
   
 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Agenda attachments 
 
 

Ordinary Meeting of Council 
 

Wednesday, 27 May 2020, 6.00 pm 





  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
29 April 2020 

 

Page 3 

C2005-12 HAMPTON ROAD, NO.229B (LOT 100), BEACONSFIELD - MIXED USE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
(PETROL FILLING STATION, OFFICE AND WAREHOUSE) (JL DAP002/20) 
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C2005-13 HIGH STREET, NO. 96 (LOT 22) FREMANTLE – CHANGE OF USE TO 
TAVERN AND INTERNAL FITOUT (TG DA0114/20) 

Agenda attachment 1 – Development Plans 
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C2005-14 MORAN COURT, NO. 26 (LOT 20), BEACONSFIELD – REAR 
EXTENSION AND ALTERATIONS TO AN EXISTING SINGLE HOUSE 
– (NB DA0091/20) 

Agenda attachment 1 – Development Plans 
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C2005-15 DAVIS PARK PRECINCT LOCAL STRUCTURE PLAN, 
BEACONSFIELD - OUTCOMES OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 
AND RECOMMENDATION 

 
ATTACHMENT 1:   Davis Park Structure Plan – Part 1 
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ATTACHMENT 2:   Schedule of Submissions 
 
Schedule of Submissions – Davis Park Precinct Structure Plan 
Submission Period: 24 May – 21 June 2019 
 

1 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property – Suburb 

Access to the Davis park area should not involve a new set of traffic lights being 
installed on South street. It should come off of Caesar street only with a turning lane 
added onto South street if needed. 

The application has been referred to Main Roads in respect to the proposed traffic 
signals, who have provided a referral response accordingly. The outcomes of this 
are discussed in the officer report. 

 

2 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

I live in WGV on Nannine Ave. Nannine Ave is already used as a rat run, and putting 
a new street (extending Nannine Ave into Beaconsfield) with a set of traffic lights will 
vastly increase traffic along Nannine Ave as people cut through. Therefore, I do not 
support the installation of this new road and the traffic lights. We live in the Valley for 
peace, quiet and community. Increasing traffic speeding through our suburb is not 
consistent with peace, quiet or community or the safety of WGVs free range kids. I 
would support deleting the proposed road into Beaconsfield from the end of Nannine 
Ave from the plan. Next, adding more commercial development along South St is not 
desirable. The road is narrow, runs through a residential area and is extremely busy. 
It is already very dangerous for pedestrians to cross the road to access existing 
shops or catch a bus, and more cars visiting the shops will increase congestion. The 
risks to safety to pedestrians and those in cars should not be ignored - deaths and 
serious injury will result. If this aspect goes ahead, South St will need to be a 40 or 
50 kph zone from Carrington St to Hampden Rd (it should already be this low as it is 
a residential area). There will need to be street parking to avoid clogging side 
streets, roundabouts (not lights) and frequent chicanes to stop speeding. I would 
prefer to see light rail along South St (although in this section the optimal route is not 
along south st, but along the existing rail line from freo station, up Howard st to Wray 
ave intersection & tram stop, up Wray Ave to Solomon St, up Solomon to Watkins 
(room for a stop at west end of Watkins), along Watkins, across Carrington and up 
Clarke St, right down Ethelwyn to South St, where it then picks up the median strip 
and runs down south st to murdoch station. This route avoids the narrow section of 
south street, yet runs close enough to be accessible on foot and makes use of 
existing medians) excluding the Beaconsfield WGV section. Using the route above, 
this section of South st could be slowed and pedestrianised, if much of the traffic is 
moved onto light rail. I imagine light rail is a long way off, but in the mean time, if this 
Beaconsfield development is to go ahead, this section of South St must be slowed to 
40 along its length and modified to ensure low speeds. This plus roundabouts would 
mean that traffic lights could be avoided and would keep the 'rat runners' on the 
newly improved High St instead. 

The application has been referred to Main Roads in respect to the proposed traffic 
signals, who have provided a referral response accordingly. The outcomes of this 
are discussed in the officer report. The City’s engineers have suggested alternative 
options to traffic signals in this location given some of the concerns raised regarding 
the signals as well as the demonstrated need to provide for pedestrian access to the 
precinct. The commercial aspect of the proposal is discussed in the officer report, 
where the size and residential density of the Mixed Use precinct is discussed. 
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3 Department of Planning Lands and Heritage 

Thank you for the invitation to comment on the Proposed Davis Park Precinct 
Structure Plan dated 23 May 2019.  In reviewing the proposal, the Department has 
the following comments: 
 
1.       Three State held Pedestrian Accessways (PAW’s) are located within the 
proposal area: 
Lot 155 on Diagram 65092 
Lot 55 on Plan 14185 
Lot 156 on Diagram 59404 
Upon the submission of a formal request, the Department would need to investigate 
the ongoing relevance of these PAW’s and how that pertains to their proposed 
dispersal in this structure plan. 
2.       Reserve 39094 for ‘Public Recreation’ is currently under management to the 
City of Fremantle.  The Department has no objections to its proposed usage 
providing that usage is consistent with the reserve purpose. 
3.       Reserve 39615 for ‘Child Care Centre’ is currently under management to the 
Minister for Youth and Community Services.  The Department has no objections to 
its proposed usage providing that usage is consistent with the reserve purpose. 
4.       Reserve 44108 for ‘Drainage’ is currently under management to the City of 
Fremantle.  The Department would support rationalisation of this land through 
amalgamation of relevant portions into adjoining Reserves 39094 and 39615. 
 
Acknowledging that this is only proposed and therefore may be subject to change 
based on feedback and other influences, the Department offers in-principle support 
for the proposal, subject to the above comments being considered. 

Comments noted. 

 

4 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Seems high density. There needs to be more focus on families and hosing stock that 
can cater for larger families and also more provision for elderly who want 
independent living. There are the elderly who want to downsize in Beaconsfield and 
still want to live in Beaconsfield, should be opportunities in the re-development for 
that to occur. Keep Bruce Lee Oval, increase public open space. 

The structure plan seeks to accommodate a range of residential densities, with much 
of the precinct to support low – medium density development. Highest density 
development is provided for along South Street.  The high density component 
introduces an option currently in very limited supply in this area. 

 

5 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Rename it Davies Park. It was meant to be called that because it was part of George 
Davies' farm, and its present name is a typo. 

Comments noted – however this is not a matter that can be addressed through this 
structure plan proposal. 

 

6 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

I think this is a great idea As a tenant of department of community housing on 
Ceaser Street I agree we need a change Ceaser Street is filled with rubbish and 
housing that are old and damaged and isn’t safe especially being a mother to a child 
and one on the way I hate the house I'm in very old and falling apart isn’t safe for me 
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or my children or the neighbourhood I'm in definately needs a new rebuild and look 
to make Beaconsfield feel safe again and a lot nicer I dont feel safe on that street 
and very unhappy in the house I’am needs demolished whole lot to make it nicer for 
the community and safer. About time something going to happened been to long. I 
vote yes for a change and about time. 

Comments noted. 

 

7 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

I own a house in Beaconsfield. This part of Beaconsfield is in urgent need of 
revitalizing and redevelopment. It is currently a hub for crime and social disparity. I 
fully support this plan for redevelopment.  

Comments noted. 

 

8 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Agree that this precinct is long overdue for development, mainly due to the poor 
design and anti-social behaviour of social housing tenants. My family has concerns 
about higher density of Department of Housing tenants greater than the policy for 
10% in the whole suburb of Beaconsfield. We really have exceeded Fremantle's 
quota for social housing already and don't need any more. Also the addition of more 
traffic lights and lack of infrastructure like Roe 8/9 to funnel all the additional 
residents in and out of town. It is already congested daily on my commute to work 
and on weekends. Traffic lights will make this worse without another transport route 
like a tunnel Etc. to the Freeway or Stock Road. 

The application has been referred to Main Roads in respect to the proposed traffic 
signals, who have provided a referral response accordingly. The outcomes of this 
are discussed in the officer report. 
 
In respect to social housing, as of writing the Department of Communities have not 
formally confirmed percentage of the precinct which will remain in use for that 
purpose but have informally advised that the majority of the precinct will be reserved 
for private development, with the potential for a small proportion of social housing 
(less than 10%). 

 

9 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

No social state housing due antisocial behaviour in area. 

See comment above. 

 

10 Department of Transport  

I refer to your email dated 23 May 2019 regarding a request for comment for the 
abovementioned application. 
 
The Department of Transport (DoT) has no comment to provide.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal. 

Comments noted. 

 

11 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

The new access site from South Street with traffic light crossing is really fundamental 
as at the moment there is no safe place to cross South Street to Beaconsfield which 
is especially important for all the WGV kids who will go to Freo College as they need 
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a safe crossing At the moment the only place to cross is Carrington St/South St or 
Hampton Rd/South St which is a massive detour. The traffic on South St is very busy 
and even as an adult I find it extremely difficult to cross by foot or bike. Putting a safe 
crossing will help kids going to college but also encourage the whole community to 
travel more by foot or bike to access facilities in Beaconsfield. 

The City is supportive of improved pedestrian access across South Street. The 
proponent has considered this need in proposing the new set of traffic signals as 
shown on the plan. Main Roads have provided feedback on the proposed signals, 
this is discussed in the officer report. 

 

12 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

It is great to see the child care centre and open space remain centrally, with the 
addition of the pedestrian link for safe access. To continue the safe access through 
the community it is absolutely ESSENTIAL the traffic lights across South Street 
provide pedestrian access. Walking, bike riding, scooting families risk their safety at 
every crossing due to the high traffic flow, and the hill which reduces visibility of 
approaching vehicles West-East on South St 

Comments noted. The City is supportive of improved pedestrian access across 
South Street. 

