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Executive Summary

12.4 Response to Petition - Beckwith Grove Pedestrian Bridge, Seaford

Enquiries: (Vishal Gupta: Infrastructure and Operations)

Council Plan
Community Outcome: 1. Planned City
Strategy: 1.1 Community Infrastructure
Priority Action 1.1.6 Ensure community infrastructure and services match 

community need

Purpose

To respond to the petition regarding reinstatement of Beckwith Grove Pedestrian Bridge 
in Seaford.

Recommendation (Director Infrastructure and Operations)

That Council:

1. Notes historically the Beckwith Grove bridge previously provided access from a 
former caravan park (now Kananook Creek Reserve) to the beach;

2. Notes Frankston Police has indicated in the past that they do not recommend 
opening of the pedestrian bridge and associated walkway to general public due to 
significant safety and privacy concerns; 

3. Notes alternate safe pedestrian access to the beach is available via Station Street 
Bridge (North) and Seaford Road Bridge (South);

4. Notes the location of the bridge is in a significantly constrained environment, attracts 
low usage and poses significant challenges in terms of reinstatement of the bridge 
from cost, community safety and constructability perspective;

5. Notes the estimated cost of the bridge including associated works such as DDA 
compliant pathways, services realignment and safety considerations was $740,000 
based on independent specialist consultant estimates in 2017, which is expected to 
be a higher figure in current day costs;

6. Notes Council has an active process currently underway to sell the land parcel at 
6R Beckwith Grove, between Beckwith Grove and the former bridge location, 
identified as surplus to its requirements;

7. Upholds its previous decision made at Ordinary Meeting 307 on 25 September 2017 
not to reconstruct the Beckwith Grove bridge; and

8. Notifies the Head Petitioner in writing of its decision.

Key Points / Issues

· At its meeting on 15 February 2021, a petition was tabled by Cr Steven Hughes 
containing 20 signatures.  This petition sought;

“Council removed the aged bridge on Beckwith Grove, Seaford with the promise 
of reinstating it.  The bridge is an important link to walking tracks and proposed 
Kananook Creek arboretum.  It offers possible safe evacuation across the creek 
from fire.  If we are to promote a healthy, active community, reinstatement of the 
bridge is a step in the right direction.”
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· In 2015, Council closed the small timber pedestrian bridge over Kananook
Creek at Beckwith Grove, Seaford, due to safety concerns highlighted by 
Council’s structural bridge consultant. The bridge was later demolished to 
mitigate the safety risk to the community following repeated illegal access 
through the security fencing.

· In January 2016, Council wrote to local residents advising that the tender 
process had commenced in order to engage a contractor to reconstruct the 
bridge ‘like-for-like’. Some residents responded to this letter advising Council 
that they would prefer that the bridge not be replaced. Given the differing views 
more extensive consultation was undertaken in March 2016.

· Multiple reports were presented to Council in 2016 and 2017 covering range of 
matters related to Beckwith Grove including outcome of a community 
consultation process, options for bridge replacement, construction challenges, 
alternate options and costings.

· At its meeting on 25 September 2017 (OM307), in reviewing a project to 
reconstruct the former Beckwith Grove bridge, Council resolved: 

“That Council:

1. Receives an external report at Attachment A outlining a comparison of 
alternative materials that could be considered for the construction of Beckwith 
Grove Bridge.

2. Notes receipt of legal advice which outlines Council’s legal obligations and the 
completion of an Access Audit and recommendations which enables Council to 
resolve to build the bridge with either with disability access or without disability 
access based on ‘justifiable hardship’.   

3. Resolves not to reconstruct the bridge.

4. Writes to all residents within immediate proximity to the former Beckwith Bridge 
explaining Council’s recent decision. The letter is to explain why the Council 
has overturned the previous decision of Council on this matter – i.e. modern 
disability access requirements, escalating construction costs etc.

5. Instructs the CEO to install a checks and-balances process to prevent the 
expenditure of public monies on conceptual designs that do not take into 
account the full scope of required works (ie.  disability access, public safety, 
statutory specifications etc).  Upon the implementation of this new checks-and-
balances process, the new procedure is to be articulated in a report to Council 
in January 2018.”

