
 

CITY of SWAN 

AGENDA FORUM 
Wednesday, 15 January 2020 at 6.00pm 

Council Chambers, Midland Town Hall  

 

1. OPENING  

The Presiding Member declared the forum open at 6.00pm. 

 

2. DISCLAIMER (READ ALOUD BY PRESIDING MEMBER)  

Agenda forums are specifically for agenda items which are to be considered by 
Council at the next ordinary meeting of Council. 

Agenda forums are not a decision making forum. They provide an opportunity for 
Councillors to be equally informed and seek additional information on matters 
prior to the presentation of such matters to the next ordinary meeting of Council 
for formal consideration and decision. 

Please note that this meeting is being live streamed. The recording will also be 
archived and made available on Council's website after the meeting.  

If you choose to participate in the meeting during public question time and 
deputation time it is assumed your consent is given for the audio to be recorded. 
Please keep your comments respectful to the Council and other members of the 
community. 

Visual images of the public will not be captured. 
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3. ATTENDANCE AND APOLOGIES 

Councillors: Cr K Bailey Mayor, Pearce Ward (Presiding Member) 
Cr D Lucas Deputy Mayor, Altone Ward 
Cr J Catalano Altone Ward  
Cr A Kiely  Altone Ward  
Cr I Johnson Midland/Guildford Ward 
Cr P Jones Pearce Ward (from  
Cr C McCullough Pearce Ward 
Cr T Richardson Pearce Ward 
Cr R Henderson Swan Valley/Gidgegannup Ward 
Cr C Zannino Swan Valley/Gidgegannup Ward 
Cr M Congerton Whiteman Ward 
Cr J McNamara Whiteman Ward  
Cr B Parry Whiteman Ward 

 
Staff: Mr M Foley Chief Executive Officer 

Mr J Coten Executive Manager Operations 
Mrs K Leahy Executive Manager Stakeholder Relations 
Ms D Summers A/Executive Manager Community 

Wellbeing 
Mr S Tan Executive Manager Planning and 

Development 
Ms A Albrecht Manager Governance and Strategy 
Mr P Russell Manager Statutory Planning 
Ms W Slater Corporate Communications Officer 
Ms M Dwyer Governance Support Officer (Minute 

Clerk) 
 
Leave of  
Absence:  Cr R Predovnik Midland/Guildford Ward 
 
 
Apologies:  Cr C Scanlan Midland/Guildford Ward  
 

Members of 
the Public: 60 (approximately) 
  
Media:  1  

 

4. DECLARATIONS OF FINANCIAL AND PROXIMITY INTERESTS AND 
INTERESTS AFFECTING IMPARTIALITY 

Cr Zannino declared a financial interest in Item 5.3 - Budget Adjustments 
2019/2020 - January 2020 as some of the budget adjustments listed related to a 
property he owns (and which the City is leasing). 

Cr Congerton declared an impartiality interest in Item 3.3 – Proposed Henley 
Brook Local Structure Plan - Various Lots in Henley Brook (SWAN-SP/2019/4) as 
the planning consultant had previously conducted some work for him. 

Cr Congerton declared an impartiality interest in Item 3.7 – Proposed Child Care 
Premises - Lot 5 (No.152) Cranleigh Street, Dayton (DA253-19) as the planning 
consultant had previously conducted some work for him. 
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Cr Parry declared an impartiality interest in Item 3.10 - Proposed Outbuilding 
(Security Booth) to an Existing Place of Worship - Lot 101 (No.25) Suffolk Street, 
Caversham (DA584-19) and Item 3.12 – Proposed Classroom Additions to an 
Existing Place of Worship - Lot 101 (No.25) Suffolk Street, Caversham (DA690-
19) as the manager of the church is an acquaintance who he had previously 
worked with. 

 

5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME - QUESTIONS RELATING TO REPORTS 
CONTAINED IN THE AGENDA 

Questions and answers recorded in the minutes of the meeting may be 
summarised, in accordance with the Local Government (Administration) 
Regulations 1996. 