 

13 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

The plan is a gross overload of the existing site. To increase the number of dwellings 
from 260 to up to 1200 on a small 10.18 hectare site is opportunistic and self-serving 
by both Fremantle City Council and Department of Communities. This area has in 
the past been labelled 'Beakie Bronx’. This plan seems designed to create a real 
Bronx in our neighborhood. Refresh the housing in the area and address the housing 
mix issue but don't see this as a commercial opportunity. This is a gross 
overdevelopment plan, an ambit claim which should be scaled back 

The structure plan aims to provide for a mixture of dwelling types through a range of 
residential densities. The majority of the precinct is proposed to be ‘coded’ for low-
medium density development and as such there is opportunity for a number of 
different housing types. It is proposed that further built form detail be provided in 
subsequent ‘local development plans’ once the structure plan is approved, these will 
be subject to further community consultation. 

 

14 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Hello, I live on Davies Street and own my house. I have been living in South 
Fremantle and Beaconsfield since 1996. Our Children went to Beaconsfield Primary. 
In Davies Street we have built a great community of neighbours, we organise regular 
events in the street and know each other well. I am very close to the proposed Davis 
Park Precinct. I support the presence of shops including a small supermarket and as 
many other shops and trades as possible, cafes, bakeries, bike shop, flowers, small 
hardware store.... I believe people have changed their ways of going around and 
shopping habits as well and that most people are keen to buy their groceries close to 
them, at walking or biking distance and to go shopping more often rather than once a 
week, in order to get fresher and more local products. The presence of more shops 
will bring healthy competition, which will benefit customers. 

Comments noted. 

 

15 ATCO Gas  
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ATCO Gas owns and operates existing gas mains and infrastructure within the 
proposed area of the Structure Plan. The information included in Section 5.8.5 of the 
documentation titled Davis_Park_Structure_Plan_April_2019_Part_2 is consistent 
with our existing infrastructure and requirements to coexist with future development 
of this area. ATCO has no objections to the proposed Structure Plan to support the 
Davis Park Precinct in Beaconsfield 

Comments noted. 

 

16 Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation 

The Department has reviewed the proposed structure plan and has no comment to 
make. 

Comments noted. 

 

17 Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development 

DPIRD has no comments to make as the land is zoned urban and does not impact 
established any agrifood processing business or infrastructure in the City of 
Fremantle.  

Comments noted. 

 

18 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

I lived in Bentley for 16 years on Stonehouse Crescent. This reminds me of Brownley 
Towers. That was a disaster then and this looks like it will be a disaster now. I now 
live on Pass Crescent Beaconsfield. I strongly do not recommend this proposal. I am 
all for progress and development but this is not a good idea. Just look at the 
similarity between the two and see the results.  

The structure plan aims to provide for a mixture of dwelling types through a range of 
residential densities. The majority of the precinct is to be developed for private land 
use and not for social housing like it is as the present time, however a small 
proportion (less than 10%) may be set aside for this purpose.  

 

19 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Thank you for taking time to hear the voice of those residents whom will be directly 
impacted by the developments at "Davis Park" in the forthcoming years. Following 
reading through the documentation published on the "mysay.fremantle.wa.gov.au" 
website I would like to acknowledge commentary made regarding the type of 
buildings that would face my own property which is located on the East side of Fifth 
Avenue Beaconsfield at number 36. 5.2.2.1 Transition Precinct - 1.03ha The block 
along Fifth Avenue has the most direct interface with existing residences. The 
structure plan acknowledges this and has identified a Transition Precinct that reflects 
the existing housing typologies on the Eastern edges of Fifth Avenue to maintain a 
consistent/complimentary streetscape to that existing. The existing buildings are 
typically front-loaded single to two storey dwellings on around 10m wide lots. The 
Transition Precinct includes similarly dimensioned lots accomodating two storey 
housing. Rear loading is identified within this precinct to minimise traffic and visual 
impact along Fifth Avenue and to take advantage of the typographic change. The 
rear of the Transition Precinct works within the typography and can accommodate 2-
3 story buildings as they face West towards Davis Park. I feel extremely strong in my 
opinion that the council SHOULD NOT amend plans that would alter from the above 
said statement, ie. Allow a 3 storey or higher build up on the Eastern part of the 
Davis Park Plan on Fifth Avenue 
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Comments noted. Further detailed design work will be undertaken once the structure 
plan has been approved, which should address many of the points raised above. 
This detail will be in the form of local development plans, which themselves require 
assessment, community consultation and approval from the City. 

 

20 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Hello I own my own home on Fifth Avenue. As a part of the heart of Beaconsfield 
development and future of the street. I would like council to consider refining the rest 
of Fifth Avenue to R40. This will allow us the benefit from the additional facilities 
nearby and perhaps compensate us for having to live next to a construction site for 
however long this development takes. Also, what is the estimation on the length of 
time this master plan will take to complete? 

This structure plan does cover the area to the east of Fifth Avenue and the City has 
no plans to change the residential density of this area at the present time. Once 
approved, the structure plan has a validity of 10 years under State Government 
legislation. The proponent has stated that the precinct is to be redeveloped in 
stages, starting with the mixed use precinct on South Street.  The requested 
rezoning could be considered in the Heart of Beaconsfield Masterplan and broader 
scheme review. 

 

21 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

We are Beaconsfield residents. We are in support of some development, especially 
of the tired govt housing as the people and neighbourhood deserve better. Mixed-
housing areas are a good thing and way to keep areas safe, growing and connected. 
However, we are most concerned with the increase in population density from 260 
dwellings to 770-1200, as proposed. This greatly increases traffic congestion and 
loses tree canopy and/or potential tree canopy that could be gained. We read that 
the park will gain 0.5 hectacre but prefer more native bushland/parks and that the 
housing blocks are required to have yards with green spaces, not lot to lot, losing 
more trees or opportunities for trees to grow. Will there be a focus on environmental 
concerns like developments with solar and rainwater tanks, green-construction 
practices? The additional traffic light on South Street, which Main Roads will have to 
improve, will decrease traffic flow between Hampton and Carrington. Why not a 
round-about? The need for a traffic light suggests way too many people in the area. 
Or possibly the retail may bring more people into the area, say a major grocery store. 
Currently, traffic flows well on South, buses are frequent; we don't want more traffic 
or possibly the widening of roads. Big red flags with traffic concerns. High-rises (up 
to 8 stories) don't offend us but use them to gain green spaces not to be greedy 
developers, like in the suburbs, who pave and build over everything. Beaconsfield is 
not Success nor Bush Mead nor other new places that lack trees and bring lots of 
traffic 

The proposed increase in population is only indicative at this stage. The proponent 
has provided additional information in respect to the minimum number of dwellings 
anticipated within the precinct upon redevelopment. A range of residential densities 
are provided for as part of the plan which aims to facilitate a variety of housing types, 
not just high density development. 
 
The application has been referred to Main Roads in respect to the proposed traffic 
signals, who have provided a referral response accordingly. The outcomes of this 
are discussed in the officer report however the City’s engineers have provided 
alternative scenario to traffic signals given some of the concerns raised. 
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22 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

The proposal to rezone to higher density is obviously a commercial one. Having 
more people in a smaller area creates ‘Davis Park’ but on a bigger scale. The new 
walk way and traffic access will create a dangerous traffic hazard. There is enough 
problems with theft and cars being broken into and you are going to make it easier 
for them with this design. It would be nice to know where the Department of Housing 
area is. My wife and I have lived here for over 14 years and have discussed 
problems with Department of Housing many times. 

An increase in density is proposed, in part, due to South Street being identified as a 
future rapid transit corridor by the State Government. This lends itself to ‘transit 
oriented development’ in the form or denser housing as well as opportunities for local 
employment and additional services. The exact nature and appearance of 
development will be determined through more detailed planning of individual sites 
within the precinct. Comments from Main Roads have been received in respect to 
the traffic signals proposed for South Street, the implications of this are detailed in 
the officer’s report. 

 

23 Department of Water and Environmental Regulation   

The DWER notes that a Local Water Management Strategy (LWMS) as required by 
the Better Urban Water Management (WAPC, 2008) framework, has been prepared 
to support the proposed Structure Plan.  However, the DWER considers that the 
area has no significant water resource constraints and therefore defers the 
assessment and endorsement of the LWMS to the Local Government and other 
relevant stakeholders.  
  
The DWER has no comment with regard to regulatory responsibilities under Part V 
of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 or the Contaminated Sites Act 2003.  
Where required DWER will provide comment at subsequent stages of planning. 

Comments noted. 

 

24 Department of Health 

1. Water Supply and Wastewater Disposal  
The development is required to connect to scheme water and reticulated sewerage 
as required by the Government Sewerage Policy - Perth Metropolitan Region. 
 
2. Public Health Impacts  
The DOH document ’Evidence supporting the creation of environments that 
encourage healthy active living’ may assist you with planning elements related to this 
structure plan. A copy is attached and may also be downloaded from:  
https:/Iww2.health.wa.gov.au/Articles/F _I/Health-risk-assessment 
 
The City of Fremantle (the City) should also use this opportunity to minimise 
potential negative impacts of the increased density development and ’mixed use 
zone’ such as noise, odour, light and other lifestyle activities. 
 
To minimise adverse impacts on the residential component, the City could consider 
incorporation of additional sound proofing/insulation, double glazing on windows, or 
design aspects related to the location of air conditioning units and other appropriate 
building and construction measures. 
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Further design elements that should be considered include:  
. A range of quality public open spaces should be provided to contribute towards the 
recreation, physical activity, health and social needs of the community; 
. Parks and open spaces should be located within walking distance of most residents 
along well-lit connected routes and be co-located with other community facilities to 
encourage access by walking or cycling;  
. The design of parks and open space and the infrastructure provided within them 
should cater for a variety of users to undertake a mix of activities that increase 
physical activity, provide access to healthy nutritious foods (though community 
gardens) and prevent injury; and  
. Although vehicle use should be minimised, there needs to be consideration for the 
mobility impaired to still reach the public open space (for example grandparents with 
their grandchildren) utilising private vehicles. 
 
The DOH does not support the location of the child care centre adjacent to the 
commercial land use within the accepted buffer distances, due to the potential 
negative health impacts on children from emissions related to fuel operations. 

