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BOTTLE SHOP DEVELOPMENT, CURRAMBINE 

Grievance 
MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [9.49 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Racing and Gaming and deals 
with liquor licensing processes, particularly for bottle shops in my electorate and my local community. There has 
recently been an approval for a large liquor store outlet adjacent to a suburban shopping centre in Currambine. It 
has been on the radar for a few years now. From the outset I believed that this location in suburban Currambine 
was not entirely suitable for such a large liquor outlet. One of the big problems with this particular site is that it 
is surrounded by residential housing and it is also very close to a park that already serves as a drinking hot spot 
for young people. This outlet will comprise 1 350 square metres of retail space, which is close to the size of three 
suburban blocks. It is a seven and a half hectare site with something in the vicinity of 110 car bays. I want to 
state quite strongly that I am not against such outlets in or around our local community. However, I did hold the 
view whilst I was on council —  

Mr M.P. Murray: As long as it is not in your patch!  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I will get to that, member for Collie–Preston. I held the view whilst I was on council that this 
development would have been better located in the Joondalup Lakeside shopping precinct or the Winton Road 
shopping precinct, which is only two kilometres away —  

Several members interjected.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I will get to that. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: Did you vote for it while you were on council?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: No, I did not. It would have fitted in well with other stores of similar size at that location. I 
still believe that would have been the better location for this store. Indeed, one was recently approved just a few 
hundred metres away from my own house in the Edgewater Gateway precinct. It is very close to my own house, 
and I have no problem with that because it is in the right location.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: You are moving!  

Mr A.P. JACOB: Not for at least another eight months, member for Joondalup. I think that outlet is in the 
appropriate spot because it is a bulk retail site. That is my point. It is a bulk retail location, as opposed to a small 
suburban community location. The chosen site in Currambine is surrounded by residential housing close to a 
large bush park, which is already infamous for its late-night and antisocial element. Residents are already fed up 
with antisocial and property-damaging behaviour of roaming young drinkers, many of whom make their way to 
the nearby beach to continue their disruptive revelry. Beachside furniture is often set alight and turned into 
bonfires by these louts, and there are numerous other examples of wanton vandalism.  

The Joondalup City Council recognised the inherent dangers to residents when it unanimously refused the 
application for planning approval at this site. It did so after a strong campaign of opposition from local residents 
and receiving 45 objections from households saying that their amenity would be further affected and that the 
already high level of antisocial behaviour would intensify. However, this development was consequently 
approved by the State Administrative Tribunal on appeal. Under section 38 of the Liquor Control Act, the 
Director of Liquor Licensing must have regard for the impact on the amenity of the locality of the proposed 
licensed premises; consider whether offence, annoyance, disturbance or inconvenience might be caused to 
people who reside or work in the vicinity of the proposed licensed premises; and take into account the harm or 
ill-health that might be caused to people or any group of people due to the use of liquor. During the licensing 
process there is also a requirement for the Director of Liquor Licensing to check local government approvals. I 
would suggest, at that stage, perhaps a red flag should have gone up when it was seen that there was already a 
unanimous refusal of the development application by the local authority, which was overturned only on the 
direction of the State Administrative Tribunal. In this case, the 45 residents who gave good reason to persuade 
Joondalup City Council not to approve the development were apparently not aware that they also had the chance 
to present their case to the Director of Liquor Licensing. Others had been advised by the proponent at that time 
that that proposal would involve only a transfer of the existing licence on the neighbouring site, and they may 
have therefore believed that they had no grounds to object to that liquor licence. The end result was that the 
objections of the 45 people who went to the trouble of preparing written submissions to council were not taken 
into account by the Director of Liquor Licensing. In this case, even an intervention from the Executive Director 
of Public Health to at least limit the hours to those of the adjacent Currambine Marketplace shopping centre did 
not get to first base because the Director for Liquor Licensing found that not to be in the public interest. I am 
also informed that objections made under section 38 rarely succeed, and there is some concern in my community 
about this with some future applications that are just over the horizon.  
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My main issue, minister, is that when there is community concern about the proposal of a new bottle shop liquor 
licence, those in the community with concerns appear to be outside the decision-making process. There may well 
be processes by which they can feed into that decision making, but these do not appear to be sufficiently 
accessible or user friendly for the local community to find their way through the bureaucracy to lodge their 
views. In my local community, they would appear to have no problem in lodging their objections with local 
government and they are easily able to get their voice heard there. This would suggest that the local systems for 
feeding community comment into the decision-making process are comparatively easier to navigate and far more 
user friendly. However, when it comes to placing objections with the liquor licensing authority, community 
comment is clearly missing the mark. It is going in all sorts of directions with relatively few landing where they 
need to be. This would suggest that the average person in the community is often unclear on how to lodge 
comments with the liquor licensing authority or, in many cases, even that they can. It would appear that the 
system is flawed in that it does not readily accommodate individuals or groups of residents who want to put 
forward the voice of their communities to proposals coming up before them. There must be ways that the 
authority’s community consultation process could be made to be more easily accessible and more clearly 
understood. Not only is that concerning in retrospect with the Currambine approval, but also I am very aware 
that many people in my electorate wish to comment on some upcoming proposals and I believe that it is very 
important that they are given every opportunity to put forward their views on such proposals in their community. 
I ask the minister if he could please investigate whether there are any such flaws in the system, and if he can look 
again at the processes to see whether there are any ways in which we could finetune the system to better include 
local community input in the approval of new bottle shop liquor licences.  

