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1.

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 27 May 2008 at 7.00pm

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S

The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm, welcomedyewne in attendance. He then paid
respect to the Noongar people, custodians of the e are meeting on and acknowledged
their deep feeling of attachment to this land.

Demise of Phillip Pendal
The Mayor advised of the passing away of Phillipd®g and made the following comments
on Mr Pendal’s contribution to the City.

e Mr Pendal was one of only 3 Freeman of the Cityl was made an Hon Freeman on 26
January 2006

» Prior to entering Parliament he was a journalist gnren a Press Secretary to Sir Charles
Court. Mr Pendal was a Member of Parliament forGlity for more than 25 years and
represented the City in a very effective manner

e Mr Pendal was the inaugural Chairman for the S@&etth Historical Society and Vice
Chairman for the May Gibbs Trust

The Mayor further advised that Mr Pendal had wmitteveral histories of the City of South
Perth including Hands That Heal, History of the tBoRerth Hospital and most recently
being the history of the Royal Perth Golf Club 002.

The Mayor extended condolences to Maxine and theddamily in their time of grief.

A minute’s silence was observed to reflect on tbetribution made by Mr Pendal to the
community of South Perth.

DISCLAIMER
The Mayor read aloud the City’s Disclaimer.

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER
3.1 Activities Report Mayor Best(Note: Attached to the back of Agenda paper)

3.2 Audio Recording of Council Meeting
The Mayor reported that the meeting is being awdarded 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.
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4.

ATTENDANCE

Present:

Mayor J Best Chairman

Councillors:

B Hearne Como Beach Ward

P Best 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

Cr B Gleeson Civic Ward

Officers:

Mr M J Kent Acting Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Cope Director Development and Community SEvi
Mr M Taylor Acting Director Infrastructure Servige

Ms D Gray Acting Director Financial and Informati®ervices
Mr R Kapur Acting Manager Development Assessment
Mr R Bercov Strategic Urban Planning Adviser uBtR7 pm

Mr S McLaughlin

Legal and Governance Officer

Ms R Mulcahy City Communications Officer
Mr N Kegie Manager Community, Culture and Recuaati
Mr M Stuart Senior Planning Officer until 8.260p
Ms J Jumayao Research/Projects Officer
Ms J Sethi Minute Taking
Gallery There were 11 members of the public and 1 memibie press present
4.1 APOLOGIES
Mr C Frewing CEO - National Local Government Genehce attendance

4.2 APPROVED LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Cr K Trent RFD Moresby Ward
Cr | Hasleby Civic Ward

DECLARATION OF INTEREST
Nil

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
At the Council meeting held 22 April 2008 there /ap questions taken on notice:

6.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME: 27.5.2008
The Mayor advised that Public Question Time woudd limited to 15 minutes and that
questions, not statements must relate to the dr€auncil’s responsibility. He advised that
gquestions would be taken from the gallery on atiatal basis and requested that speakers
state their name and residential address. The Mingopened Public Question Time at
7:10 pm.
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16.2.1 Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South Pty |

Summary of Question

| refer to the Grant of Planning Consent form whishissued by the City to land owners
who make application for Planning Consent and Bugjdicences. This form usually has a
number of conditions on it which are to be complieith by the landowners who are
developing the land.

Is it a legal requirement for the conditions on @m@nt of Planning Consent to be complied
with?

Summary of Response
The Director Development and Community Servicatestit was.

Summary of Question
Does the legal responsibility rest with the landeve to comply with the Grant of
Planning Consent or is it up to the City to enéoit®

Summary of Response
The Director Development and Community Servicetedtthe question was taken on notice.

Summary of Question

Did the City know that the lawyers for the ownefsll Heppingstone Street, South

Perth, Minter Ellison, have sent me two threatemétigrs; one by registered post which |

had to collect from Angelo Street Post Office amel dther by courier which I had to sign

for? Mr Drake offered to make available copieshef correspondence in question to the
City.

Summary of Response
The Mayor said “I| am not aware that you receiviedt tcorrespondence from Minter
Ellison”.

The Mayor further stated that in the interestepén disclosure, it would be a good idea
for Mr Drake to provide the City with a copy of therrespondence from Minter Ellison.

Summary of Question
Are Minter Ellison still the lawyers for the Ciof South Perth?

Summary of Response
Acting Chief Executive Officer advised that Mint&ilison are one of a number of
lawyers on the City’s panel. They were appoiraftdr an exhaustive tender process.

Summary of Question

As the owners of 11 Heppingstone Street have fmerd by the SAT to have breached
the conditions of the Planning Scheme and Mintésdl are their lawyers, should they
also be the City’'s lawyers?

Summary of Response

The Legal and Governance Officer said “not hawsegn the letters, | do not actually
know what they say, however Minter Ellison are acting for the City in relation to this
matter”.
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Summary of Question

Condition (13) of the Grant of Panning Consentiéskto the owners of 11 Heppingstone
Street on 8 January 2001 stated “the finished flegel shall be no higher than 9.4
metres relative to the datum shown on the site’plan

In a report dated 19 November 2002 by RM Surveyities City’s Surveyors at the time)
it stated that the observed finished floor levebvi&.51 metres with a datum of 3.01
metres, this leaves the finished floor level i.evél 4 to be 10.5 metres i.e. 1.1 metre
higher than the 9.4 metres stated in Condition.(1B)ease explain this to the Elected
Members, the gallery here and the ratepayers dfiyeof South Perth.

Summary of Response
The Mayor stated the question was taken on natick a response would be provided as
soon as possible.

16.2.2. Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensigton |

Summary of Question

I am concerned about the statement that the @limt based upon an area of 1608 square
metres complies. | have great concern abouttdma in the report which states “in
support of this method, the City of South Perth @uadernance Officer has examined the
situation with the following comments”.

Does the City use the same definition as in tH@22R codes?

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded that it was a statutory requént and the City used the same
definition.

Summary of Question
Plot Ratio is the ratio of the gross total of #reas of all floors of buildings on a site to
the area of land within the site boundaries. OibesCouncil agree with this definition?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded “Yes”.

Summary of Question
Development Site - “A lot within which developmeist proposed” Does the Council
agree with this definition?

Summary of Response
The Director Development and Community Servicepoaded “we have no problem with
that statement”.

Summary of Question

Lot - “the parent ‘lot’ inclusive of common areas) which the strata scheme relates as
defined under the Town Planning and Development. ADloes the Council agree with this
definition?

Summary of Response
The Director Development and Community Servicepoaded there was no dispute it came
straight out of the R Codes.
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Summary of Question

Town Planning and Development Act - “The Town Riag and Development Act has been
replaced by the Planning and Development Act 200®D0es the Council agree this is
correct?

Summary of Response
The Director Development and Community Servicesedr

Summary of Question
Does the title of No 93 South Perth Esplanade sygwoximately 1543 square metres?

Summary of Response
The Director Development and Community Servicepoaded “it does”.