5.1 QUESTIONS OF WHICH NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN 

Ms Janet Benaim on behalf of the Upper Swan District Ratepayers and 
Residents Association 

In regard to Item 3.1 - Final Adoption of Amendment No.150 to Local Planning 
Scheme No.17 - To Replace Additional Use No.36 with Industry - General 
(Bitumen Processing) - Lot 16 (No.1392) and Lot 32 (No.1398) Great Northern 
Highway, Upper Swan 

Q1 When Council, in 1997, approved what was to become the ‘Additional Use 
36’ classification on Lots 16 and 32 Great Northern Highway, they resolved 
that “provided that those uses reflect the current approved uses on the 
site and that any additional uses be considered in the context of ‘Light 
Industrial’ type use and impact”. 

The Upper Swan District Ratepayers and Residents Association (USDRRA) 
require an explanation for the Council’s approval of bitumen storage and 
transport activity as “Light Industrial type use and impact” noting the 
many odour complaints from up to 700 metres from the site. 

A1 It is important to note that the Council decision of 1997 does not and 
cannot bind the Council of 2018 or 2019. It is a fact that the Council 
consideration of Amendment No.150 is not on an assumption that the use 
being sought is a “light industrial type use”. 

Q2 The City, in its report to Council on 30 August 2017 for the Initiation of 
Swan Amendment No. 150, points out that  ‘…all the physical structures on 
the land had already been approved..’. In August 2017, the Department of 
Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) found the facility’s operators 
had constructed a bitumen manufacturing facility on the premises without 
DWER approval. 

USDRRA requires an explanation from the City as to why a development 
application (DA774/15) was approved prior to initiating the required 
rezoning, allowing a prescribed premises to be constructed. 
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A2 The Development Application 774/15 is an application made pursuant to 
the City’s Local Planning Scheme No.17 upon which a decision is 
reviewable in accordance with the Scheme and the Planning and 
Development Act 2005. Approval of that application did not require a 
rezoning under the Scheme and it was properly issued with conditions to 
limit the nature of the use. Environmental approvals are separate 
approvals under a separate act.  

Q3 With reference to the Allocation and Intramaps Property Report dated 10 
May 2017, for Proposed Amendment Application – LPS No. 17 – No. 150 – 
Bitumen Processing and Transport Depot, the planning officer noted: “Spot 
rezoning will generally only be supported if the particular site specific 
circumstances are unique, the requested rezoning is of a special or urgent 
nature, and the resultant development will not adversely affect 
surrounding areas. Rather, the request should relate to a broader, more 
logical area, or be considered as part of a Major Scheme review”. 

USDRRA requires an explanation of the ‘.. special or urgent nature..’ for 
the proposed rezoning as this is not discussed in the City’s report to 
Council dated 30 August 2017. 

A3 The special nature of this amendment is for permission for a very specific 
type of industry and what is being sought is the capacity to mix and heat 
the existing approved stored bitumen.    

 

Question as per above rephrased and reasked: 

Q1  In 1997, Council approved "Additional Use- Transport Depot" classification 
on Lots 16 and 32 Great Northern Highway, on the condition that "that 
those uses reflect the current approved uses on the site and that any 
additional uses be considered in the context of "Light Industrial" type use 
and impact…with justification as to the need of acceptance…within the 
Upper Swan Townsite". As a result Amendment 317 created the Additional 
Use – Transport Depot on lots 16 and 32 in 1999 with Minister's Approval. 
Would Scheme Amendment 317 bind the Council when it was considering 
the approval of DA774-15? 

A1 Manager Statutory Planning advised the Amendment conducted in 1997 
became part of the Scheme. The Council can amend its Scheme at any 
time, constantly if it wishes. 

Q2 Has there been an Amendment superseding Amendment 317? 

A2 Manager Statutory Planning advised yes, it is the Amendment currently 
before Council.  
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A3 In relation to DA774-15, was Amendment 317 binding? 

