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South Pertl

Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the City of South Perth Council
held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 27 February 2007 commencing at 7.00pm

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S
The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm and welcawed/one in attendance.

DISCLAIMER

The Mayor read aloud the City’s Disclaimer.

RECORD OF ATTENDANCE / APOLOGIES / APPROVED LEAV E OF ABSENCE

Present

Mayor J Collins, JP (Chairman)

Councillors:

J Best

G W Gleeson

B W Hearne

L M Macpherson
L J Jamieson

L P Ozsdolay
C A Cala

R Wells, JP

R B Maddaford
D S Smith

S Doherty

K R Trent, RFD

Officers:

Mr C Frewing
Mr R Burrows
Mr S Cope
Mr L Croxford
Mr M Kent
Mr C Buttle
Mr S Camillo
Ms D Gray
Mr N Kegie
Mr R Bercov

Mr S McLaughlin

Ms R Mulcahy
Mrs K Russell

Gallery

Civic Ward
Civic Ward (until 12.20am)
Como Beach Ward
Como Beach Ward
Manning Ward
Manning Ward
McDougall Ward
McDougall Ward
Mill Point Ward
Mill Point Ward
Moresby Ward
Moresby Ward

Chief Executive Officer

Director Corporate and Community\&egs
Director Strategic and Regulatory S®mwi
Acting Director Infrastructure Seéces
Director Financial and Information Seres
Manager Development Services (until3Bpm)
Manager Environmental Health & Regulatory Servigetil 8.30pm)
Manager Financial Services

Manager Community, Culture and Redozat
Strategic Urban Planning Adviser

Legal and Governance Officer

City Communications Officer

Minute Secretary

Approximately 28 members of the public and 1 menaf¢he press were
present in the gallery
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DECLARATION OF INTEREST

The Mayor reported to the meeting a Declaratiorinéérest from Cr Macpherson in relation to
Agenda Item 9.3.1. He then read aloud the Dectarats detailed in the Minutes before Item 9.3.1.

5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

51

5.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
Note: Nil questions Taken on Notice at the Decembe6200uncil meeting.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 27.2.2007

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor advised that Public Question Time woulel Ibnited to 15 minutes, that
2 minutes would be allowed to formulate question, statements, and that questions must
relate to the area of Council’s responsibility. $#ad that questions would be taken from the
gallery on a rotational basis and requested thehlgrs state their name and residential
address. Following questions from the public ggllee stated that he would deal with a
number of written questions tabled by Cr Jamiesoaor go the commencement of the
meeting. He then opened Public Question TimeQ&pm.

PROCEDURAL MOTION
Cr Jamieson moved that his written questions, thhtethe commencement of the meeting,

should be dealt with first as per normal practice.

The Mayor ruled that as stated in his ‘opening asslr Cr Jamieson’s questions would be
dealt with after questions from the public galletge said that for Cr Jamieson’s questions
to be dealt with first he was denying the publitieys their opportunity to raise questions

during the time allotted and was in fact objectiogjoing last.

|5.2.1. Mr Greg Williamson, 76 Coode Street, SoutRerth |

Summary of Question
The removal of graffiti over the last few yearsrasdo take longer and longer. Could some

type of incentive scheme be implemented to enceutamuncil employees to report graffiti?

Summary of Response
The Mayor advised that the issue of graffiti wasitam on the Agenda. He said that the

suggestion would be taken on board during discossithat item.

[5.2.2.  Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South P |

Summary of Question
Is it permitted to park a car on the street watior sale’ sign on it?

Summary of Response
Manager Environmental Health and Regulatory Sesvamvised that it is an offence under

the City’s Local Law to advertise a vehicle foresad a public place.

Summary of Question
| have written to Council three letters on this fmabut the vehicles are still there. What

action has been taken?

Summary of Response
The Mayor stated that this would be followed uge Tjuestion was taken on notice.
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|5.2.3. Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensigton |

Summary of Question

Re 180 Mill Point Road, South Perth. In respoms@revious questions in regard to this
building | received a response from Council to st the Council approved a “Grouped
Dwelling” in June 2002. To the casual observes thiilding is a “Multiple Dwelling” ie
part of one dwelling is above part of the othehef® is no mention in the Council report in
June 2002 of any ‘special characteristics’ or readtat would make this a “Grouped
Dwelling”. What are the ‘special characteristitisat make what appears to be a “Multiple
Dwelling” a “Grouped Dwelling”?

Summary of Response

The Strategic Urban Planning Adviser stated thatdpecial characteristics relate to the
topography of the site. He said that 180 Mill RdRowad has special topography ie steeply
sloping land and the Residential Design Codes stateGrouped Dwellings can be placed
above one another in such circumstances.

Summary of Question
What are the ‘special characteristics’?

Summary of Response
Director Strategic and Regulatory Services statatithere was nothing further to add.

Summary of Question

Re ‘Excelsior” 152 Mill Point Road. In Novembed(5 | gave a letter to the Mayor listing
several buildings, both built and not built, exgiag my concern to what | believed to be
excess plot ratios of the buildings. This resultedhe commissioning of the “Belmont
Report”.  The City issued a ‘stop work’ notice ardomestic shed in Lansdowne Road,
Kensington that it believed did not comply with méng approval. Given that there is
strong grounds to believe that this building doesaomply with planning approval, will the
City be issues a ‘stop work notice’? Will the Clig writing to the developer reminding
them of the condition of planning consent in respelot ratio?

Summary of Response
The Mayor stated that the question was taken aoenot

5.2.4. Ms Diane Cheong, 18 Murray Street, Como (repsenting Neighbourhood
Watch)

Summary of Question

In relation to a development site in McDonald Stiegave received a complaint about the
amount of rubbish on and around this site. DoesnCib provide rubbish bins for workers
on development sites?

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded that the question was takerotice.
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Note: The following three written questions were tableg Cr Jamieson at the
commencement of the meeting. The Mayor read a@ueition 1.

|5.2.5. Cr Lindsay Jamieson, 14 Tralee Way, Waterfat |

Summary of Question
Question 1. This question is based on non-confidential publicrmation.

On 24 October 2006 Council passed a motion in Ageitdm 9.5.2 that expressed
dissatisfaction of the State Government’s handhghe changes to Local Government
voting legislation. The motion specifically hadetlivords of “no confidence” removed
between the motion in the meeting agenda and theompresented to, and subsequently
adopted by, Council. On 27 October 2006 (threes dater) there was a press release from
Mayor Collins that states in part that “the Citysladopted a motion of no confidence in the
State Government”. This was not true.

The reporting in the Southern Gazette on this mattged that “The City of South Perth has
hit out at planned changes to local governmentngotnethods - but stopped short of
declaring a vote of no confidence”. It is intenegtthat the Southern Gazette was correct
and the Media Statement from Mayor Collins is notrect. On 28 Nov 2006 Council
passed a motion, agenda item 12.2, of “no confielencthe Mayor of the City of South
Perth, Mr John Collins, for his failure to compljithvall aspects of s.2.8 of the Local
Government Act”. There was no associated presssel A media statement was released
on 18 December 2006 attributed to Mayor Collinsrdsponse to the question “Why do you
believe a motion of no confidence was passed aggin®” the media statement stated “The
motion of no confidence is related to the fact tinet Department of Local Government is
conducting an authorised enquiry into an aspethefCity’s affairs.” This response is not
consistent with the motion of no confidence thaswarried, nor the debate that preceded
the passing of the motion of no confidence.

(@) Do you believe that media releases, media re@iess and any other form of
communication with the media from you and by thg should represent the truth,
the whole truth and nothing but the truth?

(b) Why do you put out a media release that sthi@scouncil adopted a motion of no
confidence in the state government when this dtcbnour?

(©) Why did you NOT put out a media release abauwincil adopting a motion of no
confidence in you that did occur?

(d) Why did your media statement on 18 Decembe62@fer to a single issue of an
inquiry when that is not supported by the moticat tvas carried, nor the debate that
occurred in the chamber?

(e) Do you believe that the media releases andargdiements on these matters have
represented the truth, the whole truth and nothintghe truth?

() Are you going to provide additional media redea or media statements to rectify
any anomalies from previous media releases or nediaments?

Summary of Response
The Mayor stated that the questions were takerotoan

|5.2.6. Cr Lindsay Jamieson, 14 Tralee Way, Waterfat

Question 2. This question is based on non-confidential pulsiforimation.

On 19 December 2006 Agenda Item 13.1.2 Council tzdiop Motion that states:
“(d) - Council notes with concern the lack of coeogtion received from the CEO with
regard to the implementation of Council’s resolntal 28 November 2006.”
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On 20 December 2006 there was a media statemehttlet following attributed to the

CEO: “The CEO accepts resolutions (a) (b) and (t)dwes not agree with (d). The CEO

has fully complied with the November resolutionhefe is no factual basis on which this

decision was made and it is not justified. The C@3éle of Conduct section 1.4 (e) (vi)

states that the role of the CEO includes to: “speakbehalf of the City on operational

matters.” The City of South Perth Code of Condsettion 3.4 (b)(iii) states that
employees: “will follow the policies, managemenagices and decisions of the City and
council, whether or not they approve, and will sapiity and council decisions”.

(a) In your opinion, in the Media Statement on 2&c@mber 2006 was the CEO outside
his role of speaking on operational matters asnddficode of Conduct section 1.4
(e) (vi) by speaking about a council decision lertht agree with?

(b) In your opinion, in the Media Statement on 28cBmber 2006 was the CEO outside
his duties as defined in Code of Conduct sectidn(3). (iii) by publicly disagreeing
with the council decision?

(© Do you agree that the appropriate action if @O disagreed with a Council
decision would be a memorandum to council membestiead of a Media
Statement?

(d) What action have you taken with respect to @oele of Conduct and the CEO'’s
media statement of 20 December 20067

(e) What action will you be taking with respectthe Code of Conduct and the CEO'’s
media statement of 20 December 20067

4) Do you acknowledge there may be a breach ofGbde of Conduct in the CEO’s
media statement of 20 December 20067

Summary of Response
The Mayor stated that the questions were takerotinen

|5.2.7. Cr Lindsay Jamieson, 14 Tralee Way, Waterfat

Question 3.This question is based on non-confidential pulsifoimation.

| viewed a document in the Councillors’ loungeetitl Memorandum of Understanding

between Rotary clubs of Como, Mill Point and SoRtrth and the City of South Perth 1

January 2007. The last page has the signatorted @8 December 2006: Signed on behalf

of the City of South Perth - John Collins; Signedhbehalf of the Rotary Club of Como;

Signed on behalf of Rotary Club of Mill Point; Seghon behalf of the Rotary Club of South

Perth. My questions relate to the process leadintpuhe signing of this Memorandum of

Understanding, not the content of the memorandum.

(a) Was there a Council briefing session held anniatter? If Yes then please advise
the date.

(b) Was there a Council meeting that considered aouwbpted the Memorandum of
Understanding? If yes then please advise the ngeatate and Agenda Item
Number.

(© Does the City possess any documentation tdlestahat the Rotary Club of Como
as a body accepted the memorandum (e.g. minu@sahmittee meeting)? If Yes
then please provide a copy.

(d) Does the City possess any documentation tdledtathat the Rotary Club of Mill
Point as a body accepted the memorandum (e.g. esiraita committee meeting)?
If Yes then please provide a copy.

(e) Does the City possess any documentation tblesdtahat the Rotary Club of South
Perth as a body accepted the memorandum (e.g. esifita committee meeting)?
If Yes then please provide a copy.

4)) What agreement or understanding documentshedtayor signed on behalf of the
City without first establishing agreement with Coilh If there are any then please
provide a copy.
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(9) In signing the MOU with the Rotary Clubs, didist follow a City and Council
process for similar agreements such as the “MillemnKids™? If not then what
were the differences and why did you do it diffehgh

Summary of Response
The Mayor stated that the questions were takerotoen

STATEMENT BY MAYOR COLLINS
Having read aloud Question 1 from Cr Jamieson,Miagor said that he believed that he
needed to respond. He made the following statement

The behaviour of Cr Jamieson in objecting to mysenee in this Chair on Tuesday
20 February, has prompted me to make a statemeamidtion to the 28 November 2006
Council meeting Motion of ‘No Confidence’ which wpassed (7/6) by Councillors.

| wish to make it quite clear that | consider tlwian very serious. | do not believe the

motion is sustainable as | was elected by the peoipSouth Perth. This is the community

that | serve and pledged to serve with honestggititty and to provide good governance to

the City. Apart from my statutory responsibilitiediich | observe to the letter - It is the

people that | am accountable to. It is quite cteame from the reaction of the community

that 1 have encountered since the notice of No idente was taken; the community

continue to affirm their support for me as Mayoddhe work that has been achieved. A

barometer of how the Council is running regardimg community is:

Q) surveys - 84% satisfaction rate last survey;

2) complaints from the community, (2 over the K&t years);

3) Letters to the Editor of the Southern Gazettéhere were none that showed
dissatisfaction or lack of confidence in the Mayor;

4) no dissatisfaction at any of the annual Eletoreetings; and

(5) a sound financial position and a highly competeand professional city
administration.

| believe you Cr Jamieson have attacked the comsbgiattacking my role as Mayor. The
reality is that | will continue to serve our comnityrwith the same professional and honest
application as | have over the past*4years. | will make the decision in October, wieeth
or not to offer my services to the community anel tommunity will decide. It has been a
privilege to serve the whole community of this werfdl City.

Councillors, this without a doubt is a personal ardous attack on me in an attempt to
discredit my role as Mayor, and | suggest that fadlow my lead and get on governing this
City for which you have been elected to do. | wishmake it very clear that | consider that
the grounds as stated by the mover of the MotioriNaf Confidence’ are completely
unfounded and will be proven to be so.

You are aware that there is an authorised enquiigiwhas now reached the natural justice
stage where each of you will have received extraictise draft report which canvass matters
going to the heart of how this Council makes decisiand how it governs itself.

One point | think that eludes some Councillorshatt yes, you do have a right to make
decisions, but you also have an obligation to ngake that the decisions are right, are made
upon advice and information and are made in goitial. fa
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| have stated in two previous memorandums, whighhave copies of, that | would ask this
Council to participate in a Workshop to discussisglies which will undoubtedly arise out
of the Department’s report. | have said and | iowt to say that to try and produce a
Workshop now in advance of receiving the final mpwould be merely veneering over
what is the real situation. The proper time focksta Workshop will beafter the
Department reports not before.

Close of Public Question Time
The Mayor closed public Question time at 7.20pm

Cr Smith raised at point of order and contestedulirg to close Public Question Time. He
stated that he wished to respond to the Mayortestent. The Mayor asked Cr Smith to sit
down and stated that Public Question Time was dlose

Cr Smith moved that a ‘vote’ be taken on the ruli@gconded Cr Jamieson.

The Mayor reiterated that Public Question Time alased.

6. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

6.1

6.2

MINUTES
6.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 19.12.2006

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 6.1.1
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetindgch&d December 2006 be taken as read
and confirmed as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (13/0)

BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place hbe last Ordinary Council meeting, are

in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to CounBblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,

Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document tuidic the subject of each Briefing.

The practice of listing and commenting on briefisgssions, not open to the public, is

recommended by the Department of Local Governmemtd Regional Development’s

“Council Forums Paper” as a way of advising the public and being on ipuielcord.

Note: As per Council Resolution 11.1 of the Ordinary 6@duMeeting held 21 December
2004 Council Agenda Briefings, with the exceptidnGmnfidentialitems, are now
open to the public.

6.2.1 Agenda Briefing - December 2006 Ordinary Cocil Meeting Held: 12.12.2006
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items from the December 2006 Council Agenda. N&tm® the Agenda Briefing
are included asttachment 6.2.1.
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7.

6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

6.2.5

Confidential Workshop CEO’s KPI's Held: 18.12.2006

Consultants Kellahan Saunders facilitated the Wayksand responded to questions
in relation to the CEQO’s KPI's for 2006/07. Nofieem the Confidential\Workshop
are included asttachment 6.2.2.

Confidential Workshop CEQ’s KPI's Held: 6.2.2007

Consultants Kellahan Saunders facilitated the Waygsand responded to questions
in relation to the CEO’s KPI's for 2007/08. Notesm theConfidentialWorkshop
are included asttachment 6.2.3.

Concept Forums Re. Parks Maintenance Costs,ollier Park Golf Course
Future Direction and Strategic Financial Plan Proces Held: 13.2.2007

Officers of the City gave presentations and ansevereestions in relation to Parks
Maintenance Costs, Collier Park Golf Course Reviewuture Direction and
Strategic Financial Plan/ Budget Process. Notem fthe Concept Forums are
included asAttachment 6.2.4.

Confidential Workshop CEO’s KPI's Held: 14.2.2007

Consultants Kellahan Saunders facilitated the Waygsand responded to questions
in relation to the CEQO’s KPI's for 2007/08. Nofiesm the ConfidentialWorkshop
are included asttachment 6.2.5.

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 6.2.1 TO 6.2.5 INCLUSIVE

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Macpherson

That the comments and attached Notes under Itethg 6@ 6.2.5 inclusive on Council
Agenda Briefings held since the last Ordinary Megiof Council on 19 December 2006 be

noted.
CARRIED (13/0)
PRESENTATIONS
7.1 PETITIONS - A formal process where members of the community present a written request to the
Council
7.1.1 Petition dated 16.2.2007 received from GeoHurst and Ming Lee of 95A

Edgecumbe Street, Como together with 19 signatureRe Request for part
Closure of Right-of-Way No.133.

The ‘summary’ text of the petition reads:

“We are the owners/occupiers who would like ROW &!83ed. Most importantly
the lane is perceived to be a security risk to edjd properties and the lane is very
near to Mt Henry Tavern. The lane is no longeragular use and has become a
place to dump rubbish and has the potential to bexa fire hazard. As owners we
understand that there will be a purchase price ambder costs involved in the
closure.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 16.2.2007 received fromff3darst and Ming Lee of 95A
Edgecumbe Street, Como together with 19 signattegsesting part closure of
Right-of-Way No0.133 be forwarded to the Strategitd aRegulatory Services
Directorate for a report to the earliest availgbteincil meeting.
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.1
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Trent

That the Petition dated 16 February 2007 recefvech Geoff Hurst and Ming Lee of
95A Edgecumbe Street, Como together with 19 sigeatrequesting part closure of
Right-of-Way No0.133 be forwarded to the Strategid &egulatory Services Directorate for
a report to the earliest available Council meeting.

CARRIED (13/0)

7.2 PRESENTATIONS- Formal or Informal Occasions where Awards or Gifts may be Accepted by the
Council on behalf of the Community.

Nil

7.3 DEPUTATIONS - A formal process where members of the community may, with prior permission,
address the Council on Agenda items where they have a direct interest in the
Agenda item.

Opening of Deputations
The Mayor opened Deputations at 7.25pm and advibed speakers would be permitted
10 minutes each to address the Members.

|7.3.1. Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South P& Agenda Item 9.0.2 \

Mr Drake circulated a folder of documentation irpgart of his Deputation on No. 11
Heppingstone Street. He spoke against the offes@ymmendation and raised the following
points in relation to the building at No. 11 Hepgstone Street:

« does not comply with ‘grant for Planning Consent’

e itis too high by over 3 metres

EXTENSION OF TIME
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Best - That Mr Drake be tdran extension of time of 3 minutes
to complete his Deputation.

CARRIED (13/0)

* itsis too big by almost 100 sq.metres; and
» itis too close to all boundaries and specificalynb and Heppinstone Streets
» seek Council support that the building comply wilanning Consent issued.

Note: Following a request from Mr Drake and for the bénef the public gallery, the
Mayor read aloud correspondence from a Planninic&@ffat the City (at the time
the application was submitted), in relation tata sieeting that he attended with the
architect/applicant at No. 11 Heppingstone Street.

7.3.2. Mr Peter Webb representing Erica Carey, 13 Lansdowne Road, Kensington
Agenda Item 9.3.5

Mr Webb spoke against the officer recommendatiod eaised the following points in
support of the proposal:

» setbacks

* roof design

* roof material

» streetscape

+ finished on walls; and

* roof protection
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|7.3.3 Mr John Stewart, 7 Keaney Place, Waterford.. Agenda Item 9.3.6 \

Mr Stewart, also representing other residents gakkbolders in the Waterford area spoke
on Agenda Item 9.3.6 and raised the following pint

* Waterford Triangle equals ‘an area of neglect’ t part of ‘big Waterford’

* increasing student population / density

» concerns of key stakeholders (residents/ratepagerapplies to recommendation

e against recommendation parts (d), (e) and (f)

* issues related to South Perth Council / other agsmole

« vision of sustainable development to be shared

» policy implications / strategic approaches

* need a timeframe - opportunity to avoid mismanaggragprocess - area has a vast voice
e through community engagement can meet all needs.

|7.3.4 Ms Sue Philpott, 7 Keaney Place, Waterford..Agenda Iltem 9.3.6

Ms Philpott spoke on Agenda Item 9.3.6 and raikeddllowing points:
» stakeholder interest

* o0bjectives - vested interest in a visionary outcéonghe area

* participation in planning process by key stakehidde

* issues affecting revitalisation in the area

» policy implications from officer report

e opportunities

Note: A copy of the Deputation was circulated Members.

|7.3.5. Mr Ray Fewster, 195 Collier Road, Embleton Agenda Item 9.3.7 \

Mr Fewster spoke on Item 9.3.7 and raised theielig points in particular regarding a
condition of planning approval relating to the rpdimbing.

* solar orientation

e purpose of the building

» design of the roof

* against condition of eaves gutters - seek suppodédletion of this condition.

|7.3.6 Dongun Lee representing Swan Duck Pty Ltd denda Item 9.3.8

Mr Lee spoke for the officer recommendation onfttlwing points:
« benefits of Swan Duck in operation

e atrial period of 12 months

* ramp usage

» Swan Duck’s vision

« seek Council support to reverse previous decision

« ‘“paper company” approved preventing a ‘real’ compaperating.

Note: A copy of the Deputation was circulated Members.
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7.3.7 Diane Cheong, 18 Murray Street, Como and repsenting Neighbourhood
Watch Como area Agenda Item 11.4

Ms Cheong spoke on Item 11.4 and raised the fatigyeoints:

« Graffiti is still a very big problem in the City

« to discourage graffiti, areas need to be cleanedtighly

» Government Departments take far too long to rentbee graffiti

» City now has an efficient plan - extend it to goveent property

* many residents have given up reporting graffitit@s perceived as fruitless - why bother
you receive no acknowledgement or thanks

Close of Deputations
The Mayor closed Deputations at 8.28pm and thaekedyone for their comments.

7.4 DELEGATE'S REPORTS  Delegate’s written reports to be submitted to the Minute Secretary prior to
9 February 2007 for inclusion in the Council Agenda.

Nil
8. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE CHAIRPERSON

8.1 Method of Dealing with Agenda Business
The Mayor advised the meeting of the en bloc methibdealing with the items on the
Agenda. He then sought confirmation from the CHErécutive Officer that all the en bloc
items had been discussed at the Agenda BriefirdydreR0 February 2007.

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this veasrect.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1- EN BLOC RESOLUTION
Moved Cr Maddaford, Sec Cr Trent

That the officer recommendations in relation to Adge ltems 9.3.3, 9.3.4, 9.3.9, 9.4.1,
9.4.2,95.1,9.5.2,9.6.1, 9.6.2, 9.6.4, 9.6.6%6d7 be carried en bloc.
CARRIED (13/0)

8.2 Withdrawal of Confidential Report Iltem 13.1.1
The Mayor reported to the meeting that ltem 13dnlthe Agenda had been withdrawn at
the request of the applicant and will thereforelr@tiscussed.

Note: Manager Environmental Health and Regulatory Sesvie& the meeting at 8.30pm

9. REPORTS

9.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETINGS

9.0.1 Standing Orders Local Law 2007(ltem 9.7.1 referred from Council Meeting

24.10.06)
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
Date: 8 February 2007
Author: Sean McLaughlin, Legal and Governancicef
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
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Summary

The current Standing Orders Local Law 2002 has keatnsively reviewed over the past 18
months resulting in a new draft local law which vea®pted by Council in October 2006 for
the purpose of initiating the local law making pedare set out in theocal Government Act
(the Act).

The first part of that procedure, which consistsgnfing State-wide public notice of the
proposed law, has now been completed and it is tiow for Council to consider any
submissions received and then decide whether te neklocal law as proposed or make a
local law which is not significantly different frothat proposed.

Background

In October 2005 Council adopted the recommendatibnthe Audit & Governance
Committee that all the proposed changes be comdetidinto a draft document for
consideration by the City’'s legal advisers (Mintdtison) prior to it being presented to
Council for adoption.

The revised draft, which incorporated significahfaeges to the format so as to include
reference to the relevant sections of the Act drmdlLbcal Government (Administration)
Regulationswas considered by the Audit & Governance CommiitteEebruary 2006, and
again in May 2006 whereupon the Committee, withitieerporation of some further minor
drafting changes, recommended that the revised loegiresented to Council for adoption.

This revised draft was presented to Council forpgida in June 2006 but was referred back
to the Committee for further consideration. The @Guttee subsequently met on 16 August
and 9 October 2006 and recommended a further bvdisEt to Council which was adopted
at the October 2006 meeting.

The proposed local law was given State-wide andllpablic notice in November 2006 and
two submissions were received.

Comment
The laws affecting the City’'s meeting proceduresgoverned by three different laws which
are not presently consolidated in one place. These

) the Local Government Act 1995;
(i) the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1,9@&d
(iii) the City of South Perth Standing Orders Locaw 2002.

Incorporating the relevant provisions of the Actlahe Administration Regulations in the
proposed law should:

(a) ensure consistency between the Standing Oatherghe legislation;

(b) eliminate clauses which deal with similar oredapping matters and which were
internally inconsistent; and,

(© provide for clearer layout and organisatiorclafuses to make it easier to read and

find the relevant provision.

It is intended that the proposed law will result in

)] better decision-making by Council and commistee

(i) the orderly conduct of the business of meeting

(iii) better understanding of the process of conitigcmeetings; and
(iv) the more efficient and effective use of timeraeetings.

Purpose and effect

The purpose of the proposed Standing Orders Loaal iis to provide rules and guidelines
for the orderly conduct of meetings of Council, eoitbees and other meetings as prescribed.
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The effect of the proposed Standing Orders Localv lia that all council meetings,
committee meetings and other meetings as prescrédbedl be governed by these standing

orders, unless otherwise provided by the Act, r&iphs or other written law.

Public consultation

State-wide and local public notice was given ass@ibed and two submissions were
received - one from the Department of Local Govesntrand one from a resident. The
Department made a number of suggestions concesonge minor textual revision and

format with no substantive content change. Theggestions are recommended for adoption

and incorporation in the proposed draft.

The resident’s submissiottachment 9.0.1(a), provided extensive commentary on the
operation and content of a number of clauses. Tfieeds response is set out in the

following Table.

Clause Subject Response
21 Establishment of | Term of office and dissolution are dealt with in the Act
committees
34 Calling committee | Unnecessary - a power to convene a meeting implies a power to
meetings postpone or cancel
3.5 Public notice of meetings | Confuses council and committee meetings - the regulations are
not amenable to being changed by a local law
4.4 Electon of presiding | The method of election of a mayor may be changed; in which
members of committees case the clause remains relevant
4.8 Quorum for meetings Number of councillors may change = quorum number would
change
5.2 Order of business Clause 5.2 conforms with the Departmental Guide which
provides a practical approach to meeting legislative requirements
and best practice.
5.2(1)4.3 | Applications for leave Agree - recommend inserting this item after item 10
5.2(1)6.2 | Public Question Time The Act provides for Public Question Time, not Public Statement
Time - and see clause 6.7(7)(b)
52(1)8.3 | Deputations Deputations provide an opportunity for members of the
community to address Council on Agenda items (which are also
incidentally the subject of an officer’s report) - hence the statutory
requirement that they precede the exercise of Council’s decision-
making power - the content of minutes, regulated by the
Administration Regulations, would not be an appropriate subject
for a deputation
53 Motions of which previous | The suggested changes would render the clause inoperative - a
notice has been given motion seeking a similar result was debated and defeated at
Council's June 2006 meeting
54 (1) New business of an urgent | Unnecessary - suggested revision makes no difference to the
nature operation of the clause
54(2) In cases of extreme | Notappropriate for the member wishing to raise new business to
urgency ... also decide whether it is in fact urgent
6.1 Meetings generally open | ‘Words’ in the Act not able to be changed in Local Law
to the public
6.2 Meetings not open to the | The phrase, ‘the meeting or part of a meeting’, is consistent with
public the requirements of the Act.
6.5 Minimum question time for | The clause conforms with the statutory minimum - if Council
public wishes to extend the time, it may do so
6.6 Procedures for question | The procedure is set out in the regulations - a local law may not
time for the public enact a provision inconsistent with regulations
6.7 (2) Other  procedures  for | Impractical - who would decide what is ‘meaningful’ and by what
question time for the public | criteria?
6.7 (5) No of questions Two questions considered workable and appropriate - increasing
number to five may deny opportunity to others to ask questions
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Clause Subject Response

6.7 (6) Written questions Appropriate for presiding member to elect that written
questions be responded to as business correspondence if the
circumstances require

6.9 Deputations It is necessary and appropriate for the CEO to be able to
properly coordinate and arrange the agenda to ensure the
orderly and efficient conduct of Council meetings

6.11 Presentations Inappropriate and impractical - Refer response to 6.9 above.

6.12 Participation at committee | Redundant - members may currently attend and ask questions
meetings at committee meetings

6.15 Confidentiality of | Suggestion would render the clause meaningless - see also
information section 5.93 LGA - Improper use of information

7(4) (i) Questions by members Suggestion is unnecessary and inconsistent/in conflict with
sub-clause (5)

8.13 Personal explanations Clause relates to council members not members of the public

10.6 Limit of debate Suggestion is unnecessary

14.4 Confirmation of minutes Given that unconfirmed Minutes are available on the Friday

after the Tuesday council meeting, it would seem reasonable to
expect that a councillor would have sufficient time in which to
provide the City with alternative wording within the period that
follows (average of 16 working days)

18.3 Electors’ special meetings | The provisions are set out in the Act - a local law may not
enact a provision inconsistent with primary legislation
21.1(1) Affixing of common seal Suggestion is unnecessary and impractical if made dependent

on the availability of the mayor

As a result of consideration of the submissionsiketl a revised draft of the proposed local
law has been prepared for Council’s consideratimhia atAttachment 9.0.1(b)

Following Council’s consideration of submissionsnay make the local law as proposed or
make a local law that is not significantly diffetdfrom what was proposed. The proposed
local law as revised is not significantly differdram what was proposed.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The policy and legislative implications are desediabove.

Financial Implications
Nil

Strategic Implications
Consistent with the Strategic Pla@oal 5 - Organisational Effectiveness: To be a
professional, effective and efficient organisation.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.0.1 |

That....

(a) the Standing Orders Local Law 20@&tachment 9.0.1(b),be adopted as a local
law of the City of South Perth pursuant to the penenferred on it under section
3.12(4) of thd_ocal Government Act 1995and

(b) Council acknowledge the resident’s submissemeived.

*Absolute majority required.

MOTION
Cr Trent moved the officer recommendation. Sed/@ddaford
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MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Trent opening for the Motion

« been through an extensive review

« adopted Local Law for advertising

« received comments - addressed comments
e support Motion to adopt Standing Orders

Cr Maddaford for the Motion

* matter needs no further discussion

* October 2006 approved to advertise Local Law
e submissions received

» support adopting Standing Orders Local Law

Cr Jamieson against the Mation

» refer Attachment 9.0.1(b) page 19 Section 6.16

» proposal to record proceedings means this sectaynhave to be reworked

« refer Page 25 section 10.16(2) ‘Right of Replyamend to remove the wortbt and
include thata time limit of 2 minutes be allowed.

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Jamieson, Sec Cr Smith

That page 25 of the draft Standing Orders Local bavamended under Section 10.16 part
(2) ‘Right of Reply’ to remove the word ‘not’. Thisection will now read:

2) The mover of any amendment to a substantive iojotdoes have a right of reply
for a maximum time of 2 minutes.

Cr Ozsdolay- requested a comment on the proposed Amendmehe Chief Executive
Officer stated that the Amendment is in order. dd&l the way it reads at the present time
retains the status quo, however the proposed an@artdmould be permissible.

The Mayor put the Amendment. CARRIED (11/2)

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0.1 |
The Mayor put the Amended Motion

That....
() the Standing Orders Local Law 208ftachment 9.0.1(b)as amended by replacing
clause 10.16(2) to read:
2) The mover of any amendment to a substantiveiorotloes have a right of
reply for a maximum time of 2 minutes.

and the Local Law incorporating this amendment tepted as a local law of the
City of South Perth pursuant to the powers confeoe it under section 3.12(4) of
theLocal Government Act 199and
(b) Council acknowledge the resident’s submissemeived.
CARRIED (12/1)
By Required Absolute Majority

NOTE:CR GLEESON REQUESTED THAT HE BE RECORDED AS HAVGNVOTED
AGAINST THE MOTION
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9.0.2 Assessment of Building No. 11 Heppingstoneré&gt, South Perth (Item 9.0.2
referred from December 2006 Council meeting)

Location: Lot 38 (No. 11) Heppingstone StreetytBd erth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: HE5.11 : 11/5163

Date: 14 February 2007

Author/Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Exative Officer

Summary
To assess the building at No. 11 Heppingstone tSt8muth Perth (as built) under Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 as if it were a new appbaoati

Background

At the November 2006 meeting, Council resolvedotlews:

“That the Chief Executive Officer provide a repoit the form of the attached table,
(Attachment 11.Irefers) assessing 11 Heppingstone Street, South Pas built) under the
Town Planning Scheme No. 6 as if it was a new a@ipdin, to the December 2006 meeting
of Council.”

At the December 2006 meeting, Council resolvedHtg\irs:

That officers be requested to complete and presettie next Ordinary Council Meeting the
columns showing “N/A” in the table as presentedeaport Item 9.0.2 of the December 2006
Agenda relating to the assessment of the buildorgpeising two (2) Multiple Dwellings on
Lot 38 (No. 11) Heppingstone Street.

Comment

The administration have been unable to provideaatujtional information in relation to the

December 2006 Council resolution, other than thevipusly conveyed in the report to the
December Council meeting which reflects the siaratis determine by the officers. As a
consequence the matter was referred to Kott Gunfingan independent review. A

response has not yet been received from Kott Ggrinimelation to the December Council
resolution. It is possible this may be a ‘lateaspand if that is the case, it will be

circulated separately prior to the Council meeting.

Consultation
Matter referred to Kott Gunning for review.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Relevant provisions of the former City of SouthtR&rown Planning Scheme No. 5, current
Town Planning Scheme No. 6, former Residential ftap Codes 1991 and current
Residential Design Codes 2002 were taken into denaiion as part of the review.

Financial Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the follgwerms:To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built emronment.

COMMENT ON DEPUTATION ITEM 9.0.2

The Mayor requested an officer comment on the Dsjmut. Director Strategic and
Regulatory Services said there was nothing to ady that the matter remains with the
Minister and on that basis it is premature to cominierther.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.0.2 |

That it be noted that the independent report beiagied out by Kott Gunning on the
assessment of the building comprising two (2) NbldtiDwellings on Lot 38 (No. 11)
Heppingstone Street is yet to be received.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Best against the Motion

« November 2006 Motion asked for a table to be cotagdle
« Motion passed on that basis at December 2006 ngeetin
 table still has not been completed

« Dbelieve staff have ‘stone-walled’ procedure

« believe it is a simple task

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Smith

That Council notes its disappointment in the Chirécutive Officer for failing to have the
assessment table relating to No. 11 HeppingstoreeiStcompleted in accordance with the
December 2006 Council resolution.

Cr Smith for the Amendment

¢ no question that this matter has run on

* happy the CEO has brought Kott Gunning into équat

« any additional information we can provide to Kotir@aing the better

* very contentious issue - will not go away until asea Council come to a decision

* No.11 Heppingstone Street does not comply

« the faster we provide information to Kott Gunnihg faster we can make a decision.

CEO COMMENT

The Chief Executive Officer stated that he wasmhsénted that reference has been made to
the administration ‘stone-walling’ the report. Asesult of a Council decision in December
2006 to have another look at the ‘table’ the adsivation did that on a number of
occasions. The administration could not add amthéu information to complete the table
consequently there is nothing further to add tovipres information provided. The CeO
advised that that he therefore took the initiatweappoint Kott Gunning to complete this
task. Unfortunately their report has not yet besgeived, although promised on a number
of occasions over the last couple of weeks. Thk & probably taking more time because
of its complexity and the legal issues involvedheTCEO further advised that the property
was also one of the properties assessed by theoCBglmont and formed part of the City
of Belmont Report and the results of the assessrhadtpreviously been conveyed to
Council.

He said that as previously mentioned by the DireStoategic and Regulatory Services the
subject of No. 11 Heppingston Street is currentiythe Minister for Planning and she will
make a decision on what will happen on this matteerhaps the Minister is also having
difficulty making a decision. This is not a simpésue and for it to adversely reflect on the
administration is neither fair or reasonable. Adyious meetings the Legal and Governance
Officer has advised of the 5 principles set outthy SAT that are relevant to this issue
which | am sure he will be happy to reiterate.
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Mayor against the Amendment

« task has gone to Kott Gunning

e amendment proposed is premature

e going into detailed debate without Kott Gunningport

« officer recommendation before us is to note - repot yet received

Cr Ozsdolay against the Amendment

« agree with providing as much information as we can
* need to deal with matter properly

» disagree with unfounded allegation of ‘stone-waflin
« amendment a cheap shot at CEO

« amendment does not deal with problem

* nothing to be gained but dissent

» deal with the problem and get on with it

Cr Hearne point of clarification
Cr Best asked why our planners could not fill ie table referred to - Why do we not know
setback, height of building etc?

Director Strategic and Regulatory Servicgated that the problem for officers is that the
instruction was to assess the development unde6.TPBhe operative Town Planning
Scheme at the time the application was lodged viRS5Tand in between schemes 5 and 6
Multiple Dwellings became a use which could notcbesidered in the TPS6 zoning which
makes it impossible to apply any meaningful asseasto the development.

Cr Jamieson for the Amendment

« look at the big picture

« three months since Council resolution - assessnardone
« | would be disappointed assessment not done

e happy with it - No. Disappointed - Yes

Cr Gleeson against the Amendment

e against what is proposed by Cr Best

« planning department have other application to asses

* to make one a priority to satisfy one Councillowot fair to other applicants

* time consuming task to assess a development agpy@ags ago

« driving a big wedge between Council and its offsckr work | believe not warranted
* do not support Amendment

Cr Cala against Amendment

» for reasons provided by Director Strategic and Regry Services against amendment
« assessment done under scheme current at the tiapplo¢ation

» cannot complete ‘table’ under TPS6 - not permissildannot complete boxes

» cannot support Amendment

The Mayor put the Amendment. LOST (5/8)

NOTE:CR GLEESON REQUESTED THAT HE BE RECORDED AS HAVGNVOTED
AGAINST THE AMENDMENT.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0.2
The Mayor put the Motion

That it be noted that the independent report beagied out by Kott Gunning on the
assessment of the building comprising two (2) NbldtiDwellings on Lot 38 (No. 11)
Heppingstone Street is yet to be received.

CARRIED (11/3)

NOTE:CRS JAMIESON AND SMITH REQUESTED THAT THEY BE REIRDED AS
HAVING VOTED AGAINST THE MOTION

COUNCIL DECISION CHANGE TO ORDER OF BUSINESS
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Smith

That the order of business in the Agenda be chatmedlow Items the subject of
Deputations to be brought forward and dealt withhé time for the benefit of the
public present.

CARRIED (13/0)

COMMENT ON DEPUTATION ITEM 9.3.5
The Mayor requested an officer comment on the DCajaurt.

The Director Strategic and Regulatory Servicesedtaihat in relation to the officer

recommendation for refusal and points raised inDRputation he confirmed that revised
plans were received a week ago but after the absbe February Council Agenda paper
and that it was not common practice to alter repatthat stage.

9.3.5 Proposed Additions and Alterations to Groupedwelling. Lot 54 (No.
137B) Lansdowne Road, Kensington.

Location: Lot 54 (No. 137B) Lansdowne Road, Kenging
Applicant: Infinite Developments Pty Ltd for ownléis E Carey
Lodgement Date: 20 November 2006

File Ref: 11.2006.554 LA5/137 11/3484

Date: 1 February 2007

Author: Ms Lisette Turkington, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Stratemyid Regulatory Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldpper floor additions and alterations to
an existing Grouped Dwelling at Lot 54 (No. 137Bnsdowne Road, Kensington.

The officer report recommends that the applicaienmefused for various reasons, including
the incompatible design between the proposed additand the existing dwelling.

Background

The building licence for the existing Two Singlef&ty Grouped Dwellings were approved
on 15 January 1959, and it should be noted attitmat there was not an operative Town
Planning Scheme in place. The dwellings were stierta titled on 27 June 1972.
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The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R15

Lot area 739 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential Two Grouped Dwellings (i.e. the existing development)

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 9.3.5(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 9.3.5 (b) Letters of justification from Peter Webb &
Associates.

The location of the development site is shown below
IS N

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesdgbed in the Delegation:

1. The Exercise of a Discretionary Power
(i) Proposals involving the exercise of a discretioy power which, in the opinion
of the delegated officer, should be refused. Im thstance, the reason for
refusal would be a significant departure from theh&@ne, relevant Planning
Policies or Local Laws.

Comment

(a) Description of the proposal
The subject property is currently developed witb single storey Grouped Dwellings
arranged in a side by side configuration.

The proposed additions to the left hand side dnglit No. 137B incorporate minor
ground floor works to accommodate a stairwell afi a® an upper floor comprising
an additional bedroom, ensuite and large actiaonm.

