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MINUTES – ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 
TUESDAY 19 OCTOBER 2010 (To be Confirmed 9 November 2010) 

10101907 Metropolitan Region Scheme Minor Amendment 1193/57 – 
Call for Submissions 

File Ref: In Brief 
 Metropolitan Region Scheme Minor

Amendment 1193/57 has been released 
for public comment; 

 The submission period closes on Friday
22 October 2010; 

 The proposed amendment is an
omnibus amendment for the South East 
and South West districts and includes 
three (3) proposals located within the 
Town; 

 Two of the proposed amendments were
requested by the Town and are 
supported whereas the third proposal is 
conditionally supported. 

Appendices: No 
DA/BA or WAPC Ref: 1193/57 
Date: 13 October 2010 
Reporting Officer: J Birmingham 
Responsible Officer: R Lavery 

TABLED ITEMS: 
 Copy of the Government Gazette No. 162 of Tuesday 17 August 2010 including the

Call for Public Submissions and the Amendment Report;
 Minutes of previous Council decision dated 7 April 2009.

BACKGROUND: 
At the Ordinary Council Meeting on 7 April 2009 Council resolved the following: 

“The Western Australian Planning Commission be requested as part of the next Omnibus 
Amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme, to consider the following proposals:  

1. Lots 3529 and 996 (Street Nos. 2 and 4) Read Street, East Victoria Park
(Reserves 27212 and 24212) be transferred from ‘Urban’ zone to ‘Public
Purposes – Technical School’ reservation; and

2. A portion of Lot 9788 (G.O. Edwards Park), Burswood Road, Burswood
(Reserve 35275) be transferred from ‘Urban’ zone to ‘Parks and Recreation’
reservation.”

These proposed changes had the intent to align the zoning/ reservation of the land with 
the current ownership and intended usage of the land. 

DETAILS: 
Council has received notification of the Call for Public Submissions for the South East and 
South West Districts Omnibus Amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme. The 
proposed amendment includes three proposals for modifications to zonings and reserves 
for land located within the Town of Victoria Park. 
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“Proposal 1 

To rezone portion of Lot 9788 Burswood Road, Burswood (Crown Reserve: 35275) 
from urban zone to the parks and recreation reservation. (Fig. 1) 

The majority of the G. O. Edwards Park is reserved for Parks and Recreation under the 
MRS, however portion of the site containing public parking and toilet facilities is zoned 
urban. This proposal rationalises all of G. O. Edwards Park within the Parks and 
Recreation reservation in the MRS. 

Proposal 2 

To rezone Lots 3529 & 4125 Read Street, East Victoria Park (Crown Reserve: 24212) 
from urban zone to public purposes (TS) reservation. (Fig. 2) 

The subject land is owned by the Minister for Education and currently contains existing 
buildings used by the Carlisle College of TAFE. 

Having regard to the ownership and usage of the land, it is considered logical that all 
properties occupied by the Carlisle TAFE campus be reserved for public purposes (TS) 
under the MRS. 

Proposal 3 

To rezone (i) Lots 1002, 1003, 1004 & 1005 Beatty Avenue, portion of Rutland 
Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate Street from the other regional roads 
reservation to the urban zone; (ii) To rezone portion of the railway reservation from 
the other regional roads reservation to the railways reserve. (Fig. 3) 

(i) Lots 1002 – 1005 are owned by the Western Australian Planning Commission and 
are reserved as other regional roads (ORR). The public Transport Authority has 
since constructed the railway overpass and the ORR reservation between 
Bishopsgate Street and Beatty Avenue can be rationalised to reflect the constructed 
road and bridge. 

(ii) It is appropriate that the ORR reservation within the railway alignment which is 
surplus to the requirements be reserved as railways under the MRS.” 

Council has been invited to make a submission on the above amendment to the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme. The submission period closes on 22 October 2010. 

Legal Compliance: 
The first step in amending the Metropolitan Region Scheme is the initiation of an 
Amendment by the Western Australian Planning Commission which is normally based on 
advice and recommendation from the relevant Local Authority. 

Following initiation of the amendment by the WAPC and under Part 4, Clause 38 of the 
Planning and Development Act 2005, the proposed amendment is referred to the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) for an environmental review. Following the 
outcome of the environmental review the WAPC submits the amendment to the Minister 
for Planning to request consent for public submissions to be sought, after which the 
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amendment undergoes a public advertising period during which consultation is undertaken 
with the relevant public authorities. The WAPC considers all submissions lodged. 

Sustainability Assessment: 

External Economic Implications: 
Nil 

Social Issues: 
Rezoning of the land surplus to the road reserve to “Urban” under the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme has the potential for this land to be rezoned to “Residential” under the local Town 
Planning Scheme. This would result in the loss of public open space available to local 
residents who live in a medium density area. It is considered that the land should be 
retained as parkland and therefore be reserved for “Parks and Recreation” under Town 
Planning Scheme No. 1. 

Cultural Issues: 
Nil 

Environmental Issues: 
Loss of parkland would have an impact on the available green space within the Town. 
COMMENT: 
Council has been invited to comment on the South East and South West Districts Omnibus 
Amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme. Proposals 1 and 2 are considered to be 
acceptable as Council had requested the Western Australian Planning Commission to 
consider initiating the proposals as part of the next omnibus amendment. The Council 
Resolution dated 7 April 2009 is tabled. 

Proposal 3 however has been included without prior discussion with Council officers and 
therefore requires Council to establish a formal position and make a submission to the 
Western Australian Planning Commission. It is furthermore considered that Council should 
request a hearing on this matter. 

The proposal relates to the land on the southern side of Miller’s Crossing railway overpass 
between Beatty Avenue and Bishopsgate Street as shown on the attached plan. The land 
is currently part of the “Other Regional Roads” reservation of Miller Street and Roberts 
Road. Since construction of the Miller’s Crossing overpass has been completed the land is 
now surplus to the Other Regional Roads reservation and is proposed to be rezoned to 
“Urban” under the MRS. 

Council’s Planning Services have generally no objection to the land being rezoned to 
“Urban” under the Metropolitan Region Scheme. However, the proposed rezoning is only 
supported on the basis that the land is reserved for “Parks and Recreation” under the local 
Town Planning Scheme No. 1. Any rezoning to “Residential” under Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1 is not supported. 

The subject land is currently used by the Town’s residents as part of the public open space 
network and has been landscaped and maintained by the Town since completion of the 
Miller’s Crossing railway overpass in 2004. As a result there is a community expectation 
that the land continues to be available as public parkland. 
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Council’s Draft Local Planning Strategy identifies the Kent Street, Miller Street and Roberts 
Road link as a recreation corridor, linking major sports and recreation facilities within the 
Town via a landscaped boulevard. It is considered important to retain the landscaped 
character of this link in accordance with the Draft Local Planning Strategy.  

Lot 1002 has frontage to Beatty Avenue and Miller Street and is located abutting John 
Bisset Reserve and has been landscaped and is being used in conjunction with that 
reserve. John Bisset Reserve is a small reserve of only 7071m2 located adjacent to a 
school playground which is completely fenced off and not accessible to the public. As a 
result the reserve plays a significant role in the open space network of the local area. 

Given the residential densities within the area of R30, R40 and R60 it is considered 
important that sufficient public open space is available for residents in medium density 
areas to compensate for the loss of traditional backyards. The metropolitan planning 
strategy Directions 2031 which was released in August 2010 requires Council to identify 
areas suitable for higher density development. Council has been working with the 
Department of Planning to achieve the dwelling targets set by State government. It is 
important therefore to compensate for these areas of higher residential densities by 
providing a usable network of public open space and green links to connect them.  

If Lot 1002 was to be rezoned to “Residential” under Town Planning Scheme No. 1, the 
park would effectively be reduced in size by almost half, leaving less open space for 
nearby residents to enjoy. This would reduce a significant local amenity to a small and 
insignificant park which is wedged between private properties. The park would lose its 
attraction as a major open space and a usable park for local residents. 
Other parks and recreation reserves within the area include Lathlain Oval and Tom Wright 
Reserve. However, these parks have limited use by the general public as Lathlain Oval is 
the home ground of the Perth Demons WAFL team and may become the home of the 
Westcoast Eagles AFL club in the future. This limits the use of the park for the general 
public as passive open space. 

Tom Wright Reserve is a small park located between residential properties and the former 
Lathlain Carlisle Bowling Club. The future of the bowling club site is yet to be decided. 
However, it is likely that the site will be unavailable for use by local residents as passive 
open space as it is currently under consideration for development of a multi-use sporting 
facility. 

Linking the existing parks and recreation facilities by a landscaped boulevard in an open 
and green setting along Kent Street, Miller Street and Roberts Road has been identified as 
an important strategy within the Draft Local Planning Strategy. It is therefore considered 
that the surplus road reserve land should be rezoned to “Urban” under the Metropolitan 
Region Scheme only on the basis of the land being reserved for “Parks and Recreation” 
under the Town of Victoria Park Town Planning Scheme No. 1. 

There is no objection to the change in reserve from Other Regional Roads to “Railways” 
for that portion of the land located within the railway alignment. 
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RESPONSIBLE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION: 
The Western Australian Planning Commission be advised of Council’s position in 
regards to Metropolitan Region Scheme Minor Amendment 1193/57 South East and 
South West Districts Omnibus as follows: 

1. Council supports Proposals 1 and 2;

2. With regard to Proposal 3:
(i) Council supports the proposal to rezone the land from Other Regional

Roads reservation to “Urban” zone only on the basis that the land is 
being reserved for “Parks and Recreation” under the Town of Victoria 
Park Town Planning Scheme No. 1. Council is strongly opposed to the 
land being available for residential development and would be opposed 
to the proposed “Urban” zoning if the land was proposed to be used for 
residential purposes for the reasons outlined in the report of the 
Director Future Life and Built Life Programs. 

(ii) Council supports the change in reservation of the land located within 
the railway alignment from “Other Regional Roads” to “Railways”.  

3. Council requests a hearing on Proposal 3.

RESOLVED: 

Councillor  moved Councillor  seconded 

The recommendation be adopted. 
CARRIED ( ) 
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12.3 
12.3 

12.3 Proposed Amendment No 56 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 – 
Reservation of Lot 1002 Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park, 
and Lots 1003 & 1004 Raleigh Street & Lot 1005 Bishopsgate 
Street, Carlisle for Parks and Recreation 

File Ref: PLA0003/56 In Brief 

 The Minister approved an
amendment to the Metropolitan
Region Scheme on 5 August 2011
involving the transfer of Lots 1002,
and portions of Lots 1003, 1004
and 1005 from the ‘Other Regional
Roads’ reserve to the ‘Urban’ zone
as it was surplus to the Roberts
Road and Miller Street road
reservation requirements.

 The subject Amendment proposes
the reservation of this land for
‘Parks and Recreation’ under
Town Planning Scheme No. 1 to
ensure its continued use as
parkland for surrounding residents
and a landscaped corridor 
connecting major recreation 
facilities.

 Recommended that Council initiate
an amendment to Town Planning
Scheme No. 1.

Appendices: No 

DA/BA or WAPC Ref: N/A 

Date: 20 October 2011 

Reporting Officer: L Parker 

Responsible Officer: R Cruickshank 

TABLED ITEMS: 

 Correspondence from Western Australian Planning Commission dated 2 August
2011;

 Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1193/57 South East and South West
Districts Omnibus Report dated July 2010; and

 Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 19 October 2010 relating to
Council’s submission in respect to the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment.

BACKGROUND: 
On 19 October 2010 the Council resolved to advise the Western Australian Planning 
Commission of its support in regards to Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 
1193/57 South East and South West Districts Omnibus, which proposed the rezoning of 
several parcels of land within the Town. In relation to the proposed transfer of Lots 
1002, 1003, 1004 and 1005 from the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reserve to the ‘Urban’ 
zone, the Council resolved the following: 
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12.3 
12.3 

“Council supports the proposal to rezone the land from Other Regional Roads 
reservation to “Urban” zone only on the basis that the land is being reserved for 
“Parks and Recreation” under Town of Victoria Park Town Planning Scheme No. 
1. Council is strongly opposed to the land being available for residential
development and would be opposed to the proposed “Urban” zoning if the land 
was proposed to be used for residential purposes for the reasons outlined in the 
report of the Director Future Life and Built Life Programs.” 

On 2 August 2011, Council received a letter from the Western Australian Planning 
Commission advising that the amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme to 
transfer the balance of Lots 1002, 1003, 1004 and 1005 from the ‘Other Regional 
Roads’ reserve to the ‘Urban’ zone had been approved and that Council should now 
initiate an Amendment to Town Planning Scheme No. 1 to reserve or zone the land 
under its Scheme. 

DETAILS: 
The Western Australian Planning Commission and the Minister have approved 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1193/57 South East and South West 
Districts Omnibus, which includes the transfer of Lot 1002 (No. 2-8) Beatty Avenue, 
East Victoria Park, and the balance of Lots 1003 and 1004 (Nos. 6 & 7) Raleigh Street 
and Lot 1005 (No. 45) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle from the ‘Other Regional Roads’ 
reserve to the ‘Urban’ zone. The remaining balance of Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005 are 
currently zoned ‘Urban’ under the Metropolitan Region Scheme and ‘Residential R30’ 
under Council’s Town Planning Scheme No. 1. The MRS amendment also included the 
transfer of several portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate 
Street road reserves to the ‘Urban’ zone. 

The subject land was formerly part of the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reservation of Miller 
Street and Roberts Road. The land was surplus to the ‘Other Regional Roads’ 
reservation following construction of the Miller’s crossing railway overpass. 

The subject land is currently used by the Town’s residents as part of the public open 
space network and has been landscaped and maintained by the Town since completion 
of the Miller’s crossing railway overpass in 2004.  

Legal Compliance: 
Where the Metropolitan Region Scheme has been amended, Section 124 of the 
Planning and Development Act 2005 requires the local government of the district in 
which the affected land is located, to prepare an amendment to its local planning 
scheme which is in accordance with and consistent with the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme. 

The Scheme Amendment process includes a public submission period of at least 42 
days. Display advertisements are required to be placed in the West Australian 
newspaper at the commencement of the public submission period.  
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12.3 
12.3 

Sustainability Assessment: 
External Economic Implications: 
Nil 

Social Issues: 
As the subject land has been transferred to the ‘Urban’ zone under the Metropolitan 
Region Scheme, there is potential for this land to be rezoned for residential purposes 
under Town Planning Scheme No. 1 consistent with the surrounding residential area 
and the remaining balance of the affected lots in the case of Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005, 
which are zoned ‘Residential R30’ under Council’s Town Planning Scheme No. 1. 
However, this would result in the loss of a recreational corridor connecting major sports 
and recreation facilities within the Town and the availability of public parkland for 
residents of the surrounding medium density residential area. 

Cultural Issues: 
Nil 

Environmental Issues: 
Nil 

COMMENT: 
Council’s Draft Local Planning Strategy identifies the Kent Street, Miller Street and 
Roberts Road link as a recreation corridor, linking major sports and recreation facilities 
within the Town via a landscaped boulevard. It is considered important to retain the 
landscaped character of this link in accordance with the Draft Local Planning Strategy.  

Lot 1002 has frontage to Beatty Avenue and Miller Street and is located abutting John 
Bissett Reserve and has been landscaped and is being used in conjunction with that 
reserve. John Bissett Reserve is a small reserve of only 7071m2 located adjacent to a 
school playground which is completely fenced off and not accessible to the public. As a 
result the reserve plays a significant role in the open space network of the local area.  

Given the residential densities within the area of R30, R40 and R60 it is considered 
important that sufficient public open space is available for residents in medium density 
areas to compensate for the loss of traditional backyards. It is important to compensate 
for these areas of higher densities by providing a usable network of public open space 
and green links to connect them.  

If Lot 1002 was to be rezoned to ‘Residential’ under Town Planning Scheme No. 1, the 
park would effectively be reduced in size by almost half, leaving less open space for 
nearby residents to enjoy. This would reduce a significant local amenity to a small and 
insignificant park which is wedged between private properties. 