Comments noted. In respect to the child care centre, the City notes that this is a long 
established facility already in close proximity to a commercial centre (the existing 
South Street local centre). As such the impact of the proposed structure plan upon 
the existing childcare use is considered negligible and in fact will most likely result in 
an improved amenity and accessibility for users, particularly given the expansion of 
the central open space. 

 

25 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

We support the redevelopment of the Davis Park precinct while retaining the existing 
central open space and childcare centre. Our children have attended the childcare 
centre over the past several years and it's an important community service that 
deserves to be protected. We support the proposed road connection with traffic 
signals to South Street. Currently it is quite difficult for vehicles to turn from Fifth 
Avenue onto South Street after visiting the child care centre. Future commercial 
development within the proposed Mixed Use area will provide important activation of 
the area. New cafes and other meeting areas in close proximity to the child care 
centre would be a welcome addition for parents. 

Comments noted. 

 

26 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Please accept my submission for the support of retaining the Fremantle Early 
Learning Centre in the future plans for the Davis Park Precinct. This is an important 
facility in the area for many young families as one of a few community owned and 
run child care facilities. Recent investment into the facilities make this organisation 
an asset for the area and should be kept in the future plans. 

Comments noted. 

 

27 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

 Keep both parks. 

 Water park lots of slides and pools. 

Comments noted. 

 

28 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  
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Firstly, let me state for the record that I don’t want to move, I am happy where I am.  
I live on the third floor and am surrounded by mature trees and dozens of birds and 
the building itself could do with some better insulation and paint is more than 
adequate as it stands.  It seems incredibly wasteful to demolish a perfectly good 
building and the surrounding nature. 
 
Another thing that I haven’t heard being considered is the difficulty many residents 
will face in moving.  Many people like myself are not physically or mentally able to 
cope with such a disruption.  Though I am relatively young I do not have the energy 
or physical capability to move furniture and cannot afford to hire removalists. I 
currently have support services to do basic thing like cleaning and changing bed 
sheets.  My everyday life is ruled by pain and poor energy levels which means I 
barely cope with things like shopping let alone packing and moving house.  On top of 
this, the anxiety already caused by the prospect of moving and how I will cope has 
taken a toll on my mental health.  I only tell you these things to make you aware of 
the realities you must consider when dealing with many of my neighbours and 
myself. 
 
Moving on to the construction and design itself, I see a tremendous opportunity to be 
an example of best practice of low energy consumption housing.  Well insulated, 
solar passive, high ceilings, double glazed and even solar powered buildings would 
be a benefit to everyone involved and could set the standard for future of residential 
housing and the longevity of the building itself reducing future costs of rebuilding and 
or updating the buildings.  It is an exciting opportunity and an example is already 
under way with new apartments in White gum Valley.  Good sound insulation 
between apartments is also essential and would reduce neighbour disputes and 
make for more harmonious living. 
Other practical suggestions from overseas examples include having a 
neighbourhood of mixed incomes, a more inclusive and diverse population.  
 
Currently the step from Government Housing to private rentals creates more working 
homelessness, maybe there is a way to have affordable housing for working people 
that can’t afford private rentals and who don’t qualify for government housing.  If the 
area maintains mature trees and open spaces like Lee oval it may even attract 
average working families that can pay more rent.  These things have been proven 
overseas to lower crime and avoid creating a future ghetto. 
 
On a practical note adequate parking is needed, many households have more than 
one car and there needs to be parking for visitors and support services that come 
and go each day. Ideally the cat bus could be extended up Lefroy Rd to the new 
road through the estate so that people who are physical able could get into 
Fremantle more easily without driving. 

Comments noted. The Department of Communities have undertaken engagement 
with the Davis Park community in respect to the future development of the precinct 
and what this might mean for affected residents. The City understands the 
Department will continue with this consultation as the project progresses to ensure 
that residents are fully informed of development timeframes well in advance so that 
potential options for relocation can be ascertained. These matters unfortunately fall 
outside of the planning assessment for this structure plan proposal.  
 
The City has been a strong advocate in promoting environmentally sustainable 
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building design as well as affordable housing. Whilst not strictly covered by the plan 
submitted, there may be further opportunity to explore these within the structure plan 
area in the future. The City has seen similar development types within the Knutsford 
precinct, such as the Nightingale development which has recently commenced 
construction. 
 
Tree retention is an important consideration and future local development plans for 
smaller sites will be required to demonstrate this aspect in further detail. 

 

29 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Yes, a comprehensive plan that I assume will include modern building standards that 
will use solar power generation and climate control techniques.  

Comments noted. 

 

30 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

I strongly support maintaining the Fremantle Early Centre as a key area of the 
precinct and love what you have done with Davis Park as the centre of it all and the 
green walk way for pedestrians and bikes. 

Comments noted. 

 

31 Water Corporation 

The Water Corporation has undertaken an infrastructure assessment based on the 
land uses and dwelling yields that will arise from the zonings and dwelling codes 
shown on the structure plan. The proposed development can be provided with water 
and sewerage services by the developers undertaking rationalisation and extensions 
of the existing networks in the area.  
  
The structure plan area comprises lots and buildings that are currently serviced with 
water and sewerage reticulation. The implementation of the plan will require site 
works to realign roads and services and to install new water and sewerage mains. 
The rationalization of any existing pipes and protection of services that are required 
to remain in place will need to be undertaken in close consultation with the Water 
Corporation’s Development Services Business Unit.  
  
In addition to water and sewerage reticulation that traverses the area there are two 
large, pressured wastewater mains (500mm and 600mm diameter) that run east to 
west along the South Street boundary and north to south along the Caeser Street 
boundary of the area. Working in close proximity to pressured water and sewerage 
mains poses a potential risk to life and property. Prior to undertaking any site works 
or operating machinery within proximity of these mains the developer, its consultants 
and contractors must liaise with the Water Corporation’s Development Services and 
obtain works approval using the following link:  
  
https://www.watercorporation.com.au/home/builders-and-developers/working-near-
ourassets/approval-for-works/apply-for-approval-to-work-near-
ourassets#/form/59366015980718126ce57f25/app/5d0ae690fe2a961dac7cc6b9  

Comments noted. 

 

32 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Regarding the Davis Park Precinct development, I am in absolute opposition in its 

https://www.watercorporation.com.au/home/builders-and-developers/working-near-ourassets/approval-for-works/apply-for-approval-to-work-near-ourassets#/form/59366015980718126ce57f25/app/5d0ae690fe2a961dac7cc6b9
https://www.watercorporation.com.au/home/builders-and-developers/working-near-ourassets/approval-for-works/apply-for-approval-to-work-near-ourassets#/form/59366015980718126ce57f25/app/5d0ae690fe2a961dac7cc6b9
https://www.watercorporation.com.au/home/builders-and-developers/working-near-ourassets/approval-for-works/apply-for-approval-to-work-near-ourassets#/form/59366015980718126ce57f25/app/5d0ae690fe2a961dac7cc6b9
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current form. It will permanently and dramatically change a beautiful, historical area 
into something totally out of place. It will affect our lifestyle, stress levels, traffic 
safety, and property prices. There has been a distinct lack of openness and 
information provided to the ratepayers in the area, especially older residents not able 
to research online. I feel that plans were already in place before community 
consultation began and our suggestions have again been largely ignored. The 
amount of time that we have to make this submission is very short indeed, so excuse 
these brief dot points. However, this is why I, and I would say, the vast majority of 
the residents of Beaconsfield and the surrounding areas, oppose this development: - 
As a general comment, it has been incredibly hard to find concrete information about 
the development. We had to look deep into the supplied documents to find one from 
Main Roads, Appendix G, which was the clearest representation. I feel that the 
council could have been much more transparent and open. - If the council truly 
wishes to seek comment of the development, they should take note of the 
community suggestions taken for the Heart of Beaconsfield – I would be very, very 
surprised if any of the residents suggested high density housing and high rise 
apartments. The council should listen to the rate payers they represent, not 
organisations like the West Australia Apartment Advocacy WAAA group, which is 
likely funded by the developers in the first place. - People buy into and live in an area 
because they like the area as it is. Therefore, no resident of Beaconsfield wants the 
nature of the area changed in the dramatic way this development will. - I have seen 
reports of 6-8 storey apartments being planned. There is a Developers trick of 
adding storeys to their suggested plans, so that they can 'listen to the community' 
and reduce the height of the planned buildings back down to what they originally 
wanted. Please don't let developers manipulate the councils decision; the council 
represents the residents, not the developers. - The increased traffic in the area will 
have a severe and dangerous impact on the residents in the area. Again, information 
on how this will be handled is scarce, but I am concerned about the impact it will 
have on us, my children and the many local schools and day care centres. - The 
history of the area is important to us. This redevelopment will destroy the feel of the 
area, which currently has a lovely, 'Freo' feel to it. Again, if we, as rate payers, 
wanted to live in a high density, multi-storey area, we would not have chosen 
beautiful Beaconsfield. - Regarding the planned shopping district, again it is hard to 
comment with very little information. If the plan is for small coffee shops etc, that's 
fine, by if large supermarket chains like Woolworths are planned, then of course 
residents would be opposed. As residents of the Freo area, we support the small, 
independent shops, like Gilberts and Hilton IGA. Moving multinational corporations in 
would dramatically changes the area for the worse and destroy businesses which 
have grown with the community over the years. - One final point. I have read 
comments from the council saying things like 'there has even been a suggestion that 
Bruce Lee oval be moved'. Let me put this simply, no one wants Bruce Lee oval 
moved; it is a well-used, historical, beautiful park that is the centre of community in 
Beaconsfield. Please, just leave this alone. The planning of this development has 
caused us considerable stress and worry. I feel like the comments made by the 
community have not been listened to. The council members can of course have their 
own personal views of how Beaconsfield should be developed, but they do not 
represent themselves. They do not represent the developers. They represent the 
residents and ratepayers and should put their views foremost in any decision 
making. Again, I oppose this development. I would of course support new and 
exciting ideas for the area, for example low density housing with parks and trees and 
commercial areas which don't compete directly with the existing businesses, but as it 
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stands I cannot support the councils direction.   