Whereas the existing dwelling has a predominaildy troof (with the exception of a

small portion of metal roofing to the rear), th@mprsed additions incorporate metal
roof sheeting.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

Building design

Given the incompatible roofing material, the pragmbsdditions and alterations do no
satisfy the provisions of Council Policy P370_T @et Design Guidelines for
Residential Development which require additions aitkrations to an existing
building to be designed in such a way that theychétat existing building.

Additionally, concern is held with respect to thempatibility of the design of the
proposed upper floor roof in relation to the roekign of the existing building. The
existing building incorporates a hipped roof whitee proposed upper floor
incorporates a gable roof design. Additionallyisthable is not symmetrical in its
form.

Further comment with respect to the design of tbditmns is made within the
consultation section of this report.

Setbacks
The proposed upper floor additions do not meet Aoeeptable Development
provisions of the R-Codes in relation to side seltbas identified below:

e Upper floor left side of development:
1.4 metre setback provided in lieu of prescribé&dnetre setback.
« Upper floor right side of development:
Zero and 2.2 metre setback provided in lieu ofgribed 2.5 metre setback.

In addition to not meeting the Acceptable Developnmovisions of the R-Codes, the
proposed setbacks are not seen to meet the assb&latformance Criteria as the
reduced setbacks do not assist in the protectiorprafacy between adjoining

properties, do not assist with the protection ofess to direct sun for adjoining
properties and do not assist in ameliorating thgaicts of building bulk on adjoining

properties.

Having regard to the comments referred to aboveptbposed setback variations are
not supported.

Visual privacy

Windows for the proposed upper floor Bedroom 4iareonflict with the Residential
Design Codes requirements for visual privacy. ®penings will overlook the back
garden of the adjoining grouped dwelling.

The upper floor Activity Room windows satisfy theopisions of the R-Codes with
respect to visual privacy as the view from thesedaivs will be over the roof and car
parking area of the adjoining grouped dwelling antlover any ‘sensitive’ area.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TowraRhing Scheme
Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TPB& proposal has been assessed
according to the listed Scheme Objectives, asvdio

(1) The overriding objective of the Scheme is tguie and encourage
performance-based development in each of the ldimmts of the City in a
manner which retains and enhances the attributeth@fCity and recognises
individual precinct objectives and desired fututeracter as specified in the
Precinct Plan for each precinct.
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(f)

Having regard to the comments referred to abowe,ptioposed development is not
seen to meet this overriding objective and othgeatlves of the Scheme.

In terms of the general objectives listed withira@e 1.6 of TPS6, the proposed
development does not meet the following objective:

(f)  Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideateas and ensure that new
development is in harmony with the character aralesof existing residential
development

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Claise 7.5 of the No. 6 Town
Planning Scheme

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste€Ciause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the prombsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevantth@ current application and require
careful consideration:

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

() all aspects of design of any proposed develapmecluding but not limited
to, height, bulk, orientation, construction matdsiand general appearance;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is ailsuin harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focusay in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matksiarientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscapisgh from the street, and
architectural details.

For reasons explained elsewhere in this repois, ¢donsidered that the proposal is
not satisfactory in relation to these consideration

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
The design of the proposal was considered by thgs@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held during December 2006 and algn@007. The Advisory

Architects did not support the proposal due to ith@mpatibility with both the
existing dwelling and the streetscapEheir more specific comments are summarised
below:

December 2006 DAC meeting

It was recommended that the design should be nealdifi achieve the following:

e The roof should be redesigned to achieve compitiliith the existing roof of
the dwelling in relation to form, pitch, and magéri

e« The drawings need to show that the material of gheposed walls will be
compatible with the existing walls. Further detadf existing materials are
required. It is noted that there are discrepanoiesthe submitted drawings
between the elevation drawings and the perspecitkves.

Following this meeting the applicant attempted takemthe requested changes. The
changes were not considered to adequately resdlgeconcerns noted so the
application was subsequently reconsidered at flenfimg meeting.
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(b)

January 2007 DAC meeting

Having noted the revisions to the drawings preuipuwonsidered, the Advisory

Architects were of the view the revisions did ndequately address their previous

concerns. They considered the following furthedmacations should be made:

* Over the full extent of the existing and proposedfing of the applicant’'s
dwelling and also the adjoining Grouped Dwellingzamnsistent roofing material
should be used, being either all tiles or all Ciotord metal.

* The setback of Elevation 3 (south-east) need®tmdreased to comply with the
R-Codes. Furthermore, to provide visual reliefthes long elevation, greater
articulation should be introduced.

¢ On Elevation 3 the minimal tiled roof projectiandonsidered unsatisfactory.

« The roof of the proposed additions as viewed @vdlion 4 should be changed to
a hip to achieve compatibility with the existingpf@ver the ground storey.

Planning officers support the concerns expresseatidpdvisory Architects.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forptuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The owner of the property@atl37A Lansdowne Road was
invited to inspect the application and to submimagents during a 14-day period.
During the advertising period, one submission weeived which objected to the
proposal. This submission has been summarisedrespbnses provided to all
comments below.

Submitter’s Comment Officer Response
Concern regarding incorrectly labelled strata | The strata plan was requested from the applicant
boundaries and the possibility additions are | which identified that the additions are not located
located on common property. on common property or on the neighbour's
property.
The comment is NOTED.

The comments do not relate to the boundary waltkviwas advertised, however the
neighbour did verbally confirm she has no objectmthe two storey additions on the
strata boundary.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofithe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council policies have been proviédiselvhere in this report.

Financial Implications
This issue has no impact on this particular area.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed as folldwssustainably manage, enhance and
maintain the City’s unique, natural and built envimment.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.3.5 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationdanning approval for additions and
alterations to grouped dwellings on Lot 54 (No. BBZansdowne Roabe refused,for the
following reasons.

(@) the proposed additions / alterations are conti@ the provisions of Council Policy
P370_T General Guidelines for Residential Develagmawing to their incompatible
design and construction materials;

(b) the proposed building setbacks do not complth whose prescribed within Clause
3.3.1 “Buildings Set Back from the Boundary” of tResidential Design Codes 2002;
and

(c) the proposed additions / alterations do not ggmwith the requirements contained
within Clause 3.8.1 “Visual Privacy” of the ResitiahDesign Codes 2002.

Important Advice Note
If you are aggrieved by this decision, you may lbdg appeal with the State Administrative
Tribunal within 28 days of the Determination Dagearded on this Notice.

MOTION
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Maddaford

That the application for planning approval for setctorey additions / alterations to a
Grouped Dwelling on Lot 54 (No. 137B) Lansdowne &oKensington, be deferred to

allow time for officers to assess the revised planismitted by the proponent and that a
further report be presented to the next Ordinargting of Council for consideration.

Cr Ozsdolay point of clarificationin relation to the ‘wording’ can the matter nbe dealt
with under Delegated Authority?

AMENDED MOTION
With the concurrence of the Mover and the SecotiteiMotion be modified to include the
following additional words, after the wordonsideration.:

unless the revised plans satisfactorily address tmmcerns which have been raised, in
which case officers be authorised to grant planniagproval under delegated authority.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.5
The Mayor put the Amended Motion

That the application for planning approval for sstctorey additions / alterations to a
Grouped Dwelling on Lot 54 (No. 137B) Lansdowne &oKensington, be deferred to
allow time for officers to assess the revised plansmitted by the proponent and that a
further report be presented to the next Ordinargting of Council for consideration, unless
the revised plans satisfactorily address the caiscehich have been raised, in which case
officers be authorised to grant planning approvelar delegated authority.

CARRIED (13/0)

Reason for Change
To allow officers the opportunity to assess revipéahs submitted after the close of the

Agenda.
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COMMENT ON DEPUTATION : ITEM 9.3.6
The Mayor requested an officer comment on the DCajaurt.

Director Strategic and Regulatory Services provifiedher background stating that the
City was concerned that adequate resources needéeg secured before the proposed
community advisory committee was convened othervpsmgress would be slow. He

advised that the City wished to bring other keyagoment stakeholders into the project to
provide information and expertise in view of infrasture programs. The City has also
received advice from the Western Australian Plagpr@ommission that funding guidelines

for Stage 2 of the Network City Communities Programad not yet been released

|9.3.6 Waterford Triangle Community Engagement Projet \

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LP/201

Date: 6 February 2007

Author/Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director mic and Regulatory Services
Summary

The City applied for and was awarded a Network Ciommunities Program grant to
conduct an Urban Design Review for Waterford Trlanghe objective of the project was
to engage with residents of the area and otheeltd#ters and use this information in the
preparation of a local area planning strategy.

The Alcoa Research Centre for Stronger Communities the contract by tender in early
2006. The research is now complete and the fiqadrtes now submitted to Council.

Background

This study arose in response to the changes tgkaug around the Waterford area, mainly
the continuing development of the Curtin Technol®&ggcinct coupled with high numbers
of university students and housing developmentntakplace in the adjoining area of
Clontarf.

The study aimed to engage the residents and stialeztgroups associated with the area to
develop a vision for a small residential area ire tmidst of a rapidly evolving
neighbourhood. Apart from Curtin University, withirelatively close proximity to
Waterford are four high schools or TAFE collegesp taged care facilities, several
government offices and around 90 small businesses.

The study was designed to assess:

e Current and future needs of residents and projpevhers

« General levels of community satisfaction with tléseng amenity of the area
 Attitudes towards future land use and mixed densitjdential development

The timing of this study pre-empts the Water Coagion’s plans to provide a sewerage
system for Waterford, which is due for constructwmen work begins on the East Clontarf
subdivision in 2007/2008.

This study is considered to be the first stage w@stage programme to provide Waterford
with a strategy for future development which mehts needs of residents in keeping with
the principles of Network City. The first stage centrates on engaging all sectors of the
community who have an interest in the core studa.afmhe second stage would build on
these findings and would aim to produce a concépiea strategy.
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Comment

(@)

Study Outcomes
The methodology employed on the Waterford Triangldan Design Review
Strategy Community Engagement Project was in sugtmar
) Review of study area characteristics includihgstory, topographical
features and previous studies
(i) Context assessment including the impact of efi@yment by Curtin
University, the CSIRO, and the international stugmpulation
(iii) Review of community demographics
(iv) Consultation with key stakeholders includingganisations/agencies and
ratepayers/residents
(v) Conduct of questionnaire survey
(vi) Stakeholder workshops
The key findings highlighted by the study consultam the final report are in
summary:

Locational issues

City of South Perth in general. This may have dbated to a belief by some that the
Triangle has been passed over when it comes tasinficture upgrades or general
maintenance. In this current climate for instaracminor delay in maintenance of any
sort becomes a significant indicator of neglectemwlit might go unnoticed in other
areas.

Delays in the delivery of key infrastructure sushsawerage and internet broadband
have understandably caused frustration among rgsid€ome of this frustration is
aimed at the City, despite the fact that the Cag ho control over the provision of
these services. The study therefore was welcomedVaterford residents and
participation rates were good.

Demographics
The Triangle was found to be the home of a mixaagrof residents, with 75% of
respondents being under 65 and of working agegh proportion of these live alone.

Attitude to the area

Residents in general found the Triangle a goodepladive in terms of being close to
work and shops. Many are long term residents wtemthto remain. Overwhelmingly

people believed that more could be done to makeatba appealing, with the main
areas of dissatisfaction being general maintenasafety concerns, street lighting and
unwelcoming parks and open spaces.

Attitude to Development

Residents are aware of the pressures on their Ilsuparticularly in terms of student
numbers. In general the students are seen as addiudprant element to the
community and many are sympathetic to the neednfore suitable housing. Of
particular concern was the neglect of gardens imateoroperties, contributing to a
run-down streetscape.

In terms of commercial developments, residentskaen to retain the residential
character of the neighbourhood.

The key Recommendations contained in the finalnteqre:

That City of South Perth consider developing a ipitglan for the Waterford Triangle
For the purposes of developing the recommendedinateplan for the Waterford
Triangle, a working party be formed. The membersbipthe working party might
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include Waterford Triangle ratepayers both residemti non-resident representatives
from City of South Perth, the City of Canning, Teology Precinct project managers,
Department of Planning and Infrastructure and otblevant stakeholders.

« That City of South Perth engage the study partitgpavho indicated their desire to be
involved in a further focus / discussion group withview to forming a Community
Advisory Group

» That the mandate of the Community Advisory Groupdoeork with City of South Perth
in developing responsive local strategies thatgrate the Waterford Triangle with its
neighbouring region, the river and with Waterfongbsrb south of Manning Road
possibly including an entry statement on Manningadk@t the Centenary Avenue
intersection and streetscape beautification.

e That, in collaboration with the Community AdvisoGroup, CoSP establish a local
public awareness strategy and promote other desvihcluding hosting a community
activity/celebration in the local park.

» That City of South Perth, subject to the concureesicthe Community Advisory Group:

» consider supporting the adoption of innovative rnagddensity housing proposals to
accommodate students;

» that CoSP consider an amendment to the City’'s ouffewn Planning Scheme No 6
to achieve this, and

» that CoSP consider partnership with the Departnoérntiousing and Works or a
Student or Community Housing Provider with cleaidgiines.

(b) Future Planning
The conditions of the Network City Communities Riaxg grant have required the
City to work collaboratively with the Department Bfanning and Infrastructure to
achieve Network City aims and objectives.

The current study was envisaged as Stage 1 of éhelabment of a planning
strategy for the Waterford Triangle. It is consate appropriate that the City
continue to collaborate with DPI, in progressing tplanning of the area in
accordance with Network City principles. It woudd of particular assistance to the
City for DPI staff with expertise in urban desigolace making and transport
planning to be involved in future planning initigs.

It is proposed that liaison occur with DPI to tleisd. Further in the spirit of a
collaborative planning approach it is proposed thaiding be sought from the
WAPC to progress the project.

It is considered that convening a Community Adws@ommittee (CAC) before
adequate resources are secured would be prematacerdingly it is proposed that
the CAC not be convened until advice is received aofsuccessful funding
application.

Consultation

In line with the City of South Perth’'s commitmentdommunity consultation, the research
involved local residents and a number of stakehaydeups. A summary of the report has
been placed on the City’s website pending Councdissideration of the report.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil.

Financial Implications
The study was jointly funded by the City of Sou#rth and the WA Planning Commission;
the total study budget was $15,000.
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Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Goal 2, “Community Enrichitheand Goal 3 “Environmental
Management” identified within the Council’'s Strateglan. These are expressed as follows:

Goal 2: To foster a strong sense of community and a prosperbusiness
environment
Goal 3: To sustainably manage, enhance and maintain theyGitunique, natural

and built environment.

|OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.3.6

That....

(a) the Waterford Triangle Urban Design Review ®gg Community Engagement
Project report prepared by Alcoa Research Centr&ttmnger Communities for the
City of South Perth be received and the final repmde publicly available on the
City website and at City libraries;

(b) participating stakeholders in the study prodesthanked for their participation;

(© the final report be forwarded to the WA Plamp@ommission and the Network City
Communities Program grant acquitted;

(d) the Director Strategic and Regulatory Servitiagse with the Department for
Planning and Infrastructure and other key stakefisltb seek their participation in
Stage 2 of the preparation of a conceptual plansingtegy for the Waterford
Triangle area;

(e) a submission for funding for Stage 2 of the &kfard Triangle Urban Design
Review be lodged with the WA Planning Commissiarg a

() upon receipt of advice from the WAPC that St&gginding has been granted, the
proposed Community Advisory Committee be convemethtilitate the next stage
in the planning process.

MOTION
Cr Gleeson moved the officer recommendation, Seodbrerty

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Maddaford

That the officer recommendation be amended to decthe following additional part (g):

(9) the City develop a timeline for progressing theport with a view to progressing
the Urban Design Plan and developing a Precinct Rldor the Waterford
Triangle.

Cr Ozsdolay opening for the Amendment
* need to put some timeframes in place

* residents frustrated with timing

* need to progress this to Precinct Plans

Cr_Hearne point of clarification if community groups not included ie key
stakeholders left out - could this be includedh@ Amendment?

Director Strategic and Regulatory Servicststed that the key stakeholders refers to
the DPI, Water Corp and other such government aggernicat would have a bearing
on the development of the area.

Cr Hearnestated that he would also like the Amendment ¢tuihe key stakeholders
and the community.
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AMENDMENT TO THE AMENDMENT
With the concurrence of the mover and secondeAthendment to also include:

That the officer recommendation be amended:
e at part (d) in the second line to include after Wwrds“other stakeholders”the words
“and the existing residential community”

Cr Jamieson for the Amendment

e include in stakeholders list - community groups,veggament departments,
technology park, educational groups, sporting gsp@ouncil Members etc

* join stakeholders and City

» strategic initiatives with long term policy impligans

e suggest joint sitting

Cr Smith for the Amendment

« when first put forward to much orientated towardstid

e too many arguments for student housing

« exercise influenced / slanted towards student ngusi

e concerns about residential component

e create climate where people loose heart - starimgawt

e if we can assure residents they will not be ovem#kressured will protect
existing residents from over-development of studienising

e support Amendment

Cr Doherty point of clarification need to continue the momentum - when can tlisgss
start - what are the practicalities - is there § wa can put a time on it?

Director Strategic and Regulatory Serviadyvised that he would have to consider a time
line and report back. The Mayor stated that @fimg would be arranged to consider
timelines for future planning

The Mayor put the Amendment. CARRIED (13/0)

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.6 |
The Mayor put the Amended Motion

That....

(a) the Waterford Triangle Urban Design Review &gy Community Engagement
Project report prepared by Alcoa Research Centr&timnger Communities for the
City of South Perth be received and the final reptade publicly available on the
City website and at City libraries;

(b) participating stakeholders in the study prodesthanked for their participation;

(© the final report be forwarded to the WA Plampommission and the Network City
Communities Program grant acquitted;

(d) the Director Strategic and Regulatory Servitase with the Department for
Planning and Infrastructure and other key stakedreléind the existing residential
community to seek their participation in Stage Zhaf preparation of a conceptual
planning strategy for the Waterford Triangle area;

(e) a submission for funding for Stage 2 of the &fard Triangle Urban Design
Review be lodged with the WA Planning Commission;
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() upon receipt of advice from the WAPC that St@gkinding has been granted, the
proposed Community Advisory Committee be convemethtilitate the next stage
in the planning process; and

(9) the City develop a timeline for progressing tbport with a view to progressing the
Urban Design Plan and developing a Precinct PlathioWaterford Triangle.

CARRIED (13/0)

Reason for Change
Council believed it was important to include thesidential community with key
stakeholders and that a time frame be developptbgress this matter.

9.3.7 Proposed Additions and Alterations to Religias Activities (South Perth
Church of Christ - Community Radio Station ‘98.5 Sonshine FM’Jand Sign.

Location: Reserve 40241 Loc 3298 Murray Street MimNabb Loop,
Como

Applicant: Fewster and Stone f&8.5 Sonshine FM’

Lodgement Date: 20 December 2006

File Ref: 11.2006.618 MU2/L3298 11/2384

Date: 1 February 2007

Author: Gina Fraser, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Strategic Regulatory Services
Summary

The application is for a ‘Community Radio Statig@8.5 Sonshine FMand identification
sign, which is proposed to be situated in the southegastorner of the South Perth Church
of Christ site in Como. The use does not fall imitany Town Planning Scheme No. 6
definition and hence has been assessed as a ‘Usdidled’. Council’s discretionary
approval is sought for the use on this basis, amd other site requirements. The
recommendation is fapproval, subject to a number of standard and special tiondi

Background

A proposal similar to the current application wassidered and approved by the Council in
September 2006. On 5 December, the applicant $igahmiin application for a building
licence. During the City’s detailed comparisontbése drawings against the planning
approval drawings, it was found that the proposal been modified to the extent that a new
application for planning approval was required ® dubmitted and approved before the
proposal could proceed. In response to the Plgrmdificer’'s request, a new application for
planning approval was lodged and is the subjecthif report. The changes relate to
building siting and design, relocation of the statantenna, and car park siting and design.
The applicant has explained that these changes wmaie to better accommodate the
client’s needs.

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Private Institution
Density coding R30

Lot area 35,047 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential | ‘Community Radio Station’ is not a listed use within Town Planning Scheme No. 6.
However, as a ‘Use Not Listed’, the proposal may be approved by the Council under
Clause 3.3(7) of Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

The application is for a discrete proposal for an@wnity Radio Station which will operate
independently of the main use on the site, whiclthis South Perth Church of Christ
activities. The South Perth Church of Christ Iadisted as the owner of the land. The
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proposal comprises a single-storey building witkoagated car parking. The antenna for the
radio station will be situated on the existing Giiubuilding. This matter is discussed under
the “Comments” section of this report.

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 9.3.7(a) Plans of the proposal.

Attachment 9.3.7(b) Comments by Manager, Engineering Infrastructure.
Attachment 9.3.7(c) Comments by Manager, Environmental Health.

The site was acquired by the South Perth ChurdBhofst under a Crown Grant in 1992.
The Crown Grant states that the land iskte used and held solely in trust for the purpose
of ‘Church Purposes’ ”. The South Perth Church of Christ have advisey Gfficers that
they received Ministerial approval for use of pamtiof the land for this Christian-based
community radio station about two years ago andl itin@e recently, Ministerial approval
has also been obtained by the Church for a lea88 Sonshine FM’

The location of the development site is shown below
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1.  Specified Uses

(viii) Uses not listed in Table 1 of the Schemagpeionsidered under Clause 3.3(7)
of the Scheme.

Comment

(@) Proposed use
The proposal is a Community Radio Station. Thecize use is not listed in Table 1
of Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) which setstetpermissibility of listed
uses. TPS6 contains provisions for a commercidioratation, but not for a
community station.

The proposed community-based radio station isetbez a ‘Use Not Listed’. Clause
3.3(7) enables the Council to approve the propgsalided that it is advertised for
community comment under Clause 7.3 of the Schenidis process has been
undertaken, and is discussed further under the S@itation” section of this report.

34



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

(b)

Description of the proposal
Land and building A land area of approximately 3,043 sqg. metreshef ‘parent’

South Perth Church of Christ site has been idextifor the proposed use. The radio
station land will remain part of the main site amitl not be fenced. The proposed
building will contain meeting rooms, studios, retiog booths, and numerous other
areas associated with the activities of the comtyuadio station.

The rectangular building was previously proposedbé located in the south-eastern
corner of the site with its long side parallel tavhy Street. The building is now
more elongated with its long side facing west, esvipusly, and is proposed to be
located further west but in the same general lonatiMany details of the design of
the building are different from the building thatsvapproved in September 2006.
One new feature is that a central courtyard is mmorporated within the building.

The building is proposed to be constructed of bedk facework to a height of 1.0
metre, with cream brick facework above that heighier than in the veranda entry
where the walls will be red brick for their full iglt. The roof will be Zincalume.

Car parking and acces3he proposal includes car parking for 27 cams, of which
are identified for use by people with a disabilitfPS6 does not specify a minimum
car parking provision for the use. However, basedadvice from the General
Manager of the Station, this sized car park willdaequate for the proposed 20 full
time staff, with seven bays to be marked for visitose.

Vehicular access to the site is proposed to ba fturray Street, the carriageway of
which will need to be extended at least as fahagptoposed car park entrance which
is to the north of the building. The Manager, Emgiring Infrastructure has provided
advice in this respect, recommending that the mpadement be extended to the
southern corner of the southern leg of McNabb Lumjprovide greater options for
future use. His comments are contained in the SQtation” section of this report.

In June 2004, the Council considered the matterextending Murray Street
southwards. The same matter was reconsidered bydon September 2006, when
the Council most recently resolved as follows iatien to the road extension:

* The applicant shall pay to the City 50% towarde ttost (estimated to be
$75,000) of construction of the extended portioMafray Street southwards to
McNabb Loop (south), prior to a building licenceargeissued.

« The applicant be advised that the City is comuhitte the principle of equally
sharing the cost of design and construction of Merray Street extension
southwards to McNabb Loop (south). It is estiméateat the half share of the
road works is likely to be less than $75,000 howethe applicant will be
responsible for payment of half of the actual fioast of the road extension. The
applicant is invited to liaise with the City with wiew to the applicant
commissioning the road design and construction todustry Standard
Specifications for Residential Streets’, under thanagement of the City, if
desired.

» Council agreement to part construct Murray Streetithwards to McNabb Loop
(south) does not affect or reduce the impact of ébdier resolutions to not
provide a vehicle link of Murray Street from Thel@taeet through to Jackson
Road and/or Henley Street.

* The City provide for the 50% share of the desigid aonstruction costs
associated with the extension of Murray Street.pddeling on the timing of the
works an appropriate budget allocation (estimateéd$a5,000) is to be provided
by way of a budget review if the works fall withiire current financial year or
alternatively accommodated in future financial yeadgets.

35



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

(c)

The current proposal will rely on Murray Street fis only vehicular access. In June
2004, the cost to construct a 7.0 metre wide agavimy and install local drainage
(soak wells or similar) was calculated as $108,8@ GST. Costs have increased
somewhat since then. Based on current design ansdtraction costs, it is now

estimated that total overall costs could be as ag#150,000 but should be no higher.

The precise design and construction cost cannatsbertained until a specific road
design has been prepared and valued. The 200Witteroset the principle for the
Council and the applicant to share the cost equalhg this was reiterated by the
Council in September 2006. The Manager, Engingdrifrastructure suggests that
the applicant be invited to commission the desigd &onstruction of the road
extension to ‘Industry Standard Specifications Residential Streets’, under the
management of the City, so as to be aware atra#tstiof the actual costs of the
project.

Transmission reguirementsin the previous application, it was intendedt thize
antenna which is required as part of the operaifahe station would be fixed to the
roof of the proposed building. However, in ordeathieve the required lines of sight
to the transmitting antenna in Bickley, it is novoposed that the antenna be fixed to
the roof of the church building on the same site.

The applicant advises that the antenna is proptmsbd no more than 3.0 metres high
measured above the roof. The antenna is classfdokeing a No. F13. The studio
transmitter link output is in the order of 10 watsd the signal output is ‘one-way’
carrying theSonshine FMsignal from Como to the transmission site at Bagkl
There is a ‘red area’ hazard boundary (no accesa)af 0.1 metre around the
antenna, which the applicant is aware of. The raliash Communications Authority
(ACA) confirms that the proposal is required to @iynwith the requirements of the
Telecommunications Act and related regulationsdedriheTelecommunications Act
an antenna extending no more than 3.0 metres aheuw®of is deemed to be a ‘Low
Impact Facility’. The proposal has been processesuch by the City.

Sign The previous proposal included a simple signt@aing the station’s logo, the
station’s frequency 0f98.5”, within an oval shape measuring approximately 3.0
metres wide and 1.8 metres from top to bottom tdidxer to the gable end of the
building, facing north.

With the change of building design, there is nogler a roof gable, and a pylon sign is
now proposed to be located at the driveway entremtee site at Murray Street. This
will be the main entry to the car park in frontaofd to the east of the building.

The sign will comprise the station’s 10g¢98.5 Sonshine fm - no greed, no ridicule,
no hurt”, in low key colouring, comprising white numeralsthim a navy blue oval
shape with a green border. The sign face will & o shape, supported on three
posts, and will be 1800mm high and 3600 wide. pheposed logo sign complies
with the provisions of both Clause 6.12 of TPS6 @adincil Policy P382 relating to
signs. An image of the sign is containeionfidential Attachment 9.3.7(a).

Trees

No existing street trees are affected by the mapboHowever, the plans indicate that
several pine trees will be removed from the siterofer to accommodate the proposed
building and car park. The trees on this sitenateheritage listed by the City.
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ThePinus pinastetrees are a remnant of the former Collier Pine t8taan. Named
after State Labour Premier, Phillip Collier, thell@o Pine Plantation of some 900
acres (365 hectares) was established in 1926adtdestined for cutting out from the
1960s onwards, and few pine trees now remain, mibist of the land having been
allocated for various government and instituticunses.

Today, the pine trees are important ecologicallyith little remnant bushland
remaining in the City, the remnant mature pinedraee a popular and essential food
source for the endangered Carnaby’s Black CockéBadyptorhynchus latirostris)
and other birds. The location of the trees countgb to a valuable habitat corridor
which extends down to the Canning River. For t&éson they should be replaced on
the site with appropriate trees of a different &mc The City is not keen to plant
further pines as they have a negative impact onwhter table and soil acidity.
Officers of the Department of Environment and Coveton (DEC) have indicated
that for each mature pine tree removed, one heofamatural vegetation would need
to be provided to enable the birds to have enoaglacement seed. While the City
recognises that this is not a realistic situatibmighlights the importance of urgent
replacement of the mature trees as a food source.

The City's Environment Coordinator recommends thaterever there is an
opportunity, pine trees be replaced with a suitat@éve species, provided that the
heritage significance of the pine trees is preskrlsewhere. Pine trees are known to
be high water users, depleting ground water souitethe area. It is therefore
important to replace them with low water users. this case, the preferred
replacement is a range of local indigenous plamttding the following:

» Candlestick Banksia - Banksia attenuata

« Holly Banksia Banksia ilicifolia

* Firewood Banksia Banksia menziesi

» Coastal Heath Banksia Banksia ericifoli

e Tree Banksia Banksia longifolia

* Pincushion Hakea Hakea laurina

e Parrot Bush DPryandra sessilis

e Marri - Corymbia calophylla

¢ Red Flowering Gum €orymbia ficifolia

e Jarrah Eucalyptus marginata
e  Tuart -Eucalyptus gomphocephall
e Peppermint Tree Agonis flexuosa

e Grass Tree Xanthorrhoea preissii

e Callistemon spp.
e Grevillea spp.

A recommended condition of planning approval reggiithat the applicant shall
submit a landscaping plan covering that portiothefdevelopment site delineated on
the site plan for the proposed works. In additiorthis, the landscaping plan should
cover the verges on the western side of MurrayeSteed the northern side of
McNabb Loop (South) adjacent to the portion of deeelopment site delineated for
the proposed works. In relation to the land witthia street reserves, this landscaping
plan should indicate a dry, water-controlled natigarden, containing the
recommended planting referred to above, wherelltnet be affected by the watering
and fertilizing of the cultivated gardens on theimsite. In the case of the street
planting, this should be designed in consultatioithwhe City's Environment
Coordinator once the road design for the extensibrMurray Street has been
finalised. The extent and composition of the ptanshould be to the satisfaction of

37



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

(d)

(e)

the Manager, Parks and Environment. Further reménts to this effect are
contained in the Officer Recommendation.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TownaRhing Scheme
Having regard to the preceding comments, in teomihe general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is considdp broadly meet the following
objectives:
(h)  Utilise and build on existing community facdg and services and make more
efficient and effective use of new services anitities:
The use of the Church of Christ site for this tedaactivity enables existing
services in the area to be used more efficiently.

(D  Recognise and facilitate the continued preseatesignificant regional land
uses within the City and minimise the conflict leetw such land use and local
precinct planning.

The proposed community radio station enhances:ttsting regional facility of
the Church of Christ with a related function.

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 7.5 of No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme
In considering the application, the Council isuiegd to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:
(@) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the Metropolifaagion Scheme:
The proposal meets all of the relevant objectives.

(b) The requirements of orderly and proper plannimgluding any relevant

proposed new town planning scheme or amendmentwtis been granted
consent for public submissions to be sought:
The proposal has been assessed and all aspéeesdesign and layout meet the
principles of orderly and proper planning. Somsigie issues of concern to the
City's Design Advisory Consultants with respectstwar orientation have been
addressed elsewhere in this report.

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality
The proposal is remote from other development iamgbot detrimental to the
amenity of the locality.

(1)  All aspects of design of any proposed develapniecluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialsdsgeneral appearance:
The proposal has been assessed by the City's iDAsigisory Consultants and
has been found to be generally acceptable, suljectvarious design
considerations.

(n) The extent to which a proposed building is afilu in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugayin terms of its scale, form
or shape, rhythm, colour, construction materialsentation, setbacks from the
street and side boundaries, landscaping visiblemfrdhe street, and
architectural details:

The proposal has been assessed by the City’s iDAsigsory Consultants and
has been found to be generally acceptable, subjectvarious design
considerations.
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(f)

(0)

(r

()

(t)

(u)

v)

The cultural significance of any place or a&ected by the development:
The proposed use is compatible with the predoniinae of the site, which is
for religious activities. The community radio @vat provides a mix of
mainstream and Christian music.

The likely effect of the proposal on the natwavironment and any means that
are proposed to protect or to mitigate impacts toa matural environment:

There is an issue in relation to removal of piees from the site. This issue is
addressed elsewhere in this report, and a satisfaablution is recommended.

Whether the proposed access and egress toramdtfie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for thaling, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site:

The matter of access and egress to the site leasdulressed by the Manager,
Engineering Infrastructure in notes provided ors thmatter. Details on this
issue are contained elsewhere in this report.

The amount of traffic likely to be generated thg proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system inldwlity and the probable effect
on traffic flow and safety:

The matter of access and egress to the site leasdulressed by the Manager,
Engineering Infrastructure in notes provided ors thmatter. Details on this
issue are contained elsewhere in this report. flituee extension of the Murray
Street pavement will be designed to accommodateeutaffic using the site.

Whether adequate provision has been made fosmcby disabled persons:
Two disabled car parking bays are provided. TB&&s not require any other
provisions to be made.

Whether adequate provision has been made fotahdscaping of the land to
which the application relates and whether any treesther vegetation on the
land should be preserved:

It is recommended that a landscaping plan be redusuch plan to show the
replacement of the pine trees with appropriatevagilanting to replace the lost
ecology when the pine trees are removed.

Discretionary matters requiring Council consideation
In addition to amenity considerations, other arepscifically requiring Council
discretionary consideration are listed below:

(i)

(ii)

The ‘Use Not Listed’, being ‘Community Radioafibn’: Under Clause 3.3 (7)
of TPS6, the Council has discretion to approveeawtsich is not listed in Table
1 of the Scheme. Owing to the isolation of the,dlie inoffensive nature of the
use, the relatively low visitation to the site, at close connection to the
predominant use of the site, it is recommendedtthsiuse be approved.

Street setback variation for the proposeddiniy from the unmade southern leg
of McNabb Loop Under Clause 7.8 of TPS6, the Council has dissreto
approve a development which does not comply withiage prescribed site
requirements. The building is proposed to be aek16.0 metres from the street
alignment, instead of 7.5 metres as prescribedablel 3 of TPS6. In the
particular circumstances of there being no closghtmurs, no streetscape to
respect, and the low impact nature of the singleest building, it is
recommended that this setback variation be approved
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(i) Setback variations for the car park from bédurray Street and McNabb Loop

(iv)

v)

Under Clause 7.8 of TPS6, the Council has disarétaapprove a development
which does not comply with certain prescribed s@quirements. Table 3 of
TPS6 prescribes a street setback of 7.5 metresrfgrdevelopment in the
Private Institution zone. The car park is proposele located 2.0 metres from
Murray Street and 1.0 metre from McNabb Loop. Ime tparticular
circumstances of there being no close neighbourstreetscape to respect, and
the low impact nature of the use, it is recommeritiatithese setback variations
be approved.

Design Advisory Consultants’ commentsAs discussed below, the City's
Advisory Architects have commented on a range dfigieissues, and the
applicant has responded, defending their desigme Qouncil has discretion to
require modifications to the design if warrantdd.this instance, the applicant
has carefully considered the needs of the usershefbuilding and has
adequately explained the particular design featuresquestion. It is

recommended that the applicant’s preferred buildiesign be accepted.

Replacement of trees on development: sitélaving regard to discussion
elsewhere in this report, it is recommended thantiohg of appropriate native
species on the Murray Street and McNabb Loop resdes be implemented as
a means of replacing the food source for endandardd provided by the pine
trees on the site which will be lost as a resuthaf development.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by ttygs@esign Advisory Consultants

(DAC) at their meeting held on 22 January 2007.eifkomments are summarised
below, together with responses from the applic&idmments from the City’s Senior
Planning Officer are also provided.

DAC Comments

“The Advisory Architects found the new design Igassfactory than the previous
design. To address their concerns, they recomnaktigefollowing modifications:

(@)

(b)

(©)
(d)
(e)

To improve solar orientation, the design shdagd' mirror reversed’ and turned

through 90° so that the long elevations face nantld south rather than east
and west.

The corner detailing shown on Elevation 2 i¢ pmoperly coordinated. The

roof needs to be redesigned to achieve better coatidn with the roof pitches

being aligned with one another.

The layout of the car park should be modifiedider to minimise the loss of
existing pine trees.

Noting the heritage listing of the pine tre&s, every pine tree that is to be
removed, two Banksia trees should be planted.

If security mesh is intended to be fixed ober windows, the material used
should be stainless steel in order to achieve msfsatory appearance.”

Applicant’'s Response

(@)

In regard to the solar orientation, we undersdathat the first reaction is to
turn the building to have the long axis of it fagimorth, however the
buildings primary rooms are the studios, which &ébe manned 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week. Therefore to provide a pldaagmosphere to these
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(b)

(c).(d)

(€)

studios they have been positioned to face northe studios have also been
positioned at the narrow end of the building tolase them in a practical
way, to be away from the general use areas forsaiontrol" to minimise
sound transfer into the studios.

The other main rooms that will benefit greatly nfrdacing north are the
meeting room and courtyard which will be used bg thajority of the
occupants. There is a long shallow roof facingthdsee Section Arefer to
Confidential Attachment 9.3.7(a) that will allow the winter sun to beam
into these areas but then there are the high watisthe sides to have
protection from the west through the other timeyeadr. Please note that
there is the skillion verandah roof over the dotwghe east entrance in the
courtyard to protect them from the western elemerifhis verandah does
need to be lowered than what | currently shown éntisn to give better
protection.

The shape of the roof has been designed withdiglygaeave gutters, boxed
gutters or flat roofs to avoid the ever presentwalation of pine needles
from the surrounding trees (only eaves guttersh® éntry verandah). We
have even dropped the ground level to the courtydtid a wide step, which
can be used as a seat, preventing any floodinglenab and then making it
easy to collect any pine needles discharged offabeat ground level in lieu

of cleaning gutters or boxed gutters on the robie courtyard also provides
an excellent secure outdoor use area (weather ngl for the occupants

who are on night shifts and on over the weekeriise minimal use rooms
have been placed to the western side.

We certainly agree with the advisors regarding gwar orientation and
believe it has been specifically applied to give est advantages to who will
use it most.

In regard to the corner detail on elevation [Befer to Confidential
Attachment 9.3.7(a), the two roof pitches where initially created toggthe
mainly south facing entry some ambience with hatfreghighlight glazing.
To keep this feature the verandah needs to retamiramum head clearance
and the pitch is controlled by the window's heigtit.general the majority of
verandahs on buildings are constructed at a lowieghpto the main roof so
we are not concerned by the spilt pitches.

The reason our site plan did not show asyrtaees is that it was copied from
the original plan prepared approx 12 years ago, ¢ethe regrowth from the
trees was not included. However this has beenfiextton the revised site
plan to be received by 30th January. Please seesdme site plan showing
the revised car park layout.

In regard to the security screens your commbat® been noted.

Officer Comment

It is apparent from the applicant’s response thagfal consideration has been given
to the design based upon the users’ needs.

In relation to solar orientation, the applicant baplained the rationale for affording a
northerly orientation to the studios and the megtimom (‘Room 1’ on submitted

plans). The east-facing and west-facing roomauaegl less frequently and that is the
reason for siting those rooms in the proposed imeat While the east and west
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(b)

(©)

(d)

elevations are now longer than originally intendéds has come about as a direct
response to the functional requirements of thentlidt is important to note that the
City has no regulatory provisions relating to sobtaientation in respect of non-
residential buildings. The only reference to desig for optimum solar orientation is
contained in Council Policy P370_T which relatesclesively to residential
development. Therefore, while applicants shouldmatly be encouraged to
minimise habitable room windows on the western aiewn, the Council is not in a
strong position to insist upon reorientation of thailding under the present
circumstances. Furthermore, if the present desme to be supported while turning
the building through 90 degrees, this would offdess favourable orientation to the
studios which the applicant says will be in constese.

Notwithstanding the above comments, it is recoghtbat the long western elevation
of the building could benefit from some additiorsddading. Consequently, it is

recommended that additional native shade treesdyded where appropriate to the
west of the building. Relevant conditions and a€\iotes to this effect are contained
in the Officer recommendation.

Having regard to the preceding comments, it is menended that on this occasion,
the suggested design modifications contained irafa) (b) of the DAC comments,
not be imposed, and the applicant’s preferred desegaccepted. Items (c), (d) and
(e) have been addressed by the applicant.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken fergloposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”, to the same extent as préyiobietices were forwarded to the
President of the South Perth Lawn Tennis Club,RHacipal of Como Secondary
School, the City’'s Manager of Collier Park Villaged the City’s Acting Director of
Corporate and Community Services in relation to @udlier Golf Course. Those
neighbours were invited to inspect the applicagod to submit comments during a
14-day period. During the advertising period, nbreissions were received.

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

TheManager, Engineering Infrastructure, was inviteddmment on a range of issues
relating to car parking and traffic, arising frohetproposal. His comments relate to:
« Vehicle movements and construction of Murray Street

¢ On-site car parking.

* Crossovers.

* Ground levels.

e Storm water.

Detailed comments are containedAttachment 9.3.7(b) to this report. Relevant
conditions and advice notes are contained in tbemenended approval.

Other City Departments

Comments have also been invited from the EnviroriedeHealth area of the City’s
administration. The Manager, Environmental He&#rvices provided comments
with respect to:

* Environmental Protection (Noise Regulations) 1997.

* Bin enclosure.

¢ Roof plumbing.

* Mechanical ventilation.

The Environmental Health requirements have beerorpamated into relevant
planning conditions and advice notes.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofighe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme
and Council policies have been provided elsewhethis report.