Other parks and recreation reserves within the area include Lathlain Oval and Tom 
Wright Reserve, however, Lathlain Oval has limited use by the general public as 
Lathlain Oval is the home ground of the Perth Demons WAFL team, which limits its use 
by the general public as passive open space.  
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12.3 
12.3 

Linking the existing parks and recreation facilities by a landscaped boulevard in an 
open and green setting along Kent Street, Miller Street and Roberts Road has been 
identified as an important strategy within the Draft Local Planning Strategy.  

In view of the above it is recommended that the whole of Lots 1002, 1003, 1004 and 
1005 be reserved for ‘Parks and recreation’ under Town Planning Scheme No. 1, to 
ensure their continued use as a recreational corridor and passive open space for 
residents of the surrounding medium density residential area. It is also recommended 
that the portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate Street road 
reserves which were transferred from the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reserve to the ‘Urban’ 
zone, be zoned ‘Residential R30’ consistent with the zoning of the substantive portions 
of these roads.  It is recommended that Council initiate proposed Amendment No. 56 to 
Town Planning Scheme No.1. 

RESOLVED: 

Moved: Councillor Hayes  Seconded: Councillor Potter 

1. Council resolve pursuant to Section 75 of the Planning and Development
Act 2005 to initiate Amendment No. 56 to amend the Town of Victoria Park
Town Planning Scheme No. 1 as follows:

1.1 Classify No. 2-8 (Lot 1002) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park as 
Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”; 

1.2 Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P10 
Shepperton Precinct accordingly; 

1.3 Classify Nos. 6 & 7 (Lots 1003 and 1004) Raleigh Street and No. 45 
(Lot 1005) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle as Town of Victoria Park 
Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”; 

1.4 Classify the portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and 
Bishopsgate Street road reserves that were formerly part of the 
Roberts Road “Other Regional Roads” reservation as “Residential 
R30” zone; and  

1.5 Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P8 Carlisle 
Precinct accordingly.  

2. The Chief Executive Officer and Mayor be authorised to execute the Town
Planning Scheme No. 1 Amendment No. 56 documents.

3 Amendment No. 56 be referred to the Department of Environment and 
Conservation prior to the commencement of advertising of the 
Amendment. 

CARRIED (8-0) 
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12.3 
12.3 
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Ordinary Meeting of Council Minutes 10 April 2012 
(To be Confirmed on the 8 May 2012) 

11.5 11.5

1.4 Classifying the portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate 
Street road reserves that were formerly part of the Roberts Road Metropolitan 
Region Scheme “Other Regional Roads” reservation as “Residential R30” zone. 

1.5 Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P8 Carlisle Precinct 
accordingly. 

Amendment No. 56 was advertised for 42 days.  The public advertising period commenced 
on 20 February 2012 and closes on 3 April 2012. 

A letter dated 19 December 2011 was received form the Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) advising the Town that the proposed Scheme Amendment 56 “should not 
be assessed under Part IV Division 3 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) 
and that is not necessary to provide any advice or recommendations.” 

DETAILS: 
The Western Australian Planning Commission and the Minister for Planning have 
approved Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1193/57 South East and South 
West Districts Omnibus, which includes the transfer of Lot 1002 (No. 2-8) Beatty Avenue, 
East Victoria Park, and the balance of Lots 1003 and 1004 (Nos. 6 & 7) Raleigh Street and 
Lot 1005 (No. 45) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle from the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reserve to 
the ‘Urban’ zone. The remaining balance of Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005 are currently zoned 
‘Urban’ under the Metropolitan Region Scheme and ‘Residential R30’ under Council’s 
Town Planning Scheme No. 1. The MRS amendment also included the transfer of several 
portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate Street road reserves to 
the ‘Urban’ zone. 

The subject land was formerly part of the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reservation of Miller 
Street and Roberts Road. The land was surplus to the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reservation 
following construction of the Miller’s Crossing railway overpass. The subject land is 
currently used by the Town’s residents as part of the public open space network and has 
been landscaped and maintained by the Town since completion of the Miller’s Crossing 
railway overpass in 2004. 

Amendment 56 proposes that the whole of Lots 1002, 1003, 1004 and 1005 be reserved 
for ‘Parks and Recreation’ under Town Planning Scheme No. 1, to ensure their continued 
use as a recreational corridor and passive open space for residents of the surrounding 
medium density residential area. It is also proposed that the portions of the Rutland 
Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate Street road reserves which were transferred from 
the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reserve to the ‘Urban’ zone, be zoned ‘Residential R30’ 
consistent with the zoning of the substantive portions of these roads. 

Amendment No. 56 was advertised for 42 days.  The public advertising period commenced 
on 20 February 2012 and closed on 3 April 2012. Five submissions were received during 
the advertising period. 
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11.5 11.5

The submissions received have been summarised and are responded to as follows: 

Summary of Submission Officer’s Comment 
Submission from resident of Rayment 
Street, Lathlain. 

I support proposed amendment and 
reasons outlined for it in the report. I 
support the continued use of the land for 
plants, trees, paths etc. 

Comments noted.   

Amendment 56 acknowledges the value 
and amenity of the land as a passive 
recreational area serving the needs of 
the surrounding medium density 
residential area. 

Submission from owner of 8 Raleigh 
Street. 

I wish to purchase 400m2 of Lot 1004 
and amalgamate it with my duplex site to 
enable the development of the rear of my 
block for two additional dwellings. 

This would still retain a green corridor 
along Roberts Road and retain the large 
Jacaranda tree on the site. 

The development would remove the 
“dogleg” that currently exists where Lots 
1004 and 1005 meet. 

The Town would benefit from the ongoing 
rates that would be generated from the 
construction of two new residences. 

Comments noted.  

The whole of Lot 1004 has been 
maintained and landscaped by the Town 
for use as parkland and passive open 
space for the residents of the 
surrounding medium density residential 
area. It is considered that the recreational 
value of the site would be decreased if a 
portion was sold and developed for 
residential use. 

The small financial benefit gained from 
additional rate revenue is not considered 
relevant or significant in the context of 
the broader public benefit that would be 
maintained through the continued use of 
the whole of Lot 1004 as part of a 
recreational corridor linking major sports 
and recreation facilities and an area of 
passive open space. 

It is considered premature to consider 
such a proposal until such time as the 
Amendment has been considered by the 
Western Australian Planning Commission 
for final approval. 

Submission from project management 
firm Habitat International acting on behalf 
of owner of 8 Raleigh Street. 

Comments noted. 

We understand the Commission wishes 
to dispose of their Lots as residential 
sites contrary to Council’s resolution. 

The ownership of the land by the WAPC 
does not alter the Officer’s position that 
the land in question should be classified 
under Town Planning Scheme No. 1 in a 
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manner which best serves the interests 
of and provides the greatest benefit to 
the surrounding community. 

The proposed alienation of portion of Lot 
1004, will allow for the retention of the 
existing dwellings at Raleigh Street and 
the construction of two additional 
dwellings to the rear. 

The development potential of 8 Raleigh 
Street is not considered relevant to the 
Council’s consideration of the appropriate 
classification or use of the land in 
question. 

A case can be made for the 
rationalisation of the boundaries between 
Lots 1004 and 1005, so they achieve a 
contiguous area of useable open space 
without any nooks or crannies that 
restrict its use or create undesirable 
hiding spots. 

Not supported. Creating a contiguous or 
seamless boundary would significantly 
reduce the useable area of Lot 1004 as 
passive recreational area.  The existing 
boundary between Lots 1004 and 1005 is 
not considered to harbour any nooks or 
crannies, as Lot 1004 is approximately 
16 metres wider than Lot 1005 (i.e. as 
wide as the surrounding residential lots) 
and is highly visible and open to Roberts 
Road and Raleigh Street. 

The funds achieved from the sale of the 
land could be used to fund an upgrade of 
the open space. 

Conjecture only. Such an agreement 
would rely upon the WAPC agreeing to 
handover any monies gained through the 
sale of the land to the Town for the 
upgrade of the balance of Lot 1004. The 
Town is not aware of any agreement or 
offer by the WAPC to do so. 

The owner of Lot 501 (8 Raleigh St) 
would be in a position to make a 
contribution to the upgrading of the open 
space as a condition of development. 

Not supported. The imposition of a 
developer contribution condition on any 
development at 8 Raleigh Street 
(including portion of Lot 1004 
amalgamated with this property) must 
rely upon the development having a 
sufficient nexus to the use or reliance of 
the object/infrastructure that the 
contribution relates to. It is inconceivable 
that a residential development occurring 
after the sale and amalgamation of a 
portion of Lot 1004 would have any 
connection to or reliance upon the 
balance of Lot 1004 being used for open 
space.  The provision of public open 
space or a cash-in-lieu contribution as a 
condition of subdivision approval does 
not normally apply for proposals of less 
than 5 lots, as per WAPC Development 
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Control Policy 2.3. Therefore, the ability 
of the WAPC or the Town to apply a 
developer contribution requirement at 
subdivision or development approval 
stage, respectively, is unlikely. 

The resultant part of Lot 1004 (following 
the proposed alienation of land) is 
substantial (976m2) and is viable as a 
stand-alone lot should it ever be decided 
to sell the lots separately. 

Noted, however the intent of Amendment 
56 is to retain Lot 1004 as public 
parkland rather than to ensure its 
potential future development for 
residential or other uses. 

Council’s desire to maintain a continuous 
strip of open space between the railway 
and Bishopsgate Street is maintained. 

Noted, however this does not diminish 
the intent of Amendment 56 to retain the 
use of the lots, including Lot 1004, as a 
functional and sizeable area of passive 
open space for the residents of the 
surrounding medium density residential 
area. 

Submission from resident of Rutland 
Avenue, Lathlain. 

Comments noted. 

We moved to the area given its proximity 
to the parkland. My family enjoy utilising 
the open space and do not want to see it 
developed in the future. 

Supported.  The proposed Amendment 
recognises the community benefit and 
amenity the parkland provides and seeks 
to have the whole of the lots reserved as 
“Parks and Recreation” under the 
Scheme. 

I am also concerned regarding the traffic 
impacts and impacts on land values as a 
result of any future development of the 
land. 

Not supported. The future development 
of the land for residential purposes would 
be unlikely to generate significant traffic 
and all parking would be required to be 
provided on site for any future 
development. Land values are not a 
relevant town planning consideration. 

Submission from resident of Rutland 
Avenue, Lathlain. 

Comments noted. 

I support the land remaining as parkland. 
The Carlisle area has gradually been 
improving and building a sense of 
community as new families and young 
couples move into the area. The parkland 
provides an area for the elderly, young 
families and children to interact and I 
believe is an attraction for future 
residents. 

Supported.  The proposed Amendment 
recognises the community benefit and 
amenity the parkland provides and seeks 
to have the whole of the lots reserved as 
“Parks and Recreation” under the 
Scheme. 

My fear is that if the land is sold off and 
zoned for residential development then 

Supported. Refer to comments above. 
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the area will lose its ‘open’ feel and a 
significant community asset would be 
lost. 
Having areas of open space in residential 
areas close to the City is important, 
particularly in areas of higher density and 
where infill development will continue to 
occur. 

Supported. Refer to comments above. 

Letters were received from MainRoadsWA, the Department of Health and the Water 
Corporation on 29 February 2012, 30 March 2012 and 2 April 2012, respectively, stating 
no objection to the proposed Amendment. 

Legal Compliance: 

Town of Victoria Park Town Planning Scheme No. 1 

Clause 47 (1) of the Town Planning Scheme Text states that: 
“Council may only amend or revoke a Scheme Document with the exception of a Council 
Register in accordance with the procedures applying to a Town Planning Scheme 
Amendment set out in Section 7 of the Act.” 

Town Planning Regulations 1967 

Under regulations 17(1) & (2) and 25(fb) of the Town Planning Regulations 1967, the 
Council must consider all submissions received on the amendment and resolve whether 
the amendment will be adopted with or without modifications or whether it does not wish to 
proceed with the amendment within 42 days of the end of the advertising period or such 
longer period as the Minister may approve. 

Under regulation 18(1) of the Town Planning Regulations 1967, the Council must forward 
the amendment to the Western Australian Planning Commission for a decision on final 
approval within 28 days of passing a resolution under regulation 17(2). 

The Western Australian Planning Commission will consider the Amendment and any 
submissions received and make a recommendation to the Hon Minister for Planning 
concerning determination.  Upon receipt of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s 
recommendation the Hon Minister will consider the matter then make a determination on 
the outcome of the Amendment, which may include finalisation of the Amendment, 
modifications to the Amendment that may or may not require readvertising or refusal to 
finalise the Amendment. 

Sustainability Assessment: 
External Economic Implications: 
No impact 
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Social Issues: 
As the subject land has been transferred to the ‘Urban’ zone under the Metropolitan 
Region Scheme, there is potential for this land to be rezoned for residential purposes 
under Town Planning Scheme No. 1 consistent with the surrounding residential area and 
the remaining balance of the affected lots in the case of Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005, which 
are zoned ‘Residential R30’ under Council’s Town Planning Scheme No. 1. However, this 
would result in the loss of a recreational corridor connecting major sports and recreation 
facilities within the Town and the availability of public parkland for residents of the 
surrounding medium density residential area. 

Cultural Issues: 
Nil 

Environmental Issues: 
Nil 

COMMENT: 
Council’s Draft Local Planning Strategy identifies the Kent Street, Miller Street and Roberts 
Road link as a recreation corridor, linking major sports and recreation facilities within the 
Town via a landscaped boulevard. It is considered important to retain the landscaped 
character of this link in accordance with the Draft Local Planning Strategy. 

Proposed Amendment 56 has been advertised for 42 days with five submissions being 
received during the advertising period. These consisted of three letters in support of the 
Amendment and two statements by and on behalf of the owner of No. 8 Raleigh Street, 
requesting consideration of their wish to purchase a portion of Lot 1004 from the Western 
Australian Planning Commission, to allow for the development of two additional dwellings 
behind the existing duplex at 8 Raleigh Street, Carlisle. 

The matters raised in respect to Lot 1004 and 8 Raleigh Street are not considered valid or 
consistent with broader strategic planning objectives to retain the use of the lots in 
question as passive recreational area. Regardless of any negotiations or discussions that 
may have already occurred between the owner of 8 Raleigh Street and the Western 
Australian Planning Commission (in its capacity as owner of the land), it is not considered 
appropriate for the private interests of an adjoining landholder to supersede the public 
benefit and enjoyment that is currently provided from the use and maintenance of the 
whole of Lot 1004 as passive open space to meet the needs of the surrounding medium 
density residential area. 

As reported to the Council at its Ordinary Meeting held on 8 November 2011, Council’s 
major recreational facilities in the vicinity of the area (i.e. Lathlain Oval and former site of 
Carlisle/Lathlain Bowling Club) do not provide significant opportunity to meet local passive 
open space needs given their use as the home ground of the Perth Demons WAFL team 
and selection as the location for a new multi-use sporting facility, respectively.    
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CONCLUSION: 
The proposed reservation of the whole of Lots 1002 to 1005 as Scheme Reserve “Parks 
and Recreation” will ensure their continued function as a recreational corridor linking major 
sports and recreation facilities, and passive open space for residents of the surrounding 
medium density residential area. 

It is recommended that Council resolve to adopt Amendment 56 to the Town of Victoria 
Park Town Planning Scheme No. 1 for Final Approval, without modifications. 

RESOLVED: 

Moved: Councillor Hayes Seconded: Councillor Potter 

1. Council resolve pursuant to Section 75 of the Planning and Development Act
2005 to adopt Amendment No. 56 to amend the Town of Victoria Park Town
Planning Scheme No. 1 for final approval without modifications as follows:

1.1 Classifying No. 2-8 (Lot 1002) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park as
Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”. 

1.2 Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P10 Shepperton 
Precinct accordingly. 

