; and

(ii) The use of barbed wire in any fence is 
prohibited, unless special circumstances 
requiring the provision of additional 
security can be proven.

Dismissed. 
It is important to maintain quality 
streetscapes in both the Mixed Use and 
Industrial zones whether this be public or 
private owned land.  
The City has always applied high fencing 
standards in these zones, and the 
Amendment essentially clarifies the 
requirements already imposed by the City 
on both public authorities and private 
owners.  

In regard to properties owned by the Water 
Corporation and zoned under the Scheme:

 One property is zoned Industrial (551 
Abernethy Road, Kewdale) and 
currently accommodates a drainage 
basin.  As a Scheme Review is 
underway, it is proposed that 
consideration should be given within 
the review to reserving that property 
as Parks and Recreation.

 Four properties are zoned Mixed Use.

131 Francisco Street, Belmont (near the 
intersection of Newlyn Street and 
immediately abutting Severin Walk) 
accommodates a pump station.  This site 
has high visibility as it abuts Severin Walk 
and is setback forward of the immediately 
adjoining business.  As such, it is 
considered that this site should have a high 
standard of fencing to reflect what has 
occurred on the public and private land 
abutting.

162 Stoneham Street, Ascot is surrounded 
by Deed of Trust land and accommodates 
a pump station.  Any fencing is visible from 
Stoneham Street and should be of a high 
quality.

46 Hardey Road, Belmont is a rear 
battleaxe lot in the Mixed Use zone.  It 
accommodates a business operation.  The 
battleaxe access leg is 69 metres long and 
7 metres wide and as such any fencing is 
setback behind the 15 metre front setback 
and is therefore is can only be marginally 
affected by the amendment if fencing is 
proposed for the access driveway.

183A (185) Great Eastern Highway, 
Belmont is a portion of land zoned Mixed 
Use that immediately abuts Severin Walk 
and effectively forms part of Severin Walk.  
As a Scheme Review is underway, it is 
proposed that consideration should be 
given within the review to reserving that 
property as Parks and Recreation.

Special provisions relating to Water 
Corporation owned/vested land is therefore 
not considered justified.
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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 Town Planning and Development Act 1928 (as amended) has statutory 
requirements and processes for all Town Planning Scheme Amendments including 
referral to the Environmental Protection Authority, public advertising, and seeking final 
approval from the Western Australian Planning Commission and the Hon Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure.

The proposed Scheme Amendment will strengthen and clarify existing clauses within 
Town Planning Scheme No. 14 relating to front fencing within the ‘Mixed Use’ and 
‘Industrial’ zones.

BACKGROUND

At the Council Meeting of 3 May 2005, Amendment No. 47 was initiated for the 
purposes of public advertising.  

OFFICER COMMENT

Summary of Amendment 
The Amendment proposes to:

 Introduce definitions for the term ‘boundary fence’ and ‘front setback’;

 Clarify planning controls for front fencing within the ‘Mixed Use’ and ‘Industrial’ 
zones;

 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;

 Require planning approval for fencing in the front setback for residential 
properties, where the fencing proposes a variation to the Residential Design 
Codes. 

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.2 Continued

34
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

Amendment No. 47 proposes the following scheme text changes:

“AMENDMENT NO. 47
to City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14

The Belmont City Council under and by virtue of the powers conferred upon it in that 

behalf by the Town Planning and Development Act, 1928 (as amended), and the 

Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act, 1959 (as amended), hereby amends 

the above Town Planning Scheme by:

1. Inserting the following definitions in Schedule 1 of the Scheme Text:

“Boundary fence means a fence that separates different lots, whether 
the fence is precisely on the common boundary or not, but does not 
include a fence that separates a lot from any street.”

“Front setback means the lesser of the area between the street 
alignment and:

(a) the prolongation of the front alignment of a building on the 
abutting lot; and 

(b) the standard set by the Scheme or by Table 1 of Residential 
Design Codes as the case may be, for the primary street setback 
for a building constructed on the lot.“

2. Adding Clause 5.1.9 as follows:

“5.1.9 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Scheme:

(a) subject to sub-paragraph (b) of this Clause, the prior 
planning approval of the Council must be obtained for the 
erection of any portion of a boundary fence which is 
within the front setback of a lot; and 

(b) on a lot zoned “Residential”, prior planning approval is 
not required for the erection of:

(i) a front fence; or
(ii) a boundary fence within the front setback, 

provided that in either case the fence is no more than 1.8 
metres in height, when measured from natural ground 
level and is visually permeable from 1.2 metres above 
natural ground level.”  
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3. Modifying Clause 10.5.7 as follows:

“10.5.7 Fencing and Walls 

(a) It is the Council’s intention that in the Mixed Use zone 
fencing facing any street frontage should be kept to a 
minimum to allow for an attractive and open 
streetscape. In special circumstances, the Council may 
allow fencing facing a street frontage or along a 
secondary street frontage, provided that in the opinion 
of the Council it is of exceptionally high quality, is 
visually permeable, and visually appealing. 

(b) Notwithstanding Clause 10.15, in the Mixed Use zone:

(i) the use of cyclone link mesh fencing is 
prohibited for any fence other than a boundary 
fence; and  

(ii) the use of barbed wire in any fence is 
prohibited.”

4. Modifying Clause 10.6.6 as follows:

“10.6.6 Fencing and Walls 

(a) It is the Council’s intention that in the Industrial Zone, 
fencing facing any street frontage should be kept to a 
minimum to allow for an attractive and open 
streetscape. In special circumstances the Council may 
allow fencing facing a street frontage, provided that in 
the opinion of the Council it is of exceptionally high 
quality, is visually permeable and is visually appealing.  

(b) In the Industrial Zone, fencing shall be constructed 
only out of high quality materials, such as brick piers 
with open infill,  which open infill may include wrought 
iron, powder coated steel, painted wood pickets or 
other comparable materials specifically approved by 
the Council. 

(c) Notwithstanding the desirability of allowing fencing only 
if it is visually permeable and otherwise compliant with 
the provisions of this Clause, sections of solid fencing 
will be permitted where they are required in order for a 
development to comply with sub-clause 10.6.2(a)(ii). In 
these cases the Council may require the wall to be 
visually enhanced and complemented by landscaping 
areas. 

(d) Notwithstanding Clause 10.15, in the Industrial zone:
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(i) the use of cyclone link mesh fencing is 
prohibited for any fence other than a boundary 
fence; and 

(ii) the use of barbed wire in any fence is 
prohibited.””

Recommendation / Conclusion
The Amendment will remove any ambiguity regarding the fencing standards in the 
‘Mixed Use’ and ‘Industrial’ zones.  It will ensure that high quality fencing standards are 
applied to new developments resulting in enhanced streetscapes. 

Council legal advisor in consultation with Council’s Solicitor have advised that the 
reference to ‘wall’ in Clause 10.6.6 (c) be modified to ‘solid fencing’ to ensure no 
ambiguity results. 

It is recommended that the Amendment be adopted for final approval with modification.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

A Scheme Amendment incurs costs for advertising and consultation.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications associated with this report.  The Amendment 
was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority who advised that it does not 
warrant environmental assessment.  

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

1. Dismiss the submissions lodged by the Swan River Trust and Water 
Corporation. 

2. Adopt Amendment No. 47 to the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme 
No. 14 with modification to Clause 10.6.6 (c) replacing the word ‘wall’ with ‘solid 
fencing’ and seek the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure approval of the 
amendment.

3. Advise those who made a submission of the Council’s decision.

4. Consider the inclusion of 551 Abernethy Road, Kewdale and 183A (185) Great 
Eastern Highway, Belmont within ‘Parks and Recreation’ as part of the review of 
Town Planning Scheme No. 14.
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MARKS MOVED, TEASDALE SECONDED, that Council:

1. Dismiss the submissions lodged by the Swan River Trust and Water 
Corporation. 

2. Adopt Amendment No. 47 to the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme 
No. 14 with modification to Clause 10.6.6 (c) replacing the word ‘wall’ with 
‘solid fencing’ and seek the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure approval 
of the amendment.

3. Advise those who made a submission of the Council’s decision.

4. Consider the inclusion of 551 Abernethy Road, Kewdale and 183A (185) Great 
Eastern Highway, Belmont within ‘Parks and Recreation’ as part of the review 
of Town Planning Scheme No. 14.

5. The new law shall not be applied retrospectively to any existing fence.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0
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11.1.3 Lot 10553 (520-524) Abernethy Road Kewdale – Signage Strategy**
**BB Attachment 2  – Item 11.1.3 refers

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

13 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider a development application seeking planning approval for a signage 
strategy that proposes a number of variations to the provisions of the City of Belmont 
Local Planning Policy No. 12 ‘Sign Applications’.  

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

The proposed signage strategy includes a number of signs that do not comply with the 
provisions of the City of Belmont Local Planning Policy No. 12 ‘Sign Applications’ 
and/or do not comply with the requirements of the City of Belmont Town Planning 
Scheme No. 14.  The application includes:

 Signs that are in excess of the number and size allowed for a particular type,
 Signs that do not comply with safety clearance requirements, and 
 Signs of a type that are prohibited in the City of Belmont.

It is the recommendation of this report that the application be refused.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council refuse the development application and provide advice to the applicant as 
to what signage may be considered if a new application is lodged.
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LOCATION

Lot 10553 (520-524) Abernethy Road, Kewdale 

APPLICANT

Jeremy Feldhusen

FILE REFERENCE

475/2005/DA Development Application – Signage Strategy
586/2005/DA Development Application – Office/Warehouse/Showroom

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple majority required
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CONSULTATION

A sign application is classified as a ‘Category B’.  ‘Category B’ applications are those 
that need advertising, additional information, documentation or revisions, approvals 
from other bodies such as Committees or Council, or are building licences that require 
a development application – but still should be processed within the set time frame.

For properties located on Abernethy Road (Other Regional Road under the MRS), all 
sign applications will be referred to the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
Transport Branch (DPI) for comments and recommendations.  No formal written 
response has been received.  However, the City has been verbally advised that the 
DPI – Transport Branch has no comment or recommendation to make on the 
application.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

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

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Local Planning Policy No. 12 ‘Signage Applications’ (LPP12) 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.

Section 4 of LPP12 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

The subject lot is zoned ‘Industrial’ under the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme 
No. 14 (Scheme).  Section 10.6.1 of the Scheme states the intention of the zone.
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Section 8.4 of the Scheme ‘Consideration of Applications’ specifies that all applications 
to erect, place or display an advertisement will be examined with reference to the 
provisions and standards detailed in Local Planning Policy No. 12.  

Signs which are prohibited on all zoned and reserved land within the City of Belmont 
are listed under Section 8.6 of the Scheme ‘Prohibited Advertising’.  Clause 8.6(b) 
specifically prohibits roof mounted signs.

BACKGROUND

Owner: Rivazza Pty Ltd and 
Tamburello Pty Ltd

Ward: South

Lodgement Date: 11 November 2005 Use Class: D
Lot Area: 1.3157 ha TPS Zoning: Industrial
Estimated Value: $50,000.00 MRS: Industrial

The City issued Planning Approval (586/2005/DA) for an Office / Warehouse / 
Showroom development on the subject site.  The development is currently constructed 
up to ‘plate’ height.

A development application proposing a signage strategy for the approved development 
has been assessed with regard to the relevant sections of the Town Planning Scheme 
No. 14 (Scheme) and Local Planning Policy No. 12 (LPP12).  The applicant has been 
informed that a number of signs exceed the limitations of the relevant policy and 
additionally that the Scheme prohibits certain signage. The applicant was requested to 
amend the plans to meet the relevant requirements.  A response was received advising 
the City that no changes would be made to the application.

A site plan and elevations of the signage strategy are provided under attachment 
to this report.

OFFICER COMMENT

The Proposal
The following table summarises the overall signage strategy for Lot 10553 (520-524) 
Abernethy Road, Kewdale.  The table also provides for comment and recommendation 
on each of the proposed signs.

In brief, the application must be refused on the grounds that ‘mounted above roof signs’ 
are prohibited under Town Planning Scheme No. 14.  Moreover, in regard to the other 
signage proposed The ‘monolith signs’, ‘projection signs’ and ‘walls signs’ exceed the 
limitations of LPP12.
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Proposed Sign Comment  Officer Recommendation

Mounted Above Roof Signs;
R.1, R.2a, R.2b, R.3 & R.4, R.5 
& R.6

All Mounted Above Roof 
Signs are prohibited on any 
zoned or reserved land 
within the Scheme area.  
These signs are not 
permitted within the City of 
Belmont and cannot be 
supported.

Council has no discretion 
to approve Mounted Above 
Roof Signs and the 
proposal must be refused.

Ground Based Sign; 
Letterbox
Area: 0.67m x 2.034m = 1.3m2

The single Ground Based 
Sign complies with the 
requirements of LPP12.

It is recommended that the 
Ground Based Sign be 
supported on lodgement of 
a new application.

Monolith Signs; 
M.1 & M.2
Height: 5.5m

Area: 5.5m x 1.8m = 9.9m2

(of each structure)

Area: 4.8m2 (of all sign panels 
for each structure)

Two Monolith Signs are 
proposed, however LPP12 
only permits one monolith 
sign per lot.  On properties 
with two street frontages the 
policy makes provision for 
one monolith and one pylon 
sign.  Therefore, one of the 
proposed Monolith Signs 
should be converted to a 
pylon sign.

The size of each structure 
exceeds the allowed area of 
4m2.  However, the Monolith 
Sign consist of six panels 
with an aggregate area of 
4.8m2.  

It is considered that a single 
monolith sign with sign 
panels for each tenancy 
would be more aesthetically 
appealing than individual 
signs of various size and 
shape for each tenancy.

It is recommended that the 
two Monolith Signs be 
refused and that the 
applicant be advised that 
approval may be 
considered where one 
Monolith Sign is changed 
to a Pylon Sign.
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Proposed Sign Comment  Officer Recommendation

Projection Signs; 
U.1, U.2, U.3, U.4, U.8, U.9, 
U.10 & U.11

The Projection Signs do not 
comply with LPP12 minimum 
clearance requirement of 
2.7m from the ground.  

