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South

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the City of South Perth Council
held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 16 December 2008 at 7.00pm

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S
The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.05pm and welcoswedyone in attendance. He then
paid respect to the Noongar people, custodianshef land we are meeting on and
acknowledged their deep feeling of attachment toty.

2. DISCLAIMER
The Mayor read aloud the City’s Disclaimer.

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER
3.1 Activities Report Mayor Best
Mayor’s Activities Report for the month of Novemlzmtached to the back of the Agenda.

3.2 Audio Recording of Council meeting
The Mayor reported that the meeting is being awdamrded in accordance with Council
Policy P517 *“Audio Recording of Council Meetingahd Clause 6.1.6 of the Standing
Orders Local Law which state$A person is not to use any electronic, visual oocal
recording device or instrument to record the prodésgs of the Council without the
permission of the Presiding Membkrand stated that as Presiding Member he gave his
permission for the Administration to record prodegd of the Council meeting.

The Mayor referred the meeting to Iltem 8.2.1 onAbenda, the Peoples’ Choice Artist Award and
advised that as the recipient and sponsor of thardwad other commitments that he was proposing
to make the presentation and this point in the imget

CHANGE TO ORDER OF BUSINESS
Moved Mayor Best, Sec Cr Trent

That the Order of Business in the Agenda be chatetow Item 8.2.1 to be brought forward and

dealt with at this time.
CARRIED (13/0)

8.2.1. City of South Emerging Artist Award - People’ Choice
The Mayor presented the ‘Peoples’ Choice’ Awardhi® winning artist of the City
of South Perth Emerging Artist Exhibition held ateritage House from
30 October to 23 November 2008Ttbomas Moore. He also extended his personal
thanks toPierre Sequeira of Karalee on Prestonfor his ongoing support in
sponsoring this Award.

Thomas Moore then thanked the City and the spdosdiis Award.

Note: At this point business was resumed in the sequeiite Agenda.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS cont'd

3.3

3.4

3.5

Newspaper Articles

The Mayor reported on recent articles in the Wasitfalian newspaper regarding ‘The City
calls a Forum’ in relation to the Swan and Canriigers and to ‘River Councils Trying for
Federal Rescue’. He then commended the CEO anddfiigers in preparing the Funding
Submission.

Waterford Plaza

The Mayor referred Members to additional informatiprovided by Greg Rowe and
Associates, circulated at the commencement of tleeting, in relation to Agenda
Item 10.0.2 - ‘Amended Floor / Car Parking Layouatéfford Plaza Shopping Centre’.

Councillor Behaviour

The Mayor provided an update on action taken imtih to the issue of ‘Councillor

Behaviour' at the November 2008 Council meeting. &tlvised that together with the
Deputy Mayor that he met with Cr Gleeson and CrtBnaind discussed the incident
stressing that Members:

» should be seen as representing the communityheotdwn personal agendas

» are held in high esteem and must behave at thestigkandards; and

» are community leaders working for the community.

The Mayor said that he was disappointed that itdoamse to this and that some Councillors
are unable to conduct themselves in a manner esgbdit the community. He then read
aloud a letter of apology received from Cr Gleeand a letter from Cr Smith detailing the
incident and stating that he had over reacted.

Mr Best then stated that the behaviour of Crs Gleesd Smith is unacceptable and that he
was forwarding a complaint to the Standards Pand¢he basis of a breach of Regulation 4
which is constituted by a breach of a local governtis Standing Orders Local Law and

Regulation 3, Section (d) - avoid damage to tipeitaion of the local government. He said

that this is your First Notice and that under tlvregulations a Member given three

strikes can be suspended or terminated.

The Mayor then advised that the following clauskthe Standing Orders Local Law will

now be rigorously applied by the Chair:

» Councillors will be reminded to keep debate to tbpic. If they continue to raise
extraneous matters a Motion shall be mové&tat the Member no longer be heard"

» If a further breach occurs Councillors will be dited to not take part in any further part
of the meeting, other than by voting. Councillare to comply with the direction of the
Presiding Member.

» Cr Gleeson is not permitted to ask questions oplgemaking Deputations, or during the

Council meeting. Questions may only be asked wulign consent of the Presiding

Member and the Mayor further stated that he washdsétwing his consent for

Cr Gleeson to ask questions.

All questions on Council night are to be in writibgfore the start of the meeting.

Councillors can ask questions at Briefings butesreouraged to send in written questions

after receiving the draft Agenda.

Councillors are reminded not to interrupt the nmegetiby conducting in side

conversations.

Councillors Gleeson and Smith are not to make reigudirect to the CEO, Directors or

Officer. All requests are to be made verbally e Mayor who will advise the CEO

accordingly.

vV VYV VYV
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» Enforcement of the alcohol / drugs policy. Cr Gla® is on notice that we expect
Councillors not to drink alcohol before or duringetings. Further action will be taken
if alcohol is smelt on his breath.

The Mayor concluded by stating that in light of thehaviour exhibited by Crs Gleeson and
Smith at the November Council Meeting and the damadCouncil’s reputation that he was
making all of these actions public to demonstriagg the integrity, openness, accountability
and performance of the entire Council is aboveaagin and that the majority of Councillors

do wish to provide leadership in a professional megn

ATTENDANCE

Present:
Mayor J Best

Councillors:

G W Gleeson Civic Ward

| Hasleby Civic Ward

P Best Como Beach Ward

B Hearne Como Beach Ward

T Burrows Manning Ward

L P Ozsdolay Manning Ward

C Cala McDougall Ward

R Wells, JP McDougall Ward

R Grayden Mill Point Ward

D Smith Mill Point Ward

S Doherty Moresby Ward

K R Trent, RFD Moresby Ward

Officers:

Mr C Frewing Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Bell Director Infrastructure Services

Mr S Cope Director Development and Community SEvi
Mr M Kent Director Financial and Information Seres

Mr S Camillo Manager Environmental Health and Ratguy Services(until 8.00pm)
Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services

Mr R Kapur Manager Development Assessment (Br@Bpm)
Mr N Kegie Manager Community, Culture and Recagafuntil 8.12pm)
Mr R Bercov Strategic Urban Planning Adviser (L&t8B8pm)

Mr S McLaughlin

Legal and Governance Officer

Ms R Mulcahy City Communications Officer
Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary
Gallery Approximately 20 members of the public and 1 mendd the press present

4.1 Apologies

Nil

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

Nil

DECLARATION OF INTEREST

The Mayor reported that Declarations of Interest haen received from Cr Doherty in relation to
Item 10.0.1 and Cr Grayden in relation to ltems010.and 10.3.3. He further stated that in
accordance witl.ocal Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulations 208t the Declaration would
be read out immediately before the Item in questiaa discussed.



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 16 DECEMBER I8

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1

6.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
At the Council meeting held 25 November 2008 tiveeee no questions taken on notice.
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 16.12.2008

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor advised that Public Question Time woulel Ibnited to 15 minutes, that
guestions, not statements, must relate to the @ir€ouncil’s responsibility and requested
that speakers state their name and residentialessldThe Mayor then opened Public
Question Time at 7:30pm.

|6.2.1 Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South Pt |

Summary of Question

| refer to 2 Multiple Dwellings at 11 Heppingstoreet, South Perth at the corner of
Heppingstone and Lamb Streets. Will the City asktMstuart, Senior Statutory Planning
Officer, to investigate the height and setbackslbfHeppingstone Street and provide a
report to the Council along the lines of the repwtprovided to Council for Agenda Item
10.3.3 dated 12 November 2008 for 6 Parker StBmith Perth which is a similar building.

| ask this question because the Council were peavidith a report by Planning Officer,
Christian Buttle dated 3 March 2004 where Mr Butdiated that the building at 11
Heppingstone Street appears to be up to 1.4 meindsgh. If the City refuses this request
then | believe the City is only paying lip serviceits claim of fairness and openness in local
government.

Summary of Response

The Chief Executive Officer responded that it ig far Council to ‘direct’ a particular
officer to prepare a report. He advised that theldimg height and setbacks of
11 Heppingstone Street were addressed in a plamap@t to Council in March 2004 and
that the variations in height referred to a pragcttwhich was deemed to be “a minor
projection” and acceptable. The assessment oflePS&treet referred to was carried out on
the plans and not the ‘as built’ development. TiO stated that as advised previously,
without a resolution of Council directing him to do, that he would not devote resources to
researching any more issues in relation to 11 Hspdne Street.

Summary of Question

Since the first report to Council dated 19 Decen)0, the City has incurred legal costs
by many law firms mainly as a result of my effattshave this building comply with this
City’s Building Licence. The Invoices provided liye law firms to the City, | believe
would be on record and | further believe it wouedarelatively simple and inexpensive task
for the City to answer this question | asked lashth. ie How much has the City spent to
date paying lawyers in an attempt to defend thesiton with respect to the overbuilding at
11 Heppingstone Street?

Summary of Response

The CEO stated that as advised previously, itimpessible for the City to qualify all costs
of this action and that he could not and would detote resources to researching an
estimate of the costs as requested unless thar€asincil Motion directing him to do so.
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Summary of Question

The State is able to confiscate property that iseghas a result of the proceeds of crime.
Was this building overbuilt as a result of incongrete on behalf of the City or was it
corruption?

Cr Smith point of Order not an appropriate question.

Mayor Bestupheld the point of order and stated that thisr€dus neither corrupt
or incompetent. He said that a different proceas wsed to calculate plot ratio at
that time and this has previously been acknowledgethany occasions. The SAT
made a determination on the development at 11 Hgptne Street and the
building is being modified accordingly.

The Mayor then suggested that any interested Clbansccontacted Mr Drake to
assist in the preparation of an appropriate Mofmmthe February 2009 Council
meeting.

[6.2.2  Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensigton |

Summary of Question

Would like a Council assurance that as 11 HeppimgsStreet is required to comply, that it
would not require a Council resolution? Is Couiasilare that if a direct assessment is done
of the building at 11 Heppingstone Street thatDvike will go away?

Summary of Response

The Mayor said the City is not interested in reeassig calculations back to 2001 as
suggested by Mr Drake. He said that the SAT hasctid the City to make sure the
‘Direction” issued is complied with.

Summary of Question

A report on the Light Vehicle Fleet is on the Agandro obtain a greater understanding of
the vehicle composition and use could you statednthmber of vehicles, percentage of
private use or deemed personal use, commuter rightsate use rights for each of the

following vehicle types:

6 cylinder sedans / vans

4 cylinder sedans / vans

4 cylinder single cab utilities

4 cylinder twin cab utilities

Summary of Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that as Mr Defre had provided his question in
advance of the meeting that a response was alide frepared. He then read aloud the
following:

V6 — total of 4 vehicles in the Executive Fleet

V4 — 1 vehicle in the Executive Fleet is a Peoplevbt

V6 — total of 3 vehicles in the light commerciaddt

V4 — total of 18 vehicles (light vehicle fleet - nagers and coordinators etc).

V4 —total of 7 vehicles in light commercial fleet.

V4 — 1 vehicle in the light commercial fleet is aiv/

YVVVYVYYYVY

As a general rule, all sedans have some form ehmriuse rights allocated. Most utilities
have some form of commuting use rights allocated.
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Summary of Question

I do not believe this answers the questions - wihenCommissioners were here | asked,
how many 4 cylinder / 6 cylinder cars we had a&td | am sure looking at the 2001
Minutes this is the sixth time | have asked thasestjons.

Summary of Response
The Chief Executive Officer stated that he had esmf the questions raised in 2001 in
relation to this issue and said that he beliehedquestions have been answered.

Summary of Question
In relation to Agenda Item 10.3.5 is Council awdrat this proposal is a “spot zoning™?

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded yes.

Summary of Question
Is Council aware that spot zoning is not good amgty planning?

Summary of Response

The Chief Executive Officer said that while we du see a lot of ‘spot zoning’ that it was a
useful tool to use from time to time. Each requesonsidered on its merits and if deemed
appropriate, to address for example an anomalyAmendment to the Town Planning
Scheme would be proposed.

Summary of Question

Is Council aware the main reason for this propdeecease in the zoning is an economic
issue and that economic considerations should eotaken into account for good and
orderly planning?

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded that he did not believe this the rationale behind the request for
rezoning.

Summary of Question
Could the City post details of its Grant Fundingitsrweb site?

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded yes.

Summary of Question
Could the City call for ideas from the public onvhthe Federal Funding Grant could be
spent?

Summary of Response

The Mayor said that he would have liked to haveedtns but that because of the tight
deadline in which to make a submission for fundimat time did not allow for community
input.

Summary of Question
At the recent Annual Electors Meeting, tea andem#tc was provided outside the Council
Chamber. Can this also be provided at Council imgs?

Summary of Response
The Mayor said this suggestion was being considered

Close of Public Question Time
There being no further questions the Mayor closgaip question time at 7.50pm
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7.

8.

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

7.1

7.2

MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 25.11.2008

7.1.2 Annual Electors Meeting Held: 8.12.2008

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.1.1 AND 7.1.2
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Doherty

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetinddh25 November 2008 and the Annual
Electors Meeting held 8 December 2008 be takeras and confirmed as a true and correct
record.

CARRIED (13/0)

BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place e last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to CounBblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document tuldic 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.

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - November Ordinary CounciMeeting Held: 18.11.2008
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the November Council Agenda.

Notes from the Agenda Briefing are includeddtschment 7.2.1

7.2.2 Concept Forum -Visioning Project Update - Maeng Held: 2.12.2008
Consultants Mr Tim Muirhead and Ms Mary Del Castevded an update on the
Community Visioning Project.

Notes from the Concept Briefing are includeddtschment 7.2.2

7.2.3 Concept Forum Town Planning Major DevelopmenMeeting Held: 3.12.2008
Officers/Applicants provided background informatioon proposed amended
floor/car parking proposal for Shopping Centre “@ftdrd Plaza’ (previously
Village Green) and answered questions from Elektemhbers.

Notes from the Concept Briefing are includeddtschment 7.2.3

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1 TO 7.2.3 INCLUSIVE
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Trent

That the comments and attached Notes under Itethd % 7.2.3 inclusive on Council
Agenda Briefings held since the last Ordinary Megf Council on 25 November 2008 be
noted.

CARRIED (13/0)

PRESENTATIONS

‘ 8.1 PETITIONS - A formal process where members of the community present a written request to the Council

Nil

10
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8.2 PRESENTATIONS -Occasions where Awards/Gifts may be Accepted by Council on behalf of Community.

8.2.1. City of South Emerging Artist Award - People’ Choice

Note: This presentation was dealt with under Item 3 ore tAgenda
“Announcements from Presiding Member”

8.2.2. Como Chapel of the Church of Jesus Christ dfatter-Day Saints
The Mayor presented a book to the City entitledflé&ions of Christ” together
with a plaque on “The Family” from the Como Chapg&the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-Day Saints commemorating their"s@nniversary and in recognition of
the Chapel's listing on the City of South Perthitdgje Inventory.

8.2.3. Minute Secretary
The Mayor presented a floral tribute to the MinGcretary in recognition of her
work in Council meeting preparations and Minutdrgk

8.2.4. Carson Street School
The Mayor presented a 2009 Calendar depicting th®@'s achievements, to the
City from the Carson Street School and acknowled@e@zsdolay’s contribution as
Chairman of the Board of the Carson Street School.

8.3 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.

Note: Deputations in relation to Agenda Items 10.0.231).10.3.4 and 10.3.5 were heard at the
December Council Agenda Briefing held on 9 DecemB008.

There were no Deputations heard at the Decembeandiddeeting.

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES Delegate’s written reports to be submitted to the Minute Secretary prior to
28 November 2008 for inclusion in the Council Agenda.

8.4.1. Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropotan Zone: 26 November 2008
A report from Mayor Best and Cr Trent summarisiigpit attendance at the
WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held Révember 2008 is at
Attachment 8.4.1. The Minutes of the WALGA South East Metropolitanngo
meeting of 26 November 2008 have also been recaavedare available on the
iCouncil website and in the Council Lounge.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’'s Reports in relation to the WALSouth East Metropolitan
Zone Meeting held 26 November 2008 be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.1 \
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That the Delegate’s Reports in relation to the WALSouth East Metropolitan
Zone Meeting held 26 November 2008 be received.
CARRIED (13/0)

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES Delegate’s written reports to be submitted to the Minute Secretary prior to
28 November 2008 for inclusion in the Council Agenda.

Nil
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9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exoeptf the items identified to be withdrawn for
discussion that the remaining reports, including dfficer recommendations, would be adopted en
bloc, ie all together. He then sought confirmatioom the Chief Executive Officer that all the
report items had been discussed at the Agendairigyib€ld on 9 December 2008.

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this veasrect.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS
The following items were withdrawn for discussictebate:

e Item 10.0.1 Declaration of Interest : Cr Grayden

e Item 10.2.1 Declaration of Interest Cr Doherty

e |tem 10.2.2 Council Decision re Proposed Committee

e Item 10.3.3 Proposed Alternative Motion Cr Smitldl &eclaration of Interest Cr Grayden
e Item 10.3.4 Proposed Alternative Motion Cr Hasleby

e Item 10.4.1 At the request of Cr Best

e Item 10.5.5 Proposed Alternative Motion Cr Hearne

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Best

That with the exception of Withdrawn Item 10.0.0,2L1, 10.2.2, 10.3.3, 10.3.4, 10.4.1 and 10.5.5
which are to be considered separately, the offieeommendations in relation to Agenda Items
10.0.2,10.1.1, 10.3.1, 10.3.2, 10.3.5, 10.3.64.1010.5.1, 10.5.2, 10.5.3, 10.5.4, 10.6.1, 104nAd
10.6.3 be carried en bloc.

CARRIED (13/0)

10. REPORTS
10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

DECLARATION OF IMPARTIALITY INTEREST : CR GRAYDEN ITEM 10.0.1
The Mayor read aloud the Declaration of InteresinfiCr Grayden, as follows:

“As | live at 23 Riverview Street, South Perth ighhis in close proximity to ROW15,
alongside South Perth Primary School, and ROWbassubject of Report Item 10.0.1 on
the December Council Agenda | wish to declare apaiiality interest in common with
other residents in the vicinity and as such | witt leavethe Council Chamber during the
discussion / debate on this matter at the AgendefiBg on 9 December or the Council
Meeting on 16 December 2008".

Note: Cr Grayden remained in the Council Chamber.

10.0.1 Policy P350.14 ‘Use or Closure of Rights-tffay’ (Item 10.0.1 Novembe
2008 Council meeting refers)

=

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: City of South Perth

Lodgement Date: Not applicable

File Ref: LP/801/350.14

Date: 1 December 2008

Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning ¢@ffi

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Developtreamd Community Services
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Summary

At the November 2008 meeting, the Council considiengbmissions received on the set of
fourteenrevised policies which collectively comprise Polieg50 ‘City-Wide Residential
Policies’ as the first part of City’s ‘ResidentiBlesign Policy Manual’. Thirteen of the
fourteen policies were adopted for use. Consiaeratf Policy P350.14 ‘Use or Closure of
Rights-of-Way’ was deferred, pending further magiifion. Policy P350.14 has now been
modified as requested, and is presented for fidapaon.

Background
At the November Council meeting, the Council reedhas follows at Item 10.0.1 with
respect to Policy P350.14:

“That the officer recommendation be amended byd#letion of Policy P350.14 ‘Use or
Closure of Rights-of-Way’.”

As recorded in the minutes of the November meetimg reason for modifying the officer's

recommendation of adoption, was that Council fakttPolicy P350.14 needed further
review to better encompass all situations that arégse with the use or closure of rights-of-
way within the City. Right-of-Way No. 15 alongsitlee South Perth Primary School was
the particular focus of discussion in this regafithat right-of-way contains a footpath and
historically has been used as a pedestrian thofarggfor many years.

This report is to be read in conjunction wittachment 10.0.1Modified Policy P350.14
‘Use or Closure of Rights-of-Way'.

The draft Policy P350.14 has now been further niedifin response to the concern
expressed by Councillors. It is considered that tbeised Policy now expresses the
Council's position with respect to privately ownedhts-of-way and those in common
usage as a regular pedestrian thoroughfare.

Comment
Policy P350.14 was originally prepared to incorp@rappropriate parts of the City's
previous right-of-way Policy P388_T, and also tacbepatible with, and to complement:

(a) long-standing policies of the Western AustralRianning Commission with respect
to closure, use and design of rights-of-way andtaigudevelopment; and

(b) the City’s interpretation of the R-Codes regumients regarding access to residential
properties where access from a right-of-way islatéa.

The Policy now further clarifies the situation wittspect to:
(@) the closure and use of rights-of-way whichiangrivate ownership; and

(b) the need to retain rights of way which are Bgular use as a pedestrian
thoroughfare.

Consultation

The related report to the November 2008 Counciltmgdully addressed the submissions
which had been received from members of the comiywam various policies comprising

Policy P350. That report advised that one comnerda submission related to Policy
P350.14, and that no change to the Policy was gegpm response to that comment.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

Policy P350 ‘City-Wide Residential Policies’, beittte first part of the Residential Design
Policy Manual, is a major statutory document cosipg policies on various aspects of
residential development. The document was adojigdmonth and is now operational,
other than for Policy P350.14 relating to the use&losure of rights-of-way. Adoption of

Policy P350.14 will complete the first part of tResidential Design Policy Manual. As
advised in the Officer’s report to the November timgg Policy P350 constitutes a Planning
Policy for the purposes of clauses 1.5(e), 1.62X5(f) and 9.6 of Town Planning Scheme
No. 6. The Policy Manual has been prepared inlugint of the No. 6 Scheme Objective
set out in clause 1.6(2)(b) of TPS6.

When Policy P350.14 has been adopted by the Couwtlaise 9.6 of TPS6 requires that
notice of final adoption is to be published once inewspaper circulating within the Scheme
area. The Policy will become operational followjmgplication of this notice.

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.

This matter also relates to Goal 5 “Organisatidfédctiveness”. Goal 5 is expressed in the
following terms:To be a professional, effective and efficient orgsation.

Sustainability Implications

Policy P350.14 ‘Use or Closure of Rights-of-Waybise of 14 Policies comprising the first
part of the Residential Design Policy Manual, ielg@tto a wide range of design aspects of
proposed residential buildings within the City. ek policies will have a significant impact
on the growth and character of the district. BoR850.14 reflects sustainability principles
in that it supports the closure of ‘obsolete’ rgfof-way, enabling the land to be used more
effectively for residential purposes, while alsootpcting “essential” rights-of-way for
continuing use as vehicular or pedestrian thorcargist

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Smith

That Council, under the provisions of clause 9.@hef City of South Perth Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, adopts Policy P350.14 ‘Use or ClostiRights-of-Way’, atAttachment
10.0.1,to supersede Policy P388_T ‘Development of Landiathg Rights-of-Way'.

CARRIED (13/0)
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10.0.2 Proposed Amended Floor/Car Parking Layout, \&terford Plaza Shopping
Centre, Manning Road, Karawara (tem 10.0.1 October 2007 Ordinaty
.Council Meeting)

Location: Lots 102, 104, 105 and 180 (Nos. 31-3@&Jaina Drive and
Lots 103 and 802 (Nos. 224-230) Manning Road, Wara

Applicant: Greg Rowe & Associates

Lodgement Date: 11 November 2008

File Ref: 11.2008.531 WA1/ 33-39

Date: 08 December 2008

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning ©éfi

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Developtreamd Community Services

Summary

To consider amended drawings for a planning apjdicdor major additions and alterations
to the Waterford Plaza Shopping Centre (formallgwn as the Village Green), specifically
an amended floor and car-parking layout, on Lotg, 1104, 105 and 180 (Nos. 31-39)
Walanna Drive and Lots 103 and 802 (Nos. 224-238pihhg Road, Karawara.

This report carries extracts from Item 10.0.1 ilatien to the Waterford Plaza development
that was approved at the October 2007 Ordinary €iblMeeting, a report prepared by other
Planning Officers of the City. The main changesrfriie previously approved development
is the removal of the northern car parking deck, rdmoval of two retail tenancies, and the
addition of an adjoining lot proposed to be coreeiinto car parking.

The proposed changes conform to the City’s stafutequirements, subject to planning
conditions for some minor clarifications and ameedis, in relation to:

. Grade of car parking ramp;

. Provision of shopping trolley bays;

. Landscaping plan; and

. Proposed shade sails facilitate an acceptableatiearfor vehicle doors.

Background

Reports have been considered at the May 2003, Ome004, May 2005, May 2006,
May, July, August, October and December 2007 Cdumeietings, as well as a SAT
hearing, whereby the proposed development was tondglly approved.

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning District Centre Commercial

Density coding R30

Lot area 38,316 sq. metres in total (previously 36,937 sqg. metres)
Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential Various residential and non-residential uses

Plot ratio limit 1.5:1 for non-residential uses

This report includes the following attachments:

» Attachment 10.0.2(a) Site photographs
» Confidential Attachment 10.0.2(b) Plans of the proposal
* Attachment 10.0.2(c) Applicant’s supporting report

The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal 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 developmeitich, in the opinion of the
delegated officer, are likely to have a significaffect on the City.

Matters previously considered by the Council

Matters previously considered by Council, wherewdr@s supporting a current
application have been significantly modified framose previously considered by the
Council at an earlier stage of the development pss¢ including at an earlier
rezoning stage, or as a previous application fanpling approval.

Comment

(@)

(b)

Description of the Surrounding Locality

The subject site is located adjacent to the Jehsvwalitness Church to the north,
opposite to Curtin University grounds (student hag)sto the east, and opposite low-
density residential suburbs to the south (Watejfardl west (Karawara).

Existing Development on the Subject Site
The existing development on the subject site ctigré@atures various non-residential
land uses, as depicted in the site photograpAstathment 10.0.2(a)

The main planning approval for the development WwasCouncil in October 2007,
which includes the same land uses proposed undeasirittended planning application.
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(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(¢)]

Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves an amendment to the appreiumgle-storey and two-storey
buildings (including the roof car parking area)thwpreviously approved “Shop” and
“Tavern” land uses and existing “Take-Away Food letituses, as depicted in the
submitted plans aConfidential Attachment 10.0.2(b)

The following components of the proposed develognaea not resolved to satisfy

the Scheme and planning policy requirements:

()  The number shopping trolley bays;

(i) Possible traffic congestion at the bottom lné ramp;

(i) A landscaping plan to demonstrate landscapngga, shade sails and provision
of shade trees;

(iv) Amenity issues in relation to a blank wall fiag Walanna Drive; and

(v)  Width of crossovers not to be greater than Eires.

The Applicant’s letterAttachment 10.0.2(c) describes the proposal in more detail.