Financial Implications
The issue has some impact on this particular twahe extent of:

(&) payment of the required Planning Fee by thdéicgy; and

(b) the City’'s payment of half the cost of extergliMurray Street road pavement
southwards from the northern leg of McNabb Loophe southern leg of McNabb
Loop, estimated at $75,000 maximum cost to the. City

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council’s
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the folhguerms:

To effectively manage, enhance and maintain the y&t unique natural and built
environment.

Conclusion

The development site has no directly adjoining desiial neighbours who would be
affected by the new building, and the proposal saétof the relevant Scheme objectives.
Provided that the pine trees are replaced in thenararecommended in this report, it is
considered that the application should be conditigrapproved.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.3.7 |

(a) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#irth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafior planning approval for
proposed additions and alterations to Religiousivitids (South Perth Church of
Christ - Community Radio Statio88.5 Sonshine FNM)’and sign on Reserve 40241
Loc 3298 Murray Street cnr McNabb Loop, Corheapproved, subject to:

() Standard Conditions

352, 354, 390, 445, 660, 663 (building).

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the

Council Offices during normal business hours.

(i)  Specific Conditions
(A) A rubbish storage area shall be provided, ledand screened from view,

and such area shall be provided with a gate.

(B) Any security mesh to be affixed to the windastell be of stainless steel
material in order to achieve a satisfactory appeaga

(C) Atblind aisles, the width of end car bays kbalincreased to 3.5 metres.

(D) The applicant shall pay to the City 50% towattaks cost (estimated to be
$75,000) of construction of the extended portion Méirray Street
southwards to McNabb Loop (south), prior to a botdlicence being
issued.

(E) As required by theTelecommunications (Low Impact Facilities)
Determination 1997as amended, the antenna is to be colour-matched to
its background and extend no higher than 3.0 metvese the top of the
roof of the building to which it is to be affixed.

(F) In accordance with Clauses 6.14 (2), 6.14(%) &aB(r) of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, the following landscaping requiresshgall apply:
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(1)

)

®3)

(4)

()

A landscaping plan shall be submitted for apprdoy the City.

That plan shall depict landscaping proposals for:

(aa) the portion of the development site delinedtaduse by
'98.5 Sonshine FMon the plan identified as “Insert A Site
Plan revised 30/01/2007"; and for

(bb) the portions of street verges adjacent tdahd referred to in
(@)(i)(F)(1)(aa) above, on the western side of MuyrStreet
and the northern side of McNabb Loop (South).

In respect of the landscaping proposals fordénelopment site, the

landscaping plan shall include additional nativadghtrees to the

west of the building, in addition to other landscap

In respect of the Murray Street and McNabb Labgeet verges

referred to in Condition (a)(ii)(F)(1) above, thentlscaping plan

shall indicate a dry, water-controlled native gardancluding a

combination of the recommended species referreth t8pecific

Advice Note (a)(iv)(A), such planting being designen

consultation with the City’s Environment Coordiratmce the road

design for the extension of Murray Street has lgatised.

Unless marked in red on the approved “Inse®ie Plan revised

30/01/2007" for removal, all existing trees on thertion of the

development site delineated for the proposed wakall be

identified for retention on the working drawingsdaon the required

landscaping plan and shall be protected prior td aring

construction, and shall not be removed withoutpther approval of

the City.

No person shall occupy or use the land or ngldhe subject of

this approval for the purpose for which this apidds given unless

and until:

(aa) the City has approved the required landscagarg and

(bb) the landscaping has been completed in accoedasith the
plan approved by the City.

(i) Standard Advice Notes
640, 645, 646, 648, 649, 651.

Footnote

A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at
the Council Offices during normal business hours.

(iv) Specific Advice Notes
(A) With respect to the replacement of the pineedrevith the City's

preferred species, the applicant should consuh thié City’'s Manager,
Parks and Environment to ascertain the preferréenéxlocation and
composition of the required dry native garden. pike trees are known
to be high water users, depleting ground watercasuin the area, it is
important to replace them with low water users. this case, the
preferred replacement is a range of local indigerants, including a
combination of the following:

Candlestick Banksia - Banksia attenuata
Holly Banksia Banksia ilicifolia
Firewood Banksia Banksia menziesi
Coastal Heath Banksia - Banksia ericifoli
Tree Banksia Banksia longifolia
Pincushion Hakea Hakea laurina

Parrot Bush Dryandra sessilis
Marri - Corymbia calophylla
Red Flowering Gum C€orymbia ficifolia
Jarrah Eucalyptus marginata
Tuart -Eucalyptus gomphocephall
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(B)

©

(D)

(E)

(F)

(©)

* Peppermint Tree Agonis flexuosa

* Grass Tree Xanthorrhoea preissii
» Callistemon spp.

* Grevillea spp.

It is the applicant's responsibility to liaisavith the City's
Environmental Health Department to ensure satigfacof all of the
relevant requirements.

It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaigath the City’s Engineering
Infrastructure Department to ensure satisfactioralbff the relevant
requirements.

It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaiseith the City’'s Parks and
Environment Department prior to designing a landsaaplan for the
street verge areas as required, and to determmentst appropriate
species and location of shade trees which arenetjto be provided to
the west of the building.

It is the applicant's responsibility to liaiseith the Australian
Communications Authority with respect to their regments for the
facility.

The current application has been approved erbisis of the antenna
details provided as part of this application. Tp®posed antenna
constitutes a ‘Low Impact Facility’. Should theedefor a different
antenna arise in the future, a new applicatiorpfanning approval will
be required at that time.

The applicant be advised that the City is cottadito the principle of
equally sharing the cost of design and construaticthe Murray Street
extension southwards to McNabb Loop (south). #s8mated that the
half share of the road works is likely to be lesant $75,000 however
the applicant will be responsible for payment off b& the actual final
cost of the road extension. The applicant is @u/ito liaise with the
City with a view to the applicant commissioning tlwad design and
construction to ‘Industry Standard Specificationsr fResidential
Streets’, under the management of the City, ifréési

(b) Council agreement to part-construct Murray &trsouthwards to McNabb Loop
(south) does not affect or reduce the impact ofemdier resolutions to not provide a
vehicle link of Murray Street from Thelma Streetaigh to Jackson Road and/or
Henley Street; and

(c) the City provide for the 50% share of the desénd construction costs associated
with the extension of Murray Street. Dependingtba timing of the works an
appropriate budget allocation (estimated at $75,00Q@0 be provided by way of a
budget review if the works fall within the currefihancial year or alternatively
accommodated in future financial year budgets.

MOTION

Cr Ozsdolay moved the officer recommendation. Gedearne

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Ozsdolay opening for the Motion

« heard Deputation
« applicants support officer recommendation-with ereeption - gutters
e support officer recommendation
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Cr Trent point of clarification cannot find where recommendation refers to guage- if
officer recommendation is adopted - will they dtdl required to fit guttering?

Director Strategic and Requlatory Servicstated that from an officer point of view there
would be no difficulty in removing such a conditiamich could be accommodated by an
additional part (d) to the recommendation.

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Trent

That an additional part (d) be added to the offfeeommendation as follows:

(d) it be noted that Council does not require thavision of roof gutters provided that
storm water is adequately disposed of.

Cr Smith for the Amendment

« logically this is an exception

e gutters not required

e support deleting gutter requirement
e support amendment

Cr Gleeson for the Amendment

« have set a precedent - Kent Street student accoatimndas no gutters
e support removal of gutters

e support Amendment

Cr Jamieson point of clarificatioRage 83 of the Agenda paper and in particulardtem
(a)(iv) (B), (C), (D) and (E) state'it is the applicant’s responsibility....1s “soft wording”
and needs to be more fully deterministic.

Director Strategic and Regulatory Servicesated that the items referred to were not
conditions of approval but merely Footnotes adg®hthe applicant’s responsibilities.

Cr Ozsdolay closing for the Amendment
e support the Amendment

e support the proposal

* urge members to support proposal

The Mayor put the Amendment CARRIED (13/0)

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.7 |
The Mayor put the Amended Motion

(@) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoBirth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafior planning approval for
proposed additions and alterations to Religiousiviiids (South Perth Church of
Christ - Community Radio Statio88.5 Sonshine FNM)’and sign on Reserve 40241
Loc 3298 Murray Street cnr McNabb Loop, Corheapproved, subject to:

() Standard Conditions
352, 354, 390, 445, 660, 663 (building).
Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.
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(i)  Specific Conditions

(A) A rubbish storage area shall be provided, ledand screened from view,
and such area shall be provided with a gate.

(B) Any security mesh to be affixed to the windostsll be of stainless steel
material in order to achieve a satisfactory appeaga

(C) Atblind aisles, the width of end car bays kbalincreased to 3.5 metres.

(D) The applicant shall pay to the City 50% towattaks cost (estimated to be
$75,000) of construction of the extended portion Méirray Street
southwards to McNabb Loop (south), prior to a baoiidlicence being
issued.

(E) As required by theTelecommunications (Low Impact Facilities)
Determination 1997as amended, the antenna is to be colour-matched to
its background and extend no higher than 3.0 metvese the top of the
roof of the building to which it is to be affixed.

(F) In accordance with Clauses 6.14 (2), 6.14(%) &aB(r) of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, the following landscaping requiremshall apply:

(1) A landscaping plan shall be submitted for apprdoy the City.
That plan shall depict landscaping proposals for:

(aa) the portion of the development site delinedtaduse by
'98.5 Sonshine FMon the plan identified as “Insert A Site
Plan revised 30/01/2007"; and for

(bb) the portions of street verges adjacent tdahd referred to in
(@)(i)(F)(1)(aa) above, on the western side of MuyrStreet
and the northern side of McNabb Loop (South).

(2) In respect of the landscaping proposals fordiénelopment site, the
landscaping plan shall include additional nativadghtrees to the
west of the building, in addition to other landscap

(3) In respect of the Murray Street and McNabb Labet verges
referred to in Condition (a)(ii)(F)(1) above, thentlscaping plan
shall indicate a dry, water-controlled native gardencluding a
combination of the recommended species referreth t8pecific
Advice Note (a)(iv)(A), such planting being designen
consultation with the City’s Environment Coordinatmce the road
design for the extension of Murray Street has lgatised.

(4) Unless marked in red on the approved “Insei$ite Plan revised
30/01/2007" for removal, all existing trees on thertion of the
development site delineated for the proposed wakall be
identified for retention on the working drawingsdamm the required
landscaping plan and shall be protected prior td aring
construction, and shall not be removed withoutpther approval of
the City.

(5) No person shall occupy or use the land or ingldhe subject of
this approval for the purpose for which this apidds given unless
and until:

(aa) the City has approved the required landscagarg and
(bb) the landscaping has been completed in accoedasith the
plan approved by the City.
(i) Standard Advice Notes
640, 645, 646, 648, 649, 651.
Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at
the Council Offices during normal business hours.
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(iv)

Specific Advice Notes

(A)

(B)

©

(D)

(E)

(F)

(G)

With respect to the replacement of the pineegravith the City's

preferred species, the applicant should consuh thié City’'s Manager,
Parks and Environment to ascertain the preferréenéxlocation and
composition of the required dry native garden. pike trees are known
to be high water users, depleting ground watercasuin the area, it is
important to replace them with low water users. this case, the
preferred replacement is a range of local indigermants, including a
combination of the following:

» Candlestick Banksia - Banksia attenuata

* Holly Banksia Banksia ilicifolia

» Firewood Banksia Banksia menziesi

» Coastal Heath Banksia - Banksia ericifoli

* Tree Banksia Banksia longifolia

* Pincushion Hakea Hakea laurina

e Parrot Bush Dryandra sessilis

e Marri - Corymbia calophylla
* Red Flowering Gum Corymbia ficifolia

e Jarrah Eucalyptus marginata
e Tuart -Eucalyptus gomphocephall
* Peppermint Tree Agonis flexuosa

* Grass Tree Xanthorrhoea preissii

» Callistemon spp.
* Grevillea spp.

It is the applicant's responsibility to liaisavith the City’s
Environmental Health Department to ensure satigfacof all of the
relevant requirements.

It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaigaéth the City’s Engineering
Infrastructure Department to ensure satisfactioralbof the relevant
requirements.

It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaiseith the City’'s Parks and
Environment Department prior to designing a landsaaplan for the
street verge areas as required, and to determmentst appropriate
species and location of shade trees which arenefjto be provided to
the west of the building.

It is the applicant's responsibility to liaiseith the Australian
Communications Authority with respect to their regments for the
facility.

The current application has been approved erb#sis of the antenna
details provided as part of this application. Tp®posed antenna
constitutes a ‘Low Impact Facility’. Should theedefor a different
antenna arise in the future, a new applicatiorpfanning approval will
be required at that time.

The applicant be advised that the City is cottadito the principle of
equally sharing the cost of design and construaticthe Murray Street
extension southwards to McNabb Loop (south). #s8mated that the
half share of the road works is likely to be lesant $75,000 however
the applicant will be responsible for payment off b& the actual final
cost of the road extension. The applicant is @u/ito liaise with the
City with a view to the applicant commissioning tlwad design and
construction to ‘Industry Standard Specificationsr fResidential
Streets’, under the management of the City, ifreesi
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(b) Council agreement to part-construct Murray &trsouthwards to McNabb Loop
(south) does not affect or reduce the impact ofetlmdier resolutions to not provide a
vehicle link of Murray Street from Thelma Streetaigh to Jackson Road and/or
Henley Street;

(c) the City provide for the 50% share of the desénd construction costs associated
with the extension of Murray Street. Dependingtba timing of the works an
appropriate budget allocation (estimated at $75,00Q@o0 be provided by way of a
budget review if the works fall within the currefihancial year or alternatively
accommodated in future financial year budgets; and

(d) it be noted that Council does not require thavision of roof gutters provided that

storm water is adequately disposed of.

CARRIED (13/0)

Reason for Change

Council believed it was reasonable, following thepbDtation request, to include an
additional part (d) in the Motion to address thélding design proposed which does not
require the provision of gutters.

9.3.8 Request for Review of Council Decision - Apigation for Amphibious
Tours Coode Street Boat Ramp

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Swan Duck Pty Ltd
File Ref: GC/PR/9

Date: 7 February 2007

Author and Reporting Officer Mark Taylor, Actingrfector Infrastructure Services

Summary

A request has been received from an applicantafh Duck Pty Ljdto review the decision
by Council in September 2006 to reject their agpion to commence an amphibious tours
operation out of the Coode Street boat ramp. €hasan given by Council for the rejection
was because another applicati®A Duck Tourshad already been approved by Council
and the Swan River Trust expiring in June 2008.ur€d had approved a 12 month trial
period for WA Duck Toursand want to assess the effectiveness of that tperbefore
considering any more applications.

WA Duck Tour$ias not commenced operation and there is no itiicget that they will do
So.

This report recommends conditional approval of $m&an Duck Pty Lt@pplication subject
to written advice fronWA Duck Tourghat they will not be commencing their operation.

Background

At the September 2006 meeting, Council considere@plication referred by the Swan
River Trust forSwan Duck Pty Lttb conduct an amphibious tour business on the.rivee
tour proposed to utilise the boat ramp at Coodee$twvithin Sir James Mitchell Park as the
entry and exit point. Council resolved the follogiin response to the application.

That the Swan River Trust and the applicant SwackRty Ltd be advised that as the
City of South Perth granted approval in March 2006 the use of the Coode Street
boat ramp to WA Duck Tours to operate an amphibtous vehicle for a trial period
of 12 months and as that approval is still curr€&uduncil will not consider another
application until the effectiveness of that trialhcbe assessed.
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Swan Duck Pty Ltdnd the Swan River Trust were advised of Cound#sision. A copy of
the officer’s report and Council decision is atedtfAttachment 9.3.8(a)refers).

Subsequent to the advice, the applicant contatiedCity to discuss the reasons why the
application was refused by Council. A letter wéd®ent received from the applicant
Attachment 9.3.8(b)refers, summarising his position. A supportirtteglewas also received
from Tourism Western Australidttachment 9.3.8(c)refers.

Comment

The applicant was disappointed at not being preaettte Council meeting to support his
case to Council when another operatdfA( Duck Tours who had already been granted
approval, took that opportunity to effectively prot@ his case instead.

Council’s resolution on th&/A Duck Toursapplication was for a trial period of 12 months.
The subsequent Swan River Trust approval for\Whe Duck Toursapplication is for a
period of two years expiring on 2 June 2008. # dperation has not commenced by that
time then WA Duck Tours will have to re-submit thapplication to the Swan River Trust
and the City.

Neither the Swan River Trust nor the City has nesgticonfirmation from WA Duck Tours
that they are about to commence business.

The Swan River Trust currently have the applicabigiswan Duck Pty Ltdn hold.

Consultation

This request for Council to review the applicatiwas referred to the Sir James Mitchell
Park Community Advisory Group and discussed at Dleeember 2006 meeting. The
advisory group’s consensus advice was as follows:

The Sir James Mitchell Park Community Advisory @raupports Council’s original
resolution on this matter at the September 200&intge

The major reason for the group providing this advis because there was already an
approved application for amphibious tours on theusW®iver.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The principal policy guiding the City over use bétCoode Street boat ramp is the Sir James
Mitchell Park Foreshore Management Plan (April 200The following Actions contained
within the plan provide guidance when considertrig application:

Action 2: Commercial developments and special essshbuld only be permitted in
suitable locations which are chosen after caretulswleration of social,
environmental and physical planning criteria, ie tontext of the City of
South Perth Policy for Commercial Activity on Samdes Mitchell Park.

Action 5: Ensure any new water based activity {iked increase crowding on the
foreshore be consistent with the infrastructureuiregl to support the
activity.

Appendix 1 “Commercial Activity on Sir James Mitchdl Park” of the Sir James
Mitchell Park Management Plan has been utilisesbsessing this proposal.
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In Section 1. Policy Statement the following points are made:

It is recognised that the area known as Sir Jaméshdll Park has been created primarily
as a regional passive recreation area, which camgaisignificant environmental,
conservation and public amenity areas. It is intpot that these values together with the
integrity and amenity of the area are not comprauis

The City of South Perth recognises that limited mancial activity is necessary for the
benefit of users however any such activity shoeldhtharmony with the realised values of
the parkland.

In Section 3. Commercial Activities it states:

To ensure that a development is appropriate to dhea preference will be given to
developments which demonstrate a clear integraiddnwater based and land-based
activities and where the water based activity foensignificant part of the development.

Under Section 3.3.9 Impacts, development proposals should be considered utider

following criteria:

1. Impact on adjoining and adjacent residents
The applicant has not submitted details about nmigut of the vehicle. These have
been requested from the applicant and his respsrss¢ out below. Approval should
be conditional on the vehicle meeting noise reguiat as set under the
Environmental Protection Act (1986).

The manufacturer in the USA has never had to preduch figures as the machines
are built on an existing truck chassis which wamtdmally comply anyway. The
engine is completely enclosed within the hull. Siqenoofing materials built around
the engine bay also enhance the noise reduction.

2. Environmental Impacts
The major impact of this operation would be duritg water-based activities.
Assessment of this is therefore the provenanckeeo$Stvan River Trust and DPI.

3.  Social and Physical Environment
The site is compatible with the proposed use extmpsize and weight concerns as
detailed with the boat ramp concerns.

4, Likely changes to foreshore
Negligible, if utilising the provided ramp howevéhnere could be some erosion
concern in the immediate vicinity of the ramp.

5.  Pollution and erosion
The major pollution concerns are during the vefgoleater based activities. Erosion,
both in the vicinity of the ramp and the adjacemethore, is an issue of concern for
the City and one that will require ongoing monibgrishould the application be
approved.

6. Public usage and likely impact on access
The applicant’s vehicle is large and will adversghpact access when it is in the
vicinity of ramp, however due to the transient matof the use; this is not considered
to be a significant issue.
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7. Protection of amenity values and without interruption to quiet enjoyment of the
parkland by existing passive users
The boat ramp is currently open for this type of.usVhilst this vehicle will be the
largest accessing the ramp, there should not beddiyional adverse impacts.

8. Public amenities
Will have little or no impact on the public ameagialong the foreshore.

9.  Traffic and parking impact
This may present an issue as this application @sutnphibious vehicle entering and
exiting the river at Coode Street. Consequentig, tehicle may be parked at the
adjacent car park in between tours. No advice tthigiappears in the application.

10. Visual amenities
The applicant’s vehicle is large and could havenapact is it will be staying in the
area during the day.

11. Complementary Activities
This proposal does not figure strongly in this as@ad has very limited benefits for
South Perth. There may be an opportunity to peadded value to South Perth by
proposing that one location (eg Old Mill) is inckdlin their cruise back to the City
with added incentives offered to consider such @spe

The Legislative implication of this application tisat it is within the Swan River Trust's
Management Area and as such is subject to therezgents of the Swan River Trust Act
(1988). Council’s resolution on this issue will thee subject of consideration by the Swan
River Trust Board and then approval or otherwiséh wonditions, by the Minister for
Environment.

Financial Implications
The direct financial implications are difficult tietermine at this stage. However conditions
of any approval would need to address the finamiské associated with:

» Any resultant soil erosion costs will need to bd methe applicant.

 Initial ramp maintenance and/or redevelopment doste met by applicant.

Strategic Implications
The assessment of this application relates to ttyesGtrategic Plan Goal 3, Environmental
Management. Strategy 3.3 is of particular releeanc

Ensure all future development and current mainteeanf the river foreshore,
wetlands, lakes, bushlands and parks is propedymped and sustainable and that
interaction with the built environment is harmorsowand of benefit to the
community.

Conclusion

The following points should be noted by Councitéwiewing its September 2006 resolution

on this matter.

* In March 2006, Council approved an application fréwd Duck Tourdor a similar
operation for a twelve month trial period.

 The Swan River Trust subsequently approvedWh® Duck Toursapplication. The
approval expires in June 2008.

* On refusing theSwan Duck Tourspplication, Council resolved that it would not
consider another application until the effectivenelstheWA Duck Tourd2 month trial
could be assessed.

52



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

* Neither the City nor the Swan River Trust has nem@inotification of intent byWVA
Duck Tourso commence operation.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.3.8 |

That the Swan River Trust and the applicant besadvihat the City of South Perth will
grant approval for the use of the Coode Street tmap forSwan Duck Pty Ltdo operate
an amphibious tour vehicle for a period of 12 merghbject to the following conditions:

(a) the existing approved operatioWA Duck Toursadvising in writing that they are
not able to commence their operation by 2 June 208k is the approval deadline
set by the Swan River Trust;

(b) a detailed assessment be carried out by absuigualified Structural Marine
Engineer, appointed by the City of South Perththansuitability of the boat ramp
for this type of operation taking into account tbad factors experienced on the
ramp whilst the vehicle is exiting the water;

(©) the applicant entering into a legal agreemeith whe City to bear all costs
associated with the assessment and any necessgnrydimy and future remedial
works associated with the use of ramp and erosiauna the ramp are to be carried
out at the applicant’s expense; and

(d) the applicant being required to:

) observe, conform and perform in accordance valhState and Federal
legislation including the Environmental Protectiéorkers Compensation
and Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Aagtd; a

(i) hold a current public risk insurance policyvesing both the applicant and
the City against any claim against death or injorpersons or property.

MOTION
Cr Gleeson moved the officer recommendation. Sddatidaford

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Hearne point of clarificationdoes it mean they have until 2 June 2008 tooredp

Acting Director Infrastructure Servicestated that this was the approval deadline set by
Swan River Trust.

Cr Hearne against the Motion
« Deputation has support from regulatory authoritied Swan River Trust
< would like more investigation on points raised iepDtation

FORESHADOWED MOTION
Cr Hearne Foreshadowed that he would be moving #oNldor deferral if the current
Motion is Lost.

Cr Gleeson closing for the Motion

* needs to be tightened up to shorter length of time
* Swan River Trust approval impedes other operator
e support Motion

The Mayor put the Motion. LOST (3/10
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MOTION
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Gleeson

That....

(@) consideration of a request received fiswan Duck Pty Lttb review the decision
by Council in September 2006 to reject their agpian to commence an
amphibious tours operation out of the Coode Streat ramp beleferred; and

(b) a further report be presented to Council nerléitan April 2007 addressing issues
raised by Council and the Deputation at the Fepra@07 Council meeting.

Cr Jamieson against the Mation

e against the timing of report

* report needs to come back to March Council
e against the Motion

Cr Smith for the Motion

e cannot progress this until officers look at legatif situation
e March meeting too short a turn around time

e support report coming back to April meeting.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.8
The Mayor put the Motion

That....

(@) consideration of a request received fiswan Duck Pty Lttb review the decision
by Council in September 2006 to reject their agian to commence an
amphibious tours operation out of the Coode Streat ramp beleferred; and

(b) a further report be presented to Council nerléitan April 2007 addressing issues
raised by Council and the Deputation at the Fepra@07 Council meeting.

CARRIED (12/1)

Reason for Change
Deferred in order to consider issues raised by Memand the Deputation.

| 11.4  Graffiti Removal and Prevention : Cr Doherty #.2.2007 |

| hereby give notice that I intend to move thedaling Motion at the Council Meeting to be
held on 27 February 2007:

MOTION:

That further to the work being undertaken by théy @i relation to graffiti removal and
prevention that a report be presented to Councifyl 2007 in respect to:

(a) Council identifying more effective means of wmanmg graffiti within a shorter
timeframe than that which is currently in place;

(b) collaborative engagement with government and-gmvernment agencies such as
Main Roads Western Australia, Telstra, the Eduocabepartment and Adshell be
initiated for the purpose of putting in place agneats so Council can be authorised
to remove graffiti from these agency’s propertied eecompensed for it;

(c) the Council “Eyes on the Street” vehicles egtag their present function to include
the reporting of graffiti with an incentive develap to encourage the
implementation of this reporting system;
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(d) identifying ways whereby positive feedback awknowledgement is provided to
both individuals and groups in the community reésigiy their contribution(s) in
reporting graffiti;

(e) working with community groups and schools teeistigate how graffiti can be
turned into ‘public art’ and identifying sources fohding to enable this process to
be implemented; and

§)) examining the City of Belmont's Graffiti Locdlaw 2007 and identifying the
relevance of introducing a similar Local Law withiive City of South Perth.

and other areas that are addressing the removadramdntion of graffiti in the City.

MEMBER COMMENTS:

Removal of graffiti is taking a long time in thetand as the basic principle of CPTED and
CPTEM is that graffiti is removed promptly Counn#éeds to look at how we can expedite
this process. While other agencies are responsislehe removal of graffiti on their
property, the process whereby residents phone tiadfitisLine and then the graffiti is
reported to that agency is taking too long. Theaffér Line is more appropriate for
reporting occasional occurrences of graffiti ornloe tity is cleaned up. The option of the
Council invoicing the agencies to remove graffiti their property warrants exploring at a
local level.

The current Policy P309 — Graffiti Management needse changed to include the removal
of ALL visible graffiti in any areas as this is neolikely to discourage repeat occurrences.
Similarly, the removal of all graffiti frorprivate property should be actively offered by the
City for a nominal cost so that this aim is achakve

While the Eyes on the Street vehicles primarilyorémn vandalism, they are a valuable
resource because they are visible in the commuriytting in place a system to encourage
the drivers of these vehicles to report graffiithaan incentive in place for those who do so
is yet another way of working towards a “team appltd in responding to graffiti removal.
Many areas have graffiti incorporated into publit aworking with local schools who in
many cases know who the graffiti artists are, amkihg at ways of where this form of ‘art’
can be showcased in the City is worth exploringe Tty of Belmont’s Graffiti Local Law
2007 specifically relates to preventing possessibrgraffiti items on private property
without the consent of the owner/occupier; anddstrict storage to be away from public
access and to restrict supply to persons over a8syef age. The City’s current Public
Property Local Law No.2 of 1998 relates only taubiic property.”

CEO COMMENT
In accordance with Clause 3.6(d)(iii) of Standingd€s Local Law the Chief Executive
Officer comments as follows:

Part (a) of the Motion

Currently the City refers incidents of Graffiti televant agencies on the same day or within
2 working days from reports. These agencies inglubgstra, Australia Post, Alinta,
Western Power, Education Department, Main Roadsh@dl The state government has
directed that these agencies ensure graffiti isoweeh form assets owned by these agencies
within 48 hours of reporting, however this timefaia not always achieved.

If on City owned property or private property whdehe owner has given permission, the
City commits to removing/painting over graffiti Wwih 5 days. This is a maximum with
response times shorter on many occasions. Genénelly is no charge for property owners,
however on occasions where a specific colour miypaiht is required the owner may be
requested to supply it.

Officers are looking at additional ways to promtie City’s role in removing graffiti and
providing more access to relevant information e community.
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Part (b) of the Motion

Developing an overarching service agreement albegihes mentioned above a major
focus for the State Local Government Graffiti WaowkiGroup which is being convened by
the Office of Crime Prevention (refer attachmenBidletin dated 9 February 2007). All
agencies mentioned above are represented on thip grs are LGAs through WALGA .
Currently, Stirling is piloting a program usingghapproach and has entered into a bilateral
agreement with Main Roads. Stirling’s Manager ComityuSafety advises that this is
working well. Results of the trial will be presedtback to the group in March and it is
anticipated that a broad agreement will be develoflgat can be used by LGAs
incorporating most or all of the government agesicie

Part (c) of the Motion

Currently, all field staff are participate in thges on the street program. This involves
completing a ‘tick and flick’ checklist on a prorfoa document to report acts of suspicious
behaviour. Documentation and reporting procedumes cuite specific to this task and
prescribed by the Police and the Office of Crimevéntion. The City also operates a system
for all field staff whereby maintenance issues,falien vegetation and incidents of graffiti
are reported by filling in maintenance forms. R#pmf graffiti are regularly reported
though this mechanism. The City currently runsrasentive program for staff who provide
maintenance forms.

Part (d) of the Motion

The City has annual ‘community safety’ awards toognise the contribution individuals

make to making the community safer. Winners of ¢hasvards are recognised in the
Peninsula newsletter and the local newspaper furfremoting community safety

initiatives.

Officers are looking at sustainable and efficiertyss of maintaining contact with people

who report graffiti.

Part (e) of the Motion
This year’s Fiesta Youth event ‘YACJAM’ will feateiran urban art competition which will
be promoted through the YAC to local schools angtlydvased organisations.

Part (f) of the Motion
Officers are monitoring the progress of this.

COMMENT ON DEPUTATION
The Mayor requested an officer comment on the DCajmurt.

Director Corporate and Community Servicdated that the removal of graffiti was
taken very seriously and as a consequence any de®asiand initiatives are
worthwhile pursing.

Manager Community, Culture and Recreatiawommented on the various items of the
Motion and advised of some new initiatives thathas pursing with government bodies and
other agencies.

MOTION
Cr Doherty moved her Motion at Item 11.4 in the Ade paper. Sec Cr Trent

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION
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Cr

Doherty Opening for the Motion

Cr

motion in response to concerns raised by ratepayers

Removal of graffiti is taking a long time

basic principle of CPTED and CPTEM is that grafitremoved promptly

Council needs to look at how we can expedite thosgss

other agencies are responsible for the removatalfig on their property

residents phone Graffiti Line - graffiti is repadte taking too long

Graffiti Line more appropriate occasional occuresnof graffiti once City is cleaned up.
Policy P309 — Graffiti Management needs modifyiagriclude ALL visible graffiti

graffiti removal fromprivate property should be actively offered at a nominal cost by Ci
acknowledge Eyes on the Street vehicles primagjyprt vandalism

a valuable resource - visible in the community

suggest a system be implemented to encourage sliofethese vehicles to report graffiti
with an incentive in place for those who do so ethar way of working towards a “team
approach” in responding to graffiti removal.

many areas have graffiti incorporated into public a

look at ways where this form of ‘art’ can be shaged in the City - worth exploring.

City of Belmont's Graffiti Local Law 2007 relates preventing possession of graffiti
items on private property - worth exploring

Hearne for the Motion

support Cr Doherty’s comments

refer to page 131 of Agenda paper and CEO commeantsl wonder - does the
‘list’ we compile include when graffiti problem Xed’

trust procedures we have in place

support Deputation and Motion proposed

MOTION

Cr

Smith moved that the Motion be Put. Sec Cr dlédidrd.
CARRIED (13/0)

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.4 ‘

The Mayor put the Motion

That further to the work being undertaken by th&y @i relation to graffiti removal and
prevention that a report be presented to Counciijfnyl 2007 in respect to:

@

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Council identifying more effective means of wanmg graffiti within a shorter
timeframe than that which is currently in place;

collaborative engagement with government and-gmvernment agencies such as
Main Roads Western Australia, Telstra, the Educabepartment and Adshell be
initiated for the purpose of putting in place agneats so Council can be authorised
to remove graffiti from these agency’s propertied eecompensed for it;

the Council “Eyes on the Street” vehicles egtag their present function to include
the reporting of graffiti with an incentive devetap to encourage the
implementation of this reporting system;

identifying ways whereby positive feedback auknowledgement is provided to
both individuals and groups in the community reésigig their contribution(s) in
reporting graffiti;

working with community groups and schools teestigate how graffiti can be
turned into ‘public art’ and identifying sources fohding to enable this process to
be implemented; and

examining the City of Belmont's Graffiti Locdlaw 2007 and identifying the
relevance of introducing a similar Local Law withive City of South Perth.

and other areas that are addressing the removadramdntion of graffiti in the City.

CARRIED (13/0)
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MEETING ADJOURNED
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Hearne

That the meeting be adjourned at 10.00pm for a ibDites break. CARRIED (13/0)

MEETING RESUMED
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Hearne

That the meeting be resumed at 10.10pm. CARRIED (13/0)

ORDER OF BUSINESS RESUMED
At this point in the meeting the order of business resumed in the sequence of the Agenda.

9.0.3 Assessment No. 21 South Perth Esplana(em 12.1 referred from Coundil
Meeting 19.12.06)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: S01/21

Date: 11 January 2007

Authors: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer and

Steve Cope, Director , Strategic and Regulatoryi&es

Summary

The purpose of this report is to document the adiéien with respect to a series of Council
resolutions adopted in relation to 21 South Pegpldhade over three months, ie October,
November and December 2006.

Background

Resolutions from ‘Notices of Motion’ or ‘Businestan Urgent Nature’ have been adopted
by Council in the last three months of 2006 intietato this property. This report details
the progress made in addressing the specific actontained in the resolutions and the
outcomes.

The series of Council resolutions are as follows:
At the October 2006 meeting, Council resolvedeahitl1.3:

“That....

@) subject to independent legal advice being sbdighn Kott Gunning Lawyers in
relation to the local government powers to entévae land;

(b) the Chief Executive Officer, City of South Reir C Frewing, be directed to
ASAP, arrange for suitably qualified surveyors toan site and measure:
@ the height;
(i) the setbacks; and
(i)  the plot ratio
at No. 21 South Perth Esplanade, South Perth hadther building which is under
construction is ‘Millstream’ located at Nos. 124 $tone Street, South Perth; and

(c) an independent witness will be required to seerthese measurements and | will
move that Mr Graham Partridge, ex Chief Executivificer of the Town of
Cambridge be employed in that role as his knowlealge experience is ideally
suited for the situation.”
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At the November 2006 meeting, Council resolvedeahill.5:

“That the Chief Executive Officer, City of SouthrtReMr C Frewing, be directed to ASAP,
send additional information to Kott Gunning, Lawyee the property at No. 21 South Perth
Esplanade, South Perth to enable them to providéder evaluation of the matter. The
Information would be a copy of the documented ss&ion that came from KCA showing
calculations of the plot ratio which allege thaetbuilding has been ‘over-built’ and not in
accordance with the approved plans or possiblyTthen Planning Scheme No.6 and the R
Codes.”

At the December 2006 meeting, Council resolveteat il2.1:

“That the Council of the City of South Perth wishés follow the advice provided by Mr

Laurie James, Chairman of Partners, Kott Gunningvizars re his Memo of 13 December
2006 to commission Kott Gunning’'s Mr Ernie Samecatfjudicate between Council’'s

Planning Officers’ plot ratio evaluation and thaf ¢the KCA (Kensington Community

Association) plot ratio submission to determine clahelements would apply and they be
calculated in relation to a property at No. 21 So®erth Esplanade, South Perth.”

Action taken in relation to the abovementioned liggms is as follows:

October Resolution (a)

The legal advice sought was presented in full tor@d at its meeting in November 2006.

The advice by Kott Gunning stated, in part that:

“(b) If, however, further information is provided the City which would give a proper
basis for concluding the existence of reasonabtrigds of nhon-compliance, then
different considerations to those outlined aboveldi@pply. If further information
of non-compliance is provided to the City we shdaddoriefed so that we may give
a definitive opinion to the City.”

October Resolution (b)
A surveyor, JBA Surveys who has a history of periiog surveying work for the City was
engaged to perform this work.

The findings of thewvey measurementsare as follows:

) Height and (ii) Setbacks
Apart from marginal variations, the building heigirid setbacks have remained as
shown on the approved Building Plans, other tharrélar setback variation referred
to- below.

(i)  Plot Ratio
The plot ratio is in accordance with the approveddng Plans.(However see later
analysis under ‘Comments’ December 2006 resolution)

In summary therefore, the above-mentioned survegsorements all revealed (with minor
variations) that the building is constructed in@dance with the approved Building Plans.

October Resolution (c)

As per the Council resolution, Mr Graham Partridges been appointed as a ‘probity
auditor’ to independently witness the surveyingvitigs of JBA Surveyors. The report of
Mr Partridge on his involvement in this assignmerdontained aConfidentialAttachment
9.0.3.In summary, his report concludes: “The result & #urvey revealed that the height
and setbacks of the building were (apart from samigor insignificant variations) in
accordance with the plans provided to the JBA sy the City of South Perth”.

In addition, the report indicates that:

“All measurements were taken from the outside eflibundary of the building and the
appointed surveyor did not calculate the plot raifdhe building.”
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In regard to the calculation of the plot Ratio 1vegk that | attended a meeting held at the
City of South Perth on Friday 19 January 2007 atohtthe compliance of the building as
constructed was the focus of discussion.

The meeting came to the conclusion that the plid far the completed building was not in
accordance with the approved (planning) plans.islimy understanding that Mr Samec,
Partner Kott Gunning Lawyers will be reporting teetCity in regard to the outcome of the
meeting”.

November Resolution

The additional information referred to in the regmn identified as ‘Watermark’ which was
identified as originating from the KCA was provided Kott Gunning. The response
provided by Kott Gunning was tabled at the Couléeting in December. In part, the
advice stated:

"The information provided by the KCA is taken egitjrfrom the strata plan and therefore
there is no indication that the physical dimensionssite might be otherwise as shown on
the strata plan.”

“The position therefore remains exactly the samesetsout in our letter of 10 November

2006, namely that there is no evidence at thisest#igany discrepancy between the physical
dimensions of the building and the dimensions shawthe approved plans. Consequently,
there is no legal basis for entry on to the premismless the owner consents.”

As a result of this advice and the fact that thev&or could obtain the necessary
measurements without entering the property, thesmreaents were conducted from public
land and investigations conducted from Council pland records.

December Resolution

As per the Council resolution Mr Ernie Samec of tk@unning lawyers was appointed to
adjudicate between Council’'s Planning Officer’stphttio evaluation and the KCA plot ratio
submission. The report of Mr Samec which is datddFébruary 2007 is contained as
Confidential Attachment 9.0.3(a).

A meeting between the parties named in the Coussilution took place on 19 January

2007 and it was during the course of this meetitag & discrepancy between the approved
Planning Plans and the approved Building Planswadised. This discrepancy resulted in

the plot ratio being greater than that allowed praviously approved.

A Planning Officer checked the building licencendagainst the original sketch plans and
then gave a clearance for the building licenceetesbued. Documents on file do not explain
the increased floor area and it has not been gedsilmbtain an explanation from the officer
in this regard, as he is currently on leave ovexsea

It is important to note that correspondence has bEen received from Clayton Utz on
behalf of the developer of 21 South Perth Esplanao@ is attached a€onfidential
Attachment. 9.0.3(b).

Comment

Planning approval was granted by Council on 23 M&0804 and a building licence was
issued on 16 August 2004. The calculated plao @ttthe time of planning approval was
869 sqg.metres and the plot ratio on the Buildirgnplwas 950 sg.metres. The maximum
allowable plot ratio for the site was 911 sq metres
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Following the granting of planning approval based®anning plans, building licence plans
were submitted incorporating increased floor afidee increase came about by extending
the building some 3 metres further towards the dathe site, while the rear setback

remains well in excess of the required minimum. phmary purpose of the increase was to
accommodate an additional bedroom in three dwallifidne effect of the increase was to
extend the plot ratio floor area to just under ¢0raetres beyond the prescribed maximum.
This represents around 13 sqg. metres per dwelinthfee of the dwellings. This conclusion

is based upon the universally applied method aésssisg plot ratio at the time, while noting

that the method of assessment has subsequentlynbatore stringent as a result of later
State Administrative Tribunal interpretations.

It is acknowledged that an inadvertent error ocitry the Planning Team at the time the
Building Plans were approved and this resultechénplot ratio being increased by 394

%) above the allowable plot ratio. The changestht® plans should have been readily
identified even though the basic shape of the dgweént remained unchanged.

It is noted that the Building Plans for this pragenere assessed approximately three years
ago and prior to a number of important changes nadee assessment process following a
review of procedures by the City of Belmont.

The City of Belmont audit relating to six buildingsthe City of South Perth was conducted
last year and the findings were reported to Couveinbers at a Concept Forum briefing on
10 July 2006 and Council Members were provided witummary of those findings.

The Belmont officers presented a list of 17 recomatagions. The general conclusions were
as follows:

* The Belmont Officers did not identify any signifidtaareas of concern with the manner
of assessment of the six buildings that were thigest of the audit. However they
recommended a number of ways in which practicetddoelimproved.