A3  Manager Statutory Planning advised the Amendment which was approved, 
which related to bitumen storage, made it clear bitumen could not be 
processed. It was legally possible to approve the storage of bitumen. The 
approval did not permit the processing of bitumen. Bitutek were in breach 
of that. They were notified and given an order to cease that operation. In 
the best of the City's knowledge they ceased. They then lodged this 
Amendment to enable consideration of the capacity to blend bitumen on 
the site - which is what the City is currently dealing with. 

Q4 Is heated bitumen storage and transport considered a light industry under 
Local Planning Scheme 17? 

A4  Manager Statutory Planning advised that the definition of light industry is 
an industry that does not have any emissions that adversely affect the 
amenity of the locality, in the Council's opinion. The current Amendment is 
not contemplating the blending of bitumen as a light industry. It is clearly 
a general industry.  

The Development Application Condition was clear that the blending, 
processing or heating of bitumen was not permitted. There is a 
differentiation between storage and processing.  The operator wants to 
heat and process the bitumen and therefore this amendment is before 
Council.  

As previously stated the operator was in breach of their approval by 
processing bitumen and the City issued a cease and desist order. 

Q5 The response to Q2 states "The Development Application 774/15 is an 
application made pursuant to the City’s Local Planning Scheme No.17 upon 
which a decision is reviewable in accordance with the Scheme and the 
Planning and Development Act 2005." Please explain this statement. 

A5  Manager Statutory Planning advised that he understood the question to 
allude to the fact that DWER issued a notice, or identified Bitutek were in 
breach, for undertaking an activity. The City is not disputing that and that 
may be the case. That was not the case when development application 
774-15 was submitted. In any event, the approval of 771-15 made it very 
clear that no processing was to be undertaken.  

Industrial activities need to get a multitude of approvals under a number 
of State statutes inclusive of works and licences approvals by DWER. If 
they in breach of that, that was subsequent to the approval of the 
development application.  

In any case, it came to the City's attention they were in breach of their 
development approval and the City issued a cease and desist notice. They 
did so and have proceeded to lodge this Amendment to contemplate if 
they may process bitumen. Subsequently, if the Amendment is approved, 
they can proceed to lodge a development application for the approval of 
processing of bitumen.  
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Q6 The development approval was issued with Condition 4 which states that 
"Prior to commencement of operations of the approved additions to 
transport depot, the applicant is required to obtain a Works Approval from 
the Department of Environment and Regulation".  

DWER has stated they cannot provide a works approval until the land use 
is solved i.e. rezoned. Therefore they cannot use the storage tanks and 
workshops until the site is rezoned. 

A6  Manager Statutory Planning advised that the approach DWER has taken 
has been 'the chicken and the egg', and the City has been a party to that 
as well. In some instances we have said we will not issue an industry 
approval under a development application until the environment works 
approval and license have been gained. In some instances a works 
approval and license has not been issued until a development application 
has been approved. There is nothing at law which prevents DWER issuing 
approvals. 

Q7 Please provide an explanation of the "…special or urgent nature…" of the 
proposed rezoning? 

A7 Manager Statutory Planning advised that it was for Council to determine if 
the application was "special or urgent". It was explained to him by the 
proponent that Bitutek was storing and transporting bitumen as a business 
and that it was necessary in many cases to heat the bitumen as part of the 
process of storage and transportation. They purchased the site as a 
transport depot. A transport depot allows the storage of the materials 
which are being transported. Bitutek advised that they, in good faith, 
considered they could process the material as part of their approval. They 
were not happy that they were advised the heating and processing of was 
not permitted, as per the Conditions of approval.  

The special circumstances in this instance is that someone had bought the 
land, obtained approvals and are running a sizeable business thinking in 
good faith they were permitted to do what they were doing.  

With respect to amenity the fundamental question is whether or not the 
facility can be approved with controls that ensure there is no odour or 
noise. If, on the balance of likelihood based on the evidence of experts, 
the answer is yes, the Amendment can be considered for approval.  

The development application can ensure all the relevant upgrades are 
made to ensure odour and noise issues are dealt with.  