The proposal complies with thBown Planning Scheme No.(6PS6), and relevant
Council Policies with the exception of the remaginon-complying issues, all
discussed in detail below.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- minimum
As the site is suitably elevated above ground amfhse water levels, all ground and
floor levels_complywith clause 6.9.2 “Minimum Ground and Floor LeVel§ TPS6.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- maximum

There is approximately 1.0 m of fall across thigéasite, and no additional cutting
and filling is proposed. Accordingly, the propodedshed ground and floor levels
comply with clauses 6.10.1 and 6.10.3 “Maximum Ground &hobr Levels” of
TPS6.

Boundary Setbacks

The permissible street setback is 1.5 metres, whetee proposed building setback is
between 7.0 — 17.0 metres; therefore, the propdsedlopment compliewith Table

3 of TPS6.

The permissible rear setback is 4.5 metres, wheheaproposed building setback is
49.0 metres; therefore, the proposed developmenpleeswith Table 3 of TPS6.

Building Height

The maximum permissible building height limit i /etres; whereas the proposed
building height is 7.0 metres; therefore, the pegb development compliesith
Clause 6.2 "Maximum Building Height Limit" of TPS6.

In arriving at this conclusion, it is consideredthg Applicant and agreed by the City
that some structures beyond the 7.0 metre heightramor projections. Clause 6.2
“Building Height Limits” prescribed under clause2@l)(b)(v)(d) of TPS6, which
reads:
Minor projections which extend outside the spackerred to in sub-paragraph
(V)(A), including, but without in any way restriwgji the generality of this provision,
such structures as vertical glass planes withinribef structure, dormer and saw-
toothed windows, and chimneys.

17



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 16 DECEMBER I8

Furthermore, the Applicant states that:

The intent and functionality of any ‘high street’a product of not only the uses along
the street, but the ability to promote the locatama safe, user friendly location that
promotes the pedestrian realm. The built form atelstern end of the high street is
approximately 1m above the building height limisspaescribed within the Scheme.
This architectural statement has been included th@current proposal as a means
of ensuring the ‘high street’ is promoted with grsficant entry statement to the
street. As can be seen, this projection above thigdibg height limit is an
architectural statement that is noted as ‘lifestgtaphics’. The materials used in this
area of the site, as depicted on the elevationsf @n ‘open’ nature with decorative
wooden panels used to create a built form condisteth that expected in a ‘high
street’ shopping situation, whilst at the same tipr@viding an opportunity to
promote the entry point to the centre. We also timdeintent of the height standards
prescribed within TPS 6, Clause 6 “Building Formda8ite Planning” under Policy
P370_T “General Design Guidelines for Residenti@vBlopment” makes reference
to building height. The main intent of Clause 6tdsensure building height is in
accordance with the TPS 6 provisions and that admng would not have an
“overpowering impact on neighbours and the streellow we do note that the policy
pertains to residential development, however wabe the overriding principle of
the height restrictions to not have “overpoweringpiact on neighbours and the
street” is an important point to note and one ti@pertinent more so in the District
Centre Zone. Even though this section of the dpusot will be constructed of an
open air/infill panel materials, we feel it impontato note that the actual projections
will have no impact whatsoever on any adjoiningghépurs, the street or the
locality. In saying this, we believe it is an impaspect of the street (high street) to
promote this minor variation as it helps promoteddorm the proposed street. It is
with the above in mind we respectfully request Cdsinsupport for this minor
variation to the height provisions applicable te thite.

Furthermore, we note a height variation is also gituin relation to the proposed
heights along the remainder of the southern sidthefproposed high street. Firstly
we would like to outline that this variation is g given the significant architectural
statement or “halo” proposed through the centretlvd site and two main buildings.
As you can see, the location of the “halo” ensuaesonsistency between the “old”
and the “new” areas of the shopping centre as a mseaf linking the two differing
retail areas. This is important in ensuring the terfunctions as one, rather than 2
separate centres. With the above in mind, the &mation and relationship between
the halo and the building heights proposed alorg sbuth side of high street have
been somewhat compromised in relation to the 7.0idibg height. However, the
relationship between the eaves/awning overhangmghe high street provided
Council with a situation where the assessment ef blilding height can be
considered in relations to the eaves location amel 25 degree notional hip roof
shape, as prescribed under the provisions of TPGwrall, the minor projections
proposed by the proposal can be supported foraheviing reasons:

e The minor projection assists in the formation af thigh street and its pedestrian
scale of the street.

e The building bulk is internalised to the high stresnd avoids any specific
influence to the surrounding locality.

» The minor projections have been included as archutal statements and assist in
the architectural form of the development. That tfs&se projections are not
included as a means of including additional floaaaed floorspace into the
development.
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(h)

(i)

» The majority of the projections are of a permeatdéure with materials to suit.

* The minor projections are in no means overpowetinthe locality or neighbours.

* The variations sought are similar to ‘glass planashich are mentioned in Part
1(b) sub Part (v) (D) of TPS 6.

According, the City agrees with the Applicants @mtion that the structures are
minor projections and therefore, the proposed agveént compliesvith Clause 6.2
"Maximum Building Height Limit" of TPS6.

Plot Ratio

The required maximum plot ratio is 1.5:1 (57,474mwhereas the proposed plot ratio
is approximately 0.36:1 (13,756 therefore the proposed development complies
with the plot ratio element of Table 3 of TPS6.

Landscaping

As landscaping plan has not been provided by thpliégnt, the provision of the
amended landscaping has not been approved by the(iGtluding the Parks and
Environment section), and accordingly calculatiares approximate.

The required minimum landscaping area is 3,83Zf0 percent); whereas the
proposed landscaping area is 3,560(8.3 percent), therefore the proposed
development compliewith the landscaping requirements of Table 3 o586 P

As TPS6 does not define landscaping, it is necgsgarsuant to the provisions of
clause 1.10(2) of TPS6 to use the definition com@iwithin the Residential Design
Codes. The R-Codes define Landscape, Landscapignolscaped as:

Land developed with garden beds, shrubs and tardsy the planting of lawns, and
includes such features as rockeries, ornamentabdpoewimming pools, barbecue
areas or children’s playgrounds and any other sumlea approved of by the
Council as landscaped area.

The applicant has included both ‘soft’ landscapesas and all other paved areas
(with the exception of vehicle access ways andipgrlareas) on the development
site, resulting in a total landscaped area of 51¥4# landscaped area (15 percent of
site). This figure is comprised of 2,5950f ‘soft’ landscaping (planted areas; 6.8
percent of site) and 3,14 70f paving (8.2 percent of site).

Previously, the Applicant had also made referendié fact that the property owner
will be landscaping the verge area adjacent ta#dwelopment site. Although this is a
normal expectation of any property owner, it hasvigusly been acknowledged that
there is a large amount of verge area adjacehigalevelopment site.

Having regard to the definition of landscaping witthe R-Codes, the City’s Officers
have previously recommended that a larger portioine site be developed as ‘soft’
landscaping, and that only very limited paved afsash as the ‘piazza’ between the
two malls) be accepted within the landscaping datmns. Accordingly, the City’'s
calculations show that 3,560°mof the site (9.3 percent) has been provided as
landscaped area.
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()

The following additional comments are made wittpegs to landscaping of the site:
 Clause 6.3(12) of TPS6 requires that any continuoes of unroofed car
parking be provided with reticulated planting areaxluding shade trees
approved by the Council, at the rate of 1 per 8pmaking bays. Without a
landscaping plan, the City is unable to ascert@inesie requirement, and
therefore would require a detailed landscaping pkfiore a Building Licence is
issued

* No landscaping areas are provided in conjunctioin Wie roof deck parking
area. After further consideration, City Officerg @f the opinion that increased
landscaping can be provided by alternative meartstlzat it is not necessary to
pursue the provision of landscaping within the rdetk parking areas. It is
also noted that shade structures have been préyipresided within the roof
deck parking areas. As this proposal includes ditative layout of shade sails,
the City would require_detailed plans of such dtriees before a Building
Licence is issuedespecially to demonstrate a lack of obstructimnsar doors
within the car bays.

In accordance with the landscaping definitionsiultimately at Council’s discretion
as to which areas are / are not be included witterlandscaping calculation.

As with the matter of car parking provision, clads@ of TPS6 does offer Council the
ability to grant approval for a lesser percentafgjlaimdscaped area than prescribed by
the Scheme if it is considered appropriate to do Gouncil can only exercise such
discretion where:

(i) approval of the proposed development would tesistent with the orderly
and proper planning of the precinct and the preagon of the amenity of the
locality;

(i) the non-compliance will not have any adverffea on upon the occupiers or
users of the development or the inhabitants ofptleeinct or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and

(iii) the proposed development meets the objectieesthe city and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as specifiethe precinct plan for that
precinct.

In return for acceptance of the lesser amount ositenlandscaped provision (3,560
m’ or 9.3% of site as opposed to 38,316an10 percent of the site), it is appropriate
that the applicant:
. Landscape and maintain the verges adjacent toethedapment site; and
. Landscape and maintain the strip of public opereteetween the shopping
centre and the Jehovah's Witness Kingdom Hall. s ®tiip of public open
space runs to the north and northwest of the shgpgentre.

Accordingly, it is recommended that drawings dem@ating compliance with the
provision of landscaping be provided at the buidicence stage.

Driveway Grades
The standard permissible grade is no greater tthfar the first 3.6 metres, then no

greater than 1:8, whereas the proposed grade i§.1Therefore, the proposed
development does not complyith clause 3.7.b “Driveway gradient” of City Po}i
P350.

Accordingly, it is recommended that revised plans s&ubmitted to the City
demonstrating a driveway grade not greater thanak.@er a standard condition.
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(k)

()

Car Parking

Officers have previously indicated support and eghently Council granted Planning
approval for the “pooling” of floor space togethand undertaking a “parking
calculation at a ratio of 1 car parking bay perr@0of gross floor area” (refer to
agenda Item 9.3.9 - May 2007 Ordinary Council Megti

Using a ratio of 1 bay per 20°mf Gross Floor Area (GFA), and having regard to the
proposed gross floor area of 15,635, mme development requires 782 car parking
bays and 773 car parking bays have been provided.

The shortfall is accountable to the floorspace hef éexisting transformer and fire
booster facilities, adjacent to Walanna Drive. Gifficers are of the opinion that the
areas are included in the definition of Gross Flaaa of TPS6, which states:
means the area of all floors of a building measuredh the outer faces of external
walls, but the term does not include any balcony.

As with the matter of landscaping provision, cladsg of TPS6 does offer Council
the ability to grant approval for a lesser percgetaf parking area than prescribed by
the Scheme if it is considered appropriate to do 8mce again, Council can only
exercise such discretion where:

(i) approval of the proposed development woulccbesistent with the orderly
and proper planning of the precinct and the preagon of the amenity of the
locality;

(i)  the non-compliance will not have any adverffeet on upon the occupiers or
users of the development or the inhabitants ofptieeinct or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and

(iii) the proposed development meets the objectieesthe city and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as specifiethe precinct plan for that
precinct.

In addition to the 773 car parking bays, 14 moimle bays have also been provided,
which is not a requirement of TPS6, albeit a deérautcome.

An issue that could potentially affect the abovécdations is the provision of
shopping trolley bays, which have been includedh@ previously approved and
current proposals. However, the number, locatiahcapacity of the proposed trolley
bays is considered to be noticeably inadequateshwlibuld result in either a negative
effect on the local amenity by large numbers otalided trolleys, or the sporadic
wastage of car parking bays in lieu of dedicatedlely bays. If this matter were
disregarded, it is reasonably foreseeable that wgmmmmencement of commercial
operations, approximately 5 - 10 car parking bayshe converted into trolley bays,
without the removal of a proportional amount of & &loor Area.

Whichever the final eventuality, the outcome wibt romplywith the future parking
requirements and accordingly the matter of caripgris considered unacceptable. As
a consequence of the above, a condition has bedtedito resolve this matter by
increasing the amount of trolley bays without autbn in the previously approved
ratio of car parking or percentage of landscapiega

Bicycle Parking

In accordance with the provisions of Table 6 “Cad 8icycle Parking” of TPS6, and
on the basis of 1 bicycle parking bay per 200 segtr@s of gross floor area for a
District Commercial Centre, the development requir® bicycle parking bays. The
site plan drawing shows 80 bike bays. Officers @fr¢he opinion that 80 bicycle
parking bays are adequate for the developmentcamplieswith Table 6 of TPS6.
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However, some of the proposed bicycle bays arecateld as being within the
vehicular accessway (under the decorative “haloigl‘Main” street). Accordingly, a
condition is recommendeid reposition the bays, without a reduction in teguired
rate of bays.

(m) Scheme Obijectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6
Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is considep broadly meete following
objectives:

(@) Maintain the City's predominantly residentiabeacter and amenity;

(d) Establish a community identity and ‘sense ohmoinity’ both at a City and
precinct level and to encourage more community Wtat®n in the decision-
making process;

(e) Ensure community aspirations and concerns atdressed through Scheme
controls;

(H Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideat@as and ensure that new
development is in harmony with the character aralesof existing residential
development;

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnadmappropriate uses;

(h) Utilise and build on existing community fa@ and services and make more
efficient and effective use of new services arnilitis;

(i) Create a hierarchy of commercial centres acdaugd to their respective
designated functions, so as to meet the variougpiig and other commercial
needs of the community;

() In all commercial centres, promote an approggizange of land uses consistent
with:

(i) the designated function of each centre as setrothe Local Commercial
Strategy; and
(i) the preservation of the amenity of the loggalit

()  Recognise and facilitate the continued presasfcggnificant regional land uses
within the City and minimise the conflict betweerthsland use and local
precinct planning.

(n) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clage 7.5 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6
In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste@lause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful_consideratian

(@) the objectives and provisions of this Schemeluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the MetropoliRegion Scheme;

(b) the requirements of orderly and proper plannimguding any relevant proposed
new town planning scheme or amendment which has dreated consent for
public submissions to be sought;

(H any planning policy, strategy or plan adoptadthe Council under the provisions
of clause 9.6 of this Scheme;

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

()  all aspects of design of any proposed developniecluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialedegeneral appearance;

(k) the potential adverse visual impact of expgdechbing fittings in a conspicuous
location on any external face of a building;
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the extent to which a proposed building is aligun harmony with neighbouring

rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientatigetbacks from the street and

whether the proposed access and egress toramdtfie site are adequate and

any relevant submissions received on the agjmic, including those received

(n)
existing buildings within the focus area, in terofsits scale, form or shape,
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $ti@®d architectural details;

(p) any social issues that have an effect on then#ynof the locality;

(s)
whether adequate provision has been made for tlaglirlg, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

() the amount of traffic likely to be generated the proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system inltmality and the probable effect
on traffic flow and safety;

(u) whether adequate provision has been made fsady disabled persons;

(v) whether adequate provision has been made fiahdscaping of the land to
which the application relates and whether any treesther vegetation on the
land should be preserved;

(w)
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta?.4; and

(x)  any other planning considerations which the @ulconsiders relevant.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments

The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held on the 28November 2008. Generally, the proposal was
favourably receivedoy the Consultants. Their comments and responses the

Applicant and the City are summarised below:

DAC Comments Project Architect Officer Comments

Responses

Hashed paint markings required at the
bottom of the vehicle ramp abutting
Manning Road due to this being a focal
point of vehicle activity and possible
congestion.

Traffic Engineers have been
employed to review and
design the road layouts and
car parking, with a report
received.

The report has not been
presented to the City,
and its contents are
unknown. The comment
is UPHELD.

Concerns about visual sightlines at junction
of the ‘high street’ and feeder road (east).
Suggest removal of two adjacent car
parking bays.

Traffic Engineers have been
employed to review and
design the road layouts and
car parking, with a report
received.

The report has not been
presented to the City,
and its contents are
unknown. Visual
sightlines comply, The
comment is NOT
UPHELD.

Concern about traffic on or around
Manning Road, suggest careful attention

Traffic Engineers have been
employed to review and

The report has not been
presented to the City,

from traffic engineers. design the road layouts and | and its contents are
car parking, with a report | unknown. Engineering
received. Manager supports the
amended  application.
The comment is NOT
UPHELD
Blank wall (west) to be protected from | To be addressed as part of | Requires further

vandalism / security / enhanced. Suggest
BAS relief / verge treatment / landscaping
plan.

the future landscaping plans.

attention, as part of the
landscaping plan. The
comment is UPHELD.

In regards to the paint markings and blank wa#, @ity recommends a condition for

amended plans to resolve these matters.
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(b)

(c)

Neighbour Consultation

No consultation has been undertaken with respetitdése amended drawings being
referred to the October 2007 Council meeting. Hmweas identified in the report
presented to the May 2007 Council meeting, theowalhg consultation was
undertaken with respect to the proposed development

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forptuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 ‘Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town

Planning Processes’. Surrounding property owneesewnvited to inspect the
application and to submit comments during the pefrom 5 January 2007 to 22
January 2007. A total of 53 neighbour consultatiotices were mailed to individual
property owners and occupiers. During the advedigperiod, 2 submissions were
received, neither which objected to the propose@idpment, but made comments in

relation to transport / traffic as summarised ia tdwble below.

Submitter’'s Comment

Officer Response

Give consideration to the volume of fraffic that
may use Jackson Road and Walanna Drive to
access the shopping centre.

The traffic analysis does not indicate any concern
with respect to the volume of traffic which is
anticipated to use Jackson Road and Walanna
Drive to access the shopping centre.

The comment is NOTED.

Truck deliveries to shops should be from Kent
Street and Manning Road and not through
Karawara.

It is anticipated that truck deliveries would be
made via Kent Street and Manning Road.
The comment is NOTED.

Query relationship between the newly constructed
northernmost entrance to the shops from Kent
Street and that shown on the plans which are the
subject of consideration. There seems to be a
discrepancy between the two.

It is understood that the newly constructed
crossover will be removed and a new crossover
constructed in the position shown on the
applicant’s drawings.

The comment is UPHELD.

Query appropriateness of the close proximity of
the northernmost crossover accessed from Kent
Street and the crossover serving the Kingdom Hall
of Jehovah’s Witnesses. Customers exiting the
shopping centre may pull in front of cars indicating

Although  the  submitters’ comments are
acknowledged, it will be necessary for shoppers
to ensure that it is safe to leave the property
before exiting onto Kent Street.

The comment is NOTED.

to go into the Kingdom Hall.

The decision not to readvertise this developmesiisrevith the Councibnd not the
officers, however if the Council were not agreeabl¢his course of action, the City
will carryout the advertising in preparation to thext available Council meeting
(February 2009).

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

TheManager, Engineering Infrastructymeas invited to comment on a range of issues
relating to car parking and traffic, arising frohretproposal. The Section comments
that:

i) Access and Egress

The construction of the turning lanes in Kent Stiegeve been undertaken as part of
Stage 1 Waterford Plaza Shopping Centre Developntgrgineering Infrastructure
has previously addressed the turning lanes front sgreet to the developers who
have incorporated the required works into StageEhgineering Infrastructure has
requested certain changes to the “splitter” islinch “High Street” into Kent Street
that will allow for both left turning and right tming movements from the Shopping
Centre. This change is being incorporated intactiveent “High Street” works.
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(d)

The Developer has been made aware previously titaisa and egress to Manning
Road will be left in left out only. Under no circetances will access be allowed
through the median. The proposal does not exteyoaethe left turn movements.

The removal of the “decked” parking proposed fa tiorthern end of the site and
detailed in some of the earlier proposals will rem@ny necessity to modify the
crossings already constructed in Stage 1 and neratpnal.

ii) Roof Top Parking
The positioning of the ramp to the roof top parkiagea with direct access off
Manning Road is satisfactory and will pose no issueh the loading dock.

iii) Stormwater Drainage
Drainage to be in accordance with Policy P415 aadd&gement Practice M415.

Stormwater is to be collected on site and dischthigea controlled manner to the
street drainage. The outfall to the street systeto remain unchanged from that in
place prior to the commencement of Stage 1. Thes@ting Engineer retained by the
Developer is aware of the drainage requirement laasl incorporated the required
internal drainage for Stage 1. Essentially the sbtiant must capture and store on
site the stormwater in excess of the flow capaaitthe current discharge pipe to the
street system that will / could result from theemgified development forming Stage
2.

iv) Crossing

Any new crossing or an upgrade to an existing émgswill conform to the standard
conditions that apply for commercial crossings. e Tavel of the crossing is to be
125mm above the gutter level at any point 1500 mifinam the kerb line. Elsewhere
the crossing will be level with the verge and apgtpath within the road reserve.

The footpath is to be continuous through the crggsi

V) General

The layout of the roof top parking bays is to badgcordance with the requirements of
AS 2890. Part 1 Off Street car parking. The bayetisions have not been assessed
against the above or TPS 6 car parking requirements

The loading dock will most probably be accessed Ménning Road with drive

though before reversing into the loading dock. &ape is most likely to be via
Walanna Drive. With the loading dock serviced fraisles generally available to the
public some issues may arise if deliveries are nadpeak times” during the day.

Accordingly, specific conditions are recommendedesplve the Manager’'s concerns.

Manager, Environmental Health and Regulatory Sevices

The Manager, Environmental Health and Regulatory Sesjicwas invited to
comment on a range of issues relating to mattech s provision of public
conveniences and bin storage. His comments armacised as follows:

. An additional 3 bin areas are proposed which appéarbe suitable to
accommodate the proposed tenancies;

. The rubbish storage areas appear to be evenlybdistd across the site with
satisfactory access arrangements by service vshicle

. Bin enclosures will need to be fully enclosed teyent access by birds and

other vermin; and
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(e)

(f)

9

. Toilet numbers may not be suitable if tenanciesaoeupied by additional
cafe / restaurants. Toilet numbers will be reviévierther upon submission
of an application for a building licence.

Accordingly, specific conditions are recommendedesplve the Manager’s concerns.

Manager, Parks and Environment Services

The Parks and Environment section has not beentalpeovided comments due to
the lack of a landscaping plan, although they hstaded that no street trees are
proposed to be removed.

Team Leader, Building Services

Comments have also been invited from areas of ihgs@uilding Services. The
Team Leader, Building Services had no comments dkenon the proposal at this
stage; however, if approved, the proposal will be subject of a building licence
application which will be thoroughly examined dater stage.

Western Australian Planning Commission

As the development site abuts roads which are vedeunder the Metropolitan
Region Scheme (Manning Road and Kent Street) waiehaffected by the proposed
development, the proposal was referred to the Westsustralian Planning
Commission (WAPC) for consideration and comment, accordance with the
requirements identified within the notice of delega of 20 September 2002 under
thePlanning and Development Act 2005

The WAPC confirms that the traffic analysis whicistbeen undertaken in relation to
the level of capacity for both Kent Street and MagnRoad demonstrates that the
capacity for both adjoining regional roads wouldrb&intained, having regard to the
additional traffic which will be generated by theoposed development. However,
the WAPC goes on to state that the developmerikkadylto cause a decrease in the
level of service for the Kent Street / Manning Rae@ghalised traffic signal cycle time

with resultant increased queuing times.

Having regard to the potential increased queuingesi at the traffic signals, the
WAPC have recommended that:

“The City of South Perth (which is responsible facal area traffic management on
Kent Street and Manning Road) together with Mainad®o Western Australia
(responsible for traffic signals in Perth metro ajeand the developer review the
overall operation of the Kent Street / Manning Ra&ghalised intersection, in the
light of the Riley Consulting Traffic Report fingsand recommendations, to agree
on a suitable traffic engineering (signal timingurse of action for maintaining an
acceptable operational level of service for theeiaéction with the additional traffic
resulting from the proposed Waterford Plaza shogpicentre additions and
improvements.”

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

Financial Implications
The determination has no finandiglplications
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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 folhguierms:

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

Sustainability Implications

This application has not been assessed againstléneant sustainability provisions. For
reports to future Council meetings, guidance weél $ought from the City Environment
Department and appropriate comments will be indudduture reports.

Conclusion

The proposal will have an acceptable impact oniailig residential neighbours, and meets
all of the relevant Scheme and R-Codes objectindspsovisions. Provided that conditions
are applied as recommended, it is considered Heagpplication should be conditionally

approved

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.2

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application gtanning approval for a proposed
amended floor and car parking layout to Waterfdaz® shopping centre on Lots 102, 104,
105 and 180 (Nos. 31-39) Walanna Drive and Lots 408 802 (Nos. 224-230) Manning
Road, Karawaraye approved subject to:

() Standard Conditions

355  car parking bays- as per TPS6 3sbiveway grade

352  car parking bays-marking 508andscaping approved &
completed

354  car parking bays- ongoing condition 51€hade tree- number of

390  crossover standards 55plumbing hidden

393  verge & kerbing works 664inspection (final) required

391  crossover width 660expiration of approval

410 crossover effects infrastructure

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

(b) Specific Conditions
() Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suelwihgs shall incorporate the

following:

(A) Location of shopping trolley bays to be markeudhile ensuring
compliance with the minimum car parking requiremehi. bay per
20 nf of Gross Floor Area, and minimum landscaped area
requirement of 7.8 percent of site area;

(B) Details of shade sails to the upper car parkieck, demonstrating car
bays in compliance with clause 6.3(8) and Sche8Bubé the City of
South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6;

© Bicycle racks and bays to be repositioned smasto conflict or
physically obstruct the safe and efficient movemainvehicles and
pedestrians; and

(D) The internal bicycle storage room marked as B2y Staff Bicycle
Store” shall be used in accordance with the aputose.

27



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 16 DECEMBER I8

(ii)

(iif)
(iv)

(v)
(vi)

A landscaping plan to satisfy City requirem&rdaand demonstrates:

(A) Paint markings at the onsite junction of theutbern ramp and
adjacent feeder roads; and

(B) Aesthetical amendments to the western elevatidnthe new
supermarket along Walanna Drive.

Drainage to be in accordance with City Polie¢15 and Management Practice

M415.

Any new crossing or an upgrade to an existingssing shall conform to the

standard conditions that apply for commercial drags The level of the

crossing is to be 125mm above the gutter levehgtpmint 1500 mm in from

the kerb line. Elsewhere the crossing will be levgh the verge and any

footpath within the road reserve. The footpathoibe continuous through the

crossing.

The layout of the roof top parking bays shadl im accordance with the

requirements of AS 2890 Part 1 Off Street Car Paxkand

Bin enclosures shall be fully enclosed to mnetvaccess by birds and other

vermin.

(©) Standard Advice Notes

648
649
647
645

building licence required 646 landscaping standards- general
signs licence required 649A minor variations- seek approval
revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT

landscaping plan required

|Footnote Afull list of Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council Offices during normal business hours.