* Greater focus should be placed on ensuring thatinigs are compliant before planning
approval is issued i.e. less reliance should beegl@n conditions of planning approval
requiring significant design changes.

» At the stage of checking working drawings priobtalding licences being issued, apart
from the most minor and inconsequential variatiémsn the approved “Planning”
plans, design changes at the building licence sthgald not be tolerated.

Since the Belmont audit the following improved fiiees have been implemented:

* A more stringent interpretation of plot ratio is wioapplied. (Note: The new
interpretation has been applied since October 20f@bowing two key SAT
determinations).

* At the stage of assessment of applications for rnpten approval, where statutory
conflicts are identified or significant design cbhanm are required for other reasons, the
Planning Officers require the submission of revidesvings before approval is granted,
rather than imposing conditions resulting in desibanges.

» Subsequently, when building licence plans are al#ckgainst the approved sketch
plans, variations are not supported other thannsequential changes to internal layout
which do not materially affect the exterior appeasaof the building.

* The Planning Assessment Sheets have been expaodedore comprehensively
document the planning assessment undertaken.
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Intended further improvements to current practices

Investigations into further improvements to currprdactices are ongoing, in pursuit of the
“continuous improvement” approach. The followingrther improvements will be
implemented, among others:

It is proposed to ‘reserve’ one night per month @ouncil Briefings on “Major

Developments” where Planning applications have beeneived. It is also
acknowledged that this may delay Council approeihdp given, but would result in a
more acceptable outcome.

While a comprehensive and effective assessment shased at the planning approval
stage, the subsequent review of building licen@n®lis not currently supported by
another assessment sheet. To record details aftse-checking between the approved
sketch plans and the subsequent working drawingsijlding licence assessment sheet
is being prepared. This will record compliance witinditions of planning approval.
Further, any minor variations will be documented ahapproved, the rationale for
supporting the variations will be recorded.

For major developments, including all applicatioe$erred to Council meetings for
determination, in addition to the assigned Plani@ficer's cross-check of the building
licence plans against the approved sketch plansuadit check” will be undertaken by
the Team Leader, Planning Services, or the Man&gelopment Services.

Guidelines will be produced to facilitate the crobecking of building licence plans to
establish a consistent basis for endorsement ofrangr and inconsequential variations
from approved “Planning” plans. These guideline include but may not be limited
to the following:

- Where variation(s) to a planning approval is sowghthe Building License stage, it
must be very clear on what basis the modificatias lieen supported and under what
authority it has been approved.

- Where minor variations are sought at the Buildingehse stage from an approved
set of plans, a formal request for a variationte planning approval should be
sought by the applicant. If supported, the vasigs) should be granted subject to all
previous terms and conditions. If not supportethegithe Building Licence must be
amended or a new application for planning apprdedbed for consideration by
Council.

- Where major variations are sought from an appreetdf plans a new application
should be lodged for determination.

- Significant changes to the exterior of the buildamg not permitted.

- Internal changes to the layout of rooms are peeghithoting that under TPS6, such
changes do not require planning approval.

- Where at a Council meeting, the Council exercisestrdtion in relation to the
approval of setbacks, no further variation is péedi

- Where the approved setback complies with the AatBptDevelopment provisions,
variation to the approved setback would only bemiged within the Acceptable
Development limit.

- Where the approved setback complies with the Aet#ptDevelopment provisions
and a proposed variation would involve the exerofsgiscretion, such variation will
not be approved.

The Administration believes that whilst the errerregrettable, sufficient measures have
been recently identified and implemented as a tresiulrecent reviews and procedural
changes to prevent such an occurrence from happeagain.
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Consultation
Advice taken from Kott Gunning, JBA Surveys andlpty auditor Mr Graham Partridge.
Consultation occurred with KCA.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Legal advice received from Kott Gunning.

Financial Implications
Costs incurred to date on this project (excludifiger time) are as follows:

Legal Advice $3,145 (ex GST)*
Surveyors (including search fees etc) $2,500 (excl. GST)
Probity Auditor (independent witness) $1,227 (excl. GST)

The resource implications of the revised procedares guidelines have not been assessed
and as a consequence will not be able to be veifiil implemented. It is possible that the
increased level of assessment will require additioesources to administer. A further
report will be submitted should this prove to be dase.

Strategic Implications
Planning and Building processes reviewed followB®T decisions, Receipt of City of
Belmont report and ongoing continuous improvemeaciices.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.0.3 |

That ....

(a) Council notes the actions taken and the outsoniih respect to a series of Council
resolutions adopted in relation to 21 South Pegpl&hade at Council’s October,
November and December 2006 meetings;

(b) Council notes that a Standard Footnote is tmberporated on Planning Approvals
issued by the City of South Perth to the effect tha

“where minor variations are sought at the Buildibigence stage from an approved
set of plans, a formal request for a variation tee tplanning approval is to be
sought by the applicant. If supported the variaggrshould be granted subject to
all the previous terms and conditions. If not supgd either the Building Plans
must be amended for a Building Licence to be issared new application for

planning approval should be lodged for considenatiy Council”; and

(© Council notes that Guidelines are to be prapared implemented to facilitate cross
checking of building licence plans by the Plann8egvices Team and that a further
report be submitted to Council as required regardimy delegations of authority.

MOTION
Cr Ozsdolay moved the officer recommendation. GeGleeson

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Best point of clarification following the review of the ‘Watermark documeraisd a
meeting attended by KCA, Ernie Samec of Kott Gugrand Council Officers it appeared
that the plot ratio was just numbers copied bydtfieers - Why were the enclosed balconies
omitted in the KCA table? Why did the City’s Ptamg Department not advise what the
correct plot ratio was - ie present ‘fresh’ platio calculations?
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Director Strategic and Regulatory Servicgtated that what was actually submitted to
Council was a response to a one-page circular.ic&$ responded to that document in
providing an Officer Comment. He said that the orépprepared in November and

subsequent December 2006 Council resolution waernamission Kott Gunning and that

consideration of the plot ratio issue took placa Hter time.

MOTION
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Doherty

That the officer recommendation be amended by ribkision of the following additional
parts (d), (e), (f), (g) and (h):

(d) that Council notes the following procedures@@osed to be implemented:

0] As a condition of submission, all applicantses the assessment of plot
ratio will be required, should include a set oflsecplans (1:100) which
clearly indicate bounded and cross-hatched the amgsidered to be
included (as per Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and RHeodes) for
determination of the plot ratio.

(A) For each bound area there should also be aesuonding
delineation of the area in square metres;

(B) The total of all these areas, the site areathadesulting plot ratio
should also be delineated.

(ii) All applicants seeking planning approval faioposed development will be
required to complete the Planning Services assedssheet to demonstrate
compliance with the City’s Town Planning Scheme HBpthe Residential
Design Codes and relevant Planning Policies.

(i) the inclusion of a disclaimer on the PlanniBgrvices assessment sheet to
the effect that the required information to be fded by the applicant is the
minimum information and that the City will also citer all other relevant
factors.

(e) in conjunction with the proposals referredrigart (d) above, investigation into the
feasibility of applicants submitting all documersrtaining to applications for
planning approval including the completed assessrakeet in electronic format
such as AutoCad, PDF or MS Word to be undertaken;

() a report will be submitted to the earliest dablie Council meeting on the
implementation of the actions described in pariafab)ve.

(9) the plot ratio figure to be included in the dieg details of the officer report and
Agenda paper; and

(h) the matter be referred back to Ernie Samecaif &unning for a complete review
of other matters of non-compliance such as thevidtor room and roof shape and
size.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Best opening for the Motion

« have to recognise developers will go to any lengthchieve desired outcome

< should not be entertaining any gambit claims

« developers out there trying to ‘cut corners’

e Motion is proposed to send a message that Cousadstits statutory responsibilities
seriously

* we want to make sure City of South Perth protefgeéuture

* ‘bunker mentality’ permeated Council
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Cr Macpherson objected to the reference to ‘bunkamtality’

Cr Ozsdolay wanted it recorded that Cr Best spé&alsimself and not Cr Ozsdolay

Cr Best opening for the Motion (cont’d)

« if we acknowledge we have a problem - need to deesioing about it

e data in Ernie Samec’s report show that there amgsin planning assessments

e Council must provide good guidelines for developmen

« ratepayers need to have confidence in Council aigsa¥s

« to take public office seriously we need to acceyitlis scrutiny - work for the betterment
of the community

* need to be open and transparent

EXTENSION OF TIME
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Smith - That Cr Best batgthan extension of time of 5 minutes
to finish his debate.

CARRIED (13/0)

« 3m to each floor equals a large area / milliondaifars
« bonuses have negative impact on neighbours views
e compliance with TPS protects views

e need to pursue this matter

Cr Doherty for the Motion

* believe amended Motion will tighten process

» ensure there is an onus on applicants to comply pvitvisions

« officers report referred to an assessment erromatbuilding plans were approved

» good to read these words as once you have ackngedesi mistake we can then move on

* report reflects all officers working through thepess

* procedures taking place will add value in future

« commend officers on proposed ‘Footer’

e community consultation - more detailed in where li@pfions comply and do not
comply.

Cr Ozsdolay point of clarificatiom relation to the ‘Reason for Change’ identified the
yellow paper circulated - is the reason for chasiggported by the officers.

Director Strategic and Regulatory Servicgtated yes, that it was proposed to prepare
guidelines and to then test them.

Cr Ozsdolay against part (h) of the Motion

« have acknowledged mistake implementing guidelines

« why are we sending back to Kott Gunning

* looking for compensation?

e to important an issue to ignore - is already beiddressed

Cr Cala for the Motion but against part (h)

« thought what was being presented tonight was foréuguidelines
« now we have part (h) that the matter goes backotb ®unning

< out of context - would support Motion without pémn proposed

* in general terms report outcome needs to vindiCatencil

« developers have commercial drive

« acknowledge the problem - officer recommendatiagoisd

« would like part (h) of the Motion reconsidered
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AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Hearne

That the Council censures the CEO of the City aftBderth, Mr C Frewing for his failure
to provide accurate information on this matter.

Cr Smith opening for the Amendment

* believe CEO did not want to acknowledge there waohlem

« asked was penthouse included - no reaction

» tragedy is we are dealing with a developer

» developer has added to plot ratio of this building

» 80 sqg.metres extrapolates to $1.4M

« KCA included this building on its list investigatég Belmont- advised CEO there was a
problem

< the tragedy is it depicts us against staff

e no getting away from it - building over plot ratio

« now have KCA, City officers and Ernie Samec workihgpough this

« Mr Frewing did not want this matter raised - he teant to go away

« we now have a problem of 80 sq.metres

« we should be in unification with Council and staffainst developer

« big portion of honest developers who build as ésl&ing disadvantaged

Mayor Collins reminded Councillors that during debate they weoe to criticise other
Members’ votes. He stated that every Councillanstled to his/her vote. He also raised
the point that Members should not criticise develtspas a ‘whole’ as without developers
we would not have the City we have.

Cr Hearne for the Amendment

« have a lot of experience around the Council table

< do not believe issue taken seriously by CEO

* Dbelieve he stone-walled process

« disappointed that the CEO did not take the ma&gossly

« if censure Motion adopted it will be a lesson f@&@@to take things seriously

Mayor requested the CEO to respond to the censot®iV

CEO Response to Amendment

The CEO stated that he would be very disturbediir@il considered, let alone adopted the
censure Motion. If a Councillor is going to make alegation it should be supported by
facts and evidence. If a Councillor has a complafrthis nature there are mechanisms to
deal with this through the Code of Conduct manda.make an allegation without proof is
out of order and should not be supported for olwigasons. As an example - Cr Smith
stated that these two properties (12/14 Stone tSaree21 South Perth Esplanade) had been
included in the list provided by KCA which werevéstigated by the planning team and
then referred to the City of Belmont for an indeghemt review. This is incorrect, these two
properties were not part of that original list of groperties but came up only recently.

The CEO said he had concerns about the way Cotasilgone about obtaining this
information by the use of Notices of Motion. Hoxge once these Motions were moved and
passed the administration addressed all of thessand provided the information requested
in a timely manner. The Council resolutions weoted upon quickly. The report on
tonight's agenda is an open and accountable reffficers have gone through the process
and have identified where improvements can be mau# guidelines set for future
assessments.
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He further stated that he was surprised by thesatimns made as the matter has been taken
very seriously, not stone walled, but acted upmperly and that he was happy with the
outcome as we are now in a position to put ourpsimoorder’. He said he was happy with
the proposed modifications to the officer recomnagioth but that he did not believe part (h)
proposed will take the matter any further. He wlonbw like to get on with the job and
provide sound advice and put this matter behind Ts.use Cr Jamieson’s words, ‘lessons
learned’ have been made now we need to move on.

Cr Ozsdolay against the Amendment

» do not want a division between Council and CEO

e censure motion does not enhance problem

e am | disappointed - No

e censure motion - No - would like to see facts mae formal way

« this is not natural justice

« if individual Councillors have an opinion - go thugh correct procedure
« Amendment proposed will take us backwards not fodwa

Mayor against the Amendment

« making accusations without information

« this is not bringing forward natural justice

e natural justice gives notice to person the sulécomplaint
e give person opportunity to rectify/respond to coanput

¢ to add that you have no confidence shows poor gavee

Cr Smith closing for the Amendment

» when this first surfaced - | asked CEO did thidding comply - he responded Yes

* issues is that it did not

* happy we are addressing it now

* happy staff and Kott Gunning are addressing it nbwt we had to really force the issue

» there is the proof - | asked CEO did the buildiogply, he responded, Yes

« when | asked was the building measured for hemggitbacks and plot ratio | found - it
was not

< do not have written evidence - matter raised by KCA

« the fact is Mr Frewing misled me when | asked iilding complied

* now we know it does not

The Mayor put the Amendment. CARRIED (7/6)

NOTE:MAYOR COLLINS AND CRS GLEESON, MACPHERSON, OZSD@ak AND
TRENT REQUESTED THAT THEY BE RECORDED AS HAVING V@D
AGAINST THE AMENDMENT.

Cr Best closing for the Motion

« believe part (h) should stay

< have concerns about lift motor room and roof space

« what are ‘lessons learned’ from this in relatiomdof space, lift wells etc
* we want no more surprises
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| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0.3

The Mayor put the Amended Motion

That ...

)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)
(h)

NOTE:

Council notes the actions taken and the outsoniih respect to a series of Council
resolutions adopted in relation to 21 South Perpld&hade at Council’s October,
November and December 2006 meetings;

Council notes that a Standard Footnote is tmberporated on Planning Approvals
issued by the City of South Perth to the effect tha

“where minor variations are sought at the Buildibhggence stage from an approved
set of plans, a formal request for a variation tee tplanning approval is to be
sought by the applicant. If supported the variatgrshould be granted subject to
all the previous terms and conditions. If not supgd either the Building Plans
must be amended for a Building Licence to be issared new application for
planning approval should be lodged for considenatiy Council”; and

Council notes that Guidelines are to be prgparel implemented to facilitate cross
checking of building licence plans by the Plann8egvices Team and that a further
report be submitted to Council as required regardimy delegations of authority.
Council notes that the following proceduresa@osed to be implemented:

0] As a condition of submission, all applicantses the assessment of plot
ratio will be required, should include a set oflsecplans (1:100) which
clearly indicate bounded and cross-hatched the amgeidered to be
included (as per Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and RHeodes) for
determination of the plot ratio.

(A) For each bound area there should also be aesuonding
delineation of the area in square metres;

(B) The total of all these areas, the site areathadesulting plot ratio
should also be delineated.

(i) All applicants seeking planning approval failoposed development will be
required to complete the Planning Services assedssheet to demonstrate
compliance with the City’s Town Planning Scheme HBpthe Residential
Design Codes and relevant Planning Policies.

(i) the inclusion of a disclaimer on the PlanniBgrvices assessment sheet to
the effect that the required information to be jled by the applicant is the
minimum information and that the City will also citer all other relevant
factors.

in conjunction with the proposals referredrigart (d) above, investigation into the

feasibility of applicants submitting all documersrtaining to applications for

planning approval including the completed assestrabeet in electronic format
such as AutoCad, PDF or MS Word to be undertaken;

a report will be submitted to the earliest dablie Council meeting on the

implementation of the actions described in pariafat)ve;

the plot ratio figure to be included in the dieg details of the officer report and

Agenda paper;

the matter be referred back to Ernie Samecaif &unning for a complete review

of other matters of non-compliance such as theridtor room and roof shape and

size; and

the Council censures the CEO of the City of thoRerth, Mr C Frewing for his

failure to provide accurate information on this teat

CARRIED (8/5)

CRS GLEESON, MACPHERSON AND OZSDOLAY REQUESTED EW BE
RECORDED AS HAVING VOTED AGAINST THE MOTION
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Reason for Change (9.0.3)

Due to the work demands experienced by the Plansiafj in the City, this action will
require the applicant to complete the planning ssent sheet and for officers to simply
check the veracity of the information. Planningffstvill need to consider the discretionary
and subjective issues, such as amenity and stapetsonpacts. This initiative will
significantly reduce this workload and should becmaged. This requirement will also
improve open and transparent governance, as apgiand the community alike will
understand the planning requirements of the City.

9.04 Assessment No. 12-14 Stone Street Perth(ltem 12.2 referred from
Council Meeting 19.12.06)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: 11/765 and ST3/12

Date: 11 February 2007

Authors: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer

Steve Cope, Director, Strategic and Regulatory iSesv

Summary

The purpose of this report is to document the adtéen with respect to a series of Council
resolutions adopted in relation to 12-14 Stone ebtmver three months, i.e. October,
November and December 2006.

Background

Resolutions from ‘Notices of Motion’ or ‘Businestan Urgent Nature’ have been adopted
by Council in the last three months of 2006 in tiefato this property. This report details
the progress made in addressing the specific actiomtained in the resolutions and the
outcomes.

The series of Council resolutions are as follows:
At the October 2006 meeting Council resolved anifiel . 3:

“That....

(&) subject to independent legal advice being sbugim Kott Gunning Lawyers in
relation to the local government powers to entevate land,;

(b) the Chief Executive Officer, City of South ReMr C Frewing, be directed to ASAP,
arrange for suitably qualified surveyors to go e nd measure:
0] the height;
(i) the setbacks; and
(i) the plot ratio
at No. 21 South Perth Esplanade, South Perth aadther building which is under
construction is ‘Millstream’ located at Nos. 124 $tone Street, South Perth; and

(c) an independent witness will be required to eeerthese measurements and | will
move that Mr Graham Partridge, ex Chief Executivéficer of the Town of
Cambridge be employed in that role as his knowletgkexperience is ideally suited
for the situation.”
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At the November 2006 meeting, Council resolvedeahill.6:

“That the Chief Executive Officer of the City ofuBoPerth, Mr C Frewing, be directed to
immediately commence arranging for the qualifiedssyors, plus the independent witness
Mr Graham Partridge, to carry out the necessaryleation of the building at Nos. 12 - 14
Stone Street, South Perth to ascertain whethebtiilding as constructed complies with the
approved plan and the provisions of the Town Plagrischeme No. 6 and the R Codes in
relation to height, plot ratio and setbacks.”

At the December 2006 meeting, Council resolveteat il2.2:

“That....

(@ the Chief Executive Officer, City of South Remir C Frewing, be instructed to
arrange for the surveyor (he has chosen) and thdependent witness Mr G
Partridge, accompanied by a City of South Perth i@auBuilding Surveyor, to go on
site at No. 12/14 Stone Street and advise the dautltat they wish to measure and
calculate the plot ratio of the building “as constted”; and

(b) if there is any refusal by the builder and /tbe owner to allow this to be done or if
they are impeded or obstructed in any way, theytaleave the site immediately and
report the matter straight away to the CEO, Mr Fiegv and then the Council’'s
direction would be for Mr Frewing to immediatelyfarm Mr Laurie James of Kott
Gunning Lawyers so that he can apply to the Coartthe ‘Enabling-Order’ to
ensure Council's wishes are carried out.”

Action taken in relation to the abovementioned liggms is as follows:

October Resolution (a)
The legal advice sought was presented in full tar€d at its meeting in November 2006.
The advice by Kott Gunning stated, in part that:

‘At present there appears to be no evidence upaohw@ouncil could form a view that it
has a reasonable basis for suspecting that thedimglis presently or will be (during the
course of construction) not in compliance with dpproved plans’.

October Resolution (b)
A surveyor, JBA Surveys who has a history of periiog surveying work for the City was
engaged to perform this work.

The findings of the survey measurements are asisl|

)] Height
The building height shown on the building licencans complies with the
prescribed maximum in Town Planning Scheme No.l& fieight of three screen
walls at roof level has increased, while notingt ttere is no conflict with height
requirements. Whilst this is a minor variationisitan unauthorised departure from
the approved building licence plans.

(i) Setbacks

Compared with the Planning plans, the buildingrim® plans (as approved) show
that the entire building has been relocated appratély one metre further south
and one metre further from the northern boundamgr@ has been no increase in the
width of the building as a result of the relocatidime combined overall dimension
of the north and south setbacks remains consistiht the approved Planning
plans. The setbacks remain consistent with the nTddtanning Scheme
requirements.
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The rear setback shown on the building plans issistent with the dimensions
shown on the planning plans. The front setbackdeas reduced by approximately
400mm while still complying with the prescribed mium.

Subject to these comments, the measurements pdolbidehe surveyor indicate the
‘as built’ setbacks of the building are in accordamwith the approved Building
Plans.

(iii) Plot Ratio
Plot ratio is in accordance with the approved BogdPlans.

In summary therefore, the above-mentioned survegsorements all revealed (with minor
variations) that the building is constructed in@dance with the approved Building Plans.

October Resolution (c)As per the Council resolution, Mr Graham Partridges been
appointed as a ‘probity auditor’ to independentlygness the surveying activities of JBA
Surveyors. The report of Mr Partridge on his ineshent in this assignment is contained at
Confidential Attachment 9.0.3.In summary, his report concludes:

“The survey revealed that the height and side setoaf the building under construction
were, apart from some minor variations, in accordamwith the approved plans provided
to JBA Surveys by the City of South Perth.

The Surveyor....... did not undertake a calculatiofithe plot ration and it is recommended
that this be measured when the first Strata Plariaslged with the City.”

November Resolution and December Resolution (a)
Further legal advice provided by Kott Gunning wabléd at the November meeting of
Council which concluded as follows:

“(d) If there is a preference to proceed with theuBicil decision at the present time, a
delegated officer should inform the owner of thg/'€iintention to enter and inspect
the building at a reasonable time. The delegatéidesfs entry would be lawful under
clause 9.1(2) of Town Planning Scheme No 6, evite ibwner declined to consent to
entry. If entry is refused, the City should notctorentry and must observe the
provisions of the Local Government Act in order dain lawful entry. If non-
compliance is determined, Council may issue a ¥opk Order.”

After a series of communications between the CiKgtt Gunning and Stone Street

Developments Ltd, access to the property was gildntehe developer to the City staff, the
Surveyor and Mr Partridge on Tuesday, 23 Januady 2¢hen internal measurements were
taken.

December 2006 resolution part (b)
As entry was gained to the property with the pesiois of the owners, it was not necessary
to take any further action.

Comment

As a result of discovering the variation in The BoBerth Esplanade property, a similar
check was conducted by comparing the approved Plgiqans with the approved Building
plans and this confirmed a similar inconsistency.
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A Planning Officer checked the building licencergaagainst the original planning plans
and then gave a clearance for the building licancke issued. Documents on file do not
explain the increased floor area and it has non lpessible to obtain an explanation from
the officer in this regard, as he is currently eave overseas.

Planning approval was given on July 2004 and adimgl licence was issued on 28 June
2005.

Following the granting of planning approval basedsketch plans, building licence plans
were submitted incorporating increased floor afidee increase came about primarily as a
result of increasing the floor area of the two pense units and by slightly increasing the
floor area of one secondary bedroom within eaclkhefunits in the whole building. The
effect of the design changes was to increase thieratio floor area from the maximum
permissible 3380 sq. metres to 3498 sq. mefegeund 98 sg. metres or 3.5% beyond the
prescribed maximum), once again, based upon theaiirey method of plot ratio
calculation.

Part of the variation relates to a minor extensmione bedroom in each of 24 units. The
increase is approximately 1.75 sqg. metres for emghwhich has a total area of 132 sq
metres. Because of the small variation this wawdtl have been easy to identify without
very detailed checking of the Planning Plans toRhiéding Plans. The balance of the floor
area exceeding the prescribed maximum appearsdtiriiitable to an incorrect calculation
at the planning approval stage.

It is acknowledged that an inadvertent error o@itry the Planning Team at the time the
Building Plans were approved and this resultedhvéndiot ratio increase.

It is noted that the Building Plans for this prdgenere assessed approximately 18 months
ago and prior to a number of important changesgoeiade to the assessment process
following a review of procedures by the City of Beint.

The following comments are identical to those com@ in report 9.0.3 as the background
to procedural changes and proposed remedy is the sa

The City of Belmont audit relating to six buildingsthe City of South Perth was conducted
last year and the findings were reported to Couvieinbers at a Concept Forum briefing on
10 July 2006. Council Members were provided wigummary of those findings.

The Belmont officers presented a list of 17 recomdagions.The general conclusions were

as follows:

» The Belmont Officers did not identify any signifidaareas of concern with the manner
of assessment of the six buildings that were tHgest of the audit. However they
recommended a number of ways in which practicetddmeimproved.

» Greater focus should be placed on ensuring thatidga are compliant before planning
approval is issued i.e. less reliance should beeglan conditions of planning approval
requiring significant design changes.

» At the stage of checking working drawings priobtdglding licences being issued, apart

from the most minor and inconsequential variatifsam the approved “Planning” plans,
design changes at the building licence stage shmilbe tolerated.
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Since the Belmont audit the following improved gi@es have been implemented:

A more stringent interpretation of plot ratio is wioapplied. (Note: The new
interpretation has been applied since October 20falowing two key SAT
determinations).

At the stage of assessment of applications for rpten approval, where statutory
conflicts are identified or significant design char are required for other reasons, the
Planning Officers require the submission of revidemvings before approval is granted,
rather than imposing conditions resulting in desianges.

Subsequently, when building licence plans are agckgainst the approved sketch
plans, variations are not supported other thannseguential changes to internal layout
which do not materially affect the exterior appeasaof the building.

The Planning Assessment Sheets have been expawdadote comprehensively
document the planning assessment undertaken.

Intended further improvements to current practices

Investigations into further improvements to currprdactices are ongoing, in pursuit of the
“continuous improvement” approach. The followingrther improvements will be
implemented, among others:

It is proposed to ‘reserve’ one night per month foouncil Briefings on “Major
Developments” where Planning applications have lveeaived. It is also acknowledged
that this may delay Council approval being giveut, Would result in a more acceptable
outcome.

While a comprehensive and effective assessment shaeed at the planning approval
stage, the subsequent review of building licen@nplis not currently supported by
another assessment sheet. To record details @rdlss-checking between the approved
sketch plans and the subsequent working drawinigsilding licence assessment sheet is
being prepared. This will record compliance withnditions of planning approval.
Further, any minor variations will be documented ah approved, the rationale for
supporting the variations will be recorded.

For major developments, including all applicatiom$erred to Council meetings for
determination, in addition to the assigned Planifiicer's cross-check of the building
licence plans against the approved sketch plan&uadit check” will be undertaken by
the Team Leader, Planning Services, or the Man&gelopment Services.

Guidelines will be produced to facilitate the crobgcking of building licence plans.
These guidelines will include but will not be limd to the following:

- Where variation(s) to a planning approval is soumhthe Building License stage, it
must be very clear on what basis the modificatias Ireen supported and under what
authority it has been approved.

- Where minor variations are sought at the Buildimgehse stage from an approved set
of plans, a formal request for a variation to theping approval should be sought by
the applicant. If supported, the variation(s) dtidae granted subject to all previous
terms and conditions. If not supported, eitherBldding Licence must be amended
or a new application for planning approval lodgeddonsideration by Council.

- Where major variations are sought from an appraetdof plans a new application
should be lodged for determination.
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- Significant changes to the exterior of the buildarg not permitted.

- Internal changes to the layout of rooms are peedhjthoting that under TPS6, such
changes do not require planning approval.

- Where at a Council meeting, the Council exercisetrdtion in relation to the
approval of setbacks, no further variation is péedi

- Where the approved setback complies with the AatBetDevelopment provisions,
variation to the approved setback would only bempiged within the Acceptable
Development limit.

- Where the approved setback complies with the Aat#ptDevelopment provisions
and a proposed variation would involve the exeroisdiscretion, such variation will
not be approved.

 Where major variations are sought at the buildilngrce stage, these will not be
approved and a new application for planning apdrousst be lodged for consideration
by Council.

The Administration believes that whilst the errerregrettable, sufficient measures have
been recently identified and implemented as a tresiulrecent reviews and procedural
changes to prevent such an occurrence from happagain.

Consultation
Advice taken from Kott Gunning, JBA Surveys andhity auditor Mr Graham Partridge
and liaison with the property owners.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Legal advice received from Kott Gunning.

Financial Implications
Costs incurred to date on this project (excludiffizer time) are as follows:

Legal Advice $3,145 (exc. GST)
Surveyors (including search fees etc) $2,310 c.(B8T)
Probity Auditor (independent witness) $818 (&38&T)

The resource implications of the revised procedares guidelines have not been assessed
and as a consequence will not be able to be veiindil implemented. It is possible that the
increased level of assessment will require additioesources to administer. A further
report will be submitted should this prove to be tiase.

Strategic Implications
Planning and Building processes reviewed followBWT decisions, Receipt of City of
Belmont report and ongoing continuous improvemeattices.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.0.4 |

That....

(@) Council notes the action taken and the outcomirsrespect to a series of Council
resolutions adopted in relation to No. 12-14 St&@teet at Council’s October,
November and December 2006 meetings;
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(b) Council notes that a Standard Footnote is tmberporated on Planning Approvals
issued by the City of South Perth to the effect tha

“where minor variations are sought at the Buildihigence stage from an approved
set of plans, a formal request for a variation lte planning approval is to be sought
by the applicant. If supported the variation(s) slibbe granted subject to all the
previous terms and conditions. If not supportetegithe Building Licence must be
amended (for a Building Licence to be issued) areav application for planning
approval should be lodged for consideration by @oli; and

(© Council notes that Guidelines are to be prapared implemented to facilitate cross
checking of building licence plans by the Plann8egvices Team and that a further
report be submitted to Council as required regardimy delegations of authority.

MOTION
Cr Trent moved the officer recommendation, Sec Z3d0lay

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Cala

That the officer recommendation be amended by ribkision of the following additional
parts (d), (e), (f) and (9):

(d) Council notes that the following procedures@@osed to be implemented:

0] As a condition of submission, all applicantses the assessment of plot
ratio will be required, should include a set oflecplans (1:100) which
clearly indicate bounded and cross-hatched the amwssidered to be
included (as per Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and RHeodes) for
determination of the plot ratio.

(A) For each bound area there should also be agmonding delineation of the
area in square metres;

(B) The total of all these areas, the site areathadesulting plot ratio should
also be delineated.

(i) All applicants seeking planning approval faoposed development will be
required to complete the Planning Services assedssheet to demonstrate
compliance with the City’s Town Planning Scheme Bpthe Residential
Design Codes and relevant Planning Policies.

(i) the inclusion of a disclaimer on the PlanniBgrvices assessment sheet to
the effect that the required information to be jded by the applicant is the
minimum information and that the City will also cider all other relevant
factors.

(e) in conjunction with the proposals referredrtgart (d) above, investigation into the
feasibility of applicants submitting all documersrtaining to applications for
planning approval including the completed assessrakeet in electronic format
such as AutoCad, PDF or MS Word to be undertaken;

() a report will be submitted to the earliest dablie Council meeting on the
implementation of the actions described in partafave; and

(9) the plot ratio figure to be included in the tie@ details of the officer report and
Agenda paper;

Cr Jamieson point of clarificatiowill ‘deemed refusal’ have an impact on timing of
briefings? Director Strategic and Regulatory #®w stated yes, that it could take the
application over the refusal period but that it was uncommon for them to go over.
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|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0.4

The Mayor put the Amended Motion

That....

@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)
(9)

Council notes the action taken and the outcomitrsrespect to a series of Council
resolutions adopted in relation to No. 12-14 St&teeet at Council’'s October,
November and December 2006 meetings;

Council notes that a Standard Footnote is tmberporated on Planning Approvals
issued by the City of South Perth to the effect tha

“where minor variations are sought at the Buildihigence stage from an approved
set of plans, a formal request for a variation lte planning approval is to be sought
by the applicant. If supported the variation(s) slibbe granted subject to all the
previous terms and conditions. If not supportetegithe Building Licence must be
amended (for a Building Licence to be issued) arew application for planning
approval should be lodged for consideration by @oli; and

Council notes that Guidelines are to be prapared implemented to facilitate cross
checking of building licence plans by the Plann8egvices Team and that a further
report be submitted to Council as required regardimy delegations of authority.

that the following procedures are proposedetiniplemented:

) As a condition of submission, all applicantses the assessment of plot
ratio will be required, should include a set oflsecplans (1:100) which
clearly indicate bounded and cross-hatched the amwsidered to be
included (as per Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and RHeodes) for
determination of the plot ratio.

(A) For each bound area there should also be aesmonding
delineation of the area in square metres;

(B) The total of all these areas, the site areathadesulting plot ratio
should also be delineated.

(i) All applicants seeking planning approval faoposed development will be
required to complete the Planning Services assegssheet to demonstrate
compliance with the City’s Town Planning Scheme Bpthe Residential
Design Codes and relevant Planning Policies.

(i) the inclusion of a disclaimer on the PlanniBgrvices assessment sheet to
the effect that the required information to be jled by the applicant is the
minimum information and that the City will also cider all other relevant
factors.

in conjunction with the proposals referredrigart (d) above, investigation into the

feasibility of applicants submitting all documergsrtaining to applications for

planning approval including the completed assessrebeet in electronic format
such as AutoCad, PDF or MS Word to be undertaken;

a report will be submitted to the earliest dafblie Council meeting on the

implementation of the actions described in pariafave; and

the plot ratio figure to be included in the tie@ details of the officer report and

Agenda paper.

CARRIED (13/0)

Reason for Change

Due to the work demands experienced by the Plarstadf in the City, this action will require the
applicant to complete the planning assessment singlefor officers to simply check the veracity of
the information. Planning staff will need to calesi the discretionary and subjective issues, ssach a
amenity and streetscape impacts. This initiative significantly reduce this workload and should
be encouraged. This requirement will also improgen and transparent governance, as applicants
and the community alike will understand the plagniequirements of the City.
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9.0.5 South Perth Civic Triangle Site/Proposed SoltPerth Station and Peninsula
Area Strategy (Item 9.0.2 referred from Council meeting 22 Feloyu2005)

Location: Precinct 1 Mill Point, South Perth

Applicant: Councll

File Ref: PS/8A/6

Date: 5/2/07

Author/Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director,a#gic and Regulatory Services
Summary

The purpose othis report is to determine the City’'s intention rielation to the Civic
Triangle site. This decision is essential to ftatié preparation of the 2007/2008 Strategic
Financial Plan. This report builds upon a serie€adincil briefings which were held during
2006 (March, September, October and December) #isaweearlier briefings to enable
further consideration of a strategy for the Civi@ahgle land.

Council's Principal Activity Plans/Strategic Finaalc Plans from 2003 to 2006 have
indicated the tentative disposal of the site. Peds from the disposal have been included in
each Strategic Financial Plan albeit with qualtfima about the sale since 2005.

In May 2003 Council requested that a detailed amslge undertaken of future options for
the site. Council received a report on the futiarethe Civic Triangle site in November
2004 and resolved to endorse the report for thpqser of consultation. In February 2005,
Council resolved to defer community consultationtlea Civic Triangle proposals pending
final adoption of the South Perth Station and ParaArea Strategy. Council resolved in
October 2006 to initiate Stage 2 of precinct plagrstrategies for the South Perth and the
Canning Bridge train station precincts.

The focus of investigations for presentation teergécCouncil briefings in late 2006 has been
consideration of the options of disposal of thei€iiriangle land by sale or lease. Syme
Marmion & Co. presented an analysis of the retamtipated under a freehold sale versus
long term lease scenarios to a December 2006 Adomefing. The analysis presented to
that recent briefing is incorporated in this repoft decision at the February 2007 Council
meeting will form an input to the 2007/2008 Strateginancial Plan and will set future
direction for the ‘disposal’ of the site.

Background

The South Perth Civic Triangle is bounded by MeBti®et, Labouchere Road and Mill
Point Road. The Civic Triangle comprises 10 sepdais. The City owns all the lots, with
the exception of the Post Office lamthich has been withdrawn from sale by AustraliatPos
The Post Office and Police Station buildings hasgthge significance.

The City has progressively acquired land at thacClviangle since 1986. Initially there
were no strategies or Business Plans in placeHersite, with acquisitions continuing
without documented consideration of long-term olpyes. Anecdotally, there was a
suggestion that the land would be used for civipppses - hence the title of the site. In
1996, the Strategy for Economic Development of LBaded Freehold Assets was adopted
by the then Council and the ‘Civic Triangle’ wasmdified as a significant option for
converting non-performing land holdings within #enicipality. The City decided to seek
ownership of the adjoining lots to facilitate arsfggcant development site. The Council
completed the acquisitions in October 1997 (witheRkception of the Post Office and Police
Station). The Police Station was subsequently aedun May 2004.
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In May 2002 the Council adopted a Principal Activitlan which indicated that the site
might be disposed of and the proceeds appliedvie grojects. In May 2003 Council
reviewed this approach and requested that a detailalysis be undertaken with respect to
future options for the site.

In 2004 a program was initiated involving extereapertise working collaboratively with
the City’s Elected Members and senior staff to idgiand evaluate options for the future of
the Civic Triangle site. A Multi Criteria Analysimethod was used to assess options. The
analysis used a Triple Bottom Line approach iragsessment whereby each of the social,
environmental and economic factors was consideteshvidentifying the preferred option.

The range of criteria used to inform decisions albloe future of the site reflected the Brief
developed by the City in 2003 and included:

(a) Economic Factors

* Quantifiable economic costs and benefits of variopgons (both short term
and long term);

* Quantified evaluations of the impact of variousi@ms on the financial viability
and commercial performance of the City of SouthtPer

* A non-quantified appraisal of the impact of theieas options on the dynamic
business environment of City of South Perth andMleads Street commercial
centre in particular.

(b) Social Factors
* Heritage, cultural, architectural and urban des@ne;
* The opportunities for the community to interact hwthe precinct in social,
commercial and cultural activities.

(© Environmental Factors
The impact of the various options on:
* Water, air and noise pollution
* Greenhouse gas emissions
» Sustainable waste management
* Energy efficiency
* Bio-diversity
* General air and environmental quality
» Traffic generation and parking requirements

The process involved a series of papers and wopsshhich considered:

* The social, demographic, economic and policy cdrftaxdevelopmenbf the site;

» The range of options for development on the sitegrgthe development context;

* The relative importance, or weighting, of critettabe applied to the assessment of
options on the site; and

* Investigation of the consequence of varying theghtng of various criteria,
particularly the risk to the Council of various iopis.

The context study undertaken in association wite #904 Multi Criteria Analysis

indicated:

e Approximately 2,500 people living in the peninsal@a, with a high proportion of
single households and of people over 60;

« Approximately 2,000 people employed in the precimith the majority in the office /
business sector; and

* Some opportunity for retail expansion and significapportunity for increased
business employment activity, provided that thestaition were constructed.
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As a result of the first Workshop with Council, thaitial analysis for the scenario
development and assessment focused on the twdjitiesi of a train station either being
built or not at the end of Lyall Street and the @lepment of two variations of a ‘built form’
for the Civic Triangle site including a 16-storegerario and a 10-storey scenario. The 16-
storey option was discounted as being less viabléhfs site.

The detailed analysis focused on a 10-storey dpuaat with 5 scenario variations based
on compliance or non-compliance with the existidgS® (with density variations), train

station and no train station scenarios, and thel leff commercial development. A sixth

option of “do nothing” was also included in the essment.

The assessment methodology employed a Multi-Cait@rialysis technique. This method
ranks a given set of alternatives based on how thell satisfy a set group of criteria. The
chosen criteria were based on the triple bottora kategories of economic, social and
environmental standards. In the second Workshopnibées of the City of South Perth
Council provided weightings to each of the critex@@ording to importance.

The main outcomes were:

e The results of the Multi Criteria Analysis suggestbeat for the Council, largely due to
risk factors, the most favourable choice at thatetiwas to sell the site, with some
development conditions attaching to the sale cottra

* Whether the rail station is built or not, the as&éysuggested that selling the site is still
the optimum choice.

* The Multi-Criteria Analysis indicated site densstishould be increased. Note that the
modelled scenario for increased density did natgusite an increase in the overall bulk
or height of the ‘built form’ currently allowed uadTPS6.

* Consequences of this are that a revision of thesMa&IId be required.

It is also acknowledged that the land is currehilyproductive’ in that its ownership by
Council provides little or no benefit to the City its ratepayers. Given that the City is in
the business of providing facilities and serviaastiie benefit of its ratepayers and residents
and the release of funds ‘tied up’ in this assditeviable the City to more ably provide and
satisfy this requirement, it is proposed that dispharrangements commence as soon as
possible. This will also enable the provision efwncapital facilities at minimum cost given
construction costs continue to rise at an extraviaigde.

Comment

)] Civic Triangle Site

Since Council’s consideration of the 2004 Civic ahigle Site Study, changes in the

following key factors has occurred:

* The rail station is more certain, with a publictated commitment for construction by
2010. The Government has already committed fuodbe station by re-aligning the
road and rail line as a variation to the main caihstruction contract to allow for the
future construction of a station platform and statbuilding.