The signs propose a 1.52m 
clearance from the ground, 
and will be attached to the 
entrance canopy columns 
which extend 500mm from 
the building.  This does not 
achieve the necessary 
clearance requirements 
required for safety reasons.

It is recommended that the 
Projection Signs be 
refused.

Wall Signs;
(Bank West Tenancy) U.5, 
U.6a,b&c, U.7, U.16, U.17a&b, 
U.18 
Area: 0.625m x 3.2m = 2m2 

(per sign)

D.1
Area:1.7m x 1.65m = 2.805m2 

Total Area: 20.805m2 

(of all signs)

Ten Wall Signs are proposed 
which exceeds the number 
permitted under LPP12.  
Under the policy wall signs 
are limited to one per 
tenancy, except where a 
tenancy or building has more 
than one street frontage.

The Bank West Tenancy has 
facades facing two street 
frontages being   Kewdale 
Road and Abernethy Road.  
Each facade has a height of 
two storeys and length of 
16m.

In this instance the two 
street frontages would allow 
for an aggregate of 16m2.  
The Signage Strategy 
proposes an aggregate of 
20.805 m2.

The proposed variation 
should be considered with 
regard to the size of the 
development and the high 
quality of the proposed 
signs.  

It is recommended that the 
Wall Signs (Bank West 
Tenancy) be supported on 
lodgement of a new 
application.
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Proposed Sign Comment  Officer Recommendation

Wall Signs;
(Smaller Tenancies) U.12a&b, 
U.13a&b, U.14a&b, U.15a&b, 
U.19a&b, U.20, U.21 & U.22

The Wall Signs exceed the 
number allowed under 
LPP12.  

The variation to the number 
of signs should be 
considered with regard to the 
large size of the subject lot 
and development, the 
number of tenancies and the 
high quality of the proposed 
signs.  

Due to the scale of the plans 
specific details for each wall 
sign have not been provided 
and the aggregate area can 
not be calculated.

It is recommended that the 
Wall Signs (Smaller 
Tenancies) be considered 
once detailed plans are 
submitted.

Local Planning Policy No. 12 ‘Signage Applications’
Elements of the application represent a significant variation to the provisions of LPP12.  
Section 4 of the LPPP12 lists provisions for the consideration of a variation of 
standards.  Using these provisions the following outlines what may and may not be 
considered if the applicant is to lodge a new application. 

1. Approval of the variation will not set an undesirable precedent.
The application has been considered on its individual merits, with regard to 
aesthetics of the signage, the location and size of the subject lot and the 
possible impacts on the surrounding land.  It is considered that the proposed 
signage is of a consistent high quality design.  The overall size of the subject lot 
(1.3157ha), together with the length of the street frontages along Kewdale Road 
(132.25m) and Abernethy Road (113m), provides circumstances under which a 
number of variations may be considered.  However, this application proposes a 
number of signs that would set an undesirable precedent in the area. 

The proposal summation table provides details considered necessary to 
maintain a standard signage that is appropriate for the area.  

2. The applicant demonstrates exceptional circumstances warranting 
support for a variation.
All Signage Applications are considered with regard to the specific 
requirements of the individual lot or development.  In this instance the size and 
dimensions of the subject lot and building along with the number of individual 
tenancies warrants consideration of support for a number of variations.  
However, this application has proposed a number of variations and prohibited 
signs that cannot be considered.  Subsequently, it is considered that the 
application has not demonstrated exceptional circumstances warranting support 
for a variation.
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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 is 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.

Under the Section 8.6 of the Town Planning Scheme No. 14, ‘mounted above 
roof signs’ are prohibited and can not be supported.

The ‘projection signs’ do not comply with LPP12 and therefore contravene the 
objectives of the Scheme.  

The ‘monolith signs’ propose variations to the number and size.  Provided that 
one monolith sign is converted to a pylon sign the variation in size would be 
warranted given the size of the development site and number of individual 
tenancies.  A single monolith sign and a single pylon sign would be considered 
to adequately provide the necessary advertising exposure.

The wall signs propose minor variations to LPP12.  It is considered that the 
proposed signs are appropriate for the location and does not conflict with the 
intentions for signage within the City’s Town Planning Scheme.

Options

 Option 1 – Defer
That Council defer determination of the application due to the level of non-
compliance with LPP12 and the Town Planning Scheme No. 14, and advise the 
applicant to submit amended plans that:

 Delete the Mounted Above Roof Signs and Projection Signs, 
 Change one Monolith Sign to a Pylon Sign,
 Provide further details regarding the location, dimensions and aggregate 

area of wall signs for the smaller tenancies.

This option is not preferred as the applicant has been previously been given 
sufficient advice and time to amend the Signage Strategy.  

Additionally, the application has now exceeded the Deemed Refusal period of 60 
days from the receipt of it by the Council.  

 Option 2 – Refuse
That Council refuse the development application and advise the applicant to lodge 
a new application that:

 Deletes all ‘mounted above roof signs’,
 Proposes ‘projection signs’ that comply with the minimum clearance 

requirements,
 Proposes one ‘monolith sign’ and one ‘pylon sign’, and
 Provide full details regarding the location, dimensions and aggregate area of 

all proposed signs.
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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

Attach. No. Details
2 Development Application Plans and Site Photographs.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council: 

1. Refuse the development application for a signage strategy at Lot 10553
(520-524) Abernethy Road Kewdale, on the basis that:

(a) ‘Mounted Above Roof Signage’ are prohibited under Clause 8.6(b) 
of Town Planning Scheme No. 14;

(b) Approval of the signs would contravene the overall objectives for 
signage contained within Town Planning Scheme No. 14;

(c) The variations are contrary to Local Planning Policy No. 12 ‘Sign 
Applications’;

(d) Exceptional circumstances warranting support for a variation 
under Local Planning Policy No. 12 ‘Sign Applications’ have not 
been demonstrated;

(e) The variation sought to permit two monolith signs would set an 
undesirable precedent and may lead to a proliferation of monolith 
signage to the detriment of the streetscape; and

(f) The variation sought to permit the projection signs do not comply 
with minimum height clearance for projection signage.

2. Advise the applicant that Council would consider a new application for 
the site that:

(a) Deletes all Mounted Above Roof Signs;

(b) Proposes Projection Signs that comply with the minimum 
clearance requirements;

(c) Proposes one Monolith Sign and one Pylon Sign; and

(d) Provide specific details regarding the location, dimensions and 
aggregate area of all proposed signs.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.1.3
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11.1.4 Lot 30 (86) Great Eastern Highway, Rivervale - Proposed Tavern - 
Sandringham Bottle Shop**

**BB Attachment 3  – Item 11.1.4 refers

Report by Community and Statutory Services Division

DATE

18 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider an application for a tavern following receipt of submissions.  This report 
presents background to the development, summary of the proposal and the options 
available to Council in determining the application.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

It is proposed to convert a portion of an existing bottle shop and extend it into a tavern.  
The applicant has applied to the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor for a 
redefinition of the existing Sandringham Hotel Liquor Licence.  The proposed tavern is 
proposed as a boutique bar with a maximum of twenty-eight (28) seats.

Officer Recommendation Summation

It is recommended that the application for a proposed tavern at Lot 30 (86) Great 
Eastern Highway, Belmont be REFUSED for the following reasons:

1. The proposal will result in a parking shortfall of seventeen (17) car parking bays 
which is considered to be significant for this site.

2. There is an existing parking problem on-site and the proposed land use will 
increase parking and traffic circulation problems.

3. No consideration has been given to the ultimate parking and traffic circulation 
situation once Great Eastern Highway is widened to 6 lanes.
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LOCATION
Lot 30 (86) Great Eastern Highway, Rivervale

APPLICANT

Oldfield Knott Architects Pty Ltd

FILE REFERENCE

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

469/2005/DA Development Application Folder
Property Great Eastern Highway

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.
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CONSULTATION

Main Roads Western Australia (MRWA)
The application has been referred to Main Roads Western Australia (MRWA) for 
comment as the lots abuts a ‘Primary Regional Road’.  MRWA has advised that the 
proposed development is acceptable subject to a number of standard conditions.  It 
should be noted that MRWA has only provided comments on access and traffic 
circulation in relation to Great Eastern Highway and not the proposed intensification of 
land use on site.

Referral to Nearby Landowners
As detailed in the ‘Background Section’ an earlier tavern proposal was lodged and 
subsequently withdrawn.  The original proposal was referred to nearby landowners for 
comment.  A total of 48 submissions were received (2 supporting, 46 objecting) during 
that advertising period.

The revised current proposal has been referred to the same landowners for comment.  
The advertising period closed on 9th December 2005 and a total of fifteen 15 
submissions were received (1 supporting, 14 objecting).

A summary of the submissions are provided under the attachment to this report.

A request was included in one objection asking for the extension of the advertising 
period as a number of Balneum Apartment residents were overseas during the 
advertising period as it closed just before the festive season.  The advertising period 
closed on 9th December 2005, however, no late submissions were received.

The main concerns raised in the objections and applicant’s response to those issues 
are summarised in the following table:

Local Community Concerns Applicant’s Comments
Proposal will increase anti-social behaviour 
in the area. Security risks.

The proposed bar will only accommodate 28 
persons and the standard of patron will be more 
sophisticated, thereby reducing the level of 
undesirables.  Notwithstanding the small number 
of patrons the proposed tavern’s Management 
Plan and Code of Conduct deals with such 
issues before they arise.

The tavern’s management must comply with the 
Liquor Act and follow the “Responsible Service of 
Alcohol” code of conduct or face prosecution.  

There will be no more security issues than what 
currently exists and the residential development 
behind is completely secured with electronic gate 
access only.

There is an existing significant parking 
shortfall on-site without the proposed 
tavern.

Additional car bays provided.
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Local Community Concerns Applicant’s Comments
The potential for noise from traffic and 
patrons on leaving the premises.

As there will be no “live entertainment” on the 
premises it is unlikely there will be any noise 
impact from the proposal.  The small number of 
patrons is unlikely to create a noise problem for 
local residents.

Internal traffic circulation problems and 
potential vehicular conflict points.

Traffic Impact report submitted.

Tavern is not properly planned and was not 
disclosed as part of the marketing of Stage 
1 of the residential apartments.

The original existing tavern building was always 
proposed to be demolished and the Licence 
relocated/redefined to the bottle shop, so that the 
later stages of the residential development could 
be completed.  The size of the licensed area and 
number of patrons accommodated will be 
substantially reduced as a result.

The proposed tavern will detract from the 
prestigious residential development that is 
occurring in close proximity.

The facility will not detract from the prestigious 
residential development.  There is more than 
adequate separation between vehicular and 
pedestrian accesses to and from the residential 
component.  They are not in conflict whatsoever.

Proposal should be assessed and 
determined in conjunction with the Western 
Australian Planning Commission who 
issued the original planning approval for the 
site.

No comment

The existing Sandringham Tavern on 
adjoining Lot 31 is being kept open for the 
sole purpose of enabling the bottle shop 
(which has no licence of its own) to trade 
with tavern hours as a bonus.

Tavern trading hours will operate in accordance 
with the Liquor Act and no extended trading 
hours will be applied for.

There are still seventy nine (79) residential 
apartments to be constructed in Stages 2 
and 3 and the marketing of these units will 
be adversely affected by the introduction of 
a tavern on-site.

No comment

Joint Venture / Strata Dispute
The owner of the adjoining strata property is currently in dispute with the applicant over 
the signing of an application for the liquor licence.  The lawyers of the adjoining 
property owners posit that the existing tavern should be demolished in order to proceed 
into Stages 2 and 3 and had that occurred the current application could not proceed.  
The applicant’s lawyers are in dispute with this interpretation.  

Council’s Principal Legal and Compliance Advisor advises that this matter should not 
be considered when dealing with the planning merits of the present application.  A full 
copy of that advice can be made available to Councillors on request.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

BUILT BELMONT - "Accomplish urban renewal of designated areas to meet the 
changing needs of the community”"  
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Draft Great Eastern Highway Access Policy.
The overall objectives for the Policy are:
 Provide for the safe and efficient movement of motorists, pedestrians and 

cyclists along the Highway; 
 Determine appropriate access to properties along the Highway, and ensure 

access to residences and commercial properties;
 To minimise the conflict between through and local traffic;
 Provide an attractive visual environment to the gateway of Perth.
The draft policy has no specific access recommendations that impact on the 
development proposal.

Building Height & Bulk Along Great Eastern Highway
Policy Objective: To ensure that the amenity of existing and future development along 
the highway is not compromised by the approval of development that is inappropriate in 
respect of its height and bulk.  

There are no significant policy implications in this respect to this application.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Part 5 of the City’s Town Planning Scheme relates to the ‘Mixed Use’ zone provisions.

Zoning Intention – Mixed Use

Clause 10.5.1 – “Intention:  The Mixed Use Zone is intended to allow for the 
development of a mix of varied but compatible land uses such as housing, offices, 
showrooms, amusement centres, eating establishments and appropriate industrial 
activities which do not generate nuisances detrimental to the amenity of the district or 
to the health, welfare and safety of its residents.  Buildings should be of a high 
standard of architectural design set in pleasant garden surrounds with limited vehicular 
access from properties to primary roads.”

Clause 10.15.3 (b)

“The power conferred by this clause may only be exercised if the Council is 
satisfied that:

(a) approval of the proposed development would be appropriate having 
regard to the criteria set out in clause 10.2; and

(b) the non-compliance will not have any adverse effect upon the occupiers 
or users of the development or the inhabitants of the locality or upon the 
likely future development of the locality.”
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BACKGROUND

Owner: Great Victoria 
Corporation Pty Ltd

Ward: West

Lodgement Date: 23rd November 2004 Use Class: Tavern
Lot Area: 2,528m2 TPS Zoning: Mixed Use
Estimated Value: $65,000 MRS: Urban

History

The WAPC issued development approval for 112 residential apartments, 700m2 bottle 
shop, and a 24 hour deli and café on 20 December 2000.