Summary of Question
As the area of the lot is about 1543 square meindshe permitted plot ratio is 1:1, can the
plot ratio area of this site exceed 1543 squareaset

Summary of Response
The Director Development and Community Servicepoaded that the current application
involved two lots and in the plot ratio calculatsdnoth lots had been included.

Summary of Question
If a part of the area of this particular lot i€lided, is the area of this additional lot been
taken into account for the open space requirement?

Summary of Response

The Director Development and Community Servicegest “my understanding is that the
open space requirement has been calculated onrélaeoh the privately owned lot and
further that the Water Corporation lot is to bealeped in the open space only”.

Summary of Question
Once the Strata is issued, will these two lotatalgamated?

Summary of Response

The Senior Planning Officer responded that atpibisit the issue of amalgamatidnes not
need to be mentioned because of an easement. iangnmay be aware of a normal
situation where the applicant owns the land andew@brporation igjiven an easement to
the lot

Summary of Question

Earlier this year | was privileged to assess aomdgvelopment proposed for Canning
Highway. | was asked to do this by the develop&o my amazement | found thdtis
building had been reviewed by the Design Advisorgup. Why, because this building was
at least 60% over the maximum plot ratio. No amafinweaking could make this building
comply.

Up until recently the City has claimed the pldtaarea of 11 Heppingstone Street complied
with the law.

Does the City know how to measure plot ratio amed how to correctly administer the law
in respect to plot ratio area?
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Summary of Response

The Mayor responded “yes of course we do”. Tiseashere is an unusual circumstance.
We have a lot that has been straddled by a freefittiddthat is owned by the Water
Corporation. The issue here is what is the ownprshthe title and what is the ownership of
the front half to the back half. Once we know twatwill be able to calculate the plot ratio.

Summary of Question

Next month Council is having some budget sessigiven that rents have increased
considerably some by 50% and some by 100%. Therdfthe value of the dollar stays the
same, the City will gain a big increase in Rates.

Will Council consider reducing the rate in the ldolso that the overall rate take be
maintained within the inflation rate.

Summary of Response
The Mayor stated that equity is certainly someghivhich this Council strives for but in
your specific case and your specific question, dske Acting CEO to provide a response.

Summary of Response

The Acting Chief Executive Officer responded “we anodelling the GRVs just received
from the Valuer General Office right across theyCitA lower rate in the dollar will be
appliedto ensure that we achieve something that is bo$iporesible, sustainable and
equitable. There will of course always be someufi@dties in terms of increases or
changes across the City we have alwaijed to be conscious dhat. There are some
peculiar circumstances where some properties w&ikha decrease in rates and some others
will receive an increase. What | can say, thigygas | have done in the last three previous
occasions that | have been responsible for the diudg will do whatever we can to ensure
that the maximum number of the City’s ratepayeespat in the most advantaged position.

Close of Public Question Time
There being no further questions the Mayor cld3ellic Question time at 7.30 pm.

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

7.1 MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 22.4.2008

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.1
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Doherty

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetindgch22 April 2008 be taken as read and

confirmed as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (11/0)

7.1.2 CEO Evaluation Committee Meeting Held: 6.5.218

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.2
Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Hearne

That the Minutes of the CEO Evaluation Committeeehegs Held 6 May 2008 be received.

CARRIED (11/0)
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7.2

BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place €he last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to CounBblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document tguinic 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 Governmewt Regional Development’s
“Council Forums Paper”as a way of advising the public and being on putdcord.

Note: As per Council Resolution 11.1 of the Ordinary 8ouMeeting held 21 December
2004 Council Agenda Briefings, with the exceptidnCmnfidentialitems, are now
open to the public.

As per Council Resolution 10.5.6 of the Ordinaryu@ail Meeting held 26 June

2007:

- the“Work in Progress” draft Agenda to be made available to members of the
public at the same time the Agenda is made avait@bMembers of the Council;
and

- applicants and other persons affected who wishakenDeputations on planning
matters be invited to make their Deputations toAbenda Briefing.

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - April 2008 Ordinary CouncilMeeting Held: 15.4.2008
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the April Council Agenda. fds from the Agenda Briefing
are included asttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum Capital Works Program Meeting Hld: 29.4.2008
Officers of the City presented an update on theit@lay/orks Program. Notes from
the Concept Forum are includedAtsachment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum Network City-Canning Bridge Upate Meeting Held: 6.5.2008
Representatives from DPI and GHD provided an updat&etwork City-Canning
Bridge. Notes from the Concept Briefing are incld@dsAttachment 7.2.3.

7.2.4 Concept Forum Town Planning Major Developmerst and Chinese Market
Gardens Proposal - Meeting Held: 7.5.2008
Officers of the City provided an overview of propdsmajor development in Parker
Street and responded to questions raised from MenBRepresentatives from the
Historical Society and Rotary International preséna proposal on a ‘Garden of
Significance’. Notes from the Concept Briefing areluded asAttachment 7.2.4.

7.2.5 Concept Forum Library/Hall Upgrade Project: Meeting Held: 13.5.2008
Peter Hunt Architects presented concept drawinggeiation to the proposed
Library/Hall Upgrade Project and responded to damest raised by Members.
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAtsichment 7.2.5.

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1 TO 7.2.5 INCLUSIVE \
Moved Cr Grayden Sec Cr Doherty

That the comments and attached Notes under Itethd % 7.2.5 inclusive on Council
Agenda Briefings held since the last Ordinary Megtof Council on 22 April 2008
be noted.

CARRIED (11/0)

10
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8.

PRESENTATIONS

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

Council

8.1.1 Petition dated 10 May 2008 from Mr Keith Fiskr and 37 Signatures requesting

Council “to abandon the proposed closure of Wooltaa Street, Como”.

Text of petition reads:

Our view of the River and Canning Bridge from Waadt Street is breath taking by
day or night and is enjoyed by all who not onllon this Street but also by those
using this Street to access nearby homes.

For many residents, our river views are alreadynigeimpacted upon as more large
homes are constructed along Roberts Street anefibrer the view from Wooltana
Street is something to be preserved for all andefar. The Sale of this land for any
type of development would negatively impact on\esv and also the value of our
properties.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 10 May from Mr Keith Fislaed 37 signatures requesting
Council to abandon the proposed closure of Wool&tneet, Como and to landscape
and maintain the land for the benefit of all lopabple be received and forwarded
on to the City’s Infrastructure Services Directerfdr investigation.

8.2 PRESENTATIONS- Formal or Informal Occasions where Awards or Gifts may be accepted by the

Council on behalf of the Community.

8.2.1 Valerie Parker Exhibition “All Things Bright & Beautiful”

The Mayor advised of the Valerie Parker Exhibitiogld at the Heritage House
Cultural Centre on 2 May 2008. The Mayor preserdepainting from Valerie
Parker which was donated to the Council.

The Mayor extended his thanks to Valerie for thimfing.