(d) Specific Advice Notes

()
(ii)

(iif)

10.1 GOAL1:

It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisgith the City’s Environmental
Health Department to ensure satisfaction of athefrelevant requirements;
It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisevith the City’s Parks and
Environment Department prior to designing a langswgaplan for the street
verge areas as required; and

Any activities conducted will need to complyith the Environmental

Protection (Noise) Regulations 1987all times.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

CUSTOMER FOCUS

[10.1.1  Annual Electors Meeting held 8 December 280

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: A/ME/1

Date: 9 December 2008

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

The Annual Electors meeting was held on 8 Deceribé8B to discuss the Annual Report,
Financial Statements and the Auditor’'s Reporteryear ended 30 June 2008.
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10.2

Background

Following completion of the City’'s Annual Report @&mnual Electors’ Meeting is called
which must be within 56 days of acceptance of thaual Report. The meeting was held on
8 December 2008.

Comment

Council is required to consider any Motions pasaedn Annual Electors Meeting. At the
meeting held on 8 December 2008 there were no dvigtipassed that required a
determination by Council.

The Mayor tabled the Annual Report and then gapeveer point presentation of the City’'s
achievements for the year. The Director Finarenal Information Services provided a brief
overview of the financial highlights.

Consultation

Notice of the Annual Electors’ meeting was lodgedthe Southern Gazette newspaper
25 November and 2 December editions with copiethefAgenda being provided to the
Libraries, Heritage House, the Council noticeboanmis website.

Policy Implications
Council is required to hold an annual meeting acedrs and consider any resolutions
passed at the Annual Electors’ Meeting at a sulegdDouncil meeting.

Financial Implications
N/A

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters which directly rel&d Goal 1 of the City’s Strategic Plan —
‘To be a customer focused organisation that pronmteffective communication and
encourages community participation.”

Sustainability Implications
Reporting on the Minutes of the Annual Electors’ etirey contributes to the City's
sustainability by promoting effective communication

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.1

That the Minutes of the Annual Electors Meetingdneln 8 December 2008, as per
Attachment 10.1.1 be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

GOAL 2: COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT

DECLARATION OF IMPARTIALITY INTEREST : CR DOHERTY iTEM 10.2.1
The Mayor read aloud the following Declarationmgrest from Cr Doherty:

“As | am a member of Soroptimist International a&€fmantle, and Soroptimist International
of South Perth is one of the successful applickota grant from the City as part of the
Funding Program at Item 10.2.1 on the December Codwgenda, and as | meet with the
members from the South Perth group at events aod lseveral personally, in accordance
with the Local Government Act (Rules of ConductuReigns 2007) | wish to declare an
impartiality interest in common with other members such | will not leave the Council
Chamber during the discussion / debate on this ena#tt the Agenda Briefing on
9 December or the Council Meeting on 16 Decembés2

Note: Cr Doherty remained in the Council Chamber.
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| 10.2.1 Funding Assistance - Round Two

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GS/103

Date: 26 November 2008

Author: Seanna Dempsey, Community Developmefit€f
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developi& Community Services
Summary

This report relates to applications in the Commubievelopment category of the Funding
Assistance Program - Round Two - 2008/2009.

Background

In June 2001 the City implemented a Funding AsstgaProgram to enable the City to
equitably distribute funding to community organisat and individuals to encourage
community and personal development, and foster aamitgnservices and projects.

The Funding Assistance Program incorporates a nuofdevels and categories in response
to identified areas of need, these are:

Community Partnerships - with identified organisations that provide a majenefit to the
City of South Perth community.

Community Development Funding
e Community Development Category - project funding focorporated not for profit
groups, these are considered by council in 2 reamtually.
¢ Individual Development Category - financial assist@ for individuals attending
interstate or international sporting, cultural oademic activities.

Community Grants - smaller grants up to $1,000 for groups proposiragepts that do not
fit within the Community Development program.

Submissions in the Community Development Fundirtggmy, which is the subject of this
report, are assessed against the following criteria

1. The demonstrated community need for the prdatrity is given to projects that do
not duplicate existing projects or services alreaxdsgting within the City)

2. The proposed benefits for the participants iwedlas well as for the wider City of
South Perth community.

3. The expected number of number of participants are residents of the City of South
Perth.

4, Demonstrated need for financial assistance fiteenCity of South Perth (priority is

given to projects that can demonstrate that otleéential sources of funding have

been exhausted or are not available), or partneopgortunities with other

organisations have been explored.

The level of cash or in kind support committedrte project.

The sustainability of the project and / or tihgamisation.

The level of exposure given to the City in tlerpotion of the project. (recipients are

required to promote the City’s support of the pcoje

No o

Full details of the funding program can be foundtua City’'s website where information is
available about program guidelines, eligibility aselection criteria, acquittal information
along with resources to assist with grant seekitjthe development of grant submissions.
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Comment

Seven applications were received in this round estijng a total of $61,742.18. Details of
all submissions are included in the submission sarigs atAttachment 10.2.1. All
applications comply with the requirements of thegpam and cover a range of community
service, cultural and recreational projects. Tragg#ications were submitted by:

« Esther Foundation

e Collier Park Seniors Golf Club

» South Perth Primary School P&C

» Soroptimist International of South Perth

e South Perth Outreach

¢ Uniting Care West

e Clan WA

This report recommends that five of the seven ssfions are fully supported and that the
remaining two are supported in part for reasondimma in the attached submission
summaries. The total recommended funding amou$28s942.18.

Consultation

This funding round was advertised on the City’s siEband promoted directly to past
applicants. In addition, City officers are proaetim discussing projects with applicants and
assisting with the development of submissions.

Policy Implications
This report refers to the Funding Assistance Pdiz?2

Financial Implications
A total amount of $175,000 is allocated in the 20089 budget for the Community
Development, Individual Development, Community Gsaand Community Partnership
categories of the Funding Assistance program. €hemmendation of this report is within
budgetary parameters.

Strategic Implications

This report is complimentary to Goal Two, Commurtagrichment, and directly relates to
Strategy 2.3. ‘Implement the Community Funding Program to equitib distribute
funding between community organisations to encoueagand foster community
development services and projects.’

Sustainability Implications

Through the City’'s Funding Assistance program ageamf community services and
initiatives, many of which are run by volunteers fostered and supported whereas it would
not be sustainable for the City or other governnmiewel organisations to deliver these
programs.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.2.1 |

That $38,942.18 be distributed to seven organisstimm City funds for Round Two of the
Community Development category of the Funding Aasise Program as detailed in
Attachment 10.2.1of the December 2008 Council Agenda.

MOTION
Cr Trent moved the Officer Recommendation, Sec @y@en

FORESHADOWED MOTION

Cr Hasleby Forshadowed that if the current Mot®hast that he would be moving that the
organisation Clan WA be deleted from the list afipeents and their funding allocation
redistributed between the remaining six organisatio
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.1
The Mayor put the Motion

That $38,942.18 be distributed to seven organisstimm City funds for Round Two of the
Community Development category of the Funding Aasise Program as detailed in
Attachment 10.2.1of the December 2008 Council Agenda.

CARRIED (9/4)

Note Manager Community, Culture and Recreation retirechfthe meeting at 8.12pm

| 10.2.2 Public Art Celebration |

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: RC/402
Date: 1 December 2008

Author/Reporting Officer Cliff Frewing, Chief Exetve Officer

Summary

The purpose of this report is to progress Councdtent resolution to commission a piece
of public art or similar statement to commemortite City’s 5¢' birthday celebrations
which occur next year.

Background
The Council at its meeting on Tuesday"28ovember 2008 at item 10.2.3 resolved as
follows:-

Resolution

That as part of the S0Anniversary celebrations of the proclamation of the
City of South Perth, the City undertake the proce$sadvertising for
‘Expressions of Interest’ for suggestions of a ciart piece or similar
statement in Sir James Mitchell Park, to mark tiasasion.

Reason for Change

Elected Members were of the opinion that the praptwsproduce a life sized
bronze statue of Sir James Mitchell to be ereate8ii James Mitchell Park
to mark the 56 Anniversary of the City of South Perth is too premaand
should be opened up to public engagement.

The background to this resolution is contained he teport item that resulted in the
resolution detailed above. In summary, a proposa placed before Council to commission
a piece of public art or similar statements as pdrthe City’s celebration of its 50
Anniversary in 2009.

Comment

In order to progress this resolution, a noticetingi Expressions of interesf ideas should
be placed in thethe Southern Gazetteon the City’'s website and on the City and Library
notice boards inviting submissions from memberghaf public on this subject so that
Council can give further consideration to this pgusal.
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A proposedExpressions of Interestefer Attachment 10.2.2, was prepared for Elected
Member consideration and circulated on 28 Noven2®®8. In order to widen the appeal
of the project, theExpressions of Interestocumenthas also been worded to modify the
location of the piece (or pieces) of public arsomilar statements to any location within the
City rather than simply at Sir James Mitchell Park.

It is intended to commence the advertisement psobefore the end of 2008. The closing
date for submissions has been suggested as Fiiddgnsiary 2009.

The intention is to generate ideas from the comtyas to how the 3bAnniversary of the
City can best be commemorated in the form of anlggnemorial. It is not the intention at
this stage to commission a piece of art or similaather than to simply call for suggestions
that may be considered. When submissions have tmeived, there are a number of
alternative options as to how to progress the ass&s process:

1. A Council Committee could be formed to consider mations and make
recommendations to Council on the preferred pieqaaxes of art or similar.

Under section 5.8 of thieocal Government ActCouncil may establish a Committee of
three or more persons to assist Council to exerntssgpowers. A Committee may
comprise Council Members only or may consist of @auMembers, officers and other
persons. The City’s Standing Orders Local Law meguthat a resolution to establish a
Committee under section 5.8 is to include TermsReference and the number of
Councillors, Officers and other persons who arbd@ppointed to the Committee. The
Act requires that an Absolute Majority pass thedRégon.

If this course of action is chosen, it is recomnehthat the City's Manager Libraries
and Heritage, Cheryl Parrott, be appointed to theQittee.
5
2. An informal Briefing of Elected Members could bddhto discuss the relative merits of
each proposal received and a report subsequerthaped for Council decisio@R

3. Staff could assess the suggestions received arait rep Council on the assessment
conducted on each of the ideas.

So that the next stage of the process can proceeffieiently as possible, it is important
that Council determines which assessment proceesusred.

If Council chooses to select the formation of a @muCommittee, the following resolutions

should be considered in lieu of recommendation.2q12):

(b) appoint a Committee of Council called #&8nniversary Public Art Committee” for
the purpose of assessing Expressions of Intereseiverl and making a
recommendation to Council for consideration; and

(©) appoint Councillors ................ and the City’'s Manadébraries and Heritage, to
the Committee.

Following selection of the piece of public art émdar statement, furtheExpressions of
Interestbe called from suitable artists so that a finé¢c®n can be made on the item to be
commissioned. At this time it is suggested thaepehdent external advice be sought from
an organisation such as Artsouce. This stage giheess does not need to be determined at
this time.
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Consultation

No specific consultation has been conducted irtiogliao this proposal. Community input
will be sought by way of suggestions as to how éstlcelebrate the Stanniversary by
commissioning a piece of public art or similar thgh an expressions of interest process.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Policy and legislative implications are as discdssehe report.

Financial Implications

Limited financial implications at this time. A buelgprovision will need to be made when
the piece of art is commissioned. Council may wislset a budget limit for this project at
this time.

Strategic Implications

This project isconsistent with Strategic Plan Goal 2: Communityiément - To develop
strategic directions for events, arts including pidart, leisure recreation and heritage
that encourages a vibrant and participative commtyni

Sustainability Implications
Project assists with providing a diverse rangerofgets within the area of arts and culture.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.2.2 ‘

That Council....

(a) endorse the Expressions of Interest documertiedure atttachment 10.2.2 for
calling for nominations for public art; and

(b) determine which assessment process is reqtoredlect the piece of public art or
similar so that the project can be taken to thd pbase.

MOTION
Cr Ozsdolay moved the officer Recommendation (ggttwer with Option 3, Sec Cr Cala

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Ozsdolay opening for the Motion

« support officer recommendation and Option 3
« believe Option 3 the most efficient way to go

« ultimately the decision will be made by Council
e support the Motion

Cr Cala for the Motion

e endorse Cr Ozsdolay’'s comments

« believe Councillors should stay at arms length
e support the Motion

Cr Smith against the Motion

* believe Council should lead rationale as to the waygo
» staff then work through suggestions/options

« ultimately Council makes the final decision

e against the Motion

Cr Ozsdolay closing for the Motion

« believe we can achieve the same outcome by gaettfiogrs to do the ground work
< have faith in officers assessing ideas/suggestions

« then bring back ideas to Council for a decision
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10.3

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.2

The Mayor put the Motion

That Council....
(a) endorse the Expressions of Interest documestedure at Attachment 10.2.2,
for calling for nominations for public art; and
(b) staff assess the suggestions received andtrépo€Council on the assessment
conducted on each of the ideas.
CARRIED (11/2)

GOAL 3: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
10.3.1 Retrospective Application for Fence within Font Setback Area : Solid
above 1.2 metre height - Lot 12 (No. 41A) Coode &#&t, South Perth
Location: Lot 12 (No. 41A) Coode Street, South FPert
Applicant: Pirone Builders
Lodgement Date: 17 July 2008
File Ref: 11.2007.326.2 CO6/41A
Date: 1 December 2008
Author: Laurence Mathewson, Trainee Planning Office
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developmemi Community Services
Summary

This retrospective application for planning apptokelates to a fence within the front
setback area that is solid above 1.2 metres irhh€ldne officer report recommends that the
applicationbe refused

Background
This report includes plans of the proposal refeteea@sAttachment 10.3.1

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15/30

Lot area 380 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential 1 Single House
Maximum Plot ratio Not applicable

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

1. The exercise of a discretionary power
Proposals representing a significant departure frtime Scheme incorporating the
Residential Design Codes, relevant Planning Pdicéend Local Laws where it is
proposed to grant planning approval.

The site is adjoined by existing residential depalent on the northern and southern sides.
The location of the development site is shown below
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Comment

@

(b)

Description of the proposal

The retrospective application is for a fence, atiporof which is solid above 1.2
metres. The non-compliant portion of the wall i®w8h in Attachment 10.3.1 The
fence is located within the front setback area.a&sessment of the proposal reveals
departures from various provisions of the No. 6 mdWanning Scheme (TPS6) and
the Residential Design Codes 2008 (R-Codes) whiehdescussed in more detail
below. The officer recommends that the applicatmrnthe proposed developmen
refused

Street walls and fences
The proposed front fence (solid above 1.2 metresh iconflict with Clause 6.2.5
“Street Walls and Fencesdf the R-Codes 2008 which requires:

“Front walls and fences within the primary streegtlsack area that are visually
permeable 1.2 metres above natural ground level.”

The wall is solid to a maximum height of 1.75 msfrand therefore exceeds the
specified maximum height of 1.2 metres. The propitsaefore does not comply with
the acceptable development standards outlinedansel6.2.5.

R-Codes Clause 6.2.5 P5 Performance Criteria seedtat new development should
meet the following criteria:

“Front walls and fences to promote surveillance asdhance streetscape, taking

account of:

« The need to provide protection from noise and hightllglare where roads are
designated as primary or district distributors otégrator arterials; or

* The need to provide screening to the front setback;

* The need to provide privacy to north facing outdibang areas.”
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(©)

The front fence is located on Coode Street, SowtihP Under the Main Roads

“Functional Road Hierarchy” Coode Street is classified as a “Local Distributor

This classification does not permit the construciod front walls and fences that are
solid above 1.2 as the level of noise and headlitdre is considerably less than that
experienced while living on primary distributorsi¢h as Canning Highway), district

distributors (such as Manning Road, Mill Point Roadbouchere Road and South
Terrace) or integrator arterials (none within Soeénth).

The need to provide screening to the front setlzaela is explained further in the
Explanatory Guidelines ttstreet Walls and Fencesdf the R-Codes.

“High solid walls on the front boundary are undedie as they disrupt the
streetscape, destroy the setting of the buildimg, @mpromise security”.

and;

“The principles of visual permeability apply to &irms of street, including common
streets. The exceptions to this principles are wreedwelling fronts on to an arterial
road carrying high traffic volumes, or where prdiea is needed from headlight
glare from such a road or, more rarelyhere a wall is desirable to provide privacy
to an outdoor living ared

(R-Codes Explanatory Guidelines Part 6 Page 10 eiptadded.

In this instance the front setback area is not asethe exclusive outdoor living area
of the subject dwelling, therefore a wall is noguiged to“provide privacy to an
outdoor living area”. In response to the final performance criteridinedl in R-Codes
Clause 6.2.5 the front setback area of the dwelBnmgpt north-facing therefore there
is no requirement to provide privacy to this area.

The proposed front fence therefot®es not complywith either the acceptable
development standards or performance criteriaradliin Clause 6.2.5 of R-Codes
6.2.5 “Street Walls and Fences”Please note that since vehicular access for the
dwelling is not provided from Coode Street, therefthere is no requirement for the
front fence to comply with the visual truncatiomue&ements specified under Clause
6.2.6 of the R-Codes.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannir@cheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS®6, it is considered that ffroposal does not meet the
following objective:

(H Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideatizas and ensure that new
development is in harmony with the character aralesof existing residential
development.

The proposal for a fence, solid above 1.2 metrdhinvithe front setback area, is
inconsistent with sub-clause (f) of Clause 1.6inat in TPS6.
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(d) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 7.5 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6
In considering the application, the Council is riegg 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 progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful_consideratian

(@) the objectives and provisions of this Schemeluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the MetropoliRaegion Scheme;

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Codes any other approved
Statement of Planning Policy of the Commission gmexh under Section 5AA
of the Act;

() the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is a&iuin 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 details.

The proposed development is inconsistent with tld¢ters listed above, specifically
in relation to objective (c) and the developmemtpmsals failure to meet the R-Codes
requirements outlined in Clause 6.2%reet Walls and Fences”

Consultation

(@) Neighbour consultation
In accordance with City Policy P10Meighbour and Community Consultatidthere
was no requirement to undertake neighbour conguitats part of the assessment.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofithe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council policies have been provédiselvhere 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 followsrms: To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built efronment.

Sustainability Implications

Sustainability implications have been taken intmsideration and no significant impact
from a planning perspective is observed.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this retrospedpplication for planning approval for a
front fence solid above 1.2 metres within the freetback area on Lot 12 (No. 41A) Coode
Street, South Perthe refusedfor the following reasons:

(@) The proposed front fence is not visually peroheabove 1.2 metres and therefore
does not comply with Clause 6.2Street Walls and Fencesdf the R-Codes 2008.

(b) Having regard to the matters identified in theasons above, the proposed
development conflicts with Clause 1.6 “Scheme Qbjes” of the City’'s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6).

(c) Having regard to the matters identified in theasons above, the proposed
development conflicts with the “Matters to be calesed by Council” identified in
Clause 7.5 of TPS6.

(d) Standard Advice Notes

651 (Appeal rights).

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.3.2 Retrospective Application for Fence within Font Setback Area : Solid
above 1.2 metre height - Lot 13 (No. 43) Coode Séte South Perth

Location: Lot 13 (No. 43) Coode Street, South Perth

Applicant: Pirone Builders

Lodgement Date: 17 July 2008

File Ref: 11.2007.325.2  CO6/43

Date: 1 December 2008

Author: Laurence Mathewson, Trainee Planning Office

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developmemi Community Services
Summary

This retrospective application for planning apptokglates to a fence within the front
setback area that is solid above 1.2 metres irhhéldpe officer report recommends that the
applicationbe refused

Background
This report includes plans of the proposal refetoealsAttachment 10.3.2

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15/30

Lot area 379 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential 1 Single House
Maximum Plot ratio Not applicable
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesci#bed in the delegation:

1. The exercise of a discretionary power
Proposals representing a significant departure frtime Scheme incorporating the
Residential Design Codes, relevant Planning Pdicéend Local Laws where it is
proposed to grant planning approval.

The site is adjoined by existing residential depalent on the northern and southern sides.
The location of the development site is shown below

2 Development site
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Comment

(@

Description of the proposal

The retrospective application is for a fence, atiporof which is solid above 1.2
metres. The non-compliant portion of the wall i®w8h in Attachment 10.3.2 The
fence is located within the front setback area.a&sessment of the proposal reveals
departures from various provisions of the No. 6 mdWanning Scheme (TPS6) and
the Residential Design Codes 2008 (R-Codes) aergtart Council Policies which are
discussed in more detail below. The officer recomasethat the application for the
proposed developmehe refused

(b) Street walls and fences
The proposed front fence (solid above 1.2 metresh iconflict with Clause 6.2.5
“Street Walls and Fencesdf the R-Codes 2008 which requires:

“Front walls and fences within the primary streegtlsack area that are visually
permeable 1.2 metres above natural ground level.”

The wall is solid to a maximum height of 1.8 mefrasd therefore exceeds the
specified maximum height of 1.2 metres. The propitsaefore does not comply with
the acceptable development standards outlinedansel6.2.5.

R-Codes Clause 6.2.5 P5 Performance Criteria $pgd¢iiat new development should
meet the following criteria:
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(©)

“Front walls and fences to promote surveillance asdhance streetscape, taking

account of:

« The need to provide protection from noise and hightllglare where roads are
designated as primary or district distributors otégrator arterials; or

* The need to provide screening to the front setback;

* The need to provide privacy to north facing outdibang areas.”

The front fence is located on Coode Street, SowthP Under the Main Roads

“Functional Road Hierarchy” Coode Street is classified as a “Local Distributor

This classification does not permit the constructd front walls and fences that are
solid above 1.2 as the level of noise and headlitdre is considerably less than that
experienced while living on primary distributorsi¢h as Canning Highway), district

distributors (such as Manning Road, Mill Point Rohdbouchere Road and South
Terrace) or integrator arterials (none within Sdeénth).

The need to provide screening to the front setlzaela is explained further in the
Explanatory Guidelines ttstreet Walls and Fencesdf the R-Codes.

“High solid walls on the front boundary are undedie as they disrupt the
streetscape, destroy the setting of the buildimg, @mpromise security”.

and;

“The principles of visual permeability apply to &irms of street, including common
streets. The exceptions to this principles are wreedwelling fronts on to an arterial
road carrying high traffic volumes, or where prdiea is needed from headlight
glare from such a road or, more rarelyhere a wall is desirable to provide privacy
to an outdoor living ared

(R-Codes Explanatory Guidelines Part 6 Page 10 exsighadded.)

In this instance the front setback area is not asethe exclusive outdoor living area
of the subject dwelling, therefore a wall is noguiged to“provide privacy to an
outdoor living area” In response to the final performance criteridinedl in R-Codes
Clause 6.2.5 the front setback area of the dwelBnmgpt north-facing therefore there
is no requirement to provide privacy to this area.

The proposed front fence therefot®es not complywith either the acceptable
development standards or performance criteriaradliin Clause 6.2.5 of R-Codes
6.2.5 “Street Walls and Fences’Please note that since vehicular access for the
dwelling is not provided from Coode Street, therefthere is no requirement for the
front fence to comply with the visual truncatiomue&ements specified under Clause
6.2.6 of the R-Codes.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannir@cheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS®6, it is considered that ffroposal does not meet the
following objectives:

(d) Establish a community identity and ‘sense ohrominity’ both at the City and
precinct level and to encourage more community Wtai®n in the decision-
making process.

(H Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideatas and ensure that new
development is in harmony with the character arlesof existing residential
development.
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The proposal for a fence, solid above 1.2 metrdhinvithe front setback area, is
inconsistent with sub-clause (d) and (f) of Clabgeoutlined in TPS6.

(d) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clagse 7.5 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6
In considering the application, the Council is riegg 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 progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful_consideratian

(@) the objectives and provisions of this Schemeluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the MetropoliRaegion Scheme;

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Coded any other approved
Statement of Planning Policy of the Commission gmexh under Section 5AA
of the Act;

()  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is &ilsu in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focuseay in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matks;iaorientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscapis@l from the street, and
architectural details; and

(x) any other planning considerations which the @mluconsiders relevant.

The proposed development is inconsistent with tld¢ters listed above, specifically
in relation to objective (c) and the developmemtpmsals failure to meet the R-Codes
requirements outlined in Clause 6.2%reet Walls and Fences”

Consultation

(@) Neighbour consultation
In accordance with City Policy P10Kleighbour and Community Consultatibthere
was no requirement to undertake Neighbour Conguttats part of the development
assessment.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiohgshe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council policies have been proviédisglvhere 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 followsrms: To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built enronment.

Sustainability Implications

Sustainability implications have been taken intmsideration and no significant impact
from a planning perspective is observed.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this retrospedpplication for planning approval for a
front fence solid above 1.2 metres within the freatback area on Lot 13 (No. 43) Coode
Street, South Perthe refusedfor the following reasons:

(@) The proposed front fence is not visually peroheabove 1.2 metres and therefore
does not comply with Clause 6.2Street Walls and Fencesdf the R-Codes 2008.

(b) Having regard to the matters identified in theasons above, the proposed
development conflicts with Clause 1.6 “Scheme QObjes” of the City’'s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6).

(c) Having regard to the matters identified in theasons above, the proposed
development conflicts with the “Matters to be Caolesed by Council” identified in
Clause 7.5 of TPS6.

(d) Standard Advice Notes

651 (Appeal rights).

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

Offices during normal business hours.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : CR GRAYDEN : ITEM 10.3.3
The Mayor read aloud the following Declaration wiekest from Cr Grayden:

‘I wish to declare an “interest” in Agenda Item 18.3 ‘Application for Planning
Approval for Retrospective Additions to 3 Multip@wellings within a 5-Storey Building
at 6 Parker Street, South Perth on the Decembeu@cil Agenda. The firm | work for is
representing a client against the applicant at Agen Item 10.3.3 on the December
Council Agenda and as such | will leave the Coun&hamber on 9 December at the
Agenda Briefing and 16 December at the Council Miegt and not take part in the
discussion or vote on this matter.”