* The property market has continued to strengthentlaischllows a re-assessment of the
likely returns and a re-consideration of the datariming the lease versus sell option.

The results of the previous process have recemfnbreviewed by Elected Members at
Concept Forum briefings held on 12/9/06, 3/10/06 %#12/06.

At the September 2006 Concept Forum it was ackrayelé that the disposal options of the

City entering into a joint venture or being prirgigleveloper was not appropriate due to the
increased risk factor, and as a consequence tiievM8iild focus on lease and sale options.
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The October 2006 Concept Forum addressed the ngisand timetable for review of a
strategy for the Civic Triangle site including fumg and partnership options. The
following consensus emerged on key issues:

» Further information was to be obtained including@plist external expertise with
regard to a range of development scenarios forCive Triangle in a sale or lease
situation.

* The focus of further planning investigations shobtd on the impact of the Southern
Suburbs Railway on the City of South Perth.

* That a mini Town Planning Scheme review should bdetaken for the South Perth
Train Station Precinct (including Mends Street Careral Precinct) and the Canning
Bridge Train Station Precinct.

 There was a theme expressed by Council that it dviwel more comfortable if the
ultimate ownership of the site remained with theyCi

Syme Marmion & Co presented an analysis of optimndease versus sale of the Civic
Triangle land to a December 2006 Concept Foruntlisdanalysis is presented below.

The options to lease rather than sell the site ireim@en. Best information available at the
time of the 2004 multi-criteria analysis indicatibat the returns available from leasing the
site were likely to be substantially lower thafresaf freehold land and that this outweighed
the consideration given to the strategic advantaf@staining long-term ownership of the

site by the City. The latter was a specific cid@arin the earlier multi-criteria analysis. At

that time, the lease being considered was a shontlease.

Given the continued strengthening of the propertyrket, and the likelihood that it will
remain strong within the timeframe for dealing wilie site, it is appropriate to check the
assumptions underlying the earlier result.

Under a lease option the site would be made avaitaba private developer for a specified
period. It is likely that this would be a very tpmperiod (ideally 75 - 99 years) and the
longer the period, the closer to appearing as\fdate freehold title the transfer becomes.
While some ground leases for industrial and comiakuses are structured on the basis of
periodic (monthly or annual) payments, a singlenpayt at the commencement of the lease
is common and more appropriate for residential .ugesprecedent for this type of
transaction may be seen in the Swan Brewery #itéhe analysis a single lump sum upfront
payment is assumed. This payment captures thigytaihthe value in current terms of the
anticipated cashflow if it were to be spread actbedease period.

The main effect of a lease option is that the fdritla to the land remains with the City and
use of the land would revert to the City at the ehthe lease period. This was seen as an
important consideration in the earlier Council wairéps.

Note that under each option, conditions of salelease would include development
conditions that may go beyond the prevailing TowanRing Scheme including design
guidelines, heritage conditions and specificationsland use and development timing.
Under each option the site would be offered tortiagket in an open competitive process.
Council would have a significant capacity to infhae what ultimately is developed on the
site under the lease (with conditions) option.

The specialist external advice received is thatvdew of the likely return to the City of a
sale of the site as a freehold title is between®ahd $14.5 million. The upfront payment
from a ground lease of the site, with similar depehent conditions to the freehold offering,
could be approximately the same, provided a vemg I&5 - 99 years plus) lease term were
offered. The advice received is that a reductiothe lease term would substantially reduce
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the expected lease payment, to the extent thatwkie less than 50 years the site would
have no leasehold value as a development site. offegng of a residential development

site to the market as a ground lease is unusudeith and the expected return to the city
with this option is subject to much greater vaaatbr in other words risk than a freehold
sale.

Whether the market will find a residential leasanppunity in South Perth attractive or not,
only time will tell as there is no comparable evide available to provide definitive advice.
If this course of action is preferred Council wied to review its position if offers received
ultimately prove unattractive.

(i) Train Station Precinct Planning
At its October 2006 meeting, Council resolved :

“That Council...

(a) endorse preparation of a brief for the develeptrof further detailed planning
strategies for the South Perth and Canning Bridgtstation precincts;

(b) authorise the initiation of a tender processébect a suitable consultant(s) to conduct
stage 2 of the Precinct studies; and

(c) endorse investigation of a collaborative apmiand/or partnership with the WA
Planning Commission on the preparation of precplahning strategies.”

Discussions have occurred with the Chairman ofWh&PC and senior staff of DPI with
regard to the possible shared funding of furthanping studies addressing the impact of the
Southern Suburbs Railway on the South Perth anai@aBridge Railway Stations; these
discussions have been positive and the City is gonep to lodge a detailed funding
submission.

The WAPC response to the City’s funding submissidhdetermine the study budget and
allow the City to proceed with the process of sihgca study consultant.

Anticipated Timetable

The following indicative timetable for review is I§act to confirmation and requires
consideration in conjunction with the indicativenétable for the proposed South Perth
Train Station Precinct review.

1. Decision on sale or lease February 07
2. Finalise Site Development Guidelines June 07

3. Sale / EOIl documentation August 07

4, EOI submitted September 07
5. EOI shortlisting December 07

6. Detailed submissions April 08

7. Evaluation of submissions June 08

8. Final approval July 08

9. Funds received October 08
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Summary
In summary, considerable research, investigatisicadind analysis has occurred in the last
few years in respect to the Civic Triangle site.

The prospect of disposing of the land and applyirggproceeds towards civic projects has
been included in the Strategic Financial Plantierpast 5 years.

At this point in time due to the need for decisioaking in respect of those other civic
projects, it is necessary for the strategy for@hac Triangle land to be determined.

Earlier specialist advice provided to Council wasattsale of the land would be most
beneficial. At recent Council briefings, for thigst time specialist external advice was
conveyed that the leasing option may generate cabjgareturns to freehold sale.

The Civic vision for the land remains to be finatisincluding preparation of development
guidelines for the land and specification of artyeptconditions of disposal.

Finalisation of the Civic Triangle strategy at thime will be beneficial in terms of market
conditions and is complementary to other curreittatives, such as the proposed South
Perth train station proposed precinct plan and TBlanning Scheme review.

Consultation

Section 3.58 of th&.ocal Government Aatequires public advertising of any proposal to
‘dispose’ of land under Council ownership or cohtrdisposal in this context includes
lease of land under Council control.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The Local Government Act details requirements wetspect to the disposal of property.

The following Council policies are relevant to tihigtter and have been taken into account
in the formulation of this report:

* Policy P103 - Communication and Consultation

* Policy P306 - Development of Council owned land

Financial Implications

Financial implications outlined in this report atenceptual and are subject to further
reporting. However, the inclusion of indicative peeds from the site in the Strategic
Financial Plan for 2006/2007 to 2010/2011 is imkdo the sustainable funding of the
City’'s proposed capital program over this time.ve$al significant community facilities
(which have the potential to deliver enormous ddoémefit to the community) are reliant
upon the indicative funding from this site.

Leveraging that funding through a long term leags|st retaining the long term ownership
of the site by the City, demonstrates a responsité@ardship of the City’s major strategic
financial assets by Counecils

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” and Goal 6 “Financial
Viability” identified within the Council's Strategi Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the
following terms: To effectively manage, enhance and maintain they&tunique natural
and built environment. To provide responsible asdstainable management of the City’s
financial resources’.
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9.1

9.2

9.3

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0.5
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Maddaford

That with respect to land owned by the City knownttze Civic Triangle within the street

block bounded by Mends Street, Labouchere Roadvilhé&oint Road:
(a) on the basis of specialist advice that an upfiease payment for the Civic Triangle
land will approximate the likely freehold sale gcthe City plan to dispose of the
land on the basis of a 99 year lease, not freedalk]
(b) a further Council report be submitted addresgsin
) proposed development guidelines (i.e. heighgnsity residential vs.
commercial land use), and other relevant conditiofisdisposal (i.e.
continued access to South Perth Learning Centre);

(i) public consultation on the proposed developtrggndelines, and

(iii) an indicative study timetable be prepared floe proposed Town Planning
Scheme review associated with the South Perth s&ition precinct to
demonstrate compatibility with the indicative timle for disposal of the
Civic Triangle land;

(© a figure of $11m be incorporated in the Stratégnancial Plan for the 2008/2009
year in respect to income from disposal of the land

(d) a professional land valuation be obtained pigoany action being taken to dispose
of the land.

CARRIED (13/0)

GOAL 1: CUSTOMER FOCUS
Nil

GOAL 2: COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT
Nil

GOAL 3: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : ITEM 9.3.1 : CR MACPHER3D

“l wish to declare a conflict of interest in Agenttam 9.3.1 Proposed Four x Two Storey

Grouped Dwellings 110 Mary Street, Como on the Eaty 2007 Council Agenda.

| disclose that I live in Leonora Street in clogexpmity to the development site the subject
of the report, and in view of this | will leaveet@ouncil Chamber and not seek to discuss or
vote on this matter.”

Note: Cr Macpherson left the Council Chamber at 11.12pm

9.3.1 Proposed Four x Two Storey Grouped Dwelling® Replace Four Former
Multiple Dwellings. Lot 166 (No. 110) Mary StreetComo.

Location: Lot 166 (No. 110) Mary Street, Como

Applicant: Lauderan Pty Ltd

Lodgement Date: 6 October 2006

File Ref: 11.2006.480 MA9/110 11/362

Date: 1 February 2007

Author: Jordan Ennis, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Strategid &egulatory Services
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Summary

To consider an application for planning approval foe replacement of four Multiple
Dwellings with four Grouped Dwellings using the pisions of Clause 6.1 “Replacement of
Existing Buildings not Complying with Density, PIBatio, Use or Height Limits” of Town
Planning Scheme No. 6. The site was previouslymed with four Multiple Dwellings
which were approved prior to the TPS6 dual dermitying of R30/R40. Without invoking
the special provisions of Clause 6.1 of TPS6, tteeanly qualifies for development at the
lower density coding of R30. Council discretionsisught pursuant to the provisions of
Clause 6.1 of TPS6 to allow four Grouped DwellingBurther information is provided
within the comment section of this report. Theoramendation is for approval subject to
standard and special conditions.

Background
This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 9.3.1(a) Plans of the proposal.

Attachment 9.3.1(b) Objections from adjoining land owners.
Attachment 9.3.1(c) Letter of support from adjoining land owners.
Attachment 9.3.1(d) Letter from applicant.

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R30/R40

Lot area 1063 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Plot ratio Not applicable

Development potential Three Grouped Dwellings (in accordance with Table 1 of the Residential
Design Codes); or
Four Grouped Dwellings (in accordance with Clause 6.1 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6).

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppsal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesdgbed in the Delegation:

3.  The Exercise of a Discretionary Power
(iv) Proposals involving the exercise of discretiomder Clauses 6.1 or 6.11 of the
No. 6 Town Planning Scheme.

The location of the development site is shown below
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Comment

(@)

(b)

(c)

Description of the proposal
The proposal incorporates four, two storey Groupeellings.

Town Planning Scheme No. 6 provisions: Claugel

The proposed development involves the exercise isdretion in relation to the
proposed number of dwellings and also in relatmbdundary walls. Comments on
boundary walls are provided in part (f) below.

Council is not being asked to exercise discreitiorelation to any other aspect of the
proposed development, as it complies with the Ataddp Development provisions of
the R-Codes. As explained in part (e) below, atgreextent of building bulk would
have been possible, while still complying with thecceptable Development
provisions of the Codes.

The proposal involves the replacement of four igldt Dwellings with four Grouped

Dwellings in accordance with the provisions of Gaw.1 “Replacement of Existing
Buildings not Complying with Density, Plot Ratiose or Height Limits” of Town

Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6). Sub-clause (1)ssthge:

“(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Coded bubject to the provisions of sub-
clause (3), if, on the date of gazettal of the 8wha site contained a residential
development that exceeded:

(@) the density coding indicated on the Scheme Maeips

(b) the Building Height Limit; or

(c) both the density coding and the Building Helghtit;

the Council may approve redevelopment of that site:

() to the same density or height or both, and i same use as those of the
development which existed on the site on the dhtgamettal of the
Scheme; and

(i) with a plot ratio exceeding the maximum prédsed by the Residential
Design Codes.”

Sub-clause (2) applies to sites containing a neieatial development, and therefore
is not applicable to the current proposal. Sulbissa(3) states:

“(3) The power conferred by Sub-clauses (1) andhdy only be exercised if:

(@ in the opinion of the Council, the proposedalepment will contribute
more positively to the scale and character of theeetscape, the
preservation or improvement of the amenity of threaa and the
objectives for the precinct than the building whestisted on the site on
the date of gazettal of the Scheme; and

(b) except where proposed development comprisesr ralterations to the
existing development which, in the opinion of tleai@il, do not have a
significant adverse effect on the amenity of adijgjidand, advertising of
the proposed development has been undertaken rdarice with the
provisions of Clause 7.3.”

Vehicular manoeuvrability

The application was referred to the City’s Enginagrnfrastructure Department to
ascertain whether adequate provision had been rwdeehicle egress from the
garage of Unit 4. The Manager, Engineering Infragtire acknowledged that the
garage to Unit 4 could not be exited in a singte movement based on the
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(d)

(€)

Engineering Department’'s software. However, thmiftware is based on a high
standard where the dimensions of the vehicle amsiderably greater than the typical
mid-size sedan. The Manager, Engineering Infragire was satisfied that if the
garage was occupied by both a larger size vehicte standard size vehicle, the
reversing movement could be effected in severalam@nts without detriment to the
surrounding units.

Outdoor living areas

Clause 3.4.2 “Outdoor Living Areas” of the ResitiginDesign Codes requires each
Grouped Dwelling to feature an Outdoor Living Angth a minimum area of 24 sq.
metres. In addition, the Outdoor Living Areas egquired to be located behind the
street setback line, directly accessible from athble room of the dwelling, have a
minimum length and width dimension of 4.0 metres drave at least/s of the
required area without permanent cover. In thitaimse, at least 16 sq. metres of each
Outdoor Living Area must be unroofed.

In this instance, the dwellings have been provigid Outdoor Living Areas of a size
required at the applicable R30 density coding (4eetres), but the unroofed portion
is only equivalent to that required at R40 densibding (/s of a 20 sg. metre
courtyard or 13.33 sg. metres).

Officers are of the opinion that this arrangemsrgatisfactory in the circumstances,
noting that the ‘as built’ density is equivalentRd0.

Streetscape - Design, scale and character oketdwellings
The existing streetscape within the relevant foaes predominantly comprises two
storey Grouped Dwellings of a medium density nature

The general form and design of the proposed duggdlis compatible with the existing
streetscape. Other existing dwellings within Ma®greet comprise Grouped
Dwellings and Single Houses with front setbacksyiwvay from 4.5 metres to 9.0
metres. To ensure that the proposed developmettitmaies more positively to the
streetscape than the former Multiple Dwellings vahigere previously on the site,
measures have been taken to reduce the perceivielihbubulk of the two storey

dwellings. This has been achieved by providingitfreetbacks which range from 5.5
to 6.0 metres, compared with the required minimetback of 4.0 metres.

The perceived visual magnitude of the buildingcamsidered to be comparable to
neighbouring buildings within the focus area. sltrelevant to note that the proposed
development fits within the prescribed 7.0 metréding height limit, provides more
open space than the minimum open space requireandntomplies with all boundary
setback requirements.

Furthermore it should be noted buildings withire ttmmediate surrounds of the
proposed development are that of a comparable ,sftald and design. The lot
immediately north (No. 5 Cale Street) contains fiw® storey Grouped Dwellings.
The north-eastern and direct eastern rear lot (R8d.eonora, 7 Cale Street and 25
Leonora Street) both contain four Grouped Dwellingghe only lot within the
immediate area which does not contain four or m@reuped Dwellings is the
southern adjoining property (No. 112 Mary Streethe owner of this property has
supported the proposed development. The two nealidgs on this site each have
two storeys. The front dwelling is currently siagitorey, although the addition of an
upper storey is permissible, noting that no pldioraontrol applies to R30 coded
areas.
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(f)

(9)

The design and character of the proposed develupisieonsidered to be compatible
with the immediate surrounding properties as easlience features a pitched roof as
well as all buildings being comparable in heighage, and layout.

It is important to note that, if a development laggtion was lodged and assessed
based on the R30 density coding, the overall bujdiulk could potentially increase
having regard to the following:

e Only a 4.0 metre front setback would be requiredngared with proposed
setback ranging between 5.5 metres and 6.0 metres;

e The ‘three dwelling’ alternative development coalttupy 55 percent of the total
lot area compared with the 50.2 percent which isecully proposed;

* The building height currently stands at 5.5 metesipared with the permissible
7.0 metre height;

e The extent of boundary walls could potentiallyreese. While the approval of all
boundary walls involves the exercise of discretibris common for Council to
approve a greater length of boundary wall thanenily proposed.

Boundary walls

Two boundary walls are proposed. One is a shadit(@4 metres) to a store room of
the front dwelling. This wall abuts the northeroubhdary. No objection has been
raised by the adjoining neighbour and it s recondedrthat this wall be approved.

The other boundary wall is situated at the reareexity of the southern side
boundary. This is a wall to the garage of the dveelling. The length of the garage
boundary is 5.9 metres. The adjoining neighbowsr gravided written support. It is
recommended that this wall also be approved.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TowraRhing Scheme
Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TPB& proposal has been assessed
according to the listed Scheme Objectives, asvdio

(1) The overriding objective of the Scheme is t@uie and encourage
performance-based development in each of the ldimuts of the City in a
manner which retains and enhances the attributethefCity and recognises
individual precinct objectives and desired fututeaacter as specified in the
Precinct Plan for each precinct.

The proposed development is considered to meetavesriding objective. The
proposal has also been assessed under, and hafobednto meet, the following
relevant general objective listed in Clause 1.6(2)PS6:

Objective (a) Maintain the City's predominantly residential chater and amenity;

Objective (c) Facilitate a diversity of dwelling styles and dities in appropriate
locations on the basis of achieving performancesdasbjectives
which retain the desired streetscape character amt¢he older areas
of the district, the existing built form character;

Objective (f) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residentedsaand ensure
that new development is in harmony with the charaahd scale of
existing residential development.
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(h)

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Claise 7.5 of No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme

In addition to the issues relating to technicahptiance of the project under TPS6, as
discussed above, in considering an applicatiorpfanning approval, the Council is
required to have due regard to, and may impose ittomsl with respect to, other
matters listed in Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which aréh@opinion of the Council, relevant
to the proposed development. Of the 24 listed ergtthe following are particularly
relevant to the current application and requireftdrconsideration:

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

() all aspects of design of any proposed developnmecluding but not limited
to, height, bulk, orientation, construction matdsiand general appearance;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is a&iluin harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focuseay in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matksiiarientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscapis@l from the street, and
architectural detalils;

(s) whether the proposed access and egress taamdtie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for tlaeling, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa’7.4.

The proposed development is considered to be aetivsf/ in relation to all of these
matters.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by ttyes@esign Advisory Consultants

(DAC) at their January 2007 meeting in relationth® form and design of the

proposed development and compatibility with the WM@&treet focus area. The

Advisory Architects made the following comments:

(i)  The Advisory Architects commented that the paif horizontal windows to
living rooms and bedrooms situated above one anadhe unsatisfactory,
particularly noting that the solid panels betwedsswindows obstruct views. It
was considered that each pair of windows shoulddmsolidated into a single
larger window.

(i) The Advisory Architects considered in respaxthe front dwelling, a balcony
should be added in front of the lounge room in ptddake advantage of views
and also to provide sun protection to the loungeravindow.

(i) The Advisory Architects commented that theotwindows to each lounge room
of unit two should be consolidated into a singlgda and taller window with a
small “Juliette” balcony. It is considered by tAdvisory Architects that this
would improve the outlook from those lounge roomd also the appearance of
the elevation.

(iv) The Advisory Architects considered that, doghe restricted outlook from the
lounge room of the rear-most dwelling, a balconpustt be provided to
improve the amenity of that room.

(v) The Advisory Architects also considered thelgabof to the master bedroom
on the front (west) elevation is not in keepinghaihe roof form elsewhere.
Therefore, the gable should be deleted and a cdoigaip roof form should be
substituted.
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(b)

In response to the comments of the Advisory Arcitéethe applicant has submitted
revised drawings to address points (i), (iii) and. ( There are no mandatory
‘Planning’ requirements which link directly to ptsn(ii) and (iv) and Planning

Officers are of the view that the proposal doeswatrant modification with respect
to these matters.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken fergloposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The owners of propertiesinwiifrea 2’ (as defined by the
Policy) were invited to inspect the application andsubmit comments during a 14-
day period. A total of 17 neighbour consultatiatices were mailed to individual
property owners. During the advertising periodp taubmissions were received
which both objected to the proposed developmeiite domments of the submitters,
together with Officer responses, are summarisddlimsvs:

Submitter’'s Comment

Officer Response

The proposal, a 4 x 2 storey
development maximises the
entire block with @ minimum
rear setback.

The proposed development complies with the 45% open space
requirement prescribed by Table 1 of the Residential Design Codes.
As the lot has an R30/R40 density coding, three larger dwellings could
be proposed which occupied the same footprint as four smaller
dwellings. The proposed rear setback complies with the Acceptable
Development provisions contained within the R-Codes.

To what extent wil
landscaping be required and
will the existing trees be
retained.

Existing street trees will be retained in accordance with Policy P383_T
“Trees on Development Sites and Adjoining Verges”. Areas within the
development site to be landscaped are marked on the plans. A
recommended condition requires the submission of a landscaping plan

The land has a density
coding of R30, consideration
should be given to the R30
density coding.

The application has been assessed in accordance with the provisions
of Clause 6.1 of TPS6 which gives Council the ability to approve
redevelopment of a site to a density equivalent to that which existed on
the site when TPS6 was gazetted. With the exception of density
(which can only be approved in accordance with the provisions of
Clause 6.1 of TPS6), other development standards for the
development have been assessed as they apply to R30 density
development.

The proposed development
bears no resemblance to the
previous multiple dwelling
constructed on the lot.

There is no mandatory requirement within Clause 6.1 of TPS6 for the
new development to mirror that which it is proposed to replace. The
Council must be satisfied that the proposed development will
contribute more positively to the scale and character of the
streetscape, the preservation or improvement of the amenity of the
area, and the objectives for the precinct than the building which
existed on the site on the date of the gazettal of the Scheme.
Planning Officers consider that the proposed development satisfies
these requirements.

The scale of the proposed
dwellings is excessive and
reduces the availability of
ventilation and increases
building bulk along the

northern boundary,.

Only a minor boundary wall is proposed along the northern boundary
(3.0 metres in length). All four dwellings propose outdoor living areas
on the northern side of the lot and the upper floors step in by
approximately 4.0 metres reducing the impacts of building bulk.
Overshadowing will fall on the southern side of the lot, predominantly
on the driveway of the development site.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Comments in relation to various relevant provisiohgshe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,

and the R-Codes have been provided elsewheresimehort.

Financial Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.
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Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the follgwierms:To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built efronment.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.1
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Maddaford

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicatianplanning approval for four, two storey
Grouped Dwellings on Lot 166 (No. 110) Mary Streetipproved, subject to:

(a) Standard Conditions
340 (northern and southern), 375, 377, 390, 433, (4ide and rear), 456, 470, 471,
508, 510(4), 550, 565, 660, 663 (new units).

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Important Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.

(b) Standard Important Footnotes
646, 648, 651.

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Important Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.

CARRIED (11/1)
NOTE:CR BEST REQUESTED THAT HE BE RECORDED AS HAVINGOJED
AGAINST THE MOTION

Note: Cr Macpherson returned to the Council Chamber dt5phin

9.3.2 Proposed llluminated Direction Sign within Caning Highway Road Reserve
(Opposite Junction of Preston Street and Canning Hjhway, Como).

Location: Canning Highway Road Reserve (Oppositetjon of Preston
Street and Canning Highway) Como.

Applicant: Churchill Consultancy

Lodgement Date: 30 October 2006

File Ref: 11.2006.525 RO/103

Date: 1 February 2007

Author: Jordan Ennis, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Strategic Regulatory Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldn illuminated direction sign within the
Canning Highway road reserve opposite the junctbrCanning Highway and Preston
Street in Como. The sign serves to promote vargmrsices and businesses within the
Preston Street Shopping Precinct. The recommendetifor approval, subject to a number
of standard and special conditions.

Background
This report includes the following attachments:
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Attachment 9.3.2(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 9.3.2(b) Letter from applicant
Attachment 9.3.2(c) Letters fromadjoining neighbour

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Primary Regional Road Reserve
Density coding Not applicable
Lot area Not applicable
Building height limit Not applicable
Development potential Not applicable

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppsal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesc@bed in the Delegation:

1. The Exercise of a Discretionary Power
(iii) Proposals representing a significant depaiuirom the Scheme incorporating
the Residential Design Codes, relevant Planningicied and Local Laws
where it is proposed to grant planning approval.

The location of the development site is shown belolihe site is adjoined by residential
development.

AN
Development site

o 2
359A - 359D e —
meters

Comment

(a) Description of the proposal
The proposed pylon sign is similar to others witkive City of South Perth (i.e.
adjacent to Mends Street and Welwyn Avenue shopmiegincts).

The key features of the proposed sign are idedtbiedow:

e Signis illuminated,

* Overall height of 5.4 metres;

* Face of sign has an area of 2.0 metres x 1.5%metr

« Sign promotes the “Preston Street precinct” orhesade and is anchored on one
side by the Como IGA and on the other by the Karala Preston (Karalee
Tavern); and

< llluminated “Preston Street” finger sign is attadho the central support.

(b) Clause 6.12 of Town Planning Scheme No. 6
Clause 6.12(6) of TPS6 states that:
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(©)

When determining an application for planning apgbofor a sign, the Council shall
examine the application in the light of the objees of the Scheme and the precinct,
and with particular regard to the character, amgnithistoric or landscape
significance and traffic safety, within the locglit

The proposed sign has been examined in the lighhe matters listed in Clause
6.12(6) and it is considered that the proposed Egsatisfactory in these respects.
Comments elsewhere in this report provide furthxptanation.

Policy P382 “Signs”
The proposed street sign has been assessed imaaccerwith Policy P382 “Signs”.
Clause 4 of this policy states that:

The City will not approve illuminated direction BgJin a street.

This provision was incorporated into the Signs gosome years ago following the
City’'s receipt of a number of applications for itiinated direction signs which were
refused for various reasons.

In considering an application for any such propdkal Council must be mindful of
this policy provision, although it is not bound the policy in making a decision. If
Council were to depart from the policy provisianshould be apparent that there was
a particular merit associated with the applicatnreason for doing so. In such
circumstances, the Council would have to be satisthat the proposal would not
affect the amenity of neighbouring properties.

With respect to the application that is the subjettcurrent consideration, the
applicant has attempted to justify the proposalvhy of the following comments:

“The proposed sign has been designed to assisipamuiote this public and private
investment and elicit a positive response to th@yrend various businesses and
facilities available within the Preston Street Freat. It will feature the City of South
Perth municipal identity along with an effectivdutthinated Street Name Sign to
identify Preston Street, a street which for manyamsts is easy to miss from either
approach on Canning Highway.

Smaller district shopping precincts such as PresBtreet compete for customers
with large centres in adjacent municipalities (sashGarden City) which, because of
size and scale, are able to attract many large inmaltional retailers. The presence
of these retailers has the effect of attractingtooers away from smaller local
centres to the detriment of their viability. Theewf street signage provides these
smaller business centre with an extremely costt@ffemeans of promotion, helping
to underpin the viability and indeed, continuedgamece of Local Centre to benefit
and convenience of their respective Local Comnasiiti

Planning Officers support the argument that has lpes forward by the proponent,

and make the following observations:

« Taking into consideration that the Preston St&eipping Precinct does not front
any primary roads, is bounded by predominantly leav medium density
residential lots and currently features advertiginty within the immediate area,
this shopping precinct is inconspicuous from memate areas, and notably from
motorists travelling along Canning Highway. In e@rdto promote this
‘Neighbourhood Centre’ and encourage growth, theation of the shopping
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(d)

(e)

(f)

centre should be drawn to the attention of patfoors further afield. Canning
Highway is the most practical location for a sidrttoes nature, without adversely
affecting neighbouring properties.

« The approval of an llluminated Direction Sign filtis application has been
considered on the merits of the site, while beinigdful of the conflict with
Policy P382 “Signs”.

e There are other localities within the City wheuels signs exist.

* The illuminated direction sign provides a benggitboth the general public (by
virtue of a more distinctive direction to the PogsStreet precinct) and business
owners within the Preston Street precinct.

* The dwellings on the adjoining property at No. 32&nning Highway have no
major openings looking toward the proposed illurtedasign. The dwellings are
predominantly orientated to the north and the ilhated sign is to the west of the
dwellings.

« While llluminated Direction Signs have previoudigen permitted within the
City, the signs have only promoted shopping prdsias a whole and have not
promoted individual tenants. It is considered prapriate to confer some
commercial advantage on some businesses whileathe benefit is not afforded
to others. At no time in the past has the Couma@in prepared to allow individual
shops or taverns to have advertising signs in @estreserve, as is currently
proposed. This position is reflected in Councfi@gns” Policy in relation to
non-illuminated signs in street reserves. Thegsftine proposed Preston Street
Precinct sign should be modified to display only tisit Preston Street Precinct’
symbol, and the advertising panels for the two keghor tenants should be
removed. A condition to this effect is includedie recommendation.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TowndAhing Scheme

Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TBSB\ The proposal has been
assessed under, and has been found to meet, kbhwifig) relevant general objective
listed in Clause 1.6(2) of TPS6:

Objective (h) Utilise and build on existing community facilitiesd services and
make more efficient and effective use of new sEnaad facilities.

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 7.5 of No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme

In considering an application for planning approwhé Council is required to have
due regard to, and may impose conditions with respg other matters listed in
Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in the opinion of @maincil, relevant to the proposed
development. Of the 24 listed matters, the follayvare particularly relevant to the
current application and require careful considerati

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality
(w) any relevant submissions received on the agipie, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta7.4.

The proposal is considered acceptable in relatidhd abovementioned matters.

Lease agreement

Other llluminated Direction Signs in street resereésewhere in the City are situated
in roads controlled by the City. Those signs dre subject of lease agreements
setting out the terms and conditions of Councitgeament to the erection of the

signs. The lease agreements refer to an annual iharge. However, the currently

proposed sign will be situated within the Canninightdvay street reserve, which is

under the control of Main Roads Western Australldnerefore, in this instance there

is no ability for the Council to enter into a leaggeement.
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Consultation

(@)

(b)

Department for Planning and Infrastructure

As Canning Highway is reserved under the provisiohshe Metropolitan Region
Scheme, the application was referred to the Depmmtnmfor Planning and
Infrastructure (DPI) for comment. The Urban Trams$Bystems department of DPI
have advised the City that they have “no objectmithe proposed development on
regional transport grounds”.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpliposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. As a number of propertiee the Canning Highway road
reserve, extensive consultation was undertakemsare that all potentially affected
landowners had an opportunity to submit commentselation to the proposed
development during a 14-day consultation period. todal of 15 neighbour
consultation notices were mailed to individual mup owners. During the
advertising period, two written submissions whiobthb objected to the proposed
development were received. The comments of thengtdss, together with Officer
responses, are summarised in the table below:

Submitter’'s Comment

Officer Response

The illuminated
direction sign will have
an adverse impact on
amenity as the sign is a
non-residential use in a
residential zone.

The proposed illuminated direction sign is situated on land reserved under
the Metropolitan Region Scheme for Primary Regional Roads. Signs are
common along Canning Highway and based upon the siting of the sign
(aligned with the boundaries of No. 342 Canning Highway and No. 4 Ryrie
Avenue, cnr Canning Hwy) it is considered to have minimal impact on the
visual amenity of adjacent residential properties. The submitter's
comments are NOT UPHELD.

The llluminated Sign will
cause disturbance from
illumination and potential
light spill and the hours
of operation are
unknown.

The illuminated direction sign will not cause light spillage as the internal
lights serve only to allow the plastic panels to become visible during the
night. The sign is controlled by a photoelectric switch allowing the sign to
be illuminated throughout the night and switched off during the day. The
submitter's comments are NOTED

Extra traffic will result
along Preston Street.

Given that the purpose of the sign is to direct motorists on Canning
Highway to the Preston Street shopping precinct, it is quite possible that
there may be an increase in traffic volumes along Preston Street. The
numbers associated with any such increase are particularly hard to
quantify, although the City’s Engineering Infrastructure Department has
advised that any anticipated increase could be accommodated without
concern or impact on property owners within the street. The submitter's
comments are NOT UPHELD.

The approval of an
llluminated Street Sign
contradicts Section 6.12
“Signs” of the TPS No. 6

and Policy P382.

The appropriateness of an illuminated direction sign in this instance has
been discussed within this report. It is acknowledged that the approval of
an illuminated direction sign is contrary to the provisions of Council Policy
P382. The submitter's comments are NOTED.

The comments objecting to the proposal can be cdgegl into the following general

areas:

* The proposed llluminated Direction Sign fails twmply with Council’s Policy
P382 “Signs” and the Scheme Objectives listed uiiuse 6.12;

« The sign will adversely impact upon the amenityeighbouring property owners

by virtue of matters such as light spillage; and
e Approval will result in increased traffic alongeBton Street.
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The “Comment” section of this report explains whe (City’s Planning Officers support a
modified version of the proposed sign. Commentsigraspects of the proposed sign have
been provided and those comments respond to teerredor the submitters’ objections.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to the relevant provisionsGafuncil’s “Signs” Policy and Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 have been provided elsewnénes report.

Financial Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the folhowerms:

To effectively manage, enhance and maintain the y&t unique natural and built
environment.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.2
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Trent

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationgianning approval for the erection of
an llluminated Direction Sign within the CanninggHivay road reserve (opposite the
junction of Preston Street and Canning Highway) Gorbe approved, subject to the
following conditions:
() the sign shall be relocated or removed at b ttoMain Roads Western Australia,
when the land is required for future road use;
(b) the sign shall not flash, pulsate or chase;
(© a low level of illumination shall be used;
(d) the sign shall not be modified without the papproval of the City of South Perth;
(e) the sign shall only advertise the ‘Preston edtferecinct’ and shall not display
advertising for any individual businesses or anyateés on any portion of the
llluminated Direct Sign; and
() the validity of this approval shall cease iethroposed sign is not erected within 24
months of the date of planning approval; and
CARRIED (10/3)

NOTE:CR BEST REQUESTED THAT HE BE RECORDED AS HAVINGOJED
AGAINST THE MOTION

9.3.3  Proposed Additions and Alterations to Educatinal Establishment (Penrhos
College - ‘Menai’ Boarding House), Como.

Location: Reserve 29866 Loc 2199 (No. 101) Thelrmaes cnr Morrison
Street, Como

Applicant: Overman and Zuideveld Pty Ltd

Lodgement Date: 10 January 2007

File Ref: 11.2007.11 TH1.101 11/332

Date: 1 February 2007

Author: Gina Fraser, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Stratemyid Regulatory Services
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Summary

An application for planning approval has been sttedifor additions and alterations to
‘Menai’ Boarding House at Penrhos College, Combe Tecommendation is for conditional
approval.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Private Institution

Density coding R30

Lot area 81,468 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential Educational Establishment is a ‘P’ (permitted) Use within the Private

Institution zone
The plans of the proposal are includecCasfidential Attachment 9.3.3to this report.

The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppsal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesci#ed in the Delegation:

2. Large Scale Development proposals

()  Proposals involving non-residential developmaeuttich, in the opinion of the
delegated officer, are likely to have a significaffect on the City.

(i)  Proposals involving buildings 9.0 metres highhigher based upon the Scheme
definition of the term “height”. This applies tooth new developments and
additions to existing buildings resulting in thelding exceeding the nominated
height.

NOTE: Any proposal in this category shall be nefd to the Design Advisory
Consultants prior to referral to a Council meetifay determination.
(i)  Proposals involving 10 or more dwellings.
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While the proposed building does not exactly mataty of the above criteria, it is
considered that it will have a significant visualpiact, being four-storeys high as viewed
from its southern side, and forming part of a majwtrict facility which is well known
throughout the City.

Comment

(@)

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the expansion of the ‘Meliarding House on the Penrhos
College campus in Como. ‘Menai’ is situated tovgatte centre of the southern
boundary of the campus. It is separated from thenfary by an 8-metre wide
driveway with car parking along both sides of it.

All of the land immediately to the south of thergaus boundary is owned by the City.
Directly opposite the proposed additions to ‘Mena’ the City’'s maintenance
workshop for Collier Park Village. To the easttbis is Crown land vested in the
City and partly occupied by the South Perth Ter@ligh. The Collier Park Village

adjoins the college campus to the south. The seuaillage building is approximately
25 metres from the proposed additions.

The existing ‘Menai’ Boarding House is situategaximately 34 metres from the
southern boundary of the campus. The proposedi@agliwill bring the building to
within approximately 12 metres of that boundary.

It is proposed to add a four-storey addition imratady to the south of the existing
‘Menai’ Boarding House, incorporating and modifyitig existing building within it.

The applicant describes the proposal as follows:

“The college currently has accommodation spacelfd® boarders in two houses -
‘Colwyn’, to the north of the boarding administrati and reception area and ‘Menai’
located south of the admin/reception area. Itrngposed that the boarding facilities
in ‘Colwyn’ will be closed upon the completion dfetproposed renovation and
additions to ‘Menai’. The total number of boardevdl be reduced to 103 as a result
of the current proposal.

The use of the vacated ‘Colwyn’ boarding houserttasdeen determined at this stage
and any re-use of that structure would be the silgjéa future planning application.

The proposal seeks to retain the existing boardidigninistration and reception area.
The link though to ‘Colwyn’ to be closed at the efthe current project.

‘Menai’ is mainly a single storey structure witB Bubicles together with a part lower
storey incorporating common rooms and laundry faes. It is proposed to renovate
the existing cubicles by increasing the size amaviging individual rooms, reducing
to 31 rooms within the existing structure, togetivith common rooms and TV rooms.
The existing ablution area will be renovated tor@ase the sizes of shower cubicles
and reduce the number of pans to correspond wihrélduction in population of the
existing building.

A disabled bathroom is proposed to be includetherenovations, although we note

that in its 40 year history as a boarding scho@réhhas been no demand for disabled
boarding accommodation.
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(b)

(c)

(d)

Additions are proposed at the south end of thetieg ‘Menai’ building which will
incorporate three levels of bedroom, common roord ablution facilities, plus a
lower level general storage facility. This fagiliteplaces existing storage currently
housed in metal sheds in the location of the preg@xtension.

A lift is to be incorporated in the north-eastararner of the proposed extension to
allow laundry, suitcases, etc to be moved up avaddibie building.

The proposed development does not add to the kghmmulation or staffing
requirements and hence there will be no requirentenprovide any additional
parking within the campus.

The development fits within the 7 metre heighit hmhen calculated from the higher
ground level of the upper ground floor of the ergstouilding.

The materials proposed for the development wilhegally match the existing
buildings

i.e. Swiss pattern tiled roofs and cream face ik, however it is proposed to add
some rendered and painted surfaces to provideleeripalette of colours and textures
to the exterior appearance of the building.”

Building height

In terms of the City’'s Town Planning Scheme Na'B$6) the Building Height Limit
for this site is 7.0 metres. The proposal is witthiis limit when measured according
to TPS6 provisions. However, due to the topographthe site, the building will
have four storeys at its southern side.

Compliance with other site requirements
The proposal complies with the requirements ofld@e® of TPS6 with respect to
maximum plot ratio, minimum setbacks from boundgrad minimum landscaping.

Heritage listing of “Penrhos College and Pine Trees”
The site is currently listed within the City’'s Migipal Heritage Inventory (MHI) with
a Category ‘C’ classification. This is described@llows in the MHI:

“Category C

Retain and conserve if possible: endeavour tsenne the significance of the place
through the provisions of the Town Planning Schenfe.more detailed Heritage
Assessment/Impact Statement may be required babpreval is given for any major
redevelopment or demolition. Photographically necthe place prior to demolition.”

In this instance, the college is not being demelis Local heritage recognises that
places need to change in order to meet the realsnekthe user, and hence the
proposal is acceptable and will, in turn, becomg pé&the history of the campus.
However, it would be of interest to the City's axds for a photographic record of
the ‘Menai’ Boarding House to be obtained priorittdbeing substantially modified
and extended. This should be the applicant's mspitity. The Officer
Recommendation contains a condition to this effect.

It should be noted that the MHI entry is for thRenrhos College and Pine Trees”.
The proposal will result in the removal of seveuigle trees. The pine trees on the site
are a remnant of the Collier Pine Plantation. Nahraéier State Labour Premier,
Phillip Collier, the Collier Pine Plantation of ser®00 acres (365 hectares)Rifius
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pinaster was established in 1926. It was destined fotirgutout from the 1960s
onwards, and few pine trees now remain, with mbésthe land having been allocated
for various government and institutional uses.

Today, in addition to their cultural heritage sfgance as part of a former plantation,
the pine trees are also important ecologically thvifitle remnant bushland remaining
in the City, the remnant mature pine trees areulpo and essential food source for
the endangered Carnaby’s Black Cockaf@alyptorhynchus latirostrisiand other
birds. The location of the trees contributes teaduable habitat corridor which
extends down to the Canning River. For this reaken should be replaced on the
site with appropriate trees of a different speci€he City is not keen to plant further
pines as they have a negative impact on the walbde and soil acidity. Officers of
the Department of Environment and Conservation (PEa&ve indicated that for each
mature pine tree removed, one hectare of naturgetagon would need to be
provided to enable the birds to have enough replaoé seed. While the City
recognises that this is not a realistic situatibmjghlights the importance of urgent
replacement of the mature trees as a food source.