8.2.2 National Arts Council, Singapore

The Mayor presented a 24 caret golden egg preseaténie Council by Mr Lee
Suan Hiang, Chief Executive Officer of the Natio#ats Council, Singapore. Mr
Hiang was visiting Australia to attend the “Walkkbnour” that was created in Nell
McDougall Park and for the launch of poems fromg8pore and Australia entitled
“Over There”. It was noted that this was only #eeond visit of Mr Hiang in 22
years when he decided it was important enoughdiv Australia for the launch of
“Poetry in the Park” where 12 @fustralia’s most highly recognised poets works are
featured.

The Mayor expressed his intention to accept thelegolegg on behalf of Susan
Marie, Manager, Library & Heritage Services and remkledged the significant
amount of work that Susan put into organising thené and gave recognition to
Susan’s contribution in this regard.

The Mayor asked that the Acting Chief Executiveveynto Susan Marie its sincere
appreciation for the work she has done and is plagsed to accept the egg.

The Mayor stated that when refurbishment of therdrip was completed, the egg

could probably be placed in a prominent positiortted everyone could see it and
acknowledge what it represented.

11
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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 10.0.2 268@8.2 were heard at the May Council
Agenda Briefing held on 20 May 2008.

Opening of Deputations
The Mayor opened Deputations &t35pm and advised that speakers would be permitted
10 minutes each to address the Members.

18.3.1. Ms June Davis, 123/43 McNabb Loop, Como génda Item 10.0.2 |

Ms Davis referred to the Expression of Interestltein 10.0.2 and acknowledged the
concerns expressed at the Agenda Briefing heldoom&y 2008. Ms Davis referred to the
City's responsiveness and specifically to the effarf the CEO, Mr CIliff Frewing in
producingthe amended Expression of Interest.

Ms Davis thanked the Mayor and the CEO for accegptier late deputation and for a
favourable consideration to the matter.

8.3.1. Mr Greg Paterson representing Paterson GroupArchitects, 9 Havelock St,
West Perth and Mr Mal Dempsey, 78 Mill Point Rd, $uth Perth
Agenda Item 10.3.1

Mr Paterson spoke for the officer recommendatiotherfollowing points:

¢ in support of recommendation;

e discussed item (f) boundary wall west which willngaly with city requirements as
discussed with planning officers;

« discussed the position of the services cabinet; and

e copper roof

Cr Gleesonenquired if Mr Paterson was aware of the amendetiomand asked if he
could comment on the amended motion.

Mr Paterson stated whilst he did not decline to comment onatmended motion, he felt he
was not the appropriate person and someone motéafiamith the issue could speak and
requested that Mr Mal Dempsey read the amendedmatid comment accordingly.

Mr Dempseyaddressed the Council and outlined the following:

« Easement to be lodged on a strata. No problemretjistering the easement

¢ Good win-win outcome that maintained a good retetiop with Water Corporation.

« Titles will be issued as soon as possible.

« Water Corporation have signedj@nt application for 1638 sgm lot for development
approval

Mr Dempsey indicated that he was totally happy whiamended motion.

Cr Smith stated that whilst he had no problem with the masg and access for the
water supply, he was concerned that by including nd owned and which will
continue to be owned by whatever agreement, thervgtpply being incorporated into
the land owned by the developers through the amsdted lot, predicates to the plot
ratio.
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Cr Smith further advised of his intention to move a motimndeferring this item by a

month to allow Council to seek further legal adviee to the legality of including

privately owned land into the developed area. S@ith enquired if the owner of the lot
site who wishes to develop incorporating the lahi,could be amalgamated to provide
the extra area which then predicates to the exbtagtio.

POINT OF ORDER
Cr Gleesonstated that “we are here to ask the question efptioponent not to debate
with him”. Cr Smith is now debating and that’s fait.

POINT OF CLARIFICATION
The Mayor responded “Councillor | think what Cr imis asking is that who owns that
land in the middle”.

The Mayor clarified that the Water Corporationdsothe land freehold.

Close of Deputations
The Mayor thanked the presenters for their commemdsclosed Deputations at 7:55 pm

8.4 DELEGATES’ REPORTS  Delegate’s written reports to be submitted to the Minute Secretary prior to
9 May 2008 for inclusion in the Council Agenda.

8.4.1. Delegates Report - IPWEA State Conference 57 March 2008: Fremantle
Esplanade Hotel
A report from Cr Trent summarising his attendancthe IPWEA State Conference
at the Fremantle Esplanade Hotel between 5 - 7 IM2008 is atAttachment 8.4.1.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Cr Tren#ittendance at the IPWEA State
Conference held at the Fremantle Esplanade Hotelelea 5 - 7 March 2008 be
received.

8.4.2. Delegates Report - Perth Airport Municipalites Group Meeting Held
20 March 2008.
Cr Hasleby reported his attendance, together \uih @f Cr Burrows, at the PAMG
Ordinary General Meeting held at Jandakot on 20cM&008. The Minutes of the
meeting are available attachment 8.4.2.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Minutes of the Perth Airport MunicipalgiegGroup Meeting held on
20 March 2008 be received.

8.4.3. Delegates Report - The Victoria Sustainabl€onference Held 22 - 23 April
2008.
A report from Cr Gleeson summarising his attendaaicthe Victoria Sustainable
Conference held at Federation Square, Melbourngdest 22 and 23 April 2008 is
atAttachment 8.4.3.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the Miegt@Gustainable Conference held at
Federation Square, Melbourne between 22 and 23 2@0B be received.
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9.

8.4.4. Delegates Report - The Victoria Sustainabl€onference Held 22 - 23 April
2008.
A report from Cr P Best summarising his attendaatce¢he Victoria Sustainable
Conference held at Federation Square, Melbourngdest 22 and 23 April 2008 is
atAttachment 8.4.4.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the Miegt@Gustainable Conference held at
Federation Square, Melbourne between 22 and 23 2@0B be received.

Cr Gleeson commented on Item 8.4.3 and commended the Citystagable
Coordinator, Wendy Patterson in maintaining sustality and stated “she certainly
knows her stuff”.

Cr Gleeson thanked Councillors who supported tiendance at the conference and
supported Wendy Patterson for being a member sfGbuncil.

The Acting Chief Executive Officer agreed to con@yGleeson’s appreciation to
Wendy Patterson.

METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS
The Mayor advised the meeting of the en bloc metifatkaling with the items on the Agenda. He
then sought confirmation from the Chief Executivéfig@r that all the en bloc items had been
discussed at the Agenda Briefing held on 20 Ma@820

The Acting Chief Executive Officer confirmed thhist was correct.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION

Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Gleeson

That the officer recommendations in relation to Adg Items 10.0.1, 10.0.2, 10.3.2, 10.3.3, 10.4.1,
10.5.1,10.5.2, 10.5.3, 10.6.1, 10.6.2, 10.6.314n6.4
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

Note: Item 15.1.1
The Mayor drew Councillors attention to Iltem 10.@fd indicated that as per the requrement of the
officer recommendation, this item was carried umanisly ie “absolute majority”.
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10.

REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Membership - CEO Evaluation Committee I{fem 12.1 April 2008 Council

Meeting)
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 2 May 2008
Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

The purpose of this report is to consider the megfiye of the CEO Evaluation Committee.