Note: Cr Grayden left the Council Chamber at 8.16pm

10.3.3 Application for Planning Approval for Retrogpective Additions to 3 Multiple
Dwellings within a 5-Storey Building - Lot 10 (No.6) Parker Street, South

Perth
Location: Lot 10 (No. 6) Parker Street, South Perth
Owner / Applicant: Robert Auguste
Lodgement Date: 19 May 2008
File Ref: 11.2008.220 PA2/6
Date: 9 December 2008
Authors: Lloyd Anderson, Planning Officer; and

Rajiv Kapur, Manager Development Services

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developmemi Community Services
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Summary

To consider an application for planning approvar faetrospective additions and
modifications to an approved multiple dwelling lolilg containing 3 multiple dwellings
within a five-storey building on Lot 10 (No. 6) Rar Street, South Perth. This application
was deferred from the November 2008 Council meetinthe applicant’s request. Since
then, the applicant has submitted new informatiorthie City which has led to further
changes to the earlier report. The Officers obs#raethat the proposed modifications raise
matters of non-compliance with the permissible diog height limit, plot ratio and
minimum wall setbacks. The Officers recommend so@ouncil that the proposed additions
as presented not be supported, and modificatienigieatified in the report, be carried out to
bring the building in compliance with the statut@mnpvisions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R60

Lot area 572 sq. metres
Building height limit 9.75 metres
Development potential 3 Multiple Dwellings
Plot ratio limit 0.7

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) As constructed plans and as proposed modified
plans of the proposal dated 5 December 2008.

Attachment 10.3.3(b) Applicant’s supporting letters.

Attachment 10.3.3(c) Site photographs.

The location of the development site is shown below

148

Development site

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

(i) Applications which, in the opinion of the dgdeéed officer, represent a significant
departure from the Scheme, the Residential Desigde€ or relevant Planning
Policies; and

(i) Matters previously considered by Council, whetlrawings supporting a current
application have been significantly modified frdmege previously considered by the
Council at an earlier stage of the development pss¢ including at an earlier
rezoning stage, or as a previous application fanpling approval.
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(i)

In considering any application, the delegatefficers shall take into consideration the
impact of the proposal on the general amenity ef dhea. If any significant doubt
exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Coumekting for determination.

Comments

(@)

(b)

Background

Development on this site has been subject to Gity @ouncil consideration since
July 2001. The initial five-storey multiple dwel§irbuilding was first approved at the
December 2004 Council meeting. Since then, themge Hzeen various planning
applications lodged with the City for several ammeedts to this building. The
applicant has been previously informed by the Gityfficers of the requirement to
obtain necessary approvals from the City priording ahead with the developments.

The building is currently in the final stages ofnstruction, as depicted in the site
photographs ofAttachment 10.3.3(c) and awaiting final strata clearance from the
City.

Description of the proposal

The proposal before the Council is for retrospectdditions and modifications to
the approved plans, as depicted in the submittadsphtConfidential Attachment
10.3.3(a) This report is based upon amended set of dravdagsd 5 December 2008
submitted by the applicant which consist of the Gamstructed plans” and “as
proposed modified plans”.

1. The applicant has not proposed any changes tortheng, ', 2" and &' floor
levels.

2. Changes proposed by the applicant relate to'trend %' floor levels.

3. On these levels, the applicant has reverted tprédous approvals by proposing
the following modifications:

a. On the 4 floor level, removal of the door from the livingea into the
balcony (4' floor); reinstating bedroom 2 and placing wall®ward the
previously approved “Void” space to make it unusabAir conditioning
duct previously opening into the balcony now opiets the Bedroom 2.

b. On the 5 floor level, removal of all doors, windows and ithEamework
installed on the north-western face of the rooézdatce area (figure 1).

c. No glazing will be provided on the balcony araee openings, thus leaving
them open as earlier approved with security wirghr{§igure 2).

4. The following variations are observed to be non-slyig and are discussed in
detail in this report:

a. The building exceeds the height limit. The Nokem2008 Council report
states that the building is over-height by 5cm;

b. Additional plot ratio area is proposed which goiges of:

« On the 4 floor level, floor area marked as “Voids” on theawings
between Bedroom 2, Living Room and Foyer;

« On the % floor level, floor area marked as “Voids” on theawings
between Bedroom 1 and Powder room. As reportedchén previous
report, it was observed during a site inspectionabyOfficer that an
awning window has been provided opening out ofgpece; and

 Increase in the length of the passage on tHobr level.

c. Increased setback variation due to 5¢cm incrigaleilding height.
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(c)

(d)

(€)

Figure 1: Enclosure of Level 5 “Balcony” proposed to be resth
Figure 2: “Balcony” with security mesh and without any glagi

Planning aspects where no change has been prepd:

As reported to the November 2008 meeting, no chdwagebeen proposed from the
previous approvals with regards to the followingters:

Primary street setback and rear setback;

Minimum and maximum ground and floor levels;

Car parking and vehicular access;

Open space;

Boundary walls;

landscaping; and

ogrwWNE

Building height

The prescribed building height limit for this si® 9.75 metres plus a 25 degree
notional roof envelope. As per the detailed cakiotes reported to the November
2008 Council meeting, the building is over-heiglyt 3tm, hence in conflict with
Clause 6.2 "Maximum Building Height Limit" of Towlanning Scheme No. 6.

Clause 7.8 "Discretion to Permit Variations fromh8me Provisions” of TPS6, sub-
clause (2) states:

“The power conferred by sub-clause (1) if this dawshall not be exercised by the
Council with respect to: (a) Building Height Limiwsferred to in Clause 6.2;"

The officers have accordingly assessed this deadfi5cm from the permissible
building height limit as a conflict with the Schemeovision, noting that the building
height is not open to the exercise of discretionGmuncil. Therefore, the officers
recommend that the building be modified to dematstcompliance with the relevant
provisions of TPS6.

It is also worth noting that had the roof been glesd with an eaves projection, in
accordance with the interpretation of Clause 6.2B86, the building height would
have been measured to the bottom of the eavese Sincdrawings have been
submitted by the applicant in this regard, it ig possible for the officers to make
comments whether such a proposal would demonstoatpliance with the permitted
building height or other relevant provisions.

Plot ratio

As reported to the November 2008 Council meetiimgesthe building was previously
approved with the maximum allowable plot ratio ar@ay proposed additional floor
area is seen to be above the permissible limit.
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As explained under section (b) description of tlmeppsal, an assessment of the
amended set of drawings dated 5 December 2008 galnty the applicant shows
that the following additional plot ratio area iposed:

1. On the 4 floor level, 5.0 sqg. metres of floor area existtvieen Bedroom 2,
Living Room and Foyer, where the proposed drawingies a notation “reinstate
vacant enclosure and remove door”. This space maally approved as a void.
On the ¥ floor level, 2.5 sq. metres of floor area existtween Bedroom 1 and
Powder room, where the drawings carry a notatiasidv As stated earlier, an
awning window has been provided opening out of $hiace.

Voids are spaces that are without any floor slath are either meant to carry
services such as air conditioning ducts, water lyuppd sewerage and drainage
pipes, or are referred to spaces that give additibright to rooms at the level

below. As voids are without any floor space, theéoenot add to the plot ratio

area.

\RZ/

—SECTION R2/R3 Figure 3: The “Void” with floor space of Level 5.

(=
&

>

However, the owner / applicant has confirmed to @igy that these spaces
marked as “Voids” actually have floors built inteem. The owner / applicant has
stated that he has been of the understandingltimtdpace enclosed on all sides,
thus inaccessible would not counted towards pldiorarea. Officers are
concerned that demolition of any of the internallsvaf these voids could result
in additional useable floor space. Additionally photograph on file obtained
recently while assessing this application showswaning window built into the
external wall of the void on fifth floor level.

The City’s officers recommend that either the fladabs laid in these areas
(which totals to 7.5 sg. metres) approved as vdidsremoved subject to
complying with the structural requirements of thigy@ building department; or,
7.5 sq. metres of plot ratio area from some otlaer gf the building be removed.

2. 1.5 sg. metres of area that was previously apprag&dpen has now been
enclosed on the™sfloor level as a part of the passage which istlier exclusive
use of the dwelling, hence taken towards plot ratiea. The City's officers
recommend that modifications be made to reducelahgth of the passage in
accordance with the earlier approval.
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(f)

3. The applicant has earlier obtained approval tcalhsecurity wire mesh on the
openings to balcony and terrace dhahd %' floor levels to ensure the safety of
his child (refer to Figure 1 below). A site inspentcarried out by a City officer
revealed that double channel frames were instatieithese openings that could
hold glazed windows in addition to the wire mestovision of glass panels to the
openings of this balcony will convert them into lesed spaces resulting in
additional plot ratio area.

For the terrace to be counted as open and not @ddithe plot ratio area, it is
required to have two sides considered to be coedglepen. In the past, having
regard to the reasons provided by the applicarittttearoof to the terrace area
requires at least 750 mm wide structural columrdge Planning officers

determined that the openings to the southeast antthwsest basically balanced
out and combined to provide one equivalent requiy@ehing. The other opening
required was the northwest facing opening. In @dincircumstances therefore
this would have been acceptable and was conveye tapplicant.

The applicant has now confirmed in writing that dpening to the balcony orf'4
floor level and terrace on théSloor level will not contain any glazing with an
aim to keep them open and unenclosed in accordaitbethe earlier approvals.
The applicant has proposed to replace the douldmrei frames with single
channel frames only holding the security wire mask with no provision for
plastic blinds. The City’'s officers recommend thla¢ above modifications be
carried out. All doors, windows and their framewaristalled on the north-
western face are also proposed to be removed.

If the Council decides to vary the officer recomuation, the decision will need to
have due regard to the “stated purpose and aintheofScheme” in terms of the
amenity impact on the adjoining properties and éoid and proper planning”. The
officers recommend that the Council adopts a ctersigspproach to the application of
statutory provisions of the Scheme and the R-Codes.

Wall setback - Southwest

The increase in the building height by 5 cm aHdbie setback of the south western
wall at the & floor level. Noting that the approved wall heiglttes not meet with the
acceptable developments provisions, it was eagjpproved as a setback variation
under the performance criteria provisions.

As reported to the November 2008 Council meetthg, south western wall to the

Terrace on Level 5 is setback from the boundarg dymetres instead of 4.1 metres,

as required by the acceptable development prowsidm accordance with the

performance criteria provisions of Clause 6.3.1hef R-Codes, it is observed that the

proposed increase in the wall height by 5cm:

< will provide adequate ventilation and sun to thijsct site;

< will provide adequate sun and ventilation to thighleouring property;

» will not create a significantly large additionaliloing bulk as perceived from the
adjoining property; and

« will not cause any privacy issues.

Therefore, the wall setback variation caused bynarease its height by 5cm is seen

to comply with the performance criteria provisiasfsClause 6.3.1 of the R-Codes.
Therefore, the officers recommend to the Counait this variation be approved.
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(9)

(h)

(i)

@)

Permanent Visual privacy screens

The visual privacy screens that have been fittddieduilding are temporary, made of
plywood and affixed with removable tek screws. A tmaterials used for this
screening are not permanent, they cease to comilyGlause 6.8.1.Al(ii) of the R-
Codes, which requires “... permanent vertical surepto restrict views within the
cone of vision from any major opening of an actiabitable space”. Therefore, these
screens do not comply with Clause 6.8.1 “Visuav&uy” of the R-Codes.

Solar access for adjoining sites

As reported to the November 2008 Council meetirfge tmaximum area of
overshadow permitted is 489 sq. metres (50 percinatproposed overshadow is 116
sq. metres (12 percent), therefore, the proposediaement complies with the solar
access element of the R-Codes.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirfscheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed

within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congidenot to meet the following

general Scheme Objectives:

(@ Maintain the City's predominantly residentiabgacter and amenity;

(e) Ensure community aspirations and concerns atdressed through Scheme
controls; and

() Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideat@as and ensure that new
development is in harmony with the character aralesof existing residential
development.

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

In considering the application, the Council is riegg 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 progbsievelopment. 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;

(b) the requirements of orderly and proper plannimguding any relevant proposed
new town planning scheme or amendment which has dre@ated consent for
public submissions to be sought;

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Cadebany other approved Statement
of Planning Policy of the Commission prepared urgertion 5AA of the Act;

()  the preservation of the amenity of the locality
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()  all aspects of design of any proposed developnigcluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialsgdegeneral appearance;

(k) the potential adverse visual impact of expgdeachbing fittings in a conspicuous
location on any external face of a building;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is afigun harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area, in terofsits scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientati@etbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details;

(q) the topographic nature or geographic locatidrite land; and

Consultation

(@)

(b)

(c)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The subject retrospective additions to the exgstmilding were not referred to the
Design Advisory Consultants (DAC) meeting. DAC po®s input on the overall
architectural design of the built form and its catilpility with the existing
streetscape character. Referral to the DAC wasremtired for the retrospective
additions as the overall architectural design @f blilt form is unchanged and the
issues discussed in this report are planning ikldttés also noted that this application
has been to DAC meetings several times in the past.

Neighbour consultation

As reported to the November 2008 Council meetimighbour consultation has been
undertaken for this proposal to the extent andhénrhanner required by Policy P104
“Neighbour and Community Consultation in Town PleagnProcesses”. The owners
of properties at Nos 1-4, 2-4, 3-4 and 4-4 Parkeee® were invited to inspect the
application and to submit comments during a 14-pagiod. A total of 8 neighbour
consultation notices were mailed to individual mdp owners and occupiers. During
the advertising period, no submissions were receive

Other City Departments

As reported to the November 2008 Council meetimgnments were received from
the City’'s Strategic Urban Planning Advisor, Deysfent Services and Team
Leader, Building Services that the facia-board haje-board are not a part of the
roof and form a part of the wall, hence the buiddireight calculation.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiohgshe 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 follgvigrms: To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built efronment.

Sustainability Implications

Sustainability implications have been taken intonsideration. The retrospective
modifications, being discussed in this report dyeeoved not to have any greater impact in
terms of sustainability.
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Conclusion

Over a period of time, the applicant has carriedumauthorised works contrary to the Act
and the Scheme by constructing structures that@reompliant with planning and building
approvals. These unauthorised works were detegtélalebCity after the applicant requested
strata clearance from the City.

As discussed in relevant sections above, owingh& donflicts with Scheme provisions
shown on the submitted drawings, the officers ranemd that the application be refused for
the stated reasons.

The officers also recommend to the Council that aéipplicant be requested to submit
another application for planning approval, supmbrtby revised drawings which
satisfactorily address the reasons for refusahefdurrent application. Upon receipt of the
new application and satisfactory revised drawinlge, Manager Development Services be
authorised to grant planning approval under detsbatuthority, subject to appropriate
standard conditions.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3. 3 |

(a) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafiar planning approval for
retrospective modifications regarding additionalilding height, additional plot
ratio, reduced wall setbacks and removal of privacseens, on Lot 10 (No. 6)
Parker Street, South Petib refusedfor the following reasons:

0] Specific Reasons

(A) The proposed development does not comply witlau€e 6.2
“Building Height Limit” of Town Planning Scheme N6.(TPS6).

(B) The proposed development does not comply viighnhaximum plot
ratio of 0.7 prescribed by the Residential Designd€s 2008 (R-
Codes) and exceeds the permissible limit by 9.0nsefres [Also
refer to Specific Advice Notes (A) and (B)] .

(© The proposed development does not comply withuse 6.8.1
“Visual Privacy” of the R-Codes as the visual pdyascreens are
required to be permanently affixed.

(D) Having regard to the reasons mentioned abokie, froposed
development does not comply with Clause 1.6.2 “8whe
Objectives” of TPS6, specifically sub-clauses arel f.

(E) Having regard to the reasons mentioned aboke, froposed
development does not comply with Clause 7.5 (Matter be
Considered by Council) of the City of South Perttwii Planning
Scheme No. 6 (TPS6), specifically sub-clauses g, h,j, k, n and
g.

(i) Standard Advice Notes

651 (appeal rights).

(i)  Specific Advice Notes

(A) In addition to the reduction of 9.0 sq. metoéslot ratio area, and
as shown on the drawings by the applicant, the iogento the
balcony on % floor level and terrace on thé" Sloor level will be
maintained as previously approved and without alagzigg. The
double channel frames are to be replaced with sicighnnel frames
which only hold the security wire mesh. No pladtimds are to be
installed on these openings.
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(B) In addition to the reduction of 9.0 sq. metoégplot ratio area, and
as shown on the drawings by the applicant, all slowindows and
their supporting framework installed on the nortbstern face of
the terrace on thé"floor level are to be removed.

©) The applicant is advised of the requirementbiing the as
constructed building into compliance prior to tlsue of a strata
clearance by the City’s building department.

(b) the applicant be requested to submit anoth@licgtion for planning approval,
supported by revised drawings which satisfacta@dgress the reasons for refusal of
the current application; and

(© upon receipt of the new application and satisigy revised drawings, the Manager
Development Services be authorised to grant planaimproval under delegated
authority, subject to appropriate standard conalitio

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmuation. The officer recommendation

Lapsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Hasleby

That...

(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted,;

(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoBtirth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafiar planning approval for
retrospective modifications regarding additionalilding height, additional plot
ratio, reduced wall setbacks and removal of privacseens, on Lot 10 (No. 6)
Parker Street, South Petib refusedfor the following reasons:

(1) Specific Reasons

(A) The proposed development does not comply witlau€e 6.2
“Building Height Limit” of Town Planning Scheme N6.(TPS6).

(B) The proposed development does not comply witause 6.8.1
“Visual Privacy” of the R-Codes as the visual pdyascreens are
required to be permanently affixed.

(©) Having regard to the reasons mentioned aboke, groposed
development does not comply with Clause 7.5 (Mstter be
Considered by Council) of the City of South Perttwh Planning
Scheme No. 6 (TPS6), specifically sub-clausesrd)(b).

(i) Standard Advice Notes
651 (appeal rights).
(i)  Specific Advice Notes

The applicant is advised of the requirement to dorine as constructed

building into compliance prior to the issue of @t clearance by the City’s
building department.

(© the applicant be requested to submit anoth@licgtion for planning approval,
supported by revised drawings which satisfact@dgress the reasons for refusal of
the current application; and

(d) upon receipt of the new application and satisfiy revised drawings, the Manager
Development Services be authorised to grant planajpproval under delegated
authority, subject to appropriate standard conalitio

Footnote:A full list of Standard Conditions and Important Notes is available for inspection at the Council Offices
during normal business hours.
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Cr Smith opening for the Motion

* reiterate Council has no discretion

» ask Council act in good faith - remove height issue

* height issue approximately 2’or 50mm - what aregeimg to achieve?

« ask Councillors to go outside parameters - for ibditg for such a minimal change -
what are we going to ahieve?

* by going outside, we leave ourselves open to somebiallenging decision or worse
using it later on where they may have a height almwvacceptable level

e problem is with interpretation - ask Councillorsdtick their necks out’

* have been warned that we are out on a limb - bullirconsciousness cannot favour
amount of money required for developer to changdigoration of roof for sake of 9 sq.m

» ask Councillors to act in good faith

FORESHADOWED MOTION
Cr Smith Foreshadowed that he would be making ahat@the Motion if the current Motion
is lost.

Chief Executive Officer point of clarification Council has no discretion to approve the
height variation, ie it does not have the legaligbio approve a building in excess of the
approved height. He said he accepted the arguthantonly 5cm is involved but that
unfortunately we have to follow the law. Coundaded have discretion to vary plot ratio and
therefore the alternative Motion proposed has takerthe reference to plot ratio as grounds
for refusal. He further stated that the plannirificers have come up with a process to
simply extend the roof and bring back the eavesyroximately 5cm lower than they
currently are.

Cr Ozsdolay point of clarification Cr Smith, the mover of the Motion has Foreshastbw
his own Motion.

The Mayor confirmed this was correct and sugge§tedsmith Move or Withdrawn the
Motion.

MOTION WITHDRAWN
Cr Smith withdrew the Motion.

MOTION
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Best

That...

(@) the officer recommendation not be adopted,

(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoBt#trth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafiar planning approval for
retrospective modifications regarding additionalilding height, additional plot
ratio, reduced wall setbacks and removal of privacseens, on Lot 10 (No. 6)
Parker Street, South Petibk refusedfor the following reasons:

0] Specific Reasons

(A) The proposed development does not comply witlau€e 6.2
“Building Height Limit” of Town Planning Scheme N6.(TPS6).

(B) The proposed development does not comply witause 6.8.1
“Visual Privacy” of the R-Codes as the visual pdyascreens are
required to be permanently affixed.

© Having regard to the reasons mentioned aboke, groposed
development does not comply with Clause 7.5 (Msatter be
Considered by Council) of the City of South Perttwii Planning
Scheme No. 6 (TPS6), specifically sub-clausesrd)(b).
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(i) Standard Advice Notes
651 (appeal rights).

(i)  Specific Advice Notes
The applicant is advised of the requirement to doiine as constructed
building into compliance prior to the issue of et clearance by the City’s
building department.

(b) the applicant be requested to submit anoth@licgtion for planning approval,
supported by revised drawings which satisfact@dgress the reasons for refusal of
the current application; and

© upon receipt of the new application and satisfiy revised drawings, the Manager
Development Services be authorised to grant planajpproval under delegated
authority, subject to appropriate standard conalitio

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

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF ARIFICATION

Cr Hasleby opening for the Motion

« acknowledge the changes made to recommendation

e aware we have no discretion on height variances

« replacement Motion sets out what is required by emaf the building to get planning
approval

* Dbelieve it is a solution that will resolves thisttea

» urge Councillors to support Motion

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3
The Mayor put the Motion

That...

(@) the officer recommendation not be adopted,

(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoBtirth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafiar planning approval for
retrospective modifications regarding additionalilding height, additional plot
ratio, reduced wall setbacks and removal of privacseens, on Lot 10 (No. 6)
Parker Street, South Petib refusedfor the following reasons:

(1) Specific Reasons

(A) The proposed development does not comply witlau€e 6.2
“Building Height Limit” of Town Planning Scheme N6.(TPS6).

(B) The proposed development does not comply witause 6.8.1
“Visual Privacy” of the R-Codes as the visual pdyascreens are
required to be permanently affixed.

(© Having regard to the reasons mentioned aboke, groposed
development does not comply with Clause 7.5 (Msatter be
Considered by Council) of the City of South Perttwii Planning
Scheme No. 6 (TPS6), specifically sub-clausesrd)(b).

(i) Standard Advice Notes
651 (appeal rights).
(i)  Specific Advice Notes

The applicant is advised of the requirement to dorihe as constructed

building into compliance prior to the issue of @t clearance by the City’s
building department.
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(b) the applicant be requested to submit anoth@ticgtion for planning approval,
supported by revised drawings which satisfactadgress the reasons for refusal of
the current application; and

(©) upon receipt of the new application and satisigy revised drawings, the Manager
Development Services be authorised to grant planaimproval under delegated
authority, subject to appropriate standard conalitio

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

CARRIED (9/3)

Reason for Change
Council exercised discretion in relation to the oniplot ratio.

Note: Cr Grayden returned to the Council Chamber at 8t85p

10.3.4 Proposed Two-Storey Single House Lot 17 (N©8) Wattle Street, South

Perth
Location: Lot 17 (No. 18) Wattle Street, South Rert
Applicant: Lisa and Greg Robinson
Lodgement Date: 14 November 2008
File Ref: 11.2008.250.2 WA7/18
Date: 1 December 2008
Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Cdfi
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developmemi Community Services
Summary

A planning application was received in June 2008afdwo-storey Single House at Lot 17
(No. 10) Wattle Street, South Perth. The applicatias refused by the City under delegated
authority, and consequently the applicant has chosexercise the right to appeal before
the Council for a favourable determination. Thepmsal conflicts withClause 6.9.1 “Solar
Access for Adjoining Sites” of the 2008 R-Codes,chlihrequire the overshadowing of the
neighbouring lot to comply with the permissible ilisn It is recommended that the proposed
development be refused.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15

Lot area 564 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential 1 Dwelling
Plot ratio limit Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.4(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.4(b) Site photographs.
Attachment 10.3.4(c) Applicant’s supporting report.
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The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriescddbed in the delegation:

6.

In rel

Amenity impact

In considering any application, the delegated eificshall take into consideration the
impact of the proposal on the general amenity ef dhea. If any significant doubt
exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Coumekting for determination.

Neighbour comments

In considering any application, the assigned detegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected land owner or occuygéore determining the
application.

ation to item 6 above, the extent of ameriiypact arising from the proposal is

considered unacceptable.

Comment

(@)

(b)

Existing development on the subject site
The existing development on the subject site ctigrderatures a Single House, as
depicted in the site photographsAgfachment 10.3.4(b)

Description of the proposal

A planning application was received in June 20Q8afdwo-storey Single House at

Lot 17 (No. 10) Wattle Street, South Perth. Theliappon was refused by the City

under delegated authority, and subsequently thécapp has chosen to exercise the
right for the application to be considered and meiteed by Council.

The proposal involves the construction of a twaetdSingle House, as depicted in
the submitted plans @onfidential Attachment 10.3.4(a)

The applicant’s letter dttachment 10.3.4(c) puts forward justification for approval.
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(c)

(d)

(€)

(f)

9

(h)

The proposal complies with all oth@own Planning Scheme No. (PS6), the
Residential Design Codes of WA 20@8e R-Codes) and relevant Council Policies
requirements with the exception of a non-complygsyie, discussed in detail below.

Residential density

The permissible residential density is one dwelwbereas the proposed residential
density is one dwelling; therefore the proposedcetiyxment complies with the density
controls in Table 1 of the R-Codes.

Finished ground and floor levels - Minimum
As the site is suitably elevated above ground amthese water levels, all ground and
floor levels comply with Clause 6.9.2 “Minimum Gradiand Floor Levels” of TPS6.

Finished ground and floor levels - Maximum

The proposed finished floor level of 10.2 metres(Rdlative level) complies with the
maximum permitted finishefloor level in accordance with Clause 6.10.1 “Maximum
Ground and Floor Levels” of TPS6.

The maximum permissible finished ground level is RI90 metres, whereas the
proposed finished ground level along the northepanblary is 10.02 metres. The
proposed ground level along the northern boundaeyefore does not comply with
the equal cutting below and filling above the nakground level at the perimeter of
the site along this side as prescribed by thissdau

However, performance based assessment of the gteueldin accordance with sub-
clauses (3)(a) and (3)(b) demonstrates that antiawlali 0.12 metres filling of the

ground will not unreasonably adversely affect thmenity of the neighbouring

property in relation to visual impact and overshaidg. The proposed ground level
also assists in reducing the difference betweeir flomr and ground levels to no

more than two brick courses, hence seen to enlthaaamenity of the residents of the
subject property. Therefore, an assessment of freng level against the

performance based criteria demonstrates compliamite Clause 6.10.3 “Maximum

Ground and Floor Levels” of TPS6.

Street setback

The permissible averagareet setback is 6.0 metres, whereas the progmsting
setback is 6.0 metres; therefore the proposed dgwvent complies with Table 1 of
the R-Codes.

Wall setbacks
In assessing wall setback, it is considered that ghoposal complies with the
Acceptable Development standards of the R-Codes.