In March 2001, the applicant lodged a new application for 112 residential apartments, a 
400m2 bottle shop, and 24 hour deli/take away café.  The WAPC approved the 
application on 25 May 2001.  The approved plans simply showed a commercial 
building outline, and did not provide internal floor plans.

On 24 February 2003 (Item 8.6.12), Council delegated authority to the Director-
Development and/or the Manager Planning Services to determine an application for a 
change of use from “Delicatessen/Takeaway Café” to “Office” in tenancy 2 and 
“Restaurant” in Tenancy 3 and 4.  It was also resolved that any approval include a 
specific condition that limits the restaurant to 80 seats.  At that time, the shortfall of 6 
car parking spaces was considered appropriate, having regard to the criteria set out in 
Clause 5.8 of the Scheme, as it would not have any adverse effect upon the occupiers 
or users of the development or the inhabitants of the locality or upon the likely future 
development of the locality.

Cancelled Tavern Application
An earlier tavern proposal lodged included a bar lounge area (20m2), a pool table area, 
and a seating area to accommodate a maximum of 14 seats.  That proposal was 
cancelled by the applicant following community consultation and development 
assessment.  

Current Tavern Application
The current application includes an amended parking layout and proposes a maximum 
seating capacity of twenty-eight (28).  A summary of the application is as follows:

1. A portion of the existing bottle shop incorporated into the tavern (consisting of a 
small extension to the front of the bottle shop).  External walls in rendered 
brickwork, painted to match existing concrete panels.  Roof fascia extended to 
conceal a new low pitch roof addition.

2. Tavern seating area to accommodate a maximum of twenty-eight (28) seats.
3. A revised roundabout design is proposed (subject to final engineering design).
4. 5 additional permanent car bays are proposed.
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Applicant’s Justification
The applicant has advised that:

 Trading hours will operate in accordance with the Liquor Act and no extended 
hours will be applied for.

 Meals will not be prepared in the proposed tavern but will be provided by the 
Red Cray restaurant (located on the same property).

 No “Live” entertainment is proposed from the tavern.

 The proposed tavern’s Management Plan addresses possible anti-social 
behaviour aspects of tavern operations.

A full copy of the applicant’s submission in support of the proposal is available to 
Councillors on request.  A brief synopsis is provided below:

 Demolition will be sought for the original Sandringham Tavern (licensed to 
accommodate up to 1,300 persons) in order to construct a small Lounge Bar.  
The proposed tavern and bottle shop will be known as Sandringham Cellars.

 Most of the proposed tavern area is within the existing bottle shop structure with 
an extension into forecourt paving providing the balance.

 The existing “Tavern Licence” in effect, is to be scaled down and redefined to 
suit a substantially smaller Tavern operation.

 The retention of a bar facility should be seen as a positive in that it encourages 
and promotes the idea of an interactive edge use and the creation of an urban 
village that is vibrant with activity.  The tavern will in effect be “value adding” to 
the area as it will be convenient.  It will take on a “Local Bar” persona that local 
residents/workers will frequent and be proud of.

 The standard of patron will be sophisticated as they are expected to come from 
nearby residential and businesses.  This is unlike the existing tavern facility 
which caters to all standards of patron.

 The original existing Sandringham Tavern building was always proposed to be 
demolished and the Licence relocated/redefined to the bottle shop, so that the 
later stages of the Residential Development could be completed.  The size of 
the licensed area and number of patrons accommodated will be substantially 
reduced as a result.

OFFICER COMMENT

Land use
The intention of the ‘Mixed Use’ zone is to provide a mixture of varied, but compatible 
land uses, which do not generate nuisances detrimental to the amenity of the district or 
to the health, welfare and safety of its residents.  Whilst ‘amenity’ is a difficult concept 
to quantify, it is essentially a measure of the ‘pleasantness’ of an area and as such 
often depends on the perception of pleasantness by the public and subsequently the 
decision making authority.

Following consultation with nearby ratepayers, there were 14 from 15 submissions 
which objected to the proposal, with concerns about possible adverse effects to the 
amenity of the area.
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In relation to the existing Sandringham Tavern, the use has been allowed to continue 
operating despite its state of disrepair and no formal parking being provided.  In fact, 
the demolition of the existing Sandringham Hotel building is not dependent on the 
tavern proposed in the existing bottle shop on Lot 30.  There is in fact a deed which 
requires the existing Sandringham Hotel building to be demolished within six (6) 
months of a building licence being issued for Stage 2 of the residential development on 
Lot 31.  Should development of Stage 2 be stalled, the option of investigating the 
existing tavern operation for breaches under the Scheme could be investigated further.

Parking
The applicant provided detailed parking justification and calculation which can be made 
available to Councillors on request.  The applicant’s calculations remove areas relating 
to the existing office tenancy but do not reflect the actual proposed use of that 
floorspace.  Areas relating to the bottle shop display area are also removed but the use 
remains a shop (as it displays goods for sale to the general public).  The Planning 
Department does not agree with the methodology employed in the applicant’s car 
parking calculations.  The applicant’s parking calculations are summarised below:

 “The existing/current bottle shop is classed as a ‘shop’ use and the carpark 
allocation is therefore calculated on the basis of 6 bays per 100 sqm NLA which 
equates to 24 bays (400 sqm NLA).  The use now proposed is a ‘Tavern’ which is 
assessed on the basis of 1 bay for every 2 sqm of bar and lounge floor and 1 bay 
for every 4 sqm of seating area.

This equates to 18 bays (20 sqm ÷ 1 per 2 sqm = 10 bays plus 32 sqm ÷ 1 per 4 
sqm = 8 bays).  There is no carbay allocation for bottle display, ancillary service, 
store or coolroom areas.

The end result in essence is that there exists a 6 carbay credit on the use 
changeover (24 bays – 18 bays = 6 bays).

If however there was reasons to consider the bottle ‘shop’ display area as shop 
then 166 sqm would attract a carbay requirement of 10 bays (based on 6 carbays 
per 100m2 NLA).

The 25 carbays in the road reserve are considered surplus bays as they have not 
been considered in any of the current development carparking assessment.  They 
therefore can be temporarily assigned to this proposal.

It is not known when Great Eastern Highway will be widened or how wide it will 
actually be widened to.  This decision will not be made till after 2009.  Until then the 
temporary parking bays will remain in place.

 Four (4) carbays are applicable in the Drive-Thru and together with the 6 carbay 
credit advised above a nil requirement is the result.

 The 1 bay per 2 sqm is considered to be erroneous by comparison with other local 
authorities who have in essence adopted a blanket 1 bay per 4 sqm of public area.  
At this rate the parking requirement would only become 13 bays (52 sqm ÷ 1 per 4 
sqm) instead of 18 bays.  We believe any future revisions to your Town Planning 
Scheme should address this requirement.
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 The May 2001 Development Approval for the ‘Office/Restaurant’ granted a shortfall 
of 6 carbays.  A copy of the Agenda report and committee recommendation is 
attached for your perusal.  If need be, our client is happy to concede the Office use 
to the Tavern (as ancillary use) and utilise the 8 bays to overcome the current 6 
carbay shortfall.

 Our client will consider a cash-in-lieu contribution payment (for carbays) towards 
the future provision of public parking to neighbouring Hardey Park.

 The current practice where visitors to the residential apartments utilise the 
commercial parking area instead of the residential visitor parking areas, will be 
discouraged through the use of adequate signage that restricts parking to patrons 
of the commercial uses only.  It will be monitored and offenders dealt with 
accordingly.”

.
A plan of the existing and proposed parking areas will be on display for elected 
members.

The Planning Department’s parking calculations for the proposed tavern are detailed 
below:

Use Requirement Total
Existing bottle shop to be 
converted to bar/lounge

6 car bays per 100m2 of NLA Credit of 3 car bays

Proposed Tavern seating 
area (max. 28 seats) 
54m2

1 car bay per every 4m2 seating 
only area

13.5 car bays

Bottle Shop Display Area 
(shop)166m2

6 car bays per 100m2 of NLA. 10 car bays

Restaurant (max. 80 
seats)

1 car bay for every 4 persons 
whom the building is designed 
to accommodate

20 car bays

Office 1 car bay for every 20m2 of 
NLA

8 car bays

Car bays required 48.5 car bays
Car bays provided (including 4 
car bays within bottle shop 
drive through)

32 car bays

Parking Shortfall 16.5 car bays = 17 car bays

It is acknowledged that there be a certain level of reciprocal parking as it is likely that 
the office car parking will be available for night time restaurant and bottle shop patrons.  
Additionally when the residential development is complete for the Sandringham site, a 
number of residents from that development are likely to use the restaurant, bottle shop 
and tavern.  

Council would form the opinion that a parking credit would be granted for reciprocal 
parking.  This would require further detailed investigation.  The parking credit will not 
remove the parking shortfall.  

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.4 Continued

56
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

A total of 16 car bays currently on site are of a temporary nature only and will be lost 
to the site on widening of Great Eastern Highway.  An additional 9 car bays of a 
temporary nature are proposed as part of this application.  If the total existing and 
proposed temporary bays are included in the parking calculation the proposal would 
comply with Scheme requirements in terms of number of provided car bays.  

Whilst a parking shortfall exists the City’s Planning Department recognises that the 
parking problem only exists in the after hours peak period when the restaurant is 
operating.

Notwithstanding that previous parking shortfalls on site have been supported based on 
reciprocity of use, given the substantial 19 car bay shortfall, it is considered to exceed a 
level where it can be justified.  The substantial shortfall cannot be guaranteed to not 
have any adverse effect upon the occupiers or users of the development or the 
inhabitants of the locality or upon the likely future development of the locality.  This has 
been reinforced through the comments made by the local community.  

Vehicular Access/Circulation
The applicant has provided a traffic impact report from a traffic consultant for the 
proposed tavern.  The City's Engineering Department has reviewed the report and 
advised that the report has considered parking requirements, vehicular access and 
circulation for the proposed development based on the existing situation.  However, the 
report does not go into the detail of assessing the vehicular access based on the 
ultimate scenario when Great Eastern Highway will be widened and the adjoining 
residential apartment development completed. 

Subsequent information on truck movements received from the traffic consultant has 
briefly considered the ultimate scenario especially for the access of delivery trucks 
servicing the proposed development.  Although the delivery truck access can be 
accommodated subject to entry from the Tanunda Drive roundabout and modification 
of the median island at the direct access point to Great Eastern Highway, there are 
concerns with vehicular conflict at the direct access point to Great Eastern Highway in 
the future when the widening of Great Eastern Highway occurs.

In the ultimate situation, the length of the delivery truck waiting to access Great Eastern 
Highway will block vehicles entering from Great Eastern Highway to access the 
Balneum Apartment complex.  Based on information provided (3 delivery trucks per 
week and the proposed installation of a slip-lane on Great Eastern Highway) the 
queuing problem may be minimised.  Nevertheless, the worst case scenario based on 
the ultimate widening of Great Eastern Highway and completion of the adjoining 
residential apartments should be properly considered and reported.

Design
The proposed design is considered to be sympathetic to the overall design theme of 
the existing building and will not significantly alter the appearance of the development.  
Notwithstanding that, the existing development could be improved in terms of its visual 
impact on the streetscape and other façade treatments could be explored in order to lift 
the overall standard of design.
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Signage
No signage is proposed as part of this application.  Historically there have been 
ongoing problems with the type of signage associated with bottle shops and liquor 
stores with extensive use of sandwich boards and A-frame portable signs on the verge.  
Recent site inspections have revealed that there is extensive signage situated in front 
of the bottle shop within the Main Roads land. Further investigation of signage issues 
are being undertaken and further liaison with Main Roads will occur.

Liquor Licence
The applicant has clearly stated that should the development proceed, then the existing 
liquor licence would be relocated from the existing Sandringham Hotel to the 
Sandringham bottle shop tavern to be known as Sandringham Cellars.  The application 
before the Licensing Authority is to vary the licensed premises at Lot 30.  It is an 
application for the redefinition of the existing liquor licence.  The applicant requires the 
City’s approval for the proposed tavern to satisfy Liquor Licensing requirements.  

Options

There are a number of options available to Council in determining this application.  The 
options available to Council are discussed below.  

 Option 1 - Deferral
In light of the scale of the proposal and the significant parking and vehicular access 
issues, defer the application to allow Council to consider the proposal in relation to the 
provision of cash-in-lieu of parking and the submission of a revised traffic impact report 
(which will address the ultimate on-site parking and traffic circulation situation.)  It is 
also considered appropriate that should the application be deferred, that it be referred 
to the Department for Planning and Infrastructure for their comment.

The Council could require that the applicant pay cash-in-lieu of car parking to the 
Council as a condition of planning approval.  This should only be imposed if, on 
assessment of the merits of the case, a car-parking condition could be justified and an 
area for car-parking can be specified.

It is possible that an area for carparking be provided within the area.  The fairness of 
requiring a condition for cash-in lieu of carparking therefore needs to be assessed 
should Council believe it has merit.  

 Option 2 - Refusal
The proposed tavern will result in a significant parking short fall on-site and the 
submissions from local residents have reinforced that there currently exists a significant 
on-site evening peak period parking problem.  In light of the parking problem and the 
perceived impact on the amenity of the surrounding owners the application can be 
refused. 

This is the preferred option notwithstanding that the applicant has indicated verbally 
that they will most likely pursue an appeal in the State Administrative Tribunal.

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.4 Continued

58
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

 Option 3 Approval
The proposed tavern is proposed to be a low key boutique establishment and will 
provide an interactive edge use for the site.  Council may form the opinion that the 
parking shortfall can be considered in terms of cash-in-lieu parking in the identified 
Hardey Park location.  This option is not preferred as the City requires confirmation that 
the ultimate traffic circulation is not going to be adversely affected by the proposed land 
use intensification.