Background

The CEO Evaluation Committee oversees the quartexliew of the CEO’s performance
and conducts annual performance reviews. The ifumctof the CEO Evaluation
Committee are to:

0] review and ratify agreed performance areas;

(i) establish timelines for quarterly review pedlsy

(i)  establish timelines for achievement of Perf@ance Focus Areas;

(iv)  conduct first quarterly Evaluation Committeeetings;

(V) conduct Annual Performance Reviews;

(vi)  review the remuneration package of the CEO;

(vii)  discuss performance issues with the CEO; and

(viii)  make recommendations and establish outcomes.

At the April 2008 Council meeting the following No¢ of Motion was adopted:

That in order to alleviate the problem of having te-schedule meetings of the CEO
Evaluation Committee due to the lack of a quorumath Council restructures the
membership of the CEO Evaluation Committee.

A copy of the relevant page of the Minutes isfdtachment 10.0.1.

The Notice of Motion was the result of the diffigubf arranging several CEO Evaluation
Committee Meetings in April when three Members wamnelLeave of Absence. Whilst the
meeting could have been held (as the quorum wa#t8 GBvMember Committee) it was
believed that a Committee with Deputy Members wdiddeneficial.

Comment

The intent of the April 2008 Council resolutiontdsconsider options that would increase the
number of Members present when holding meetingsh $ptions could include increasing
the number of members of the CEO Evaluation Coremitir the appointment of Deputy
Members.

The following are the current members of the CE@I&ation Committee:

The Special Council Meeting held on 23 October 2@ddpted the membership of the
Committee (Item 3.3(b) refers) as follows

* Mayor Best
e Cr Wells McDougall Ward
e Cr Doherty Moresby Ward
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e Cr Burrows Manning Ward
e Cr Hasleby Civic Ward
e Cr Smith Mill Point Ward

Obviously, there are numerous alternatives avalabhen considering restructuring a
committee, including rescinding the October 200%ohation and calling for fresh
nominations. However, a simple solution is to megure Committee to ensure that each
Ward is represented.

Currently 5 of the 6 Wards are represented. Tleeneo representation from the Como
Beach Ward. It is therefore recommended that a benfrom Como Beach Ward be
appointed resulting in representation from eachdAgd that in the event that any Member
appointed is unable to attend then the other Wagthber becomes the Deputy.

Consultation
Notice of Motion adopted at April 2008 Council megt

Policy and Legislative Implications

The Local Government Actloes not specifically provide for the appointmehtDeputy
Members (an issue recently highlighted with respeeppointment of Deputy Members for
Regional Councils). The legislation relies on ardébn contained in thénterpretation Act
which makes reference to Deputy Members. The CBy&nding Orders Local Law does not
make reference to appointment of Deputy Members.

Financial Implications
There are no cost implications.

Strategic Implications
In line with Strategic Plan Goal 5:“To be a professional, efficient and effective
organisation.”

Sustainability Implications
This report addresses the City’s ongoing sustdibabthrough the review of the
Membership of the CEO Evaluation Committee.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

That....

(a) Council appoint a Councillor from the Como Be&¢ard as a Member of the CEO
Evaluation Committee; and

(b) the Ward Member not currently a member of teOCEvaluation Committee be

authorised to act as Deputy in the event that thedWlember, who is a Committee
Member, is unable to attend any meeting.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY
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10.0.2 Expressions of Interest for Ownership/Manageent Collier Park Village
Hostel (tem 10.0.2 April 2008 Council Meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CS/501/4

Date: 2 May 2008

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

The purpose of this report is to seek Council eselment of a ‘brief calling for
‘expressions of interest’ for the ownership / maragnt of the Collier Park Village Hostel.

Background

The operations of the Collier Park Hostel have bawmer review for some time and have
been the subject of both internal and consultaetsorts. Following the decision made by
Council in 2006 to retain ownership/managementief@ollier Park Hostel in May 2007,
as a result of a Notice of Motion, Council resolvedThat a Strategic Plan be prepared
for the Collier Park Village to provide the City #i a means to identify present and
future opportunities.

To further progress thiglay 2007 Council resolution a report was presented totbeember
2007meeting where Council resolved as follows:

That....

(b) representatives from MeathCare and Settlers dsifyle Villages be invited to
address Council at a briefing on their philosophgvtards aged health care and
independent living; and

(© following the presentations referred to in paifb) above, a further Future
Directions Workshop be held in February 2008 andpresentatives of the Collier
Park Village be invited to participate in the disssions.

Comment

In response to th®ecember 2007Council resolution, presentations were arranged by
MeathCare and Settlers Lifestyle Villages at a @iduvilember Briefing held on 6 February
2008. Following the Briefing &uture Directions Workshopvas held and the following
outcome decided upon:

That the CEO would review and summarise the subjewtter and present an ‘Options
Paper’ to Councillors for further consideration asoon as possible.

In response to the February 2008 Briefing a furtegort was presented to the April 2008
Council meeting where it was resolved:

That a Brief be prepared inviting “not for profit’organisations to lodge Expressions of
Interest for the ownership / management of the GetlPark Village Hostel.

A draft Brief has been prepared and attachedA@chment 10.0.2 for Councll
endorsement prior to it being advertised seekirgressions of interest’

Consultation

Consultants advice has been sought on previoussiotsa the most recent of which was a
comprehensive report prepared by Southern Crossbklevhich was considered by Council
in October 2006.

Other consultants have been engaged to improveatipesl and financial efficiencies and
internal reviews have been conducted.
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Representatives from the Collier Park Residents rGittee participated in the previous
‘Future Directions Workshop’ in August 2007 and theerviews Workshop conducted in
February 2008. It is again recommended that reptatees be involved in any future
decisions on this topic.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Review of financial issues associated with the i€oPark Hostel have been consistent with
Council resolution.

Resolution of the Hostel operation (subject todpgon chosen), may facilitate expansion of
the Collier Park Village to be reviewed without embrance of Hostel building footprint.

Financial Implications
Operational costs of the Collier Park Hostel hamditionally exceeded operational revenue.
Recent financial results are as follows:

Operating Revenue Operating Operating Loss Capital

Expenditure

(Excluding

$ Non cash) $ $
$

2004/2005 1,058,549 1,130,047 71,498 + 99,931
2005/2006 1,153,020 1,235,423 82,403 + 53,452
2006/2007 1,261,558 1,366,439 104,881 + 34,472
2007/2008 | Estimate 1,297,900 1,361,780 63,890 + 62,017

Strategic Implications
This matter is in line with Goal 2 of the StrateBian:To foster a sense of Community and
a prosperous business environment.

Sustainability Implications

The Collier Park Hostel is not sustainable fronmaricial point of view. Whilst it can be
regarded as a service provided to ratepayers $igerdgs do not pay rates. The high level of
subsidisation is a possible cause for concern ¢eqpately $3,750 per Hostel resident).