Q8 The only reason given in the City's initiation report to Council (30 August 
2017) was the application would "Allow the landowner to develop the 
subject land for Bitumen Processing…which would improve the commercial 
viability of the subject lots." That is the only reason the City gave for 
rezoning. 

 Is the answer to our question a purely economic one involving the owners 
of Bitutek and not the residents' amenity, land valuations, environment, 
bushfire etc.? 
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A9 Manager Statutory Planning advised the proponents are wishing to use the 
land by an extension of an existing use as a transportation and storage of 
bitumen business. There are some economic circumstances. Part of the 
Scheme requirements is to ensure there is lively development of 
employment and business opportunities - it is a planning consideration.  

It is a balance of whether the proponents can do what they are wishing to 
do for the economics of their site and business with the satisfaction that 
the development of that business will not adversely affect the surrounding 
community. The primacy is on the latter.  

 

Ms Patsy Molloy 

In regard to Item 3.1 - Final Adoption of Amendment No.150 to Local Planning 
Scheme No.17 - To Replace Additional Use No.36 with Industry - General 
(Bitumen Processing) - Lot 16 (No.1392) and Lot 32 (No.1398) Great Northern 
Highway, Upper Swan 

*Q1  Has the City of Swan notified the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services (DFES) of the fire risks? 

*Q2 Has the City of Swan worked with DFES to prepare an evacuation plan for 
the residents in case of emergency – such as occurred at the recycling 
facility in Guildford in December 2019? 

Q3 What is the City’s responsibility to notify new residents buying land in the 
proposed Satterley development in the Upper Swan townsite? 

*Q4 Whether the City of Swan decides to accept an amendment to the zoning 
or not,  

(a) Will the City of Swan follow up on their letters regarding non- 
compliance, and follow through with Condition 2? 

(b)  Will the City of Swan implement compliance? 

(c) Will the City of Swan act to obtain support from DER to implement 
water and air monitoring? 

A  The Mayor took the questions on notice.  
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5.2 QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

Mr Brian Roberts 

In regard to Item 3.3 - Proposed Henley Brook Local Structure Plan - Various Lots 
in Henley Brook (SWAN-SP/2019/4) 

Q1  Is the POS6 consuming our homes, pools, sheds and water tanks? 

A1 Manager Statutory Planning advised that any public open space 
depicted over a property owner's landholding will take up all landholdings. 
If it doesn’t encompass the entire landholding, it is only the portion which 
is covered that is acquired.  

 This in a Structure Plan and obliges the Council to negotiate the acquisition 
of the land or compulsory acquisition.  

This might only happen years down the track depending on the timing of 
the development.  

Q2  Why can’t the schools, associated public open space and community 
centres/purposes be located on the WAPC land, formerly part of Whiteman 
Park? 

A2 Manager Statutory Planning advised there may be no particular reason 
that it can't. However, the Structure Plan being proposed is the structure 
plan being proposed for this zoned area. Whiteman Park is not zoned for 
residential development. This is plan for this area to be subdivided and 
includes the required items i.e. public open space, education etc. These 
should not be located in remote or extraneous area. The WAPC can 
determine otherwise.  

Q3  Wasn’t Whiteman Park (total) intended to be dedicated for community 
purposes? 

A3 Manager Statutory Planning advised he can't speak on the intentions of 
Whiteman Park. It is a Regional Reservation.  

 

Ms Catherine Muraszko 

In regard to Item 3.3 - Proposed Henley Brook Local Structure Plan - Various Lots 
in Henley Brook (SWAN-SP/2019/4), particulary section 4 - Provision of Schools 

Q1  What are the full details of the compensation process the Department of 
Education will undertake to acquire the eastern school site? 

Q2 Has any consideration been given to the early acquisition of sites identified 
as schools? If so, what? If not, will it be? 