· Report presented to Council on 25 September 2017 (OM307) highlighted a 
number of the complexities and issues associated with the location such as:

o Constructing the bridge within its confined access and complex 
alignment;

o Providing safe all abilities access on the pathways leading to the bridge 
and across the bridge;

o Vegetation issues and the need for a vegetation plan along with a 
cultural heritage plan and native vegetation offsets; and

o Additional community safety requirements to meet Crime Prevention 
through Environmental Design (CPTED) requirements.

Refer to attached report as per Attachment A.
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· Joint CPTED assessment by Frankston City Council Community Safety Team 
and Frankston Police in 2017 recommended that the walkway and the 
footbridge should not be opened to general public due to significant community 
safety issues, privacy issues and location prone to antisocial behaviour. 

· CPTED Assessment also noted that much safer public routes for foot traffic are 
available via Seaford Road Bridge (south) and Station Street Bridge (north). 
Refer to CPTED report as per Attachment B.

· A Consultant’s report analysing the different type of structures which could be 
deployed to the site. This report also provided a preliminary ‘Order of 
Magnitude’ cost estimate comparison for a steel bridge which amounted to a 
total of $740,000 (2017 estimate).

The estimated bridge cost also made provisions for the ancillary infrastructure 
works including all access abilities pathway to the bridge approaches, lighting, 
gate and CCTV to address the community safety CPTED requirements and 
necessary cultural heritage and environmental assessments.

· Additionally, Council is currently in the process of considering the sale of land 
parcel, located at 6R Beckwith Grove, Seaford.  This land parcel previously 
provided an approximately 1.5 metre wide pedestrian link from Beckwith Grove
to the eastern side of the Kananook Creek Reserve, via the former Beckwith 
pedestrian bridge which was removed at the late 2015/early 2016.  A separate 
report relating to the proposed sale of the above parcel is being tabled for 
Council to consider at its March ordinary meeting.

Financial Impact

There is no budget allocation in the current 10 Year Long Term Infrastructure Plan for 
the provision of a pedestrian bridge across the Kananook Creek at Beckwith Grove. 

Consultation

1. External Stakeholders 

Wider Community, Police, Kananook Creek Association and the Disability Access 
Inclusion Committee have been consulted in the past (2016/2017). No recent 
consultation process has taken place.

The Head Petitioner was advised that a response to petition will be considered by 
Council at its 9 March 2021 ordinary meeting.

2. Other Stakeholders 

Council’s Property Team and Community Safety Team have been consulted in this 
matter.  

Analysis (Environmental / Economic / Social Implications)

Pedestrian access to the Seaford foreshore/beach is available via Seaford Road Bridge 
and Station Street Bridge, both of which are located less than 500 metres from the 
location of Beckwith Grove Bridge.  Despite the alternative safe pedestrian access 
available, local residents have petitioned to have the bridge reinstated. 
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Legal / Policy / Council Plan Impact

Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities

All matters relevant to the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities have been 
considered in the preparation of this report and are consistent with the standards set by 
the Charter.

The Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities has been considered in the 
preparation of this report but is not relevant to the content of the report. 

Legal

Council has no legal requirement to reinstate Beckwith Grove pedestrian bridge.

Policy Impacts

No policy impact associated with this report.

Officer’s Declaration of Interests 

Council officers involved in the preparation of this report have no Conflict of Interest in 
this matter.

Risk Mitigation

Demolition of original bridge in late 2015 addressed safety concerns previously 
highlighted by Council’s structural bridge consultant.

Conclusion

A number of project update reports have been presented to Council regarding Beckwith 
Grove pedestrian bridge in 2016 and 2017.  These reports included details of the 
outcome of community consultation, engineering assessment on available options to 
replace the bridge including consideration for a ‘like to like’ bridge and costings. 

It has been noted and highlighted that the location of the bridge is in a constrained 
environment, would attract low usage and poses significant challenges in terms of 
reinstatement of the bridge from a cost, community safety and constructability 
perspective. 

It is recommended that Council uphold the previous Council decision not to reconstruct 
the bridge at Beckwith Grove and advise the Head Petitioner accordingly.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Council Report - OM307 - 25 Sept 2017

Attachment B: CPTED Assessment
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