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.2

That the Brief inviting “not for profit” organisains to lodge Expressions of Interest for the
ownership / management of the Collier Park Villafyestel be endorsed.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.0.3 Community Visioning(ltem 10.0.7 February 2008 Council meeting refers) |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: tbc

Date: 8 May 2008

Authors: Helen Doran-Wu, Community Developmenbfdinator

Neil Kegie, Manager Community Culture and Ratioa
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary
The purpose of this report is to consolidate tHerimation gathered to date regarding the
implications of the City conducting a Visioning pass and to recommend that the City
embarks on such a process.
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Background
Council adopted a Notice of Motion at the Septen#¥Y7 meeting as follows;
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.1

That....

@) the Chief Executive Officer be requested topare a report for the Ordinary
Meeting of Council to be held in February 2008 afisioning,” and the “Visioning
Process” in relation to the 2008 reviews of, but lvmited to the following:

e Town Planning Scheme;

« Strategic Plan;

¢ Connected Community Plan; and
» Sustainability Strategy Action Plan

(b) the “Visioning” include:
(1 but not be limited to, public workshops, teleph polls, website and written
surveys; and
(a) all stakeholders including, but not limited to, idEnts, ratepayers, Elected
Members and Council staff.

A report was subsequently considered at the FepG08 council meeting that presented
background information on the Visioning process aog it could apply to the City of
South Pertl{Attachment 10.0.3a refers) At that meeting council resolved,;

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.7

That given the substantial nature of a visionin@ject and the significant human and
financial resources required, a councillor workshigpheld at the earliest opportunity to
provide a forum to consider the implications oftsacproject for the City of South Perth.

Comment

Workshop

On 8 April 2008 a councillor workshop was held tmsider the implications of the City
undertaking a Visioning project. The agenda fa workshop, which was facilitated by
Tim Muirhead of CSD Network, covered,;

* An Overview of Visioning (Tim Muirhead)

» Experiences of 4 other Local Governments that haweertaken Visioning
(Helen Doran-Wu, Community Development Coordina@ity of South Perth)

» Discussion of five key points;

1. What are we visioning? What would you like the marhe’ to look like?

2. What time frame are we visioning for? (5 years? 207

3. What benefits would you like to see a South Perthioviing Process
achieve?

4. What dangers will the South Perth Visioning processd to avoid?

5. Where to from here

A key area highlighted by the facilitator was theesgtion ‘Why do it (visioning)?’ This is a
different question from, but related to, ‘What ate benefits that you would like to
achieve?’ For the purposes of this exercise thege regarded as similar. Tim Muirhead
emphasised that the key reasons to do the visionang:

v" Engagement and belonging

v Direction and Leadership

v Partnership — ‘us together’

19



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 MAY 2008
v ‘Creative Tension’
Full notes from the workshop are included in tlgereda(Attachment 10.0.3b refers)with
a summary of the key points outlined below for amience.

1. What are we visioning? What would you like theutcome’ to look like?:

Summary
All responses felt that the community visioning should focus on ‘higher/broader level’
community aspirations.

Specific implications of this include:

4 The ‘Vision’ that emerges would be relevant to all organisations working in the
municipality, and spheres of government. It is not just a vision for Council. It is a vision for
our community, and all those who serve it.

4 The process of visioning should, itself, create more vibrant sense of community,
engagement and belonging

4 The visioning would not replace the need for consultation on detailed aspects of
Council’'s work, such as the Strategic Plan or the Town Planning Scheme Review.

4 These more detailed plans, however, will be influenced and guided by the vision in
future years.

4 On a specific matter, reviews of these more detailed documents should not be
slowed by the Community Visioning process. They should stay with their existing timetables.

2. What time frame are we visioning for? (5 years? 18@?)

v Although there was a range of opinion on this question, the consensus (ie position
that all were happy to accept) was that 20 years was the most appropriate ‘window’ for
community visioning.

4 It was felt that the Visioning process should be kept alive by a rolling review of the
Vision — say every 4 — 5 years.

3. What benefits would you like to see a South Rerisioning Process achieve?

We will need to design the process to maximise:

Council and Community moving forward together (or.... government of the people, for
the people, by the people).
v The Visioning process should be conducted in such a way that Council is able to

build a stronger, more robust and more confident relationship with it's constituents, thus
fostering stronger, more participative local democracy.

Stronger community
4 The visioning process should be conducted in such a way that it fosters a stronger
sense of community, belonging, unity and connectedness.

Clear direction
4 The visioning process should be conducted in such a way that it creates a clear and
relevant sense of direction for Council and all other stakeholders.

4. What dangers will the South Perth Visioning pregs need to avoid?

v The visioning process should ensure that all perspectives are heard and given equal
weight. To ensure that more than just the ‘squeaky wheels’ are heard it will need to be
designed in ways that draw out the quieter, less powerful voices.
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v The visioning process should ensure that the vision stays connected to reality. While it
must give an exciting enough vision to draw us forward, it must not be so vague or radical
that it becomes un-achievable or meaningless.

v The visioning process should be supported by genuine commitment and resources. If we
spend too little on it, or place too little value on it, we risk wasting what we do commit in a
‘tokenistic’ process that leaves everyone feeling cynical.

5. Where to from here?
The general outline of the key stages were shown as:

Stage 1 — Establish what we know (internal process)

Stage 2 — What issues community have raised (with a Community Reference Group)
Stage 3 — Collaborate to create the Vision (Broad community engagement)

Stage 4 — Translate Vision to concrete strategies (with the Community Reference Group)

Stage 5 — Ongoing implementation, reporting and collaboration

4 As an interim step, there was general endorsement of this process, pending a more
specific proposal.

Additional comment

Relationship to key strategic documents

The role of the Visioning as compared to the failiew of the City’s strategic documents
ie. the Strategic Plan 2004-8, Connected CommuRign 2005-8 and Sustainability

Strategy Action Plan 2006-8, was discussed at thikshop. It was felt that the Visioning

should not replace the review and in-depth conoitaon the strategic documents and
plans.

It was considered that an internal review of theous plans could be undertaken to ensure
the currency of the documents. The review wouklemthat the plans were in line with the
City’s Strategic Financial Plan which is also cathg being reviewed. Once the Visioning
was completed the documents would be reviewed againthe outcomes of the visioning
would be incorporated where appropriate.

Relationship to the district TPS6

In the workshop the relationship to the districtSBPwas also discussed. As with the
strategic documents, the visioning is considereet@n important consultation process that
will inform the process of reviewing the districP$6. However, as outlined in the February
2008 meeting report the visioning will have a diffiet relationship to the district TPS6 and
should be considered a separate exercise for aerurhbeasons: These include:-

= A review of a TPS is a statutory process which maestconducted in a particular
format;
= Areview of a TPS will take several years - evethwie best intentions;
= Areview of a TPS is subject to State Governmevlirement and agreement;
= Many parts of the City are currently being reviewgn about to be reviewed),
including:
= South Perth Railway Station (incorporating Civicafigle) precinct
= Canning Bridge precinct
= Bentley Technology Park precinct
= Karawara Greenways precinct
=  Waterford triangle
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= All policies contained in the City Residential Dgisi Manual (assuming policies
approved for public comment at the February Coumakting) will be the subject of
imminent public advertising for comment.