The structure plan proposal, as submitted, was partly informed by the draft interim 
Heart of Beaconsfield master plan. The City has undertaken consultation on the 
preparation of this master plan however it remains in draft only. More intense 
development along South Street reflects the State Government’s strategic 
designation of this road as a future rapid transit corridor and is in accordance with 
transit oriented development principles. A range of residential densities are provided 
for as part of the plan which aim to facilitate a variety of housing types, not just ‘high 
density’ development. Further detailed planning will be required for each of the sub 
precincts should the structure plan be approved, where there will be the opportunity 
for further community input. Building heights within the precinct are yet to be 
determined, however as a general guide 6-8 storeys has been used given that these 
are the maximum permitted under the Residential Design Codes for higher density 
development of this nature. Matters regarding traffic are discussed in the officer’s 
report, Main Roads have flagged concern in respect to the proposed traffic signals 
on South Street. 

 

33 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

I strongly oppose the 6/8 story apartments planned for the Davies Park precinct. This 
is in no way this is in keeping with the local area. It is too high. These apartments will 
tower over the existing residential houses. Why current residents are not even 
allowed to build a tall fence out the front of their property as this is not 'in keeping' 
with the area but high rise apartments are acceptable in the councils eyes is bizarre 
and nonsensical. This is NOT what the actual current residents of Beaconsfield want. 
Throughout the documents you refer to consultation with the landowners, as there 
are only 4 private dwellings included in the precinct, with the rest being Department 
of Housing, is this really what the private residents asked for? Furthermore, the 
increased population from the high density dwellings which, from the Main Roads 
document (it was not clear at all in any of the council's documents) includes just 
under 600 dwellings. This is going to have a huge impact on the surrounding area. A 
detrimental impact with the increased presence of vehicles and the safety risks these 
present. What will be the impact of the local area of the almost 9000 vehicles 
anticipated daily? There is no way, these cars will all wait diligently at the new set of 
lights planned to enter South St. The Main Roads report itself states that drivers will 
seek alternate routes. This will have ramifications for local residents within the 
vicinity as thousands of cars will be ducking up a side street to avoid the lights to get 
on to South St. The Main Roads report itself says that this warrants further 
investigation. So my question to you council is WHAT MITIGATION STRATEGIES 
DO YOU PLAN TO HAVE IN PLACE TO MINIMISE THE IMPACT ON 
SURROUNDING RESIDENTIAL AREAS OF THE INCREASED TRAFFIC THE 
HIGH DENSITY HOUSING AND COMMERCIAL PRECINCT WILL BRING? The 
residents are elderly, young families and teenagers who play on the street and in 
their front gardens. This precinct plan is not conducive to this lifestyle currently 
enjoyed by residents. With regards to the commercial precinct it is hard to provide 
comment on the limited information. Are you talking pubs open late into the night? 
This is not appropriate for the residential setting and will have a further detrimental 
impact on the neighbourhood. Are you talking small eclectic cafes and other 
independent shops that would suit the Fremantle community? This would be 
appropriate. Are you talking about a massive Woolworths or Coles that would 
detrimentally impact the small businesses around the precinct and contribute to 
further increases in traffic? Again, this is not in the best interest of those who live 
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here. Please consider this when you are approving commercial ventures. I have 
neighbours who have been living in this area for 50 plus years, they oppose the 
development but don't have access to computers, the internet, or the ability to pop to 
the local farmers markets to participate in any form of consultation. As some of your 
longest serving residents surely they should have the chance to comment? How 
have you tried to make community consultation accessible to these and other 
marginalised residents? If the feedback from the community is negative and they 
strongly oppose the multi storey apartments will this influence any of your plans or 
will you push ahead regardless? The commercial precinct, massive apartments and 
huge increase in traffic is not part of suburban Beaconsfield. While it may be part of 
a bigger plan for infill for the suburb that the council has nominated Beaconsfield for 
– again residents had minimal consultation for this mammoth decision, it is not 
Beaconsfield. It leaves residents like me actively looking to relocate. If your plan has 
the effect of actually making your residents want to leave the area, then it is not a 
good plan. But hey, when I sell, you can just rezone my place into high density 
housing and get more rates and get rid of another little part of Beaconsfield as it is. 
Overall I am disappointed in the plan. I oppose the 6 plus storey apartments being 
built. I have major concerns on the implications of the increased traffic and extreme 
concern over the lack of traffic management plans to protect local residents from the 
impact of this. Please restrict the apartments to no more than 4 stories. Please put in 
place mitigation strategies to protect local residents from the massive increase in 
traffic. Please consult more thoroughly and accessibly for this development. Please 
actually listen to the feedback and make changes based on this. 

Please refer to the response to the previous submission.  Note: the consultation 
procedure for structure plans (including the maximum time for consultation) is 
specified in the Planning and Development (Local Planning Scheme) Regulations.   

 

34 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

The following comments are on behalf of Fremantle Early Learning Centre, at 11 
Doig Place in Beaconsfield. We are obviously delighted that FELC remains in place 
on the plan. We feel that the development values and has taken into account the 
importance of our centre at the heart of the Beaconsfield community. Things we like 
about the proposed plan: -Expansion of Davis Park - we especially like the additional 
green space proposed at the north end of the park (community garden or orchard?) , 
this is an area of interest for our children who are increasingly going to Davis Park on 
day excursions -The idea of a retail precinct on the corner of South Street and Fifth 
ave - hopefully a nice coffee shop for parents to stop and grab a cuppa on the way to 
work or on their way to the daycare with the kids (babycinos :) -The development will 
bring an important shift to the demographic in the area; we welcome a closer knit 
community and hopefully less social problems in the area (less aggression, less 
overt drug use, decreased need for a constant police presence). We recognise the 
need for and the importance of social housing but the high percentage that now 
exists in the area has been problematic over the years. Additional considerations: 
Heart of Beaconsfield redevelopment presents a unique opportunity to 
renovate/replace/add to the existing building. For example, it’s possible to envision 
expansion into the “parents” parking lot. We would also like the development to 
consider the option for FELC to be allocated space for an additional room (we would 
happily consider finically contributing towards this), perhaps in the area of the 
'innovation precinct'.  

Comments noted. Retention of the existing early learning centre has been 
incorporated into the plan, the importance of this service to the local community is 
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acknowledged. It is noted however that expansion of the centre itself is not an aspect 
that is specifically covered by the structure plan. Expansion of the centre could be 
dealt with as a separate matter, either through a separate re-zoning and/or a 
development application to the City. 

 

35 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

With the likelihood of more young families in the area I suggest that more space be 
provided to the Community run, Not-For-Profit childcare centre (Fremantle Early 
Learning Centre). The centre has been an important part of the community for many 
years and is thriving and in high demand. FELC is operating at maximum capacity 
(60 children) with a lengthy waiting list and is therefore arguably the most successful 
and best run childcare facility in the area. FELC recently opened a fully self-funded, 
modern nature play facility making the centre even more attractive. It is therefore in 
the best interests of the community to enable this outstanding facility to be available 
to more families by providing space for the centre to expand.  

See comments above. 

 

36 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

As a resident on the eastern side of Fifth Avenue I am concerned about the impact of 
the development on the neighbourhood. It is pleasing to read paragraph 5.2.2.1. 
Transition Precinct – 1.03ha, which states “The existing buildings are typically front-
loaded single to two storey dwellings on around 10m wide lots. The Transition 
Precinct includes similarly dimensioned lots accommodating two-storey terrace 
housing.” May I suggest that this statement is mandatory for all plans as they pass 
through for Council approval, so that the western street front of Fifth Avenue not be 
permitted to be greater than two storeys. Past experience has taught me that 
aspirational statements like these are often forgotten in the detailed planning stage, 
by developers who have not been involved in the earlier stages of the project.  

Comments noted. Further detailed planning for each of the sub-precincts will be 
provided at a later stage, however this assessed against the provisions and 
guidance provided in the structure plan document to ensure consistency. 

 

37 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Having reviewed the THOB Masterplan, I'd like to make the following comments on 
the Davis Park SP. -Residential along 5th Ave currently shown as E should be D 
minimum to ease provide a more gradual change of building height. -MU areas (F) 
should be limited to B otherwise they will overshadow residential to the South. 
Consider sourcing tenants for MU via EoI, giving priority to local retailers and 
consider impact on existing shops on Lefroy who will be impacted (exclude the likes 
of Coles, Woolies - they don't belong here). Has an economic impact assessment 
been undertaken and what strategies are in place to mitigate risk to the family 
businesses in the area? -Has a traffic study been undertaken to understand impact 
of MU areas & increase in population in that area? -Will there be design guidelines 
(resi & landscape) and will they stipulate minimum ESD requirements? -Are there 
plans for the innovation site to have educational component? -What "smart" 
elements does the plan provide (ie. energy trading / smart metering / parking / 5G)? 

Comments noted. Issues relating to residential density are discussed in the officer 
report. The proponent’s retail sustainability assessment has taken into consideration 
the existing commercial/retail context when analysing the potential catchment of the 
new mixed use centre. The Innovation Precinct is intended for residential purposes 
only, with a focus on providing for alternative housing options. More detailed design 
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aspects will be provided in subsequent local development plan proposals for each of 
the sub-precincts, which will be subject to further community engagement.  

 

38 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Starting with the interim concept of Davis Park 
 
. Beaconsfield is a low density suburb and to bring five to eight storey buildings into 
Davis Park and to expand into other parts of Beaconsfield would bring an 
outstanding influx of approximately 1000+ people to Davis Park alone without the 
expansion of the rest of Beaconsfield. If you build it how do you know everyone 
wants to live in Davis Park and Beaconsfield? Real estate in the area is slow moving. 
The local Supermarket and Continental store have closed down in the Beaconsfield 
Plaza. The local TAFE has moved and places of education have been reduced.  
 