The City's Environment Coordinator recommends thaterever there is an
opportunity, pine trees be replaced with a suitat@éve species, provided that the
heritage significance of the pine trees is preskralsewhere. Pine trees are known to
be high water users, depleting ground water sountethe area. It is therefore
important to replace them with low water users. this case, the preferred
replacement is a range of local indigenous plamttuding the following:

» Candlestick Banksia - Banksia attenuata

e Holly Banksia Banksia ilicifolia

* Firewood Banksia Banksia menziesi

» Coastal Heath Banksia Banksia ericifoli

e Tree Banksia Banksia longifolia

* Pincushion Hakea Hakea laurina

e Parrot Bush Dryandra sessilis

e Marri - Corymbia calophylla

* Red Flowering Gum C€orymbia ficifolia

e Jarrah Eucalyptus marginata
e Tuart -Eucalyptus gomphocephall
e Peppermint Tree Agonis flexuosa

e Grass Tree Xanthorrhoea preissii

* Callistemon spp.
e Grevillea spp.

A recommended condition of planning approval regmiithat the applicant shall
submit a landscaping plan covering that portiothefdevelopment site delineated on
the site plan for the proposed works. In additiorthis, the landscape plan should
cover the verge on the western side of Murray $taidgmcent to the College site. In
relation to the land within the street reserves taindscaping plan should indicate a
dry, water-controlled native garden, containing theommended planting referred to
above, where it will not be affected by the watgrand fertilizing of the cultivated
gardens on the main site. In the case of thetgbtapting, this should be designed in
consultation with the City’s Environment Coordinatd he extent and composition of
the planting should be to the satisfaction of thankber, Parks and Environment.
Further requirements to this effect are contaimetthé Officer Recommendation.
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(e) Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TowraRhing Scheme
Having regard to the preceding comments, in teomihe general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congiddo meet the following relevant
objectives:

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnadmappropriate uses:
The proposal comprises an addition to an exidtgity and is enhancing the
residential function of Penrhos College. This anpatible with the particular
Scheme Objective.

(h) Utilise and build on existing community fae and services and make more
efficient and effective use of new services aritititzs
The proposed additions and modification are usimg existing facility and
rendering it more efficient and effective.

(k)  Recognise and preserve areas, buildings aed sitheritage value:
The building will be recorded prior to major mackitions and additions. Some
heritage trees will need to be removed from treedfithe proposed works, but it is
recommended that they be replaced with more eaallbgi suitable species
elsewhere.

() Recognise and facilitate the continued presewicsignificant regional land uses
within the City and minimise the conflict betweaohsland use and local precinct
planning:

The proposal is enhancing this regional facilityicla will have little impact on
surrounding residential areas.

()  Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Claise 7.5 of TPS6
In considering the application, the Council isuiegd to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

(@) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the MetropoliRegion Scheme:
The proposal is considered to meet all relevamridhg objectives.

(b) The requirements of orderly and proper plannimguding any relevant proposed
new town planning scheme or amendment which has dpeated consent for
public submissions to be sought:

The proposal is considered to represent ordedypaoper planning.

(h) The preservation of any object or place of tage significance that has been
entered in the Register within the meaning of thatage of Western Australia Act,
1990 (as amended), or which is included in the tdgeé List under Clause 6.11,
and the effect of the proposal on the charactegagpearance of that object or
place:

The proposal is contained on the City’'s Municip@ritage List. This has been
taken into account in the assessment of the prbposa

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

The proposal is considered to preserve and enhaecéocality and not to be
detrimental to the amenity of the neighbours.
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0)

(k)

(n)

()

(a)

("

(u)

V)

All aspects of design of any proposed developmecluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialsgdegeneral appearance:
The City officers consider the design to be satisfry in every respect.

The potential adverse visual impact of expgsachbing fittings in a conspicuous
location on any external face of a building:

This matter will be covered through imposition afstandard condition in the
recommended approval.

The extent to which a proposed building isallgun harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area, in terohds scale, form or shape, rhythm,
colour, construction materials, orientation, setkacfrom the street and side
boundaries, landscaping visible from the street] arthitectural details:

The City officers consider the design to be satisiry in every respect.

The cultural significance of any place or aedBected by the development:
The significance of the school as a college abiseary education will be enhanced
by the proposed works.

The topographic nature or geographic locatidrhe land:

The site of the proposed works has a differencgranind level of approximately
8.0 metres. This has been incorporated into tagkinning and plays a major part
in the design of the building without being usedutaluly increase the height of
buildings on the site.

The likely effect of the proposal on the nat@avironment and any means that are
proposed to protect or to mitigate impacts on tatiral environment:

The issue of the loss of trees from the site le laddressed elsewhere in this
report.

Whether adequate provision has been made t@sady disabled persons:

The applicant has included the required facilities future students with
disabilities, while noting that the school has Imad the need of such facilities in its
40-year history.

Whether adequate provision has been made forahdscaping of the land to
which the application relates and whether any traesther vegetation on the land
should be preserved:

The campus currently has cultivated gardens oh hggality. However, a
landscaping plan will be required as part of theomemended approval, to enable
the Council to approve the location, size and cunté the recommended dry
native garden which is required to replace the pees. Previous discussion in this
report highlights the need to replace the few pipes that are to be removed with a
native garden on the Murray Street verge adjacenthé site. The Officer
Recommendation contains a condition to this effect.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by ttyes@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held on 22 January 2007. The quapwas generally favourably
received by the Consultants. Their comments arergrised below:

101



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

(b)

(c)

“The Advisory Architects noted that the proposedrdiong house additions will
necessitate the loss of pine trees. At the same, tihey noted that the proposed
design is entirely satisfactory. In particular,eth observed that the additions will
significantly improve the standard of accommodafienboarding students and that,
in terms of efficient function, the additions appeopriately located in relation to the
existing boarding house. Further, they supportezldesign in terms of solar access,
noting the screening on the east and west elevatiorhe proposed materials were
also considered to be compatible with the exisbndding, including a combination
of cream brickwork and contrasting coloured and dered panels together with
orange roof tiles.

The Advisory Architects recommended that the egitin be approved subject to the
replacement of any lost pine trees by new pinestileewhere on the campus in
locations visible from streets and neighbouringsit

Officer Comment
The City officers support the Advisory Architectdgew that the building design is
satisfactory.

The matter of replacement of the pine trees istdeisth in detail elsewhere in this
report. Instead of simply replacing the pine trethe City’s approach has been
refined to the extent that a range of local nasigecies is considered to be a better
ecological solution. Although the pine trees nogler serve their original function as
part of a pine plantation, they now serve a morpoirtant role, providing a major
food source for endangered birds in the area. ffieer Recommendation contains a
relevant condition of approval in this respect.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation was not undertaken undécy®104 because the adjoining
land is owned by the City. The proposed use B'dpermitted) use, and the site is
surrounded on three sides by roads. The fourtutlfson) side adjoins vacant land
part of which is occupied by the South Perth Ter@@igb, and the Collier Park
Village. The Manager of the Village was notifiefttloe proposal.

Manager, Parks and Environment
The ManagerParks and Environment was invited to comment oarge of issues
particularly in relation to the loss of trees oam #ite. His comments are as follows:

“The proposed Menai Boarding House alterations aufilitions will necessitate the
removal of nine mature pine trees (Pinus radiataje semi-mature Red-capped Gum
(Eucalyptus erythrocorys), one mature Kurrajong gé&mychiton populneus), three
mature Callistemon species, and two mature Rotiskstd Pines (Callitris preissii).

The pine trees are a major food source for theallo€arnaby’s Black-Cockatoo
(Calyptorhynchus latirostris) which is on the endared species list. For this reason
the removal of these trees is of particular conderthe City.”

The issue is explored in detail under the headkgritage listing of “Penrhos
College and Pine Trees'above. In that discussion it is concluded thaarsge of
local native species should replace the pine tieebs removed, and a list of preferred
species is listed.
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The advice received from the Manager, Parks andr@&rmment differs from the
comments of the Design Advisory Consultants (DA@hwespect to the replacement
of the pine trees on site. While the DAC archigemtcommend replacement of the
trees with other pine trees elsewhere on site Mhaager, Parks and Environment
recommends replacement of the trees with a lamg @irlocal native species. Having
regard to the ecological concerns of the Managarkd?and Environment, it is
considered that these environmental issues outwibighheritage value of the pine
trees in this instance, particularly as there dheropine trees on the site to represent
the former Collier Pine Plantation. The Office®ecommendation contains a
condition to this effect.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofighe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme
have been provided elsewhere in this report.

Financial Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the follgwierms:To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built emronment.

Conclusion

The proposal has no directly adjoining residentgighbours who would be affected by the
new building, and meets all of the relevant Schebjectives. Provided that the pine trees
are replaced as recommended, it is consideredttbaapplication should be conditionally
approved.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.3

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application fdanning approval for proposed
additions and alterations to Educational EstableshiniPenrhos College - ‘Menai’ Boarding
House), Como on Reserve 29866 (No 101) Thelma tStreeMorrison Street, Comdie
approved, subject to:

(@) Standard Conditions
445, 470, 550, 660, 664.

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council Offices
during normal business hours.

(b) Specific Conditions

() A rubbish storage area shall be provided, ledatnd screened from view to the
satisfaction of the City, and such area shall ln&ided with a gate.

(i) Due to the listing of‘Penrhos College and Pine Treeskith a Category ‘C’
classification on the City’s Municipal Heritage bBmwory, all facades of the
existing ‘Menai’ Boarding House and the pine treeshe south of the existing
building shall be photographically recorded, suetord being provided to the
City for its archives prior to any of the proposeorks being undertaken.

(i) In accordance with Clauses 6.14 (2), 6.14éd 7.5(r) of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, the following landscaping requiremshall apply:
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(c)

(d)

(A) A landscaping plan shall be submitted for apptdy the City. That plan
shall depict landscaping proposals for:

(1) the portion of the development site in the nityi of the proposed
works; and

(2) the portion of the Murray Street verge adjadenthe College site
on the western side of Murray Street.

(B) In respect of the Murray Street verge referred in Condition
(a)(iii)(A)(2) above, the landscaping plan shalticate a dry, water-
controlled native garden, including a combinatidnthe recommended
species referred to in Specific Advice Note (d)&ich planting being
designed in consultation with the City’'s Environmhé&voordinator once
the road design for the extension of Murray Stheetbeen finalised.

(C) No person shall occupy or use the land or gldhe subject of this
approval for the purpose for which this approvaliien unless and until:
(1) the City has approved the required landscaplag; and
(2) the landscaping has been completed in accoedaith the plan

approved by the City.

Standard Advice Notes
645, 646, 648, 651.

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council Offices

during normal business hours.

Specific Advice Notes

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

With respect to the replacement of the pineegrevith the City's preferred
species, the applicant should consult with the '€itylanager, Parks and
Environment to ascertain the preferred extent,tlonaand composition of the
required dry native garden on the Murray Streegj@erAs pine trees are known
to be high water users, depleting ground water casurin the area, it is
important to replace them with low water users. this case, the preferred
replacement is a range of local indigenous plantduding a combination of

the following:

» Candlestick Banksia - Banksia attenuata

* Holly Banksia Banksia ilicifolia

» Firewood Banksia Banksia menziesi

» Coastal Heath Banksia - Banksia ericifoli

* Tree Banksia Banksia longifolia

* Pincushion Hakea Hakea laurina

* Parrot Bush Dryandra sessilis

e Marri - Corymbia calophylla

* Red Flowering Gum C€orymbia ficifolia

e Jarrah Eucalyptus marginata
e Tuart -Eucalyptus gomphocephall
* Peppermint Tree Agonis flexuosa

* Grass Tree Xanthorrhoea preissii

» Callistemon spp.
* Grevillea spp.
It is the applicant’'s responsibility to liaisevith the City’s Parks and
Environment Department prior to designing a landsaa plan for the street
verge areas as required.
It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaswith the City’s Environmental Health
Department to ensure satisfaction of all of thevant requirements.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 9.3.4 Proposed Single House on Lot 291 (No. 3) Yatibee Place, Karawara.

Location: Lot 291 (No. 3) Yallambee Place, Karawara
Applicant: Gerrad and Narelle Meiers

File Ref: 11.2006.545 YA1/3 11/898

Date: 1 February 2007

Author: Jordan Ennis, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Strategid &egulatory Services
Summary

The application for planning approval relates wr@posed Single House on Lot 291 (No. 3)
Yallambee Place, Karawara. Council’s discretiosasight to approve a reduced setback
adjacent to an open space reserve. Setback regite in this respect are prescribed by
Clause 4.3(e)(ii) of the City of South Perth Towarihing Scheme No. 6 (TPS6).

It is recommended that the application be approweihject to a number of standard
conditions.

Background

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 9.3.4(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 9.3.4(b) Applicant’s letter of justification.

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R 20

Lot area 725 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential Single House

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesc@bed in the Delegation:

The Exercise of a Discretionary Power

Proposals representing a significant departure frone No. 6 Town Planning Scheme
incorporating the Residential Design Codes, reléevlanning Policies and Local Laws
where it is proposed to grant planning approval.

Clause 4.3(e)(ii) of TPS6 states that:
“A Single House, a Grouped Dwelling and any ass@daoutbuilding shall be set back an
average of 6.0 metres from the boundary of an omesce reserve provided that the

minimum setback shall be not less than 3.0 metres.”

The proposal represents a significant departuren frine abovementioned Scheme
requirements.

The location of the development site is shown belGle site is adjoined by residential lots
to each side and a five (5) metre wide sectionpeihospace reserve to the rear.
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Ny

R20

ABJORNSON ST

Development site

Comment

(@)

(b)

(c)

Description of the proposal
The proposed development comprises a single s&rgfe House.

The proposal complies with all of the requiremesfitd PS6, the Residential Design
Codes (R-Codes) and relevant Council Policies tiighexception of the setback from
the open space reserve. With respect this setimtktion, it is recommended that
Council discretion be exercised, in order to apprthe proposal as submitted.

Rear setback

The applicant is seeking Council’s discretion fppeoval of a lesser setback distance
between the Single House and the open space resenvahat prescribed by Clause
4.3(e)(ii) of TPS6. The portion of open space mesen question comprises a

‘pedestrian link’ between Gillon Street and the avighortion of open space to the

north of Yallambee Place. The following table pd®s a comparison between the
setback requirements of TPS6 and those that haregreposed.

Boundary Setbacks Prescribed by Clause Proposed Setbhack
4.3(e)(ii) of TPS6
Western boundary 3 metre minimum 1.5 metre minimum setback
6 metre average 6 metre average not achieved

The setbacks prescribed by TPS6 were introducdd thvit objective of ensuring that
an appropriate interface between the residentis¢@ddand and the open space reserve
was maintained.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TowraRhing Scheme
Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TPB& proposal has been assessed
according to the listed Scheme Objectives, asvdio

(1) The overriding objective of the Scheme is t@uie and encourage
performance-based development in each of the ldimmts of the City in a
manner which retains and enhances the attributethefCity and recognises
individual precinct objectives and desired fututearacter as specified in the
Precinct Plan for each precinct.
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(d)

(e)

The proposal is considered toeetthis overriding objective having regard to the
following relevant general objectives listed in @a 1.6(2) of TPS6.

Objective (a) Maintain the City's predominantly residential charer and amenity;

Objective (f) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residentiehsiand ensure
that new development is in harmony with the charaahd scale of
existing residential development;

Objective (h) Utilise and build on existing community facilitiesd services and
make more efficient and effective use of new sEn\aad facilities.

The proposed Single House complies with the aboméore=d objectives (a), (f) and

(h) of TPS6. In accordance with the Scheme objestithe portion of the open space
reserve adjacent to the western boundary of thpauproperty should be promoted
as a link to an important community facility, beiagecreation reserve.

Matters to be Considered by Council: Clause 3. of No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme

In addition to the issues relating to technical pbamce of the project under TPS6, as
discussed above, in considering an applicatiorpfanning approval, the Council is
required to have due regard to, and may imposeitiomsl with respect to the matters
listed in Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in the mpirof the Council, relevant to the
proposed development. Of 24 listed matters, thevitng are particularly relevant to
the current application and require careful corrsitien:

(&) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the Metropolitaagion Scheme;

(g) Inthe case of land reserved under the Schdmaqurpose of the reserve;

(i)  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

The proposal is considered to comply with the abwmioned listed matters for the

following reasons:

» The proposal does not adversely impact on the inateedocality and will
improve the residential amenity of the site witte tHevelopment of a new
replacement dwelling; and

* The proposed development is not considered to adlyermpact on the open
space reserve.

Proposed Amendment No. 8 to Town Planning ScheniNo. 6

At the December 2006 meeting, the Council endothedobjectives of a proposed
Amendment No. 8 to Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TR®@ resolved to initiate
the Scheme Amendment process. The broad objestivemendment No. 8 is to
permit normal R-Code setbacks from an open spam¥ve, in return for creating a
visual link with the wider portions of the resertterough the use of sections of
visually permeable boundary fencing.

The siting of a dwelling 1.5 metres from a narroevtjpn of open space reserve (as is
proposed in this instance) is consistent with thevigions of the proposed
Amendment No. 8. A further detailed report in tiela to Amendment No. 8 will be
presented to a future Council meeting.
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(f)

9

Applicant’s justification

The applicant has presented the following justifisa in relation to rear setback

variation:

* The owners of this residence have opted for a gudessive design. Given the
orientation of the lot with the right side of thew&lopment facing north and the
rear of the lost facing west.

< We have created an internal northern courtyard ngkfull advantage of the
northern winter sun while screening the main liveagas from the eastern and
western sun. Given the orientation of the lot #meldesire for sustainability, the
design becomes elongated and thus reduces theseglaack. If a 6.0 metre rear
setback was utilised the outdoor living area wobéllocated to the rear of lot
and subject to the western sun.

Planning Officer’s response
City officers support the applicants’ justificatidor the reduced rear setback of the
proposed development and provide the following oesp:

The design is in accordance with Council's Polic87@ T “General Design
Guidelines for Residential Development”, Part T(ajch states:

“Wherever possible, buildings shall be designedake advantage of solar access
principles with provision for north-facing privatepen space and solar access to
living areas”.

The amenity of the open space reserves in Karawhoumld be preserved and
improved through appropriate development controhe existing provision for a 6
metre average and 3 metre minimum setback shoulappbied to those properties
adjacent to the areas of open space reserve wiaalsable for communal recreation
purposes. For those properties that are unableotoply with the setback
requirements, it is considered acceptable for tesstbacks to be approved in return
for a housing and fencing design (as part of anyeld@ment application) that
appropriately addresses the open space reserve sefback requirements prescribed
under Clause 4.3(e)(ii) should not be applied ws¢hproperties that are adjacent to
the 5 metre wide (or less) portions of the opercspaserves that have the character
of a pedestrian link leading into the main bodytled open space reserves, as in the
case of the subject proposal. However, an apm@tpreeparation should, be
maintained between proposed development and thessagays so as not to create
dark, unsafe, and unwelcoming access links. A muma setback of 1.5 metre is
considered appropriate in these instances.

At the December 2005 and April 2006 Council meetjngpplications of a similar
nature were presented seeking a variation fromséteack requirements prescribed
under Clause 4.3(a)(ii) of TPS6. With regardsn® December 2005 application, the
development site adjoined an open space reserweMeo, in that instance the open
space reserve did not have the character of a fiealeaccess way, but rather the
character of a wider recreation reserve. Thatiegjmn was approved, and the
Council called for a further report on a possitieeadment to TPS6 to address this
issue. With regard to the April 2006 applicatiorsimilar situation to the current
application was presented with a development piogas 1.0 metre rear setback from
a 4.0 metre wide pedestrian access way and wascudrstly approved.

Consultation

In accordance with the provisions of Policy P1(Meighbour and Community Consultation
in Town Planning Processes”, it was not necessamntertake neighbour consultation in
relation to this application.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofithe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council policies have been providiselvhere in this report.

Financial Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the folgwierms: To effectively manage,
enhance and maintain the City’s unique natural aralilt environment.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposed Single Housegrporating a reduced setback to the
narrow portion of open space reserve, complies wuhik abovementioned provisions
contained within Clauses 1.6 and 7.5 of TPS6.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.4

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $dRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationpgl@anning approval for a Single House
on Lot 291 (No. 3) Yallambee Place, Karawhesapproved, subject to:

(@) Standard Conditions
377, 390, 415($588.50), 427, 455 (side and reéf, 470, 471, 550, 660.

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Important Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.

(b) Standard Important Footnotes

640, 646, 648, 651.

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Important Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 9.3.9 Progress Report - Parking Review Project

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Councill

File Ref: LE/101

Date: 9 February 2007
Author: Sebastian Camillo

Manager, Environmental Health and Regulatory Sesvic
Reporting Officer:  Steve Cope, Director, Strategic and RegulatoryiSesv

Summary

The purpose of the report is to provide Councihwan update on the progress of the
City Parking Strategy project.
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Background

The Strategic and Regulatory Services Business iB&mified that a Parking Strategy for
the review of the City’'s parking facilities, pripally within the Mill Point area was
required. Progress on the review of the Parkirmgt&yy was presented to Council at a
concept forum on the 6 December 2006.

The parking strategy initially focused on the Armg&treet car parks, Richardson Reserve
car park, Richardson Street embayed parking, WinBaok car park, and the development
of a parking permit area along South Perth Esplana
The strategy specifically was intended to addtlesgssues such as:
e timed parking problem areas.
e to identify car parking areas that could be bettanaged by time restrictions and /
or scheduled parking fees.
* to review the City’'s fee paying car parks and thestricted roadside parking.
* to benchmark the City's parking fees against okhesl governments.
« Identify parking problem areas which could potdhtiaecome new paid parking
locations, to control concerns.

The focus of the initial parking strategy projecona recently was upgraded to include
looking at parking issues in Preston Street Shappnecinct, Narrows Bridge car park and
Windsor Hotel /Council car park Number 1.

Comment
Progress to date is as follows:
1. Angelo Street Car Parks:

A review of the Angelo Street car parks has sinmenbcompleted. The demand on
the parking facilities was considered particuldrbavy following the opening of the
Coles Supermarket and other commercial premigescdordance with the strategy
the introduction of a combined free parking for first two hours and a ticket
machine for paid parking for any time thereaftersviatroduced in September of
2005. Accordingly, signage and articles in thealonewspaper promoted the
change of parking arrangements at the car parkglitiddally, the Community
Rangers issued cautions to motorists as an edacatiwcess until they were
conversant with the new arrangements. The transitias successful as reported
by the Community Rangers.

The popularity of parking in this area is incregsifsiven this, there is a need to
provide additional public parking facilities in ttotmmmercial precinct in order to
minimise the need for additional street parkinge@pportunity that does exist to
relieve the shortage of parking spaces availabthinvthe precinct is to consider
installing ground level decking to the Council gum this car park. The cost of
performing the necessary work is estimated at $OW excluding ticket issuing
machine equipment. This will create a further 3rkimgy bays. Parking fees charged
would be similar to those that apply in the exgtoar park.

It is proposed that an amount of $400,000 be censd for inclusion in the
Strategic Financial Plan for funding in the 2007/&lget to accommodate this
project.

2. Richardson Reserve Car Park :
Richardson Reserve is a major City car park witld Iys available. It is
principally used by Perth Zoo patrons and RoyattP€olf Course clients. Nearby
car parks operated by the City in Windsor Park #red shared car Park also in
Windsor park owned by the Zoo are both paid cakgarhis car park is also used
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by commuters travelling on public transport presbiyato Perth and other
destinations. It seems incongruous that some fdri@eopayment is not in place for
the use of this car park.

A residential/customer survey is being scheduleddrur in February 2007 in the
immediate area of the Richardson Reserve. Theeguwnill determine the usage of
the car park by local residents and the impactlshibbecome a paid ticket parking
car park. The survey will also be extended toudel the streets bounded by
Labouchere Road, Melville Parade, Richardson add &ireets. The survey will be
delivered to residents, sporting clubs and busisebgluding the Zoological
Gardens, seeking comment and input into the project

It seems inevitable that some form of additionad gmarking will be necessary and
it would be prudent to allow a sum in the Stratdgjitancial Plan for installation of
ticket issuing machines and associated equipmentrAount of $58k Is proposed
for this purpose..

3. Richardson Reserve Embayed Street Parking:

Additional overflow parking is provided in Richaadis Street and its use will also
be the subject of the residential/customer sunteyuito commence in the area.
This area is also the subject of the South PeritwBRa Precinct studies that are
needed to be finalised in the near future so thatipg and related infrastructure is
in place by the time the Station opens in 201@ hot anticipated that additional
funding will be required to implement any change2007/08 but it is likely that
funding will be required in 2008/09.

Whilst the nature of the works are unknown at timee, provision of notional funds
of $200k for works in this precinct should be ird#d in the Strategic Financial
Plan for 2008/09 for the commencement of works.

4. Parking Permits - South Perth Esplanade:
A residential/customer survey is being scheduleddrur in February 2007 in the
immediate area of the Esplanade/Mends Street Rtecithe purpose of the survey
will be to measure the demand for a permit arrareggnshould it be introduced
which could alleviate the parking demand in theaareThe permits would be
designed for employees working in the area who dowrmally park at their place
of employment and occupy spaces which could bel fogefor the public.

This investigation is still ongoing and any solatior development will be reported
to Council accordingly. It is not anticipated ttggnificant capital costs would be
required for the implementation of any changesatkipg practices in this area.

5. City Car Park No.1 and Windsor Hotel Car Parks:

The City has been approached by the owner of thed¥ér Hotel and informed of

the parking abuse that regularly occurs on theapely owned car park by people
other than Windsor Hotel clients. The owner hapiested that the City assist him
in researching and providing an amicable solutorinie parking problem which

affects his business and the Mends Street Pregjaogrally. It was confirmed that
the problem is affecting his business and therewewious signs of parking abuse.
A number of meetings have since occurred betwesiowmer and City Staff with a

view of discussing the matters and offering sohgito the parking problem. The
City is very much involved because the City opetatar park is located within the
same area that the privately owned car park istédcand the two are barely
distinguishable from each other.
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It would seem clear that an ideal solution is fomenon parking arrangements to
exist on both parking areas. If common resolutgnat found it is possible that the
Windsor Hotel will implement its own arrangemerttattmay include paid parking.
This would likely result in additional parking peeses within the precinct. It also
appears incongruous that the City has paid parkingearby Windsor Park and at
the Angelo Street parking area but fees are notgeldaat the most central and
convenient parking area for the Mends Street cormiagurecinct.

This investigation is still ongoing and any solatior development will be reported
to Council accordingly. It may also be prudent toyide some funding of $70k in
the Strategic Financial Plan for ticket issuing maes and equipment in this car
park.

5. Preston Street Precinct:
The Preston Street Precinct has always had a hearkgng demand and more
recently become a problem parking area, partigukirice the redevelopment of the
Como Centre.

An owner of land in Preston Street has some vdeandt which could be used as a
temporary parking facility to alleviate the parkidgmand On a short term basis as a
temporary solution. City officers will commencescdlissions with the land owner
with a view of looking at the use of the land otthe basis as a “Public/Private
Agreement”.

Any long term solution to the parking problems hist precinct will also have
financial ramifications. Investigations are stilhgming and any solution or
development will be reported to Council accordingly

6. Narrows Bridge Car Park

This car park will be monitored over several mortthsneasure the car park usage
and any signs of car park abuse. It is possildettie car park has become a park
and walk area for people who work in the City . r@spondence has been sent to
the water sporting club that use the car park arehboat ramp advising of the
City’'s intention to monitor the car park. Pendthg result of the monitoring period
it is likely that measures will be put in placepi@vent the car park abuse, without
compromising the sporting club. Parking restrictsicare a likely tool to control
parking in this area.

This investigation is still ongoing and any solatior development will be reported
to Council accordingly.

It is proposed that the results of the surveysamdother developments into “Public/Private
Agreements” which are being investigated for thejgmt tasks as mentioned within this
report will be presented at a Council concept forprior to reportingto the earliest
available Council meeting.

In relation to the Royal Perth Golf Club car patkprms part of the Reserve which is
currently leased to the Royal Perth Golf Club. sTbar park was not included in the
parking review Project Brief.

Consultation

Consultation will occur with the residents, spagtgroups and business’s, including Perth
Zoo, affected by the parking areas.
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9.4

Policy and Legislative Implications
N/A

Financial Implications
N/A

Strategic Implications

In accordance with Goal 3 of the City’s Strateglar? Environmental Management. In
particular, reference is made to Strategy 3.2 whitvolves the development and
implementation of a sustainability strategy and magement system to co-ordinate
initiatives contained in associated management gamnd to ensure City’s environment
is managed in a sustainable way

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.3.9

That....

(@) the progress to date of the Parking Strategyhi® Mill Point, Mends Street and
Como Shopping Precinct be noted;

(b) a report on the survey findings and investmai be providedat a Council
Concept Forum prior to reportirig the earliest available Council meeting; and

(© notional funding for the suggested proposalmémage parking be considered in the
development of the 2007/2008 - 2011/2012 Stratémiancial Plan; and
(d) potential additional revenue resulting from tlaeloption of these parking

management strategies be considered in the devehdpof the 2007/2008 -
2011/2012 Strategic Financial Plan..
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

GOAL 4: INFRASTRUCTURE

| 9.4.1 Manning Road/Challenger Avenue - Partial Medin Closure
Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: MA3/EL1

Date: 6 February 2007

Author: Trevor Quinn, Traffic and Design Enginee
Reporting Officer: Mark Taylor, Acting Directorfiastructure Services
Summary

This report details the proposed partial mediarsuwle at the Manning Road/Challenger
Avenue intersection previously identified in thechb Area 14/15 Traffic Study and a
development condition by Main Roads for the inatadh of signals at Manning Road and
Elderfield Road.

Background

Council at its meeting on 23 March 2004 recommerttiatl the Local Area 14/15 Traffic
Management Study be received and treatments lee list consideration in the preparation
of future Capital Works programs.

113



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

An extract from the 2004 Council report states:

“It should be noted that the majority of concernistean the north south links to Manning
Road and all require similar attention to calm frafand deter speeders. The Plan also
identifies a number of known black spot sites onniftay Road i.e. Manning
Road/Challenger Avenue and Manning Road/ElderfRtthd. The preferred long term
strategy would be some transference of traffic ftbentwo local streets Marsh Avenue and
Challenger Avenue to the local distributor EldddiéRoad. To achieve this a number of
actions need to occur.

Firstly Main Roads Western Australia will needbi® convinced that signal installation at
Elderfield Road/Manning Road is warranted. Thigrsection did receive funding several
years ago from the National Black Spot Program dignal installation but through the
delays with Main Roads the project lapsed. Ites tonsidered view of engineering officers
that the signal installation is essential to théeefive management of the eastern half of
Area 14/15 and the safe and effective servicin@Gebrge Burnett Park and Community
Centre.

Secondly the median opening in Manning Road ne&elds teconfigured to permit right turn
only entry from Manning Road and to prevent anatrigirn entry onto Manning Road from
Challenger Avenue.”

Manning Road/Elderfield Road intersection was idiet and included in the State

BlackSpot submission and received conditional fngdior 2006/07 as a State BlackSpot
Project. As part of the submission MRWA were rexjed by the City on 21 June 2005 to
provide an “Agreement in Principle” to the instéiba of traffic signals at this location

which was granted on 15 July 2005 subject to tleswk of the median at Manning
Road/Challenger Avenue. This partly correspondth whe Area 14/15 Traffic Study

recommendation.

The median opening on Manning Road at Challengemée had previously been included
as a BlackSpot Program with the installation ofSedgull Treatment”. Because of the
relatively narrow median in Manning Road this tmneant has not been as effective in
providing safe access to Manning Road as expectgdvauld impact on the approaches to
the proposed signal installation.

Comment

In addition to the one third project contributianthe installation of signals the City has also
included funding to complete the civil works asstedl with the intersection. The City has
commissioned GHD Pty Ltd Consulting Engineers &pgre the civil and electrical designs
for the proposed works and to liaise with Main Roaa installation. Main Roads now
require an approved plan detailing the proposedighamedian closure at Challenger
Avenue rather than the full closure previously $uur their consideration as part of the
signal approval.

The City continues to support the conclusion fréwa local Traffic Area Study that partial
closure is desirable primarily because the Maniogd/Challenger Avenue intersection is
presently used by Transperth to service the Manmirga. The route is eastbound on
Manning Road right turn into Challenger Avenue apdn return northbound on Challenger
Avenue and left turn westbound on Manning Roadright in and left out.
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This would be catered for as part of the City’sgueed partial closure for the intersection.
Should full closure be implemented, the alterratioute for Transperth would be
eastbound on Manning Road right turn into EldedfiBload, right into Henning Crescent
and upon return left from Henning Crescent intoeield Road and left turn westbound
into Manning Road.

The City requested Transperth to comment on thigsmatives with the following received:

“I understand that under the above traffic studyhas been proposed to install traffic
signals at the intersection of Manning Road andeHidld Road and to block the right turn
movement from Challenger Avenue into Manning Rdads my understanding that it has
subsequently been muted to completely close theamadManning Road at Challenger
Avenue, to block right turns from Manning into Geaber. However, due to the
carriageway widths along Henning Crescent betwedall€nger Avenue and Elderfield
Road and the fact that modifying the bus routeréwel via Elderfield would be more
circuitous and unattractive for passengers, Tramdpeseeks to retain the use of the
intersection at Manning and Challenger.”

The proposal as detailed ohttachment 9.4.1 has been discussed with Main Roads
however endorsement from Council and correspond&noe Transperth confirming their
requirement for the existing route and vehicle nmogets to be retained at this intersection
would ensure that the traffic signal installatiaiManning Road/Elderfield Road proceed.

Consultation
Consultation was previously undertaken in 2003/gaas of Area 14/15 Traffic Study.

Policy and Legislative Implications
There are no policy or legislative implications.

Financial Implications
The proposal as outlined oktitachment 9.4.1 will be accommodated within the current

budget allocation.

Strategic Implications
The proposed partial median closure is consistéht@oal 4 Infrastructure - Strategy 4.4

“Integrate Local Area Traffic Management Plans witlbroader precinct plans to ensure
that all infrastructure needs are considered at theame time as planning traffic
management works.”

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.4.1

That....

(a) the proposal for the partial closure of the imedn Manning Road, to prevent the
right turn movement from Challenger Avenue, asioetl onAttachment 9.4.1and
included in the Local Area 14/15 Traffic Managem&tudy be endorsed as the
complimentary works to the signal installation aamviing Road and Elderfield
Road; and

(b) Main Roads be advised that the City will efféa¢ works at Challenger Avenue,
referred to in part (a) above, immediately follogithe commissioning of the

signals at Elderfield Road.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 9.4.2 Slab Replacement Program

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: RO/602

Date: 5 February 2007

Author: Les Croxford, Manager Engineering Infrasture
Reporting Officer: Mark Taylor, Acting Directonfrastructure Services
Summary

To consider a proposal to provide for the replagerméall slab footpaths within the City.

Background

The City has 240.8 kilometres of footpaths inclgdanared use paths. In 1995 the footpath
network comprised about 200 kilometres of concsttb paths with the balance in poured
concrete. Over the past decade the Council hasted heavily in the replacement of the
path network with a budgeted amount of between $®@0to over $600,000 per annum.

Today there is some 80.1 kilometres of slab palihisbe replaced.

In 2006/07 $640,000 has been allocated in the Buldgethe replacement of paths. Path

replacement is about 95% outsourced using

e one contractor to pick up and dispose of existiladps excavate, supply and place
concrete for path works, access ramps, crossingp@epriate and reinstate reticulation
and regrade verges affected by the works; and

e another contractor to supply and lay brick pavingal intersection truncations and
where required to the frontage of commercial proger

City staff are only involved in the patching assteil with the occasional bitumen surfaced
crossing. In 2005/06 the City expended $624,94%aplacing notionally 12,000 linear
metres of path for a rate/m? of $34.72.

At the present rate of expenditure therefore, It teke approximately 8 years to complete
the slab replacement program.

Comment

The current combined rate for path replacemenudioly administration and overheads is
$38.80/m2. In 2006/07 some 11,000 metres of paitfe wtended to be replaced with about
one third of the program completed to the end afdbaber. With some 80.1 kilometres of
path still outstanding at December 31 the replacémalue at current contract rates is
$4,661,820. Logically the outstanding work can dodycompleted on a phased basis over a
number of years from a programming and cost pdiatev.

In the Strategic Financial Plan $900,000 per yeattie years 2007/08-2009/10 has been
set aside for footpaths. In the 2005/06 antalget $749,808 was allocated for footpath
related Capital Works In 2005/06 the budget for new path constructias $83,500 with
$30,000 allocated to access ramps and the balarstatt replacement

In 2006/07 the budget for new path construction %a30,000 plus $30,000 for access
ramps with $640,000 on path replacement. An allonadf $100,000 within the new path
program was to part fund the Waterford Shared Usth.P The expectation was that
additional funding to complete the path would beéaoted from the Developer and the
Department for Planning and Infrastructure (as pdrthe Bike Network). A total of
$900,000 has therefore been allocated in the 2008/Budget on footpath related Capital
Works.
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If new path construction was deferred until allstixig slab paths were replaced then the
allocation within the Strategic Financial Plan wibydrovide for some 15.5 kilometres of

path each year to 2012 (at today’s rates). Urniledsxed the replacement length would

decrease by approximately 0.6 kilometres each gfeidue program.

To complete the replacement of the whole netwotfiivim years would require an allocation
of $910,000 each year (non indexed).

Priorities are established having regard for ttseilte of a condition rating survey. Projects
identified for funding in the 2007/08 Budget frorhet survey data are contained in
Attachment 9.4.2.

The following table provides a number of alternatscenarios.

Allocation No. of Kilometres of Path Outstanding at Start of Year
each year years 07/08 08/09 09/10 1011 1112 12113
$900,000 5+ 72.95 57.45 42.55 28.25 14.55 1.45
$910,000 5 72.95 57.30 42.20 37.63 13.57 0
$1,120,000 4 72.95 53.72 35.17 17.27 0
$1,460,000 3 72.95 47.76 23.46 0
$1,800,000 2+ 72.95 41.95 12.05 0

Considering the impact that the footpath replacénpeagram has on residents there is a
reluctance to allow more than the minimlemgth of path to be “under constructicat’
any one time. As a result it is our contentiont thateam working continuously could
prepare, supply and place concrete and provideuatiegecurity to about 400 linear metres
of path each week. Excluding the industry shutda@trChristmas and the two winter
months of June/July a full team without compronisguality or unduly inconveniencing
the public could supply and lay up to 16 kilometaesum - a total of approximately 5 years
work.

However it is highly unlikely that any one cont@rctvould dedicate the resources to the
City to meet or more importantly exceed the abavéhe detriment of their many other
clients. No concrete team to this time has coasikt been able to maintain the above
metres.

Late pours and security issues coupled with opémspand delays to reticulation and verge
repairs are the consequences of striving to magimismetres poured.

The above is based on retaining all existing patihss acknowledged that currently many

minor residential streets had paths both sideshef street and there may be a strong
justification to remove certain sections where paheady exist opposite. The affect would
be to marginally reduce the overall kilometres aths to be replaced.

Consultation
No public consultation has been undertaken.

Policy and Legislative Implications
There are no policy or legislative implications.
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Financial Implications

An amount of $900,000 has been included in thet&jia Financial Plan for paths. This
allocation includes both slab path replacement pkws path construction. An amendment
to the Strategic Financial Plan would be requi@dahy program to advance the completion
of the path network. Any significant increase ianding allocation would require
adjustment to other budget provisions or an in@@asevenue to compensate.

Strategic Implications

The proposal to amend the Budget to facilitate tamthl works or variations to existing
projects as a result of external circumstancesoissistent with Goal 4 Infrastructure -
Strategy 4.1

“Develop appropriate plans, strategies and managemesystems to ensure public
infrastructure assets (roads, drains, footpaths)etite maintained to a responsible level.”

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.4.2

That....

(a) a path replacement schedule be developed tpletarall existing slab paths by June
2012;

(b) a review be undertaken of streets having slathsgpboth sides of the street to
determine the viability of removing and not rejitacthe path on one side of the
street; and

(c) the Strategic Financial Plan be amended taudelan indicative amount of $1M
allocated for slab replacement and some infill éwcsion of new paths each year
until the slab replacement program has been coatplet

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

118



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

| 9.4.3 Capital Works Program 2006/2007

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/502

Date: 6 November 2006

Author: Les Croxford, Manager Engineering Infrasture
Reporting Officer: Mark Taylor, Acting Directomfrastructure Services
Summary

Since adopting the Budget for 2006/07 the scopeeaxteint of a number of projects have
changed as a result of external factors. Thisrtadentifies a number of projects where
additional funding is required to complete the vgoahd nominates a number of projects as
the source for the required funds.

Background

The Budget for 2006/07 was adopted in July 2006vegal projects with funding from the

commonwealth government under the Metropolitan &®gli Road Group program were
based on a scope of works and unit rates submétedapproved by Main Roads some
twelve months earlier while another pavement rdtiatibn project has been affected by an
increase in unit rates in excess of the anticipateex increases.

The increase in unit rates from 2005/06 to theenircan be shown in the following table.

Description 2005/06 Rate 2006/07 Rate

Barrier Kerb 110 x 200 x 125 $12.55/Im $15.50/m

Barrier Kerb 110 x 200 x 150 $12.85/Im $16.00/m

Semi Mountable 230 x 180 $14.15/Im $22.75/lm

Semi Mountable 250 x 150 $14.45/Im $22.75/lm

Asphalt - SMA $122.00/tonne $134.50/tonne

Asphalt - Dense Grade 7 or 10mm $94.00/tonne $102.00/tonne

Asphalt - Dense Grade Red Laterite $102.00/tonne $135.10/tonne

Insitu Stabilisation $4.38/m? $11.71/m?