A1 Manager Statutory Planning advised it was a matter for the Department of 
Education. They are required to acquire and purchase those lots. It is out 
of the Council's and City's hands.  
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Ms Nicole Gill 

In regard to Item 3.3 - Proposed Henley Brook Local Structure Plan - Various Lots 
in Henley Brook (SWAN-SP/2019/4) 

Q1 The proposed area for development for many years was so valued that it 
was zoned Special Rural. The original owners were not allowed to use 
fertilisers or pesticide as it is part of the St Leonard's Book catchment 
area. Anything put on the ground runs into the Swan River. A tree planting 
scheme was also ordered and owners were required to plant trees due to 
rising salinity. It was an important ecological area. 

 How is it that it can now be developed? 

A1 Manager Statutory Planning advised that rural areas in City locations 
become urbanised as the demand for space increase. Everything stated 
was correct, at that time. In 2016 when the area was rezoned it was 
recognised it was prime land for urban development. The State placed a 
high priority on extra urban land for expansion of the City and rezoned the 
land. 

Q2 When the City can see that the State Government has made a decision 
that will destroy an ecological area, a bad planning decision, is this Council 
unable to do anything about it? 

A2 The Mayor advised that it was unfortunaley very difficult. The Council on 
many occasions has advised the State Government that it does not agree 
with its decisions. However, the State is the ultimate authority. 

 

6. REPORTS AND MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN 
- PRESENTATIONS AND DEPUTATIONS 

Part A 

Nil 

 

Part B 

Item 2.1 - Ellenbrook Community Security Patrol Survey (pg.24) 

Deputations:  

a) Mr Lincoln Hayes on behalf of Ellenbrook Neighbourhood Watch speaking against 
the recommendation. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Support Option 2 outlined in the report, to reinstate a 24/7 service. 

• The majority of respondents voted in favour or reinstating the service and if 
someone wanted a say they should return their vote. No assumption can be made 
for those that did not respond. 
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• Ellenbrook has a very active and enthusiastic Neighbourhood Watch. The Police, 
Security Patrols and Neighbourhood Watch group can positively work together. 

• Crime statistics support the reinstatement of the service. 

• Mechanisms can be put in place to address some of the community objections 
e.g. tracking to address comments that patrols are sleeping in their cars. 

Alternate motion: 

Cr Jones indicated she was considering supporting Option 2 outlined in the report. 

 

Item 2.2 - Proposed Brockman Community Centre - 15% Schematic Design 
(pg.30) 

Deputations:  

a) Ms Jenny Burnside, President - Brockman Community House Management Board, 
speaking in support of the recommendation. 

b) Mr Dave Kelly MLA, Member for Bassendean, speaking in support of the 
recommendation. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Brockman Community House is a not for profit organisation who deliver a range 
of community services for the community. These services are offered for free or 
at low cost. They are a well-established, unique and valuable service provider. 
This is the most important facility for the delivery of social services in the area. 

• The current building is no longer fit for purpose, does not have the space to 
conduct all its services and requires significant maintenance.  

• This is a long awaited project and has taken approximately 15 years to get to this 
stage and to secure the required funding. Any delay would be detrimental to the 
project, put the current funding commitment by the State Government at risk and 
impact the budget available. 

• There have been some objections however these have all been addressed. The 
Council needs to weigh up the community benefit against issues identified and it 
is considered in this case the benefit outweighs any issues. Only 10 objections 
were received and the number in support is far greater. 

• A number of sites were considered at the commencement of the project. This was 
determined to be the most suitable site. The City needs to be a reliable long term 
partner and when it is making decisions for the long term it should not 'chop and 
change' its mind - in this case in relation to the site chosen.  
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Points/Requests for Clarification by Councillors: 

• Other locations were considered. Hull Park was deemed the most suitable and 
Council supported this site by a Council resolution. 

Answer to question taken on notice: 

In 2014/15 the City partnered with Brockman House and appointed a consultant 
to undertake a planning study for an Altone Community Hub. This report analysed 
several sites in detail as per the attachment. These sites included: 

Hull Park, Beechboro  

Lot 8571 Barlow Court, Lockridge 

Bennett Springs Oval 

Bennett Springs proposed primary school site 

Rainbow Park, Bennett Springs 

Beechboro Scout Hall 

Lockridge Early Learning Centre, Diana Cr, Lockridge 

2 Alstonia Way, Bennett Springs 

Alternate motion: 

Cr Lucas indicated he would be considering an amendment to the staff recommendation. 