. The building types RAC-0 Mixed Use, Type A and Type B on page 6 of the 
Proposed Davis Park Information Pack does not fit into the ambience of 
Beaconsfield. An eight storey  
building would be similar height to Fremantle Hospital (Princess of Wales Wing). 
Three storey buildings would be acceptable as this height is already present in 
Lefroy Road. The structural plan proposes expansion of existing local shops in South 
Street near Fifth Avenue.  
However once again it should not exceed three to four storeys.  
 
. Bruce lee Oval - is an attractive oval and has a wide range of uses for the public. It 
is a green space, holds sports events and displays beautiful mature trees with 
canopies for  
birdlife. A cafe at the southern end of the oval would make a welcoming addition. 
The oval  
has been here for generations and should be left in its present location for future  
generations to enjoy. With the influx of people a second oval should be created but 
not at  
the removal of Bruce Lee Oval.  
 
. Beaconsfield is an old suburb with elderly residents - A retirement village and 
Independent Living/Nursing Home would be an excellent contribution to 
Beaconsfield.  
 
. Challenger TAFE Site- is the perfect location for Independent Living/Nursing home 
site. Public transport on South Street and Lefroy Road that will take you to 
Fremantle, Fiona Stanley and St. John of God Hospitals, as well as the Fremantle 
and Murdoch train stations.  
Loved ones can visit their beloved spouses via public transport. The Fremantle 
Council could build a safe wide path around the border of Bruce Lee Oval for the 
elderly people to stroll around the oval using their walkers, gophers and wheelchairs 
and.at all times be close to the Independent/Nursing Home as well as public 
transport.  
 
. Recreational Facility - including function and meeting rooms. With access to senior 
programmes and small gym (similar to the Melville Recreation Centre on the corner 
of  
Canning Highway and Stock Road, Melville).  
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. Proposed Traffic lights - The new traffic lights proposed for Nanine Avenue should 
be moved to South and Caesar Streets. These streets link into Lefroy Road where 
the bulk of  
the traffic will be due to Fremantle College. Nanine Avenue and the new proposed 
road are not major roads and would cause congestion onto a small residential street. 
It is also near  
the crest of the hill in South Street causing an obstruction to the traffic travelling in a  
westerly direction at 60kmh along South Street.  
 
. Street lighting - is extremely poor and dimly lit at night. Requires an upgrade to 
street  
lighting. 

The structure plan is intended to guide the longer term development of the precinct 
and therefore is not considered a short-term development proposal. The precinct is 
intended to be developed in stages over time and therefore change within the 
precinct will be gradual. Building heights within the precinct are yet to be determined, 
however as a general guide 6-8 storeys has been used given that these are the 
maximum permitted under the Residential Design Codes for higher density 
development of this nature. The structure plan envisages a variety of residential 
densities within the precinct, catering for different housing types, not just apartments. 
There may also be the opportunity to explore housing options for seniors and other 
specific groups (e.g. affordable housing). The structure plan does not propose to 
change Bruce Lee Oval; this is outside of the scope of the plan and the 
‘Development’ zone where the structure plan applies. The proposed traffic signals 
have been assessed by Main Roads and the City with a number of issues raised and 
resulting recommendations. Further discussion on these aspects is provided in the 
officer report. Other comments regarding the TAFE site, recreational facilities and 
street lighting are noted. 

 

39 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property  

Key Points: 
Insufficient time for residents to properly assess The Plan 
Retain much of the existing structures and refurbish to provide affordable housing.  
Restrict height limit to 4 storey. 
Traffic more likely to greatly increase. 
Reassess environmental impacts, especially asbestos removal, endangered birds, 
pollution and expected new build benefits (e.g. solar passive). 
Cost benefit? 
 
Premise: The premise of The City’s letter to residents, dated 24 May, 2019 is 
questionable, at least to the extent that most people have little time or motivation to 
read scores of pages in The Plan reports.  Residents may only have limited 
knowledge of the process that has occurred over at least the last 2 years (e.g. 
Precinct Meeting July 2017 The Heart of Beaconsfield master planning project).   
Those in favour of The Plan may be more motivated.   
The Plan appears to be largely a fait accompli and any dissent will be viewed as 
negative, etc.  Yes, some improvement is desirable but overall The Plan contains too 
many assumptions and contradictions. 
 
Too many assumptions:  How does the plan conclude that “Existing development 
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is generally very run down”?   This appears to be highly subjective and there is no 
structural or aesthetic assessment of the existing development.  Comparisons 
suggest the current structures have significant value.  Furthermore, in terms of 
affordable housing, nearby structures (recently on market) sell well below new 
constructions of a similar size, e.g. 52 Samson St 2 bed unit recently sold for circa 
$380,000, 8 Taylor St, 221 Clontarf Rd, 94 Lefroy Rd, etc.  Most of the existing 
structures are double brick, solid constructions, which may not be to everyone’s 
liking but no doubt would stand for another 40-50 years.  For example, the flats at 
the corner of Lefroy Rd and Fifth Ave seem to be of equal quality and aesthetic 
appearance to many around Australia.  
 
There appears to be no consideration of any refurbishment.    
The Plan might be more palatable if there was clear information on the 
environmental features of the proposed re-development, such as solar passive 
(anecdotally many recently constructed new structures around Fremantle still require 
air conditioning and heating, which indicates poor design and construction, plus 
other design/liveability issues).  Will the new constructions still be standing in 50 
years?  What about actual energy saving data from other recent re-
developments?  Furthermore, where is an environmental assessment of the 
proposed demolition, especially waste material, any recycling (e.g. wood), and 
asbestos removal, (   (presumably some of the structures contain asbestos, 
especially in the external eaves).  Anecdotally, recent asbestos removal around 
Fremantle leaves a lot to be desired, whilst in-situ asbestos (especially external) is 
relatively safe if left undisturbed. Nearly all structures built or modified before 1980 
will have some asbestos. 
There is an inference that the current layout is very inferior, e.g. “Homes are 
accessed via a number of cul-de-sac roads”.  Many suburbs/developments built after 
1970 have cul-de sac-roads.  Anyway, that could be easily fixed by removing a small 
part of the existing structures and replacing with a road or through-way. 
 
Why is this location preferred.  Maybe because it is an easy target for re-
development?  Where is assessment of and consultation with existing residents 
(mostly families and elderly)?  Copies of correspondence sent to residents, 
especially advising them how to apply for relocation?  
 
The South Street Scheme Amendment of 2017 indicated max 3-4 storeys but The 
Plan refers to 2-6 storeys (with no indication of each storey height). 
In over 9 years, I have not experienced any problem with the existing public housing 
in The Plan area , except maybe to hear very occasional yelling from South St and 
Bruce Lee Oval.  On the other hand, I recall a friend’s car window being smashed 
one Monday evening and small items stolen, adjacent to the Nedlands Golf 
Course.  The point being that crime and anti-social behaviour occurs everywhere. 
 
Traffic study: –single lane road with traffic lights.  South Street and Lefroy Road 
are single lane roads.  This appears to contradict the report statement, “The 
Beaconsfield Precinct is located in proximity to major arterial roads “.   Alternatively, 
if The Plan is referring to Stock Rd, Leach Highway and Freeway, then it could be 
argued that much of the Perth metro area is located close to a major arterial 
road.  Traffic lights on single lane South Street will cause traffic to bank 
up.  Furthermore, the existing rat-run through White Gum Valley will 
exponentially increase because the report indicates an 8 fold increase in vehicle 
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traffic (vpd) (i.e. “on full development with retail, the site is forecast to generate 8,730 
vpd and 985 vph”).   Equally, the new traffic light on South Street will encourage 
even more vehicles to bypass Carrington St and Hampton Rd and use White Gum 
Valley as a short cut to High Street. 
 
Light rail is a possibility but it is difficult to see how it could be implemented above 
ground and below ground would be expensive.  Will South Street become a four lane 
road?  What are the “better connections to surrounding areas”?  Inferred fanciful 
view that residents patronage of bus services or cycling will greatly increase.  The 
bike lanes on each side of South Street are quite narrow and only occasionally 
used.  Notwithstanding, that greatly improved transport solutions are possible but do 
not appear to be in The Plan. 
 
Environmental Impact Statement:– Greatly increased traffic pollution (vehicle 
pollution is not only caused by exhaust emissions, e.g. brake lining dust).   
 
The report states, “No Local Water Management Strategies or Stormwater drainage 
studies were available for the project area” Surely, this should be properly assessed 
before proceeding with the re-development?   
 
Anecdotally, endangered Carnaby’s black cockatoos use the area as a flight path 
(please see attached photo taken at front of my house), so 6 storeys may impede 
them.  They are regularly observed foraging and flying around the area, especially 
over The Plan area.   WA Native Cockatoo breeding grounds are principally in 
wandoo and salmon gum woodlands, so the reference to breeding in The Plan area 
appears to be flawed. 
 
What relevance is the photo of Rainbow Lorikeets in the “One significant breeding 
tree”?  They are an invasive Eastern States species and a declared pest in south 
west Australia.   
 
Cost benefit:  
Is there a Cost benefit analysis?  Estimated population growth and profit from sale of 
new constructions (after all costs for demolition, site remediation, etc). 
 
The above is only a sample of what could be discussed.  There may also be errors 
or omissions but as mentioned above, there is a lot to consider. 
 

Comments noted. The structure plan has been referred to the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation who have not raised any specific concerns with the 
proposal at the present time. The scheme amendment to ‘Development Zone’ was 
also referred to the Environmental Protection Authority who determined that an 
environmental assessment of the proposal wasn’t required.  The structure plan 
envisages a variety of residential densities within the precinct, catering for different 
housing types, not just apartments. There may also be the opportunity to explore 
housing options for seniors and other specific groups (e.g. affordable housing). Main 
Roads and the City have undertaken an assessment of the structure plan from a 
traffic management perspective, the outcomes of this are discussed in the officer 
report. 
 
The consultation procedure (including timeframe for comment) and scope of 
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structure plans is governed by the Planning and Development (Local Planning 
Schemes) Regulations.   