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

Attach. No. Details
3 Summary of Submissions Table

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council refused the application for a proposed tavern at Lot 30 (86) Great Eastern 
Highway, Belmont for the following reasons:

1. The proposal will result in a parking shortfall of seventeen (17) car parking 
bays, which is considered to be significant for this site.

2. There is an existing parking problem on-site and the proposed land use will 
increase parking and traffic circulation problems.

3. No consideration has been given to the ultimate parking and traffic circulation 
situation once Great Eastern Highway is widened to 6 lanes.

MARKS MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that Council defer the item back to 
officers to obtain further legal advice on parking.

CARRIED 7 VOTES TO 3

For: Hitt, Marks, Martin, Godfrey, Teasdale, Whiteley, Powell

Against: Rossi, Bass, Blair 

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

59
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

11.1.5 Lot 9 (51) Laurie Street, Cloverdale – Carport with Variation to R-Codes

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

13 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider a development application seeking planning approval for a carport located 
on a common boundary within the front setback area.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

A development application for a carport was lodged with the City on 29 November 
2005.  The carport is to be located on a common side boundary within the street 
setback area.

An objection was lodged by the adjoining property owner who requested that a side 
setback of 1 metre be met.

The report recommends that the minimum front setback be increased to 2.0 metres to 
ensure the development is consistent with an existing structure on the adjoining 
property.

Officer Recommendation Summation

Conditional support recommended.
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LOCATION

Lot 9 (51) Laurie Street, Cloverdale

APPLICANT

Robert Chambers (Patios) 2000

FILE REFERENCE

512/2005/DA Development Application
824/2005/BUILDR Building Licence Application 

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 ‘Boundary Walls Policy’, 
structures located on a common boundary within the street setback area are required 
to be referred to the affected adjoining landowner.

The affected adjoining 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 and 
Address

Description of 
Affected 
Property,

Lot No., Street, 
etc.

Resume of Submission Officer Comment and 
Recommendation

Regina Ryan Lot 189 (53) 
Laurie Street 
Cloverdale

Requests that no structure be 
attached to the existing wall on 
the common boundary.

Under the Building Code of Australia 
(BCA) the structure is not permitted to 
be attached to the wall on the common 
boundary.  There will therefore be no 
attachments to the existing wall.

Requests that a 1 metre space 
to be provided between the 
new carport and the existing 
wall on the common boundary.

Precedence for structures on the 
common boundary has already been 
established by an existing wall on the 
subject common boundary.  The 
application complies with the relevant 
Planning and Building requirements.  A 
1 metre setback will not enhance the 
development nor the streetscape and 
will not have any visual impact on the 
objector.

Advises that the applicant / 
landowner intends to affix a 
roller door to the carport.

The application does not include a 
proposal for a roller door.  

If a roller door is applied for at a later 
stage it would be considered as a 
separate application.

The existing boundary fence is 
not in-line with the correct 
surveyed lot boundaries.

The Dividing Fences Act 1961 deals 
with boundary fence issues.  The Local 
Government does not have any role or 
powers to advise on individual issues or 
resolve disputes.

A retaining wall has been 
constructed on Lot 189 (53) 
Laurie Street.  The retaining 
wall starts at a street setback 
of 16.5metres and has a 
length of approximately 7.5 
metres.

The landowner is concerned 
that the retaining wall may not 
support the future parking 
requirements of the subject lot.

The identified location of the retaining 
wall is different to that of the proposed 
carport location.  However, the BCA 
would indicate that the existing retaining 
wall is sufficient for any usage of the 
driveway.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

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

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

The subject land is zoned ‘Residential’ with a flexible density code of ‘R20/R40’ under 
the City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 14.  Section 10.1 of the Scheme states that the 
Scheme incorporates the Residential Design Codes as set out in Schedule 2 to the 
Statement of Planning Policy No. 1.

Under the City of Belmont LPP19, boundary walls shall be constructed behind the front 
setback line specified in Table 1 of the Residential Design Codes.  Any boundary wall 
that does not comply with the Policy will be referred to the affected landowners for 
comment.

BACKGROUND

Owner: Valerie Edith Smiles Ward: West
Lodgement Date: 29 November 2005 Use Class: Discretionary
Lot Area: 534m2 TPS Zoning: Residential 

R20/R40
Estimated Value: $3,670.00 MRS: Urban

The development application proposes a carport to be located on a side boundary with 
a front setback of 1.7 metres to the roof and 2.0 metres to the support posts.  If 
required, the applicant and owner have advised that they are happy for the roof to be 
setback to 2.0 metres.

Under the Residential Design Codes, ‘Carports’ are defined as being entirely open at 
the front, sides and rear, except where one side is physically attached to a dwelling or 
built up to a side boundary.  The R-Codes also identify that within established 
residential areas the street setback area may be utilised for carports and unroofed 
parking spaces.  

Due to the reduced side setback, LPP19 requires that this application be referred to the 
adjoining landowner for comment.  The affected landowner has lodged an objection as 
detailed in the ‘Consultation’ section of this report.  

OFFICER COMMENT

There are a number of properties within the area that have walls on a common 
boundary within the street setback area.  The adjoining lot has a wall on the subject 
side boundary with a street setback of two metres.  Therefore, with regard to the 
Streetscape Design Elements of the Residential Design Codes, it is considered that the 
proposed carport would complement the existing streetscape by maintaining and 
enhancing the continuity of street and side setbacks.  

Additionally, the proposed carport would also maintain a clear view to the building from 
the street, and vice versa, allowing for visual surveillance between the street and 
building.  
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It is considered that the proposed carport is in keeping with development on the 
adjoining property and, subject to the setback of the roof being increased to 2.0 metres, 
will not detrimentally impact on the amenity of the adjoining landowner.

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

That:

(A). Council approve the application for a carport at Lot 9 (51) Laurie Street 
Cloverdale subject to the following conditions:

1. The carport, inclusive of the roof, to be setback a minimum of 2.0 
metres from the front boundary.

2. The roof colour of the carport is to match the colour of the roof of 
the existing residence to the satisfaction of the Manager-Planning 
Services and/or Manager-Building and Customer Services.  

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 to the 
application referred to in this approval.

(B). The adjoining landowner be advised.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.1.5
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11.1.6 Location 4074 (147-159) President Street, Kewdale (Australian Islamic 
College) – School Master Plan**

**BB Attachment 4  – Item 11.1.6 refers

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

13 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider a revised School Master Plan for the Australian Islamic College (AIC).

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

A revised School Master Plan was considered by Council at its meeting of 26 July 2005 
(Item 11.1.5, OCM 26/07/2005 refers) and advertised in accordance with the Council’s 
resolution.  At the conclusion of advertising, one submission of objection was received.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council:

1. Endorse the revised School Master Plan as a strategic guide for future 
development applications on the College site.

2. Advise the applicant that the Council’s endorsement of the Master Plan does 
not remove the need for the AIC to lodge a formal development application for 
future stages outlined in the Master Plan and that each application will be 
determined on its own merits and circumstances and that additional information 
is required to be supplied for Stages 6, 7 and 8 at the time of lodgement.

3. Advise D & P Campbell of the Council’s decision and reasons for the decision.
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LOCATION

Location 4074 (147-159) President Street, Kewdale - Australian Islamic College (AIC).  
The site abuts the Tomato Lake ‘Parks and Recreation’ Metropolitan Region Scheme 
reserve.

APPLICANT

Australian Islamic College (Perth) Inc

FILE REFERENCE

Property 147-159 President Street
128/004 Australian Islamic College site

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple majority required.
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CONSULTATION

Previous Master Plan
In June 2002 (Item 8.3.2, PDC 17/06/2002 minutes refers), the Council resolved to 
advertise a draft Subdivision Structure Plan combined with a School Master Plan for 
the AIC site for public comment for 21 days.  A number of issues were raised and a 
petition was lodged in respect of the Plan (Item 8.3.5, PDC 22/07/2002 minutes refers).  

A revised draft Structure/Master Plan for the College was subsequently included within 
the Amendment document for Town Planning Scheme No. 14 Amendment No. 34.  
The Amendment was advertised to landowners and occupiers within the area as part of 
the amendment process.

Current Master Plan
Council’s Community Information and Consultation Procedure requires that 
surrounding landowners be ‘Informed’ of the proposal.  However, since landowners 
were previously asked for comment, the Council resolved at its 26 July 2005 meeting 
(Item 11.1.5, OCM 26/07/2005 refers), that residential landowners within the area on 
the map below be requested to comment on the proposal.  This is the same area 
originally consulted in respect of the 2002 Structure/Master Plan.  

Advertising commenced on 19 September 2005 and finished on 14 October 2005, with 
approximately 1,250 letters being sent to owners and occupiers.  At the conclusion of 
advertising, one submission was received from Mr D J & Mrs P C Campbell of 74 Oats 
Street, Kewdale.  The submission primarily raises concerns about the possibility of 
increased student numbers attending the College as a result of the proposed works.

Copies of the submission can be made available to Councillors on request.

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.6 Continued

67
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

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

All development on zoned land requires the Planning Approval of Council under Clause 
5.1.1 of City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No. 14.

The School Master Plan will provide a strategic guide for Council in determining 
applications for future development on the College Site.

BACKGROUND

Owner: Australian Islamic 
College (Perth) Inc

Ward: South

Lodgement Date: 16 March 2005 Use Class: Educational Establishment 
– ‘D’ Discretionary

Lot Area: 9.4095 ha TPS Zoning: ‘Residential’; ‘Place of 
Public Assembly’ (Private 
School)

Estimated Value: N/A MRS: ‘Urban’; Abuts ‘Parks and 
Recreation’

A detailed history of the Australian Islamic College (AIC) was presented to Council at 
its 26 July 2005 meeting (Item 11.1.5, OCM 26/07/2005 refers).

Master Plan

Additional Buildings
The Master Plan was submitted as justification for a temporary classroom application in 
2005.  The Master Plan details the current and proposed school buildings:  

 Stages 1, 2 and 3: Pre-primary, kindergarten and temporary classroom have 
been completed.

 Stages 4 and 5: Kindergarten, Primary School and Office approved by Council 
18 October 2005 (Item 11.1.5, OCM 18/10/2005 refers).  

 Stage 6 (2007):  Indoor primary school sports and multi-purpose hall adjacent to 
the existing kindergarten building.  This building was not shown on the 2002 
Master Plan.

 Stage 7 (2008):  Multi-purpose building (including student prayer area) near the 
corner of Tomato Lake and President Street.  This is the same location shown 
in the 2002 Master Plan.  The Hall is to be used for prayer by the school 
community.  It is not intended to be a place of public worship.

 Stage 8 (2010):  AIC Administration head office.  This was not shown on the 
2002 Master Plan.
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The additional school buildings are required to cater for existing students.  Primary 
students currently use High School buildings and the construction of the approved 
primary school will enable these areas to be better utilised by the High School.  The 
AIC have advised that development of additional buildings is not intended to cater for 
an increase in the number of students.  

A copy of the Master Plan is provided under the attachment to this report.

Car Parking
The Master Plan demonstrates an overall car parking upgrade strategy:

Staff Parking: 186 bays  (116 bays 2006; 70 bays 2008)
Visitor Parking: 64 bays  (15 bays existing; 12 new bays 2006; 37 bays 2008)
Total: 250 bays

Bus Parking: 30 bays (2008)

The AIC have advised that a large number of the students are transported to and from 
school via buses provided by the college.  A section of hardstand is currently used for 
parking the school buses, however not specifically line marked for this purpose.  The 
hardstand bus area is proposed to be upgraded in 2008.

Assessment of the overall car parking proposed requires additional information to be 
submitted for the proposed buildings in Stages 6, 7 and 8.

Landscaping and Playground Area
The Master Plan details a landscaped buffer along the perimeter of the school, within 
the property boundary.

The Master Plan indicates that the additional area of School site adjacent to Rosina 
Street will be utilised as a high school playground area.

Additional Information
The temporary classroom approval (Item 11.1.5, OCM 26/07/2005 minutes refers) 
required additional information prior to the issue of a building licence.  

The requested information has been submitted as follows:

 Current and maximum numbers of students and staff at the College site – The 
current number of students is 1,484 with the maximum capacity being 1,620 
students.  The current number of staff is 176 with the maximum capacity being 
185 staff.

 The College’s use of the Tomato Lake reserve – The school’s use of Tomato 
Lake is negligible and mainly involves cross country running.  Recreation 
Services advises that there is no formal arrangement between the City and the 
AIC for the students to utilise the reserve.

 Playing fields located within the College grounds – include an oval, quadrangle, 
four tennis courts, four basketball courts, gymnasium, swimming and separate 
kindergarten playground.
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 Off site recreational facilities used by the College – Offsite recreation currently 
limited to Parnham Reserve.  There are eleven Park reserves nearby that could 
also be utilised.

Letters from the Office of Non-government and International Education supporting 
expansion of the buildings in accordance with the original Master Plan were also 
included in the submission from the applicant.

Subdivision Plan
A residential subdivision for the residential zoned portion of the site has been 
conditionally approved by the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC).

OFFICER COMMENT

New Facilities
The School Master Plan includes additional buildings to those shown in the 2002 
Master Plan.  The sports hall and AIC office (Stages 6 and 8) are new facilities which 
have not been previously considered by Council.  Additional information is required to 
be sought from the applicant in respect of the proposed new facilities, numbers of 
students, and staff, so that car parking requirements for the overall site can be 
calculated.  

In particular, additional information regarding the proposed land use and design of the 
Multi purpose building and Administration building is required for assessment.  This is 
to ensure that sufficient car parking is provided and impact on nearby residents is 
minimised. 

Number of Students
The submission raises concerns that the College intends to increase student numbers.  
The AIC have advised that development of new buildings is not intended to cater for a 
significant increase of the number of students on the site.  The current AIC primary 
school is located within the High School buildings.  It is intended that the development 
of new primary school will enable these areas to be utilised by the High School.  

The student numbers provided by the AIC indicate that they ultimately intend to 
accommodate a 9% increase in the overall number of students.  This is considered to 
be an acceptable number of students, and has been endorsed by the Office of Non-
government and International Education.