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Racing and Gaming) [9.56 am]: I thank the member for 
Ocean Reef for the grievance. It is a very good grievance and the member raises some pretty good points. The 
grievance is all about the application for the removal of the liquor store from its current site at the Currambine 
Marketplace shopping centre, where it trades under the Woolworths banner, to a site that is immediately adjacent 
to the same shopping centre, where it will trade as Dan Murphy’s under the Woolworths name.  

The application was granted by the liquor licensing authority on 4 September 2009. At the heart of this matter 
that the member has raised are the processes that are in place for government to determine the application, and 
more importantly, the adequacy of those processes, so I will run through those. Section 40 of the Liquor Control 
Act stipulates that before an application of this nature can be heard a certificate of evidence planning approval 
must be got from the local authority—the City of Joondalup. We understand that in considering the planning 
approval, the City of Joondalup received those objections that the member has talked about and the planning 
approval meeting was held on 10 June 2008, at which time the council resolved to refuse the approval on the 
basis, in summary, that the application did not comply with the requirements of the Currambine district centre 
structure plan. At that stage there was no government approval and therefore the application could not proceed 
further. The applicant then appealed to the State Administrative Tribunal, which subsequently allowed the appeal 
and granted planning approval. SAT’s findings in this case are really important. I will read from its findings, 
which is a public document. It identified three issues —  

• whether, if built first, the proposed development would not encourage and might compromise the 
‘main street’ built form objectives of the Currambine District Centre structure plan; 

... 

On the first issue, the Tribunal formed the view that the development of the proposed liquor store 
would be consistent with the orderly and proper planning of the site and the eventual 
implementation of the main street principles of the structure plan. The structure plan did not 
include any reference to staging development, either in location or form. The proposed liquor store 
would be a non-urban edge form of development set back sufficiently to be integrated with and 
compatible with the future main street development alongside the Chesapeake Way extension. The 
proposed liquor store development will provide the carriageways and footpaths that will assist in 
this outcome.  

The second issue is particularly pertinent to that which the member raised —  

• whether a liquor store would have a negative impact on the amenity of the surrounding residential 
area by contributing to antisocial behaviour;  

The tribunal’s response was —  

On the second issue, the Tribunal was not satisfied on the evidence before it that there would be an 
impact on the amenity of the locality from antisocial behaviour by youth arising from an increased 
availability of alcohol from the proposed development.  
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I have a copy of the tribunal’s decision if the member for Ocean Reef would like a copy, but I want to address 
the grievance further.  

On 15 May, the solicitors acting for Woolworths lodged an application for the removal of liquor store licence 
and to move it to the other site. The application involved relocating the existing liquor store licence to a purpose-
built, stand-alone building approximately 240 metres north on vacant land within the same commercial precinct. 
They were just moving the store 240 metres. However, the new store was larger than the existing store. The 
application was advertised under the Liquor Control Act from 29 May to 26 June. I understand the member when 
he said that people might not see the advertisements. The stakeholders affected include schools, hospitals, aged 
care facilities, childcare centres, local government authorities and police stations. In addition, and this is an 
important point, the applicant was required to undertake a letter drop to the residents and businesses situated 
within a 200-metre radius of the proposed liquor store and display his application on the site of the premises 
from 29 May to 26 June. The letters also advised the people within that 200-metre radius of the proposed site 
that they may object to the proposal. In this instance, they were advised about that.  

I am happy to speak further to the member on this, if he feels it would be of assistance to him. I have been 
monitoring this and I will continue to do so. Despite all these processes being undertaken, it must be understood 
the residents did not lodge any objections. Even if they had objected, they would have been required to provide 
the relevant evidence and statistics to back up their objection, so that the director could take it into account. The 
application was correctly advertised in the manner specified by the act. The residents were afforded the 
opportunity to object to the proposal, and they did not take it up. I take the member’s point about advertising in 
newspapers. 

The member said that there is a better site for this store. The director must remain impartial and act only on the 
information that is provided to him to ensure that the process is fair and objective. It was not open to the director 
to direct that the proposal be moved to another site. Even if the director thought there was a better site, he or she 
can act only on the information that is provided. I know that the member considers that there is a better site, and 
he might be right. However, I repeat that the director can act only on the information that is before him or her.  

No objections or interventions were lodged against the applicant, except an intervention submitted by the 
Executive Director of Public Health, and that related only to restricted trading hours. The director general weighs 
up the information before him or her and tries to balance the service to the community—members should 
remember that the public interest test was brought in by the previous government.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: When will you take it out of the act?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I am not going to do that. I will continue to monitor the situation. The public interest test 
is there in the interests of the public.  

The member for Ocean Reef said that no applications have been knocked back. That is not true.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: I did not say that.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: The member said that he thinks that not many get knocked back. They do get knocked 
back under the public interest provision. If it is not in the public interest the application will be refused.  

I have undertaken to continue to monitor this process. I know that the Liquor Stores Association of Western 
Australia is concerned about this. Members must remember that the Liquor Stores Association wants other 
benefits. Members of that association are in business. We have had incidents involving hotels. At this stage the 
government and I do not see any need for change. I thank the member for Ocean Reef for his grievance and I 
will continue to monitor the situation. I have the State Administrative Tribunal’s decision, which I will pass to 
the member so that he can satisfy himself on its decision.  
 