Kiely indicated he would be considering an amendment to the staff recommendation or 
refusal.  

 

Item 3.1  - Final Adoption of Amendment No.150 to Local Planning Scheme 
No.17 - To Replace Additional Use No.36 with Industry - General (Bitumen 
Processing) - Lot 16 (No.1392) and Lot 32 (No.1398) Great Northern Highway, 
Upper Swan (pg.49) 

Deputations:  

a) Ms Patsy Molloy speaking against the recommendation. 

b) Mr Geoff Smith speaking against the recommendation. 

c) Ms Leanne Fried, Chairperson on behalf of the Upper Swan District Ratepayers 
and Residents Association speaking against the recommendation. 

Summary of Deputations 

• The facility is in close proximity to residences and sensitive areas and there is 
potential for social, environmental and economic harm. 
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• There is a responsibility to protect public health and this use will compromise the 
health of the public. The odour reports did not contain the level of detail required 
to address concerns, were inadequate and flawed in process. Pollutant emissions 
come from the facility and the cumulative effect of emissions is concerning. 
Impacts on residents activities e.g. need to close doors and window and restrict 
outdoor activities. 

• Risk of soil, groundwater and waterways contamination in a high risk area e.g. 
Coondaree Swamp and Swan River wetlands. 

• No monitoring, regulation or control of environmental matters has been 
occurring. There is a history of non-compliance on this site. 

• The operator has been non-compliant with the Conditions of its approved 
Development Application by processing bitumen on site and was issued with a 
cease and desist notice. 51 complaints were also lodged to the Department of 
Water and Environmental Regulation. 

• Effect of noise and dust, not just of this facility, but the cumulative effects from 
across the locality from bitumen operations, diesel and petrol fumes from the 
roadhouse, traffic emission, clay extraction, transport depots etc. 

• The site is in close proximity to a designated bushfire prone area. The owners 
have not conducted suitable maintenance on the site to address fire risks. There 
is also a risk of fire resulting from the operations of the facility. This puts the area 
at risk.  

• Increased traffic on Great Northern Highway with increased truck movements.  

• The City has not supported 'general industry' in the past and repeatedly stated 
rezoning is undesirable and spot rezoning should not occur unless there was 
special or urgent need and the development would not adversely affect 
surrounding areas. It is not special or urgent and will definitely impact the 
community. 

• Also ignores the current North East Planning Framework and disregards the City's 
Rural Planning Strategy. 

Points/Requests for Clarification by Councillors: 

• It is up to Council to consider all the submissions made and either advance, 
modify or reject it. It can legitimately consider all matters. 

• A planning scheme amendment is not subject to a judicial review (unlike 
Development Applications). 

• The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation are the principle agency 
responsible for and the authority to deal with breaches relating to environmental 
conditions and legislation. They have the expertise, capacity and resources to 
deal with these matters. The City has limited powers and resources.  

• The City has authority to investigate and deal with breaches of the Planning and 
Development Act. It is in this capacity the City issued the operator with a cease 
and desist notice for conducting activities outside of its Development Approval. 
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• The process is a two-step process: 

1. The Local Planning Scheme Amendment is considered to determine if the 
use is appropriate. 

2. If the Local Planning Scheme Amendment is approved, a Development 
Application may be submitted. It is at the Development Application stage 
that the City will make referrals to relevant agencies for comments and 
regulatory approvals would be sought.  

Alternate motion: 

Cr Henderson indicated he would move Option 2 (refusal) of the report. 

 

Item 3.2 - Final Adoption of Amendment No.171 to Local Planning Scheme 
No.17 - To insert 'Caravan Park' as an Additional Use on Part of Lot 800 
(No.168) Morrissey Road, Bullsbrook (pg.141) 

Deputations:  

a) Mr Dan Pearce, Roberts Day on behalf of the landowners speaking in support of 
the recommendation. 

Summary of Deputations 

• Surveys were undertaken and no threatened species were identified. 