1.3 Classifying Nos. 6 & 7 (Lots 1003 & 1004) Raleigh Street and No. 45 (Lot 
1005) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle as Town of Victoria Park Scheme 
Reserve “Parks and Recreation”. 

1.4 Classifying the portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and 
Bishopsgate Street road reserves that were formerly part of the Roberts 
Road Metropolitan Region Scheme “Other Regional Roads” reservation 
as “Residential R30” zone. 

1.5 Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P8 Carlisle 
Precinct accordingly.  

2. The Chief Executive Officer and Mayor be authorised to execute the Town
Planning Scheme No. 1 Amendment No. 56 documents and to have the
Common Seal affixed.

3 Amendment No. 56 be forwarded to the Western Australian Planning
Commission for final approval.

The Motion was Put and CARRIED: (8-0) 

In favour of the Motion: Mayor Vaughan; Cr Ashton; Cr Anderson; Cr Hayes; Cr Skinner; Cr Nairn, Cr 
Vilaca; Cr Potter 
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AMENDMENT NO. 56 
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005 

RESOLUTION DECIDING TO AMEND A TOWN PLANNING SCHEME. 

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1 

AMENDMENT NO. 56 

RESOLVED that the Council, in pursuance of Section 75 of the Planning and 
Development Act 2005 amend the above Town Planning Scheme by: 

1. Classifying No. 2-8 (Lot 1002) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park as
Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”.

2. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P10
Shepperton Precinct accordingly.

3. Classifying Nos. 6 & 7 (Lots 1003 & 1004) Raleigh Street and No. 45
(Lot 1005) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle as Town of Victoria Park
Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”.

4. Classifying the portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and
Bishopsgate Street road reserves that were formerly part of the
Roberts Road Metropolitan Region Scheme “Other Regional Roads”
reservation as “Residential R30” zone.

5. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P8 Carlisle
Precinct accordingly.

Dated this Eighth day of November 2011 

_________________________ 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005 

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK 

TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1 – AMENDMENT NO 56 

SCHEME REPORT 

Local Authority:  Town of Victoria Park 

Town Planning Scheme: Town Planning Scheme No. 1 

Type of Scheme  Town Planning Scheme 

Amendment Number Amendment No. 56 

Proposal Amendment to Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1 to classify several lots 
which formerly comprised a portion of 
the Roberts Road Metropolitan 
Region Scheme “Other Regional 
Roads” reservation as Town of 
Victoria Park Scheme Reserve 
“Parks and Recreation”.  

BACKGROUND: 

On 5 August 2011, Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1193/57 
South East and South West Districts Omnibus was gazetted, which included 
the transfer of Lot 1002 (No. 2-8) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park, and the 
balance of Lots 1003 and 1004 (Nos. 6 & 7) Raleigh Street and Lot 1005 (No. 
45) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle from the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reserve to
the ‘Urban’ zone.  The remaining balance of Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005 are 
currently zoned ‘Urban’ under the Metropolitan Region Scheme and 
‘Residential R30’ under Council’s Town Planning Scheme No. 1. The MRS 
amendment also included the transfer of several portions of the Rutland 
Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate Street road reserves to the ‘Urban’ 
zone. 

The subject land was formerly part of the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reservation 
of Miller Street and Roberts Road. The land was surplus to the ‘Other 
Regional Roads’ reservation following construction of the Miller’s crossing 
railway overpass. 

The subject land is currently used by the Town’s residents as part of the 
public open space network and has been landscaped and maintained by the 
Town since completion of the Miller’s crossing railway overpass in 2004. 

The purpose of this amendment is to reclassify the entirety of the lots which 
were formerly part of the Metropolitan Region Scheme “Other Regional 
Roads” reservation as Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks and 

27



Recreation”, consistent with their current use and development and so as to 
ensure their continued role as a recreational corridor linking major areas of 
public open space and recreational facilities within the Town of Victoria Park.  
This Amendment is referred to as Amendment No. 56. 
 
 
DETAILS: 
 
At the Ordinary Council Meeting on 8 November 2011 Council resolved the 
following: 

 
“1. Council resolve pursuant to Section 75 of the Planning and 

Development Act 2005 to initiate Amendment No. 56 to amend 
the Town of Victoria Park Town Planning Scheme No. 1 as 
follows: 

 
1.1 Classify No. 2-8 (Lot 1002) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria 

Park as Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks 
and Recreation”; 

 
1.2 Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan 

P10 Shepperton Precinct accordingly; 
 

1.3 Classify Nos. 6 & 7 (Lots 1003 and 1004) Raleigh Street 
and No. 45 (Lot 1005) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle as 
Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks and 
Recreation”; 

 
1.4 Classify the portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh 

Street and Bishopsgate Street road reserves that were 
formerly part of the Roberts Road “Other Regional 
Roads” reservation as “Residential R30” zone; and  

 
1.5 Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan 

P8 Carlisle Precinct accordingly.  
 
2. The Chief Executive Officer and Mayor be authorised to execute 

the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Amendment No. 56 
documents. 

 
3 Amendment No. 56 be referred to the Department of 

Environment and Conservation prior to the commencement of 
advertising of the Amendment.” 

 
 
The subject lots form part of a recreational corridor identified in the Council’s 
Draft Local Planning Strategy linking major sports and recreation facilities 
within the Town via a landscaped boulevard. It is considered important to 
retain the landscaped character of this link in accordance with the Draft Local 
Planning Strategy. 
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Lot 1002 has frontage to Beatty Avenue and Miller Street and is located 
abutting John Bissett Reserve and has been landscaped and is being used in 
conjunction with that reserve. John Bissett Reserve is a small reserve of only 
7071m2 located adjacent to a school playground which is completely fenced 
off and not accessible to the public. As a result the reserve plays a significant 
role in the open space network of the local area.  

Given the residential densities within the area of R30, R40 and R60 it is 
considered important that sufficient public open space is available for 
residents in medium density areas to compensate for the loss of traditional 
backyards. It is important to compensate for these areas of higher densities by 
providing a usable network of public open space and green links to connect 
them.  

If Lot 1002 was to be rezoned to ‘Residential’ under Town Planning Scheme 
No. 1, the park would effectively be reduced in size by almost half, leaving 
less open space for nearby residents to enjoy. This would reduce a significant 
local amenity to a small and insignificant park which is wedged between 
private properties. 

Other parks and recreation reserves within the area include Lathlain Oval and 
Tom Wright Reserve, however, Lathlain Oval has limited use by the general 
public as Lathlain Oval is the home ground of the Perth Demons WAFL team, 
which limits its use by the general public as passive open space. 

Linking the existing parks and recreation facilities by a landscaped boulevard 
in an open and green setting along Kent Street, Miller Street and Roberts 
Road has been identified as an important strategy within the Draft Local 
Planning Strategy.  

In view of the above it is considered appropriate that the whole of Lots 1002, 
1003, 1004 and 1005 be reserved for ‘Parks and recreation’ under Town 
Planning Scheme No. 1, to ensure their continued use as a recreational 
corridor and passive open space for residents of the surrounding medium 
density residential area. It is also considered appropriate that the portions of 
the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and Bishopsgate Street road reserves 
which were transferred from the ‘Other Regional Roads’ reserve to the ‘Urban’ 
zone, be zoned ‘Residential R30’ consistent with the zoning of the substantive 
portions of these roads.  
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005 

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK 

TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1 – AMENDMENT NO. 56 

The Council of the Town of Victoria Park under and by virtue of the powers 
conferred upon it by the Planning and Development Act 2005, hereby amends 
the above Town Planning Scheme by: 

1. Classifying No. 2-8 (Lot 1002) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park as
Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”.

2. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P10
Shepperton Precinct accordingly.

3. Classifying Nos. 6 & 7 (Lots 1003 & 1004) Raleigh Street and No. 45
(Lot 1005) Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle as Town of Victoria Park
Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”.

4. Classifying the portions of the Rutland Avenue, Raleigh Street and
Bishopsgate Street road reserves that were formerly part of the
Roberts Road Metropolitan Region Scheme “Other Regional Roads”
reservation as “Residential R30” zone.

5. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P8 Carlisle
Precinct accordingly.
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Adopted by resolution of the Council of the Town of Victoria Park at the 
Ordinary Meeting of the Council held on the Eighth day of November 2011. 

__________________________ 
MAYOR 

__________________________ 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

Adopted for final approval by resolution of the Town of Victoria Park at the 
Ordinary Meeting of Council held on the ____________ day of _________ 
20___ and the Seal of the Municipality was pursuant to that resolution 
hereunto affixed in the presence of: 

____________________________
MAYOR 

____________________________
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

Recommended/Submitted ____________________________ 
DELEGATED UNDER S.16 OF PD 
ACT 2005 

Date: _______________________ 

Final Approval Granted ____________________________ 
MINISTER FOR PLANNING  

Date:_______________________ 
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005 

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK 

TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1 – AMENDMENT NO. 56 

MODIFIED AMENDMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MINISTER’S 
DECISION DATED 2 MAY 2017 

1. Classifying No. 2-8 (Lot 1002) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park as
Town of Victoria Park Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”.

2. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P10
Shepperton Precinct accordingly.

3. Nos. 6 & 7 (Lots 1003 & 1004) Raleigh Street and No. 45 (Lot 1005)
Bishopsgate Street, Carlisle being transferred to the ‘Residential’ zone
with a density coding of R30.

4. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P8 Carlisle
Precinct accordingly.
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ADOPTION [REGULATION 13(1)]
Adoption by Resolution of the Council
of the Town of Victoria Park at the
meeting of the Council held on the

______ day of ________________.

________________          _________
Mayor Date

________________          _________
Chief Executive Officer      Date

FINAL APPROVAL [REGULATION 21(2), 22(1) and (2)]
Adoption by Resolution of the Council of the Town of
Victoria Park at the Ordinary meeting of the Council held

on the ______ day of ________________
and the seal of the Municipality was pursuant to that
Resolution hereunto affixed in the presence of

________________          _________
Mayor Date

________________          _________
Chief Executive Officer      Date

Recommendation for final
approval by the Western
Australian Planning Commission.

________________          _________
Delegated under sect        Date
20 of WAPC Act 1985

_______________________________
Final Approval granted

________________          _________
Minister for Planning          Date

Parks and Recreation

Other Regional Roads

Residential

Public Purpose

LEGEND

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK
SCHEME ZONES

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK
SCHEME RESERVES

METROPOLITAN REGION
SCHEME RESERVES

Railways

Parks and Recreation Restricted
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Recommended/Submitted ____________________________ 
DELEGATED UNDER S.16 OF PD 
ACT 2005 

Date: _______________________ 

Final Approval Granted ____________________________ 
MINISTER FOR PLANNING  

Date:_______________________ 
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15 August 2017 

Name 
Address 

Dear Sir/Madam 

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1 – AMENDMENT NO. 56 FOR NOS. 2-
8 BEATTY AVENUE, EAST VICTORIA PARK, NOS. 6 & 7 RALEIGH STREET AND NO. 45 BISHOPSGATE 
STREET, CARLISLE 

Notice is hereby given that pursuant to clause 56 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning 
Schemes) Regulations 2015 the Local Government of the Town of Victoria Park has been directed 
by the Minister for Planning to advertise modifications to Scheme Amendment No. 56. The 
requested modifications will result in the Town Planning Scheme Amendment being modified to 
the following:   

1. Classifying No. 2-8 (Lot 1002) Beatty Avenue, East Victoria Park as Town of Victoria Park
Scheme Reserve “Parks and Recreation”.

2. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P10 Shepperton Precinct
accordingly.

3. Nos. 6 & 7 (Lots 1003 & 1004) Raleigh Street and No. 45 (Lot 1005) Bishopsgate Street,
Carlisle being transferred to the ‘Residential’ zone with a density coding of R30.

4. Modify the Town Planning Scheme No. 1 Precinct Plan P8 Carlisle Precinct accordingly.

The modified Scheme Amendment document can be viewed online via the Town’s website at 
http://www.victoriapark.wa.gov.au by going to ‘Planning and Building’, ‘Development 
Consultation’ and looking for Town Planning Scheme No. 1, Scheme Amendment No. 56.  

Submissions on the Town Planning Scheme Amendment must be made in writing and lodged with 
the undersigned at the Town of Victoria Park Administration Centre, 99 Shepperton Road, Victoria 
Park, by mail to Locked Bag 437, Victoria Park 6979, by facsimile on 93118181, or by email to 
admin@vicpark.wa.gov.au in order that they are received on or before 5.00pm Tuesday 26 
September 2017. 

Enquiries: Teneale Taylor – Senior Planning Officer 
Telephone:  9311 8111 

File Ref:  PLA/7/48 
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This modified Amendment is available for inspection and public comment, and it should not be 
construed that final approval will be granted.  Your written comments are welcome and will be 
considered by Council prior to a recommendation being made to either proceed, modify or 
abandon the proposal.    

Should you have any queries please contact Senior Planning Officer, Teneale Taylor via email to 
ttaylor@vicpark.wa.gov.au.  

Yours faithfully 

ROBERT CRUICKSHANK 
EXECUTIVE MANAGER BUILT LIFE 
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File Ref: PLA/7/0048 

READVERTISING OF MODIFICATIONS TO AMENDMENT NO. 56 TO TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK 
TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1  

SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS 

Community Consultation Period: 15 August 2017 to 26 September 2017 

SUMMARY OF SUBMISSION TYPES 

Submission Type Number 

Objections 96 

Supporting 
Submissions 0 

Un-Stated Position 1 

Total 97 
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“Your Thoughts” Portal 

= 81 out of 97 
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READVERTISING OF MODIFICATIONS TO AMENDMENT NO. 56 TO TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK 
TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1  

SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS 

# DATE 
RECEIVED SUBMITTER POSITION INTEREST SUMMARY OF COMMENTS OFFICER RESPONSE 

1 Aug 21 17 
02:39 pm 

E Stockman of 
2/96 Rutland 
Ave, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Ratepayer
• Use parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I strongly object to point 3 and 4 of the proposed scheme
amendment no. 56 that states that Lots 1003 and 1004
be transferred to the ‘Residential’ zone with a density
coding of R30.

• These lots should be reserved as “Parks and Recreation”
as previously recommended and requested by the Town.

• These parks and open spaces are well maintained, valued
and used by the local community, including myself.

• It provides an important link: to the old bowling club site
which will be redeveloped into community open and
green space, for Lathlain residents to walk to the
shopping precinct at Archer St, and for Carlisle residents
to get to the Victoria Park train station.

• Many people make regular use of this important corridor
of connected green spaces for exercise and to walk their
dog.

• It also provides amenity for those driving past the site
along Miller St/Roberts Rd.

• On the site are some food producing trees that nearby
residents pick fruit and nuts from.

• At a strategic level, the importance of public open and
green space is continually highlighted and confirmed in
community consultation and engagement in the Town.

• The proposed reclassification is not in line with the
strategic direction of the Town.

• The Town recently adopted the Community Strategic
Plan. As per this plan, the words ‘green space’ were
amongst the most popular during the extensive
community consultation process.

• The plan’s mission includes ‘to promote sustainable,
liveable, healthy and green places for everyone’.

Supported: 
• Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005 are

considered to serve a 
significant public open space 
benefit to the local 
community, as areas of 
passive open space for a 
variety of activities and users. 

• There is a demonstrable
shortage of open space in the 
locality which will be 
exacerbated if the lots are 
developed for residential 
purposes. 

• These lots also provide an
important green corridor 
linking major active 
recreational areas in East 
Victoria Park and Lathlain. 

• Council has maintained and
developed the lots for public 
open space for a significant 
period of time (over 13 years) 
and they have become 
valued, well utilised areas of 
passive open space by the 
surrounding community. 

• The loss of these lots as areas
of public open space is 
contrary to the strategic 
direction of the Town, as 
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• Specifically, for the built environment the plan states
that ‘walking, cycling and public transport will be the first
choice for people to get around’, and for the natural
environment that ‘the Town’s natural environment
(including parks, reserves, bush land areas, river
foreshore) have been enhanced and protected.