Any approvals issued for the new buildings proposed in the Master Plan may be 
conditioned to place a limit on the number of students.  This would provide Council with 
the means to ensure that only an acceptable increase in student numbers occurs.

Master Plan
In addition to what has already been approved on the school site, the current Master 
Plan indicates that a ‘Multi Purpose Hall’ (Stage 6) for the exclusive use of the primary 
school, is to be constructed nearby to the primary school.

The proposed ‘Administration Building’ (Stage 8) is located adjacent to the existing 
administration building in the south west corner of the campus and the proposed ‘Multi 
Purpose Building’ (Stage 7) in the south east corner.  The Master Plan also indicates 
the parking areas that are to be upgraded on-site.
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Notwithstanding the need for additional information relating to Stages 6, 7 and 8, it is 
the recommendation of this report to endorse the School Master Plan as a strategic 
guide for future expansion of the school.  Given the physical constraints that exist on 
the site (i.e. existing buildings, car parking areas and recreation areas), the proposed 
locations for future development are considered appropriate.

Endorsement of the School Master Plan does not remove the need for the AIC to lodge 
development applications for future stages of development.  A development application 
is required for each stage of development and that each application will be determined 
on its own merits and circumstances at the time of lodgement.  Endorsement provides 
certainty with respect to both the content and timing of future development applications 
on the College.

Endorsement of the Master Plan does not indicate support for approval of the buildings 
and land uses proposed in future stages.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are costs associated with the advertising of the School Master Plan.  Council 
may recoup costs of advertising from the applicant.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications associated with the application for the 
temporary classroom.  

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
4 School Master Plan

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

1. Endorse the revised School Master Plan as a strategic guide for future 
development applications on the College site.

2. Advise the applicant that the Council’s endorsement of the Master Plan 
does not remove the need for the AIC to lodge a formal Development 
Application for future stages outlined in the Master Plan and that each 
application will be determined on its own merits and circumstances and 
that additional information is required to be supplied for Stages 6, 7 and 8 
at the time of lodgement.

3. Advise D & P Campbell of the Council’s decision and reasons for the 
decision.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.1.6
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11.1.7 Belmont Park Structure Plan Advertising

Report by Community & Statutory Services Division

DATE

18 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider the advertising of the Belmont Park Structure Plan and request an 
extension of time to submit comment.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

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

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council advise the Town of Victoria Park that, in regard to the Belmont Park 
Racecourse, a response will not be forthcoming from the City of Belmont until after 28 
February 2006 and as such an extension in time is requested.

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.

APPLICANT

Western Australian Turf Club

FILE REFERENCE

67/002 Correspondence and Information
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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.

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

The Town of Victoria Park are advertising a Structure Plan for the Belmont Park 
Racecourse between Tuesday, 10 January 2006 and Monday, 20 February 2006. 

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 ads 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 of 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
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STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

Not applicable.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Not applicable.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Not applicable.

BACKGROUND

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.

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.

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Built Belmont

Item 11.1.7 Continued

74
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

 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

Assessment of the draft Structure Plan is not complete and will be the subject of a 
future report for Council.  

The closing date for submissions to the Town of Victoria Park is 20th February 2006.  
However, the item for consideration by Council will not be considered until 28 February 
2006.  As such, it is recommended that the Town Of Victoria Park be advised that a 
response will not be forthcoming from the City of Belmont until after that date and an 
extension in time requested.

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 that, in regard to the Belmont Park 
Racecourse, a response will not be forthcoming from the City of Belmont until 
after 28 February 2006 and as such an extension in time is requested.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.1.7
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11.1.8 Intersection of Barry Street and Orrong Road, Rivervale **
**BB Attachment 5  – Item 11.1.8 refers
**BB Attachment 6  – Item 11.1.8 refers

Report by Technical Services Division / Technical Services Section

DATE

19 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider the traffic analysis and results of the community consultation since the 
establishment of the temporary modifications at the intersection of Barry Street and 
Orrong Road, Rivervale on the 3 May 2005.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

The issue of traffic using local residential streets for ‘rat running’ between Orrong Road 
and Francisco Streets was first brought to the attention of Council in November 2004.  
Extensive community consultation has been conducted on a range of options and of 
the trial treatment established in May 2005.

Option 2 has successfully removed the component of traffic ‘rat running’ on local 
residential streets, is supported by a clear majority of residents:-

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council

1. Adopt Option 2 by formalising the left out only at Barry Street onto Orrong Road 
intersection (preventing entry from Orrong Road into Barry Street).

2. Undertake the necessary works with funds available from account R0624 – 
General Isolated Treatments.

3. Advise residents accordingly.

LOCATION

Barry Street and Orrong Road, Rivervale 
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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

Following installation of the modifications in May 2005, feedback was sought from the 
community in June 2005 and November 2005.  The result of the November 2005 
community consultation will be presented in this item.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

The relevant strategy identified in Councils Strategic Plan is as follows:

‘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
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BACKGROUND

Council last considered this matter in September 2005 (item attached) and resolved:

That Council:-

1. Note the success of the partial closure of Barry Street in eliminating vehicles 
using Gladstone Road as a rat-run between Orrong Road and Francisco Street.

2. Retain the current partial closure of Barry Street at Orrong Road.

3. Consider the implementation of Option 6 - traffic island around the Barry Street / 
Gladstone Road intersection (preventing entry from Barry Street into Gladstone 
Road south) in the 2006/2007 budget.

4. Advise residents in the area of the proposed treatment and seek their feed 
back.

5. In the interim the closed off section of the road be beautified.

OFFICER COMMENT

Feedback from residents following the September 2005, Council expressed a clear 
view that Option 2 was preferred over Option 6.

 Letters sent to residents 324
 Responses received 141
 For Option 2 99 (70% of responses)
 For Option 6 42 (30% of responses)

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

There is a clear support for Option 2 by those most affected by the closure.  Those 
supporting Option 6 have alternative access via Great Eastern Highway/Kooyong traffic 
control signals and will not be greatly disadvantaged by Option 2.

Option 2 is most cost effective ($5,000) and will be able to be formalised from available 
funds.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

It is possible to formalise Option 2 with available funds ($5,000) within R0624 – 
General Isolated Treatments.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications evident at this time.
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ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details

5 Item to OCM September 2005
6 Map of Survey Results – Barry Street

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:-

1. Adopt Option 2 by formalising the left out only at Barry Street onto Orrong 
Road intersection (preventing entry from Orrong Road into Barry Street).

2. Undertake the necessary works with funds available from account R0624 
– General Isolated Treatments.

3. Advise residents accordingly. 

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 Orrong Road).

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.1.8
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11.2 SOCIAL BELMONT

Nil.

11.3 ECONOMIC BELMONT

Nil.

11.4 NATURAL BELMONT

Nil.
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11.5 BUSINESS EXCELLENCE

Item 11.5.2 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Hitt
Item 11.5.5 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Hitt
Item 11.5.6 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Blair
Item 11.5.8 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Powell

HITT MOVED, BASS SECONDED, that with the exception of Items 11.5.2, 11.5.5 to 
11.5.6 and 11.5.8, which are to be considered separately, the Officer 
Recommendation in the Built Belmont Key Result Area Report, specifically Items 
11.5.1, 11.5.3, 11.5.4, and 11.5.7, be adopted en bloc.

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 10 VOTES TO 0

11.5.1 Financial Reports as at 30 November and 31 December 2005**
**BEXB Attachment 7  – Item 11.5.1 refers
**BEXB Attachment 8  – Item 11.5.1 refers

Report by Corporate Services Division

DATE

17 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To provide Council with information relating to accounting reports and statements.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES 

Summary and Key Issues

The Local Government Act 1995 and Local (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 
as amended requires a monthly financial activity statement to be presented to Council.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That the Monthly Financial Reports as at 30 November and 31 December 2005 be 
received.
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LOCATION

Not applicable

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

32/009 – Financial Operating Statements

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple majority required

CONSULTATION

No public consultation was considered to be required in respect to this matter.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

Key Result Area: Business Excellence.

“Improve knowledge management and ensure organisational compliance to statutory 
record keeping obligations”

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Section 6.4 of the Local Government Act 1995 in conjunction with Regulation 34(1) of 
the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 requires monthly 
financial reports to be presented to Council.

Regulation 34 was amended as at 1 July 2005 to require a Statement of Financial 
Activity reporting on the sources and applications of funds for that month. A quarterly or 
tri-annual statement is no longer required under the amended Regulation. 
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Regulation 34(5) determines the mechanism required to ascertain the definition of 
material variances which are require to be reported to Council as a part of the monthly 
report.  It also requires Council to adopt a “percentage or value” for what it will consider 
to be material variances on an annual basis. Further clarification is provided in the 
Officer Comment section.

BACKGROUND

The Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 require that financial 
statements are presented on a monthly basis to Council. In July this year, Council 
adopted 10 percent of the budgeted closing balance as the materiality threshold.

OFFICER COMMENT

The statutory monthly financial report is to consist of a Statement of Financial Activity 
reporting on sources and applications of funds as set out in the Annual Budget. It is 
required to include:-

 Annual budget estimates
 Budget estimates to the end of the reporting month
 Actual amounts to the end of the reporting month
 Material variances between comparable amounts
 Net current assets as at the end of the reporting month.

The amendment to the Regulations has fundamentally changed the reporting structure 
which has been used to 30 June 2005, as it now requires reporting of information 
consistent with the “cash” component of Council’s budget rather than being “accrual” 
based. The monthly Statement of Financial Activity now ties in more closely with the 
Management Report provided to Council quarterly.

The monthly financial report is to be accompanied by:-
 An explanation of the composition of the net current assets, less committed* 

and restricted** assets
 An explanation of material variances
 Such other information as is considered relevant by the local government.

*  Revenue unspent but set aside under the annual budget for a specific purpose.
**Assets which are restricted by way of externally imposed conditions of use eg tied grants.

As identified above, Council is required to adopt a percentage or value to determine 
material variances in accordance with the requirements of Australian Accounting 
Standards (AAS) 5.
AAS5 discusses the principles to be applied in determining if a variance is material. 
AAS5 states that:

“Information is material if its omission, misstatement or non-disclosure has the potential 
to adversely affect:
(a) decisions about the allocation of scarce resources made by users of the financial 
report; or
(b) the discharge of accountability by the management or governing body of the entity”.

AAS5’s guidance notes provide for a quantitative determination as to whether an 
amount is material, this being that if an amount is…
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 less than or equal to 5 percent of the appropriate base amount then it is not 
material

 greater than or equal to 10 percent of the appropriate base amount then it is 
material.

In the application of this method, consideration must be given to what appropriate base 
amount is to be used. The AAS5 guidance notes provide details discussion on this 
aspect, however one example would seem to be appropriate to the needs of Council in 
the consideration of its monthly Statement of Financial Activity. The example provided 
relates to the interpretation of a statement of financial performance. In this case, the 
appropriate base amount can be determined as operating result(profit or loss)for the 
reporting period. 

In the case of Council’s Annual Budget (and related monthly Statement of Financial 
Activity), it is felt that the potential impact on the estimated closing balance should 
determine if an item is material or not. For this reason, Council adopted 10 percent of 
the budgeted closing balance as the materiality threshold 

It should also be noted that many of the variances listed in the monthly Statement of 
Financial Activity would not technically fall within the auspices of AAS5 as they are 
timing differences only, and would not generally have the potential to adversely affect 
either the decision making or the discharge of accountability for Council. Regardless of 
this, it is proposed that all variances in excess of the specified percentage will have 
details reported. All variances calculated are a comparison of year to date actual vs 
year to date budget. 

In order to provide more details regarding significant variations in the attached report, 
the following summary is provided.

Report Section YTD Budget YTD Actual Comment
Applications of Funds – Capital
Computing 601,020 10,017 Substantial portion of budget 

allocated to July due to uncertainty 
in the timing of a number of 
acquisitions

Ascot Close Housing 80,699 0 Planned major refurbishment 
process has been revised to be 
undertaken as required.

Belmont Oasis 75,395 11,444 Anticipated equipment purchases in 
July had not occurred to budgeted 
extent.

Ruth Faulkner Library 89,938 0 Refurbishment underway not 
completed purchases expected until 
late in financial year.

Grounds Operations 229,874 394,981 Ongoing expenditure finalising 
Faulkner Park Playground plus 
other projects commenced.

Road Works 2,042,873 1,498,708 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Drainage Works 288,790 170,772 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Operations Centre 327,296 269,328 Fleet/Plant change overs timing 
delays (dates vary to comply with 
usage patterns)
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Report Section YTD Budget YTD Actual Comment
Building Operations 1,711,056 854,462 Variation to anticipated expenditure 

patterns.
Applications of Funds – Operating
General Purpose Income 122,191 69,244 Full allocation of Insurance 

premium for year.
Computing 525,476 327,023 Licence payments for business 

applications yet to be finalised. 
Equipment maintenance cost varied 
to anticipated patterns.

Governance 1,119,761 1,030,200 Activity Based Costing allocation 
lower than budgeted for this period.

Youth Services General 197,584 130,084 Salaries and ABC allocations low 
compared to estimated expenditure 
patterns.

Public Facilities 
Operations

65,635 139,797 ABC allocations higher than 
anticipated at this point.

Building – Active 
Reserves

199,362 103,154 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Grounds Operations 761,540 666,834 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns. 

Grounds – Active 
Reserves

358,477 158,179 Limited activity for wages and turf 
maintenance.  This will vary with 
maintenance requirements

Roadworks 260,460 208,587 Return of Roads grant 22k and 
budget review of agency staff and 
salaries to be completed.  

Streetscapes 378,870 309,981 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Sources of Funds – Capital
General Purpose Income -1,210,000 -585,455 Not all land sale settlements taken 

place to date.
Sources of Funds – Operating
Rates -20,792,304 -21,046,712 Invoiced airport rates following 

revaluation process
Financing Activities -316,571 -462,783 Significant capital growth and 

investment revenue early in the 
year.