• Retention of vegetation of the site (regrowth as it was previously cleared) will be 
considered as it is considered a benefit to the amenity.  

• These matters would be further assessed at the Development Application stage. 

Alternate motion: 

Cr Catalano indicated she may move to refuse the Amendment. 

 

Item 3.3 - Proposed Henley Brook Local Structure Plan - Various Lots in Henley 
Brook (SWAN-SP/2019/4) (pg.161) 

Deputations:  

a) Mr Mark Harrison, on behalf of Mr Keith and Mrs Marjorie Harrison, speaking in 
regard to the Structure Plan. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Public open space has been identified on land that belongs to other landowners 
rather than land owned by the proponents. This is logical in most instances as it 
land that is impacted by the gas pipeline. However, it results in a significant 
reduction in land value and very difficult to sell and would create significant 
burden and hardship on these owners. The acquisition of this land should be 
prioritised and completed upfront. 
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b) Ms Nicole Gill speaking against the Structure Plan. 

Summary of Deputation 

• No commercial development, plan for community facilities, sporting fields etc. 

• No detail of block sizes or detail on the interface with existing residential areas.  

• Ground levels will be raised creating overlooking of neighbouring properties and 
creating privacy issues. 

c) Mr Humphrey Boogaerdt speaking against the Structure Plan. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Traffic modelling is not up to date and has not taken into account the effect of the 
proposed train line, works at Reid Highway, Drumpellier Drive etc. Should wait 
until all this information is available and incorporated. Concerns with traffic on 
West Swan Road. Road widening is not sustainable. 

• Impact of urban development on climate change and insisting on targets from the 
1.5% report should be considered and adhered to. 

d) Ms Catherine Muraszko speaking against the Structure Plan (in relation to the 
Provision of Schools). 

Summary of Deputation 

• Object to the land acquisition process undertaken by the Department of Education 
(DoE) for school sites as it is not acquired until the DoE requires the sites. This 
results in land having no value and owner left with no options to relocate or sell.  

e) Ms Corina Johnson (Johnson Property Corp) on behalf of a number of landowners 
speaking in support of the Structure Plan - but against some parts of the 
recommendation. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Owners keen to relocated by remain 'in limbo' until the Structure Plan is dealt 
with. 

• Loss of amenity over time due to surrounding urbanisation. Diminishing of 
property values and developable land due to the installation of the gas pipeline, 
allocation of public open space and required setbacks. 

• Issues with the widening of Park Street, access arrangements from Park Street 
and allocation of costs in regard to Henley Brook Drive. 
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f) Mr Aaron Lohman, Element WA on behalf of Mr Graham Wilson (owner) speaking 
in support of the Structure Plan – but against some elements.  

Summary of Deputation 

• Deficiencies with the Local Water Management Strategy result in incorrect 
treatments for drainage. This has informed the locality and equitable distribution 
of public open space. This has a negative impact on the landowner being 
represented. This needs to be addressed and then the allocation of public open 
space reviewed. 

g) Mr Mark Szabo, Burgess Design Group (applicant) speaking in support of the 
Structure Plan. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Already commenced work on the modifications requested in the recommendation. 

• Request the City not require advertising prior to submission to the WAPC and 
advertising any modifications only occur following WAPC consideration. This will 
allow any modifications required by the WAPC to be incorporated prior to 
readvertising. 

Points/Requests for Clarification by Councillors: 

• The City previously would not take over management of public open space over 
the gas pipeline due to the approval processes to conduct work which would delay 
and increase costs of those works. However there has been a change in approach 
by the relevant agencies and they have reduced approval requirements to 
conduct works. Therefore the City is now willing to take on management.  

• The City is still unsure of the State Government's approach to DCPs and therefore 
the possible cost implications to the City in providing infrastructure to new 
developments. This is a high risk for the City.  

 

Item 3.4 - Proposed Change of Use to 'Place of Worship' and Construction of a 
Temple with Associated Living Spaces and Works - Lot 150 (No.173) Albert 
Road, Middle Swan (DA614-18) (pg.192) 

Deputations:  

a) Ms Kelly Tomsons speaking in favour of the recommendation to refuse the 
application. 

b) Mr Clint Sorenson speaking in favour of the recommendation to refuse the 
application. 