• The proposed reclassification by the Minister to
residential zone is clearly not in line with the Town’s
strategic direction and community expectations, needs
and wants as documented in the community strategic
plan, is not supported and should be withdrawn by the
Minister.

• I strongly ask the Minister to reclassify Lots 1003, 1004
and 1005 as “Parks and Recreation” as previously
recommended and requested by the Town.

detailed in the Strategic 
Community Plan and Draft 
Local Planning Strategy.  

2 Aug 28 17 
08:57:48 pm 

M Hayes of 14 
Temple St, 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Ratepayer
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Support keeping this land as parkland. Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 1

3 Aug 29 17 
10:19:20 am 

J Bisley of 7A 
Anglesea 
Street 

Objection • Live nearby
• Ratepayer
• Use parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Loss of open space for aesthetic and environmental
reasons;

• Our children play in these spaces after school on a daily
basis;

• Their loss would be felt in the community

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 1.
• The Public Open Space

Assessment carried out in
2015 has identified a
significant quantifiable
shortfall of open space in the
locality, which underscores
the adverse impact that the
loss of Lots 1003, 1004 and
1005 as public parkland is
likely to have on the
community.

4 Aug 29 17 
10:22:39 am 

L Harris of 54A 
Kent Street, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• While I understand that the WAPC has infill targets that
they aim to meet I believe that the site would be better
used as a recreation and POS area;

• The area does see a fair amount of use and would be
great to be kept around;

• Functional POS is somewhat of a rarity in the area and it
would be great to have this kept as such for some time.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3.

• The development of the lots
for residential development
at an R30 density does not
meaningfully contribute to
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fulfilling the Town’s 
significant infill targets, which 
the Town has demonstrated 
can be met in appropriate 
locations elsewhere in the 
Town. 

5 Aug 29 17 
10:42:57 am 

J Mowatt of 3 
Withnell St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Ratepayer
• use the parkland

regularly
• concerned about

loss of open
space

• Have young children, one who is at EVP primary this
year, the other starts next year;

• We use and value this open space as both a play and
meeting space;

• It sits next to the primary school and provides a pocket of
green available to all;

• Rather than turn it over to residential development I
would prefer this green space is maintained and
developed as a modern park for families, possibly even a
usable skate park;

• If more development is wanted then increase density
elsewhere.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

6 Aug 29 17 
11:09:08 am 

A Scollen of 
113 Dyson St, 
Kensington 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• use the parkland
regularly

• concerned about
loss of open
space

• environmental
concerns

• Increasingly open green space is being lost in inner city
suburbs especially most recently in ToVP;

• The environmental impact of R30 zoning in an area that
has already lost a significant amount of canopy in the
environmental vandalism at Perth oval;

• Now residents who are squeezed between the railway
and Shepperton Road will lose a vital part of their
environmental amenities;

• It is even more critical given that the general community
(i.e. the non-dog exercising community) will be locked
out of so much of the bowling site, the need for open
space and safe children play areas on the Victoria Park
side of the railway are more important.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

7 Aug 29 17 
11:20:26 am 

W Palihakkara 
of 14A 
Bishopsgate 
Street, 
Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• ratepayer
• use the parkland

regularly
• concerned about

loss of open
space

• environmental
concerns

• R30 development will significantly increase congestion in
the vicinity, particularly new development near Lathlain
Oval area already affecting existing parkland;

• This will have significant and substandard impact on
climate and environment;

• The people in Lathlain, Carlisle and East Victoria Park
area deserve this space to be permanently zoned as
parkland rather than rezoning as R30 Residential.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

• The development of Lots
1003, 1004 and 1005 for
residential purposes at an
R30 density would be unlikely
to generate unacceptable
traffic volumes
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8 Aug 29 17 
11:22:27 am 

J Young of 99 
Beatty 
Avenue, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• ratepayer
• use the parkland

regularly
• concerned about

loss of open
space

• The John Bissett parkland is constantly utilised by nearby
residents, dog walkers and kids with the skate park,
basketball court and table tennis. This park must remain;

• The parkland on the Lathlain side of the railway should,
ideally, be kept as a green belt on approach to the new
stadium. It should actually have increased planting with
natives and varying canopies, like the Kensington
Bushland, rather than being demolished and replaced
with housing.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

9 Aug 29 17 
12:14:47 pm 

S Savva of 49 
Cookham 
Road, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• use the parkland

regularly
• concerned about

loss of open
space

• environmental
concerns

• Regular user of parklands for multi-purpose -  dog
walking, children play areas, relaxing, picnics, exercise;

• Would like to see the green space remain as such rather
than redeveloped for housing;

• The green corridor allows for vital tree life, buffering
from traffic and train line, and multi outdoor space for
the community;

• Central open space within Town of VP, for residents in 4
suburbs to come together,  as bordering; Lathlain,
Carlisle, EVP and VP.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

10 Aug 29 17 
12:21:59 pm 

D Blom of 77 
Enfield St, 
Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• concerned about

loss of open
space

• environmental
concerns

• The park is one of few in the area where it's good to let
dogs off the lead;

• It's not too busy with kids and set back from the road. It's
also a good option to play basketball / table tennis;

• I have also noticed a large amount of birds in the larger
trees in the park, a lot of large trees have been removed
from the area so it would be nice to keep these big trees
in the area.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

11 Aug 29 17 
12:23:07 pm 

L Sammels of 
23C Raleigh 
St, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• use the parkland

regularly
• concerned about

loss of open
space

• The immediate vicinity of this area is already highly
populated with units, Raleigh St and Miller’s Crossing is a
dead-end street and will only add to loss of space and
further parking issues.

• I strongly oppose this area to be rezoned. I have school
age children and as we have limited backyard area use
this space often with them to exercise and play.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

• The removal of the parkland
and its replacement with
residential development will
adversely impact on the
visual amenity and
landscaped character of this
portion of Carlisle adjacent to
Roberts Road.
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12 Aug 29 17 
12:34:16 pm 

A Branley, 
resident of 
Canny Rd, St 
James 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• A significant parcel of nearby land is being redeveloped
affecting the local ecosystem.

• We need to keep this space as a green and
environmental space.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

13 Aug 29 17 
12:35:38 pm 

C Gilham of 
134A Rutland 
Ave, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• The space should remain as it is. If any developments are
made, it should be to further diversify the park space,
not to change it to residential zoning.

• As to the boxes I have checked, I live nearby, pay rates
and use the parkland all the time.

• It provides a much needed break from the dense
properties present.

• I am opposed to any residential properties being put in
their place.

• It is regularly used by families with children, pet owners,
and would be a great loss to Carlisle if it was removed.

• As a rate payer, and owner of property in the suburb,
this loss of valuable parkland, and diversity of the land in
the suburb, will adversely affect property values.

• To a more important note, the environmental loss of yet
more parkland is not ok. This is a trend that needs to be
changed.

• There is much research which shows that open park
areas like this can have huge positive impacts on the
area, socially and otherwise. Do not replace them with
housing.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

• Property values are not a
relevant planning
consideration

14 Aug 29 17 
12:50:37 pm 

M Hill of 63 
Beatty Ave, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park
• Ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I am writing to express my desire for these parcels of
land to remain as parklets for the use of the community.

• These green spaces are incredibly important to both
myself, the local community and the natural world.

• Far, far too many native plants/trees and green spaces
have been removed from this community in the last year
and if this continues to occur the council will be losing
the very reason that so many people feel so passionate
about living in the Vic Park area.

• It is vital we retain the few open green spaces that
remain in our suburb.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

15 Aug 29 17 Y May of 55 Objection • Live nearby • We Live close by and use this park and Greenland area Supported: 
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12:53:19 pm Bishopsgate 
St, Lathlain 

• Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Use the parkland
regularly

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

regularly. 
• It also provides a beautiful green corridor into the

Carlisle area and new eagles training ground.

• Refer to Officer Comments in
relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

16 Aug 29 17 
12:59:38 pm 

C Konieczek of 
3/15 Egham 
Rd, Burswood 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• STOP removing public open spaces, I regularly use this
park with my dogs, there are kids playing, teens using the
hoops even despite the appalling road situation with the
construction camp across the road that constantly takes
up every inch of parking space.  We have adjusted!

• WHY create more postage stamp plots, there is little
space left after the oval debacle.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

17 Aug 29 17 
01:08:28 pm 

S Burra-
Robinson of 
6B Staines St, 
Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Please leave the area as open space for us to enjoy. One
of the best aspects of TOVP is having the benefit of
nature so close to the CBD.

• If this were to keep disappearing I'd be inclined to move
out of the area.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

18 Aug 29 17 
01:08:42 pm 

A Broughton 
of 11A 
Anglesea St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I have been a ToVP resident for 17years, my husband for
15 years. We've just started a family and as a rear
property with no yard, open park spaces are important
to ensure our children don't grow up stuck indoors.

• We want to be able to take them on walks to observe
and enjoy nature.

• After the Lathlain park trees were removed we noticed a
shift in bird activity in the area and the idea of losing
more natural space in the same area is distressing.

• Just the other side of Oats street is so much
industrialization that the idea of losing more natural
reserves in this area would make it seem more like a
concrete jungle.

• There's enough loss of land and trees there thanks to
residential development in existing R30 areas.

• With expected increased numbers of people living in
ToVP in coming years with new apartments coming

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

• Lot 1002, which contains a
skate park, and is used and
maintained as part of John
Bissett Reserve continues to
be proposed for reservation
as ‘Parks and Recreation’
under Town Planning Scheme
No. 1. The decision of the
Minister for Planning to
modify Amendment No. 56
did not alter the proposed
reservation of Lot 1002
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online and more visitors due to Lathlain park/football 
facilities, it is important to ensure there continues to be 
enough parkland available for all residents and visitors to 
enjoy. 

• And not just structured spaces like Rayment park, but
open spaces for exploration and imagination.

• A skate park is great for the teenage kids who are
beyond climbing frames and flying foxes, but still need
and want time outdoors to hang with friends and burn
some energy.

19 Aug 29 17 
01:09:42 pm 
[combined 
with earlier 
submission 
of Aug 24 
17] 

R Potter of 34 
Paltridge Ave, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• As a resident of Carlisle I am strongly opposed to these
changes for the following reasons.

• Aesthetics – As you can see on the plans this area forms
a “gateway” from one side of the Banksia Ward of
Victoria Park to another. The trees and green space
ensures that it Is an attractive entry statement.

• Environment – Building more houses on this land will
have a negative impact on our environment with a
substantial loss of trees and further strain on resources
within the area.

• Green Spaces – This area is fast losing many passive
green spaces with the development of Lathlain Oval,
where community zones have been decreased.

• Tree Canopy – We have already had substantial loss of
trees with over 98 mature trees being removed from
Lathlain Oval – we cannot afford to lose any more.

• Carnaby Cockatoos – This area has been recognised as a
confirmed Cockie Roost site and it must be protected so
as to protect our current cockie numbers.

• Green Corridor – This are forms a part of a “Green
Corridor” from Curtin University. This corridor is
important to retain and grow so as to allow the cockie
and other wildlife to flourish.

• Community – These areas are used by a wide range of
community members from dog walkers, to the local
school children, it forms a link between two suburbs. It is
a beautiful space that is open to a variety of activities
and users.

• So, in conclusion I urge you to retain this area as parks
and recreation as we need to ensure we have a balance
of open green spaces within our Town, so as to

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4
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accommodate the many different community members. 
• I do not wish to see any of this area developed for

residential or any other purpose buildings, it is important
to have access to open green spaces throughout our
town.

20 Aug 29 17 
01:29:36 pm 

N Webb of 
45A Beatty 
Ave, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Please don't take John Bissett reserve. This is a popular
park that services local families and dog owners. It's a
popular location to play ‘Pokemon Go’. It services the
school and the many families living in tiny villas on Beatty
Ave.

• We don't have the luxury of backyards for our kids. The
intersection and area can't take more people and cars
from more infill housing.

• The removal of these parks would leave kids with no safe
nearby options and would force them into crossing
Roberts Road or Archer Street.

• Also consider you would be sticking housing up against
the train line. The whole proposal is against the spirit of
Victoria PARK

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3,
4 and 18

21 Aug 29 17 
01:51:44 pm 

Resident (R) of 
8A Custance 
St, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• The Town of Vic Park is slowly becoming very dense. The
open space is used regularly by young families and dog
walkers.

• With the growing population in the local area, parklands
should be protected rather than removed. The parklands
make Town of Vic Park special.

• Please keep it beautiful and enjoyable.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

22 Aug 29 17 
02:22:37 pm 

S Bowen of 
36A 
Carnarvon St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I love this park and use it almost daily.
• It is a great green space that complements the suburb.
• The trees in this location provide fantastic support for

the local wildlife, something that we need to support in
our inner-city suburb.

• While close to Lathlain Redevelopment, this park
regularly supports many small activities (e.g. social dog
groups and gatherings) from neighbours and it will
continue to do so. I want to see it retained.

• I don't believe we need further degradation of areas that
support community connection or support our local

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4
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wildlife. 
• Please keep our park.

23 Aug 29 17 
02:25:44 pm 

O Holmes of 
39 Miller St, 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I am very concerned about the proposed change in
zoning at Miller's Crossing from open space to residential
R30.

• I have two young children and we use the park several
times a week. It is absolutely essential in a high-density
area such as Victoria Park and East Victoria Park to
maintain open green space.

• It is essential for the well-being of the children, adults
and dogs of the area, who without these spaces would
suffer as we no longer have large or in many cases ANY
back yards.

• The vegetation and mature trees are also an important
part of our area, creating a natural cooling system in
summer and giving what is left of our beautiful birds a
place to rest and eat.

• I would seriously consider selling the house and moving if
the plans go ahead.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

24 Aug 29 17 
02:39:23 pm 

M O’Donnell 
of 17B 
Mercury St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Several parks used regularly for open green space,
community socialisation and personal and pet exercise
all being rezoned for housing.

• We need these green spaces to stay green or the appeal
of the suburb and community friendly nature disappears

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

25 Aug 29 17 
03:45:17 pm 

A Wood of 
45A Beatty 
Ave, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• I use John Bissett on a daily basis. This park and the
surrounding spaces are used very heavily by people,
mainly for walking their dogs and children using the
space for somewhere to play after school.

• The days of every family owning a quarter-acre block for
the kids to play on is well and truly over, so other than
walking the streets, where are they supposed to run and
burn-off energy?

• Now that Lathlain Oval is going to be expensive and used
very heavily, every park and open space is going to be
essential.

• I see the residential take-over of these parks as nothing
but an unnecessary and greedy cash grab by Perth City,

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3,
4 and 18
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during the beginning of a housing glut. 
• R30 zoning is slowly turning these beautiful, highly used

areas into bland claustrophobic battery housing.
26 Aug 29 17 

04:00:24 pm 
K Annesley of 
49 Tuam St, 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Please zone Miller’s Crossing as parks and recreation as
per the original request by the Town of Victoria Park.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 4

27 Aug 29 17 
04:29:47 pm 

R Stevenson 
of 
40 Custance 
St, Lathlain 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Use the parkland
regularly

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• We need to retain public open space. Parking already too
congested. Traffic already congested.

• Block sizes are already too small and people need open
public space. Do not rezone to residential

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3,
4 and 7

28 Aug 29 17 
05:28:36 pm 

Toby Hawes of 
136B Rutland 
Ave, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Me and my partner live nearby and use these parks on a
daily basis along with a large number of other residents.

• If these parks are turned into housing then we will have
to travel much further to use similar amenities.

• I am also concerned about the overall look and feel of
the area when you take away green parklands and put
up apartment blocks as well as the increased traffic along
Rutland Ave and probable increased criminal activity that
comes with an increase of dense housing.

• We already have train noise to contend with and
currently the cul-de-sac helps negate car traffic noise
giving only limited cars come down this road

• I would also be worried about the house we own in
terms of a decrease in sale price and rental price I could
achieve.