 

40 Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety  

The Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety has determined that this 
proposal raises no significant issues with respect to mineral and petroleum 
resources, geothermal energy and basic raw materials. The Department of Mines, 
Industry Regulation and Safety lodges no concern with the proposal.  

Comments notes. 

 

41 Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby property 

I like most concepts in the structure plan. The traffic light crossing at Nannine Ave 
into Beaconsfield is much needed as there is much connection between the 2 
suburbs - the local high school, shops, farmers markets as well as friendships. 
Traffic lights would remove the road crossing as a barrier to slower non-car transport 
options - 2 lanes of busy traffic is dangerous to get through.  

Comments noted.  

 

42 Consultant on behalf of Private citizen – Owner/Occupier of nearby 
properties 
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The City has sought a peer review of the supplied Retail Sustainability Assessment, 
the outcomes of this are discussed in depth as part of the officer report. Maintaining 
the existing local centre along South Street, and exploring its expansion further along 
into the Davis Park precinct, were ideas canvassed through extensive engagement 
on the Heart of Beaconsfield master plan (in draft form). The proponent has 
therefore attempted to translate these ideas into the structure plan through the 
creation of a new Mixed Use zone on South Street. Themes raised in this 
submissions are addressed in the officer report. 

 

43 Department of Education 

Based on the City of Fremantle’s information on the estimated dwelling yield within 
the LSP area, it is identified that the anticipated student yield to be generated from 
the residential recoding/rezoning would not have a significant implication on the 
student accommodation number for the local public primary and secondary schools 
serving the Davis Park Precinct. In view of the above, the Department has no 
objection to the proposed LSP. 

Comments noted. 
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C2004-12 ATTACHMENT 3 

Schedule of Modifications 
City of Fremantle - Davis Park Precinct Local Structure Plan 

 

No. Structure Plan Section Modification Required Reason 

GENERAL 

 Entire document Replace all references to ‘Davis Park 
Structure Plan’ with ‘Davis Park Precinct 
Structure Plan’, and references to 
Residential Precincts with ‘Sub-Precinct’ 

NOMENCLATURE: 

 Reference to the ‘Davis Park Precinct’ 
more accurately reflects the structure plan 
area, being the area including and 
surrounding the Davis Park open space 
reserve, and its role as part of the broader 
Heart of Beaconsfield masterplan area. 

 Use of the term ‘sub-precinct’ for cells 
within the structure plan area then reduces 
confusion with references to the overall 
precinct. 

 Entire document Replace all references to ‘Innovation 
Precinct’ with ‘Innovative Housing Sub- 
Precinct’ 

CLARITY: 

 The word ‘Innovation’ caused confusion 
during consultation in that some thought 
that this entailed mixed-use or semi- 
industrial type of development (such as the 
City’s Knutsford precinct). Re-naming to 
Innovative Housing clarifies the intent of 
this sub-precinct. 

 Entire document Amend references to Mixed Use zone 
with Local Centre and/or Mixed Use zone 
(as appropriate). 

ZONING OF CENTRE 

 The City recommends a Local Centre zone 
instead of Mixed Use for the strip along 
South Street between Fifth Avenue and the 
Nannine Avenue intersection to better 
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   reflect the intended extension of the centre 
and the concentration of retail uses within 
this cell. 

 References to the Mixed Use precinct and 
zone elsewhere in the document 
consequently require update to reflect this 
change. 

 Executive Summary and 
Introduction (Part 2) 

Replace ‘vision statement’ and 
subsequent text below the vision 
statement with the following: 

 

The redevelopment of Davis Park 
Precinct will support high quality 
residential and commercial 
development in a vibrant and 
sustainable urban setting, 
consolidating the South Street local 
centre as a transport-oriented 
development node on the South Street 
corridor whilst maintaining a scale 
and character complementary to its 
context. 

 

This will be achieved through an 
expansion of the existing South Street 
local centre to support higher-density 
living alongside a mixture of businesses 
to service the needs of the local 
community. A range of dwelling types will 
be accommodated within the precinct to 
provide for a variety of housing options 
that reflect the diverse population of 

VISION STATEMENT: 

 Revised vision statement to directly 
reference and summarise the key aims of 
the structure plan, and provide greater 
clarity of intent. 
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  Beaconsfield and the wider City of 

Fremantle. The precinct will facilitate a 
strong north-south connection from South 
Street through an expanded Davis Park 
reserve and extension of a high quality 
Green Link through the site to Lefroy 
Road, Fremantle College and the wider 
‘Heart of Beaconsfield’ beyond. 
Integration of new and established 
vegetation across the site symbolises an 
embedded sustainability and contributes 
to character and identity. 

 

 Executive summary Include the following information in the 
summary table: 

 

 Estimated number of dwellings: 
591 – 779 (minimum 550) 

 Estimated residential site 
density:   

 Estimated population:    

 Estimated commercial floorspace: 
  (including maximum retail 
floorspace of 2,500m2 NLA) 

To provide detail on expected structure plan 
deliverables as per WAPC’s Structure Plan 
Framework. 
Note: site density, population estimate and total 
commercial floorspace to be calculated by 
proponent. 

 Entire document Miscellaneous grammatical and spelling 
corrections not specifically referenced in 
the following list. 

SPELLING AND GRAMMAR 

 Corrections within structure plan, Parts 1 
and 2, as required. 
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PART 1 

 Section 1 (All Parts) Deletion of all references to Figure 1. 
Replace with reference to ‘Structure Plan 
Map’ where appropriate. 

ACCURACY AND INCONSISTENCY 

 There is no Figure 1 in this part of the 
structure plan text. 

 Figure 1 (Part 2) relates to the Heart of 
Beaconsfield and not the structure plan 
map. 

 Section 1.2 – Structure Plan 
Objectives 

Replace this section with the following: 
The purpose of this structure plan is to: 

1. provide guidance on the 
subdivision and development of 
the structure plan area. 

2. facilitate orderly and proper 
planning of the structure plan area 
within he context of the site’s 
opportunities and constraints. 

Its overarching objective is to facilitate 
outcomes consistent with the Davis Park 
Precinct vision. Specific objectives for 
each sub-precinct are detailed in Table 
1 at the end of this document: 

ACCURACY AND INCONSISTENCY 

 These points as written are generic and 
mostly do not relate to the specific 
intended outcomes shown on the structure 
plan or in the following sections. 

 Key information and content of a structure 
plan is already set out in Clause 16 of the 
deemed provisions of the Planning and 
Development Regulations 2015 
(Regulations) and therefore does not need 
to be repeated in this document. 

 The table below provides more clarity on 
the intended outcomes for each of the sub- 
precincts within the structure plan area. 

 Section 1.5 – Subdivision and 
Development Requirements 

Replace the reference to 4,600sq.m NLA 
with 2,500sq.m NLA. 

AMENDMENT 
Reduce the size of the Local Centre increase to 
maintain its scale consistent with its function and 
its role within the established centre hierarchy. 

 Section 1.5 – Subdivision and 
Development Requirements 

Add the words “A minimum yield of 550 
dwellings is to be achieved within the 
structure plan area”. 

AMENDMENT 
Include a firm commitment to achieving an overall 
residential density yield (in line with targets) to 
ensure achievement of infill objectives and 
consolidation of the South Street transit corridor 
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   in line with state and Council strategies. 

 Section 1.6 – Local 
Development Plans 

Replace text under 1.6 – Local 
Development Plans with the following: 

 

Local Development Plans are required to 
be lodged with subdivision applications 
and approved prior to development and 
demonstrate how the objectives of the 
Structure Plan and sub-precinct and 
addresses the matters identified in 
Table1 below are addressed and 
resolved across the sub-precinct: 

 

Make the following modifications to the 
list of Considerations in Table 1 – Local 
Development Plan Requirements: 

 

 ‘1 MIXED USE: 
POINT 2: DELETE ‘from South Street’ 
after ‘Transport Noise’. 

 

POINT 3: DELETE ‘(Ceasar Street and 
Fifth Avenue)’ after ‘adjacent residential’ 

 

POINT 4: ADD ‘and servicing’ after 
‘Access’ 

 

 ‘2 TRANSITION’ 
DELETE ‘where appropriate’ after the 
words ‘Tree retention’ 

 
 ‘3 INNOVATIVE HOUSING 

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 Clarify the requirement of local 
development plans to demonstrate 
alignment with objectives (including yield 
targets) and should be in place prior to 
development (rather than made a condition 
of approval). 

 Clarify that transport noise assessment 
should address transport noise generally 
(which might include noise from service 
vehicles). 

 Clarify that residential interface with Mixed 
Use / Centre should be addressed 
internally as well as to existing residential. 

 Clarify that servicing of the centre is a key 
consideration requiring consideration in the 
design of the Mixed Use / Centre. 

 Remove unnecessary reference to ‘where 
appropriate’ after ‘tree retention’ because 
this is simply a consideration in the LDP, 
not a requirement, and so ‘where 
appropriate’ is implicit. 
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  DELETE ‘where appropriate’ after the 

words ‘Tree retention’ 
 

 ‘4 LEFROY PRECINCT’ 
DELETE ‘where appropriate’ after the 
words ‘Tree retention’ 

 

 Section 1.7 – Additional 
Information 

Include the following additional 
requirement into Table 2: 

 Road Safety Audit: To further 
demonstrate suitability of traffic 
signal arrangement and any 
associated additional traffic 
management interventions: As 
required: City of Fremantle, Main 
Roads WA (if required) 

ROAD SAFETY AUDIT 
Recommended to confirm the safety impacts of 
the proposed traffic signals and establish any 
associated treatments to the road layout and 
nearly streets and intersections to ensure 
maintenance of a safe road environment. 

 Structure Plan Map  Replace the Mixed Use zone east of 
the Nannine Avenue intersection with 
Local Centre zone on the Structure 
Plan map and reduce it depth to half 
the depth shown, with the balance 
made Residential. Maintain the same 
R-Coding 

 Relocate the set of traffic signals to 
the intersection of Caesar Street and 
South Street, to the west of their 
current location on the map. 

 Narrow the throat of Road 1. 