Finance Department -561,600 -499,646 Variation to anticipated expenditure
Ruth Faulkner Library -27,586 -91,211 Variation to anticipated expenditure
Grounds Overheads -553,882 -482,800 Overheads recovery rate and time 

spent on jobs.
Road Works -824,164 -361,830 Timing of grant funding varied to 

anticipated revenue patterns.
Streetscapes -72,370 0 Timing of contributions varied to 

anticipated revenue patterns.
Building Control -138,655 -213,180 Variation to anticipated expenditure
Public Works Overheads -474,755 -392,857 Overheads recovery rate and time 

spent on jobs. 
Plant Operating Costs -483,145 -545,211 Plant recovery through usage 

higher than anticipated.

In accordance with Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996, 
Regulation 34 (2)(a) the following table explains the composition of the net current 
assets amount which appears at the end of the attached report.
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Reconciliation of Nett Current Assets to Statement of Financial Activity
Current Assets as at 30 Nov 2005 $ Comment
Cash and investments 21,155,817 Includes municipal, reserves & 

deposits
       - less non rate setting cash -6,556,603 Reserves and deposits held
Receivables 7,397,537 Mostly rates levied yet to be received
       - less non rate setting 
receivables

-816,534 ESL levied and GST payable

Stock on hand 188,615
Total Current Assets $21,368,832
Current Liabilities
Creditors and provisions -5,480,573 Includes deposits, GST and ESL 

payable
       - less non rate setting creditors 
& provisions

3,191,657 ESL, GST and deposits held

       - less cash backed provisions 376,459 Long service leave funded by reserve
Total Current Liabilities $ -1,912,457
Nett Current Assets 30 Nov 2005 $19,456,375 

Nett Current Assets as Per Financial 
Activity Report

19,456,375

Less Restricted Assets -1,440,057 Unspent grants held for specific 
purposes (Grandstand Road)

Less Committed Assets -20,396,432 All other budgeted expenditure
Estimated Closing Balance 500,000

Report Section YTD Budget YTD Actual Comment
Applications of Funds - Capital
Computing 601,020 69,296 Substantial portion of budget 

allocated to July due to uncertainty 
in the timing of a number of 
acquisitions

Ascot Close Housing 100,826 58 Planned major refurbishment 
process has been revised to be 
undertaken as required.

Belmont Oasis 72,895 11,444 Anticipated equipment purchases in 
July had not occurred to budgeted 
extent.

Ruth Faulkner Library 89,938 11,865 Refurbishment underway not 
completed purchases expected until 
late in financial year

Grounds Operations 271,791 405,099 Ongoing expenditure finalising 
Faulkner Park Playground plus 
other projects commenced.

Road Works 2,558,877 1,762,662 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Streetscapes 60,010 4.307 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Footpath Works 226,246 169,886 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Drainage Works 346,548 216,337 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Operations Centre 450,391 283,828 Fleet/Plant change overs timing 
delays (dates vary to comply with 

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Business Excellence Belmont

Item 11.5.1 Continued

86
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

Report Section YTD Budget YTD Actual Comment
usage patterns)

Building Operations 2,338,140 892,900 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Applications of Funds – Operating
General Purpose Income 137,890 84,255 Full allocation of insurance premium 

for year.
Computing 566,819 417,525 Licence payments for business 

applications yet to be finalised. 
Equipment maintenance cost varied 
to anticipated patterns.

Governance 1,385,774 1,261,045 Activity Based Costing allocation 
lower than budgeted for this period.

Youth Services General 238,843 162,953 Salaries and ABC allocations low 
compared to estimated expenditure 
patterns.

Public Facilities 
Operations

71,772 165,177 ABC allocations higher than 
anticipated at this point.

Building – Active 
Reserves

228,043 117,263 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Grounds Operations 995,950 817,712 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns. 

Grounds – Active 
Reserves

426,044 223,937 Limited activity for wages and turf 
maintenance October 2005.  This 
will vary with maintenance 
requirements

Roadworks 319,252 247,087 Variation to anticipated expenditure 
patterns.

Streetscapes 433,807 366,624 Variation to anticipated exp patterns
Building Overheads 116,755 65,353 Variation to anticipated expenditure 

patterns.
Sources of Funds – Capital
General Purpose Income -1,210,000 -585,455 Not all land sale settlements taken 

place to date.
Operations Centre -216,907 -150,795 Variation to anticipated expenditure 

patterns.
Building Operations -75,000 0 Variation to anticipated expenditure 

patterns.
Sources of Funds – Operating
Rates -20,906,686 -21,074,393 Invoiced airport rates following 

revaluation process
Financing Activities -353,097 -574,028 Significant capital growth and 

investment revenue early in the 
year.

Ascot Close Housing -77,028 -26,084 Rental and Maintenance variation to 
anticipated patterns.

Ruth Faulkner Library -40,736 -109,442 Variation to anticipated expenditure
Grounds Overheads -654,588 -573,626 Overheads recovery rate and time 

spent on jobs.
Road Works -832,452 -361,830 Timing of grant funding varied to 

anticipated revenue patterns
Streetscapes -86,844 0 Timing of contributions varied to 

anticipated revenue patterns
Building Control -162,564 -270,396 Variation to anticipated expenditure
Building Operations -202,820 -7,188 Variation to expenditure budget
Public Works Overheads -561,038 -455,113 Overheads recovery rate and time 

spent on jobs.
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Report Section YTD Budget YTD Actual Comment
Plant Operating Costs -561,763 -632,153 Plant recovery through usage 

higher than anticipated

In accordance with Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996, 
Regulation 34 (2)(a) the following table explains the composition of the net current 
assets amount which appears at the end of the attached report.

Reconciliation of Nett Current Assets to Statement of Financial Activity
Current Assets as at 31 Dec 2005 $ Comment
Cash and investments 19,450,124 Includes municipal, reserves & 

deposits
       - less non rate setting cash -6,700,693 Reserves and deposits held
Receivables 6,727,409 Mostly rates levied yet to be received
       - less non rate setting 
receivables

-713,339 ESL levied and GST payable

Stock on hand 168,320
Total Current Assets $18,931,821
Current Liabilities
Creditors and provisions -4,763,369 Includes deposits, GST and ESL 

payable
       - less non rate setting creditors 
& provisions

3,251,278 ESL, GST and deposits held

       - less cash backed provisions 376,459 Long service leave funded by reserve
Total Current Liabilities $ -1,135,632
Nett Current Assets 31 Dec 2005 $ 17,796,189

Nett Current Assets as Per Financial 
Activity Report

17,796,189

Less Restricted Assets -1,436,125 Unspent grants held for specific 
purposes (Grandstand Road)

Less Committed Assets -18,732,314 All other budgeted expenditure
Estimated Closing Balance 500,000

In addition to the statutorily required reports, Council is provided quarterly with a 
complete copy of the Monthly Management Report utilised by officers for daily budget 
control over the Municipal Fund.  This report is accumulated into cost Centres and 
reports at a detailed level within each of these cost centres.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The presentation of these reports to Council ensures compliance with the Local 
Government Act 1995 and associated Regulations, and also ensures that Council is 
regularly informed as to the status of its financial position.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
7 Monthly Financial Activity Statement as at 30 November 2005
8 Monthly Financial Activity Statement as at 31 December 2005
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the Monthly Financial Reports as at 30 November 2005 and 31 December 
2005 be received.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.5.1
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11.5.2 Accounts for Payment**
**BEXB Attachment 9  – Item 11.5.2 refers

Report by Corporate Services Division

DATE

13 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Confirmation of accounts paid and authority to pay unpaid accounts.

SUMMARYAND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

A list of cheque payments is presented to Council each month for confirmation and 
endorsement in accordance with the Local Government Finance regulations.  

Officer Recommendation Summation

That the Authorised Cheque Listing as included in the Attachment to this item be 
confirmed and endorsed.

LOCATION

Not applicable 

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

54/007 – Creditors – Payment Authorisations

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple majority required
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CONSULTATION

No public consultation was considered to be required in respect to this matter.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

No Strategic Plan implications are evident.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Regulation 13(1) of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 
states: 

“If the local government has delegated to the CEO the exercise of its power to make 
payments from the municipal fund or the trust fund, a list of accounts paid by the CEO 
is to be prepared each month showing for each account paid since the last such list 
was prepared 
(a) the payee's name; 
(b) the amount of the payment; 
(c) the date of the payment; and 
(d) sufficient information to identify the transaction.”

BACKGROUND

Checking and certification of Accounts for Payment required in accordance with Local 
Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996, Clause 12.

OFFICER COMMENT

The following payments as detailed in the Authorised Cheque Listing are 
recommended for confirmation and endorsement.

Municipal Fund Cheques 761475-762454 $5,779,968.73
Trust Fund Cheques 905174-905179 $84,098.64
Property Development Fund Cheques  $0

Total of Cheques for November & December 2005     $5,864,067.37

A copy of the Authorised Cheque Listing is included as an Attachment to this item.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Provides for the effective and timely payment of Council’s contractors and other 
creditors.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
9 Accounts for payment listing

***7.52pm Cr Whiteley departed the meeting.

***7.53pm Having earlier declared an interest, Cr Teasdale departed the meeting.

***7.55pm Cr Whiteley returned to the meeting.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the Authorised Cheque Listing as included in the Attachment to this item be 
confirmed and endorsed.

HITT MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that the Authorised Cheque Listing as 
included in the Attachment to this item be confirmed and endorsed.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 0

***7.56pm Cr Teasdale returned to the meeting.
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11.5.3 Orrong Road Superblock Land Sale – Cash Flow Report**
**BEXB Attachment 10  – Item 11.5.3 refers

Report by Corporate and Governance Division

DATE

18 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To report to Council on the budgeted cash flow and actual income and expenditure for 
the life of the project up to the period ended 31 December 2005 for the Orrong Road 
Superblock Land Sale Project.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

In order for Council to comply with its policy on Major Land Transactions which is 
designed to keep Council abreast of the financial implications of such transactions, a 
quarterly cash flow statement is prepared. 

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council note the monthly cash-flow report for the period ended 31 December 
2005 for the sale of Council land in the Orrong Road Super Block.

LOCATION

Orrong Road and Surrey Road, Rivervale

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

116/002 – Orrong Road Superblock Development

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest
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VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple majority required.

CONSULTATION

There is no consultation requirements as this report deals with reporting the monthly 
cash-flow for income and expenditure associated with the project.

STRATEGIC PLAN/OPERATIONAL PLAN IMPLICATIONS

Strategic Plan

Business Belmont – operate Council’s land and facilities portfolio as a capital efficient 
investment.

Operational Plan

Organisational Objective #02

“To provide a structured financial mechanism for Council to pursue its Strategic 
Objectives.”

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

A policy – “Financial Management – Major Land Transactions” has been adopted by 
Council.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Section 3.59 of the Local Government Act 1995 relates to Commercial Enterprises by 
Local Governments, including major land transactions acquiring or disposing of an 
interest in land or developing land.  

BACKGROUND

Council adopted a business plan for the disposal of its land holdings in the Orrong 
Road Super.  The Orrong Road (Surrey Road) Superblock business plan was prepared 
in May 2004 and detailed Council’s land holdings in the Superblock.  The lots were 
originally acquired in 1991 with the express purpose of amalgamation, re-subdivision, 
rezoning and sale.  Since acquiring these lots, substantial negotiations between the 
City and adjacent landowners has been undertaken in an effort to undertake a 
coordinated redevelopment of lands within this Superblock precinct.

OFFICER COMMENT

Successful negotiations has resulted in Lot 1291 Surrey Road being sold and settled in 
March and part lots 16, 17 and 1285 settled in early October following the resolution of 
sub divisional issues and Main Roads queries.  The part lots 16,17 and 1285 settled for 
$600,000 and after applying the margin scheme for GST purposes and allowing for 
minor selling expenses, the net return for the City is $584,445.  
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This is an increased return from when the first estimates and valuations were 
undertaken in November 2004.  

The remaining lots 1293 and 1296 were due to settle in November which will see the 
successful completion of the Orrong Road Superblock project however subdivisional 
approval has not been finalised.  It is now envisaged that titles will be issued in 
February / March that will enable settlement.  The delays in this settlement have been 
out of the City’s control. A final cash flow report will be presented to Council in March 
that should report the final outcome. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The financial implications of the sale of land in the Orrong Road Superblock are that 
the net proceeds will be placed in the Land Acquisition Reserve as per Council Policy.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
10 Orrong Road Superblock Project – Cash Flow Report

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

1. That the Budget v Actual Cash-flow report for the Orrong Road Superblock 
Land Sale Project for the period ended 31 December 2005 be noted.

2. That quarterly cash-flow reports be provided until the completion of the 
project. 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.5.3
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11.5.4 Timetable – Annual Budget and Plan for the Future for 2006-2007**
**BEXB Attachment 11  – Item 11.5.4 refers

Report by Corporate and Governance Division

DATE

17 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To seek Council’s endorsement of the 2006 – 2007 Annual Budget and Plan for the 
Future Timetable.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

The 2006-2007 Annual Budget and Plan for the Future Timetable enables the Budget 
to be prepared in a disciplined manner, meet all statutory obligations and adopt the 
Annual Budget in a timely manner.  

Officer Recommendation Summation

That the 2006-2007 Annual Budget and Plan for the Future timetable as shown in the 
attachment be endorsed.

LOCATION

Not applicable 

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

54/004 – Budget Documentation – Council

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest
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VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required.

CONSULTATION

No public consultation was considered to be required in respect to this matter.  Public 
consultation will take place in accordance with the statutory requirements.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

The Annual Budget ensures that the objectives of the Strategic Plan are achieved.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

The timetable has been prepared to ensure that all requirements of the Local 
Government Act and the Finance Regulations have been considered to ensure 
statutory advertising and public consultation requirements are adhered to.

The Local Government Act (S5.56) and Local Government (Administration) 
Regulations (19C & D) have been changed.  The need to prepare a Principal Activities 
Plan has been replaced with the requirement to prepare a “Plan for the Future”.  
Regulation 19C (9) states:

A local government is to ensure that a plan for the future made in 
accordance with this regulation applies in respect of each financial year 
after the financial year ending 30 June 2006.