• Along with the features which attract people to the area
as stated above we will also have increased supply of
units and poorer aesthetics and loss of amenity which
are attractive to those looking for inner city suburban
houses.

• I concur with another Facebook poster regarding more
suitable parcels of land around Welshpool. He posted:
Leave it as Parks & Recreational & tell WAPC to rezone
the land around Welshpool train station to

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3,
4 and 7

50



File Ref: PLA/7/0048 

 
 

residential/commercial, back in the 1960's when workers 
caught the steam train to work we needed factories close 
to the city but in 2017 having factories so close to the city 
is wrong. All that infrastructure, shops, facilities etc. no 
one lives there, it is not the best use of the land. 

• There have to be better land parcels then these to 
choose from.  

29 Aug 29 17 
06:31:08 pm 
[combined 
with earlier 
submission 
of 17 Aug 
17] 

S Harrington 
of 
28B O'Dea 
Street, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• Environmental 
concerns 

• I object to the above-mentioned amendment specifically 
in regard to the removal of green space at 6 & 7 Raleigh 
St and 45 Bishopsgate St in Carlisle. 

• Please abandon this proposal and don’t remove this park 
area that I regularly enjoy. 

• Don't wish for area to lose any more greenspace.  Can't 
get back once gone. 

• Reduced lifestyle quality. 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 4 

30 Aug 29 17 
06:43:13 pm 

D Dravnieks of 
41C Beatty 
Ave, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• Environmental 
concerns 

• This is my local park and I go here regularly. The park has 
good facilities and it is used by a lot of adults and kids (I 
have rarely had the place to myself). It is well located 
next to the primary school, giving them more green 
space next door (especially because they have cut down 
some of their big trees) 
I think it would be awful if this was rezoned as residential 
:( 
I personally would feel devastated if this park was 
removed.  
This site is also perfect to start a nature corridor through 
to Burswood. 

Comments noted: 
• Lot 1002, which contains a 

skate park, and is used and 
maintained as part of John 
Bissett Reserve continues to 
be proposed for reservation 
as ‘Parks and Recreation’ 
under Town Planning Scheme 
No. 1. The decision of the 
Minister for Planning to 
modify Amendment No. 56 
did not alter the proposed 
reservation of Lot 1002. 

31 Aug 29 17 
06:59:41 pm 

A Cipriano of 
25 Streatley 
Rd, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

 

• There is a lot going on in Lathlain at the moment.... I 
think the land should remain as is. 

• This parcel of land is adjacent to the East Victoria Park 
Primary School - why would you want to rezone to 
residential? 

• I know the old Bowling Club site that will bring great 
facilities to the area but I don't believe there is an 
abundance of parks/open area in Lathlain/Carlisle. 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1 and 
3 

32 Aug 29 17 
09:10:40 pm 
[combined 

D & A Woolley 
of 97 Planet 
St, Carlisle 

Objection • Town of Victoria 
Park ratepayer 

• Use the parkland 

• Want to keep this area green with trees as is and not 
zoned for residential. 

• It is important to see mature green trees and good for 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
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with earlier 
submission 
of Aug 28 
17] 

regularly 
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

native birds and wildlife. 
• It is a lovely corridor to walk through and peaceful.

Having housing there will destroy the atmosphere.  thank
you

and 7 

33 Aug 30 17 
01:39:52 am 

K Gilgallon of 
33 Duncan St, 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Use the parkland
regularly

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• I use this parkland with my children and dog.
• The parkland is excellent as it is enclosed on 3 sides and

quite large. It also has mature trees and is one of the
main parks we visit.
This parkland should be retained as it is very important
assets to the community. The fact it is adjacent to the
school oval gives it an expansive open outlook and it is a
beautiful location.

Comments noted: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 30

34 Aug 30 17 
04:48:55 am 

S Bailey of 108 
Boundary 
Road, St 
James 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Please keep the park zoning.
• Loss of open space is a tragedy and can't be undone

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 7

35 Aug 30 17 
10:53:10 am 

S Mead of 131 
Howick St, 
Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• This is a valuable parcel of land that adds to the amenity
of the area.

• It is clearly appropriate to zone the land as 'Parks and
Recreation Reserve' permanently.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 7

36 Aug 30 17 
01:05:33 pm 

L Harding of 
71 Toorak Rd, 
Rivervale 

Objection • Use the parkland
regularly

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• I use this parkland regularly to meet with friends and
their dog (particularly the part north of Rutland Ave). My
children and the dog like the open grass.

• I also ride my bike through here to get to work.
• I have noticed it is quite a popular area and highly used

by other residents.
• It would be a shame if the open area became residential

since there are not many open grassed areas nearby on
that side of the railway.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 7

37 Aug 30 17 
07:30:34 pm 

J Pettit of 23A 
Miller St, 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

• I object to the zoning of this land as residential.
• There is a consistent threat to our mental and physical

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in
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Victoria Park Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

well-being with the loss of green, well vegetated passive 
recreation spaces. 

• Vic Park is already contributing to urban heat load due to
lack of mature trees, which also provides habitat for
black cockatoos

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 7 

38 Aug 30 17 
09:32:14 pm 

C Watkins of 
21B Mars St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• It's been noted that the Town of Victoria Park is a heavily
built up area, with very little vacant land for future
developments, that could further benefit the town.

• The town is currently also in a with the Victoria Park
Xavier Hockey Club needing a new location to build a
synthetic hockey facility. They want to wipe out very
popular Harold Rossiter Parkland on Kent Street. Why is
the town then considering to sell off more government
open spaces like these lots?

• While it may pose a large financial benefit, the need for
the town to hold on to open area for the future far
outweighs this.

• If they want more houses, consider re-zoning some
residential areas as R40, and this will see an influx of new
housing, increased population, while not forgoing any
park lands.

Comments noted. 
• The lots in question are not

Council owned. They are
owned by the WAPC

• The Minister for Planning has
decided to modify the
Amendment by transferring
Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005 to
the ‘Residential’ zone

• Council Officers support the
comments regarding the
public benefit of the land as
public open space far
outweighing its financial
value for residential
development

39 Aug 31 17 
10:39:38 am 

N Brown of 
65B Sunbury 
Road, Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• The problem is the lack of integration between public
health and planning.

• Public open space is critically important from a public
health perspective.

• It encourages active living, physical exercise and a place
to enjoy wildlife and nature (good for mindfulness and
mental health).

• This parkland must be protected for these reasons.
• The argument should be framed in a positive (promoting

public health and mental health benefits) rather than a
negative (against residential development/NIMBYism).

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 

40 Aug 31 17 
01:05:15 pm 

J Scholz of 5 
O’Dea St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby • As higher density living increases the need for
recreational spaces increases so it's not a great idea to
change parks like Millers park to housing.

• This park has a skate ramp and basketball area that is
used regularly by many and so much so I find it hard to

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 30
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ever get a spot free to use them with my kids. 
• The park could even be enhanced by adding scooter

tracks and a bike pathway as the suburbs are increasingly
unsafe for kids due to increase in population and traffic.

• With smaller backyard kids need places to play and
exercise. Teens have less mental health issues if they
have places they can go with their mates so don't take
this from them just for more housing.

41 Aug 31 17 
01:14:44 pm 

M Granaghan 
of 25 Balmoral 
St, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• I hate for us to lose this open space.
• I often walk/drive by on my way to my Mum in-law's

house in Carlisle and I notice that it is used by many dogs
and their walkers and kids playing: So, it is utilised by
people in that area.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 

42 Aug 31 17 
01:51:34 pm 

D Pettit of 545 
Martin Rd, 
Mundaring 
(Owner 23A 
Miller St, 
Victoria Park) 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Although I moved from the area a year ago, I am the
owner of 23a Miller St, Vic Park and I have a vested
interest in how the area is planned. In short, I am strongly
opposed to the Amendment. The following reasons are
provided:

• 1. Lack of demonstrated need for infill 
Is the Town not meeting infill targets? How many 
additional dwellings can be achieved on this land? There 
is no information or justification put forward to 
demonstrate why this development is even being 
considered. The destruction of established trees and well 
connected and utilised POS to be replaced by residential 
development to a low density of R30 is completely short-
sighted. The benefit of a few additional dwellings does 
not outweigh the massive community and environmental 
benefit the land currently provides. Private development 
to an R30 density would be an incredible waste of land 
and would see market driven built form (poor quality and 
street presentation with no regard for surrounds). 

• 2. Impact to ‘sense of community’ 
This park is a meeting place for children to play, dog 
owners to socialise, adults to exercise. It does not sit 
vacant; it is very well used. The park has a high 
community value which benefits the physical and mental 
health of users. The State should be promoting inclusive 
and active communities; this park provides that 
opportunity. Removal of the land (POS/trees) would 
forever alter the community, for the worse, where it 

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3,
4 and 7
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would never recover. 
• 3. Environmental impacts 

A number of significant mature trees exist within these 
lots. After the recent destruction of a substantial number 
of trees at Lathlain Oval, the protection of these trees is 
even more critical for the fauna that uses them (existing 
linkages to the north and south). There would be ability 
to replace these invaluable trees, and no environmental 
offsets that could come close to matching what would be 
lost. 

• 4. Impacts of development on local traffic 
Additional residential development in this area would 
exacerbate the Miller St traffic issues. Has State Planning 
done any modelling to see what impact this would have? 
Are there any road works proposed to alleviate the 
issues?  Local users would be worse off and the efficiency 
of Miller St and Shepparton Rd would suffer. 

• In the event Amendment is approved 
If the State approves the Amendment, the Town should 
take all possible steps to try and control how the area is 
developed, and not allow the thoughtless ‘carving’ up of 
land and handing it over to the private development 
industry.  

• A Local/Detailed Area Plan should be considered over the 
area. This would allow for the Town to have more control 
over the area and assist in better outcomes for the Town 
and community (e.g. traffic, tree retention etc.). The 
Town can take the lead and demonstrate how a 
sustainable development could be achieved. 

• The Town of VP does a fantastic job in putting the 
community needs first. I implore the Town to refuse the 
Amendment and put a strong position to State Planning 
that this is not what the Town, Council or community 
wants or needs. 

43 Aug 31 17 
10:57:50 pm 

B Robertson 
of 57 Mint St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 

• Lot 1002 in particular, making up part of John Bissett 
Reserve is a special place for locals. This park has been 
my place for destress and relaxation for the last 15 years 
living in Victoria Park.  

• The park would not be the same without lot 1002. I have 
always loved the openness and space of the Reserve and 
the fact it has personality with the trees in the Reserve 

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 30 
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space and up the bank of the overpass. It is not like the other 
Oval reserves in the area and the park is mine and my 
wife's closest park. 

• This space assists our health and the health of the
ratepayers of the area and reducing it to a housing lot
would only end in people in hospital with stress related
issues and a cost to the state in the long run.

• Please, please, please keep the Park in Victoria Park and
keep all the lots, but particularly lot 1002. If this area is
developed I will never forgive this government. The area
of Victoria Park is currently being infilled as old lots are
developed anyway.

• There is no need to bulldoze open space.
• Thank you for considering my opinion.

44 Sep 01 17 
06:43:59 am 

W Robinson of 
3 O’Dea St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• I would very much like to keep this open green space for
all to enjoy and not increase housing and density and
traffic to the area

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 7

45 Sep 02 17 
01:28:06 pm 

I Brears of 12 
Custance St, 
Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I would like to see these parcels of land retained as parks
and recreation.

• The community of Lathlain and Carlisle already has a lack
of green public open space and with the Lathlain Park
redevelopment we have lost more including significant
numbers of trees and with that wildlife.

• I would like to see more native trees planted at the site
for local wildlife and the parklands retained.

• I walk my dog here quite often

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 

46 Sep 02 17 
01:33:58 pm 

E Osvath of 35 
O'Dea St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I use this park regularly for exercise and accessing the
shared path adjacent to the railway line.

• Carlisle has very little parklands as this space is essential
to be kept for community use, especially with the loss of
public space due to the Lathlain Oval / WCE
redevelopment.

• I would like to see more trees planted to create a wildlife
corridor.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 
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47 Sep 02 17 
04:49:40 pm 

D Tomlinson 
of 4 O'Dea St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer

• No houses, retain area as park.
• If Tom Wright reserve is developed in the future, as say a

bowling club, then some of Tom Wright's current uses
(e.g. dog off lead) can be moved to Lots 1003-1005.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 

48 Sep 02 17 
06:11:02 pm 

V Wood of 
67A Dane St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I am concerned at the loss of open spaces generally, and
I also feel that part of the appeal of our area is the
number of small parks and outdoor spaces and I don't
wish to lose them.

• People use this park as a gathering place for their
families and an exercise area for their pets.

• I also don't want to lose more parks and mature trees
which provide habitat for wild animals and birds.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 

49 Sep 03 17 
12:31 pm 

A Treasure 
(local 
resident) 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Town has only a 13% tree canopy, yet the residents have
clearly stated that they value green space, as
demonstrated in the 2017 Strategic Community Plan.

• The residents of Lathlain Park now have a very small, not
maintained area of passive space that has no facilities
there and is accessible down a dirt track. Rayment Park
now has 7 different park types on it and is packed with
children and dogs – highlighting the urgent need for
passive open space in the area. While there are plans to
develop the Lathlain Carlisle bowling club site this will
also be packed out with dog exercise areas; kick about
areas, playgrounds, etc.

• The positive effects on health and well-being of urban
green spaces is well documented, with numerous
scholarly articles on the topic. The following article puts
this research into an Australian context.

• https://www.nespurban.edu.au/publications-
resources/research-
reports/CAULHub_BenefitsUrbanGreeningReport_20160
912.pdf

• In 2016 the Town of Victoria Park councillors and town
officers ignored all of this evidence and removed 8000
sqm of tree canopy from Lathlain. It would take over 200
years to grow back what was taken away and the time to
start that is now. The tree planting strategy released in
the Lathlain Park Management Plan completely ignores
the communities continually expressed concerns about

Comments noted. 
• Those comments relating to

the retention of Lots 1003,
1004 and 1005 as parkland
are supported.
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the local population of endangered black cockatoos (in 
fact town officers have expressed to community 
members the belief that the birds should go and live 
elsewhere). 

• A local resident who contacted the town regarding the 
removal of the birds should go and live elsewhere). A 
local resident who contacted the town regarding the 
removal of a tree on her verge was told – in response to 
her question if they received many calls of concerns 
regarding tree removal – that they got complaints all the 
time. This is a community who are not getting their 
needs met by a council that puts entertainment and 
growth before the environment despite the communities 
expressed wishes. 

• Lots 1002, 1003, 1004, 1005 should be donated to the 
community to be used as passive urban space. 

• It should be replanted effectively to sustain the local 
cockatoo population. 

• The Town of Victoria Park and the State Labour 
government should enable this to occur with the same 
cooperation and diligence that was applied to the West 
Coast Eagles development. When was the last time this 
council donated any space for passive usage? 

• Keep the zoning at parks and recreation and donate the 
land to the community. Engage local subject matter 
experts to revegetate the area and provide feeding and 
water stations for the birds. Do something for this local 
community for once. 

50 Sep 05 17 
05:54:39 pm 

R Ingram of 
170A 
Shepperton 
Rd, East 
Victoria Park 

Not Stated • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• I think that the park on the corner of Beatty Ave, should 
remain and perhaps sell off the other two blocks. 

Not Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3, 
4 and 30 

• It is considered that all the 
lots in question serve as 
valuable areas of public open 
space to the community and 
should be retained as such 

51 Sep 05 17 
10:18:24 pm 

C Plummer of 
134 Raleigh St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

• I oppose the changes to Amendment 56. 
• I would like to see the park land remain as is and be 

zoned and parkland permanently. 
• This parkland adds to the character of the town. 

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 
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regularly 
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• It is regularly used by families and pet owners. Once the
land has been lost to high density housing it will never be
returned to park land.

• The loss of this park land will result in the Town of
Victoria Park looking the same as all the other over
developed suburbs in Perth with no trees, park land or
open space.