It is considered that the visioning project will bemplementary to the review of all the
strategic documents and that the findings fromvie®ning project will make a significant
contribution to the subsequent formal review preessassociated with all of the strategic
documents and future review of TPS6. Therefore Misioning project is regarded as the
first stage in the review of those documents.

Workshop conclusions: Summary

As a result of the discussion about the variouati@iships described above and the
necessity for the vision to be applicable acrobspleres of the City and the community, it
was acknowledged that the vision should be focuseda ‘higher/broader level’ of
community aspirationslit was felt that a twenty year time frame foe thisioning was both
practical and inspirational. Therefore the scopthefproject should be developed such that
a broad vision could be discussed with the communita meaningful way and outcomes
fed back to the Council.

In order to keep the scope of the project to a meable level, officers highlighted that
consultation can be incorporated into existingatikes and already established community
networks. Such initiatives include, but are notited to, Fiesta activities, community and
civic events, community art projects, School Ppats’ function, Sustainability,
Travelsmart and other advisory groups, South Pertt Victoria Park Youth Services
group, Local Chambers meetings, Partnership meetiith Southcare Incorporated, local
service organisations, Perth Zoo and Millennium Kid However, the need to conduct
specific Visioning focused events/workshops is agkedged.

Therefore, the overall consensus at the workshaptheat a visioning project, following the
outline of the Oregon Model, but subject to reviefsthe financial implications should be
conducted by the City. Further, the main outcorhéhe visioning should be a document
that describes the broad level of community aspinatover a 20 year time periodlhe
Vision developed will guide, subject to ongoing cawmltation, the development of
strategic documents and projects over the next 2Cegr period.

The Visioning project: the way forward

At the elected member workshop, it was identifiedt the next stage in the process was to
present a report to Council with a recommendatmmajpproval to conduct the visioning
project. The report would summarise the scopetiameline of the project and identify any
financial implications. This is outlined below.

Scope

The visioning project is essentially a means ofsattmg with the community and ensuring
that outcomes are fed into the Council’s stratgdgmning mechanisms. A diagrammatic
representation of the proposed process is includddthese agenda papesttachment
10.0.3c refer$ This chart outlines the internal and external ement of consultation and
review that will occur over the life of the projecthe City already utilises consultation and
review processes to develop and conduct projette Visioning, however, aims to add a
longer term perspective to inform these procesdasther, the scope of the Visioning is
designed to maximise community participation irtisgtaspirations for the City of South
Perth Community.

Therefore, the scope of the Vision project is bas@c combination of the Oregon Model

described in the report to Council February 200, outcomes of the workshop held in
April 2008 and utilising existing initiatives anetavorks.
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It is envisaged that City officers will coordinatiee visioning project, utilising existing
resources as well as addition resources as outiméus report rather than contracting an
external organisation to take carriage of the ptojdt is anticipated however, that
facilitators/consultants would be contracted to erteke discrete elements of the project
such as facilitating workshops, undertaking the aignaphic trends analysis as detailed in
Stage 1 and compiling the gathered information imétevant documents. These
assumptions are incorporated into the scope optbject as outlined below and also in the
draft budget for the project which is includedistreport.

COMMUNITY VISIONING - PROJECT SCOPE

Aim

Action

Completed
by

Stage 1

‘Where are we
now?’: Internal
perspective

Literature review Internal review of strateg
documents, plans, strategies to summarise andtj@so
and key focus areas identified through previousaeh
and consultation

Identify key demographic and social trends antieiga
over the vision period

Two Facilitated workshops with officers and elec
members to consider & endorse summarised informd

Information is collated into a report used to imoBtage
2

c

A

ted
tio August
2008

Stage 2

‘Where are we
now?’: The
community

Establish aRoundtable Reference Grougomprising
community leaders and City representatiy
representative of a broad range of interests

perspective

Three facilitated workshops for theRoundtable
Reference Groupo identify, prioritise and summaris
key issues for further consideration through br
community consultatian

Produce a discussion paper to inform Stage 3

es,

Ie

nad

October
2008

Stage 3

Collaborate to
create the Vision:
1) ‘Where are weg
going?’
2) ‘Where do we
want to be?’

Develop, in collaboration with thRoundtable Refereng
Group, a broad based community consultation
promotion strategy that best suits the outcomestagje
2. This strategy would comprise initiatives in threey
areas;

1) Utilise existing networks - broad based discussic

e
and

N

with existing groups eg. P&Cs, Churches, Senjors

Centres, NHW, Service Organisations, Advisory Gg)
etc.

2) Utilise existing initiatives - Fiesta, Community Art
relationships with schools, Partnership with Mikamm
Kids, Library projects etc

3) Community Visioning Conference- one day serie
of forums on key issues with experts involved wh
required (eg. Climate Change, Community Saf
ageing population etc.)

up

November
5 2008

ere
oty,

Launch the broad Community Engagement phase o
project.

f thebruary
2009

Community Visioning Conference

April 2009
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Complete the community engagement phase of| May 2009
visioning project
Roundtable Reference Grougconvenes to consider
community input and develop thelraft vision
document incorporating an indicative implementatipn
strategy August
Draft Vision Document presented to council and qouit 2009
for public comment
Feedback considered before presenting final documBlovember
to council 2009

Stage 4

‘How do we get| Translate broad objectives of the Vision documaia

there?’: Translate the City’s strategic and business planning document

Vision into agreed This phase will incorporate reviews of the City's

strategies Strategic Plan , Connected Community Pladuly 2010
Sustainability Action Plan etc.

Stage 5

‘Are  we getting| Develop a strategy to ensure ongoing support| for

there?’: Ongoing outcomes in Council decisions:

implementation, | 1) Annual internal review of progress and

reporting and 2) Forward planning as part of the strategic/bussné\nnually

collaboration planning cycle

Develop a reporting and marketing strategy to shiosy
progress on implementation strategy to the commuai
include:

1) Reconvening th®oundtable Reference Grogvery
4 years to review the Vision

2) Community input via newsletter and feedback fo
utilising existing networks and initiatives

I Annually

'm Every 4
years

The intent behind convening Roundtable Reference Group to begin the process of
developing and building upon networks within thenoounity. The experience of other
Local Government Authorities that have undertakésioviing is that involvement of this
type of community based reference group is higlesimble in achieving the best outcome
from the process. In this case, the role of thendtable is to bring together a group of
people who have knowledge of the City of South lRestho have expertise in specialised
areas, will be able to use their networks to pramaetolvement in visioning, will be able to
help shape the visioning project questions andiéies, and will provide input at key stages
of the project as outlined in the table above.

It is envisaged that individuals representing aatlrcange of interests, and representing a
diverse cross section of demographic and cultuaek@rounds will be invited to participate
in the Roundtable Reference Groufhe final makeup and size of the group will depend

a number of factors including interest, availapilind overall balance of the group. It is
anticipated that the group may comprise betweear2D30 people and would be convene
under professional facilitation whenever it meg&tsese assumptions are incorporated in the
project budget included in this report.