Bitumen Emulsion Supply $0.58/m? $0.69/m?

Three projects have been identified as having fitsemt funds to complete all of the
essential works and particularly where peripherarke such as the replacement of
stormwater structures and roadside kerbing are lvedo The peripheral works
acknowledge the standard being set within the comitjmand the expectaton that public
infrastructure reflect the changes being seen énctimmunity and most simply retain the
status quo i.e. preservation without peripheralroapment.

The projects are:

* Labouchere Road, Angelo Street to Hensman Street
e Labouchere Road, Thelma Street to Saunders Street
* Hampden Street, Lawler Street to Sandgate Street

Comment

Labouchere Road, Angelo Street to Hensman Street

The increase in unit rates over the past twelve th®ofor asphalt products (significant
increases in bitumen, diesel fuel and operator sjagecount for over half the requested
budget amendment. Additional works provided foraasontingency allowance but not
detailed involve the replacement of stormwater rdrgé structures (side entry pits and
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roadside gullies). An additional $26,000 is reqdito restore all stormwater structures to
current standard and to rehabilitate and resurfaeeroad pavement. The works will not
include full replacement of kerbing but only shseections adjacent to the stormwater
structures or at crossings.

In line with current metropolitan practice the shigun lanes and the central median will be
surfaced in the contrasting “red” laterite gravablaalt mix.

Labouchere Road, Thelma Street to Saunders Street

This project has been undertaken in two stagegnésiog the increase in unit rate plus the
additional complexity of traffic management at aamwund the Como Primary School.
Stage 1 has been completed and involved kerb mplaat, drainage improvements and
pavement rehabilitation and resurfacing. The “dthens” have been paved in red “laterite”
asphalt and this treatment is proposed to be egtktitough to Saunders Street as Stage 2.
Kerbing will only be replaced on the west side lw Greenock Avenue and Saunders
Street.

A further $21,500 is required to complete Stage art equivalent standard provided in the
section Thelma Street to Greenock Avenue.

Hampden Street, Lawler Street to Sandgate Street

The works proposed for Hampden Street include bakgrboth sides of the street, insitu
stabilisation of the existing pavement and resimtac The project outcome will be
comparable to that achieved in Elizabeth Streehe project will not include any works
through the intersection of Addison Street whiclisged as a Roads to Recovery Project in
2007/08.

An additional $26,500 reflecting the increase imrent rates is required to complete the
works.

The required funds can be obtained by:
» deferring ROW 106 and distributing the funds todheve projects; and
» transferring the balance of Canning Highway vergeinqg to one of the projects.

ROW 106

This project forms part of the Right of Way upgragmlegram and was listed for construction
in 2005/06. The ROW was accorded a high priorggause of the number of properties
having access to or potential access to the ROWtt ¢ the ROW had been paved and
drained by a developer.

Following a request from a number of residentslése or partially close the ROW Council
resolved to commence the process of closure. €heest was received in late 2005.
Currently the “closure request” is with the Depatrhfor Planning and Infrastructure who
have yet to determine the request. In principlevédv@r closure of ROW’s are not
considered favourably by the DPI if the land useilcupport infill development. There is
little likelihood of a decision being obtained frdd®!1 in the next quarter.

Unless there was a decision made in respect togssigg the construction of the ROW this
quarter it would be most unlikely that we could edhle construction in the months of
May/June. While there remains some uncertaintyr ove “closure decision” the
transference of the allocated funds to anothereptogcheduled to be completed in the
current quarter but lacking funds is very apprdgtia
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Canning Highway Verge Paving

The project was first commenced in 2005/06 withhadt and final stage projected for
2007/08. The intention of the three year projeasvio replace unsightly/unkempt street
verges with brick paving. As a main road traffiamagement along the Highway is heavily
regulated by Main Roads and has impacted on theuaihad works that can be completed
with the available funds. In 2006/07 the budgelisive of a carry forward from 2005/06 is
$52,000. With most of Stage 2 now complete theaiemg funds is insufficient to
complete the balance with the extent of traffic agement required. Some $14,000
remains unspent/not committed and is availabledallocation.

Consultation
No public consultation is required to amend the dgaid

Policy and Legislative Implications
There are no policy or legislative implications.

Financial Implications

The suggested amendments are intended to be costlne The suggested amendment
involves deferring a project listed in 2006/07 twtoer year and transferring unspent funds
from one project to enable the shortfall on thistedl projects to be completed.

Strategic Implications

The proposal to amend the Budget to facilitate tamthl works or variations to existing
projects as a result of external circumstancesoissistent with Goal 4 Infrastructure -
Strategy 4.1

“Develop appropriate plans, strategies and managemesystems to ensure public
infrastructure assets (roads, drains, footpaths)etite maintained to a responsible level.”

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.4.3
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That....

(a) the works as detailed in report Item 9.4.3 ke February 2007 Council Agenda
proceed as soon as practicable; and

(b) to facilitate the above works the Budget be raaeel as follows.*

Account - Account Current Budget Revised
Number Account Description Type Budget Amogunt Budget
5314 Labouchere Rd, Angelo St to Hensman Str | Capital Exp $166,208 $26,000 $192,208
5315 Labouchere Rd, Thelma St to Saunders St | Capital Exp $160,272 $21,500 $181,772
5319 Hampden St, Lawler St to Sandgate St Capital Exp $165,000 $26,500 $191,500
5289 ROW 106 Capital Exp $61,000 -$60,000 $1,000
6166 Canning Highway verge paving Capital Exp $52,000 -$14,000 | $38,000

CARRIED (13/0)
By Required Absolute Majority
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9.5 GOALS: ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

| 9.5.1 Applications for Planning Approval DeterminedUnder Delegated Authority. |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 5 February 2007

Author: Rod Bercov, Manager, Development Service
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Strategyid Regulatory Services
Summary

The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during the thzowf December 2006 and January
2007.

Background

At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, i@iduesolved as follows:

That Council receive a monthly report as part of ghAgenda, commencing at the

November 2006 meeting, on the.............

(b) exercise of Delegated Authority from Developmé&ervices under Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, as currently provided in the Courmils Bulletin.

The great majority (over 90%) of applications fdarming approval are processed by the
Planning Officers and determined under delegatéubaity rather than at Council meetings.
This report provides information relating to thepbgations dealt with under delegated
authority.

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme M. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City Officersrahation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatprocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.

Consultation

During the month of December 2006, fifty (50) deyghent applications were determined
under delegated authorittachment 9.5.1(a)refers. During the month of January 2007,
thirty (30) development applications were determinender delegated authority

Attachment 9.5.1(b)refers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Financial Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Strategic Implications
The report is aligned to Goal 5 “OrganisationaleEffiveness” within the Council’s Strategic
Plan. Goal 5 is expressed in the following termBo be a professional, effective and
efficient organisation
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.5.1

That the report and\ttachment 9.5.1(a) and Attachment 9.5.1(b) relating to delegated
determination of applications for planning approdaling the months of December 2006
and January 2007, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 9.5.2 Use of the Common Seal |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: N/A

Date: 7 February 2007

Author: Sean McLaughlin, Legal and Governanciecef
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

To provide a report to Council on the use of thenBmn Seal.

Background
At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting thiéol@wing resolution was adopted:

That Council receive a monthly report as part of éhAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common,Sisting seal number; date sealed;
department; meeting date / item number and reasonuse.

Comment
Clause 19.1 of the City’s Standing Orders Local La@02 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper usigeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 19.1 requires the CEO to recoaliregister:

0] the date on which the common seal was affixed tiocument;

(ii) the nature of the document; and

(i) the parties to any agreement to which the nwn seal was affixed.

Register
Extracts from the Register for the months of Deocemd006 and January 2007 appear
below.

December 2006

Nature of document Parties Date Seal Affixed

CPV Lease CoSP & Verna Moir 21 December
2006

Deed of Variation CPV Lease CoSP & lan McNabb 22 December
2006
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January 2007
Nature of document Parties Date Seal Affixed

Lease of Kensington Kindergarten CoSP & Dept of Education 4 January 2007
Lease of Rotary Community Hall CoSP & Rotary Club South Perth 10 January 2007
CPV Hostel Residency Agreement CoSP & Eleanor Burns 15 January 2007
Consent under section 129C (1a) TLA CP & JG Duckworth, 17 Howard Pde. | 15 January 2007
[Restrictive Covenant] Salter Point
CPV Hostel Residency Agreement CoSP & Lily Ireland 16 January 2007
Deed for the provision of Australia Day fly | CoSP & Commonwealth of Australia | 18 January 2007
past (RAAF)
Deed of Agreement to Enter CPV Lease CoSP & David Smith 24 January 2007
CPV Lease CoSP & David Smith 24 January 2007
Deed for Registering CPV Lease CoSP & David Smith 24 January 2007
Young Citizen of the Year Award CoSP & Jessica Sherman 26 January 2007

Note: The register is maintained on an electronic dase lamd is available for inspection.

Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 19 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L&d2 describes the requirements for the
safe custody and proper use of the common seal.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications
The report aligns to Goal 5 “Organisational Effeetiess” within the Council's Strategic
Plan. Goal 5 is expressed in the following termBo be a professional, effective and
efficient organisation.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.5.2

That the report on the use of the ‘Common Seal'tfier months of December 2006 and
January 2007be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

9.5.3 Local Government Amendment Bill (No 2) 2006 tocal Government
Elections
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: G0/406
Date: 14 February 2007

Author and Reporting Officer: CIiff Frewing, Chi&kecutive Officer

Summary

The purpose of this report is to obtain Councilimd@sement to a submission to the
Environment and Public Affairs Standing Committeerélation to the Local Government
Amendment Bill (No 2) 2006, Local Government Elens.
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Background

On 23 November 2006 the Legislative Council reféitee_Local Government Amendment
Bill (No 2) 2006to the Standing Committee on Environment and Bubfiairs for inquiry
and report. The referral allows the Committee tastder the policy of the Bill.

This submission is in response to the invitatioreirged from the Standing Committee on
Environment and Public Affairs dated 15 Decembed&@r comment in relation to the
proposal to introduce Proportional Voting to Lo&dvernment as contained in the Local
Government Amendment Bill (No 2) 2006.

A draft submission was prepared and circulateddanCillors for comment on 9 February
2007.

The closing date for submissions is 23 February728td the attached submission will be
lodged by the due date. The letter accompanyiaddity’s submission will indicate that a
representative of the City wishes to also makerbalgresentation on the matter at a date to
be advised to the City by the Standing Committe&iavironment and Public Affairs.

Comment

The State Government has proposed an amendmere tatal Government Act to change
the system of voting from ‘First Past the Postatéorm of preferential proportional voting
to be consistent with the way in which the Legis@aCouncil is elected.

In previous submissions on this subject, Councdl sapported the retention of the ‘First
Past the Post’ system and this submission hasfle®ed consistent with this position.

Consultation
Elected members were invited to provide input te Submission which is in line with
previous submissions on this subject.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil at this time. Proposal may result in legislatichanges.

Financial Implications
Possible additional costs may be incurred in cotwgiduture elections if a change to the
voting system is made.

Strategic Implications
The report aligns to Goal 5 “Organisational Effeetiess” To be a professional, effective
and efficient organisation.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.5.3 |

That the City of South Perth officer submissiontiba Local Government Amendment Bill
(No 2) 2006 - Local Government Elections providesd#achment 9.5.3 be endorsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Macpherson - That the MolierPut.

The Mayor put the Motion. CARRIED (10/3)
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9.6

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.5.3
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Maddaford

That the City of South Perth officer submissiontiba Local Government Amendment Bill
(No 2) 2006 - Local Government Elections provided#achment 9.5.3 be endorsed.
CARRIED (12/1)

NOTE:CR JAMIESON REQUESTED THAT HE BE RECORDED AS HAWG VOTED
AGAINST THE MOTION

Note: Mayor Collins vacated the Chair and left the Chamat 11.38pm. Deputy
Mayor Maddaford took the position as Chair.

Note Manager Planning Services retired from the meedtrigl.38pm.

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL VIABILITY

|9.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts — Janug 2007

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 8 February 2007

Author / Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Directéinancial and Information Services

Summary

Monthly management account summaries compiled dowprto the major functional
classifications compare actual performance aghindget expectations. These are presented
to Council with comment provided on the significéiniancial variances disclosed in those
reports.

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulatsgnrequires the City to present
monthly financial reports to Council in a formafleeting relevant accounting principles. A
management account format, reflecting the orgaoisal structure, reporting lines and

accountability mechanisms inherent within that ctriee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. ififi@mation provided to Council is a

summary of the detailed line-by-line informationpplied to the City’'s departmental

managers to enable them to monitor the financidglopmance of the areas of the City’'s
operations under their control. This also refletis structure of the budget information
provided to Council and published in the Annual geid

Combining the Summary of Operating Revenues anceidifures with the Summary of
Capital Items gives a consolidated view of all @pens under Council’s control and it
measures actual financial performance against hdgectations.

Regulation 35 of the Local Government (Financial nsigement) Regulations requires
significant variances between budgeted and acemllts to be identified and comment
provided on those identified variances. The Citg lagopted a definition of ‘significant
variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the project or linem value - whichever is the greater.
Whilst this is the statutory requirement, the Gitpvides comment on a number of lesser
variances where it believes this assists in digghgraccountability.
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To be an effective management tool, the ‘budgetiregl which actual performance is
compared is phased throughout the year to rethectyclical pattern of cash collections and
expenditures during the year rather than simplyndpei proportional (number of expired
months) share of the annual budget. The annuadiuths been phased throughout the year
based on anticipated project commencement dategxgmetted cash usage patterns. This
provides more meaningful comparison between aectndlbudgeted figures at various stages
of the year. It also permits more effective manageinand control over the resources that
Council has at its disposal.

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively

amended throughout the year to take advantage ahgeld circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principldsresponsible financial cash management.
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevantdy vhen rates are struck, it should, and
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored aendewed throughout the year. Thus the
Adopted Budget evolves into the Amended Budget thia regular (quarterly) Budget

Reviews.

For comparative purposes, a summary of budgeteshtes and expenditures (grouped by
department and directorate) is provided throughitvat year. This schedule reflects a
reconciliation of movements between the 2006/20@0bpted Budget and the 2006/2007
Amended Budget - including the introduction of tbapital expenditure items carried

forward from 2005/2006.

A monthly Balance Sheet detailing the City’s assatd liabilities and giving a comparison

of the value of those assets and liabilities wlith televant values for the equivalent time in
the previous year is also provided. PresentingBlance Sheet on a monthly, rather than
annual, basis provides greater financial accoulitialbd the community and provides the

opportunity for more timely intervention and cotiee action by management where

required.

Comment

The major components of the monthly managementust@ummaries presented are:

* Balance Sheet Attachments 9.6.1(1)(A)and 9.6.1(1)(B)

e« Summary of Operating Revenue and Expenditure (fordepartments except for
Infrastructure Services)Attachment 9.6.1(2)

e Summary of Operating Revenue and Expenditure fdrastructure Services -
Attachment 9.6.1(3)

e Summary of Capital Items Attachment 9.6.1(4)

e Schedule of Significant VariancesAttachment 9.6.1(5)

« Reconciliation of Budget Movement#ttachment 9.6.1(6)

Operating Revenue to 31 January 2007 is $27.61Mwirepresents 101% of the Year to
Date Budget of $27.25M. Significant contributorsthe favourable variance include better
than anticipated investment revenue performancéeudgeted advertising rebate and a
premium rebate for the ‘adjusted’ workers compeaosapremium in a prior year, the
unbudgeted ground hire fee from Red Bull for the o Sir James Mitchell Park for the
Red Bull Air Race and a better than expected perdmice on parking management -
including the Australia Day parking strategy. Rawerfrom the Collier Park Hostel remains
ahead of budget due to higher Commonwealth Sulssfdien the increased RCS levels at
present. Building and Planning Services revenuesa#so in advance of budget due to
several large development applications. In theabtfucture Services area, deferred trade in
proceeds from several plant items budgeted fombtittraded prior to 30 June 2006 have
now created favourable variances in 2006/2007. vieve of a number of ‘aged’ trust
deposits by the Finance team has also yieldedhéfisent unbudgeted revenue.
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Comment on the specific items contributing to theiances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant VariancesAttachment 9.6.1(5). A number of these items have been
addressed in the Q2 Budget Review that will be icemed by Council in this agenda as
Item 9.6.5

Operating Expenditure to 31 January 2007 is $17.03dich represents 97% of the Year
to Date Budget of $17.48M Operating Expenditurearsund 4% favourable in the
Administration area - and 1% favourable in thedsfructure Services area.

As previously noted, several staff positions tlehain vacant due to either resignation or
leave entitlements have contributed to the favdera@riances in the Administration area -
particularly in Community Services, Planning, Biilgl Services, Finance, Engineering
Admin and Recreation. The City is endeavouringyaew strategies to attract staff and in
the interim is making use of temporary staff tolgaghat we continue to deliver responsive
and timely customer service in all facets of outivéttes. Overall, the salaries budget
(including temporary staff where they are beingdugecover vacancies) is now 6.4% under
the budget allocation for the 210 FTE positionsraped by Council in the budget process —
although staff agencies are less timely in subngttheir costs for payment than our own
internal staff (so there may be some timing lag).

Reduced staffing levels have had some impact onter@ance programs for some activities
such as parks and environmental maintenance. Ewopsly noted favourable variances on
some infrastructure activities such as drainageds@nd path maintenance are beginning to
reverse. Allocations of overheads and charge @uplfint items, which are affected by the
reduced number of permanent staff direct labourdiand the increased use of temporary
staff (that do not automatically attract oncostd plant charge out to the particular jobs on
which the staff are deployed), are requiring furtle®rrective action. This issue is
continuing to be closely monitored for the remaimalethe year.

Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant Variancédtachment 9.6.1(5). A number of the
expenditure item variances have been addressedeirQ2 Budget Review that will be
considered by Council in this agenda as Item 9.6.5.

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $0.91M at 31 Jgragainst a budget of $0.61M. Road
grant revenue appears to be well in advance of dudgowever, this is distorted by
DoTARS having forwarded an amount of almost $320,00 advance) to the City for road
works that have yet to be identified, designed @rstructed - on the proviso that the road
works are undertaken in the next 3 years. Thisnisuausual transaction and presents a
challenge in responsibly and accountably managhmg City's finances. The monies
received have now been transferred to the Futuneidipal Works Reserve, where they will
remain quarantined exclusively for deployment oadrprojects that meet the grant funding
criteria in future years.

The unfavourable variance in capital revenuesingdab the lower than anticipated turnover
of units in the Collier Park Village continues ahds unlikely that the full year budget will
be attained. However, the offsetting benefit frohistis that capital expenditure on
refurbishment of vacated units is also somewhaetdiwan budgeted.

Capital Expenditure at 31 January is $3.77M againgtar to date budget of $5.21M. This
represents 72% of the year to date budget and semse 23% of the full year capital
program including the Underground Power Project PYIGExcluding the UGP project,
which is to be separately delivered by Western Poather than through City resources, we
have currently completed around 33% of the fullrigeprogram - which was increased in
December to include the additional funding for CoBwach. The executive management
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team recognises the importance of monitoring tlegnass of the City’s various departments
in delivering the capital program throughout tharyand a monthly strategic review of the
delivery of the program now occurs with activitigecluding identifying obstacles to
delivering the program and identifying what, if asgrrective actions can be implemented.

A summary of the progress of the capital programl(iding approved carry forward works)

by directorate is provided below:

Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget | Total Budget
CEQ / Financial & Info Services 1,007,500 1,164,338 114% 1,852,000
Corp & Community Services 318,650 167,089 52% 1,326,454
Strategic & Reg Services 51,000 20,976 41% 126,500
Infrastructure Services 3,817,808 2,410,837 63% 7,741,549
Underground Power 20,000 11,061 55% 4,820,000
Total 5,214,958 3,774,300 72% 16,147,503

Further comment on the variances relating to Chptevenue and Capital Expenditure
items may be found iAttachment 9.6.1(5)and inAttachment 9.6.6.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahinformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial agement. It also provides information
and discharges financial accountability to the Gitatepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
In accordance with the requirements of the Seddidnof theLocal Government Acind

Local Government Financial Management Regulatighargl 35.

Financial Implications
The attachments to this report compare actual imhmperformance to budgeted financial

performance for the period.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in @hCity’s Strategic Plan <To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Chityancial resources’.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.6.1

That ....

(a) the monthly Balance Sheet and Financial Sunasaprovided asAttachment
9.6.1(1-4)be received;

(b) the Schedule of Significant Variances providsdttachment 9.6.1(5)be accepted
as having discharged Council’'s statutory obligatiaimder Local Government
(Financial Management) Regulation 35; and

(c) the Summary of Budget Movements and Budget Realation Schedule for
2006/2007 provided asttachment 9.6.1(6)(A)and 9.6.1(6)(B)be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

129



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

|9.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments andébtors at 31 January 2007

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 8 February 2007

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Fingacand Information Services
Summary

This report presents to Council a statement sunsingrithe effectiveness of treasury

management for the month including:

. The level of controlled Municipal, Trust and Resefunds at month end.

. An analysis of the City’'s investments in suitabl@rmay market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosaniiial institutions.

. Statistical information regarding the level of dataling Rates and General Debtors.

Background

Effective cash management is an integral part obp@r business management.
Responsibility for management and investment of @i®’s cash resources has been
delegated to the City's Director Financial & Infation Services and Manager Financial
Services - who also have responsibility for the aggament of the City’s Debtor function
and oversight of collection of outstanding debts.

In order to discharge accountability for the exszaf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbedralf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as the funds held in “cash backed” Reservegiffcant holdings of money market
instruments are involved so an analysis of cashlihgé showing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is praed. Statistics on the spread of investments
to diversify risk provide an effective tool by whicCouncil can monitor the prudence and
effectiveness with which the delegations are bex®ycised. Finally, a comparative analysis
of the levels of outstanding rates and generalaiebtlative to the equivalent stage of the
previous year is provided to monitor the effectess of cash collections.

Comment

(a) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $31.88M compare vemptmably to $28.79M at the
equivalent stage of last year. This is due to abemof factors including the very
good cash collections from rates levied in Julyefot.6% ahead of last year after
the third instalment), timely claims for pensiosehiors rebates from the Office of
State Revenue and the delayed outflow of capitgeediture (approximately
$1.4M). The other very significant factor is thespiwe cash flow implications of
the City changing the way in which it remits itslE&llections to FESA (now pre-
determined quarterly remittances rather than thgu&’ monthly collections
remittance approach used in previous years). Osin @@sition is currently very
positively impacted by this change as we have cw@tkaround the same amount of
ESL - but have remitted around $1.0M less at ttiiges The situation will of course
be somewhat less favourably impacted in the latenths of the year when
payments to FESA are greater than the incoming@cmdins.

Even after adjusting for the revised ESL cash fiompact compared to last year, the
net position is still better relative to Januaryd@0Monies taken into the new year
and our subsequent cash collections are investeddure financial instruments to
generate interest until those monies are requorddrid operations or projects later
in the year.
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(b)

(©)

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to casbhkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddblr Municipal use currently sits at
$14.69M (compared to $12.63M in 2005/200&}achment 9.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in short term money market ins&ota at month end is $31.66M
compared to $28.51M last year. As discussed abthe,difference relates to
improved cash collections, delayed outflows for i@dpprojects and the timing
implications of the changed ESL remittance arrareyés)

Funds held are responsibly spread across vari@iguiions to diversify risk as
shown inAttachment 9.6.2(2). Interest revenues (received and accrued) for the
year to date total $1.10M, which is up from $0.9&Mhe same time last year. This
is primarily attributable to higher cash holdingalahe slightly higher interest rates
available at this time.

The average rate of return for the year to dat®.28% with anticipated yield on

investments yet to mature currently at 6.42% -endfhg astute selection of
investments after carefully considering our castiwvfmanagement needs. The City
actively manages its treasury funds to pursue respke, low risk investment

opportunities that generate interest revenue tplsogent its rates income.

Major Debtor Classifications

The level of outstanding rates relative to the egjent time last year is shown in
Attachment 9.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of January 200&r(afte due
date for the third rates instalment) represent®909 total rates levied compared to
87.4% at the equivalent stage of the previous yeawith only 1 instalment
remaining. This continues to be the City’s bestrewates collection result to this
stage of the year - and supports the rating siyaedg the communication strategy
used for the 2006/2007 rates issue. The final iastalment is due in March 2007.
It is important to recognise that the impressividection of rates outstanding to date
have had a notable offsetting impact on the le¥/@enalty interest on overdue rates
($20,000 less than budget) - but this is not careid a bad outcome.

The range of appropriate, convenient and userdlygpayment methods offered by
the City, combined with the early payment incentebdeme (generously sponsored
by local businesses), have had a very positive @tnpa initial rates collections.
Reminder notices and other appropriate debt cadecactions, including timely
follow up by rates staff, are currently underwape$e actions have complimented
the rates strategy to ensure that we build uponexisting very solid treasury
management foundations.

General debtors stand at $0.8%W 31 January 2007 compared to $0.84M at the
same time last year. The debtors category withrgefeoutstanding balance than at
the same time last year is Infringements - a |g@@#on of which relates to unpaid
fines from Australia Day and the Red Bull Evente$é outstanding items are in the
main regarded as collectible - although a pruddiotaion for doubtful debts is
made if rigorous collection efforts are unsuccdssfu

Consultation

This financial report is prepared for Council anityCmanagement to evidence the
soundness of financial management being employea@lsb provides information that
discharges accountability to our ratepayers. Conityngonsultation is not a required part of
these responsibilities.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

Consistent with the requirements of Policy P603nvektment of Surplus Funds and
Delegation DM603. The provisions of Local Governtgimancial Management Regulation
19 are also relevant to the content of this report.

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agawin part (a) to (c) of the Comment
section of this report. Overall, the conclusion tandrawn that appropriate and responsible
measures are in place to protect the City’s firanassets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified inehCity’s Strategic Plan —'To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Clityancial resources’

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.6.2

That the 31 January 2007 Statement of Funds, Imesgtand Debtors comprising:

e Summary of All Council Funds as per Attachment 9.6.2(1)
e Summary of Cash Investments as per Attachment 9.6.2(2)
« Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 9.6.2(3)
be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|9.6.3 Warrant of Payments Listing

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 7 February 2007

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent ,Director Fingaand Information Services
Summary

A list of accounts paid by the CEO under delegatdthority between 1 December 2006 and
31 January 2007 is presented for information tdRdleruary 2007 Council meeting.

Background

Local Government Financial Management Regulationréduires a local government to
develop procedures to ensure the proper approdshatmorisation of accounts for payment.
These controls relate to the organisational puinfjaand invoice approval procedures
documented in the City’s Policy P605 - Purchasimgj lavoice Approval.

They are supported by Delegation DM605 which skés authorised purchasing approval
limits for individual officers. These processes aneir application are subjected to detailed
scrutiny by the City’s Auditors each year during #tonduct of the Annual Audit. Once an
invoice has been approved for payment by an awbhdrofficer, payment to the relevant
party must be made from either the Municipal Fundhe Trust Fund and the transaction
recorded in the City’s financial records.
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Comment

A list of payments made since the last list was@néd is prepared and is presented to the
next ordinary meeting of Council and recorded imrhinutes of that meeting. It is important
to acknowledge that the presentation of this Mafrant of Payments) is for information
purposes only as part of the responsible dischaf@ecountability. Payments made under
this delegation can not be individually debateevithdrawn.

Consultation

This is a financial report prepared to provide ficial information to Council and the City’s
administration to provide evidence of the soundnegsfinancial management being
employed by the administration. It also provide$orimation and discharges financial
accountability to the City’s ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with the requirements of Policy P605urcRasing and Invoice Approval and
supported by Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in &hCity’s Strategic Plan <To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Chityancial resources’.

Note: Cr Hearne left the Chamber at 11.40pm and retuahéd.42pm
Cr Gleeson left the Chamber at 11.43pm

Note: Mayor Collins returned to the Chamber at 11.43prd sgsumed his position as
Chairman.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.6.3
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Smith

That the Warrant of Payments for the months of Ddm¥ 2006 and January 2007 as
detailed in the Report of the Director Financiadl amformation Servicedittachment 9.6.3,
be received.

CARRIED (11/1)

NOTE:CR JAMIESON REQUESTED THAT HE BE RECORDED AS HAWG VOTED
AGAINST THE MOTION

9.6.4 Statutory Financial Statements for Quarter eded 31 December 2006

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 January 2007

Author/Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, DirectBinancial and Information Services
Summary

In accordance with statutory requirements, an Qpegr&tatement is provided for the period
ended 31 December 2006. The revenues and experditiassified by program and also
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presented by nature and type classification. Statuschedules relating to Rating and
General Purpose Revenue that compare actual perficerto budget for the period are also
provided.

Background

The Local Government (Financial Management) Regulat 1996 require the City’s
Administration to produce quarterly financial stants in the specified statutory format
and to submit those statements to Council for adiopt

The statutory Operating Statement emphasises Q@uraperations classified by the
programs specified in the Appendix to the Local &owment Financial Management
Regulations - rather than on Capital Expenditures.

Although the monthly management accounts presantddpartmental format are believed
to be the most effective mechanism for both the/'€iAdministration and Council in
monitoring financial progress against the buddet; highly summarised, program classified
statutory Operating Statement is mandated by thgsl&ion because it provides
comparability across Councils. The Department afdl@&sovernment, Australian Bureau of
Statistics and Grants Commission regard local gowent comparability as being very
important.

The statutory (AAS 27) format Operating Statementequired to be accompanied by a
Schedule of General Purpose Revenue and suppoyteal supplementary Schedule of
Rating Information for the corresponding periodthdlugh not mandated by the legislation,
a Statement of Financial Position as at the enih@fperiod is included to provide a more
complete and accountable set of financial reports.

Comment

The total AAS 27 Operating Revenue for the perib82¥.42M compares favourably with
the year to date Budget of $27.10M. This represé&ftt% of the year to date Budget.
Analysing the Operating Revenues by nature and, tijpe most significant favourable
variances are in Feemnd Charges (planning and building licenses and Relll &ent),
Grants and Subsidies (higher RCS subsidies at td @nd several small unbudgeted
grants), Interest Revenue (as discussed in Agetela B.6.2), Asset Sale Proceeds
(unbudgeted plant trade-ins deferred from June 806 Other Revenue (advertising rebate
and insurance premium rebate).

The principal variances disclosed by program aeef#lvourable variances in the General
Purpose Funding, Governance, Community Amenitiegecr&tion and Culture and
Transport programs. General Purpose Funding isufalaby impacted by the extra interest
revenue generated from excellent investment pedoom (Refer Agenda Item 9.6.2). The
favourable variance in the Governance program egléd the receipt of the advertising
rebate and the insurance premium rebate afteetasgessment of the prior year’s insurance
performance. The Community Amenities program bés&fom additional planning fees for
three unexpected larger commercial developments.

Recreation and Culture is favourable due to thaudgbted fee associated with the Red Bull
Air Race, unbudgeted grant for digitising the Gilglflection and the timing difference on

Fiesta revenue. The remainder of programs are ¢ttobedget expectations for the year to
date with significant variances being separatelgniified and addressed by either
appropriate management action or by the items bagigded in the Q2 Budget Review.
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Operating Expenditure (classified according to A2B principles) to 31 December 2006,
totals $14.87M and compares favourably to a yedate Budget of $15.80M. Analysing the
Operating Expenditure items by nature and type,l@yap cost are significantly under
budget (as expected due to the vacant positiongieiny delay on training expenditures)
and materials and contracts are also under budgethé year to date - although this is
expected to correct in later months.

Most programs have small variances with the mogaifsicant being in the Governance,

Housing, Community Amenities, Recreation and Celtuand Transport programs.

Favourable variances in the Governance progranterefainly to salary savings due to

vacant staff positions or staff on extended leasedescussed below. The favourable
variance in the Housing program relates mostly tsigaificant saving on refurbishment

costs due to the lower turnover of units and soffextive cost management on some other
operational items including CPV garden maintenance.

Staff vacancies and a lesser requirement for liegal in the planning area have contributed
to the small favourable variance in the Communityehities program — as have timing
difference in the delivery of a number of communibcussed sustainability initiatives.
Timing differences on parks maintenance activiied golf course maintenance (which are
expected to correct later in the year) have afldated favourably on the Recreation and
Culture program. Hall operating costs are highanthudgeted — primarily due to cleaning
costs. The Transport program is favourably impadigdiiming differences in path and
traffic device maintenance expenditures. These ldheorrect later in the year. The
favourable variance on street sweeping is undessitiyation.

The Schedule of Rating Information shows that é&&ldbecember 2006, the City had levied
some $18.29M in residential and commercial ratespased to a year to date budget of
$18.28M. Interim rates growth has been very clodaudget to date.

Salaries were around 7.4% below budget expectatioBgcember 2006 but this is distorted
by some extended vacancies in the EngineeringnilgnFinance, Recreation, Golf Course
and Building Services areas. Other areas such asmaity Services, Health Services and
the Collier Park Village have been affected by sestaff taking leave entitlements which
are paid from cash backed provisions accumulat@dian years rather than from the normal
cost centres. Most other areas are relatively dlm&eidget expectations.

The Statement of Financial Position provides a amspn of asset and liability categories
at 31 December 2006 and at an equivalent time én205/2006 financial year. Current
Assets stand at $37.67M as at 31 December 2006arechjpo $34.51M in December 2005.
The major aspects of this change are the much highel of investment funds resulting
from the changed ESL payment regime and quarantiast backed reserves plus funds
held for significant construction projects later time year. Receivables are similar to
2005/2006 — although higher general debtors atithis offsets the results of excellent rates
collections and timely processing and recoveryn(fsiate government) of pensioner rebate
entitlements.

Non Current Assets of $173.37M compare with $174.20 December 2005. This increase
reflects the higher valuation of buildings and asfiructure assets. Non current receivables
relating to self supporting loans have reducediugdo last year.

Current Liabilities are disclosed as $5.54M comgate a balance of $3.51M at 31
December 2005. Part of the reason for this increasiee higher level of creditor invoices
outstanding from suppliers at balance date — pdatity one invoice relating to the civic
building project of around $0.2M and another $0.8kbngly sent to the City as an ‘in
advance’ road grant payment.
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The other very significant item is the recognititwat the City has collected some $1.1M
more of ESL levies than have been forwarded to FESAhis date. However, it is
considered prudent to recognise the liability tovard this money at this time as these are
not City monies. Employee entitlements accrued aeash backed in accordance with
statutory requirements are some $0.15M higher ¢ihdéime equivalent time last year.

Non-Current Liabilities stand at $24.93M at 31 Daber 2006 compared with $24.44M last
year. This is attributable to a higher holding efundable monies for the leaseholder
liability at the Collier Park Complex this year (additional $0.9M). City borrowings
undertaken as part of the overall funding package$@.3M lower than at the same time last
financial year. Non current Trust Funds have dsen reduced during the December
quarter.

Consultation

As this is a comparative financial information repgrimarily intended to provide
management information to Council in addition tcosatiiarging statutory obligations,
community consultation is not a relevant considenain this matter.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Actions to be taken are in accordance with Sedidrof theLocal Government Acnd the
Local Government Financial Management Regulations.

Financial Implications
The attachments to this Report compare actual diahactivity to the year to date budget
for those revenue and expenditure items.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified indlCity’s Strategic Plan Goal 6 “Fo provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Clityancial resources’.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.6.4

That Council receive the statutory Quarterly Finah&tatements for the period ending
31 December 2006 comprising:

* Operating Statement Attachment 9.6.4(1)(A)and 9.6.4(1)(B)
e Schedule of General Purpose Funding Attachment 9.6.4(2)

e Schedule of Rating Information Attachment 9.6.4(3)

« Statement of Financial Position Attachment 9.6.4(4)(A)

« Statement of Change in Equity Attachment 9.6.4(4)(B)

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|9.6.5 Budget Review for the Quarter ended 31 Decdrer 2006

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 January 2007

Author/Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Directémancial and Information Services
Summary

A review the 2006/2007 Adopted Budget for the peerio 31 December 2006 has been
undertaken within the context of the approved buggegrams. Comment on identified
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variances and suggested funding options for thdeetified variances are provided. Where
new opportunities have presented themselves orenthese may have been identified since
the budget was adopted, they have also been irthigheoviding that funding has been able
to be sourced or re-deployed.

The Budget Review recognises two primary groupsdplistments
« those that increase the Budget Closing Position
(new funding opportunities or savings on operaticoats)
» those that decrease the Budget Closing Position
(reduction in anticipated funding or new / addiaboosts)

The underlying theme is to ensure that a ‘balarmethet’ funding philosophy is retained.
Wherever possible, those service areas seekingdiaui funds to what was originally
approved for them in the budget development proeessencouraged to seek / generate
funding or to find offsetting savings in their owreas.

Background

Under theLocal Government Act995 and the Local Government (Financial Managémen
Regulations, Council is required to review the AwaopBudget and assess actual values
against budgeted values for the period at least anear — after the December quarter.

This requirement recognises the dynamic natureasllgovernment activities and the need
to continually reassess projects competing fortéohifunds — to ensure that community
benefit from available funding is maximised. loshd also recognise emerging beneficial
opportunities and react to changing circumstanmesighout the financial year.

Although not required to perform budget reviewstras frequency, the City chooses to
conduct a Budget Review at the end of the Septenilmzember and March quarters each
year — believing that this approach provides mogmachic and effective treasury
management than simply conducting one statutofyyieakly review. The results of the Half
Yearly (Q2) Budget Review are now required to beveyded to the Department of Local
Government for their review after they have beetoesed by Council. This requirement is
to allow the Department to provide a value-addiayise in assessing the ongoing financial
sustainability of each of the local governmentsthe state — based on the information
contained in the Budget Review.

Comments in the Budget Review are made on variathatshave either crystallised or are
quantifiable as future items - but not on itemg thply reflect a timing difference (that is,
scheduled for one side of the budget review periogt not spent until the period following
the budget review).

Comment

The Budget Review is presented in three parts :

* Amendments resulting from normal operations indbarter under reviewttachment
9.6.5(1)

These are items which will directly affect the Mipal Surplus. The City’s
Financial Services team critically examine recordesl’enue and expenditure
accounts to identify potential review items. Théepbal impact of these items on
the budget closing position is carefully balancgaiast available cash resources to
ensure that the City’s financial stability and sisability is maintained. The effect
on the Closing Position (increase / decrease) andgplanation for the change is
provided for each item.
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« Items funded by transfers to or from existing CR&serves are shown Astachment
9.6.5(2).

These items reflect transfers back to the Municipahd of monies previously
guarantined in Cash-Backed Reserves or plannedstess to Reserves. Where
monies have previously been provided for projecheduled in the current year, but
further investigations suggest that it would bedant to defer such projects until
they can be responsibly incorporated within largetegrated precinct projects
identified within the Strategic Financial Plan (SFRhey may be returned to a
Reserve for use in a future year. There is no impacthe Municipal Surplus for
these items as funds have been previously provided

e Cost Neutral Budget Re-allocatiditachment 9.6.5(3)

These items represent the re-distribution of fusddsady provided in the Budget adopted
by Council on 11 July 2006.

Primarily these items relate to changes to moreueaely attribute costs to those
cost centres causing the costs to be incurred. &eno impost on the Municipal
Surplus for these items as funds have already Ipeevided within the existing
budget.

Where quantifiable savings have arisen from coreglgtrojects, funds may be
redirected towards other proposals which did nateige funding during the budget
development process due to the limited cash resswacailable.

This section also includes amendments to “Non-Casdths such as Depreciation
or the Carrying Costs (book value) of Assets Disdosof. These items have no
direct impact on either the projected Closing Positor cash resources.

Consultation

External consultation is not a relevant consideratin a financial management report
although budget amendments have been discussedregpionsible managers within the
organisation where appropriate prior to the iteimdpéncluded in the Budget Review.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Compliance with the statutory requirement to comndudalf yearly budget review and to
forward the results of that review to the Departtnef Local Government is achieved
through the presentation of this report to Council.

Financial Implications

The amendments contained in the attachment tagpt will result in a change of $7,336
to the projected 2006/2007 Budget Closing Positidre changes recommended in the Q2
Budget Review will result in the revised (estimat@d06/2007 Closing Position becoming
$59,658.

The impact of the proposed amendments in this tepothe financial arrangements of each
of the City’s directorates is disclosed in Tablbelow. Figures shown apply only to those
amendments contained in the attachments to thistrépot previous amendments).

Table 1 includes only items directly impacting dme tClosing Position and excludes

transfers to and from cash backed reserves. Whepssasible, directorates are encouraged
to contribute to their requested budget adjustmbptsourcing new revenues or adjusting
proposed expenditures.
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Adjustments to the Opening Balance shown in Tabiefér to the difference between the
Estimated Opening Position used at the budget afogate and the final Actual Opening

Position as determined after the close off andtaafdhe 2005/2006 year end accounts. This
difference is explained at Note 22 of the 2005/28@6ual Financial Statements.

TABLE 1: (Q2 BUDGET REVIEW ITEMS)

Directorate Increase Surplus Decrease Surplus Net Impact

Office of CEO 2,500 (265,000) (262,500)
Corporate and Community Services 39,530 (55,500) (15,970)
Financial and Information Services 85,500 (36,000) 49,500
Strategic and Regulatory Services 40,000 0 40,000
Infrastructure Services 113,450 (18,450) 95,000
Accrual and Opening Position 101,306 0 101,306
Total 382,286 (374,950) 7,336

A positive number in the Net Impact on Surplus owureflects a contribution towards
improving the Budget Closing Position by a partécudirectorate.

The cumulative impact of all budget amendmentsthar year to date (including those
between the budget adoption and the date of thiew is reflected in Table 2 below.