 In the Legend: 

o Add Local Centre zone 
o Move ‘Education’ from Zones 

to ‘Reserves’. 

MAP MODIFICATIONS & CORRECTIONS 

 The City recommends a Local Centre zone 
instead of Mixed Use for the strip along 
South Street between Fifth Avenue and the 
Nannine Street intersection to better reflect 
the intended extension of the centre, as 
outlined in the officers report. 

 The City recommends that the traffic 
signals be relocated to Ceasar Street to 
provide for both improved pedestrian cycle 
movement between suburbs and key 
attractors, whilst still allowing improved 
access into and out of the Structure Plan 
precinct. 

 General formatting and factual corrections 
and clarifications. 
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  o Insert a symbol to show that 

the red arrow represents a 
Regional Road and Strategic 
High-Frequency Transport 
Corridor. 

 Insert disclaimer or note to clarify that 
the lots shown on the structure plan 
map reflect the existing cadastral 
boundaries of lots within the structure 
plan area at the time of the structure 
plan approval, prior to amalgamation 
and re-subdivision. 

 

 

PART 2 

Section 2.1 Locational 
Context 

Update location and context plan to more 
completely map the context including: 

 

 remove the School icon from the 
old Tafe site, as it is no longer 
being used for an educational 
purpose. 

 Include all schools including John 
Curtin College of the Arts, Seaton 
Catholic College, CBC and the 
primary schools at Beaconsfield, 
Samson, White Gum Valley, 
Fremantle, East Fremantle 

 Include all significant retail centres 
including the Hilton Centre, Wray 
Avenue Centre, Hampton Road, 
Willagee Centre. 

 Include all significant open spaces 

Update map for clarity/accuracy. 
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 including Booyeembara Park & 

Golf Course, the Esplanade, 
South, North and East Fremantle 
foreshores, Samson Park, Stevens 
Reserve, E Fremantle Oval. 

 Update legend to show what the 
swimming and coffee icons mean, 
or delete these icons from the 
map. If retained, include all such 
attractions. 

 Update the legend to show what 
the grey and yellow shadings 
mean 

 

Section 3.3 (State Planning) Insert a description of how SPP 4.2 
related to the structure plan given the 
proposed expansion of the existing 
centre and the associated densities 
envisaged. 

CENTRES POLICY 

 This SPP is relevant to the structure plan area 
and thus an explanation should be given in this 
section of the document to outline this 
background in further detail. 

Section 5.2 Zones / Precincts Include reference to and an explanation 
of residential yield targets and estimates 

YIELD ESTIMATES 

 To provide explanation of this component of the 
plan and its alignment with state and local policy. 

Throughout Amend references to the Vision, Mixed 
Use precinct, retail floorspace and traffic 
signals location to reflect the 
modifications required to Part 1. 

CONSISTENCY 

 To ensure that Part 2 continues to reflect and 
inform part 1. 
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TABLE 1: Structure Plan Sub-Precinct Objectives (to be included under Section 1.2 of the structure plan text) 

Sub-Precinct Objectives 

1. Local Centre & Mixed Use - Provide for an extension of the existing South Street Local Centre to the east of the precinct. 
- Facilitate a mix of commercial and residential development along South Street, providing for 

businesses and services which service the local community. 

- Provide for higher-density multiple dwelling development up to 6 storeys along South Street. 
- Promote the retention of mature vegetation, and the integration of this into site planning and 

built form outcomes. 

- Achieve an indicative dwelling target of 194-298 dwellings. 

2. Transition - Maintain a complementary streetscape along Fifth Avenue, minimising building bulk and 
traffic impacts, to ensure an appropriate built form transition away from the existing single 
residential context. 

- Provide for two story terrace housing products fronting Fifth Avenue (rear loaded) with 
allowance for up to three storey built form to the rear/west of sub-precinct, addressing Davis 
Park. 

- Promote the retention of mature vegetation, and the integration of this into site planning and 
built form outcomes. 

- Achieve an indicative dwelling target of between 52-74 dwellings. 

3. Innovative Housing - Provide flexibility to accommodate a range of non-conventional medium-density housing 
typologies, including provision for alternative and innovative built form outcomes. These may 
include, but not limited to the following: 

o small/micro housing; 
o maisonette-style housing; 
o affordable housing; 
o aged and dependant persons housing; 
o shared/communal (e.g. Baugruppen) residential development. 

- Promote the retention of mature vegetation, and the integration of this into site planning and 
built form outcomes. 

- Achieve an indicative dwelling target of 86-187 dwellings. 
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4. Lefroy - Provide for residential development up to 4 storeys in height that addresses Lefroy Road 
and the pedestrian access way through the sub-precinct. 

- Promote the retention of mature vegetation, and the integration of this into site planning and 
built form outcomes. 

- Deliver a minimum 12 metre wide landscaped pedestrian access way from Davis Park to 
Lefroy Road, designed around Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
principles. 

- Achieve an indicative dwelling target of 155-220 dwellings. 
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C2005-19 INFORMATION REPORT – MAY 2020 

Agenda attachment 1 – Schedule of applications determined under delegated authority 
 

1. High Street Mall, No.135 (Lot 803 Dp414870, Lots 381,384,385), Fremantle – 
Internal Fitout To Existing Shop (GT15) – (NB DA0067/20) 

 
2. Dermer Road, No. 19 (Lot 111), Beaconsfield - Single storey Single house - 

(JCL DA0069/20) 
 

3. High Street No.70 (Lot 31), Fremantle – Internal Alterations To existing 
Shop - (JL DA00134/20) 

 
4. Attfield Street, No. 20 (Lot 889), Fremantle – Two Storey Single House - (TG 

DA0045/20) 
 

5. North Mole Drive, No.R31D (Kooringa Place), North Mole Drive, Rous Head, 
North Fremantle – Outbuilding Addition (Helicopter Hangar & Storage) to 
existing Motor Vehicle Hire  - (TG DA0125/20) 

 
6. Stirling Street, No.2 (Lot 7), Fremantle – Front Fence addition to Existing 

Single House – (CS DA0094/20) 
 

7. High Street Mall, No. 135 (Lot 383), Fremantle - Additions and alterations to 
existing building [GT34 – Parlapa] - (JCL DA0111/20) 

 
8. Lynn Street, No.8 (Lot 305), Hilton – Additions (Outbuilding) to Existing 

Single House - (TG DA0097/20) 
 

9. High Street Mall, No. 135 (Lot 803), Fremantle - Internal alts to units GT29-
GT32 – (NB - DA0064/20) 

 
10. High Street Mall, No. 135 (Lot 803), Fremantle - Internal Fitout to Shop 

(GT12A) – (NB - DA0068/20) 
 

11. High Street Mall, No. 135 (Lot 803 Dp414870, Lots 381,384,385), Fremantle – 
Internal Fitout To Small Bar (GT30A)) – (NB DA0104/20) 

 
12. High Street, No. 279a (Lot 2), Fremantle - Two storey Grouped dwelling - 

(JCL DA0072/20) 
 

13. Hope Street, No. 65 (Lot 34), White Gum Valley – Additions And Alterations 
To An Existing Single House – (NB DA0105/20) 

 
14. Alfred Road, NO. 14 (Lots 7 & 8) North Fremantle - Partial Re-Cladding of 

Structures – (SM DA0133/20) 
 

15. Seaview Street, No. 7 (Lot 64), Beaconsfield - Primary street fence addition 
to existing Single house - (JCL DA0378/19) 
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16. Humble Way, No.19 (Strata Lot 2), Fremantle - Variation to previous 
planning approval DA0016/20 (Roof top terrace to existing dwelling)) - (JL 
VA0017/20) 

 
17. Ellen Street, No. 21 (Lot 150), Fremantle - Change of Use to Multiple 

Dwelling - TG DA0102/20 
 

18. Forrest Street, No. 72 (Lot 51), Fremantle - Additions to existing Single 
house - (JCL DA0082/20) 

 
19. Hope Street, No. 120A (Lot 2), White Gum Valley – Home Business (Hair 

Dressing) - (TG DA0090/20) 
 

20. Jose Court, No.6 (Lot 8), Samson – Carport And Patio Addition To Existing 
Single House – (NB DA0118/20) 

 
21. Lawrence Way, No. 25 (Lot 553), Samson - Secondary street fence, 

retaining, and fill to existing Single house - (JCL DA0089/20) 
 

22. Reveley Court, No.13 (Lot 409), Samson – Outbuilding Addition to Single 
House – (CS DA0099/20) 

 
23. Knutsford Street, No.81 (Lot 13), Fremantle – Building Additions and 

alterations to existing Civic use (Depot) – (JL DA0106/20) 
 

24. Murphy Street, No. 3 (Lots 9000, 81, and 80), O’Connor – Four lot industrial 
subdivision - (JCL WAPC159159) 

 
25.  Carrington Street, No. 256 (Lot 1012), Hilton – Two lot survey strata 

subdivision - (JCL WAPC294-20) 
 

26. 4/14 Hines Road, O'Connor - Change of Use to Industry Service (TG 
DA0129/20) 

 
27. High Street, No.25 (Lot 123), Fremantle – External Treatment (Painting) Of 

Existing Building - (NB DA0077/20) 
 

28. Stokes Street, No. 16 (Lot 28), White Gum Valley - Ancillary dwelling 
addition to existing Single house - (JCL DA0115/20) 

 
29. Minilya Avenue, Lot 55 (No. 9) White Gum Valley - Two lot survey strata 

subdivision – (SM WAPC248-20) 
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C2005-20 ADOPTION OF THE COUNCIL AND COMMITTEE MEETING 
SCHEDULE FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 TO JUNE 2021 

 
ATTACHMENT 1 - Council and Committee meeting schedule 2020-2021 

City of Fremantle 
Schedule of Council and Committee 

meetings 2020/2021 

Note: Audit and Risk Management Committee meetings will not be open to the public 
while the administration is situated temporarily at the Administrative Centre, 
Fremantle Oval. 