• Given the continual development of the area this land
may well be required for future expansion of Miller
Street/Roberts Road. It would be very expensive for the
council to acquire this land if it is lost to housing.

52 Sep 06 17 
04:49:54 am 

J Clough of 47 
Egham Rd, 
Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• The Miller Crossing playground space absolutely must be
preserved and protected this is an essential community
facility for our children and the neighbourhood.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 

53 Sep 06 17 
04:23:10 pm 

J Sullivan of 10 
Bishopsgate 
St, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Over the years I have seen the fight to retain nature in
my suburb being lost to 'development' and the grand
feeling of space as one goes over the bridge will be
totally lost I fear.

• We have enough 'squashed up' houses along the bridge
route already.

• The greenery that is left gives some sort of balance to
the crossing.

• Surely it is not to only the piece named after an ex
councillor that is thought worthy!!! we need the GREEN
left!

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11.

54 Sep 07 17 
09:21:38 am 

O Dalton of 66 
Mint St, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I am only really familiar with lot 1002 and don't think it
would be a good idea to build houses on the land.

• It is used for a general and dog park and has a lot of
traffic.

• Lots 1003, 1004 and 1005 would make more sense to
build on as they already have houses adjacent to the lots
and are much smaller parks which don't have a large
number of people using them for recreation or dog
walking due to their sizes.

Comments noted: 
• Comments regarding the

development of Lots 1003,
1004 and 1005 are not
supported given they too are
considered to serve as
valuable passive open space
areas that are highly utilised
by the local community,
particularly those residents
who live close by to these
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lots. 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11.

55 Sep 07 17 
09:47:17 am 

R Dalton of 
66 Mint St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• I do not want this park to be developed into homes, it is
used heavily by families and people walking their dogs.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3,
11 and 18.

56 Sep 07 17 
03:07:24 pm 

D Lewis of 6 
Carnarvon St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• As housing blocks are very small in Vic Park and being a
family friendly area more open space and parks are
needed for use for those families that do not have a
front or backyard for their kids can play in safely.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1 and
3 

57 Sep 07 17 
04:10 pm 

T Walliss on 
behalf of 
Walliss 
families at 25 
Custance St 
and 82 Enfield 
St, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Firstly, we thank the council for their support to leave
the area as Parks and Recreation Reserve.

• We object to the request by the WAPC to have the area
zoned as Residential for the following reasons:

• More housing, more paving, more bitumen leads to less
vegetation, more dead soil, more heat, less run off, more
chance of flooding

• It is currently used by residents
• It is a pleasant open are to see when approaching the

bridge and the intersection
• Suburbs needs all the open space that they can get given

the current trend towards high density housing.
• The Town of Victoria Park has been maintaining this park

very well since its inception.
• Given that the WAPC decision is against the Town of

Victoria Park recommendation one wonders who is
pressuring the WAPC to make it residential.

• We find the WAPC to be arrogant, not practical and non-
caring to residents in their decision on this matter.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11.

58 Sep 07 17 
04:37:54 pm 

S Lamont of 
56B 
Marchamley 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about

• I firmly believe this entry to Lathlain and Carlisle should
be retained as parkland and should be rezoned as such
and not as residential.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 11
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St, Carlisle loss of open 
space 

• Additional tree planting could result in the return of
natural habitat for the black cockatoos. At present it is a
beautiful green entry statement for the suburbs.

59 Sep 07 17 
04:46:13 pm 

P Anesbury of 
29 Cornwall 
St, Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Keeping these parcels of land as open space/parklands
assists in maintaining an urban tree network and
provides the local community with useable open space
for recreation and exercise.

• Converting the proposed lots to residential will make the
remaining "green" areas largely unusable by the broader
community.

• With planning in place to increase the population within
the ToVP by way of increased apartment living style
developments, the retention of green open spaces
becomes more and more critical to ensure a balanced
living environment for residents.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

60 Sep 07 17 
08:51:29 pm 

Resident (C) of 
84A King 
George St, 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Use the parkland
regularly

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• There are barely any beginner skate parks in the area,
yet alone skate parks in general. Many people take their
dogs here and their kids on the playground. It's close to
East Vic Park primary for kids to enjoy after school.

• The last thing Vic Park needs are more, ugly vacant
apartments/town houses like the other side of the road
(especially in the current market). Make the park more
known instead of bulldoze it.

Comments noted: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 18

61 Sep 07 17 
09:53:50 pm 

R Cave of 25 
Basinghall St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Hate the thought of losing any open space, reserves etc.
• Once gone it cannot be replaced especially in Victoria

Park.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

62 Sep 09 17 
10:06 am 

V & A Jones of 
38C Raleigh 
St, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• We strongly object to this proposal. We have recently
moved from the country and view any green spaces in
the city as precious. We chose Raleigh Street because it
is a cul de sac and therefore has less traffic and also
because of the green spaces at the end of the street i.e.
the areas in question.

• More specifically we object because:
• Most of the Carlisle has been subject to infill with a large

percentage of brick paving and this makes remaining
areas of grass and trees critical.

• Green spaces such as these are a haven for insects, birds,
pets and people.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11
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• The cutting down of trees at Lathlain Park means birds 
need more trees not less. 

• Our grandchildren regularly use these spaces for safe 
recreation and fun. 

• They provide opportunities for interaction with 
neighbours. 

• The redevelopment of the old bowling club site is very 
positive but will be at least partially offset if this proposal 
is successful. 

• We appreciate the chance to provide feedback and trust 
our views will be taken into consideration in the decision 
making process. 

63 Sep 09 17 
01:16 pm 

L Daniels of 
130 Rutland 
Ave, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

 

• I live directly adjacent to Lot 1003 mentioned in 
Amendment 56. I have lived in my home at 130 Rutland 
Avenue since 1998. I am 42 years old and have a 
husband and 2 children.  

• It is important that the Department of Planning has an 
insight from someone who is actually living in the area, 
and not looking at a map, on the current use of these 
parks and the impact they have on the community. 

• Living adjacent to Lot 1003 I witness can personally 
attest to the benefit for the community that leaving this 
area as park and recreation will have. 

• I get to witness first-hand the benefits that these parks 
offer this community. It is used by young and old, 
families and single people, locals and people who drive 
their car to use this park. 

• I have witnessed people using this space for picnics, Tai 
Chi, ball games, dog walking, sitting quietly, exercising, 
kite flying and numerous other activities. 

• It is constantly used on weekends by parents and young 
children. It is used throughout the day and into the 
evening. 

• Talking to the people who utilise this park I have learnt 
that not everyone wants to go to a park with a children’s 
playground or dog exercise area. 

• These can be noisy and busy and the people who utilise 
this park do so for its quiet, tranquillity. 

• The variety and extent of use of this park brings a sense 
of community togetherness without being overly 
confronting to those members of the community who 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 
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are not socially active. 
• Before Miller’s Crossing was built I lived adjacent to

housing and commercial property on Rutland Avenue as
well as numerous dwellings behind my block on Raleigh
Street. The feeling of the area was unsocial, unfriendly
and I personally felt unsafe. The only reason I purchased
my home was to get onto the property market, I did not
intend on staying in the area.

• By removing dwellings and leaving open green spaces
when building Miller’s Crossing it has completely
changed not only the “geographic feel” of the area but
the “social feel” of the area as well. I no longer feel
unsafe. I have noticed more families in the area, people
walk on the streets more frequently and acknowledge us
as they pass our home.

• The area now feels social, friendly and inclusive so much
so that I am raising my own family in the area. I
personally feel this change is due to the increased open
spaces and variety of parks available to the community.

• As I have lived in this area for decades I can attest to the
impact that the increased housing had on the fauna in
the area. I have noticed the number and variety of
birdlife has increased dramatically as a direct result of
the green space on lot 1003. I have witnessed Osprey
nesting in trees, we have increased numbers of
kookaburras, galahs, cockatiels, nectar birds and finches
all socialising in and around lot 1003.

• At 130 Rutland Avenue we constantly have family come
to stay from the country and it has been noted time and
again that the amount of train noise, cars or general
urbanisation noise is drowned out by the birdsong they
hear in my back yard.

• In closing I would like to say that it is impossible to
articulate on paper the benefits that I witness daily that
these parks provide to the community.

• The mental health benefits to the community of having a
tranquil open space that these parks provide is just one
cause that should have the Department of Planning re-
evaluating their request for rezoning.

• I personally would like to request that the Department of
Planning think of the direct impact that rezoning would
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have on my family, neighbours and community and 
retract their request for rezoning. 

64 Sep 09 17 
05:16:50 pm 

H & A Waugh 
of 4 Swansea 
St, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer,
Use the parkland
regularly

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Not supported.
• We want preservation of existing open spaces and

parklands, as well as increase where possible.
• We both actively participated in EVOLVE where this

feedback has been strongly provided to inform the town
of community priorities.

• This development is not supported in the strongest
terms.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

65 Sep 10 17 
09:55:18 am 

S Lacey of 19 
Balmoral St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• John Bissett Reserve is utilised regularly by parents and
children at East Victoria Park Primary School as a place
for children to play after school;

• The community also use the reserve for basketball,
skateboarding and table tennis.

• Potential rezoning will also cause parking issues for East
Victoria Park Primary School, which will cause an issue,
particularly with increasing enrolments.

Comments noted: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 18

66 Sep 10 17 
01:01:34 pm 

H Dauth of 85 
Carnarvon St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Terrible idea to develop this pocket. Not only is it a loss
of an excellent and widely used POS, it is close to a
school and used often by the school community.

• But more importantly, the traffic in this area is already
really bad and very dangerous for all in the community,
especially children who walk to school and parents
dropping kids off.

• Roberts/Miller/Kent can't cope with the traffic as is let
alone when the Lathlain development is finished.

• Please do not let it happen

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

67 Sep 11 17 Z Rogers of 
13/15 George 
St, Kensington 

Objection • Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• Look at what’s happening in the world because of global
warming; and you want to add to it by taking away our
beautiful parks.

• Could it be greed? I rest my case!

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

68 Sep 11 17 V Caufield of 
15 Canterbury 
Tce, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Concerned about

loss of open

• The Crossing currently forms a green belt between Miller
St/Roberts Rd and the adjoining Carlisle residential area.

• It serves several very useful purposes – as a public
recreational facility, a buffer against noise and air
pollution, and a green corridor for birds and wildlife.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11
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space 
• Environmental

concerns

• With the acceleration of urban infill in our Town and the
tragic loss of many trees at nearby Lathlain Park, such
tracts of land are becoming scarce and evermore
valuable.

• Further reduction in the dwindling stock of green space
and native canopy trees would be a tragedy for the
community and the environment.

• Miller’s Crossing is highly valued by locals and should be
retained as parkland, or better still as ‘urban forest’
planted with canopy trees suitable for our endangered
local bird life.

• In this context, I support the Town of Victoria Park’s
efforts to rezone the land as Parks and Recreation
Reserve and urge the Council to pursue the matter with
the WA Planning Commission.

69 Sep 11 17 
10:28:16 am 

S Hare of 38 
Swansea 
Street, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I visit John Bissett Reserve regularly with my children. I
play basketball and hit the tennis ball against the wall
whilst my children cycle along the footpaths, use the
playground or ride their scooters around the paved skate
ramp section. I have been visiting this park regularly over
the last decade.

• I see many people visit this park with their dogs so they
can socialise with other dogs, run around and chase
balls. As we don't have pets my children love seeing and
patting the friendly dogs visiting the park.

• I was a bit annoyed a few years ago when the town
placed a ping pong table on one basketball court and
removed the basketball hoop. This meant only one
basketball game instead of two and only one wall to hit
the tennis ball against. I was less annoyed when I saw a
group of people actually using the ping pong table and
inviting my children to join in a game with them.

• Our family and many others would be very sad if this
park disappears or shrinks to be replaced with buildings.

• It's a great park to visit for exercise and socialising.
• Please keep these green spaces in Victoria Park that are

being used regularly and are great for the health of
people in the area.

Comments noted: 
• Comments related to general

retention of existing green
spaces are supported

• Refer to Officer Comments in
relation to Submission 18

70 Sep 11 17 
11:57:47 am 

K Keady of 22 
Canterbury 
Tce, East 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer

• This park is a valuable asset to both the local school
community, for children to play in after school times, and
also for the broader community, for older children to use

Comments noted: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 18
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Victoria Park  • Use the parkland 
regularly 

• Concerned about 
loss of open 
space 

the skate bowl, and for families picnicking and people 
dog walking. Do not rezone it to residential!  

71 Sep 11 17 
03:14:07 pm 

N O'Brien of 
64 Swansea 
St, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Use the parkland 
regularly 

• Concerned about 
loss of open 
space 

• We use this park as a park to play at after school. It will 
be a shame to lose the open space as there is no other 
parks on this side of the railway line & this side of Mint 
Street. 

• Rayment Park is a great new park but we have to drive 
there where this park is much closer to walk too. 

• We need more open space not less. 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 

72 Sep 12 17 
08:33 am 

M Sato of 132 
Rutland Ave, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• Environmental 
concerns 

• I live literally in the shadow of Miller’s Crossing/Roberts 
Rd, which is getting busier by the day with cars moving 
to/from Orrong Rd and Shepperton Rd. 

• As a ratepayer I am against the rezoning proposal for the 
parkland and public open space in our neighbourhood by 
the Minister for Planning for the following reasons. 

• Loss of amenity for the residents nearby. Many people 
and kids use the reserves to walk, exercise, rest, play 
with kids/dogs on a daily basis. These activities are much 
more enjoyable in a green open space than a more 
artificial environment. The use will only increase when 
the jacaranda and other trees council has recently 
planted grow large enough to create more shady areas 
and produce beautiful blossoms. Trees and the green 
buffer zone help keep the traffic noise down for the 
nearby residents as well. 

• Loss of the image and character of the neighbourhood. 
Many cyclists and commuters pass by this area. If the 
Minister walks or drives along Roberts Rd, he will 
understand how nice it is to have a green open zone by 
the side of the road. If they were replaced by the roofs of 
houses, the character of this neighbourhood will be more 
like that of barren suburbs elsewhere. 

• My husband plants a lot of greenery on and near Miller’s 
Crossing banks and underpass. Many cyclists from other 
suburbs stop and compliment him that this open area 
with trees and flowers is the highlight of their journeys. 
Without something like this, they would be cycling 
between the rail line and houses all the way. 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 
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• Tree-lined wide streets and the openness they create are
part of the character of Lathlain and Carlisle I like. Let’s
keep it this way.

• Loss of habitat for wildlife. Birds already lost a lot of
habitat and food source when so many trees were
removed to make way for the Lathlain Park
redevelopment. We see all sorts of birds, including
cockatoos, galahs, mudlarks, fantails, wattlebirds and
even ibises feeding on the lawn and around trees in
these reserves.

• Open space is important for human wellbeing. A built
park planned in the former bowling club site is great but
it’s a place to do things. Open space offers something
different, a breathing space, somewhere we do nothing
special, just sit and be. Things that are totally
undervalued in this society. When space is filled with
built structures, we feel suffocated.

• Especially these days, many people live in homes with
very little backyard space and they would have nowhere
to go if there was no open space nearby. The WC Eagles
headquarters building will reduce the open feel of
Roberts Rd and these reserves will be all the more
important.

• The infill development policy is fine but if it ends up with
more houses with less public open space, that's a bad
policy. Keep POS and just increase density in the existing
residential land.

• Please Vic Park, recommend against the Minister’s
rezoning proposal.

73 Sep 12 17 
07:12:29 pm 

D Stevens of 
81 Teague 
Street, 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• This is the only park within easy walking distance of our
home. When the children were younger we made regular
use of the playground. Now we make use of the
basketball hoop and the table tennis table. We regularly
see other families using the park and people exercising
their dogs.

• As the density of housing continues to increase in the
area, parks such as this one will become more and more
important to local residents.

• Please do not rezone this park.