Building height

The maximum permissible building height limit i€ Metres; whereas the proposed
building height is 7.0 metres; therefore the prepbslevelopment complies with
Clause 6.2 "Maximum Building Height Limit" of TPS6.

Solar access for adjoining sites

The maximum area of overshadow permitted is 145r&res (25 percent); whereas
the proposed overshadow is 168 sg. metres (29 migraberefore the proposed
development does not comply with the acceptableldement provisions relating to
the solar access element of the R-Codes.
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Where a development does not comply with the aebtéptdevelopment provisions,
in accordance with Clause 2.5 “Exercise of disorétiand associated Explanatory
Guidelines contained within the R-Codes 2(0pages 3 and 4 of Part 2 “Codes
approval process”) an applicant may seek a discretionary approwahfa Council.
All codes provisions with the exception of the sitea requirements set out in Table 1
are open to the exercise of discretion. In thisrdgthe Explanatory Guidelines state
as follows:

“In considering whether to grant a discretionary @pval, Council should adopt a

consistent approach taking into account:

* The performance criteria relating to the matter fehich discretionary approval
is sought;

e The relevant provisions of the scheme; and

e The relevant contents of a local planning policggared in accordance with the
codes.”

For the purpose of exercising discretion, there rmoespecific provisions of the
scheme or the local planning policy that providedgoce in relation to assessing
overshadowing. The stated purpose and aims of chenge and consideration for
orderly and proper planning have been discusseédtions (n) and (o) of this report
and officers’ concerns have been identified.

Discretion can be exercised if the application clesp with the following
performance criteria provisions relating to Clags& 1 “Solar Access for Adjoining
Sites” of the R-Codes 2008:

“ Development designed to protect solar accessniighbouring properties taking
account the potential to overshadow:

e Qutdoor living areas;

« Major openings to habitable rooms;

» Solar collectors; or

» Balconies or verandahs.”

An assessment shows that the proposed developmemshadows two major
openings to habitable rooms of the adjoining prgpes well as its outdoor living
area and verandah, hence does not satisfy the meotiened performance criteria.
Based upon the explanation provided above, theasfirecommend to the Council
that a discretionary approval not be granted.

The applicant’s justification on this matter Attachment 10.3.4(c)refers):

* Great care and pains have occurred to make the fioimevith the street;

« It is acknowledged that the development does notptp with a regulation that
changes constantly on the basis of the sun movement

e The overshadow is insignificant;

* The overshadowing of the rear yard is less thape28ent;

e The neighbours have provided a positive comment;

e Suburbs are going to change in the future; and

* Forward thinking and common sense should prevail.

The City has informed the applicant of the non-clying issue and the inability of
the City officers to approve the current designe Thity has also informed the
applicant of the changes to the design that heipeae compliance, such as moving a
portion of the building away from the boundary, ueithg the finished floor levels,
increasing the wall setbacks and reducing the imgjlteight.
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()

(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

If the applicant is prepared to make the above gésiin order to resolve this issue,
design changes would be required. The process ehdimy the design will require
lodgement of a new planning application, furthexnpling assessment and neighbour
consultation. As a consequence, the granting aofnite approval would be regarded
in planning and legal terms as an inappropriatarpiay condition.

Visual privacy setbacks

In assessing visual privacy setbacks, it is comsiti¢hat the proposal complies with
the Acceptable Development standards and Perfomn&nriteria of the R-Codes,
which is supported by the City.

Plot ratio
There is no plot ratio control for this site, beigither a residential or non-residential
use.

Open space

The required minimum open space is 50 percent §282netres); the proposed open
space is 59 percent (331 sq. metres), thereforgrhgosed development complies
with the open space element of the R-Codes.

Car parking

The required number of car bays is two; the progpasember of car bays is two,
therefore the proposed development complies wighcdr parking element of the R-
Codes.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannir@cheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed

within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congiddp broadly meet the following

objectives:

(c) Facilitate a diversity of dwelling styles andndities in appropriate locations on
the basis of achieving performance-based objectivaish retain the desired
streetscape character and, in the older areas@fihtrict, the existing built form
character;

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnaémappropriate uses.

The following general Scheme Objectives ang met:

(@) Maintain the City's predominantly residentiabcacter and amenity;

(e) Ensure community aspirations and concerns atdressed through Scheme
controls;

() Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideat@as and ensure that new
development is in harmony with the character aralesof existing residential
development.

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

In considering the application, the Council is riegg 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 prombsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:
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(@) the objectives and provisions of this Schemeluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the MetropoliRegion Scheme;

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Cadebany other approved Statement
of Planning Policy of the Commission prepared urfsisetion 5AA of the Act;

(d) any other policy of the Commission or any piagnpolicy adopted by the
Government of the State of Western Australia;

()  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

()  all aspects of design of any proposed developniecluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialgdegeneral appearance;

(k) the potential adverse visual impact of expgdechbing fittings in a conspicuous
location on any external face of a building;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is afiguin harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area, in terofsits scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientati@etbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details;

(s) whether the proposed access and egress toramdtfie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for tlalirlg, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agifwic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa7.4; and

(x)  any other planning considerations which the @ulconsiders relevant.

Consultation

(@) Neighbour consultation
Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The owners of the properNoa20 Wattle Street were invited
to inspect the application and to submit commentind a 14-day period. A total of
one neighbour consultation notice was mailed tidividual property owner. During
the advertising period, one submission was recdivéalvour of the proposal.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiohgshe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council policies have been provédiselvhere 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 followerms:To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built enronment.

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development has been designed keapimgnd the sustainability design
principles. The proposal maximises solar acceskatuitable rooms and private outdoor
spaces for the subject property. However, due ¢oeidist-west orientation of the lot, the
development is observed to have an adverse impathe solar access to the adjoining
southern property, especially to its habitable r@od outdoor living area.
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Conclusion

The proposed development will have a detrimentgbaich on the adjoining residential
property as it does not meet the relevant R-Codgsctives and provisions. For these
reasons the officers recommend that the applicégorefused.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.4 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $ogerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application glanning approval for a two-storey
Single House on Lot 17 (No. 18) Wattle Street, 8derth, beefused due to the following
reason:

(@) The proposed development does not comply with theeptable Development or
Performance Criteria 6.9.1 (Solar Access for AdjainSites) of the Residential
Design Codes of WA, specifically the 28.9 percet@8( sq. metres) overshadow in
lieu of 25 percent (145 sq. metres).

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

(b) Standard Advice Notes
651  Appeal rights - SAT

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmuation. The officer recommendation
Lapsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Gleeson

That....

(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted; and

(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No.6
and Metropolitan Region Scheme, the applicationpfanning approval for a two-
storey Single House on Lot 17 (No.18) Wattle Str&suth Perthpe approved
subject to standard conditions.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Hasleby opening for the Motion

» degree of overshadowing of neighbouring lot by psgu development is minor

» owner of adjoining property directly affected byesshadowing, in favour of proposal

» interesting point raised at Deputation - if thexenot a second storey there would still be
overshadowing by a single storey development

» ask Councillors support the Motion
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\ COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.4
The Mayor put the Motion

That....
(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted; and
(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoRgrth Town Planning Scheme No.6
and Metropolitan Region Scheme, the applicationpfanning approval for a two-
storey Single House on Lot 17 (No.18) Wattle Str&stuth Perthbe approved
subject to standard conditions.
CARRIED (13/0)

Reason for Change

Council believed the degree of overshadowing of ie@hbouring lot by the proposed
development is minor (maximum permitted in the RI€0is 25% whereas the proposed
overshadow is 29%).

10.3.5 Request for Amendment to Town Planning SchamNo. 6. Increase in
density coding from R40 to R40/60 for Lot 50 (No. 2 Jubilee Street cnr
Weston Avenue, South Perth

Location: Lot 50 (No 32) Jubilee Street cnr Westwenue, South Perth.

Applicant: The Planning Group, on behalf of Ownef<Strata Plan 5025:
Westpoint Apartments Strata Management

File Ref: LP/209/19 JU1/32

Date: 1 December 2008

Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning ¢@ffi

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Developtreamd Community Services

Summary

The Council has received a request for an amendtoefiown Planning Scheme No. 6
(TPS6) to increase the density coding from R40460/B0 for Lot 50 (No 32) Jubilee Street
cnr Weston Avenue, South Perth. Council’s disoretnay be exercised as to whether or
not to initiate the Amendment process. Howeverceorthe process has formally
commenced, the Minister for Planning has the ulimauthority to decide whether the
Amendment is to proceed to finality. The recomnagiwh is that Council resolve to initiate
the Scheme Amendment process for the requesteds®jrand to prepare draft Amendment
proposals for community consultation, in order ésttlocal community opinion on the

proposal.

Background

The Amendment site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential.
Current density coding R40.
TPS6 Amendment proposal Increase to R40/60.
Lot area 6,537 sq. metres.
Building height limit 10.5 metres - no change is proposed.
Existing Development 2-storey development comprising 30 Multiple Dwellings
Development potential Potential at current R40: 29 Grouped Dwellings;

Potential at requested R60: 36 Grouped dwellings or
39 Multiple Dwellings;

Proposed development at 3-storey development comprising 35
R60 Multiple Dwellings
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This report includesAttachment 10.3.5, being the applicant’s report explaining and
supporting the Amendment request.

The location of the development site is shown beldWe site is adjoined by the Sir James
Mitchell Park foreshore reserve to the north-westgated’ Grouped Dwelling development
at No. 44 Meadowvale Avenue to the north-east, rséymuped Dwellings at 17 Weston
Avenue, and a Single House at 28 Jubilee Stredt.ofAhis surrounding land is zoned
Residential with a density coding of R40 and a @od Height Limit of 10.5 metres.
Diagonally opposite the subject site, the landoded! R15 with a Building Height Limit of
7.0 metres.

The request is for an amendment to TPS6 to incritsdensity coding of the subject site
from R40 to R40/60 to facilitate redevelopment qiaaticular form.

The proponent’s report #ttachment 10.3.5contains a detailed analysis of the proposal
and explains the need for a density coding increa&10/60.

Comment

|
(a) History of zoning and density coding of Lot 50

® Town Planning Scheme No. 2

TPS2 operated from 1972 to 1986. The early hisdbmoning of this site is
relevant because the site was developed in itemuform in 1976 under
TPS2. Under that Scheme, the zoning was Genersid&dial GR5A,
which permitted, among other uses, Row Housespo Rdtiuses, Town
Houses, Dwelling House, Duplex, Triplex, Quadruplemd Flats. The
maximum plot ratio based on the land area of tleeveas 1.03. Council did
not impose a 90 sg.metre minimum unit size untiidgd5.2 was adopted
in 1981. The current development was approvedas,how classified as
Multiple Dwellings. There was no height restrictianthat time. As noted
above, the existing development comprises 30 Maltipwellings in two-
storey configuration.
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(b)

(i) Town Planning Scheme No. 5
Under TPS5, the zoning of the site was Residewiial a density coding of
R50 and a Building Height Limit (BHL) of 10.5 megre Under the 1985 R
Codes, a maximum of 32 Multiple Dwellings @ 90 snetres were
permitted.

(i)  Town Planning Scheme No. 6

The draft TPS6 was originally advertised in bott®8%nd 2002 with a
density coding of R15/40 and a Building Height Liirof 7.0 metres for the
subject site. Following the 2002 submission periad response to
submissions, the Council recommended to the Wegtastralian Planning

Commission and the Minister that the density codiegincreased to R50
with a BHL of 10.5 metres for Weston Avenue projesitincluding the

subject site. However, reflecting the Ministersedtion, the TPS6 was
ultimately approved with a coding of R40 but a Bidt. 10.5 m for the

subject site. It is unusual in TPS6 for densityling below R60 to be
allocated a 10.5m BHL, which usually relates omycbdings of R60 and
higher.

Description of the existing development

The amendment site currently comprises two landgarof 1,325 sg. metres and
5,212 sqg. metres, respectively situated to thehnand south of a 3.0 metre wide
Sewerage Reserve which diagonally traverses thén-sasstern corner of the lot.
The lot has a relatively short frontage to the ettréut a wide frontage to the
foreshore reserve, with three sides adjoining athkgidential sites.

The 6,537 sq. metre amendment site currently acamtatas 30 Multiple Dwellings
in two-storey buildings arranged in a U-shape adainee sides of the site, with the
open side facing towards the river, to maximiseriiews. The centre of the site is
developed with an open communal garden, includintgature Morton Bay fig tree.
Approximately one third of this central area comps driveway access to car
parking bays for the dwellings located along themeastern boundary of the site.

The existing development was built in 1976, andrey@d under the City's former
TPS2. Under the currently operative TPS6, ‘MuétipDwellings’ is an ‘X'
(prohibited) use in areas coded R40 or lower. Timeent use is therefore a ‘Non-
Conforming Use’. The development potential of #lite at R40 coding under the
2008 R-Codes is 29 Grouped Dwellings, which is tess than the number of
Multiple Dwellings in the existing development.

Where an approved existing development comprisgeater number of dwellings
than is now permitted by TPS6, or has a higher pdtio than the currently
prescribed maximum, or a dwelling type that is othierwise permitted on the site,
clause 6.1 provides for the replacement of ‘likéhvlike’. This applied to both the
number and type of dwellings and also the plobrath the current case, clause 6.1
would permit the replacement of the existing 30 tiplé Dwellings, despite both
the number and type of dwellings not normally bepeymitted within the R40
coding. However, the Owners would like an addgidive dwellings which cannot
be accommodated by clause 6.1. To achieve thigyler density coding needs to
be allocated to the site through a Scheme Amendment
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(©)

(d)

(e)

Description of desired form of redevelopment

The existing development of 30 Multiple Dwellingsa two-storey configuration is
over 32 years old. The Owners wish to totally xedigp the site in order to achieve
substantial upgrading. Their proposal, should bguested increase in density
coding be approved, is to build a total of 35 Mal#i Dwellings in a three-storey
configuration. These would comprise 30 ‘replacetndwellings for the existing
owners, and five additional dwellings. Sale of finee additional dwellings is
needed to help fund the development. However, ¢himnot be achieved at the
current R40 coding. It could only be achievedi site qualified for development
at R60 density coding. The development potenfidhe site under TPS6 and the
2008 R-Codes is tabulated below, based on R40, &&BDR60 density coding
respectively:

Density Coding Development potential
R40 29 Grouped Dwellings
R50 36 Grouped Dwellings
32 Multiple Dwellings
R60 36 Grouped Dwellings
39 Multiple Dwellings

While the proposed 35 dwellings are fewer than 8@ Grouped Dwellings
permitted in the R50 coding, the desired form otliiwg is Multiple Dwellings. In
R50, the maximum permissible number of Multiple Olimgs is 32. This would
enable two further dwellings to be developed initmid to the 30 replacement
dwellings. However, the Owners advise that twoithatthl dwellings would not be
sufficient to fund the redevelopment upgrading @cojto the required level. Five
additional dwellings would be required for this pose. R60 is the lowest coding
which would enable the development of the 35 Midtipwellings sought by the
Owners.

The proponent advises that the proposed developwauit be of high quality and
contemporary architectural design, meeting curexpectations in terms of views
of the river, secure basement parking, and neigishamenity. It is proposed that
each dwelling would have wide balconies.

The existing large Morton Bay fig tree situatedhwitthe development site would
be removed to facilitate construction, but would&glaced by several trees of more
appropriate species.

The development will involve the relocation of tagisting sewer reserve to the
north of the site boundary within the foreshoreeres. This is beneficial to the
flexibility of design available to the site, and w be undertaken at the Owners’
cost and to the specifications of the Water Corpmma Views corridors are
proposed from the street through to the foresheserve along the south-western
boundary and through the centre of the development.

Building Height Limit
TPS6 prescribes a building height limit of 10.5 rastfor the site. The Owners do
not request any increase in this Building Heighmit.i

Parking

The number of car bays provided for Owners andorsimust comply with normal
requirements of the R-Codes. It is proposed thahéds’ car parking will be in
under croft garaging, while visitors’ parking woudd at ground level.
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(f)

(9)

(h)

Sustainable Design

The Owners intend to replace the existing oldereti;mment with one designed in
line with sustainable design principles, as descrim the attached submission at
Attachment 10.3.5 This would be achieved through better thermafopmance,
reduced mechanical cooling and heating requirememizre effective use of
insulation, greater cross- ventilation, and moradshy of outer walls. The
submission also advises that the development mdheiase the number of dwellings
and population that have a high level of accesputdic transport, employment,
schools and amenities thus potentially reducingmek on private motor vehicle
transport.

Sewer reserve

The subject site is dissected by a sewer reseniehwdiagonally traverses the
north-eastern corner of the site, effectively $iplit the site into two parts. The
sewer reserve is owned by the Water Corporation¢hwivill not permit building
works on the reserve. The applicants advise, heweliat the Water Corporation
would be prepared to consider the relocation ofséeer to the outer perimeter of
the development site in order to facilitate redepeient of the site at a later time.
The applicant’s report contained #itachment 10.3.5 provides more detailed
responses to the City’'s queries to the applicanthis regard. Based on those
responses, it would appear that the sewer resemeldwnot pose a major
impediment to the redevelopment of the site in thanner depicted in the
applicant’s concept plan, also contained in Attaehtr10.3.5.

Scheme Amendment proposal
A Scheme Amendment involves two initial resolutitaysthe Council:

® a decision to amend the Scheme in principleafspecific purpose; and
(i) adoption of a draft Amendment report descrigpothe proposal in detail, and
including draft Amendment text and maps.

At this stage, the applicant is only requesting @wincil to consider the first of
these resolutions - that is, to decide to amend6TiB6the desired purpose. If the
Council endorses the proposal in principle, then ditailed Amendment text and
maps will be prepared.

If the Council endorses the applicant’s requesintwease the residential density

coding of the site, this can be accommodated inviags within TPS6:

)] delete the R40 density coding from the subgiiet, and insert R60 coding in
its place; or

(i) delete the R40 density coding from the subgitd, and insert a dual density
coding of R40/60 for the site. The dual coding hatsm would enable
the Council to require certain performance critéode met if the owners
wish to redevelop to the higher R60 coding; othsewthe (current) base
coding of R40 would still be applicable.

Having regard to the prominent position of the sabgite when seen from the Sir

James Mitchell Park foreshore reserve, it is recemad that the latter option be

pursued. Performance criteria linked to the R6Grmpdould include, for example,

any combination, or all, of the following:

® All occupiers’ car parking to be provided undmver and concealed from
view from any street.

(i) Visitors’ car parking to be provided in exces$ the number of bays
required by the Residential Design Codes.
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(h)

(iii) The proposal incorporating broad viewing adars from the street across
the development site, providing one or more visfake Sir James Mitchell
Park foreshore reserve from the street reserve.

(iv) The proposal incorporating a higher percentafjéotal open space and a
larger area of communal open space than the minimeguired by the
Residential Design Codes.

(v) The proposal presenting an attractive landstaipéerface between the
development site and the Sir James Mitchell Panestwore reserve,
incorporating an item of sculpture or other dedweatfeatures on the
development site, considered by the Council to eodahe visual quality of
the development when viewed from the foreshorervese Such item of
sculpture or other decorative feature to be a minintheight of 1.8 metres
and be located within 6.0 metres of the foreshesenve boundary.

(vi) Each dwelling incorporating at least one balgavith a minimum area of
15 sqg. metres and a minimum dimension of 3.0 metres

(vii)  Building facades facing both the street amé tSir James Mitchell Park
foreshore reserve incorporating a sufficient lefedrticulation and detail to
ensure that the architectural design is of higHigua

(viiiy The proposed development incorporating ssble design measures,
including measures in excess of those requiredhiyBtiilding Code of
Australia 2007

(ix) The proposal comprising no more than 35 Migtipwellings.

Any performance criteria included in the Scheme Admeent would be presented
in the standard format of Schedule 3 of TPS6. Sofriae above criteria already
apply to some dual coded areas listed in Sched@le®f3TPS6. Within Schedule
3.2, each of the performance criteria would havelaed Objective and explanatory
comments. While the applicant’s preference is éhatoportional minimum number
of criteria be met in order to ‘qualify’ for thedfier density coding (e.g. 7 of the 9
criteria), in this instance, it is suggested thHa tequired minimum number of
criteria should encompasa$i of the nine criteria listed above. The particuateria

are all very specific to the site in question aatiehbeen designed to ensure that the
City’s requirements are met in full.

The primary function of this dual coded mechanista facilitate a “win-win”
outcome, where the applicant can achieve the degiren of redevelopment, while
the community also benefits from an outstandinggmequality. This is seen to be
an appropriate approach to the requested densiyedse. This mechanism is
already incorporated in TPS6.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 Town Rlang Scheme
Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TP3®e proposal has been
assessed according to the listed Scheme Objectisdsllows:

(1) The overriding objective of the Scheme is tqum® and encourage
performance-based development in each of the ldinmts of the City in a
manner which retains and enhances the attributdheCity and recognises
individual precinct objectives and desired futuharacter as specified in the
Precinct Plan for each precinct.
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(i)

The City Officers’ preferred form of Scheme Amendmeneets this overriding
objective, in that any future redevelopment of thiee would be subject to
performance based assessment, should the Owndde deaedevelop at the R60
coding.

The proposal has also been assessed under, andebasfound to meet, the
following relevant general objectives listed inuda 1.6(2) of TPS6:

Objective (a) Maintain the City's predominantly residential chater and
amenity;

Objective (b) Introduce performance-based controls supported ggnning
policies and Precinct Plans;

Objective (c) Facilitate a diversity of dwelling styles and dities in appropriate
locations on the basis of achieving performancesbasbjectives
which retain the desired streetscape character andthe older
areas of the district, the existing built form cheter;

Objective (d) Establish a community identity and ‘sense of conityiuboth at a
City and precinct level and to encourage more conitpu
consultation in the decision-making process;

Objective (e) Ensure community aspirations and concerns are eskird through
Scheme controls;

Objective (f) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residenteglsaand 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 ses\dad facilities;

Objective (I) Recognise and facilitate the continued presencesighificant
regional land uses within the City and minimise tbenflict
between such land use and local precinct planning.

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

While clause 7.5 is intended to relate to the asition of development
applications, the creation of the rules applicabléuture developments - that is, a
proposed Scheme Amendment - is also relevant teeittant. In addition to issues
of technical compliance for any project under TP8&use 7.5 also lists a range of
other matters which the Council is required to hdwe regard to, and may impose
conditions with respect to, when considering a psggl development. Of the 24
listed matters, the following are relevant to tBsheme Amendment, and will also
be relevant when a future development applicagdreing considered for the site:

(b) the requirements of orderly and proper plannimgluding any relevant
proposed new town planning scheme or amendmenhwiE been granted
consent for public submissions to be sought;

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

() all aspects of design of any proposed developmimcluding but not
limited to, height, bulk, orientation, constructionaterials and general
appearance;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is &ilguin harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugayin terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matkssi@rientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscapirsipold from the street,
and architectural details;
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(q) the topographic nature or geographic locatidrtte land;

() the likely effect of the proposal on the natwavironment and any means
that are proposed to protect or to mitigate impaacts the natural
environment;

(s) whether the proposed access and egress torandthe site are adequate
and whether adequate provision has been made éolotiding, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

(t) the amount of traffic likely to be generatedtbg proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system in ldeality and the probable
effect on traffic flow and safety;

(v) whether adequate provision has been made ®tahdscaping of the land
to which the application relates and whether arge or other vegetation
on the land should be preserved.

Consultation

(a) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
This Scheme Amendment request is not required tedosidered by the City's
Design Advisory Consultants. However, one of then@rs’ consultants (the
project architect) is a current member of this grouAny future redevelopment
application for the subject land would be refet@the DAC for comment.

(b) Neighbour and community consultation

Neighbour and community consultation requirememts @ntained in the Town
Planning Regulations and in the City’s Policy PIR&ighbour and Community
Consultation in Town Planning Processes’. Commuritsultation does not need
to be undertaken at this stage of the processwilutbe undertaken when the
Council endorses a detailed draft Scheme Amendmpssjiosal. More precise
details of this process will be provided at thatei The consultation process will
also involve referral to the Environmental ProtectAuthority for assessment.

Policy and Legislative Implications
If the requested Scheme Amendment reaches findligfll have the effect of modifying the
City’s operative Town Planning Scheme No. 6 Sch&e and Scheme Maps.

Financial Implications
The issue has some impact on this particular aoetihe extent of payment of the required
Planning Fee by the applicant, in accordance wighGouncil’'s adopted fee schedule.

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 efronment.

Sustainability Implications

The Scheme Amendment request provides an oppartémit the Council to introduce
achievable, mandatory performance criteria whicl nequire the building design to reflect
sustainable design principles. The proposed rédewent of the site is in itself a
sustainable factor, enabling the Owners to incatgomore modern design elements and
features which support sustainable outcomes.

69



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 16 DECEMBER I8

Conclusion
While it is not common to support “spot rezoningi, this instance, the current situation
warrants special consideration for the followinggens:

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

(iv)

v)

The site is large, being 6,537 sq. metres eaaand situated in the unique location
of having a wide frontage to the Sir James MitclReltk foreshore reserve, but a
relatively short street frontage. It is almost fuldeveloped with Multiple
Dwellings, which is a use not permitted by the eotr R40 coding. The
development style of the site already establishéthinv the locality, and its
redevelopment in the proposed manner will therefarebe out of character with
the local built form character.

The current R40 density coding and BHL of 10itetres are an uncommon
combination in TPS6. The 10.5m BHL is normallycasated with higher density
codings, such as R60, as sought by the applicants.

The proposed development of 35 Multiple Dviregls will be below the maximum
permitted number of dwellings for R60 because feweger dwellings are desired
by the Owners. The additional five dwellings aeeded to offset the cost of
redevelopment.

It is unusual for 30 individual owners of armoplex of units to agree to the total

redevelopment of the site. Without a small incentisuch as additional dwellings

to assist in funding the project, it might neverbdeveloped. In order to encourage
this enhancement of the City’s foreshore, it issidered that a density “bonus”

could be considered, provided that the bonus isetinto the need to satisfy the

nominated performance criteria.

The amendment process provides an opportunitgtipulate certain mandatory
design features for any future development of itee through performance-based
criteria. It is considered that a Scheme Amendnaérihe kind described in this
report would be appropriate in this instance.