July 2020 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 1 July 6:00 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation Committee 8 July 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 15 July 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 22 July 6:00 pm 

August 2020 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 5 August 6:00 pm 

Audit and Risk Management Committee 11 August 5:30 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 12 August 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 19 August 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 26 August 6:00 pm 

September 2020 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 2 September 6:00 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 9 September 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 16 September 6:00 pm 
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Ordinary Council Meeting 23 September 6:00 pm 

October 2020 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 7 October 6:00 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 14 October 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 21 October 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 28 October 6:00 pm 

November 2020 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 4 November 6:00 pm 

Audit and Risk Management Committee 10 November 5:30 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 11 November 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 18 November 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 25 November 6:00 pm 

December 2020 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 2 December 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 9 December 6:00 pm 

January 2021 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 13 January 6:00 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation Committee 20 January 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 27 January 6:00 pm 
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February 2021 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 3 February 6:00 pm 

Audit and Risk Management Committee 9 February 5:30pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 10 February 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 17 February 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 24 February 6:00 pm 

March 2021 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 3 March 6:00 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 10 March 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 17 March 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 24 March 6:00 pm 

April 2021 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 7 April 6:00 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 14 April 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 21 April 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 28 April 6:00 pm 
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May 2021 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 5 May 6:00 pm 

Audit and Risk Management Committee 11 May 5:30pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 12 May 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 19 May 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 26 May 6:00 pm 

June 2021 

Meeting Date Time 

Planning Committee 2 June 6:00 pm 

Finance, Policy, Operations and Legislation 
Committee 9 June 6:00 pm 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 16 June 6:00 pm 

Ordinary Council Meeting 23 June 6:00 pm 
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C2005-25 MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT - APRIL 2020 
 
ATTACHMENT 1 - Monthly Financial Report – April 2020 
 
 





























MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT BORROWINGS
FOR THE PERIOD ENDED 30 APRIL 2020  NOTE 4

Interest
Particulars Rate YTD Actual Amended Budget  30-Apr-2020 30-Jun-20 YTD Actual YTD Budget

% $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Recreation and culture
269 Heritage Restoration Projects 6.18 1/07/2019 20,173        20,173            20,173                 -                       -                       -                       -                       
298 Leighton Beach Kiosk &  
……..Changerooms

3.00 1/07/2025 946,304      138,132          138,132               808,172          808,172          25,804            25,804            

301 Leighton Beach Kiosk 3.15 1/07/2026 275,519      34,381            34,381                 241,139          241,138          7,033              7,033              
303 Fremantle Boys School 2.86 28/06/2027 575,488      48,552            64,968                 526,936          510,520          13,866            14,000            

Transport
223 Streetscape Programme 7.23 1/07/2019 12,475        12,475            12,475                 -                       -                       -                       -                       
225 Streets Ahead (1) 7.06 1/07/2020 111,191      88,168            88,168                 23,023            23,023            3,815              3,814              
232 Streets Ahead Programme (2) 6.66 1/07/2021 188,368      80,274            80,274                 108,094          108,094          7,881              7,880              
236 Streets Ahead Programme (3) 6.67 1/07/2022 210,808      60,115            60,115                 150,694          150,693          9,579              9,580              
271 Road Asset Program 5.93 1/07/2020 159,672      126,791          126,791               32,881            32,881            4,942              4,942              
272 Footpath Asset Program 5.93 1/07/2020 87,819        69,735            69,735                 18,084            18,084            2,718              2,718              
277 Road Asset Program 5.56 1/07/2021 275,473      118,218          118,218               157,255          157,255          10,034            10,034            
278 Footpath Asset Program 5.56 1/07/2021 135,131      57,991            57,991                 77,140            77,140            4,922              4,923              
280 Road Rehabilitation & 
……..Improvement program

3.93 1/07/2022 221,346      65,135            65,135                 156,210          156,211          6,334              6,333              

281 Footpath Replacement Program 3.93 1/07/2022 128,956      37,948            37,948                 91,008            91,008            3,690              3,690              
284 Road Asset Program 4.01 1/07/2023 308,354      67,922            67,922                 240,432          240,432          9,297              9,296              
289 Road Asset Program 3.99 1/07/2024 1,013,517   177,123          177,123               836,394          836,394          31,060            31,060            
290 Footpath Asset Program 3.99 1/07/2024 204,431      35,726            35,726                 168,705          168,705          6,265              6,265              
291 Drainage Asset Program 3.99 1/07/2024 172,759      30,191            30,191                 142,567          142,568          5,294              5,294              
295 Road Asset Program 3.00 1/07/2025 598,926      87,425            87,425                 511,501          511,501          16,332            16,331            
296 Footpath Asset Program 3.00 1/07/2025 171,712      25,065            25,065                 146,647          146,647          4,682              4,682              
297 Drainage Asset Program 3.00 1/07/2025 199,642      29,142            29,142                 170,500          170,500          5,444              5,444              
300 Road Asset Program 3.15 1/07/2026 639,598      79,812            79,812                 559,786          559,786          16,326            16,326            
294B Acquisition 73 Hampton Road 4.03 1/07/2024 193,101      33,717            33,717                 159,384          159,384          5,969              5,969              
305 Heavy Vehicles 2.86 28/06/2027 411,063      34,680            46,406                 376,383          364,657          9,905              10,001            

Economic services
279 Fremantle Markets Upgrade 5.56 1/07/2021 137,737      59,109            59,109                 78,628            78,628            5,017              5,017              
283 Fremantle Markets Upgrade 3.93 1/07/2022 147,564      43,423            43,423                 104,140          104,141          4,222              4,223              

Total 7,547,125 1,661,422       1,689,565            5,885,703       5,857,560       220,429          220,659          

CHART

Expiry date 
of Loan

Principal          
1-Jul-2019

Principal Repayment Principal Balance Interest Repayment
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NOTES TO THE STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL ACTIVITY INFORMATION
FOR THE PERIOD ENDED 30 APRIL 2020 NET CURRENT ASSETS

SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

CURRENT AND NON-CURRENT CLASSIFICATION PROVISIONS
In the determination of whether an asset or liability is Provisions are recognised when:  The council has a present 
current or non-current, consideration is given to the time legal or constructive obligation as a result of past events; 
when each asset or liability is expected to be settled.  The it is more likely than not that an outflow of resources will 
asset or liability is classified as current if it is expected to be required to settle the obligation; and the amount has 
be settled within the next 12 months, being the Council's been reliably estimated. Provisions are not recognised for 
operational cycle.  In the case of liabilities where Council future operating losses. Where there are a number of 
does not have the unconditional right to defer settlement similar obligations, the likelihood that an outflow will 
beyond 12 months, such as vested long service leave, the be required in settlement is determined by considering the 
liability is classified as current even if not expected to be class of obligations as a whole.  A provision is recognised 
settled within the next 12 months.  Inventories held for even if the likelihood of an outflow with respect to any one 
trading are classified as current even if not expected to be of item included in the same class of obligations may be 
realised in the next 12 months except for land held for small.
resale where it is held as non current based on Council's 
intentions to release for sale. INVENTORIES

Inventories are measured at the lower of cost and net 
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS realisable value. Net realisable value is the estimated 
The provisions for employee benefits relates to amounts selling price in the ordinary course of business less the 
expected to be paid for long service leave, annual leave, estimated costs of completion and the estimated costs 
 wages and salaries and are calculated as follows: necessary to make the sale.
(i)  Wages, Salaries, Annual Leave and Long Service Leave
 (Short-term Benefits)
The provision for employees’ benefits to wages, salaries, 
annual leave and long service leave expected to be settled
within 12 months represents the amount the City has a
present obligation to pay resulting from employees services 
provided to balance date.  The provision has been
calculated at nominal amounts based on remuneration
rates the City expects to pay and includes related on-costs.
(ii) Annual Leave and Long Service Leave (Long-term 
 Benefits)
The liability for long service leave is recognised in the
provision for employee benefits and measured as the
present value of expected future payments to be made
in respect of services provided by employees up to the
reporting date using the project unit credit method.
Consideration is given to expected future wage and salary
levels, experience of employee departures and periods of 
service.  Expected future payments are discounted 
using market yields at the reporting date on national 
government bonds  with terms to maturity and currency that 
match as closely as possible, the estimated future cash
outflows.  Where the City does not have the unconditional
right to defer settlement beyond 12 months, the liability is 
recognised as a current liability. 

33 of 33



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 81 

 

 
C2005-26 STATEMENT OF INVESTMENTS AS AT 30 APRIL 2020 
ATTACHMENT 1 - Cash Investment Summary – April 2020 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 82 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 83 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 84 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 85 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 86 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 87 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 88 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 89 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 90 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 91 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 92 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 93 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 94 

 

 



  Agenda attachments - Ordinary Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, 27 May 2020 

Page 95 

 

 


	Agenda attachments
	C2005-12 HAMPTON ROAD, NO.229B (LOT 100), BEACONSFIELD - MIXED USE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT (PETROL FILLING STATION, OFFICE AND WAREHOUSE) (JL DAP002/20)
	C2005-13 HIGH STREET, NO. 96 (LOT 22) FREMANTLE – CHANGE OF USE TO TAVERN AND INTERNAL FITOUT (TG DA0114/20)
	C2005-14 MORAN COURT, NO. 26 (LOT 20), BEACONSFIELD – REAR EXTENSION AND ALTERATIONS TO AN EXISTING SINGLE HOUSE – (NB DA0091/20)
	C2005-15 Davis Park Precinct Local Structure Plan, Beaconsfield - Outcomes of Community Consultation and Recommendation
	ATTACHMENT 1: Davis Park Structure Plan – Part 1
	ATTACHMENT 2: Schedule of Submissions
	ATTACHMENT 3: Schedule of Modifications

	C2005-19 INFORMATION REPORT – MAY 2020
	C2005-20 Adoption of the council and committee Meeting Schedule for the period of July 2020 to june 2021
	C2005-24 SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS APRIL 2020
	C2005-25 Monthly Financial Report - April 2020
	C2005-26 STATEMENT OF INVESTMENTS AS AT 30 April 2020