Comments noted: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 18
• General comments relating to

retention of existing parks
are supported

74 Sep 13 17 F McCarthy of 
34A Jupiter St, 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

• I was very disappointed to read the “Leave our Park
alone” article on the front page of the Southern Gazette,

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in
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Carlisle Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

Sept. 5th 2017. 
• I often walk to this little park area just to go to a bit of

green space away from traffic and housing, even though
it is a very small space and quite a walk from home.

• It is the only peaceful open space around Carlisle.
• It is very important to have a little green space to go to,

not just for physical health but it is very important for
mental health.

• It can be quite depressing at times living in high density
areas, being closely surrounded by fences, housing and
traffic.

• There is nowhere in this area within walking distance to
take small children for a walk outside of the home except
around the streets, as many now have very little or no
outside garden space.

• It Is also very important for the cooling effect in the area
in the eat of summer and also for the bird life. These
areas are disappearing very fast and I would not be at all
happy to see this area developed. Does everything have
to be developed to the hilt?

• We don’t need highly ‘modern’ over developed parks
everywhere, just a simple patch of grass with trees for
shade, a basic swing for children and a seat or two for
older people to sit and enjoy a quite passive outdoor
space.

• It would also be great to have an area without dogs.
There are many parks where dogs are permitted but I
don’t know of one dog free area. Not everyone wants to
have dogs around all the time and it’s not great for
toddlers to play on the grass where dogs have been.

• Please save this very important little park.

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 

75 Sep 13 17 
09:12:02 am 

L Padgham of 
63A Beatty 
Ave, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• We have plenty of housing in the area with the ridiculous
amount of units and the like.  This has resulted in a huge
loss of trees in people’s now non-existent yards, resulting
in a suburb that is essentially a concrete playground for
property investors.

• We are a crucial green link between the river near
Burswood and the parklands near the university, and as a
bird lover this worries me that we shall remove even
more of this for private gain.

• Also, our local dog park has been removed already, we

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11 and 18.
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are seeing less and less public space, which is being used 
extensively by a lot of residents. 

• The park next to the school also has a skate park and a 
basketball court, and other amenities, which are crucial 
in allowing youth in the area to enjoy life without 
resorting to roaming the streets, which we already have 
seen an increase in since several public spaces have been 
reduced or removed throughout my life in the area.  

76 Sep 13 17 
11:32:51 am 

M Stalker of 
24 Cardiff St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• Environmental 
concerns 

• I am strongly opposed to this proposal for the following 
reasons: 

• our urban environment is already lacking in green open 
spaces 

• green open space is necessary for recreation and well-
being, reducing urban heat, habitat for birds 

• aesthetics - it is much nicer to see parkland than roof to 
roof houses. 

• I regularly use this park for dog exercise, and for playing 
with my daughter - we use the space that is proposed for 
development. 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 

77 Sep 13 17 
03:45:22 pm 

B Clark of 1 
Wattle St, 
South Perth 

Objection • Use the parkland 
regularly 

• Lot 1002: This parkland is utilised by the East Victoria 
Park Primary School community for both social and 
leisure activities.  Groups of families regularly meet to 
form friendships and use the facilities after school hours.  
It would be a loss to the community if this lot was 
developed as residential. 

• The Town of Victoria Park over the years has sold or 
leased to private or exclusive groups a significant amount 
of the public parklands. 

• The density of development means that the need for 
public open space has increased over this time. 

• It is important to preserve the small amount of public 
parkland that Victoria Park has left. 

• I recommend that the parkland be retained and zoned as 
such. 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 

78 Sep 13 17 
08:31:34 pm 

S O'Neill of 45 
Lichfield St, 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

• Leave as parkland Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 
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loss of open 
space 

• Environmental
concerns

79 Sep 15 17 
08:38 am 

R Skinner of 
20A Jupiter St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I do not support the amendment to change the lots to
residential. I support the Council’s resolution to reserve
the stated lots as ‘parks and recreation’.

• I support this because these lots provide a green open
space for the surrounding residents, it provides a
recreational and green corridor.

• This area has medium density and hence loss of
backyards. We need to retain the lots to make up for this
loss of backyards.

• The current draft local planning strategy has identified
these lots as providing open and green space for
surrounding residents.

• The loss of the current open space on lots 1002, 1003,
1004 and 1005 would significantly reduce the amenity of
the area.

• These parks have also been identified as creating a link
and green corridor through to Kensington Bushland and
are likely to be included as key opportunities in the
upcoming Urban Forest Strategy to create more tree
canopy.

• I therefore oppose the amendment and support the
retention of these 4 lots as parks and recreation.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

80 Sep 15 17 
09:28:54 pm 

L Hutchings of 
7 Goddard St, 
Lathlain 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• We lost a lot of greenspace with the development of
Lathlain Precinct, we can't lose more.

• This is a cocky corridor as well through to Kent Street &
Curtin University.

• It's a busy section of road already and only likely to get
more traffic with the increasing population.

• In all likelihood some of that land may get used to widen
the road.  The land is barely big enough for dwellings
anyway. Whilst you number the blocks individually they
are just cubby houses and unsuitable for housing.

• We can't keep getting more and more homes as we are
starting to live on top of each other now.

• I swear I can hear the people either side of me munching
celery.  There has to be some weight given to the

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11
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residents amenity of the area. 
81 Sep 17 17 

07:44:06 pm 
(combined 
with earlier 
submission 
received Aug 
25 17) 

J Frehner of 
19 Hertford 
St, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• I am totally opposed to this as the Town’s green spaces
are whittling down and it will not support the intent of
the Strategic Community Plan that I was involved in
where tree canopy is to be retained.

• Could half the available space be used as a compromise. I
would suggest the smallest and least accessible parcel be
earmarked for residential dwellings.

Comments noted: 
• Comments related to general

retention of existing green
spaces are supported

• Refer to Officer Comments in
relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

82 Sep 18 17 
11:38:21 am 

E Carney of 16 
Planet St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• This park and nature strip is well used by local ratepayers
and provides a welcome buffer for traffic fumes from
Miller Street.

• It is also is a haven for birds that lost their natural habitat
due to the destruction of 90 trees to extend the Lathlain
Park football ground.

• I am strongly against any re-zoning and building proposal
for this land.

• Comments related to general
retention of existing green
spaces are supported

83 Sep 18 17 
06:36:51 pm 

L Garvey of 
1/23 Anglesea 
St, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• The Miller's crossing area includes John Bissett reserve,
which is a fantastic resource for the many families living
in the surrounding houses, many of which have little or
no yard space. It is a great meeting place for after school
and weekends, and provides a safe place space. Parking
is already very difficult during school hours, which would
only be made worse if additional dense housing was to
be added to this area. Please reconsider this rezoning.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

84 Sep 19 17 
06:10:02 am 

K Poyan of 
41B Raleigh 
St, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• This parkland area is not only used by my family on
regular basis but also other members of the community.

• I regularly see people sitting down, performing yoga, kids
running around (in s safe area).

• There aren't many open spaces or green corridors
around Vic Park so it really doesn't make sense to get rid
of this lovely parkland!

• We need to preserve such open spaces & not destroy
them. I was shocked to hear about this proposal.

• We have a strong community around Carlisle West and
we will do all that we can to ensure common sense
prevails.

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11
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• There are plenty of ugly looking land / open areas that
could be redeveloped. To name some:
- behind the Carlisle TAB and the TAB itself. This is ideal
for redevelopment as its right next to the train station. It
also attracts the wrong crowds (unlike the parkland
areas).
- IGA was a missed opportunity
- Archer St post office / deli, very run down
- big open land around star street / mercury St
And the list goes on.

• This seems to be a cash grabbing exercise at the expense
of the community.

• Obviously, these parkland areas are considered high
value land by developers - however TOVP and WAPC
need to put the existing community above the
developers and lobby groups.

• I hope there is no funny business going on here with
"donations" or "fund raising" by WAPC or our town
members.

• I don't see how else one would want to get rid of such
beautiful open spaces…

85 Sep 19 17 
10:45:15 am 

L Skrypichayko 
of 51A Beatty 
Ave, East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I am in support of Town of Victoria Park's proposed
modifications to Town Planning Scheme No.1 -
Amendment 56.

• As a resident, I walk past these areas regularly, and see
that they are well used by the community for many types
of leisure activity.

• I am aware of the need to preserve public open space for
the enjoyment of all.

• As the areas surrounding the parcels in question are
zoned to allow medium density development (and the
resultant loss of personal backyard space), I feel that it is
very important to retain contiguous parcels of passive
recreational land near these residential areas.

• Green space in urban areas plays a part in promoting
public health, not only by providing opportunities for
people to be active in the fresh air, but also in terms of
air quality and as a carbon sink to prevent and mitigate
the effects of climate change.

• I support the proposed amendment (as originally
proposed) which, if adopted, will protect our public open

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11
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space and retain the benefits outlined above. 
86 Sep 19 17 

03:57 pm 
G Drummond 
of 132 Rutland 
Ave, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Town of Victoria 

Park ratepayer 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• Environmental 
concerns 

• As a ratepayer I am against the above proposal to rezone 
a reservation from “Parks and Recreation” to 
“Residential R30” for the following reasons: 

• I live in the shadow of Miller’s Crossing a very busy thru 
road that connects two even busier roads – namely 
Shepperton and Orrong Roads. 

• This lovely green space that flanks Miller’s Crossing as 
well as being a noise traffic absorber is aesthetically 
pleasing to the eye and enhances the joy of living in the 
neighbourhood. 

• The noise pollution is in turn only added to by the train 
line running under the bridge and if this wasn’t enough 
then the neighbourhood has to endure the added noise 
from the planes landing at the domestic terminal when 
an easterly wind is blowing. 

• So, these green spaces are just not there as future 
revenue streams for a cash strapped government but are 
there to add value to the quality of life of the local 
residents. 

• The Eagles AFL Club are just about to move into Lathlain 
Oval which runs parallel to Roberts Rd then up over 
Miller’s Crossing. This means that even more traffic will 
be using this area. 

• If the reserve area is rezoned to residential and houses 
built then you will effectively be turning Roberts Rd into 
another Shepperton/Orrong Rd with an endless stream 
of noise – an ugly road that has nothing to offer. 

• Once the trees planted grow to maturity the reserve will 
add even further value to the drive. 

• I do a lot of landscaping around Miller’s Crossing under 
the bridge and along the railway line and get a lot of 
people stopping to say thank you for my work and that 
they purposely set their daily walk to take in any green 
spaces that enable them to move away from houses and 
traffic. 

• I see a lot of people stop just to sit a while and enjoy the 
open space. 

• So please Minister save our open space. Look at higher 
densities but please do not take our open spaces. 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 
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87 Sep 19 17 
05:03:17 pm 

K Vernon of 
64A Geddes 
St, Lathlain 

Objection • Town of Victoria
Park ratepayer

• Concerned about
loss of open
space

• I support: 1. retention of at least 50% of the 4 lots as
zoned parks and recreational reserve to retain an open
space network in this local area; and 2. if any of the lots
are ultimately zoned residential, there should be a limit
on the density of development in this uniquely
configured space.

Comments noted: 
• Comments regarding the

potential zoning of half of the
lots for residential
development are not
supported given all of the lots
are considered to serve as
valuable passive open space
areas that are highly utilised
by the local community,
particularly those residents
who live close by to these
lots.

• Refer to Officer Comments in
relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11.

88 Sep 20 17 
11:26:11 am 

Resident (T) of 
Carnarvon St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Concerned about
loss of open
space

• Miller street reserve is the only open space on this side
of the railway line.

• Once gone it will be gone forever. Population density is
increasing, younger people moving into the area.

• Children especially and older people need open spaces
close to home.

• There are busy roads nearby Miller St, Shepperton Road
and Albany Highway.

• We need this open space.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11.

89 Sep 21 17 
09:32:11 pm 

Resident 
(Jane) of East 
Victoria Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• The parklands in Vic Park and East Vic Park are far and
few between.

• I've lived in Victoria Park my whole life and part of
growing up was going to the park, I now have children
that go to the EVPPS and we often go to John Bissett
Reserve to run around and kick the ball.

• Don't take it away from the kids - where are they meant
to play after school and weekends?!

Comments noted: 
• Comments related to general

retention of existing green
spaces are supported

• Refer to Officer Comments in
relation to Submission 18

90 Sep 24  17 
02:11 pm 

B Gillett 
(address not 
supplied) 

Objection • Live nearby • I would like to see the land mentioned to remain as open
space.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

91 Sep 25 17 
02:07 pm 

F Page-Croft 
(address not 
supplied) 

Objection • Live nearby
• Concerned about

loss of open

• I object to Amendment 56 for the following reasons:
• The subject lots form part of a recreational corridor

linking residential areas. It is important to retain the

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11
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space 
• Environmental

concerns

landscaped character of this link. 
• It is important that sufficient public open space (POS) is

available to Carlisle residents now and in the future in
this medium density area to compensate for the loss of
traditional backyards.

• The POS provided by these subject lots are valued by the
Carlisle community as they provide excellent recreation
spaces and amenity.

• These lots are used by residents on a daily basis for dog
walking, as part of their daily exercise and daily
commute.

• The development and loss of this POS is contrary to the
principles and objectives of an integrated network of POS
which contributes significantly to the quality of life,
community interaction and sense of place in this part of
Carlisle.

• The evidence to date is that having more parks and a
greater area of POS within a neighbourhood has been
associated with higher physical activity levels, the loss of
this POS would diminish such active opportunity and
therefore reduce the community’s physical activity and
health.

• The loss of this POS would lead to an increase in the
Urban Heat Island effect, which has already been
increased by the loss of trees at Lathlain Oval.

• The subject lots provide a natural separation buffer from
the noise and pollution impacts of Roberts Road and
Miller Street. Introducing more residents in closer
proximity to these sources of pollution is egregious.

• The State Government should fund the retention of this
valued local POS area rather than proceed to develop
and continue to the ever increasing concrete jungle.

• In view of the above it is requested that this amendment
be modified so that the whole of Lots 1003, 1004 and
1005 be reserved for ‘Parks and Recreation’ under Town
Planning Scheme No. 1.

92 Sep 25 17 
06:15 pm 

I Page-Croft of 
55C Planet St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental

• [Same submission as above] Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

75



File Ref: PLA/7/0048 

 
 

concerns 
93 Sep 25 17 

07:56 pm 
T Cross & K 
Abbott of 17 
Butler Lane, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• Environmental 
concerns 

• We support the current situation where land on the East 
Vic Park/Carlisle side of the bridge is public open space, 
for the following reasons: 

• The areas at present provide an entrance to the suburbs 
of East Vic Park/Carlisle, and the green open space and 
trees make this a much more appealing first impression 
of the suburbs. 

• The land contains significant large native trees which are 
important for ecological reasons (reducing heat, nesting 
for birds and homes for other fauna). 

• The open space on the East Vic Park side, adjacent to the 
playground, makes this a lovely park with many uses, 
from sport to dog walking to children running around. 

• This is particularly important to us and other families due 
to the smaller backyards that come with medium density 
housing, such as the sub-divided blocks which are 
common in the area. 

• We are regular users of the park, and the character and 
atmosphere of the park would change greatly if the area 
was made into medium or high-density housing. 

• There is already significant traffic on Miller Street 
between Shepperton Road and Bishopsgate Street, 
particularly during peak hour when traffic is regularly 
backed up for some distance. This is likely to worsen 
when the Eagles Admin and training begin at Lathlain 
Park. More housing would further exacerbate the traffic 
issues.  

Supported in Part: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3, 
7 and 11 

94 Sep 26 17 
03:26:52 pm 

K Allen of 
134A Rutland 
Ave, Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby 
• Use the parkland 

regularly 
• Concerned about 

loss of open 
space 

• The Carlisle area is already experiencing a shortage of 
public open space (POS), and with a forecasted 
population growth of 41.88% by 2036 there is a need to 
consider long term preservation and in fact, expansion, 
of POS in the area. 

• It is extremely difficult to take back land for POS, an issue 
many Councils are currently struggling with. 