BACKGROUND

Each year Council formally adopts a timetable for the preparation of both the Annual 
Budget and now a Plan for the Future to ensure both are prepared in a timely manner 
and all the statutory advertising periods are adhered to.  This process needs to 
commence in February to enable a Budget to be adopted in early July.   The Plan for 
the Future will be Council’s Strategic Plan with some financial data.  It will be a high 
level plan and the close link to the budget that the Principal Activities Plan had will not 
be so evident.  The Plan for the Future will demonstrate the City’s strategic direction 
and demonstrate a financial commitment to achieving those strategies.

Council has purchased and is implementing a software product known as Strategy 
Manager that when fully implemented will greatly enhance our ability to produce a 
comprehensive Plan for the Future.  The product will be used to produce our first Plan 
for the Future, however not all the functionality available in the product will be fully 
implemented.  Notwithstanding this, we are confident of producing a Plan for the Future 
that will be both compliant and useful for communicating Council’s strategic direction.  
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OFFICER COMMENT

The Timetable has been endorsed by the members of the Senior Management Group.   
Should Council require additional time to consider the Budget then special meetings 
will be called to accommodate this.  There has been more time allowed for 
consideration of the Budget with two strategy concept forums being identified to receive 
presentations on both the Plan for the Future and Divisional Budgets.  This is obviously 
dependent on the organisation gathering all relevant budget information in a timely 
manner.  Being the first year of preparing a Plan for the Future, the format has not 
been finalised but as stated previously, Council’s Strategic Plan will form the basis for 
the Plan.  The Regulations don’t specify a consultation timeframe, however, one month 
has been allocated for advertising and submissions.  Future consultation may involve 
Community workshops or other consultation methods as per Council’s consultation 
policy.  This year will focus on developing the Plan itself and seeking submissions from 
the Community. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The timetable ensures that the Budget is adopted on a date as early as possible in July 
to ensure a positive cash flow can be generated as soon as possible and the 
organisation is aware of approved incomes and expenditure items. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
11 2006-2007 Annual Budget and Plan for the Future Timetable

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the 2006-2007 Annual Budget and Plan for the Future timetable as shown in 
the attachment be endorsed.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.5.4
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11.5.5 Proposed Amendments to the Policies relating to Councillor Access to 
Entertainment Facilities

Report by Corporate and Governance Division

DATE

18 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To propose amendments to Council Policy C1.7.11 Councillor’s Lounge – Public 
Access and Council Policy C1.6.4 Council Refreshment Facilities.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES 

Summary and Key Issues

The Council has two policies governing Councillor and public access to entertainment 
facilities after Council meetings and other Council business at the Civic Centre.  This 
report proposes minor amendments in these policies to clarify the application of the 
policies and the entitlement of Council members to entertain people at the Civic Centre.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council adopt amendments to Council Policy C1.7.11 Councillor’s Lounge – 
Public Access and Council Policy C1.6.4 Council Refreshment Facilities as outlined in 
this report.

LOCATION

Civic Centre

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

32/015 Council Policy Manual

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest
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VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required

CONSULTATION

The Mayor and the CEO have contributed to the policy review.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

In line with Strategic Plan Key Result Area Business Excellence

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This report recommends that the Council adopts amendments to Council Policy 
C1.7.11 Councillor’s Lounge – Public Access and Council Policy C1.6.4 Council 
Refreshment Facilities

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

There are no statutory requirements at this stage.

BACKGROUND

These Council policies relating to Councillor access to entertainment facilities provide 
guidelines for the use of the Reception Area and bar at the Civic Centre.  There have 
been Councillor requests to review the operation of these policies to ensure they 
provide appropriate guidelines to Councillors on their use of these facilities.  

The current policies are as follows:

C1.6.4 COUNCIL REFRESHMENT FACILITIES
Policy Objective:
To respect the fact that the bar facility is to be used for Council related business.

Policy Statement:
A bar facility shall be made available to provide hospitality to Councillors and visitors 
who are present in the Administration Centre on Council business.
Any Councillor present in these circumstances may open the bar and offer 
refreshments on behalf of Council. In the absence of a Councillor the Chief Executive 
Officer or his nominee is authorised to offer hospitality to appropriate visitors.

C1.7.11 COUNCILLOR’S LOUNGE - PUBLIC ACCESS
Policy Objective:
To outline the accessibility of and etiquette required of attendees when they are 
present, following a meeting of Council or an official Council function in the:
a) Councillor’s Reception Area; and
b) Councillor’s Lounge
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Policy Statement:
Councillor’s Reception Area
Members of the public do not have access to the Council Reception Area unless they 
are specifically invited following a Council meeting or official Council function. 
Invitations and etiquette are to be in accordance with the Policy.
The Mayor (at his/her discretion) may extend an invitation to the general public and the 
Press in attendance at a meeting to join him/her and other Councillors in the Council 
Reception Area.
Individual Councillors are welcome to invite up to a maximum of two members of the 
public to the Council Reception Area as their guest(s) for one hour following the 
Council meeting or official function, however, it is expected that the Councillor will:

1. act as host for his/her guest(s) (eg. provide them with refreshments);
2. take full responsibility for their actions;
3. escort their guest from the Council Reception Area when their guest wishes 
to leave or when the allotted time expires, and secure the premises;
4. not invite the same guest(s) for two consecutive Council meetings unless 
they obtain the prior approval of the Mayor.

It is expected that the Councillor will remain in the Council Reception Area until his/her 
guest(s) has/have departed.

Councillor’s Lounge
Members of the public do not have access to the Councillor’s Lounge following a 
Council meeting or an official Council function.
The Mayor at his/her discretion may extend an invitation to a special guest(s) 
attending, including the Press to join him/her in the Councillor’s Lounge.
The Councillor’s Lounge be reserved for Councillors and Staff and their families only, 
and that Councillor's guests be entertained in the Council Reception Area (in 
accordance with Part A of this Policy).

ETIQUETTE
All attendees in the Councillor’s Reception Area and the Councillor’s Lounge shall 
respect the fact that the areas are provided for light refreshments following a Council 
meeting or function.
No person shall remain in the Councillor’s Reception Area or Councillor’s Lounge if 
they fail to maintain an acceptable dress code or they engage in antagonistic or 
antisocial behaviour.
The Mayor shall be the sole judge of a breach of etiquette and is authorised to expel a 
person from the Reception Area or Lounge for such a breach.

OFFICER COMMENT

The review of the policies was intended to capture a number of improvements. The 
Policy has been redrafted with gender neutral language to reflect principles of clear 
English drafting.  The rights and responsibilities of Councillors to invite members of the 
public to use specified Civic Centre facilities in certain circumstances have been 
clarified to ensure certainty.  The use of the facilities have been limited to identified 
occasions when it may be appropriate to entertain members of the public in these 
facilities. The responsible decision maker in each situation has been clarified.  The 
policy also sets out that the responsibility for enforcing the etiquette policy rests with 
the Mayor and provides a process for determining who enforces the policy in the 
absence of the Mayor.
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As a result of the intentions of the review the following amendments are proposed to 
the policy with the changes that have been made shown accordingly:

C1.7.11 COUNCILLOR’S LOUNGE - PUBLIC ACCESS

Policy Objective:
To outline the accessibility of and etiquette required of attendees when they are 
present, following a meeting of Council or an official Council function in the:
a) Councillor’s Reception Area;
b) Councillor’s Lounge

Policy Statement:
Councillor’s Reception Area
Members of the public do not have access to the Council Reception Area 
unless they are specifically invited following a Council meeting or attending an 
official Council function.  Invitations and etiquette are to be in accordance with 
the Policy.
The Mayor (at his/her discretion) may extend an invitation to the general public 
and the Press in attendance at a meeting to join him/her and other the Mayor 
and Councillors in the Council Reception Area.
Individual Councillors are welcome to invite up to a maximum of two members 
of the public to the Council Reception Area as their guest(s) for one hour thirty 
minutes following the Council meeting or official function, however, it is 
expected on condition that the Councillor will:
1. act as host for his/her guest(s) (eg. provide them with refreshments);
2. take full responsibility for their actions;
3. escort their guest from the Council Reception Area when their guest wishes 

to leave or when the allotted time expires, and secure the premises.
4. not invite the same guest(s) for two consecutive Council meetings unless 

they obtain the prior approval of the Mayor.
It is expected that the Councillor will remain in the Council Reception Area until 
his/her guest(s) has/have departed.

Councillor’s Lounge
Members of the public do not have access to the Councillor’s Lounge following 
a Council meeting or an official Council function.
At the Mayor’s The Mayor at his/her discretion invitations may be extended to a 
special guest(s).  may extend an invitation to a special guest(s) attending, 
including the Press to join him/her in the Councillor’s Lounge.
The Councillor’s Lounge should be reserved for Councillors and Staff and their 
families only, and that Councillor's guests should be entertained in the Council 
Reception Area (in accordance with Part A of this Policy).
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ETIQUETTE

All attendees in the Councillor’s Reception Area and the Councillor’s Lounge 
shall respect the fact that the areas are provided for light refreshments following 
a Council meeting or function.
No person shall remain in the Councillor’s Reception Area or Councillor’s 
Lounge if they fail to maintain an acceptable dress code or they engage in 
antagonistic or antisocial behaviour.
The Mayor shall be the sole judge of a breach of etiquette and is authorised to 
expel a person from the Reception Area or Lounge for such a breach.

Where the Mayor is not in attendance or has departed then the person 
responsible for the exercise of the powers of the Mayor under this policy shall 
be determined in the following order:

a. the Deputy Mayor;
b. a person appointed by the Mayor to exercise the powers of 

the Mayor under this policy for that specific occasion;
c. a person appointed by the Deputy Mayor to exercise the 

powers of the Mayor under this policy for that specific 
occasion.

C1.6.4 COUNCIL REFRESHMENT FACILITIES

Policy Objective:

To respect the fact that the bBar facility isfacilities are to be used for Council 
related business.

Policy Statement:

A The bar facility facilities shall be made available to provide hospitality to 
Councillors and visitors who are present in the Administration Civic Centre on 
Council business.   Any Councillor present in these circumstances may open 
the bar and offer refreshments on behalf of Council.   In the absence of a 
Councillor the Chief Executive Officer or his the Chief Executive Officer’s 
nominee is authorised to offer hospitality to appropriate visitors.
Where the Mayor is not in attendance or has departed then the person 
responsible for the exercise of the powers of the Mayor under this policy shall 
be determined in the following order:

1. the Deputy Mayor;
2. a person appointed by the Mayor to exercise the powers of the Mayor 

under this policy for that specific occasion;
3. a person appointed by the Deputy Mayor to exercise the powers of the 

Mayor under this policy for that specific occasion.

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Business Excellence Belmont

Item 11.5.5 Continued

103
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

It is not expected that the amended policies will result in any increases to financial 
expenditure.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council adopt the following amended Council Policy C1.7.11 Councillor’s Lounge 
– Public Access and Council Policy C1.6.4 Council Refreshment Facilities to replace 
the existing Council Policies:

C1.7.11 COUNCILLOR’S LOUNGE - PUBLIC ACCESS

Policy Objective:
To outline the accessibility of and etiquette required of attendees when they are 
present, following a meeting of Council or an official Council function in the:
a) Council Reception Area;
b) Councillor’s Lounge
Policy Statement:
Council Reception Area
Members of the public do not have access to the Council Reception Area 
unless they are specifically invited following a Council meeting or attending an 
official Council function.  
The Mayor may extend an invitation to the general public and the Press in 
attendance at a meeting to join the Mayor and Councillors in the Council 
Reception Area.
Individual Councillors are welcome to invite up to a maximum of two members 
of the public to the Council Reception Area for thirty minutes following the 
Council meeting or official function, on condition that the Councillor will:
1. act as host for guest(s) (eg. provide them with refreshments);
2. take full responsibility for their actions;
3. escort their guest from the Council Reception Area when their guest wishes 

to leave or when the allotted time expires, and secure the premises.
It is expected that the Councillor will remain in the Council Reception Area until 
guest(s) depart.
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Councillor’s Lounge
Members of the public do not have access to the Councillor’s Lounge following 
a Council meeting or an official Council function.
At the Mayor’s discretion invitations may be extended to a special guest(s).
The Councillor’s Lounge should be reserved for Councillors and Staff and their 
families only, and Councillor's guests should be entertained in the Council 
Reception Area (in accordance with Part A of this Policy).
ETIQUETTE
No person shall remain in the Councillor’s Reception Area or Councillor’s 
Lounge if they fail to maintain an acceptable dress code or they engage in 
antagonistic or antisocial behaviour.
The Mayor shall be the sole judge of a breach of etiquette and is authorised to 
expel a person from the Reception Area or Lounge for such a breach. 
Where the Mayor is not in attendance or has departed then the person 
responsible for the exercise of the powers of the Mayor under this policy shall 
be determined in the following order:

1. the Deputy Mayor;
2. a person appointed by the Mayor to exercise the powers of the Mayor 

under this policy for that specific occasion;
3. a person appointed by the Deputy Mayor to exercise the powers of the 

Mayor under this policy for that specific occasion.

C1.6.4 COUNCIL REFRESHMENT FACILITIES

Policy Objective:

Bar facilities are to be used for Council related business.

Policy Statement:

The bar facilities shall be made available to provide hospitality to Councillors 
and visitors who are present in the Civic Centre on Council business.   Any 
Councillor present in these circumstances may open the bar and offer 
refreshments on behalf of Council.   In the absence of a Councillor the Chief 
Executive Officer or the Chief Executive Officer’s nominee is authorised to offer 
hospitality to appropriate visitors.

1Where the Mayor is not in attendance or has departed then the person 
responsible for the exercise of the powers of the Mayor under this policy shall 
be determined in the following order:

1. the Deputy Mayor;
2. a person appointed by the Mayor to exercise the powers of the Mayor 

under this policy for that specific occasion;

1  Paragraph omitted in area in Agenda 
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3. a person appointed by the Deputy Mayor to exercise the powers of the 
Mayor under this policy for that specific occasion.