Advocacy and Communication

Significant effort will be required to ensure thlé visioning process maintains momentum
and retains a high profile in the community ovex lifie of the project. This is necessary to
ensure maximum participation and ‘buy in’ from tt@mmunity which will be essential to
the ultimate success of the project. In additiommgoing engagement of participants as a
means of communicating the project a combinatiotwofadditional strategies is envisaged.
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1. Advocacy - This involvesutilising existing networks and initiatives to adabe the
project throughout the community. The City alre&dg an established and extensive range
of networks with schools, colleges, service orgatiosis, not for profit groups and special
interest groups, sporting clubs, business groumgermment agencies and service providers.
This range of networks provides many excellent ojymities for City Officers, Elected
Members and community members to champion and atlvydbe process. Opportunities
also exist to advocate the project through exisiimtiatives. These include the City’'s
Travelsmart and Sustainability programs, Fiestatsvand community art projects.

Advocating the project though these existing stmes should be an effective way to initiate
and maintain a dialogue with stakeholder groupstaadroader community in addition to a
more traditional marketing strategy.

2. Communication- A more formal communications strategy to enghet the community
is informed of key milestones and has maximum ofodtly to become involved. The
following table outlines this strategy;

Community 3 full page updates

Newspaper * Launch the Visioning Process and promote the Conitgnyn
Visioning Conference

» Promote the draft Visioning Document

» Launch the final document

Peninsula Newsletter| Information and Articles throughout the project

Visioning 2 separate Visioning newsletters

Newsletters/feedback ¢ Promote the discussion paper and invite particypain the
Community Visioning Conference

* Promote the draft Vision Document and invite feadbtor
the final document.

Website Portal to documentation, news and feedback
Media Releases Regarding significant milestones for inclusion acdl and other
City Update media outlets

Once the final visioning document has been comgledmd approved, a separate
communications strategy will need to be develomedrisure that the community remains
aware of the relevance of the visioning project #mgl achievements of implementation
strategy. This will be inline with Stage 5 of theope.

Consultation
A significant amount of consultation has occurmneddsearching a Visioning process for the
City of South Perth, including with;
» Elected members -
0 Council Report 10.0.7 February 2008
0 Elected Member workshop 8 April 2008
» CoSP Officers
» CSD Network - community development and consultatimyanisation
* TPG - Town Planning and Urban Design organisation
e Community Perspectives - Community Development acwohsultation
organisation
* Town of Vincent: regarding the Vincent Vision 202#ject,
» City of Gosnells: regarding Maddington-Kenwick waising project,
» City of Toowoomba: regarding Toowoomba 2050
* North Sydney: regarding their 2020 project
» City of Melville; regarding their Melville Visionproject
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Strategic Relationships
Goal 1.3:Undertake research in order to assess performanicgaaige opinions and
priorities for future service delivery.

Goal 1.7 Establish consultative community mechanisms deoto involve the community
in the planning and development of local area pisi

The district TPS6, Strategic Plan 2004-2008, Commte€ommunity Plan 2005-2008 and
the Sustainability Strategy Action Plan 2006 - 2@08 all due for review in 2008. The
visioning is seen as complementary to, and infognihe review of the various documents
and would be considered to be the first stageaif tieview.

Governance Framework
The Communication and Consultation Policy P10&isvant to this report.

Financial Implications

Following the February report that outlined thedatelements of a visioning process, and
the subsequent elected member workshop which mrdvidrong direction regarding the
scope of a visioning project for the City of Sotrbrth as outlined in this report, officers
have identified in the table below the financiafldouman resources required to carry out the
project while ensuring continuity in the deliveriytbe City’s ongoing programs.

Consultants/Facilitators (including preparatiordotumentation) $40,000
Community Newspaper advertising $15,000
Audio Visual equipment hire $10,000
Support for existing initiatives and networks $&840
Printing/distribution $10,000
Catering (workshops/conference) $3,100
Staff Overtime (for out of core hours initiatives) $2,500
Signage $1,000
Additional Staff (1 FTE equivalent for 12 monthslinding on costs) $60,000
Contingency $10,000
TOTAL | $160,000

An amount of $150,000 is incorporated in the 208 H0dget which will allow the visioning
process to commence in the current financial y&ay.unspent funds will need to be carried
forward to the next financial year. A further ambwi $10,000 will be required in the
2008/09 budget in order to complete the project.

As indicated in this report, a number of the Citgisgoing initiatives such as community
events, communication through the Peninsula neteslahd utilisation of existing networks

will enable a significant amount of advocacy andnoainication to occur with a modest

budget allocation. As shown in the above table mpunt of $8,400 is incorporated in the
project budget for ‘Visioning’ related support fexisting initiatives. This does not represent
the overall cost of these projects which is alrgambyided for in the budget.

Sustainability Implications
The development of a Community Vision for the GifySouth Perth will ensure that the
community actively participates in shaping and plag for its future. This will help to
foster:
e Sustainable, inclusive, communities within the City
e Sustainable community groups who will gain fromwatking and knowledge
sharing opportunities provided by the visioning
* Develop a greater understanding of the impact mhate change across the
community
» Ensure that the City is responsive to identifiechownity priorities
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10.1

10.2

10.3

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM AND
COUNCIL DECISION 10.0.3

That....

a) The City embarks upon a Visioning project as oetlim this report;

b) An amount of $10,000 is allocated in the 2008/2€0&t budget in order to
complete the visioning project; and

c) Reviews are undertaken of the current Strategio, Rlsnnected Community
Plan, Sustainability Action Plan in line with exmy timeframes but taking into
account the need to incorporate the outcomes oW/ibiening process at the
earliest practical opportunity.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

GOAL 1: CUSTOMER FOCUS

Nil

GOAL 2: COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT
Nil

GOAL 3: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

10.3.1 Proposed 4-Multiple Dwellings within a 4-Stey Building - Lot 29 (No. 93)
South Perth Esplanade, South Perth

Location: Lot 29 (No. 93) South Perth Esplanadeitis®erth
Applicant: Paterson Group Architects

Lodgement Date: 28 February 2008

File Ref: 11.2008.98 S01/93

Date: 1 May 2008

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Planning Officer

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

To consider an application for planning approval4eMultiple Dwellings within a 4-Storey
Building on Lot 29 (No. 93) South Perth Esplanageuth Perth. The proposal conflicts
with Council Policy P376 “Residential Boundary Vgallwhich requires:

4. ... a side boundary wall should not normallyesa the following dimensions: walls
not exceeding 3.0 metres average height and 4.0eme&haximum height - one
quarter of the length of any common boundary.

It is recommended that the proposal be approve@siuip conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R80

Lot area 1,543 sq. metres
Building height limit 13.0 metres
Development potential 12 Multiple Dwellings
Plot ratio 1:1.0
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This report includes the following attachments:
Attachment 10.3.1(a) Site photographs.
Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(b)  Plans of the proposal.