• It is incredibly short sighted of the State Government to 
try and zone this land as residential, you are looking at a 
short-term gain in income from the sale and additional 
residential land available for development, offset against 
an expensive, long term issue for both State Government 

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in 

relation to Submissions 1, 3 
and 11 

76



File Ref: PLA/7/0048 

and the Town, to try and create and plan additional POS. 
• Sufficient and well-planned POS is crucial to the amenity

of the area, which impacts on so many other areas such
as crime, community connection, health, mental health,
economic growth etc.

• I strongly oppose this proposal and urge the State
Government to reconsider and think about the long-term
impacts of this decision.

95 Sep 26 17 
04:37:28 pm 

H Johnsone 
of11 Cohn St, 
Carlisle 

Objection • Live nearby
• Town of Victoria

Park ratepayer
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• I am opposed to the re-zoning of the land at Miller's
Crossing. I believe that this space should be zoned
parkland.

• Aggressive urban infill targets are being set and met in
TOVP however there has been no increase in the amount
of public open space and parkland.

• Parks are becoming crowded, not just for people but also
for wildlife.

• This portion of land forms an important corridor for
Carnaby and red tail cockatoos, who have already lost a
large portion of tree canopy through the Lathlain
development.

• This area was initially part of the offset for the airport.
Any additional clearing would be catastrophic for the
black cockatoo population.

• If the TOVP is to meet targets to increase its canopy to
20% (from less than 13%) there will need to be a
concerted effort to plant on all public land as well as
retain mature trees on private land.

• As Miller’s crossing contains a number of mature trees
this would place even more pressure on ratepayers and
Council to mitigate the canopy loss from this rezoning.

• Flood mitigation will be another cost which will be borne
by the TOVP if houses are built. There has been a 4%
increase in hard surfaces over the last 5 years and this is
causing storm water management systems to be placed
under increased pressure.

• I hope that common sense will prevail and this park will
be zoned AS park.

Supported: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submissions 1, 3
and 11

96 Sep 26 17 
05:06 pm 

M Davies 
(address not 
supplied) 

Objection • Use the parkland
regularly

• Concerned about
loss of open

• I hope we retain all of the John Bissett Reserve for public
usage as it currently stands, because:

• I and many other people walk their dogs there. It is not a
large area and decreasing the full size will make it more

Comments noted: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 18
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space 
• Environmental

concerns

difficult to keep dogs separate. 
• Many young people use the skateboarding area. They

keep to themselves and keeps them out of trouble by
giving them pleasure and occupying their time.

• I recently saw a family (4or 5) Quenda (South West
Bandicoots) in the park. Increasing pressure on this green
space means we will probably lose them.

• There is a great variety of bird life in the park and they
deserve the area as we have already taken away so many
green spaces by building.

• Many families enjoy the area for play and socialising.
• We need all of this green space for the many different

interest groups, including families.
97 Sep 26 17 

10:54:46 pm 
C Bissett of 98 
Carnarvon St, 
East Victoria 
Park 

Objection • Live nearby
• Use the parkland

regularly
• Concerned about

loss of open
space

• Environmental
concerns

• It would be a great loss to the area if this parcel of land
was to be redeveloped in any way. John Bissett Reserve
is a great little park to take the kids after school. If the
land on either side of the tracks is rezoned by the State
Government, I can almost guarantee the next Brownlie
Towers will be built in its place and we don't want that in
our area.

Comments noted: 
• Refer to Officer Comments in

relation to Submission 18
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READVERTISING OF MODIFICATIONS TO AMENDMENT NO. 56 TO TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK 
TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1  

SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS – REFERRAL AGENCIES & UTILITY SERVICE PROVIDERS 

# DATE 
RECEIVED SUBMITTER SUMMARY OF COMMENTS OFFICER RESPONSE 

1. 18 Aug
2017 

Tourism WA • No comment in relation to amendment. • Noted.

2. 24 Aug
2017 

Department of 
Planning, Lands & 
Heritage - Aboriginal 
Heritage Directorate 

• A review of the Aboriginal heritage database and Register of Places concludes
that there are no known Aboriginal heritage places or site within the lots
affected by the Amendment.

• Based on information held, no approvals are required under the Aboriginal
Heritage Act 1972.

• Noted.

3. 30 Aug
2017 

Department of 
Education 

• No objection to proposed amendment. • Noted.

4. 30 Aug
2017 

Department of 
Conservation & 
Attractions – Parks 
and Wildlife Service 

• No comments. • Noted.

5. 12 Sep
2017 

Department of 
Planning, Lands & 
Heritage – Heritage 
Support Services 

• Proposed Scheme Amendment has been considered for its potential impact on
heritage places within the Scheme area.

• There is no objection to the proposal.

• Noted.

6. 15 Sep
2017 

Water Corporation • Reticulate water and sewerage is currently available to the subject land 
• The developer is required to fund the full cost of protecting or modifying any

of the existing infrastructure which may be affected by the proposal.
• The principle followed by the Water Corporation for the funding of subdivision

of development is one of user pays. The developer is expected to provide all
water and sewerage reticulation if required.

• Noted.

7. 29 Sep
2017 2017

Department of 
Health 

• No objection providing all developments with increased density to ‘R30’ are
required to connect to scheme water and reticulated sewerage as required by
the Government Sewerage policy – Perth Metropolitan Region.

• Noted.
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(SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED IN RELATION TO ORIGINAL PROPOSAL) 

Town of Victoria Park Town Planning Scheme No. 1- Amendment No. 56 

Schedule of Submissions: 

No. Name 
Address 

Description of 
Affected 
Property 

Summary of Submission Council's Comment Council's 
Recommendation 

1 Habitat 
International acting 
on behalf of owner 
of 8 Raleigh 
Street, Carlisle 

Received 24 
February 2012 

This property is 
located within 
Carlisle Precinct 
and would be 
affected by the 
proposed 
amendment. 

Objection -Alternate Proposal 

We understand the Commission 
wishes to dispose of their Lots 
as residential sites contrary to 
Council's resolution. 

The proposed alienation of 
portion of Lot 1004, will allow for 
the retention of the existing 
dwellings at 8 Raleigh Street 
and construction of two 
additional dwellings to the rear. 

A case can be made for the 
rationalisation of the boundaries 
between Lots 1004 and 1005, 
so they achieve a contiguous 
area of useable open space 
without any nooks or crannies 

Noted 

The ownership of the land by the 
WAPC does not alter the Officer's 
position that the land in question 
should be classified under Town 
Planning Scheme No. 1 in a manner 
which best serves the interests of and 
provides the greatest benefit to the 
surrounding community. 

The development potential of 8 
Raleigh Street is not considered 
relevant to the Council's 
consideration of the appropriate 
classification or use of the land in 
question. 

Creating a contiguous or seamless 
boundary would significantly reduce 
the useable area of Lot 1004 as 
passive recreational area. The 
existing boundary between Lots 1004 
and 1005 is not considered to 

Not accepted 

No modification to the 
amendment required 
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that restrict its use or create 
undesirable hiding spots. 

The funds achieved from the 
sale of the land could be used to 
fund an upgrade of the open 
space. 

The owner of Lot 501 (8 Raleigh 
St) would be in a position to 
make a contribution to the 
upgrading of the open space as 
a condition of development. 

harbour any nooks or crannies, as Lot 
1004 is approximately 16 metres 
wider than Lot 1005 (i.e. as wide as 
the surrounding residential lots) and 
is highly visible and open to Roberts 
Road and Raleigh Street. 

Conjecture only. Such an agreement 
would rely upon the WAPC agreeing 
to handover any monies gained 
through the sale of the land to the 
Town for the upgrade of the balance 
of Lot 1004. The Town is not aware of 
any agreement or offer by the WAPC 
to do so. 

The imposition of a developer 
contribution condition on any 
development at 8 Raleigh Street 
(including portion of Lot 1004 
amalgamated with this property) must 
rely upon the development having a 
sufficient nexus to the use or reliance 
of the object/infrastructure that the 
contribution relates to. It is 
inconceivable that a residential 
development occurring after the sale 
and amalgamation of a portion of Lot 
1004 would have any connection to 
or reliance upon the balance of Lot 
1004 being used for open space.  
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The resultant part of Lot 1004 
(following the proposed 
alienation of land) is substantial 
(976m2) and is viable as a 
stand-alone lot should it ever be 
decided to sell the lots 
separately. 

Council’s desire to maintain a 
continuous strip of open space 
between the railway and 
Bishopsgate Street is 
maintained. 

The provision of public open space or 
a cash-in-lieu contribution as a 
condition of subdivision approval 
does not normally apply for proposals 
of less than 5 lots, as per WAPC 
Development Control Policy 2.3. 
Therefore, the ability of the WAPC or 
the Town to apply a developer 
contribution requirement at 
subdivision or development approval 
stage, respectively, is unlikely. 

Acknowledged, however the intent of 
Amendment 56 is to retain Lot 1004 
as public parkland rather than to 
ensure its potential future 
development for residential or other 
uses. 

Acknowledged, however this does not 
diminish the intent of Amendment 56 
to retain the use of the lots, including 
Lot 1004, as a functional and sizeable 
area of passive open space for the 
residents of the surrounding medium 
density residential area. 

2 MainRoads WA 

Received 8 March 
2012 

Statutory 
Authority 

No objection Noted Accept 

No modification to the 
amendment required 
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3 Andrew Maroudas 
8 & 8A Raleigh 
Street, Carlisle 

Received 9 March 
2012 

This property is 
located within 
Carlisle Precinct 
and would be 
affected by the 
proposed 
amendment. 

Objection – Alternate Proposal 

I wish to purchase 400m2 of Lot 
1004 and amalgamate it with my 
duplex site to enable the 
development of the rear of my 
block for two additional 
dwellings. 

This would still retain a green 
corridor along Roberts Road 
and retain the large Jacaranda 
tree on the site. 

The development would remove 
the “dogleg” that currently exists 
where Lots 1004 and 1005 
meet. 

The Town would benefit from 
the ongoing rates that would be 
generated from the construction 
of two new residences. 

Noted 

The whole of Lot 1004 has been 
maintained and landscaped by the 
Town for use as parkland and 
passive open space for the residents 
of the surrounding medium density 
residential area. It is considered that 
the recreational value of the site 
would be decreased if a portion was 
sold and developed for residential 
use. 

The small financial benefit gained 
from additional rate revenue is not 
considered relevant or significant in 
the context of the broader public 
benefit that would be maintained 
through the continued use of the 
whole of Lot 1004 as part of a 
recreational corridor linking major 
sports and recreation facilities and an 
area of passive open space. 

It is considered premature to consider 
such a proposal until such time as the 
Amendment has been considered by 
the Western Australian Planning 
Commission for final approval. 

Not accepted 

No modification to the 
amendment required 

4 Brendan Beeck 
12 Rayment 

This property is 
located within 

No objection Noted Accept 
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Street, Lathlain 

Received 16 
March 2012 

Lathlain in close 
proximity to the 
Carlisle Precinct 
and would be 
affected by the 
proposed 
amendment. 

The continued use of the land 
as parkland is supported. 

Council recognises the value and 
amenity of the land as a passive 
recreational area serving the needs of 
the surrounding medium density 
residential area. 

No modification to the 
amendment required 

5 Department of 
Health 

Received 30 
March 2012 

Statutory 
Authority 

No objection 

Department of Health advises 
that any proposed R30 
development should be 
connected to reticulated water 
and sewerage. 

Noted 

The land proposed to be zoned R30 
as part of the Amendment relates to 
local roadways which will not be 
developed for residential purposes. 

Accept 

No modification to the 
amendment required 

6 Water Corporation 

Received 2 April 
2012 

Statutory 
Authority 

No objection Noted Accept 

No modification to the 
amendment required 

7 James Doly 
134 Rutland 
Avenue, Carlisle 

Received 3 April 
2012 

This property is 
located within 
the Carlisle 
Precinct and 
would be 
affected by the 
proposed 
amendment. 

No objection 

We moved to the area given its 
proximity to the parkland. My 
family enjoy utilising the open 
space and do not want to see it 
developed in the future. 

Noted 

The proposed Amendment 
recognises the community benefit 
and amenity the parkland provides 
and seeks to have the whole of the 
lots reserved as “Parks and 
Recreation” under the Scheme. 

Accept. 

No modification to the 
amendment required 

8 Leanne Daniels 
130 Rutland 
Avenue, Carlisle 

Received 3 April 

This property is 
located within 
the Carlisle 
Precinct and 
would be 

No objection 

I support the land remaining as 
parkland. The Carlisle area has 
gradually been improving and 

Noted 

The proposed Amendment 
recognises the community benefit 
and amenity the parkland provides 

Accept. 

No modification to the 
amendment required 
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2012 affected by the 
proposed 
amendment. 

building a sense of community 
as new families and young 
couples move into the area. The 
parkland provides an area for 
the elderly, young families and 
children to interact and I believe 
is an attraction for future 
residents. 

and seeks to have the whole of the 
lots reserved as “Parks and 
Recreation” under the Scheme. 
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13.1 Commemorative Recognition Policy 
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GEN4       COMMEMORATIVE RECOGNITION 

POLICY: 

Applications for recognising or honouring individuals, organisations or events that 
have made a significant contribution to the Town or the development of Western 
Australia will be considered and processed in accordance with Policy Procedure 
GEN4 of the Procedures and Practices Manual. 
Recognition can be in a variety of ways ranging from (but not limited to) a Certificate 
of Appreciation, through to the naming of a path, trail, laneway, street, park, a facility 
on a park, tree, gate, building, or part of a building, item of public art, or any other 
item of infrastructure owned or managed by the Town. 

PROCEDURE: 

1. All applications for commemorative recognition are to be handled in accordance
with the following steps.

2. The application is to be referred to:
i. the Director Renew Life if it relates to Parks, Reserves and Roads; and
ii. the Local History Co-ordinator for all other enquiries.

3. The applicant is to be advised of the process, initially verbally (if possible)
and/or in writing. A copy of the Commemorative Recognition Application Form
and Application Guidelines will then be sent to the applicant.

4. Upon receipt of the completed application form the following steps will be taken:
i. the Local History Co-ordinator will forward a copy to Records.
ii. the Local History Co-ordinator will forward all applications relating to a

Park, Reserve or a Road to the Renew Life to be assessed and
processed.

iii. a copy of all other applications will be sent to all members of the Local
Culture and Local History Working Group to be assessed  at their next
meeting.

iv. the Director Renew Life will contact the Local History Co-ordinator to
research applications relating to a Park, Reserve or Road where
necessary.

5. A letter will be sent to the applicant from the Local History Co-ordinator or the
Director Renew Life acknowledging receipt of the application and explain the
steps in the process.

6. At the next meeting of the Culture and Local History Working Group the
application will be assessed against the criteria contained within the Application
Guidelines. A joint meeting with the Arts Working Group will be held when
appropriate.

7. A report recommending whether or not the application be approved will be
prepared for discussion at the next Elected Members Workshop. If at the
Workshop the Elected Members indicate support for the application the Local
Studies Librarian or Director Renew Life will draft a report for the next Ordinary
Council Meeting to have the application formally considered.   If necessary, the
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Council decision will be referred on to the Department of Land Administration, 
Geographic Names Committee for its consideration. 

8. On completion of the process the Chief Executive Officer will write to the
applicant advising the outcome. 

9. The Director Renew Life will keep the Local History Co-ordinator informed of
changes and additions to Parks, Reserves and Roads so that the register is 
kept up to date. 

10. The Local History Co-ordinator will be responsible for maintaining an up-to-date
register of all applications and decisions. The register will be reviewed annually, 
at which time all objects/works are to be checked to ensure that they are in 
good condition. 

RELATED POLICES: 

DELEGATION: 

AUTHORITY 

REVIEW: 

None 
Yes- Delegation No. 9.3 
Sub-delegation 
Council Meeting 29 November 2005 
August 2006 
July 2013 
August 2015 
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