Summary of Deputations 

• Incompatible with the streetscape and rural area.  

• Noise and traffic implications for the existing residents. Roads are local roads and 
not arterial roads. 

• It is a 'D' use and this discretion should not be exercised.  
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• Even if the scale is reduced it would still be inconsistent with Area C of the Swan 
Valley Planning Act.  

 

Item 3.5 - Change of Use to a Place of Worship - Lot 2 (No.36) Arbon Way, 
Lockridge (DA601-19) (pg. 255) 

a) Mr Jason Hunt, Statewest Planning (applicant) speaking in support of the 
recommendation with an amendment of Condition 4. 

Summary of Deputation 

• The building was originally a church, was repurposed and it now being reinstated 
to a church. 

• Support the maximum occupancy. Request a time limit of 9pm. Request an 
amendment to the permitted hours to also include events such as weddings and 
funeral and the observance of significant Christian events.  

• Currently owned by the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Perth but if the change of 
use is successful the ownership will change (condition of sale agreement).  

Alternate motion: 

Cr Lucas indicated he would move an amendment to the officer recommendation.  

 

Item 3.7 - Proposed Child Care Premises - Lot 5 (No.152) Cranleigh Street, 
Dayton (DA253-19) (pg.276) 

Deputations:  

a) Mr Peter Ryan speaking against the recommendation. 

Summary of Deputation 

• A family of five used to live on the property. This application proposes 82 children 
and 12 staff on the site. 

• The noise and traffic generated by the facility is too much for a residential street. 

• Similar facilities are located in close proximity.  

Alternate motion: 

Cr Catalano indicated she may move to refuse the application. 
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Item 3.9 - Proposed Shed - Lot 64 (No.61) Memorial Avenue, Baskerville 
(DA620-19) (pg.338) 

Deputations:  

b) Ms Lucy Stokes speaking against the recommendation. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Originally supported the application however after seeing the final plans and 
subsequent events now opposes.  

• The ground level has been raised and the location of the shed is too close to the 
common boundary. 

• The size of the shed will have a negative impact on visual amenity.  

• The shed will be used for the keeping of horses. Hay to be stored in the shed will 
create a fire risk and attract vermin. 

Summary of Deputation 

• In the absence of an objection officers could not substantiate a reason for the 
shed to set back as per the Swan Valley Planning Committee's recommendation. 

• The structure, set back and vegetation are not dissimilar to those of the adjoining 
neighbour. 

Alternate motion: 

Cr Zannino indicated he would move an amendment to the officer recommendation.  

 

Item 3.12 - Proposed Classroom Additions to an Existing Place of Worship - Lot 
101 (No.25) Suffolk Street, Caversham (DA690-19) (Supplementary) 

Deputations:  

a) Mr Andrew Roberts, Mapel Building (applicant) speaking in support of the 
recommendation. 

Summary of Deputation 

• Outgrown their current buildings. 

• Even if Amendment 176 had been approved by the Minister, this application 
would still be capable of approval. This is an extension of an already permitted 
use. 

• The application results in only a modest increase in floor size.  

• The visual impact from roads is not significant. It is a smaller building nestled 
against a larger building. Existing residential area appears higher than the 
buildings on this site. There is the potential for screening to be included in the 
Conditions of approval. This is not too visually different from the recently 
approval pasta restaurant. 
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• There would be community and local economic benefit arising from the 
development. 

• Request permitted use times beyond what is currently listed in the Conditions. 

 

Item 4.3 - Petition - Request for Additional Permanent Kangaroo Signage 
Surrounding The Vines Golf Course (pg. 386) 

Alternate motion: 

Cr Kiely indicated he would move an amendment to the officer recommendation.  

 

Part C 

Nil 

 

7. CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS 

Nil 

 

8. CLOSURE  

The Presiding Member closed the forum at 9.26pm. 
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