If the Council agrees to endorse the proposal @witlds to amend TPS6 for the requested
purpose, a further report will be presented to @wancil for consideration of the draft
Amendment Text. If the Council endorses the diafiendment proposal at that later stage,
it will then be advertised for community comment.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.5

That ...
()

(b)

Council in pursuance of Section 75 of ®lanning and Development Act 2005
amend the City of South Perth Town Planning Schiime6 to increase the density
coding applicable to Lot 50 (No. 32) Jubilee Strégduth Perth, from R40 to
R40/60 with the following, or similar, performancateria inserted into Schedule 3
of the Scheme Text along with relevant Objectived BExplanations applicable to
each criterion, where appropriate:

(i)
(i)
(iif)

(iv)

v)

(Vi)
(vii)

(vii)

(ix)

All occupiers’ car parking to be provided undmver and concealed from
view from any street.

Visitors’ car parking to be provided in exces$ the number of bays
required by the Residential Design Codes.

The proposal incorporating broad viewing ddars from the street across
the development site, providing one or more visfate Sir James Mitchell
Park foreshore reserve from the street reserve.

The proposal incorporating a higher percentafj¢éotal open space and a
larger area of communal open space than the minimeguired by the
Residential Design Codes.

The proposal presenting an attractive landstaipéerface between the
development site and the Sir James Mitchell Panestwore reserve,
incorporating an item of sculpture or other dedweatfeatures on the
development site, considered by the Council to eodahe visual quality of
the development when viewed from the foreshorervese Such item of
sculpture or other decorative feature to be a minmnheight of 1.8 metres
and be located within 6.0 metres of the foreshesemve boundary.

Each dwelling incorporating at least one balgavith a minimum area of
15 sqg. metres and a minimum dimension of 3.0 metres

Building fagades facing both the street ahe tSir James Mitchell Park
foreshore reserve incorporating a sufficient lefedrticulation and detail to
ensure that the architectural design is of higHityua

The proposed development incorporating surstble design measures,
including measures in excess of those requiredhkyBuilding Code of
Australia 2007

The proposal comprising no more than 35 Midtipwellings.

The applicant be advised that as the Coundl regolved to initiate the Scheme
Amendment as requested, an estimated Planning fF$8,@00 including GST is
now payable with respect to Amendment No. 19.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 10.3.6 Endorsement of Strategic Waste Managementa® - Rivers Regional Council |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GR/207

Date: 28 November 2008

Author: Sebastian Camillo, Manager Environmentadlte
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developtm@ammunity Services
Summary

To endorse the approval of the Strategic Waste bmant Plan to the Rivers Regional
Council for adoption.

Background

The Waste Management Board (WMB) of Western Austral their efforts to support local
Governments align their activities with the Statefision of ‘Towards Zero Waste’
developed the Zero Waste Management Plan Develapgutreme (ZWPDS) in 2006.

The ZWPDS of WA requires waste management planbetaleveloped by each Local
Government or by a Regional Council for their memBeuncil's. The Waste Management
Board made $100,000 available to the Rivers Regiooancil (RRC) to complete the plans
for the Member Councils.

For the purpose of this Strategic Waste Managemkm (SWMP), the RRC comprises of
the Cities of South Perth, Armadale, Gosnells, Maald and the Shires of Murray,
Serpentine-Jarrahdale (being the six founding mer@lmeincils). In addition, the Shire of
Waroona has joined the RRC in the developmentisfSWMP.

The engineering/environmental consultants Cardneevemgaged by the Rivers Regional
Council to prepare the SWMP on behalf of its MemBeuncils and the Shire of Waroona.
The ZWPDS consists of two Phases.

Phase lwas an on line survey to gather data to formubatseline characteristics for the
Local Governments across Western Australia (WARdehl was completed in September
2007.

Phase Iwas to satisfy the River Regional Councils (RR&juirements of the ZWPDS, this
Strategic Waste Management Plan (SWMP) has beeelagmd and will guide waste

management policies and practices across the Regmmnthe next 5 years and potentially
beyond.

The Department of Environment and Conservation (PE€eased Guidelines for the
Preparation of a Strategic Waste Management PlarfPliase Il of the Zero Waste Plan
Development Scheme in September 2007. In this goa@l@ocument the vision and goals
for the SWMP are listed as:

Vision
* Towards Zero Waste
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Goals

« Development of a Strategic Waste Management Phtrotiitlines the steps to be taken to
minimise the direct and indirect environmental ictgaof waste and its management
over the next five years;

* Management of waste in a sustainable manner; and

* Increased awareness of the impact of waste issoefe environment by the whole
community.

The vision and goals provide the framework for deselopment of the SWMP and upon
which the following objectives for the SWMP haveeheleveloped.

Objectives

* To confirm current waste infrastructure and lewlservice;

e To identify, through the development of the SWMpty actions and associated costs
and timelines to incrementally improve waste manaagyd within the local government
area(s) covered by the plan;

« To form partnerships with other local governmenitssiness and industry to achieve
economies of scale where feasible;

« To increase community awareness, appreciation asdonsiveness to waste related
issues;

« To assign actions, costs and timelines; and

» To define a performance monitoring and review safeed

Upon completion of the final SWMP, the document té submitted to each of the Member
Councils and the Regional Council for endorsemé@nice this has been achieved the
SWMP will be submitted to the DEC for endorsement.

Tabled is the final Strategic Waste Management B3&MP) for consideration by Council.

Comment

The report is comprehensive detailing the infradtme, the waste processed and diverted,
with improvements suggested across the region. SWMP, as required by the DEC,
generally focuses on the domestic waste manageiaeblyGA'’s which accounts for 20% of
waste going to landfill.

The Commerce and Industry (C & 1) waste stream rdautes 23% and Construction and
Demolition (C & D) waste is 57% of total waste smdifill within the Perth Metropolitan
Area. Hence, 80% of the waste produced is notreavby the SWMP. Recommendations
are made in the report to develop waste plans lwall@overnments to include C & | and
C & D waste.

Within the member Councils of the RRC, a total B83,tonnes of MSW is generated from
the kerbside refuse and recycling collections dmddivision of this volume. Through the
processing of kerbside recyclable collections atevlal Recovery Facilities (MRFs) across
the region some 22,531 tonnes is recovered annudiligh equates to a recovery rate of
19%. A total of 92,775 tonnes of refuse is colldongth the vast majority going to landfill,
with the exception of the City of South Perth whahrrently sends its household waste or
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) to the Southern RegloGauncil’'s composting facility in
Canning vale.

With the introduction of the RRC’s proposed alt¢iren Waste Facility for the Region,
approximately 70% of the domestic refuse strearhbilrecovered. This will increase the
overall recovery rate for the domestic MSW collecs to approximately 73% for the
region.
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It is projected that tonnages of kerbside wastéectobns will increase to 190,000 tonnes
across the Region by 2031. This is made up of D@2tBnnes of household refuse and
48,000 tonnes of recyclables. A total of 8,546 tmwnf Greenwaste was collected from
vergeside collections and the region is currentlyieving a recovery rate of 97% for this
waste stream.

The input required from State Government Authasifier the region to achieve the desired
outcomes is identified in the Plan. Without impleriieg legislation, and coordinating
resources, the efforts of Local Governments will lbrited and thus less effective.
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR), Containepd3it Legislation (CDL), State and
Federal Government Procurement Policies, lllegahping Legislation, and coordination of
remote area transport are a few of the areas #wmat positive action for Local Governments’
Plans to be successful.

Across the region the LGA's offer a range of vagimaste services including the provisions
of drop off facilities, public place refuse andyeling services, hazardous waste collections
and waste awareness and education. In additionRIRE and the member councils
participate in a number of external waste programimeluding but not limited to Waste
Wise Schools, DrumMuster, Mobile muster, ChemClaad Tidy Towns / Sustainable
Cities etc. Currently the provision of these seargiand the participation within these
programmes varies considerably across the Region.

The SWMP prepared by the RRC’s consultant engindeas identified twenty nine
recommendations, either directly affecting the @tySouth Perth or indirectly through the
RRC. Many of the recommendations are modelled ten rhember Council's current
practices or recycling trials.

Based upon DEC guidance the key issues of the rduwaste management policies and
practices were identified under the following headi

« Data Gaps

* Minimising direct and indirect environmental impact

* Improving existing service efficiencies

¢ Raising community awareness of waste managemergsss
* Improving LGA waste management practices

Based upon the DEC framework for analysing theassthe findings of the data and service
analysis contained within Section 2 of the SWMRrat8gic Action Plan has been prepared
for the RRC and its Member Councils. A Summary e tecommendations are included
within the report below and the full SWMP is prosttin hard-copy form in the Members

Lounge. The officers comments on the impact of tf@ommendations on the City have
been included hereunder:

SWMP RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendationl.1
Expansion of the waste data gathering infrastrechigross RRC.

Comment 1.1

The City to investigate the options of re-desigrtimg Transfer Station layout to allow for the
installation for a weighbridge. This could be undken during 2009/2010 and funding be
made available.
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Recommendationl.2
Reporting requirement as part of private waste mament service providers agreements

Comment 1.2
This is currently being conducted as part of thiy'€iwaste recording and data collection
with the respective contractors.

Recommendationl.3
The RRC to take a more holistic approach to wasteagement reporting across the Region

Comment 1.3
RRC to conduct a feasibility on the collection o&Cand C & D waste

Recommendationl.4
Consolidating waste data gathering and reportingsache Region

Recommendationl.5
Consultation with the DEC regarding ZWPDS Phaseafaland the WMAA regarding their
review of the Australian Waste Database

Recommendationl.6
Commitment to participate in waste measuring anqubnténg requirement of the relevant
government bodies.

Recommendation2.1
Minimise the generation of waste through the adwoptf sustainable waste management
policies and practices.

Recommendation2.2
Maximise the amount of waste recycled and recovered

Recommendation2.3
Adopting a more holistic approach to waste managemeross the Region

Recommendation2.4
RRC to work with all relevant bodies in relationtaxkling issues associated with illegal
waste management activities across the Region.

Recommendation2.5
Ensure that all waste management sites obtaindleyant approval and commitment to
comply with all relevant legislative requirements.

Comment1.4-2.5
To be co-ordinated by the RRC.

Recommendation2.6
Continual improvement of the waste managementsirinature network across the Region

Comment 2.6
The re-design and expansion feasibility to be a®red as per recommendation 1.1
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Recommendation 3.1
Investigate options for improvements in kerbsidéections systems currently in operation

Comment 3.1
Currently being conducted during regular kerbsia#lection services with the City’s
contractor.

Recommendation 3.2
Investigate options for improvement in vergesidiection services.

Comment 3.2
Currently this service is being provided twice pear, in accordance with best practice
options.

Recommendation 3.3
Investigate options to further develop the dropfafiilities network across the Region.

Comment 3.3
This is being investigated by whom?

Recommendation 3.4
Investigate options for developing household hamasdvaste across the Region.

Comment 3.4
This is being conducted in conjunction with the D&Efonding program and will be continued
into the future.

Recommendation 3.5
Investigate options for developing public placeyating across the Region.

Comment 3.5
This is currently being investigated for instathatiwithin the City’'s high profile areas (ie
SJMP and shopping precincts.

Recommendation 3.6
Investigate the practicality of participating inl abaste and waste related programmes
currently in operation across the State.

Comment 3.6
City is already patrticipating in the programs.

Recommendation 3.7
Establishment of an Operational Officers Forum.

Comment 3.7
Currently being conducted during the Technical Adw Committee (TAC) meeting
schedules.

Recommendation 4.1
Develop a Regional Waste Awareness and Educatam Pl

Comment 4.1
This is being investigated in conjunction with Bigy’s contractor.
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Recommendation 4.2
Investigate the employment of a Green Business &\@Htcer.

Recommendation 4.3
The establishment of a regional environmental/westemunity group.

Comment4.2 -4.3
To be co-ordinated by the RRC.

Recommendation 4.4
All LGA’s to participate in the Waste Wise SchoabBramme with the aim of achieving
100% participation for all schools in their juristion.

Comment 4.4
This is being provided to schools within our ddtrin conjunction with the City's
Contractor.

Recommendation 4.5
The RRC and all LGA’s websites should be informat@nd updated regularly.

Recommendation 4.6
Work in collaboration with the DEC, MWAC and WMAA tpromote sustainable waste
management practices

Comment 4.5 - 4.6.
To be co-ordinated by the RRC

Recommendation 4.7
Report back to the community on the environmentdievements of the LGA’s and the
RRC.

Comment 4.7
To be co-ordinated by the RRC. The City providatado its Sustainability Officer for
inclusion in the Sustainability Management Plan.

Recommendation 5.1
Collaboration with other LGAs and Regional Councils

Comment 5.1
To be co-ordinated by the RRC

Recommendation 5.2
Development and Implementation of a Purchasingcioli

Comment 5.2
Policy to be considered in the 2009/10 Business.Pla

Recommendation 5.3
Development and implementation of a Procuremeritypol

Comment 5.3
The City already has a Sustainable ProcurementyRoli
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Recommendation 5.4
Utilities LGA Approvals Processes for the adoptioh sustainable waste management
practices.

Comment 5.4
To be co-ordinated by the RRC. Incorporate folusion in the 2009/10 Business Plan.

Recommendation 5.5
The RRC and LGAs to lead by example in promotingtainable waste management
practice.

Comment 5.5
This is being developed in conjunction with theyGustainability Officer.

Conclusion

The Strategic Waste Management Plan prepared &©IRIRC and Member Councils by
Cardno (WA) Pty Ltd is comprehensive and achievaltlecal Government alone can only
accomplish so much. The support of the State aukkfal Governments with appropriate
legislation is essential to achieve the ultimatalgof Zero Waste. State and Federal
Governments’ Strategic Waste Management plans wmeila positive step in the process.

It needs to be noted that there will be some gliai@nd financial implications as result that

will flow on to local governments such as:

* Implementing State and Federal legislative resplitg#s are required to bring about
zero waste outcomes.

» Local governments will inevitably incur additionabsts in waste management as State
regulations become more stringent.

The costs of the various investigative studiesalabe accommodated with in the 2009/10
and 2010/11 Waste Management Budgets.

The vast majority of recommendations included & 8WMP will be co-ordintaed by the
RRC where the City is adequately represented. Mainyhe recommendations involve
firther research and investigation which will resual further reports to be considered either
by the RRC or the City or both organisations.

Consultation

In considering the SWAMP, the Arc’s consultant eegirs have had consultation with:
* Rivers Regional Council,

« Member Councils,

» Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC),

* Community Reference Groups from member councils,

» Advertised for public comment from members of thblg within region

Policy and Legislative Implications

The 2020 Zero Waste Target requires State and &edegislation in areas such as
Extended Producer Responsibility, Container Depaaitd lllegal Dumping for Local
Governments to be successful implementing thems?la
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Financial Implications

Dependent on the extent of the implementation cbmemendations within the SWMP by
the RRC, this will have an impact on the membersuptributions made by the City of
South Perth to the RRC within the 2009/10 and 2l Budgets.

In respect to the implementation of specific recandations by the City as mentioned in
the body of the report, funds will be required goduantified and included in the 2009/2010
budget and subsequent financial years.

Strategic Implications

The proposal to endorse the Strategic Waste Maragie®lan relates to Goal 3 of the
City’'s Strategic Plan, Environmental Management.plrticular, reference is made to
Strategy’s 3.2 (Develop and implement a Sustaiital8trategy and Management system to
coordinate initiatives contained in associated rganmeent plans and to ensure City’s
environment is managed in a sustainable way.) and@ontinue to actively support and
encourage waste reduction, recycling and re-use.prbposal also seeks opportunities to
implement sustainable secondary waste treatmergegses to significantly reduce the
amount of waste going to landfill sites.).

Sustainability Implications

The SWMP has been objectively reviewed the Cityisst&nability Coordinator and
provided comments on the fact that the SWMP willabpublic document, and a formal
waste management plan, which will be linked toGlitg's Sustainability Strategy.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.6

That Council ....
(a) endorse the Strategic Waste Management Plamgrtoat:
o State and Federal legislative responsibilities raguired to bring about zero
waste outcomes; and
e Local Governments will inevitably incur additionadsts in waste management
as State regulations become more stringent;
e Certain recommendations of the SWMP will be ingeted and progressed by
the City; and
(b) recommend the Strategic Waste Management Blanet Rivers Regional Council
for adoption
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

Note: Manager Environmental Health and Regulatory Sesvieéired at 8.00pm

104 GOAL 4: INFRASTRUCTURE

| 10.4.1 Infrastructure Australia

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: EM/109
Date: 27 November 2008

Author/Reporting Officer Cliff Frewing, Chief Exetive Officer

Summary

The purpose of this report is to seek Council apgirtor the City to lodge submissions with
the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure, $pamt, Regional Development and
Local Government for funds available under the Begi and Local Community
Infrastructure Program for the purpose of expemditan infrastructure projects.
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Background

The City has been allocated an amount of $215 00t fthe Regional and Local

Community Infrastructure Program to be used foreexiiture on infrastructure projects.
This amount was the City of South Perth allocafrom a national general funding pool of
$250M. There is a separate funding pool of $50Mctvthas been allocated for larger
projects with a minimum grant allocation of $2M.hi3 report proposes two projects be
nominated for funding under the general allocatod a specific project be nominated for
funding under the separate funding pool.

Comment

(a) General Funding Pool

The following information relates to project sugi@ss in relation to the allocation of $215
000Infrastructure Australia funds.

The City is required to lodge a submission by thel ef January 2009 with the
Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure, Transgeegional Development and Local
Government confirming the projects approved by @durt is then anticipated that the
projects will be approved during the course of Eaby 2009 and the funding must be spent
by the end of September 2009. The funds must &et m infrastructure type projects other
than expenditure directly related to roads.

The following is a list of projects which were siatered to be of sufficiently high priority:

« Stormwater - Water re-use and additional GrosuRwit Traps
» SJMP Promenade east and west of Mends Street Jetty

* Contribution towards WG Thomas Pavilion project

« Contribution towards Hall and Library refurbishmenbject

» Waterford Path

« Construction of River Wall at Esplanade car park

* SJMP Flagpole area upgrade

* Weighbridge at Transfer Station

* Regional playground at McDougall Park

* Major playground at Old Mill Site

All projects listed above were considered to hawsitn It was considered appropriate to
allocate approximately half of the funds to progeetich side of the Canning Highway for
equity reasons and add funds, if necessary, froseiRe to provide sufficient funds to
complete the funding required for the projects.

This action will also demonstrate the Council’'s coitment to the objectives of the funding
program and commence projects that have been figentty Council for funding. The
projects will also ideally match the purpose foriabhthe grant is being made available to
Local Government and will add to the size of thedsito be spent to generate economic
activity.

Of the projects considered east of the Highwayfdlbgath at Waterford was determined as
the highest priority as it was felt that the projeculd be commenced without undue delay
and was currently a high priority of the City. lould also enable the section of the footpath
to be completed on land partly under total cortfadhe City which, when completed, would
then leave only two further sections to be finalisehe section which could be completed in
accordance with this grant allocation relates #wlestern foreshore portion of the project,
ie the section between Treacy Way through Brotheart€y’'s Gardens and terminating at
Clontarf's boundary. This will need the approval Gfontarf, but through numerous
meetings held with the College, this is expectelde@ formality.
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The City will be submitting an application to DRbr funding under the 2009-2010 PBN
(Perth Bicycle Network) Local Government Grants geamn which closes on Friday
30 January 2009. This application will be for thext section of the footpath which is on
Council controlled foreshore land (formerly owned @ontarf) between Brother Keaney’s
Gardens and the Cygnia Cove development. The $eetion of the footpath is required to
be constructed by the developer of Cygnia Cove diadussions are being held with the
developer with a view to bringing forward constrant of the footpath to enable the
Waterford footpath link to be completed as soom@ssible. The City is confident that if
these works proceed, the City of Canning will disimg forward work scheduled to occur
on Centennial Park to complete the linking of theleway around the Canning River.

Coincidentally, it is estimated that the cost ofistoucting the footpath for this project is in

the order of the total size of the grant allocatethe City ie $215 000. As mentioned above,
however, it is not recommended that the whole ef ghant be spent on one project, but
should be split between two projects each sideasin@hg Highway. Therefore, in order for

this project to proceed, additional funding of apgmately $125 000 will be necessary to be
transferred from Reserve. Sufficient funds are lielthe Future Municipal Works Reserve

which can be used for this purpose.

Of the projects considered west of the Highwhis recommended that the City commence
work on the Promenade project by the Esplanadead. In relation to the Swan River
Wall and Foreshore concern has been expressedrioe §me at the vulnerability of the
City’'s investment in the infrastructure asset knasnthe Esplanade Car Park located at the
eastern end of The Esplanade in South Perth. Dinigly tides and winter storms the car
park is vulnerable to damage as the river bankisgoeroded at increasing rates. The bank
has recently undergone filling to help protect ttaa park, but a more permanent wall
solution needs to be constructed to ensure thestairgm protection of the car park.

The concept of a foreshore promenade being consttwgther side of Mends Street has
been recently promoted for a number of reasons:

* The area is the City’s most high profile locationm a visitors and residents point of
view;

« The condition of the wall has deteriorated markedlyrecent years and is now in a
serious state of decay; and

» The area is now frequently overtopped by risingleeels, high tides and storm events.

The promenade has been identified for construdigtween the eastern end of the western
beach and the eastern edge of the car park at plartade, a total length of approximately
500 m. At an estimated cost of between $5 000 &9 per metre, the project has a likely
cost of approximately $3M. Because of the sizehefgroject it is unlikely to be funded or
completed in one budget allocation. The lengthefdxposed foreshore at the Esplanade car
park is approximately 70 metres which would regulh total project cost of approximately
$350 000 (min) to $420 000 (max).

There is benefit in commencing the promenade dewedmt at the Esplanade car park
location for three reasons.

< The construction will protect the investment alneathde in the Esplanade car park ;

< It will provide a demonstration project of how tbetire promenade project will appear;
and

« Having commenced the project, it will provide infaation and evidence to State
agencies such as the DPI and Swan River Trust &gl itdemonstrate the benefit of
extending the promenade to the full length planned.
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As there is a balance of $115 000 available from $815 000 grant, further funding of

$235 000 (min) will be required to enable this pobjto proceed. Again, it is suggested that
an allocation be made from the Reserves to commthiseproject and complements the

Commonwealth action to promote economic activity.

(b) Separate Infrastructure Funding Pool

In addition to the grant referred to above, theran additional $50M funding pool made
available to Local Government which can be usedStategic Projects’. Grant applications
from this funding pool are for a minimum of $2M @gplication and only one application is
permitted from each Local Government. At bestdfae, it would be reasonably expected
that there will only be 25 projects approved thitoougt Australia and on a normal equitable
basis, Western Australia can only reasonably expechave two or three successful
applications.

There are also very stringent conditions attacheéte application which are detailed below:

* The applications must be received by 23 Decemb@8 20

* Funds must be spent on community infrastructuttegefathan roads);

* Preference is given to projects where partnershpihg is evident;

* Following announcement of the successful projattBabruary 2009, projects must be
ready to commence by August 2009.

In addition to these conditions, the following infaation is also required to be provided
with the application:

« Detailed cash flows for capital cost, revenue goerating costs;

e Prior Annual Reports;

e Details of loan approvals;

« Cost estimates and all quotations for project;

« Feasibility study;

* Business Plan;

« Project Plan;

e Budget information

Clearly if the City is to make application for fung from this source and approve the
project at the Council Meeting on Tuesday, 16 Ddim2008 to enable the submission to
be lodged by 23 December 2008, all of this workdse® be completed. On this basis there
is only one project that will be capable of meetitigof the detailed criteria and this relates
to the renovation of the Civic Library and Hall.g&in, coincidentally this particular project
ideally meets the project criteria and conditiomsl avould be an excellent project for
submission. All of the work detailed above has bekme, including detailed and
comprehensive community consultation and externatihg committed which has been
obtained from the Lotteries Commission and Heakdp@tment WA.

If the project is successful in receiving a $2Mmgrahen funds otherwise allocated to this
project in future years can be released for othér purposes.

Consultation

No specific consultation has been conducted tortsnehow the funds allocated by the
Commonwealth Government should be spent. Consuitéitas certainly occurred in relation
to all three projects nominated and these projeat® been identified as high priorities by
Council .

Policy and Legislative Implications

There are no policy or legislative implicationsrilation to this report. Compliance with
Commonwealth funding rules however is mandatoryttiergrants process to be successful.
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Financial Implications

Funding is currently available in the Future Mupadi Works Reserve and the River Wall
Reserve which is flagged for works of the kind dissed in relation to the Waterford
Foreshore Path and the Esplanade River Wall.  Quedbiwith the $215,000
Commonwealth Government Funds the City has adeduatks to perform the nominated
works. Success in securing the larger grant (shihalt occur) would be an important boost
to our strategic financial position.

Strategic Implications

In line with Strategic Plan Goal 4: Organisatiog#fiectiveness“To sustainably manage,
enhance and maintain the City's infrastructure adsé and the projects identified are
consistent with corporate objectives.

Sustainability Implications

Funding allocations provided by the Commonwealth assist the City in addressing and
progressing recognised projects with high priorityparticular the promenade project will
assist the City to protect the investment in itpl&sade car park reduce maintenance costs
in that area and at the same time provide greatendy for the public. In relation to the
City library and hall project, funding will be prioked for sustainability purposes in the
project budget.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.4.1
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That....

(@) the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructiransport, Regional Development
and Local Government be advised that the fundsaiéal under the Regional and
Local Community Infrastructure Program be allocatéat the following
infrastructure projects:

(1) Waterford cycleway/footpath (section betweeeday Way through Brother
Keaney's Gardens and to the Clontarf boundary)00$I100 (total cost $215
000); and

(i) Promenade at the South Perth Esplanade c#&; Sawuth Perth - $125 000
(total cost estimated at $350 000)

(b) the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructiransport, Regional Development and
Local Government be advised that the City makes$iegion for funding of $2M under
the Regional and Local Community Infrastructure gPam as the Commonwealth
contribution towards the Civic Library and Hall wpding project; and

(c) in order to fund part (a) above, the followiBgdget re-allocation be approved.
A/C No. A/C Description Type Amendment Revised
Budget
5357.1500.30 | Waterford Foreshore Path Capital 215,000 215,000
TBA Grant Revenue Revenue (100,000) * (100,000)
* Commonwealth Funds
9906.7802 Transfer to Municipal Fund Transfer 115,000 525,000
1045.9906 Transfer from FMW Reserve Transfer (115,000) (525,000)
TBA River Wall/Promenade Capital 350,000 350,000
TBA Grant Revenue Revenue (115,000) * (115,000)
* Commonwealth Funds
9906.7802 Transfer to Municipal Fund Transfer 135,000 660,000
9924.7802 Transfer to Municipal Fund Transfer 100,000 260,000
1045.9906 Transfer from FMW Reserve Transfer (135,000) (660,000)
1045.9924 Transfer from River Wall Reserve Transfer (100,000 (260,000)

CARRIED(13/0)
By Required Absolute Majority
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10.5 GOAL5S: ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

| 10.5.1 Planning Approvals Determined Under DelegateAuthority.

