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MOBILE PHONE TOWER, GOOSEBERRY HILL — OVERTURNED DECISION 

6055. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Planning 

(1) Why did the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) overturn a recent decision by the local 
government not to allow a mobile phone tower in Gooseberry Hill? 

(2) How many times has the WAPC overturned decisions not to allow mobile phone towers to be erected? 

(3) Does the WAPC take into account community concerns and investigate the site of the towers prior to 
making such decisions? 

(4) Can the Minister explain why, when making the decision regarding the site of the tower in Gooseberry 
Hill, the WAPC decision was inconsistent with two of the following policies: 

(a) Statement of Planning Policy No 5.2 – Telecommunications Infrastructure (SPP5.2); 

(b) Development Control Policy 1.2 – Development Control – General Principles; and 

(c) Development Control Policy 5.3 – Use of Land Reserved for Parks and Recreation? 

(5) Can the Minister explain why the WAPC failed to address all the relevant policies regarding the site of 
the tower in a public drinking water catchment area? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(1) The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) is the sole determining authority for 
development on land that is reserved under the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS). In this instance, 
the Shire of Kalamunda provides only a recommendation to the WAPC for its consideration and 
decision-making of the application.  

In determining the application, the WAPC gave careful consideration to the Shire’s recommendation. 
However, the application was approved on the grounds that the proposed development would enhance 
the quality and continuity of telecommunication services for social, recreational and business use in the 
locality and was in accordance with State Planning Policies and the MRS.  

(2) Since 1997, when legislative changes required telecommunications facilities to comply with State 
planning approval procedures, the WAPC has approved eleven telecommunications developments of a 
comparable nature against the recommendation of local government.  

(3) Yes. The WAPC takes into account community concerns made to local governments and directly to the 
WAPC. Furthermore, the WAPC investigates the site of a proposed development prior to making a 
decision.  

(4) The WAPC decided that the development of the telephone tower on the subject land was consistent 
with the objectives and policy provisions contained in Statement of Planning Policy No. 5.2: 
Telecommunications Infrastructure (SPP 5.2) and will enhance the quality and continuity of 
telecommunication services for social, recreational and business use in the locality. With respect to 
WAPC Development Control Policies 1.2 and 5.3, the WAPC decided that the development would not 
compromise the recreational or conservation purposes of the reserve.  

(5) As the development was proposed to be located in a Public Drinking Water Source Area (PDWSA) 
classified as Priority 1, the proposal was referred to the Department of Water (DoW) for comment prior 
to determination of the development application by the WAPC. This is consistent with WAPC 
Statement of Planning Policy 2.7 — Public Drinking Water Source Policy (SPP 2.7). The DoW did not 
object to the application and provided advice about best management practices for development in a 
PDWSA Priority 1 area. A condition of the WAPC approval requires the proponent to prepare an 
Environmental Management Plan (EMP) prior to the commencement of any site works, and the 
applicant was informed of the DoW’s advice regarding development in a PDWSA Priority 1 area. The 
WAPC considered this to be a suitable response to SPP 2.7 to ensure there would be no adverse impacts 
on the PDWSA from the development.  

 