HITT MOVED, BASS SECONDED, that Council adopt the following amended 
Council Policy C1.7.11 Councillor’s Lounge – Public Access and Council Policy 
C1.6.4 Council Refreshment Facilities to replace the existing Council Policies:

C1.7.11 COUNCILLOR’S LOUNGE - PUBLIC ACCESS

Policy Objective:
To outline the accessibility of and etiquette required of attendees when 
they are present, following a meeting of Council or an official Council 
function in the:
a) Council Reception Area;
b) Councillor’s Lounge
Policy Statement:
Council Lounge Area
Members of the public do not have access to the Council Reception Area 
unless they are specifically invited following a Council meeting or 
attending an official Council function.  
The Mayor may extend an invitation to the general public and the Press in 
attendance at a meeting to join the Mayor and Councillors in the Council 
Reception Area.
Individual Councillors are welcome to invite up to a maximum of two 
members of the public to the Council Reception Area for thirty minutes 
following the Council meeting or official function, on condition that the 
Councillor will:
1. act as host for guest(s) (eg. provide them with refreshments);
2. take full responsibility for their actions;
3. not invite the same guest(s) for two consecutive Council meetings 

unless they obtain prior approval from the Mayor;
4. escort their guest from the Council Reception Area when their guest 

wishes to leave or when the allotted time expires, and secure the 
premises.

It is expected that the Councillor will remain in the Council Reception Area 
until their perspective guest(s) depart.

Councillor’s Lounge
Members of the public do not have access to the Councillor’s Lounge 
following a Council meeting or an official Council function.
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At the Mayor’s discretion invitations may be extended to a special 
guest(s).
The Councillor’s Lounge should be reserved for Councillors and Staff and 
their families only, and Councillor's guests should be entertained in the 
Council Reception Area (in accordance with Part A of this Policy).
ETIQUETTE
No person shall remain in the Councillor’s Reception Area or Councillor’s 
Lounge if they fail to maintain an acceptable dress code or they engage in 
antagonistic or antisocial behaviour.
The Mayor shall be the sole judge of a breach of etiquette and is 
authorised to expel a person from the Reception Area or Lounge for such 
a breach. 
Where the Mayor is not in attendance or has departed then the person 
responsible for the exercise of the powers of the Mayor under this policy 
shall be determined in the following order:
1. the Deputy Mayor;
2. a person appointed by the Mayor to exercise the powers of the Mayor 

under this policy for that specific occasion;
3. a person appointed by the Deputy Mayor to exercise the powers of the 

Mayor under this policy for that specific occasion.

C1.6.4 COUNCIL REFRESHMENT FACILITIES

Policy Objective:

Bar facilities are to be used for Council related business.

Policy Statement:

The bar facilities shall be made available to provide hospitality to 
Councillors and visitors who are present in the Civic Centre on Council 
business.   Any Councillor present in these circumstances may open the 
bar and offer refreshments on behalf of Council.   In the absence of a 
Councillor the Chief Executive Officer or the Chief Executive Officer’s 
nominee is authorised to offer hospitality to appropriate visitors.

Where the Mayor is not in attendance or has departed then the person 
responsible for the exercise of the powers of the Mayor under this policy 
shall be determined in the following order:
1. the Deputy Mayor;
2. a person appointed by the Mayor to exercise the powers of the Mayor 

under this policy for that specific occasion;
3. a person appointed by the Deputy Mayor to exercise the powers of the 

Mayor under this policy for that specific occasion.

CARRIED 7 VOTES TO 3
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For:  Whiteley, Godfrey, Blair, Bass, Marks, Hitt, Rossi

Against: Powell, Teasdale, Martin
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11.5.6 Nomination of Deputy Representatives Belmont Retirement Villages 
Board of Management Inc.

Report by Corporate and Governance Division

DATE

12 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To seek Council’s nomination of deputy representatives on the Belmont Retirement 
Villages Board of Management

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES 

Summary and Key Issues

The Council has nominated representatives of Council to the Belmont Retirement 
Villages Board of Management Inc.  The constitution of the Board of Management 
provides for the Council to nominate deputies who may attend if any of the 
representatives are unable to attend meetings.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council nominates deputies who may attend Board of Management meetings if 
the nominated representatives are unable to attend.

LOCATION

Not applicable

APPLICANT

Belmont Retirement Villages Board of Management Inc.

FILE REFERENCE

13/008 - Belmont Retirement Villages Board of Management Inc.

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

Version: 2, Version Date: 03/07/2006
Document Set ID: 1012990



OCM 07/02/06 Reports of Administration
Business Excellence Belmont

Item 11.5.6 Continued

109
CONFIRMATION DATE: 28 FEBRUARY 2006

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple majority required

CONSULTATION

The City has consulted with the Secretary of the Board of Management in relation to 
this proposal. 

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

KEY RESULT AREA: Social Belmont

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this stage.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Section 5 of the Board of Management constitution states in part:

(1) Membership of the Board shall be open to 10 persons, of which seven are 
voting members and three are conditional voting members described as 
follows:
(e) 3 persons (being 2 municipal councillors and the Town Clerk) nominated by 
the Council of the City of Belmont who shall be regarded as primary members

Conditional Voting Members

(f) 3 other persons (being 2 municipal councillors and a municipal officer) 
nominated by the Council of the City of Belmont … who shall be regarded as 
voting members only where directed to attend meetings in place of primary 
members in accordance with sub-rule 9(1)(e)

Section 9(1)(e) states in part:
In the event that one or more of the primary City members nominated by the 
City of Belmont are unable to attend a meeting, one or more the of the 
secondary members may attend and vote in their place … at meetings of the 
Committee, but the secondary City members shall not otherwise have any 
voting rights as members of the Board.

BACKGROUND

At the 9 May 2005 Council meeting the Council resolved as follows in relation to 
representatives on the Board of Management:

BLAIR MOVED, MARKS SECONDED, that Council’s membership of the Belmont 
Retirement Villages Board of Management Inc be :

Cr G Godfrey (Mayor)
Cr Rossi
Manager – Legal and Compliance Services (when appointed)
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At the time the Council did not appoint secondary members or deputies to the Board of 
Management as provided for under clause 5 of the Board of Management Constitution. 

OFFICER COMMENT

On occasion, the primary nominated Councillor representatives may be unable to 
attend Board of Management meetings.  When this occurs it would be advisable for the 
Council to be represented on the Board of Management through duly appointed 
secondary members or deputies.  Furthermore, the absence of a Council 
representative may contribute to a lack of quorum at a poorly attended Board of 
Management meeting.

Under clause 5 of the Board of Management Constitution the Council may appoint 
secondary members of deputies and it is recommended that Council exercises this 
power for the above reasons.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environmental implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
Nil

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That under clause 5 of the Belmont Retirement Villages Board of Management Inc. 
Constitution Council appoints Cr ____________ as secondary member to 
Mayor Glenys Godfrey and Cr __________ as secondary member to Cr Rossi.

BLAIR MOVED, TEASDALE SECONDED, that under clause 5 of the Belmont 
Retirement Villages Board of Management Inc. Constitution Council appoints Cr 
Whiteley as secondary member to Mayor Glenys Godfrey and Cr Hitt as 
secondary member to Cr Rossi.

CARRIED 9 VOTES TO 1

For:  Whiteley, Blair, Teasdale, Martin, Rossi, Hitt, Marks, Godfrey, Powell

Against: Bass
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11.5.7 Tender 15/2004 – Supply of Bore & Pump Maintenance

Report by Corporate and Governance Division

DATE

19 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To advise the Council of a proposal to extend Tender 15/2004, for a further 2 years

SUMMARYAND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

To advise the Council of a proposal to extend Tender 15/2004, for a further 2 years.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council:

Extend the current arrangements with Hydroquip till 31 December 2007 and forward 
letters to the current contractor advising of the decision to extend the contract for two 
years.

LOCATION

Service throughout the City of Belmont

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

114/108– 15/2004 Supply of Bore &Pump Maintenance within the City of Belmont

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST 

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest

VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required
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CONSULTATION

Discussions have been held with the City’s Manager Parks, Leisure and Environment 
the Irrigation Supervisor, regarding the extension of this tender for a further two 
years. All have commented favourable on the performance of Hydroquip Pumps.

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 August 2004 the City awarded Tender 15/2004 – Supply of Bore & Pump 
Maintenance within the City of Belmont for a period from 1 August 2004 to 
31 December 2005. A tender was called in July 2004 and awarded to Hydroquip 
Pumps of Mount Pleasant for a period of 15 months and this contract ran till 
31 December 2005. There is an option of a two year extension upon successfully 
carrying out the tender specifications.

OFFICER COMMENT

The current supplier Hydroquip Pumps has been performing well and has maintained 
the City’s Bores and Pumps in good working order, all to the tenders’ specification.
The Parks, Leisure and Environment Department have all recommended the 
extension of this tender and contract for a further two years.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Council expenditure for this financial year is ytd $200,000.00 and in 2004 reached 
$215,000.00.
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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

Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

Extend the current arrangements with Hydroquip till 31st December 2007 and 
forward letters to the current contractor advising of the decision to extend the 
contract, two years.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC –
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 11.5.7
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11.5.8 WALGA’s Telecommunication Tender**
**BEXB Attachment 12  – Item 11.5.8 refers
**BEXB Attachment 13  – Item 11.5.8 refers

Report by Governance Division

DATE

20 January 2006

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To advise Council of the intention to accept WALGA’s Telecommunication Tender for a 
period of two years.

SUMMARYAND KEY ISSUES

Summary and Key Issues

Western Australian Local Government Association completed an extensive review and 
tender process that has culminated in a range of new Telecommunications offers 
available to member Councils from 1 Jan 2006.

Officer Recommendation Summation

That Council accept Option One of the offer for the provision of Telecommunications 
Tender, being the selection of Telstra’s offer for Voice, Mobile and Data as secured by 
WALGA’s Tender.

LOCATION

Council telecommunications program across all operations.

APPLICANT

Not applicable

FILE REFERENCE

119/001 – WALGA – enquires and information

DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST

Name Position Type of 
Interest Nature / Extent of Interest
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VOTING REQUIREMENT

Simple Majority required

CONSULTATION

No public consultation was considered to be required in respect to this matter.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

There are no strategic plan implications evident at this time.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

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

A Local Government is exempt from the requirement to conduct a tender for goods and 
services if they are obtained using the WALGA purchasing service.  This exemption 
applies to this arrangement.

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

Council has been using Telstra services exclusively for fixed voice and mobile services 
and the Telstra Bigpond data network for the past 8 years. These services were 
provided under previous WALGA Tender provisions. WALGA on behalf of member 
councils conducted an extensive consultation and tender process to obtain a range of 
services for its members. The outcome is that Telstra have offered to reduce the 
current costs for all these services to Council by a significant amount.

OFFICER COMMENT

The offer by Telstra via WALGA represents a significant saving for Council on its Fixed 
and Mobile call rates and also the Data rates currently in place.

The attachment shows that an estimated saving of 35% across Councils expenditure 
for these services to be in the order of $68,600 with a further Loyalty bonus of 
$8918.00 bringing savings of an estimated $77518.00 per year on an expected 
expenditure of $196,000.00.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

This offer has a significant affect on the expenditure across the organisation for all 
budget areas pertaining to Telephone call and data transmission expenses, with an 
expected saving of $77518.00 per annum for the next two year period. These saving 
will flow to all the cost centres that have Telecommunication and data expenses.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant environment implications evident at this time.

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attach. No. Details
12 Correspondence from WALGA
13 Expected savings spreadsheet

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That:

1. Council accepts the offer from Telstra made through WALGA’s tender process for 
the provision of telecommunication services across voice, mobile and data 
services; and

2. The Chief Executive Officer be authorised to sign the Telstra contract on Councils 
behalf.

***8.09 pm Having earlier declared an interest Crs Whiteley, Teasdale and Rossi 
departed the meeting.

POWELL MOVED, MARKS SECONDED, that 

1. Council accepts the offer from Telstra made through WALGA’s tender 
process for the provision of telecommunication services across voice, 
mobile and data services; and

2. The Chief Executive Officer be authorised to sign the Telstra contract on 
Councils behalf.

CARRIED 7 VOTES TO 0

***8.09 pm Crs Whiteley, Teasdale and Rossi returned to the meeting.
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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 23 December 2005.

HITT MOVED, ROSSI SECONDED, that he following Elected Members Bulletin was 
distributed to Councillors:

Elected Members Bulletin 23 December 2005.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0

12.2 REQUESTS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Cr Whiteley - 4 March 2006 to 14 March 2006 inclusive.
Cr Godfrey – 13 February 2006 to 13 March 2006 inclusive.

BLAIR MOVED, POWELL SECONDED, that Cr Whiteley be granted leave of absence 
from 4 March 2006 to 14 March 2006 inclusive and Cr Godfrey be granted leave of 
absence from 13 February 2006 to 13 March 2006 inclusive.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0

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.
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Item 13 continued

The Mayor referred to the one Confidential Item for consideration and advised that the 
confidential report and recommendation be adopted as a Resolution of Council without 
debate.

MARKS MOVED, WHITELEY SECONDED that as there is no debate on this item, 
Council adopt the Officer Recommendation for Confidential Item 13.1 as the 
Council Resolution without closing the meeting.

CARRIED 10 VOTES TO 0

NOTE:  The Officer Recommendation for Confidential Item 13.1 was: 

1. That as Council’s gratuity policy C2.1.3 gives Council discretion to 
approve gratuity payments to staff, Council approve the payment of a 
gratuity (of one week’s pay for each year of service) to Mr Tom O’Hanlon.

2. Further, that Council congratulate Tom on his service and wish him well 
in his retirement.

14. CLOSURE

There being no further business to discuss, the Mayor thanked all those in attendance 
and closed the meeting at 8.15pm. 
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