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 1 December 2008

Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Seggic

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developtreamd Community Services
Summary

The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thetmohNovember 2008.

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 exercise of Delegafedhority from Development
Services under Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as cathe provided in the Councillor's
Bulletin.”

The great majority (over 90%) of applications fdarping 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 N&O. 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 November 2008, thirty-nine (3®gvelopment applications were
determined under delegated authority , réfigachment 10.5.1

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 “Organisationakgfiveness” within the Council’s Strategic
Plan. Goal 5 is expressed in the following termBo be a professional, effective and
efficient organisation

Sustainability Implications
Reporting of Applications for Planning Approval Banhined Under Delegated Authority
contributes to the City’s sustainability by pronmgtieffective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.1

That the report andttachments 10.5.1relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of Novempe08, be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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Note: Manager Development Assessment and Strategic UPkenming Adviser retired
from the meeting at 8.38pm

| 105.2 Use of the Common Seal
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 1 December 2008
Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer:

Summary

Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer

To provide a report to Council on the use of thenBmn Seal.

Background

At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting thibdi@ing 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 21.1 of the City’s Standing Orders Local La@07 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper usigeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to retoalregister:

0] the date on which the common seal was affixed tocument;

(i) the nature of the document; and
(i)  the parties described in the document to Wtttee common seal was affixed.

Register

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an el@ctdata base and is available for
inspection. Extracts from the Register on the afsthe Common Seal are provided each

month for Elected Member information.

Nature of document Parties Date Seal Affixed
Surrender of CPV Lease CoSP & Daphne Taylor 5 November 2008
CPV Hostel Residency Agreement CoSP & Edna Hagley 12 November 2008
Deed of Agreement to enter CPV CoSP & Brenda Anderson 5 November 2008
Lease
CPV Lease CoSP & Brenda Anderson 5 November 2008
Registration of CPV Lease CoSP & Brenda Anderson 5 November 2008
Deed of Agreement to enter CPV CoSP & Andrew Morton 5 November 2008
Lease
CPV Lease CoSP & Andrew Morton 5 November 2008
Registration of CPV Lease CoSP & Andrew Morton 5 November 2008
Funding Agreement for Restoration CoSP & Commonwealth of Australia 24 November 2008
of Old Mill
Deed of Agreement to enter CPV CoSP & Mervyn Byatt 24 November 2008
Lease
CPV Lease CoSP & Mervyn Byatt 24 November 2008
Registration of CPV Lease CoSP & Mervyn Byatt 24 November 2008
Deed of Agreement to enter CPV CoSP & Denise Tsirindanis 27 November 2008
Lease
CPV Lease CoSP & Denise Tsirindanis 27 November 2008
Registration of CPV Lease CoSP & Denise Tsirindanis 27 November 2008
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Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L&d@2 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.

Sustainability Implications
Reporting of the use of the Common Seal contributeshe City’s sustainability by
promoting effective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.2

That the report on the use of the Common Seal Hermonth of November 2008 be
received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|10.5.3 Periodic Review of Local Laws

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 28 November 2008

Author: Sean McLaughlin, Legal and Governanccef
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

Section 3.16 of thd.ocal Government Actequires a local government to periodically
review its local laws to determine if the law ne&albe repealed or amended

It is recommended that Council instigate a periogdiiew of the nominated local laws in
accordance with the Act. Given the Christmas/NevarYbreak, it is proposed that the
consultation period be extended to the end of Feipr2009.

Background

Section 3.16 of the Act requires local governmémteview their local laws within a period
of 8 years from their commencement to determinthdély should remain unchanged, be
amended or be repealed.

The statutory procedure for a periodic review urglstion 3.16 is similar to that for the
local law-making procedure - it provides for comiityconsultation by means of state-wide
and local public notice over a minimum period of wieeks prior to Council considering any
submissions received and making decisions on whéthamend or repeal the local law.
Periodic review also enables valuable communitysatiation to occur in areas of relevant
community concern.
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Section 3.16 is used solely for reviewing local $awif as a result of the review, a local
government decides to repeal or amend a local ifamust do so under the usual law-
making procedure set out in section 3.12. This mian that when the results of the review
come back before Council for its consideration he hew year, Council will have the
opportunity to consider recommendations for theeaémr amendment of each law under
review and if it decides to proceed with those mec®ndations, the proposed changes
would go out for further community consultation éref being able to be finally adopted by
Council at a subsequent meeting.

Comment
The following local laws are recommended for review

* Nuisance;

« Bee-Keeping;

» Street Lawns and Gardens;

» Streets and Footways;

e Hawkers, Stallholders and Trading in Public Placest
e Public Property.

Copies of each local law areAtachments 10.5.3(a), (b), (c), (d), (@nd(f).

The Alfresco Dining Local Law which is the subjedtitem 10.5.4 on the Agenda, is also
recommended for periodic review pursuant to se@ide.

Consultation
Nil.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Policy and legislative implications are as desdtilvethe report.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications
The report aligns wittStrategic Plan Goal 5 - Organisational EffectivenessTo be a
professional, effective andfficient organisation.

Sustainability Implications
Reporting on the proposed review of the City’ lodalvs contributes to the City's
sustainability by promoting effective communication

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.3

That Council resolves to instigate the periodideevof the following local laws pursuant to
section 3.16 of theocal Government Act:
* Nuisance;
» Bee-Keeping;
» Street Lawns and Gardens;
» Streets and Footways;
» Hawkers, Stallholders and Trading in Public Placest
* Public Property.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 10.5.4 Review of Alfresco Dining Local Law

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/101

Date: 1 December 2008

Author: Sean McLaughlin, Legal and Governancecef
Reporting Officer Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveff@er
Summary

At its ordinary September 2008 meeting, Counciluesged a review of recent legislative
activity by the local governments of Fremantle derth concerning proposals to ban
smoking in alfresco dining areas.

This report describes the current situation in Bdeérth and the existing capacity of the
City’'s local laws to institute a no-smoking poligy alfresco dining areas, together with a
review of developments at Fremantle, Perth andCityeof Joondalup.

In light of the conclusions reached in the revigws recommended that Council endorses
proposed administrative action and instigates &wewf the City’s Alfresco Dining Local
Law pursuant to section 3.16 of th@cal Government Actenabling it to enhance the
operation of the local law and reinforce the Cityis-smoking message to the general
community.

Background

A number of local governments have taken actiahénrecent past to address the scourge of
passive smoking in public spaces. This action hesnbtriggered by concern over the
deleterious health effects of passive smoking, theire and extent of which have been
widely documented.

Costs of Passive Smoking

A report commissioned by the Cancer Council of \WesAustralia (published in September
2008)reveals that in 2004 - 05, there were 11 deathsethby, and hospital costs of $5.9
million attributable, to passive smoking. Over 96%all hospital costs arising from passive
smoking were attributable to patients in the 04g/&ar age group.

Tobacco control legislation in Western Australia

In Western Australia since 31 July 2006, under Thbacco Products Control A&00G
smoking has been progressively banned inside mlliss, nightclubs and restaurants. This
legislative change has been brought about to redaoenunity exposure to second hand
smoke. The health effects of second hand smokesexeare well documented. Numerous
scientific studies have demonstrated that exposamees or promotes a number of illnesses
and diseases, including lung cancer and heartstisea

Reference: Collins DJ, Lapsley HM.The social costs of smoking in Western
Australia in 2004/05 and the social benefits of lpulpolicy measures to reduce
smoking prevalencereport prepared for the Cancer Council Western raliat
Perth, 2008.
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The US Surgeon General’s report on smoking andfngdéd “The Health Consequences of

Involuntary Exposure to Tobacco Smokegleased in June 2006, contained six major

conclusions:

« Children exposed to second hand smoke are at esaged risk for sudden infant death
syndrome (SIDS), acute respiratory infections,pgablems and more severe asthma,

« Smoking by parents causes respiratory symptoms shod lung growth in their
children;

« Second hand smoke causes premature death andediseadidren and in adults who do
not smoke;

« Exposure of adults to second hand smoke has imieegiiverse effects on the
cardiovascular system and causes coronary heaes#gisand lung cancer;

« There is no risk-free level of exposure to secamudsmoke; and

- Many millions of Americans, both children and adulire still exposed to second hand
smoke in their homes and workplaces despite suidtanogress in tobacco control.

Western Australian Health Promotion Strategic Fravogk 2007-2011

The most effective means of reducing the adverssemuences of smoking is to develop a
comprehensive state-wide strategy which is backedith clear legislative prescription at
each level of government. The WA Department of Heélas mapped out a five year
strategy described in th&Western Australian Health Promotion Strategic Fraroek 2007-
2011 which targets the promotion of healthier lifestyl@ six priority areas including the
prevention of smoking.

Creating environments that support healthy lifestydind reduce the risk of injury

A key focus of the Strategic Framework lies in timeation of environments and settings
that encourage and support healthier lifestylegaltd policy and legislation (such as the
Tobacco Products Control Achave been developdd create environments that support
healthier behaviour through regulation and prosiomp Past successful examples include
the ban on tobacco advertising, banning smokingdrk and public places and taxation of
tobacco and alcohol.

Reduce exposure to second-hand smoke

The Strategic Framework suggests that bans anittiests that reduce or prevent exposure
to second-hand smoke can also reduce daily tobamesumption and increase the success
of quit attempts. Th&obacco Products Control Act 20@®d the Occupational Safety and
Health Regulations prohibit smoking in a range mflesed public spaces, workplaces and
transport facilities. Despite these legislativeeimentions, there is still significant exposure
to tobacco smoke in homes and cars.

The Strategic Framework recommends that agenciéswgemonitor and enforce relevant
legislation and practices concerning the use adidob products. This process could include
expanding the idea of smoke-free environmentsherabutdoor public spaces and alfresco
entertainment areas.

The good news - the benefits of public policy messto reduce smoking

The Health Department has estimated the cost sativay could be achieved from changes
in some of the behavioural risk factors for chrodisease. For example, if Western
Australia was to achieve a smoking prevalence éb 1y 2010 - 1,290 premature deaths
would be averted, 20,258 hospital admissions sa®@4,million saved in healthcare costs
and $733 million gained in social benefits. In aiddi to the financial savings, studies have
also demonstrated gains in measures of qualityifef Including mental wellbeing,
productivity and economic status.

[For  further information go to the Health Departitien  website
www.health.wa.gov.au/tobaccocontrol |
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Comment

Current situation at South Perth

Council adopted the existing Alfresco Dining Lotaw on 27 May 2003. The law enabled
the City to regulate the operation of alfresco miinon its footpaths (as part of the public
property owned or managed by the City). A small benof cafe proprietors were initially

identified as potential licensees and invited tphaput none took up the invitation. A copy
of the Alfresco Dining Local Law is #ttachment 10.5.4(a).

The City’s Environmental Health Officers have rateooncluded an audit of the cafes and
restaurants operating in South Perth to determinetiver there are any potential licensees
who could be invited to apply should they wish feeate alfresco dining areas on City

property.

This audit disclosed that there are currently 1dlds's 1’ or ‘class 3’ cafes or restaurants
operating in South Perth. Of these, four have hdentified as potentially requiring a

licence under the Alfresco Dining Local Law if thegsh to conduct alfresco dining. The

remainder either do not operate an alfresco diaie@, or do so within the boundary line of
their own property and as a result cannot be régailay the City’'s local laws which may

only be applied to public property.

Under the Alfresco Dining Local Law, the City mayagt a licence, subject to such
conditions as it sees fit. Accordingly, the Cityndenpose a condition on the licence holder
prohibiting smoking within the licence area.

The four proprietors have been formally advisethefAlfresco Dining Local Law and have
been invited to apply for a licence should theyhais use City public property (viz. the
footpath) for alfresco dining. Informal feedbackce®ed by the Environmental Health
Officers indicates that there is unlikely to be afyection to a licence condition prohibiting
smoking should any of the proprietors wish to agptyan alfresco dining licence.

Policy P313 Alfresco Dining

The administration of the local law is guided byipoP313 Alfresco Dining. A copy of the
policy is atAttachment 10.5.4(b).The policy will be reviewed at the same time asltual
law.

The situation at other local governments
Fremantle caused a stir late last year when it ameed its intention to introduce a ban on
smoking along its famous cappuccino strip (andvétgee in the Fremantle area).

Fremantle Council implemented the change in 2007ainending the city’s local law
relating to outdoor eating areas. The amendmente dato effect in February 2008 but
allowed for a transition period of six months ttoal proprietors and patrons to adjust to the
new laws. Feedback from the City suggests thastheking ban has been generally well
received by both proprietors and patrons.

The cities of Perth and Joondalup have recentlpvi@d suit with both currently proposing
similar amendments to their existing alfresco djrliocal laws for the purpose of enhancing
the operational aspects of the laws and to reieftihe no-smoking message to the general
community.

Section 3.16 - Periodic review of local laws

Whilst it is possible for the City to implement arbon smoking in alfresco dining areas
under the provisions of the existing local lawisirecommended that a review be instigated
pursuant to the periodic review provisions of tha. A
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Section 3.16 of the Act enables a local governmengeriodically review its local laws to
determine if the law needs to be repealed or amkenbte light of the experiences at
Fremantle, Perth and Joondalup it is consideredttieatime is ripe for the City to initiate a
review of the Alfresco Dining Local Law. The Citar learn from those experiences and a
periodic review will enable valuable community coligtion to occur in an area of relevant
community concern.

The statutory procedure for a periodic review miksir to that for the local law-making
procedure which provides for community consultatipn means of state-wide and local
public notice over a minimum period of six weeksoprto Council considering any
submissions received and making decisions on thendment or repeal of the local law.
Given the Christmas/New Year break, it is propdbed the consultation period be extended
to the end of February 2009.

Please notea separate report to Council at Item 10.5.3 rewends a periodic review for a
number of other local laws some of which (e.g. jupkoperty, streets & footways and
hawkers, stallholders & trading in public places} eelated thematically and operationally
to the Alfresco Dining Local Law.

Consultation
Officers from the cities of Fremantle, Perth andnitalup have been consulted in the
preparation of this report.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Policy and legislative implications are as desdatilvethe report.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications
The report aligns wittStrategic Plan Goal 5 - Organisational EffectivenessTo be a
professional, effective andfficient organisation.

Sustainability Implications

The content of the report is consistent with thgecives of the City’s Sustainability
Strategy - by implementing a smoking ban underAtieesco Dining Local Law, the City
will be helping to create a healthier and moreanable environment.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.4

That Councll....
(a) endorses the imposition of a licence conditmohibiting smoking in any areas
licensed under the City’s Alfresco Dining Local Laand
(b) instigates a periodic review of the Alfrescanibpg Local Law pursuant to section 3.16
of theLocal Government Act.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 10.5.5 Proposed Policy P560 Motor Vehicles

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CM/401

Date: 24 November 2008

Author: Les Croxford, Manager Engineering Infrasture
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

The purpose of this report is to propose that titye l€sponds to the changing environmental
expectations in relation to the ownership and afjam of the Light Vehicle Fleet. This is to
ensure that the Light Vehicle Fleet meets resptmsgtandards in regards to fuel
consumption, greenhouse gas emissions, safety #&devof life costs. The City has
identified Industry Criteria to support the achieent of the above objectives which are
identified in the new policy. This report outlinge Industry Criteria generally being used to
create the cleaner and more sustainable transpctdrsand recommends the adoption of a
Motor Vehicle Purchasing Policy which embraces ¢hmsnciples.

Background

With the exception of an approximate five year peraround the year 2000 the City has
generally maintained a fleet of Australian buil siylinder sedans for the Mayor, Chief
Executive Officer and Directors and four cylinderhicles for Managers and other staff.
Light commercial vehicles have typically been siylir@er utilities although the
introduction of the dual cab utility has proven efcial to some supervisors and
operational requirements of the City. During theabperiod the City availed itself of the
very attractive leasing arrangements being provigethe Australian vehicle builders and
settled on an all six cylinder fleet.

Currently, the City has six cylinder Holden Statasnsedans as the predominant vehicle in
the executive fleet supported almost exclusivelycontractual, functional and economic
criteria, with Toyota and Mazda four cylinder sesl#ime predominant vehicle for Managers
and other staff, excluding works supervisors. ThateS Government Common Use
Arrangement (CUA) for the Purchase of Motor Vehickas introduced an element of
choice to the vehicle selection that was previouslyreadily available under an individual
tendering arrangement.

So that the City can respond to changing commuexgyectations in relation to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, take a leadership ooignge to take advantage of competitive
purchasing arrangements and provide some measuh®igk to the staff assigned vehicles,
a Policy has been developedfdtachment 10.5.5for purchasing new vehicles. Adoption
of the Policy will ensure that the City’s Light iele Fleet meets responsible standards in
regards to fuel consumption, greenhouse gas emissgafety and whole of life costs.

Comment

Transport is one of the biggest offenders whenoih@&s to greenhouse gas emissions.
According to the national Greenhouse Gas Inventtrgnsport contributed 14.4% of
Australia’s net emissions in 2005. Emissions gbsw80% from 1990 to 2005, one of the
highest growth rates in Australia.
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The City has traditionally maintained a “standafl#et of motor vehicles with differing
limits and classes of cars available for the follaywgroups of staff and elected members:

* Mayor and Chief Executive Officer;
« Directors;

» Department Managers; and

» Coordinators / other staff.

With the recent focus on “peak oil” related issuasther deregulation of the Australian and
international car markets and manufacturers, antheneased focus on sustainability and
environmental matters, a review of the type, difgrand environmental impact of the
City’s light vehicle fleet was undertaken.

The objective of the review was to enhance thevironmental performance of the light
vehicle fle€t by concentrating on fuel efficiency and the imugtion of alternative vehicle

types. To establish the benchmarks for the perfocmaf motor vehicles in the City’s light
vehicle fleet, a number of well known websites gdblications were reviewed, some of
these being:

» The Green Vehicle Guide (GVG) - Department of Isfracture, Transport
Regional Development and Local Government;

* Australia’s Best Cars (Produced by the NRMA);

* Australasian New Car Assessment Program (ANCAR); an

* Green Wheels - An initiative of the Low Emissionhide (LEV) Automotive
Partnership that involves the Royal Automobile Clobb Victoria (RACV), the
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) of Victari and Future Climate
Australia.

All vehicles for sale in Australia have an air pdilbn and greenhouse rating between 0 and
10, with ten being the highest rating. Furthel,vahicles have a fuel efficiency rating
which is based on the litres of fuel used for eV kilometres travelled.

Policy P560 Motor Vehicles attachment 10.5.5has been developed to encompass the
above methodology. Hence, the following criterial vide applied to all new vehicle
purchases:

« Using the Green Vehicle Guide, only vehicles witboanbined score of 12 out of 20 or
more for both the greenhouse and air pollutiomgatiwill be purchased;

« Using the ADR 81A testing regime, vehicles will geally not be considered if the fuel
consumption exceeds 10 litres per 100 kilometi@getred;

e Using the Green Vehicle Guide, carbon emissions, GBould not exceed 240 grams
per kilometre;

e All vehicles to carry a 4 star minimum ANCAP (sgletating; and

e Purchasing evaluations to use the most econonmisalper kilometre calculated using:
1. Cost of capital,
2. Depreciation verified by Industry standards (e.gd Book or similar);
3.  Cost of fuel based on specified fuel consumption.

Over time, the rating system will be reviewed fdequacy, however it is considered at this
time that the adopted ratings for greenhouse,dlufon, fuel consumption and GGhould
provide enough of a stimulus for the City to mowe & more sustainable and
environmentally friendly light vehicle fleet.
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The air pollution and greenhouse ratings are chgitgy and the standards upon which they
are based are reviewed annually by the Departmiemfi@structure Transport Regional
Development and Local Government (DITRDLG) as autifahe Green Vehicle Guide. It
is therefore the intention to adopt this ratingtsgsas the basis for future decision making
in regards to future light vehicle purchases.

Consultation
The Policy. is based on independent external acasatetailed in this report.

Policy and Legislative Implications
This report recommends that the Council adopt alPelicy P560 Motor Vehicles.

The City's Policy P605 “Purchasing and Invoicingphpval” defines purchasing procedures
for different levels of purchase price.

The City’'s Policy P607 “Tenders and Expressionslimkrest” defines the tendering
procedures used by the City when acquiring goodssarvices.

Part 4 of the Local Government (Functions and Gaph&egulations 1996 governs certain
matters relating to the procurement of goods andcsss.

As members of the Executive have specific typegetiicles included in their employment
contracts, agreement is required to change theamoal conditions.

Financial Implications

The light vehicle fleet is currently changed over @ two (2) year cycle (50% of the
passenger fleet each year). There is no immedméation to vary this arrangement.
Prudent fleet management requires careful scrudfnyhole of life cycle costs to identify
opportunities to maximise the return on the ertiyiet vehicle fleet.

The current funding allocated by the City for védipurchases is shown in the table below:

Officer Maximum Allocation
Mayor & CEO $51,500
Director $45,600
Manager $34,200
Supervisor & staff $28,400

As the Policy advocates the removal of the largeylthder vehicles from the light vehicle
fleet there needs to be an acknowledgement thaCH@ and Directors have provisions in
their salary packages that entitles them to theciBpeé motor vehicles (i.e. Holden
Statesman or equivalent), with the Mayor beinggsesd a vehicle equivalent in standard to
the CEO.

It is proposed that as a trial the types of vekidkocated to the CEO, Directors and Mayor
be diversified to allow the City to take advantaafemore fuel efficient and “greener”
vehicles. This diversification would allow for thpurchase of fuel efficient and
environmentally friendly motor vehicles (ie Audiglgeot, SAAB, Volvo etc) subject to
whole-of-life and air pollution/greenhouse consatiems.

It is considered timely and appropriate to move ligireener” and more fuel efficient types
of vehicles. It should however be noted thataimeent vehicle allocations will initially

need to be increased on a “once only” basis torantmdate the higher cost of the European
and “top end” Asian vehicles. In subsequent yahesnet cost of changing over vehicles
will be similar to what is currently allowed (newhicle price less trade in). This is because
whilst the purchase price is a little higher, intpotly so to is the trade in value that is
received on changeover.
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On average, Officers at the City would travel ab2@000 kilometres a year. Accordingly,
the Holden Statesman sedan with 20,000 kilometiré&seel would consume at least 2,300
litres of fuel and discharge 5.4 tonnes of greeshogases. By way of a comparison, an
Audi A4 TDI (diesel powered) which travelled thereadistance would consume only 1200
litres of fuel and discharge 3.1 tonnes of greesbayases, giving savings of 48% and 43%
respectively. As an operational cost this translabean annual saving of about $1,300 per
vehicle (based on 20,000 kilometres travelled).

Allowing for the purchase of the more fuel effidi¢turopean and “top end” Asian vehicles
within the Executive Fleet and “Hybrid” vehiclese(i Toyota Prius) within the Management
Group, the capital allocation in the first two yeaf conversion would increase by about
$40,000 a year. However, as vehicles are progmdgsihanged over to “greener” and more
fuel efficient vehicle types, the City will stad tealise savings both from an environmental
and financial perspective.

As previously indicated, all of the light vehicleédt is currently purchased through the State
CUA and this provides opportunity for the City togaire vehicles at discounted prices. At

present, the City purchases the Holden Statesnraapforoximately $44,000 although the

retail cost of this vehicle is $58,000 resultingai$14,000 discount.

Purchase of vehicles outside of the CUA (i.e. lnger or formal quotation) will result in the
City paying a slightly higher cost for the Executifleet as a discount will no longer apply.
By way of an example, the City would expect to aagan Audi TDI (diesel) mid range for
about $55,000.

Managers currently drive 4 cylinder motor vehickrsd it is not proposed, other than
extending the range to include “Hybrids”, that thigitlement be changed.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 5 “Organisational Bffemess” identified in the Council’'s
Strategic Plan. Goal 5 is expressed in the folhgwierms:To be a professional, effective
and efficient organisation.

Sustainability Implications

There are significant environmental and sustaiitglghins in moving to a more diversified
vehicle fleet that embraces the fuel efficiencied awhole of life” costing of (in particular)
the European and tope end Asian marquees. TheyRelgroposed as the means to ensure
that the City provides an economical and envirortaiBnresponsible light vehicle fleet
whilst continuing to meet the operational needsheforganisation and expectations of the
Officers assigned responsibility for the vehicles.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.5.5 |

That Policy P560 Motor Vehicles as detailedAttachment 10.5.50f the December 2008
Council Agenda be adopted.

MOTION
Cr Ozsdolay moved the officer recommendation. Thation Lapsed for Want of a
Seconder.

LAPSED
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MOTION
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Grayden

That...
(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted,
(b) consideration of proposed Policy P560 “Motohiédes” bedeferred until:

)] a triple bottom line assessment of the City&hiele fleet is completed for
Council consideration. Such assessment is to ie¢clbdt no limited to,
capital cost, operating cost per kilometre inclgdthe cost of servicing,
insurance, running costs, fringe benefit tax, tradevalue and
environmental issues;

(i) justification for not introducing log books f@ach vehicle;

(i) justification for not introducing an officevehicle contribution scheme for
private usage and how this could be implementechowit penalising
existing staff;

(iv)  detail of the current policy for allocatinghieles to staff; and

(v) justification for continuing with the 2 year AO0km policy when most
existing warranties provide for a 3 or 5 year cager.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Hearne opening for the Motion

« November 2006 had an informative briefing on metehicles and associated issues with
the expectation that a motor vehicle policy woutddeveloped in due course.

* issues considered at that time included introdaadf log books to minimize FBT etc

¢ Agenda Item 10.5.5 may only deal with replacemért wehicles with Audis or similar
but it does not address issues raised in Noven(is. 2

* in the current economic environment, is it the timée considering purchasing Audis

* how will this initiative look to our ratepayers?

* what have we done about rotating the fleet to aehEBT economies/ introducing log
books to identify business private use etc

< acknowledge keeping log books may be difficult

« what consideration has been given to the “buy Alisin slogan” suggested

« have we taken into consideration the trade in priged environmental issues for the
Pries type vehicle?

* Attachment 10.5.5. refers to vehicles being madelave for restricted or private use -
what are the FBT implication as we don't keep loghs?

* given the current economic crisis before us ignetto consider the phased introduction
of an executive vehicle scheme

» we are talking about a $1 million policy - beliewe need to know a lot more about our
fleet and its use before we can make an informedside.