TABLE2: (CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF ALL 2006/2007 BUDGE T
ADJUSTMENTS)

Directorate Increase Surplus Decrease Surplus Net Impact

Office of CEO 2,500 (275,000) (272,500)
Corporate and Community Services 49,530 (82,500) (32,970)
Financial and Information Services 165,500 (51,000) 114,500
Strategic and Regulatory Services 100,000 (87,500) 12,500
Infrastructure Services 193,450 (143,450) 50,000
Accrual and Opening Position 101,306 0 101,306
Total 612,286 (639,450) (27,164)

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetrwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified indtCity’s Strategic Plan Goal 6 o provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Clityancial resources’.

|OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 9.6.5
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Maddaford

That following the detailed review of financial femance for the period ending
31 December 2006, the budget estimates for RevandeExpenditure for the 2006/2007
Financial Year, (adopted by Council on 11 July 200#nd as subsequently amended by
resolutions of Council to date), be amended asheefollowing attachments to the February
2007 Council Agenda *:
« Amendments identified from normal operations in tQearterly Budget Review;

Attachment 9.6.5(1);
« Items funded by transfers to or from Reservddachment 9.6.5(2) and
e Cost neutral re-allocations of the existing Budggachment 9.6.5(3).

CARRIED (12/0)
By Required Absolute Majority
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9.6.6 Capital Projects Review to 31 December 2006

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 20 January 2007

Author/Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, DirectBinancial and Information Services
Summary

A schedule of financial performance supplementedddgvant comments is provided in
relation to approved Capital Projects to 31 Decen#t@®6. Comment is made only on
significant identified variances as at the repgrtiate.

Background

A schedule reflecting the financial status of albeoved capital projects is prepared on a bi-
monthly basis in the month immediately followingp tteporting period - and then presented
the next ordinary meeting of Council. The schedslg@resented to Council Members to

provide an opportunity for them to receive timehformation on the progress of capital

works projects and to allow them to seek clarif@maiand updates on scheduled projects.

The Schedule of Capital Projects and attached caortsman significant project line item

variances provide a comparative review of the Budgasus Actual Expenditure and
Revenues on all Capital Iltems. Although all prcjeete listed on the schedule, brief
comment is only provided on the significant varesédentified. This is to keep the report
to a reasonable size and to emphasise the repobstiegception principle.

Comment

Excellence in financial management and good govemaequire an open exchange of
information between Council Members and the Ciadsninistration. An effective discharge
of accountability to the community is also ablebweffected by tabling this document and
the relevant attachments to a meeting of Council.

Overall, expenditure on the Capital Program reprssé5% of the year to date target (31%
of the full year’s budget — excluding the UGP peogrwhich is not delivered by the City).

The Executive Management Team is closely monitoaind reviewing the Capital Program
with operational managers on an ongoing basis. inblades seeking strategies and updates
from each of them in relation to the responsibld timely expenditure of the capital funds
within their individual areas of responsibility.

Comments on the broad capital expenditure categjarie provided idttachment 9.6.1(5)
and details on specific projects impacting on #itsiation are provided idttachment
9.6.6(1) and Attachment 9.6.6(2)to this report. Comments on the relevant projéetge
been sourced from those managers with specifioresipility for the identified project lines
and their responses have been summarised in duhatt Schedule of Comments.

Consultation
For all identified variances, comment has been lsbfrgm the responsible managers prior
to the item being included in the Capital Projdtview.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Consistent with relevant professional pronouncemeént not directly impacted by any in-
force policy of the City.
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Financial Implications

The tabling of this report involves the reporting liistorical financial events only.
Preparation of the report and schedule requiréntiivement of managerial staff across the
organisation, hence there will necessarily be seoramitment of resources towards the
investigation of identified variances and preparatf the Schedule of Comments. This is
consistent with responsible management practices.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified inahCity’s Strategic Plan Goal 6 —‘To
provide responsible and sustainable managementef€ity’ financial resources’.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.6.6

That the Schedule of Capital Projects complemetgdfficer comments on identified
significant variances to 31 December 2006, asAtachments 9.6.6(1)and 9.6.6(2) be
received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|9.6.7 Submission on Local Government Financial Suehability

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 12 February 2007

Author / Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent , DirectFinancial and Information Services

Summary

To present, for the information of Council, the sidsion prepared by City officers in
relation to the recent invitation to comment onrappsal for the development of a national
framework for assessing local government finargiatainability.

Background

The issue of the financial sustainability of logalvernments has been highly topical in the
last 12 months with a significant number of studbesng conducted at both state and
national level. In Western Australia alone we hhad reports produced from the WALGA
Systematic Study into Local Government Financiast&uability (conducted by Access

Economics) and the Local Government Advisory BoReport into Local Government

Financial Sustainability (prepared by Ron Back) s well as the Australian Local

Government Association report into this topic.

More recently, the Local Government and Planningisters Council (LGPMC) comprising
the Local Government and Planning Ministers froncheatate and territory - plus the
Commonwealth Minister for Transport and Regionaivises and the President of ALGA,
was formed to consider a national approach to $isee of local government financial
sustainability.

The LGPMC has endorsed in principle the developmehta nationally consistent
framework for assessing local government finanmistainability. The framework embraces
three broad components:

» Criteria for assessing the financial sustainabdityocal governments.

* Asset planning and management by local councils.

« Financial planning and reporting by local councils.

141



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

The LGPMC argues that the proposed framework stppond builds upon the current
practices of each state and territory. It offers #ew that the development of a national
framework will:

» Assist states and territories to a achieve a camisipproach to assessing the financial
sustainability of councils, including the abilitp \assess where councils may require
additional assistance.

* Provide a basis for states and territories to assigncils to fulfil their commitment to
sound public governance under Clause 11 of thedoternmental Agreement on Local
Government Matters.

Comment

Following the most recent LGPMC meeting, the Misisfor Local Government and
Regional Development issued an invitation to logavernments to provide feedback or
comments on the proposal to develop a nationaldveark for assessing local government
financial sustainability - and how it might fit \Wih a Western Australian context.. It is
recognised of course, that at this stage, the gadps only a concept and will be subject to
much more detailed development - and, one woulsloregbly expect, further opportunities
for consultation with local government.

Unfortunately, this invitation to comment was neteived until too late to allow a response
to be prepared and presented to Council before Ghdastmas / New Year recess.
Furthermore, given that the closing date for subiors was 14 February 2007 (before the
return of Council before the recess), City officaes/e provided a technical response and
have necessarily submitted it on behalf of the @tyensure that the submission deadline
was met.

The officer submission is broadly supportive of greposal which appears to reflect many
of the existing financial management practicesantty employed at the City - and endorsed
by Council. Indeed it may be argued that this ergmson that the City fared so favourably
in the recent WALGA Systematic Study into Local @ovnent Financial Sustainability
(conducted by Access Economics).

The submission is presentedAttachment 9.6.7for the information of Council Members.

Consultation

This report is prepared to provide a copy, for itifermation of Council Members of the

officer submission prepared in response to thistatien to comment on the proposal to
develop a national framework for assessing locakegunent financial sustainability. The

timing of the request for submissions has not piechiany wider consultation on the issue
but it is hoped that more refined proposals intiatato the framework will be forwarded to

the City in a more timely manner so that we have dpportunity to provide greater

opportunities for Council feedback on the propasals

Policy and Legislative Implications

There are no specific legislative requirementsddrass at present in relation to this issue.
However, as the framework is further developed,Gitg may well be required to comply
with additional or modified legislative and repog obligations in the future.

Financial Implications
No financial impact other than officers time expetiéh preparing the submission.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetrwhich may relate to the key result
area of Financial Viability identified in the Cig/'Strategic Plan To provide responsible
and sustainable management of the City’ financiagsources’.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.6.7

That the City of South Perth officer submissiontloe development of a national framework
for assessing the financial sustainability of logavernment provided asttachment 9.6.7,
be endorsed.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

|10.1 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Trent 17.8Q7 - 5.9.2007 inclusive
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Maddaford

That Cr Trent be granted leave of absence from amgetings held between
17 August and 5 September 2007 inclusive.
CARRIED (12/0)

Note: Cr Gleeson returned to the Chamber at 11.44pm.

11. COUNCIL MEMBERS MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTIC E HAS BEEN GIVEN

11.1 Proposed Central Pedestrian Island Mends Streeat Labouchere Road
Intersection...Cr Maddaford...6.2.2007

| hereby give notice that I intend to move thedaling Motion at the Council Meeting to be
held on 27 February 2007:

MOTION

That the Chief Executive Officer assess and impidrae appropriate, a treatment such as a
central pedestrian island in Mends Street at thersaction of Labouchere Road that

provides safety for pedestrians crossing over theetsas well as discouraging excessive
vehicle speeds.

MEMBER COMMENT

The purpose of this Motion is to address a safegye highlighted recently by the hit and
run injury incident to a female pedestrian crossignds Street. Mends Street at
Labouchere Road is very wide and by intersectingoughere Road at an angle less than
90° allows drivers turning left to exit Mends Straéspeeds possibly much greater than that
associated with a normal intersection. Similaiyht turning traffic from Labouchere Road
northbound in Mends Street can effect the turnreditgr than normal speed.

As a result:

« pedestrians often are confronted by fast movinfficrantering or leaving Mends Street
making crossing unsafe;

» pedestrians having commenced the crossing haventoatrefuge to wait until all traffic
has passed; and

* motorists are not confined to a prescribed patbutyin the intersection thus encouraging
higher than average speeds and reducing overgateatial safety of the intersection.

CEO COMMENT
In accordance with Clause 3.6(d)(iii) of Standingd€s Local Law the Chief Executive
Officer comments as follows:
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Over a number of years different options have beeestigated for Mends Street between
Labouchere Road and Mill Point Road. All have iwed variations on the theme of
improved safety for pedestrians. The schemes avied from a duplication of the

northern section of Mends Street maintaining thenae affect of London Planes, through to
full width brick paving as a shared pedestrian/elehspace. While a pedestrian mall for
Mends Street has often been suggested it has weived widespread support within
Council or the traders of Mends Street and the medenmunity.

All of the proposals have addressed in some forenvdry wide entrance at Labouchere
Road. Basically to provide for better pedestriard avehicle movements at “wide”
intersections two treatments are common place:

« firstly kerb extensions to narrow the pavement ity dhat required for the passage of
vehicles. An example of this treatment is Presstneet at Melville Parade where the
kerbing extensions create embayed parking along stheet but provides for the
movement of all traffic. By narrowing the road pawent pedestrians can cross in safety
without having to stop in the middle; or

« a central traffic island appropriately designegitovide for the movement of vehicles but
also to provide refuge and a “half way” safety zéorepedestrians.

Although the Mends Street pavement between MillnP&oad and Labouchere Road
requires extensive rehabilitation it would be pramato undertake any works other than of
an interim or temporary form until the developmehthe Civic Triangle has been finalised
as there is every likelihood that Mends Street bellthe major point of access.

Kerbing extensions are invariably more costly tbdrer works as they affect road and verge
levels and require additional structures for stoatew disposal. The central median island,
of a modified form to that already in Mends StretMill Point Road would meet all the
requirements for pedestrian safety, would discaairaghicle speeds and could be
implemented with minimal cost. At approximately,@30 the works could be effected from
the Minor Works Budget within Infrastructure Semsc

MOTION
Cr Maddaford moved his Motion showing at Iltem 1ih.1the Agenda paper. Sec Cr Smith

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Maddaford opening for the Motion

e purpose of Motion to address a safety issue hijgteid by recent the hit and run injury
* Mends Street at Labouchere Road is very wide

« allows drivers turning left to exit Mends Streespeeds - greater than normal

< similarly right turning traffic from Labouchere Ribaorthbound in Mends Street

« safety issue for benefit of residents/ratepayers

Cr Smith for the Motion
* concur with Cr Maddaford’s comments

Cr Macpherson against the Motion

* have just approved major development of Civic Tglan

« will have to make a lot of decisions with Civic dnigle proposal
¢ not the time to implement this proposal

Cr Trent point of clarification are the City’s engineer’'s comments included uitde CEO
comment to this Motion. The CEO said yes.
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Cr Cala for the Motion
» development of the Civic Triangle could be yearsaypw
* need to put something in place now for safety sid@nts/ratepayers

Cr Maddaford closing for the Mation
« will not affect Civic Triangle
» safety issue for benefit of residents/ratepayers

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.1
The Mayor put the Motion

That the Chief Executive Officer assess and impldrae appropriate, a treatment such as a
central pedestrian island in Mends Street at thersaction of Labouchere Road that
provides safety for pedestrians crossing over theetsas well as discouraging excessive
vehicle speeds.

CARRIED (12/1)

11.2 Proposed Pedestrian Crossing Mends Street oK with Millstream Shopping
Mall... ..o Cr Maddaford...s...6.2.2007

| hereby give notice that | intend to move thedaling motion at the Council Meeting to be
held on 27 February 2007:

MOTION

That the Chief Executive Officer write to the Corssibner for Main Roads WA to request
that a marked pedestrian crossing be installed emdd Street to link with the Mill Stream
Shopping Mall.

MEMBER COMMENT

The purpose of this Maotion is to provide a pedastfacility in this generally acknowledged
pedestrian area that ensures a safe passage fsti@os and removes all uncertainty with
the existing pavement and any ambiguity betweeronst$ and pedestrians.

The uncertainty of the existing brick paving ag@ssing point results in:

e some motorists giving way to pedestrians and erang their crossing, only to be
confronted by other motorists travelling in the ogite direction not giving way; and

« the placement of signs either side of the stregisad) pedestrians that vehicles have
right of way. In an acknowledged pedestrian precwehicle movement should be
discouraged and limited only to essential traffic.

Vehicle speeds will be further reduced by the itetian of a marked crossing as drivers
will be required to STOP and GIVE WAY to pedestsam the crossing.

CEO COMMENT
In accordance with Clause 3.6(d)(iii) of Standingd€s Local Law the Chief Executive
Officer comments as follows:

It is acknowledged that there is a conflict betwéaffic and pedestrians where the type of
installation referred to at this location existBhis crossing treatment has been installed to
assist pedestrians crossing Mends Street and asaime time providing a warning to

motorists that pedestrians cross the road at tiig.p It is not a substitute for a pedestrian
crossing but an alternative as, up until this ttheelocation does not justify a zebra crossing.
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The Commissioner for Main Roads is the Statutorythatity for the installation and
maintenance of regulatory signage. A marked peadastrossing, generally referred to as a
Zebra crossing, is one of only two measures aMail@breassign right-of-way on a street or
road from the vehicle driver to the pedestrian othan the general regulations available to
pedestrians at signal controlled intersections.

No other markings or contrasting pavements irrgspgemf their construction, general
appearance or ease of use reassigns this rightypfwd absolves pedestrians to give way to
motorists.

It is acknowledged that in high pedestrian areasareas of high traffic concentration
formalised crossing points are required. Natigtahdards exist in the number of pedestrian
and vehicle movements required for the various $oahformalised crossings. A marked
crossing (Zebra crossing) requires a warrant sgb8®,000. The warrant is determined by
the product of pedestrian and vehicle movementshsipeak hour plus one other hour on a
typical day.

Traffic and pedestrian counts taken in Mends Stureét005 returned a traffic warrant of
only 33,000 at the “defined crossing point”. Howethe major issue with “strip” shopping
precincts with parking both sides of the streethiat the pedestrian movements are not
confined to a single “crossing” but can occur angmehwhere convenient. Within 50 metres
each side of the “defined crossing point” pedestoaunts have been recorded at over four
times the volume at the “defined crossing poinf’20% of those crossing other than at the
“defined crossing point” ie within say 20 metrestloé crossing, then the warrant would be
approximately 66,000. The above may be insufficiesm Main Roads to effect the
installation, although it is our understanding teatne earlier research undertaken within
Main Roads had indicated the warrant (largely basedeastern states experience where
traffic and pedestrian volumes are typically muobager) may be too high for WA.

MOTION
Cr Maddaford moved his Motion showing at Item lih.2he Agenda paper. Sec Cr Smith

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Maddaford opening for the Motion

» there have been two deaths in this area

 this Motion provides a pedestrian facility that enes a safe passage for pedestrians
» proposed crossing removes all uncertainty withetkisting pavement

* proposed crossing removes any ambiguity betweeonstd and pedestrians.

« an acknowledged pedestrian precinct - vehicle mevershould be discouraged

* vehicle movement should be limited only to esséidfic

* vehicle speeds will reduced by installation of zetmossing

Cr Smith for the Motion

e concur with previous comments

e itis only one zebra crossing

« best solution we can come up

« addresses the false sense of security that thie delmeation is a crossing
« provides elderly the opportunity of crossing atraetrossing
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Cr Trent against the Motion
« Main Roads is against putting in zebra crossings

Cr Trent point of clarification would removing the ‘bricks’ improve the situati®

Acting Director Infrastructure Servicesated that the whole design of Mends Streetaseh
‘brick crossings’ to remove one would not achiemgthing.

Cr Maddaford closing for the Motion

« believe Main Roads will give approval
» the zebra crossing will reduce speed
« speed a factor in the street

* commend Motion to Members

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.2 \
The Mayor put the Motion

That the Chief Executive Officer write to the Cormssioner for Main Roads WA to request
that a marked pedestrian crossing be installed émdd Street to link with the Mill Stream
Shopping Mall.

CARRIED (12/1)

| 11.3 Fiesta 2008 Briefing to Finalise Fiesta Progna Cr Maddaford...12.2.2007 |

| hereby give notice that I intend to move thedaling Motion at the Council Meeting to be
held on 27 February 2007:

MOTION
That the Chief Executive Officer to ensure thatckdd Members are fully consulted and
briefed accordingly before any arrangements ognanm for the ‘2008 Fiesta’ is finalised.

MEMBER COMMENT.

At a Briefing Workshop on 1 August 2006 entittdlorkshop Evaluation of Fiesta 2006
and Draft Action Plan for Fiesta 2007' | requdstieat the Elected Members be further
briefed before finalisation of the 2007 Fiesta waede. | was assured a further Briefing
would take place.

CEO COMMENT
In accordance with Clause 3.6(d)(iii) of Standingd€s Local Law the Chief Executive
Officer comments as follows:

A briefing can certainly be arranged if consideagatiority by Council.

MOTION
Cr Maddaford moved his Motion showing at Item lih.8he Agenda paper. Sec Cr Smith

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Maddaford opening for the Motion

* Workshop held August 2006 “Evaluation of Fiesta @B0an Fiesta 2007' requested a
further briefing

* requested Elected Members be further briefed bdiimaisation of the 2007 Fiesta

» was assured a further Briefing would take place.
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Cr Macpherson for the Motion
e support the Motion as briefing could be arranged

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Smith - That the Motiombmbered part (a) and the following
part (b) be included:

(b) Council expresses its concern and disappoirttthahthe CEO did not comply with
the Elected Members request to be fully briefedh@en2007 Fiesta Program.

Cr Hearne opening for the Amendment

e August 2006 had a good briefing - good ideas - cenurofficers

e now received a program- it is n@lir program - not our brand - needs to be consistent
« ‘brands’ not determined by staff but by boards

« we spend hours at briefings for no benefit

e ask the CEO why this happened - he will blame soraadse

< we are told we cannot get involved in staff issues

e s0 CEO you can wear it

CEO COMMENT

The CEO stated that when Cr Maddaford lodged hiscR@f Motion officers went back to
the August 2006 Briefing Notes referred to and tbtimat there was no mention of a further
briefing being held. The salient notes of the nmgedid not refer to another briefing and as
a consequence a further briefing was not arrangéde Notes were part of the August
Council Agenda Attachments and were received asepted. Calling a further briefing was
not acted upon as it was not in the Notes.

Cr Smith for the Amendment

* endorse Cr Hearne's comments

» the more we discuss the Fiesta the better it will b
e support the Amendment

Cr Ozsdolay against the Amendment

* briefing notes discussed

* have a problem with criticising our CEO unneces$gari
» were discussing a motion for a further briefing

* now an amendment to publicly criticise our CEO

« why are we publicly criticising our CEO yet again

Cr Hearne closing for the Amendment
+ do not want to embarrass CEO
+ want CEO to do what we want

The Mayor put the Amendment CARRIED (8/5)

NOTE: MAYOR COLLINS AND CRS CALA, GLEESON, MACPHERSON MD
OZSDOLAY REQUESTED THEY BE RECORDED AS HAVING VOTED
AGAINST THE MOTION
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Cr Ozsdolay against Amended Motion

« commend officers on fantastic program - makes nppya
« happy we had opportunity to provide input on Fiesta

» do not see need for us to be consulted at both ends

e do not support Motion

Mayor Collins against the Amended Motion

+ this is about being briefed prior to finalisation2008 Fiesta program

» efforts of all concerned in putting 2007 Fiestagtibgr was fantastic

» this is in no way decrying efforts of staff - &bout a briefing that never occurred
* going to rectify this prior to the 2008 Fiesta

» do not want staff to feel we do not approve oftiedfiorts

Cr Cala against the Amended Motion

e not trying to take away from the staff's efforts

* point being made is that as a Board of Directorsiaed to be involved
* support having a briefing to finalise 2008 FiestagPam

Cr Maddaford closing for the Motion

e at August 2006 Fiesta briefing asked for furthéefing - was told yes

e at a subsequent social event was told about opearingert - asked again - were we
going to get a briefing - again told yes

¢ Members need to be part of the Fiesta program

\ COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.3
The Mayor put the Amended Motion

That....

(a) the Chief Executive Officer to ensure that EdddMembers are fully consulted and
briefed accordingly before any arrangements ognamm for the ‘2008 Fiesta’ is
finalised; and

(b) Council expresses its concern and disappoirttthahthe CEO did not comply with
the Elected Members request to be fully briefedh@en2007 Fiesta Program.

CARRIED (9/4)

NOTE: MAYOR COLLINS AND CRS GLEESON, MACPHERSON AND GDOLAY
REQUESTED THEY BE RECORDED AS HAVING VOTED AGAINSTHE
MOTION
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| 11.5 Council’s Strategic Direction ..................... Cr Best14.2.2007 |

| hereby give notice that I intend to move thedaling Motion at the Council Meeting to be
held on 27 February 2007:

MOTION
That ....
(a) Council engage the services of the Human Ressudirm CXC Consulting to meet

with Council Members to develop a framework thatca@npasses Council’'s
strategic direction and business management;

(b) the framework would align with the processesopérational planning, budgetary
cycles, information systems plans, human resoulgespand business performance
reporting;

(© CXC Consulting would then facilitate the deymient of governance
process/procedures in consultation with Council Mera to streamline the
information being submitted to Council; and

(d) this work would commence as soon as possilsld, ke concluded by the end of
April 2007.

MEMBER COMMENT
All Councillors want a well functioning council thenakes decisions efficiently and for the
good of the residents, ratepayers, stakeholderbagidesses.

There is a view amongst some Councillors at thg GitSouth Perth that the Council’s
strategic direction and the way it is developed #ah applied in the organisation on a day
to day basis could be improved.

A strategic direction framework for the Council cgnide the decision making process,
focus our efforts on the vitally important and logri@ouncillors together to achieve outcomes
consistent with the expectations of the ratepagedsresidents of the city.

In particular, there is a need for the Councillrddentify and discuss the strategic issues
(the big picture) for the long term sustainabilia§ the city — in terms of community,
participation of residents, the environment andrifemey needed to continue to make South
Perth the best place to live in the State.

The opportunity to improve the functioning of theudcil indicates that the following may

be issues:

e The need for a strategic plan including clear valaled procedures for the Council as a
Board of Management to identify the key strateggues and a framework to discuss
and prioritise them.

* The need for increased collaboration (the waysarkimg together) and social cohesion
amongst the councillors while at the same time kmalCouncillors to fully represent
the wishes and views of their electorate.

« The need for regular reviews of the functioningtioé business of Council. These
reviews should be conducted every six months ¥irbff the Councillors themselves
using an assessment questionnaire and secondly éwpart third party.

e A need for a review of the Council's Governance nkegwork and especially a
consideration of the way it is being applied by @gllors and staff on a day to day
basis. In particular roles and responsibilitie<Coluncillors in Council and staff as well
as the alignment around strategic and operatidaasmand strategies — these may need
to be reviewed and clarified.
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To help Councillors improve the process of the hess of Council, it is recommended that
some small steps be taken because we want to becaivianage the process and ensure that
the best interests of the Council are achieved.

To do this it is recommended that Council do tHeang:

1. Engage a Consultant to support and guide theepso

2. Appoint a Council Review steering group to benpdsed of 3 Councillors - the
Mayor and 2 Councillors —the CEO and the Constiltan

3. Ask the CEO to prepare a Council Business Etaluaqguestionnaire for

Councillors to complete. The consultant would hif@mlise and administer the
gquestionnaire, analyse the data and draft a repgether with conclusions (but not
recommendations) for Council consideration. Thigreshould be presented to the
full Council as a working group for consideratiomdathe development of
recommendations. The Consultant should facilifaige gession.

4. The recommendations to be presented for acasptah a meeting of the full
Council.

Basically what the consultants will be doing isabsishing a framework which will
determine what the Council does to provide a qualrvice to its customers that matches
the expectation/wishes of our community.

Just like a Board of Management, the Council witlypde the vision, strategic direction and
high level policy. The Council strategic directiomould then align with the
strategic/operational plan which interprets thehhigvel vision into work programs and
which deliver services to our customers — the ssggland ratepayers.

If this process is successful, the Council can $amore on strategic matters and be freed up
from routine matters that tend to clog up meetingsgd the CEO and Directors can
concentrate on service delivery.

CXC Consulting has been selected as they are oBtdte Government Common Use panel
for Human Resources and have extensive corporatelcmal government experience in
facilitating issues such as the opportunity befooeincil.

ReferAttachment 11.5 “Councillors’ Strategic Objectives and Business”
ACTING CEO COMMENT

In accordance with Clause 3.6(d)(iii) of Standingd€s Local Law the Acting Chief
Executive Officer comments as follows:

The City administration has developed, and endaavtmiwork within, a comprehensive
integrated framework that effectively aligns thgamisation’s business planning, financial
planning and reporting, information systems dimttihuman resource plans and business
performance reporting. This framework encourages #lignment of organisational
resources to provide best value outcomes and isdbapon the principles of business
excellence.

It is understood that the Motion proposed by CrtBesognises the effective manner in

which this framework is guiding the City’s acties at an operational level and seeks to
complement it with a model that encourages focus$fedt, shared vision and harmonious

working relationships.

As the theme of the Notice of Motion relates priityaio the operation of the Council, it is

not considered appropriate for the Administratian provide further comment on the
Motion.
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CEO COMMENT

In accordance with Clause 3.6(d)(iii) of Standingd€s Local Law the Chief Executive

Officer comments as follows:

(Note: the following CEO Comment was distributed to Mensban Memorandum form
prior to the commencement of the Council meeting)

It is appropriate that | provide further informatito the comments already provided by the
Acting CEO in relation to the Notice of Motion cairted at item 11.5 on the February 2007
Council Agenda.

My understanding of the Motion is that it is diredttowards reviewing the Councils
governance processes with a view to improving dohesvithin Council and aligning
Councils vision to administrative actions.

In normal circumstances, | would have no hesitattosupporting the general thrust of the

Motion submitted by Cr Best. | do however have @ns should Council embark on such a
course of action at this particular time. | saythir a number of reasons which are detailed
below:-

1. The Department of Local Government is in thecpss of finalising an Inquiry into
the City which principally deals with governancedaroles and responsibilities
issues. It would be normal to expect the Departrieerequire some response to the
findings from the City. As the findings of the Irnguare as yet unknown and given
the imminent release of the Report, it is not cdeistd appropriate to commence
any consultancy until the findings are known. Ofttee findings contained in the
Report are known and Council then feels it is ne@mgsto appoint consultants to
assist in the review of governance and roles agporgsibilities issues, the terms of
reference for the appointment can be prepared sarenthat it covers the areas
addressed in the Report (and any additional areas).

2. Notwithstanding the above, the present Coumacié$ change in October 2007 when
elections are held. This means that after the FBeprmeeting there are only 7
Council meetings before potential change. Given thation proposes to complete
the review in two months (which | believe is animigtic time frame for such an
assignment), there would only be 5 months left teef@ new Council is elected.
Under the circumstances it would be prudent tordefieh a review until the new
Council is elected - and make such a review a ipyidollowing the elections in
October 2007.

3. The City currently has a comprehensive Govemmafcamework which is
documented in the City’s “ Governance Manual” whiigs been in place for over 4
years. Two of the primary documents in the Manuvalthe Code of Conduct and the
Standing Orders. Council would be aware that aljhothe Code of Conduct was
reviewed in 2006 a more comprehensive review igniéd once theéfficial
Conduct Billhas passed into law with a requirement that a mooid¢ be adopted.
In addition, Council has spent the last 18 monéwerving its Standing Orders and
is currently considering whether to bring that g to finality by the adoption of
the proposed 2007 Standing Orders local law.

In addition, the City has in place a robust Busine&nning Cycle framework that
guides administrative action in achieving Coundijtsls and objectives.

As an interim measure, there is no reason why qthegs of the Governance Manual

and Business Planning framework could not be resikisy Council should this be
considered appropriate and a priority.
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Preliminary enquiries have revealed that CXC gdimg is a firm that seems to
specialise in Human Resources issues and in partispecialised salary packaging
arrangements for government employees. | am naetrewf any experience or
gualifications that this firm has in respect of yson of governance reviews for
local government. No cost has been mentioned.

Further, 1 do not believe that it would be agrate to commence such a
consultancy without Council first agreeing on arterof reference and then seeking
expressions of interest from suitable firms. Otflgn would Council be able to

satisfy itself that it has selected the most appatg firm for the assignment and

knowing the financial implications of its decision.

In summary whilst a review of the governance framwis supported, it is considered
premature at this time. It is suggested that atipade deferred until the Report into the
City of South Perth is released and considereddayn€il.

MOTION
Cr Best moved his Motion showing at Item 11.5 ie Agenda paper. Sec Cr Maddaford

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Best opening for the Motion

all Councillors want a well functioning council

a Council that makes decisions efficiently - foe thood of the residents, ratepayers,
stakeholders and businesses

a view amongst some that the Council’s strategiection could be improved

strategic direction framework for the Council candg the decision making process
strategic direction can focus our efforts on thally important

bring Councillors together to achieve outcomes sbast with the expectations of the
ratepayers and residents of the City

there is a need for the Councillors to identify ahscuss the strategic issues (the big
picture) ensure long term sustainability of thig €iin terms of community, participation
of residents

discuss environment -money needed to continue terSmuth Perth the best place to
live

Cr Maddaford for the Motion

important that we as a City reach a high levelusdibhess
carry out our duties at a high level for the beraffthe ratepayers
commend Motion

Cr Gleeson against the Motion

have already had a censure motion against the CEO

this is a ‘no confidence’ motion against the staff

years ago local government was run by the Manageespast 15 years has seen many
changes to local government which have been beitfeer than worse

cannot support introducing management consultamsrt this City when we have
qualified staff who provide briefings, agendas atdhe corporate documents and
information we want

our staff are very professional - it is an insalstiggest CXC be brought in

why pay another thirty of forty thousand dollars éonsultants when we have excellent
directorates running this City

to vote for this it just another vote of no confide in our professional staff
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Cr Trent for the Motion
« believe if this Motion is passed we should all cdtrtmattending

Note: Cr Gleeson retired from the meeting at 12.2@amlaiming ‘you’re all idiots” as he
rose and left the Chambheialics = Amendment March 2007 Council meeting)

« commit to attend and make some input and themiig work on output
e support Motion

Cr Ozsdolay against the Motion

e agree with outcome Cr Best alluded to

« we have framework which expires in 2008 - propgsamature

« look at framework we are working under then degithere to

* regrettably we are awaiting a Department of Locav&nment report

« until report received difficult to work towards hessults from workshop

« appreciate Cr Best did not have opportunity to & @f forming the strategic framework
we are working under

e perhaps best time is if we get new Members itokar 2007.

* no idea who CXC are - have not had adequate intiwmahy they are the best firm

e support where Cr Best is going

e do not agree it is the best way to go

Cr Hearne for the Motion

¢ Council has issues which have been festering

e Cr Best reaffirms problems - presents a new apjproac

* may get new Councillors in 5 months

< do not want to fester for another 5 months waiforgsomething to happen
« need to start respecting and helping each other

« hate to leave the legacy that we have to any nean€ltbors

< happy to support the Motion in current form

« if we need ‘terms of reference’ happy to suppoimgpéncluded in motion

« the problems are within this Chamber

Cr Macpherson against the Motion

* re points raised in relation to CXC - refer Depatnof Treasury document listing the
profile of CXC Consulting

« does not mean that you do not go to tender / Haee tquotes etc

e caution Council in selecting one consultant - rednCouncil of issues last year relating
to calling tenders

« Strategic Plan developed by Councillors - findffensive to suggest we do not
understand it

« Strategic Plan to be reviewed in 2008

» proposal premature prior to review of StrategiaPla

e against the Motion

Cr Jamieson for the Motion

« heard - we have a Strategic Plan - had input

e two years ago presented to CEO Strategic Planrd hredhing
e presented my ‘vision’ - there was no where tothig ‘stuff’

« frustrated with ideas going nowhere

e a Strategic Plan cannot just sit on a shelf - bdis¢/breath

e do not believe | have the forum to present ideas
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« would look forward to input into Strategic Plan &edl some ownership
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Cr Doherty for the Motion

* CEO comments to Motion refers to Governance Manual

« have had experience in developing a governance ahahave included staff in the
process - provides an opportunity for strategieation

« we need to look at how we are functioning - havegaeproblems

< look at evaluating ourselves as an effective board

« acknowledge the LG report is pending

« acknowledge there are only 7 meetings until thetielies in October 2007

« there is no good time but the right time is now

e support the Motion

Cr Smith against the Motion

* | am not lost and do not need anyone to tell merevham going

* emphasis on LG Inquiry is a joke - will take darecess - should not influence
decisions on other matters

e against the Motion

Mayor Collins for the Motion ‘in principle’

e compliment Cr Best on work he has put in

e jumping at new ideas - suggesting we get motivated

e against general tone that we ag motivated

* alot of good decisions made over the last 4 years

* do not confuse this proposal with personal issues

* Dbelieve if you have a commitment to a structure lyave a way forward

* CXC could be best thing in the work - but tendexedto be called

« to employ this consultant is against all our ‘rulefstendering and proper governance

* Dbelieve idea is sound - should be thought throughgrly and deferred with a number of
organisations brought forward

« we have tried ‘team building’ and could never geatrgone together

e support idea and spirit

« need to be consistent with tendering process / goedrnance

Cr Best closing for Motion

* need to put our house in order and quickly

e seven more meetings to go - need process in place

« do not want to leave a legacy for next Council

» residents and ratepayers do not want to see Céursditting on their hands

« do not see residents and ratepayers sitting ontiaads

» consultants will be establishing a framework whigh determine what the Council does
to provide a quality service to its customers

e a service that matches the expectation/wishesrof@amunity

« just like a Board of Management, the Council witbyide the vision, strategic direction
and high level policy

» Council strategic direction would then align withetstrategic/operational plan which
interprets the high level vision into work prograsgeliver services to our customers

» if process successful Council can focus more katesfic matters

» CXC Consulting selected as they are on the State@ment Common Use panel used
for Human Resources and have extensive corporatdéoanl government experience in
facilitating issues such as the opportunity befooeincil.

e Councillors need to ask - why are we here?

e encourage Members to support Motion
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|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.5

The Mayor Put the Motion

That .

@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Council engage the services of the Human Ressdirm CXC Consulting to meet

with Council Members to develop a framework thatca@npasses Council’'s

strategic direction and business management;

the framework would align with the processesopérational planning, budgetary
cycles, information systems plans, human resoulgespand business performance
reporting;

CXC Consulting would then facilitate the deymient of governance

process/procedures in consultation with Council Mera to streamline the

information being submitted to Council; and

this work would commence as soon as possilsld, ke concluded by the end of

April 2007.
LOST (6/7)
ON THE CASTING VOTE OF THE MAYOR

VOTES RECORDED

Cr Best requested that the votes be recorded fenda ltem 11.5.

FOR AGAINST

Cr Best Cr Macpherson
Cr Hearne Cr Ozsdolay
Cr Jamieson Cr Smith

Cr Wells Cr Cala

Cr Maddaford Cr Trent

Cr Doherty Mayor Collins

12. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF

MEETING

Note: The Mayor reported that he had received a request Cr Wells that an item of

urgent business be considered for discussion imrdance with Clause 3.8 of
Standing Orders:

COUNCIL DECISION -ITEM 12 ITEM OF NEW BUSINESS ‘

Moved Mayor Collins, Sec Cr Cala

That the item of ‘urgent business’ introduced muf@cillor Wells be accepted.

CARRIED (12/0)
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| 121  Legal Services ................... Cr Wells

MOTION
Moved Cr Wells, Sec Cr Cala

That....

(a) until such time as the outcome of the tendecess for the City's legal
services has been endorsed by Council no Courfigleofis to either seek
written legal advice, or engage in any discussieitis outside legal advisors
on any legal matter without the approval of Courttie exception beinin
respect to finalising current or outstanding legakiness of the Council
commenced prior to 27 February 2007;

(b) this directive to take effect as of 28 Febru2097; and

(© should the above prove to be problematic, w&dhice required from outside
legal advisors, then the CEO is required to consiitt both the Mayor and
Chair of the Audit and Governance Committee omtiagter.

Cr Wells opening for the Motion

There would have been ample and sufficient timprozeed with matters pertaining
to Council's resolution on legal services as oetlirin a Notice of Motion at the
October 2006 Council meeting if wheels had beenrsetotion immediately. Any
shortcoming this Motion poses tonight, certainlywéianot been created by Elected
Members.

Cr Cala for the Motion

e support the issue raised

e came about through frustration
e comedy of procedure

e support Motion - well founded

CEO Comment

CEO stated that unfortunately Cr Wells has preserites information without the
administration having the benefit of any writtertadls in order to respond. His information
is selective and goes back 3/4 months. | do netass inconsistency in the process as Cr
Wells read out as tenders were called and have aiosed and are being assessed. The
CEO will respond in more detail when factual evickers provided.

Cr Ozsdolay against the Motion

* here we go again - playing the man not the ball

« if issues with process - | have a different view

« fully support CEO in that if issues are presentediiting CEO will address
* motion proposed will tie officer’'s hands behindith®cks

* this is not a workable solution

Cr Smith for the Motion

* CEO goes off without any say so and engages whigdse

« engaged Minters and Neil Douglas

* refer meeting at which Cr Wells was excluded

* no Councillors should be treated like Cr Wells wasated at that meeting

¢ CEO runs off to Ministers to bolster his arguments

* we as a Council are going to decide when to get ledvise and from whom
* before long a legal committee will be set up - wik decide

e support the Motion
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Cr Best for the Motion

e CEO has had five months to get his house in order

e process taken too long

« disagree Motion unworkable

e opportunity to discuss with Mayor, Deputy Mayorctwoose legal adviser

Cr Hearne for the Motion

* expected a report on this after November 2006 mgeti
* CEO made a promise - did not keep it - did notuslivhy
e support the Motion

CEO Comment
The CEO stated that he believed the Motion wag wities at least in two areas and that the
validity of the Motion would have to be checked:

» the Motion prevented the administration taking leg@vice when it was considered necessa
to do so; and

« the ‘delegation’ to Elected Members proposedart (c) was contrary to the Act.

Cr Wells closing for the Motion

e problem - CEO cannot understand urgency

» Motion passed at October 2006 Council meeting for'<legal services
» prior to 27 January legal tender should have beeartised

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.1 |
The Mayor put the Motion

That....

(@) until such time as the outcome of the tendecess for the City's legal
services has been endorsed by Council no Courfideofis to either seek
written legal advice, or engage in any discussieiis outside legal advisors
on any legal matter without the approval of Couritie exception beinm
respect to finalising current or outstanding legabkiness of the Council
commenced prior to 27 February 2007;

(b) this directive to take effect as of 28 Febru2®®7; and

(©) should the above prove to be problematic, adhice required from outside
legal advisors, then the CEO is required to consitht both the Mayor and
Chair of the Audit and Governance Committee omtlagter.

CARRIED (8/4)

NOTE: MAYOR COLLINS AND CRS MACPHERSON AND OZSDOLAY
REQUESTED THEY BE RECORDED AS HAVING VOTED AGAINSTHE
MOTION
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MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 FEBRUARY 20D

13.

14.

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

13.1  Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

| 13.11 Application for Legal RepresentatiorCONFIDENTIAL REPORT

Location: City of South Perth

File Ref: GO/300

Date: 14 February 2007

Author: Sean McLaughlin, Legal & Governance CHfi
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Confidential

The CEO has designated this reportGmnfidential under theLocal Government Act
Section 5.23(bas it relates to the personal affairs of a person.

Note: Confidential Report circulated separately

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 13.1.1

Note: Consideration of this matter withdrawn at the rexjuef the applicant. Refer Iltem

8.2 “Announcements by the Mayor”.

CLOSURE
The Mayor closed the meeting at 1.20am and thaeked/one for their attendance.

DISCLAIMER

The minutes of meetings of the Council of the City of South Perth include a dot point summary of comments made by and
attributed to individuals during discussion or debate on some items considered by the Council.

The City advises that comments recorded represent the views of the person making them and should not in any way be
interpreted as representing the views of Council. The minutes are a confirmation as to the nature of comments made and
provide no endorsement of such comments. Most importantly, the comments included as dot points are not purported to
be a complete record of all comments made during the course of debate.

Persons relying on the minutes are expressly advised that the summary of comments provided in those minutes do not
reflect and should not be taken to reflect the view of the Council. The City makes no warranty as to the veracity or
accuracy of the individual opinions expressed and recorded therein.

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 23 Mah 2007

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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