Note: A copy of Cr Hearne's comments in support of histiblo was circulated to
Members prior to the commencement of the meeting.

Director Financial and Information Servicesnade the following comments in relation to
Fringe Benefits Tax (FBT):

In relation to Fringe Benefits Tax (FBT) on Cityhieles | have since sought further advice
from external independent experts in the area. alvice has been sourced firstly from the
Australian Taxation Office who have clarified thetdrpretation of ‘Business’ versus
‘Private’ use - and have confirmed that travel twhome to place of work (and return) is
always ‘private’ in nature Only travel directly ®ite meetings and external meetings is
‘Business’. This is a slightly different premisewhat was understood previously.
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Given the small physical dimensions of the City #mount of ‘Business’ mileage that will
be covered in a typical City vehicle in a week vaidl rather modest compared to the much
larger distances that would be travelled commutingr from the place of work. This is a
critical issue - as will become apparent followiregeipt of independent advice about FBT
from accounting firm UHY Haines Norton who are entpein the local government
accounting arena.

An extract from the UHY advice states:

An employer can choose which method to apply ipeesof each car in each year the car is
used to provide a fringe benefit. However, untbssemployer elects to apply the operating
cost method, the value is determined on the bddiseostatutory method. If an employer
elects to use the operating cost method for a palgr car but the statutory formula method
gives a lower valuation, then the statutory metivdtapply.

If the business use is 70% or morie operating cost method may be the better method
use. However, if the log book percentage was 85% then the statutory method would be
better to use.Generally, the higher the log book percentage, thetter the operating cost
method would be to useBut, with higher kilometre usage, the statytmethod could prove
to be the better choice. Given the stringent anérous record-keeping requirements
associated with the operating cost method someaymd tend to elect to use the statutory
method.

This additional information now suggests that ugimg ATO definitions of ‘Private’ motor
vehicle use, the City would be much better off garibg to use the Statutory Method rather
than adopting the Operating Cost for Motor Vehicles

Cr Grayden for the Mation

* main reason for supporting deferral - it is an im@ot initiative

* important we get the policy right

« endorse we get additional information prior to mgka decision
e support the Motion

Cr Hearne closing for the Motion

» if we kept log books for 12 weeks we would know wee use of vehicles is
* need more information in order to make an inforrdedision

« ask Councillors support Motion
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10.6

\ COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.5
The Mayor put the Motion

That...
(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted;
(b) consideration of proposed Policy P560 “Motohiédes” be deferred until:

@ a triple bottom line assessment of the City&hiele fleet is completed for
Council consideration. Such assessment is to ieclbdt no limited to,
capital cost, operating cost per kilometre inclgdthe cost of servicing,
insurance, running costs, fringe benefit tax, tredevalue and
environmental issues;

(i) justification for not introducing log books f@ach vehicle;

(i) justification for not introducing an officevehicle contribution scheme for
private usage and how this could be implementechowit penalising
existing staff;

(iv)  detail of the current policy for allocatinglveles to staff; and

(v) justification for continuing with the 2 year A00km policy when most
existing warranties provide for a 3 or 5 year cagex.

CARRIED (11/2)

Reason for Change
There is insufficient information to make an infadndecision on a vehicle policy.

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL VIABILITY

|10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - Novaber 2008

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: FM/301
Date: 6 December 2008

Author / Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Directéinancial and Information Services

Summary

Monthly management account summaries are compitedrding to the major functional
classifications. These summaries compare actuébrpsnce against budget expectations.
The summaries are presented to Council with comqmenided on the significant financial
variances disclosed in those reports.

The attachments to this financial performance reg@ part of the suite of reports that were
recognised with a Certificate of Merit in the retdeixcellence in Local Government
Financial Reporting awards.

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulatdnrequires 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 ctiee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. ififi@mation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detailedbinkne information supplied to the
City’s departmental managers to enable them to tootthe financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their conffbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publihethe Annual Budget.
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Combining the Summary of Operating Revenues anceidifures with the Summary of
Capital Items gives a consolidated view of all @pens under Council’s control. It also
measures actual financial performance against hedgectations.

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaBdnrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be ideshtdied comment provided on those
variances. The City has adopted a definition afriicant variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the
project or line item value (whichever is the greateNotwithstanding the statutory
requirement, the City provides comment on othesdes/ariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.

To be an effective management tool, the ‘budgetiirsgs which actual performance is
compared is phased throughout the year to rethectyclical pattern of cash collections and
expenditures during the year rather than simplyndpe proportional (number of expired
months) share of the annual budget. The annualdidds been phased throughout the year
based on anticipated project commencement dategxgmetted cash usage patterns. This
provides more meaningful comparison between aetudlbudgeted 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 documedtvall necessarily be progressively
amended throughout the year to take advantage ahged circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principldsesponsible 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.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresifgd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month from when the firstgaidamendment is recognised. This
schedule reflects a reconciliation of movementsvbenh the 2008/2009 Adopted Budget and
the 2008/2009 Amended Budget including the intrdidncof the capital expenditure items
carried forward from 2007/2008.

A monthly Balance Sheet detailing the City’s assatd liabilities and giving a comparison

of the value of those assets and liabilities wiih televant values for the equivalent time in
the previous year is also provided. PresentingBilance 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 managementustcummaries presented are:

» Balance SheetAttachments 10.6.1(1)(Ajand 10.6.1(1)(B)

e Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenue arxpenditure
Attachment 10.6.1(2)

e Summary of Operating Revenue and Expenditure - astfucture Service
Attachment 10.6.1(3)

e Summary of Capital ltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

» Schedule of Significant Variance&ttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovementsAttachments 10.6.6(Aand 10.6.6(B)

* Rate Setting Statemenfttachment 10.6.1(7)
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Operating Revenue to 30 November 2008 is $30.26Nctwhepresents 100% of the
$30.21M year to date budget. Actual performandassexpected) on, or very near, revised
budget expectations at month end in most areasmbis¢ significant deviation is in the area
of interim rates revenue which lags the budgetetaag a consequence of the VGO making a
number of significant downwards adjustments to GR¥ter rates were levied. Offsetting
these negative adjustments are some favourablaneas attributable to unbudgeted asset
trade-ins. Comment on the specific items contritto the small favourable variances may
be found in the Schedule of Significant Varian@gsachment 10.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 30 November 2008 is $14.88hich represents 98% of the
revised year to date budget of $14.16M. OperatixigeBditure to date is 2% under budget
in the Administration area and in the Infrastruet@ervices area and 7% under for the golf
course.

There are some favourable variances in the admatimt areas that relate to budgeted (but
vacant) staff positions - but these are largelgaifby increased use of consultants to assist
in maintaining service delivery in the face of tbegoing staff shortage. An increased
staffing cost for the Collier Park Hostel is cuttgrbeing experienced due to the continuing
need to use temporary staff and higher care stdadaguired for more frail residents. Most
other items in the administration areas are closer tslightly under budget expectations to
date. Variances in the Infrastructure area relatmgily to timing differences whilst
operational and maintenance programs are initiadedigns are prepared and contractors
secured for road and path works. Golf Course expaedemains favourable largely due to
vacant staff positions and delays in incurring potonal expenditure.

The salaries budgetin€luding temporary staff where they are being udedcover
vacancie¥ is currently around 9.48% under the budget atlonafor the 216.3 FTE
positions approved by Council in the budget procesdter agency staff invoices were
received at month end. Increased use of externaduttants is assisting in covering for
current vacancies which exist in areas such asnérging, Building Services, Human
Resources, Information Technology and Planning t- dosts overall are just within the
approved budget allocations.

Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant Variancégachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $01.04M at 30 Nbeeragainst a year to date budget of
$0.70M. The favourable variance largely relatele#se premiums and refurbishment levies
on units at the Collier Park Village that have bésased since June. This variance will be
further considered in the Q2 Budget Review after ecember accounts are finalised. The
City has also received some road grant revenuehwhas not budgeted as it actually related
to the previous year’s budget - related costsigybar are also similarly unbudgeted.

Comment on the specific items contributing to thpital revenue variances may be found
in the Schedule of Significant Variancéétachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 30 November 2008 is $6.90hictv represents 102% of the year to
date budget - and some 36.7% of the full year budggproximately 35% of this year to
date capital expenditure relates to payment of cadls on the UGP project. The year to
date result suggests that the City’'s staged capitafjiram approach of creating both a
‘Deliverable’ capital program and a ‘Shadow’ cabipgogram is delivering a positive
outcome to this stage of the year in that orgaioisat capacity and expectations are now
perhaps more appropriately matched.
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The table reflecting capital expenditure progresssus the year to date budget by
directorate has been re-introduced back into gyt now that the September quarter has
concluded - because from that time onwards, itgerissmeaningful information. Updates on
specific elements of the capital expenditure pnogrand comments on the variances
disclosed therein are provided bi-monthly from fimalisation of the October numbers for
similar reason.

Each month, a summary of the progress of the réwa@ital program (including the carry
forward works approved by Council at the August timgg by directorate is provided as

below:
Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget Total Budget
CEO Office 83,500 81,004 97% 1,551,000
Financial &  Information 125,000 118,445 95% 411,500
Services
Planning &  Community 597,500 611,741 102% 1,622,344
Services
Infrastructure Services 3,410,325 3,566,353 105% 9,419,464
Golf Course 145,000 97,964 64% 278,800
Underground Power 2,380,000 2,430,381 102% 5,500,000
Total 6,741,325 6,905,888 100% 18,783,108

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahaformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial ag@ment. It also provides information
about corrective strategies being employed to addany significant variances and it
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
In accordance with the requirements of the Sediidnof theLocal Government Acand
Local Government Financial Management Regulatighs 3

Financial Implications

The attachments to this report compare actual imhmperformance to budgeted financial
performance for the period. This provides for tiynélentification of and responses to
variances which in turn promotes dynamic and prtuifieancial management.

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 Citgancial resources’.Such actions
are necessary to ensure the City’s financial suekdity.

Sustainability Implications

This report primarily addresses the ‘financial’ @imsion of sustainability. It achieves this on
two levels. Firstly, it promotes accountability fiemsource use through a historical reporting
of performance - emphasising pro-active identifaratand response to apparent financial
variances.

Secondly, through the City exercising disciplinedahcial management practices and

responsible forward financial planning, we can eashat the consequences of our financial
decisions are sustainable into the future.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

(a) the monthly Balance Sheet and Financial Sunasaprovided asAttachment
10.6.1(1-4)be received;

(b) the Schedule of Significant Variances providasl Attachment 10.6.1(5) be
accepted as having discharged Council's statutobpjigations under Local
Government (Financial Management) Regulation 34;

(c) the Schedule of Movements between the Adopteldfanended Budget provided as
Attachments 10.6.1(6)(A)and 10.6.1(6)(B)be received; and

(d) the Monthly Rate Setting Statement providediaachment 10.6.1(7)be received;

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments andebtors November 2008

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 5 December 2008

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 Regefunds at month end.

. An analysis of the City’s investments in suitabl@may market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanonl institutions.

. Statistical information regarding the level of dataling Rates and General Debtors.

Background

Effective cash management is an integral part op@r business management. Current
money market and economic volatility make this aenemore significant management
responsibility. The responsibility for managememid ainvestment of the City’'s cash
resources has been delegated to the City’'s Dirddtncial & Information Services and
Manager Financial Services - who also have respilitgifor the management of the City's
Debtor function and oversight of collection of datsling debts.

In order to discharge accountability for the exszaf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbelmalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as the funds held in “cash backed” ReservexaBse significant holdings of money
market instruments are involved, an analysis of ¢addings showing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is alpoovided. Statistics on the spread of
investments to diversify risk provide an effectitaml by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which the delegatare being exercised. Data comparing
actual investment performance with benchmarks inn€i's approved investment policy
(which reflects best practice principles for manggpublic monies) provides evidence of
compliance with approved investment principles.affjn a comparative analysis of the
levels of outstanding rates and general debtomtivel to the equivalent stage of the
previous year is provided to monitor the effectees of cash collections and to highlight
any emerging trends that may impact on future fasis.

102



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 16 DECEMBER I8

Comment

(@)

(b)

Cash Holdings

Total funds at month end of $41.41M compare vermptaably to $37.69M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds amge sB5.7M higher than at the
equivalent stage last year due to higher holdirigsash backed reserves to support
refundable monies at the CPV and accumulated freldting to the civic buildings
refurbishment.

Municipal funds are $2.2M lower due the capital ggeon being much more
advanced at this time in the current year - inelgdcash outflows for the UGP
project cash calls ($2.4M). The free cash positeostill good - with collections
from rates currently within 0.5% of last year's ellent result. Convenient and
customer friendly payment methods are in place tined Rates Early Payment

Incentive Prizes (all prizes donated by local besses) have encouraged positive
early cash collections. These actions are beingptamented by timely and
effective follow up debt collection actions by tB&y’s Financial Services officers -
an important action given the current global finahsituation.

Monies brought into the year (and our subsequestt callections) are invested in
secure financial instruments to generate interast those monies are required to
fund operations and projects later in the yearpfeviously noted, astute selection
of appropriate financial investments has meant that City does not have any
exposure to higher risk investment instruments isaoe noted very positively by
our auditor’s field staff in conducting our annaaidit.

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cashkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddbl Municipal use currently sits at
$15.8M (compared to $18.0M at the same time in Z0W0B). Attachment
10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at ttmoand was $40.44M
compared to $36.11M at the same time last years ®ilargely due to higher
holdings of Reserve Funds at this time.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash tewh deposits only. Bank accepted
bills are permitted - but are not currently useekgithe volatility of the corporate
environment at present. Analysis of the compositdrthe investment portfolio
shows that approximately 83.4% of the funds arestad in securities having a
S&P rating of Al (short term) or better. The rend@inare invested in BBB+ rated
securities. The City’s investment policy requirkeattat least 80% of investments are
held in securities having an S&P rating of Al.

This ensures that credit quality is maintained ebtinents are made in accordance
with Policy P603 and the Dept of Local Governmemtefational guidelines for
investments. All investments currently have a téwnmaturity of less than 1 year -
which is considered prudent in times of changingrigst rates as it allows greater
flexibility to respond to future positive changesates.

Invested funds are responsibly spread across wadpproved financial institutions
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with eafoiancial institution are within the
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603. Theumr-party mix across the
portfolio is shown imAttachment 10.6.2(2).
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(©)

Interest revenues (received and accrued) for trer ye date total $1.17M -
significantly up from $0.89M at this time last yedhis result is attributable to the
higher reserve cash holdings and timely, effedtigasury management - despite the
falls in interest rates. Rates continue to be qudhkatile even for safe ‘vanilla’
financial instruments such as term deposits - Aeddaite on which an investment is
placed can be a critical determinant of the rateetfirn as banks try to manage
capital and meet re-financing commitments.

To this stage of the year, interest revenues hamrained strong - being more than
95% of interest revenue targets. However, in respdo the prevailing economic
climate, the RBA reduced official rates by 75 bgsisnts on 4 November and a
further 100 to 4.00% on 2 Dec this year.

The reality is, therefore, that the City may havedvise its interest revenue targets
downwards slightly at the Q2 Budget Review - whiatuld be the first downwards
revision required during the last 12 years.

At present, the targets will remain as stated upatget adoption because we are
still achieving close to expectations. However,eistment performance will be
monitored in the light of decreasing interest ratesil Christmas when revised
targets may need to be developed and brought baCkuncil in the Budget Review

- along with details of any potential budget clgsposition impact.

Throughout the year it is necessary to balance detwshort and longer term

investments to ensure that the City can responsitdgt its operational cash flow

needs. The City actively manages its treasury fuadgsursue responsible, low risk

investment opportunities that generate additiomiarést revenue to supplement our
rates income whilst ensuring that capital is presgr

The average rate of return on financial instrumémtshe year to date is 7.26% with
the anticipated yield on investments yet to matueently at 6.72% - but this is
likely to fall further after recent official intese rate cuts. Investment results so far
reflect careful and prudent selection of investreeiot meet our immediate cash
needs. At-call cash deposits used to balance daiyational cash needs are now
providing a return of only 5.75% since early Octolzad 5.00% since early
December - and may be decreased again early imethig/ear.

Major Debtor Classifications

Effective management of accounts receivable to edritie debts to cash is also an
important part of business management. Detailsaoh ef the three major debtors
classifications (rates, general debtors and undengl power) are provided below.

() Rates

The level of outstanding rates relative to the sdime last year is shown in
Attachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of November 2008emsmt
81.2% of total rates levied compared to 81.7% ateituivalent stage of the previous
year. This is an excellent result to date. RatepBgadback suggests that the rating
and communication strategies used for the 2008/286% strike have been well
received - and this is reflected in the good fotiodathat has been established for
successful rates collections during the year.

The range of appropriate, convenient and userdlygpayment methods offered by
the City, combined with the Rates Early Paymenehiwe Scheme (generously
sponsored by local businesses) is again being stgopby timely and efficient
follow up actions by the City’s Rates Officer tosene that our good collections
record is maintained.
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(i) General Debtors

General debtors stand at $1.01M at month end exgudGP debtors - which
compares to $1.32M at the same time last year. rEfliscts a further improvement
in the comparative positions for general debtoes ¢he last month.

(i) Underground Power

Of the $6.75M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustnig), some $3.98M was
collected by 30 November with approximately 54.84hmse in the affected area
electing to pay in full and a further 44.3% optitg pay by instalments. The
remaining 0.9% has yet to make a payment and isubgect of follow up collection
actions by the City. As previously noted, a smalimber of properties have
necessarily had the UGP charges adjusted downvedi@isinvestigations revealed
eligibility for concessions that were not identifiby the project team before the
initial invoices were raised.

Residents opting to pay the UGP Service ChargenBtaliments are subject to
interest charges which are currently accruing enothitstanding balances (as advised
on the initial UGP notice). It is important to appiate that this isiot an interest
charge on the ‘yet to completed UGP service’ -rhtlier is an interest charge on the
funding accommodation provided by the City’s ingtaht payment plan (exactly
like what would occur on a bank loan).

The City encourages ratepayers in the affected tar@aake other arrangements to
pay the UGP charges - but it will, if required, yice an instalment payment
arrangement to assist the ratepayer (includingspgeeified interest component on
the outstanding balance).

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide evitkerof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst disgihg our accountability to our
ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Consistent with the requirements of Policy P603nvekstment of Surplus Funds and
Delegation DC603. Local Government (Financial Mamagnt) Regulation 19, 28 & 49 are
also relevant to this report as is the DOLG Openati Guideline 19.

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agawbin part (a) to (c) of the Comment
section of the report. Overall, the conclusion bardrawn that appropriate and responsible
measures are in place to protect the City’s firgnassets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified inglStrategic Plan “To provide responsible
and sustainable management of the City’ financiadsources’.

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘financial’ dimensionso$tainability by ensuring that the City
exercises prudent but dynamic treasury managermeafféctively manage and grow our
cash resources and convert debt into cash in &tmmenner.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 30 November 2008 StatermERunds, Investment & Debtors

comprising:
e Summary of All Council Funds as per Attachment 10.6.2(1)
e Summary of Cash Investments as per Attachment 10.6.2(2)

« Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 6 December 2008

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Fingalcand Information Services
Summary

A list of accounts paid under delegated authoftglégation DC602) between 1 November
2008 and 30 November 2008 is presented to Coumdihformation.

Background

Local Government Financial Management Regulationréduires a local government to
develop procedures to ensure the proper approdahatiorisation of accounts for payment.
These controls relate to the organisational pumbaand invoice approval procedures
documented in the City’s Policy P605 - Purchasing lavoice Approval.

They are supported by Delegation DM605 which sk¢s @uthorised purchasing approval
limits for individual officers. These processes dinelir application are subjected to detailed
scrutiny by the City’s auditors each year during tlonduct of the annual audit.

After an invoice is approved for payment by an atifed officer, payment to the relevant
party must be made and the transaction recordethenCity’s financial records. All
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recarddde City’'s financial system
irrespective of whether the transaction is a Coedit Non Creditor payment.

Payments in the attached listing are supporteddoghvers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers ashe receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @osting have been checked and
validated. Council Members have access to therngsdnd are given opportunity to ask
questions in relation to payments prior to the @iuneeting.

Comment

A list of payments made during the reporting peri®grepared and presented to the next
ordinary meeting of Council and recorded in theutes of that meeting. It is important to
acknowledge that the presentation of this list @frpents is for information purposes only
as part of the responsible discharge of accouitiailayments made under this delegation
can not be individually debated or withdrawn.
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The format of this report has been modified fromtdber 2008 to reflect contemporary
practice in that it now records payments classifisd
e Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsihass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.u@hegyments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one andstgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughlbe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothER& Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party. For instance an EFmeat reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 made on 24/10/2008udedl a payment to Creditor
number 76357 (ATO).

* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe aot listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradjdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfile permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records offbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

Details of payments made by direct credit to empdohank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thgorefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees wheldiaect debited from the City’s bank
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedulder the contract for provision of
banking services.

Payments made through the Accounts Payable funatidinno longer be recorded as
belonging to the Municipal Fund or Trust Fund ais tbractice related to the old fund
accounting regime that was associated with Treesukdvance Account - whereby each
fund had to periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasur&dvance Account.

For similar reasons, the report is also now beiefgrred to using the contemporary
terminology of a Listing of Payments rather thawarrant of Payments - which was a
terminology more correctly associated with the fardounting regime referred to above.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahdnformation to Council and the

administration and to provide evidence of the soesd of financial management being
employed. It also provides information and disckarfinancial accountability to the City’s

ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Inedipproval and Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetwhich 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’.
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11.

12.

13.

Sustainability Implications
This report contributes to the City’s financial ®isability by promoting accountability for
the use of the City’s financial resources.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Nobkem2008 as detailed in the Report of
the Director Financial and Information ServicAgachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1  Application for Leave of Absence : Cr Smith

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinbleetings for the period
23 February to 20 March 2009 inclusive.

11.2  Application for Leave of Absence : Mayor Best

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Coudeetings for the period:
e 25 December 2008 to 18 January 2009 inclusive; and
e 8to 15 February 2009 inclusive.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 11.1 AND 11.2 |
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Hearne

That....

(a) Cr Smith be granted Leave of Absence from alii€il Meetings for the period
23 February to 20 March 2009 inclusive; and

(b) Mayor Best be granted Leave of Absence fronCallncil Meetings for the period:
» 25 December 2008 to 18 January 2009 inclusive; and

» 8to 15 February 2009 inclusive.
CARRIED (13/0)

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

Nil

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

13.1.

13.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WTHOUT NOTICE
Nil
QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

| 13.2.1 Councillor Behaviour November 2008 Meeting .Cr Gleeson |

Summary of Question

Mr Mayor when you interviewed me and played thestap the November 2008 Council
meeting of the ‘Smith/Gleeson’ issue will you acwiedge that there was nothing on the
audio recording of what | was alleged to have said?

Summary of Response
Mayor Best stated that unfortunately the microphaigenot pick up verbatim all the words
said during the incident referred to.
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Summary of Question
Do you realise Mr Mayor that a number of Membersnonside of the Chamber disagree
with Cr Smith’'s comments on the matter?

Summary of Response

Mayor Best responded that Cr Gleeson was herepi@sent members of the community,
not to raise personal issues. He further statat tie could not believe Cr Gleeson was
again raising the issue already addressed in laidtie beginning of the meeting.

14. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

The Mayor reported to Members that in accordandh ®lause 3.8 of the City’s Standing Orders
Local Law, as follows:

In cases of extreme urgency or other special circstance, matters may, by motion of the
person presiding and by decision of the membersspre, be raised without notice and
decided by the meeting.

Cr Smith foreshadowed that he sought to move advaonh relation to the article in the Southern
Gazette newspaper of 16 December 20G8or¢ ruffled feathers at Council”.

COUNCIL DECISION - NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE ITEM 14 \
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Cala

That Council accept the item of New Business inioedl by Cr Smith.
LOST (6/7)

15. MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC
15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

Note: As there was no proposed discussion in relatio€aafidential tem 15.1.1 the
meeting was not closed to members of the public.

15.1.1  City of South Perth Australia Day Awards CONFIDENTIAL- NOT TO
BE DISCLOSED REPORT

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CR/109

Date: 28 November 2008

Author: Seanna Dempsey, Community Developmefit€f
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Planning £ommunity Services
Confidential

This report is declare@onfidential under Section 5.23 (h) of thecal Government Aas
it relates to the selection of a community memberttee recipient of an Award to be
announced and presented at the Australia Day Cergmo

Note: Confidential report circulated separately.
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\COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 15.1.1
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Burrows

That....

() following consideration of the nominations rigee for the 2009 City of South
Perth Citizenship Awards the nominees as preséntdte recommendation of the
Confidential Report Item 15.1.1 of the December 2008 Councier®, be
approved; and

(b) the contents of this report remalwonfidential until after the Award presentation
on 26 January 2009.

CARRIED (13/0)

15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madrublic.
Nil

CHRISTMAS GREETINGS
The Mayor thanked Members and Officers for themtabution over the year and wished them and
their families a merry Christmas and a safe anghh&jew Year.

Deputy Mayor Cala responded on behalf of the Mesbad thanked the Mayor for his efforts and
leadership over the year and wished him and higydahe compliments of the season.

16. CLOSURE
The Mayor closed the meeting at 8.58pm and tharkedyone 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 24 Fakary 2009

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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17. RECORD OF VOTING 16/12/2008

Change to Order of Business at Item 3 Motion Carried
Yes: No: Absent: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala, Casting Vote

16/12/2008 7:55:30 PM

Item 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 7:56:10 PM

Item 7.2.1 - 7.2.3 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 7:59:25 PM

Item 8.4.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:02:08 PM

Item 9.0 EN BLOC - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent; Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:04:27 PM

Item 10.0.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent; Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:10:35 PM

Item 10.2.1 Motion Passed 9/4

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty,
Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden

No: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:14:50 PM

Item 10.2.2 Motion Passed 11/2

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr David Smith, Cr Roy Wells

Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:33:46 PM

Item 10.3.3Motion Passed 9/3

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty,
Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr David Smith

Absent: Cr Rob Grayden, Casting Vote
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16/12/2008 8:36:17 PM

Item 10.3.4 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:37:55 PM

Item 10.4.1Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent; Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:51:19 PM

Item 10.5.5 Motion Passed 11/2

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr
David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay

Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:52:01 PM

Item 11.1 and 11.2 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:55:27 PM

Item 14 Motion Not Passed 6/7

Yes: Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty
Absent: Casting Vote

16/12/2008 8:56:22 PM

Item 15.1.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent; Casting Vote
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