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:

2. Large scale development proposals
(i)  Proposals involving buildings 9.0 metres highhigher based upon the Scheme
definition of the term ‘height’. This applies t@th new developments and
additions to existing buildings resulting in thelding exceeding the nominated
height.

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

7. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned delegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected land owner or occupéore determining the
application.

In relation to item 6 above, the extent of ameiitpact arising from the proposal (parapet
wall - west) is considered unacceptable (see consimriow).
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Comment

(@)

(b)

Description of the proposal
The subject site is currently developed with a starey single house, as depicted in
the site photographs iittachment 10.3.1(a)

The proposal involves the construction of 4-Muligbwellings within a 4-Storey
Building on Lot 29 (No. 93) South Perth Esplana8leuth Perth, as depicted in the
submitted plans i€onfidential Attachment 10.3.1(b)

The proposal conflicts with Council Policy P376 ‘4riential Boundary Walls”, in
regards to the proposed boundary wall (west).

The proposal complies with the Town Planning Schiime6 (TPS6), the Residential
Design Codes 200&R¢Codeg and relevant Council Policies with the exceptdhe
non-complying variations discussed below.

Plot ratio

The plot ratio permitted is 1,638 sq. metres (J;1te proposed plot ratio is 1,608 sq.
metres (1:0.98), therefore, the proposed developroemplieswith the plot ratio
element of the R-Codes.

The method used to achieve this conclusion is wypical practice, however the
situation of the site is equally a rare circumseandhe circumstance is that the site
was split into two parcels of land (under one Geete of Title) when the Water
Corporation resumed a 3.0 metre wide parcel of fanthe purposes of infrastructure
management, as depicted in the submitted plangCaffidential Attachment
10.3.1(b)

These changes have only a cadastral effect, in thhetdifferences can only be
discovered by examining the Certificates of Titledaelated mapping information.
Conversely however, the perception from the comtgu@including the adjoining
neighbours) can only be that of a site relatingrie (whole) parcel of land, or more
specifically a parcel of 1,683 sg. metres.

In addition, the Water Corporation land does notehténe potential for development
relating to plot ratio (such as dwelling), and &fere does not require the benefit of
floor space in a plot ratio calculation. Furthermothe landowner (Water

Corporation) is fully conversant and supports treppsed development.

In support of this method, the City of South Pdrtfyal and Governance Officer has
examined the situation, with the following comments

“The apparent anomaly in the lot area of 1,543 sgptres and the plot ratio area of
1,638 sg. metres comes about in the following way:

* there is a narrow rectangular area of freeholdnth owned by the Water
Corporation which runs through Lot 29 (No. 93) whiés held by the Water
Corporation for the purposes of the South Perthmsawer;

* the Water Corporation has agreed to grant an easet to the owners of Lot 29
over the area with the power to build over it;

* the owner of Lot 29 has agreed to grant an acceasement to the Water
Corporation allowing access to the main sewer fi®oonth Perth Esplanade;

* the plot ratio definition in the R-codes has beanrectly applied to include the area
of the easement being granted by the Water Corjmordd the owner of Lot 29 - viz.
the ratio of the gross total of the areas of adlits of buildings on a site to the area of
land within the site boundaries.”
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(c)

(d)

(€)

(f)

(¢)]

Consequently, this application has been assesssdl lmn a site of 1,683 sg. metres
for the purposes of plot ratio only, and found emply.

Open space

The open space permitted is 926 sq. metres (60 proposed open space is 964 sq.
metres, therefore, the proposed development complth the open space element of
the R-Codes.

Building height

The permissible building height limit is 13 metrdse proposed building height is
12.2 metres; therefore, the proposed developmempl®s with Clause 6.2
“Maximum Building Height Limit” of the Town PlannjnScheme No. 6.

Street setback

South Perth Esplanade has a 12 metre minimum hgildetback requirement in

accordance with Table 2 of the City of South Pé&rttwn Planning Scheme No. 6.

Clause 4.3 “Special Application of Residential @siCodes - Variations” of TPS6

permits cantilevered balconies or a balcony supgdoly columns to extend not more
than 2.0 metres forward of the prescribed setbamrk the street alignment. Thus, the
proposed development complieith street setback requirements.

In addition, the ‘Services Cabinet’ located on tlient and side boundary is
considered to be in an undesirable location in sewh the appearance of the
streetscape. Accordingly, it is recommended vieoadition that the structure be
relocated on amended Building Licence plans, tar@a adjacent to the walkway at
towards the west of the site, to the satisfactiohe City.

Boundary wall - West

The permitted height of boundary (parapet) walla iesidential zone is controlled by
Local Planning Policy No. P376. In this scenatie maximum wall height is an
average of 3.0 metres, maximum of 4.0 metres. @&pgication proposes a wall
height for an average of 4.2 metres, maximum db fgtres.

The boundary wall has been assessed in accordaticéhe variations permitted in

the policy, and it is considered that the wall does complyand is not acceptable.
The wall will have an adverse effect on the amewitythe adjoining residential

properties, having regard to the streetscape clesramtiook from the front garden,
daylight admitted to habitable rooms, winter sunshiglare, existing views and the
outlook from habitable room windows.

Furthermore, the policy (via Clause 6) does notnradr allow boundary walls
exceeding an average of 3.0 metres, maximum ahétdes.

Accordingly, an approval condition is recommendedréduce the height of the
parapet and thereby rectify this matter.

Boundary wall - South

The permitted height of boundary (parapet) walla mresidential zone is controlled by
Local Planning Policy No. P376. In this scenati®e maximum wall height is an
average of 2.5 metres, maximum of 3.5 metres. apg@ication proposes a wall
height for an average of 1.4 metres, maximum o4 3rietres, which compliesith
the policy.
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(h)

(i)

()

(k)

Boundary wall - East

The permitted height of boundary (parapet) walla residential zone is controlled by
Local Planning Policy No. P376. In this scenatie maximum wall height is an
average of 3.0 metres, maximum of 4.0 metres. apg@ication proposes a wall
height for an average of 2.9 metres, maximum ofdeges.

The boundary wall has been assessed in accordaticehe variations permitted in
the policy, and it is considered that the wall ctiegand is acceptable. The wall will
not have an adverse effect on the amenity of theiradg residential properties,
having regard to the streetscape character, oufimok the front garden, daylight
admitted to habitable rooms, winter sunshine, glaxésting views, the outlook from
habitable room windows, and supporting commentanfrthe neighbour (see
neighbour consultation).

In addition, the policy (via Clause 6) does notmak allow boundary walls exceeding
an average of 3.0 metres, maximum of 4.0 metres.this case however, it is
considered that the wall is appropriate, givengheve considerations, as well as the
specific dimensions, and the supporting comments the neighbour.

Wall setbacks - West
The wall setbacks generally comply, however thd wmBed 3 on the top floor is
setback from the boundary by 6.5 metres in lie6.8fmetres.

The applicant has successfully addressed the Reafae Criteria 3.3.1 P1 of the R-

Codes, which is outlined below:

* The proposed structure provides adequate veptlatnd sun to the subject site;

e The proposed structure does provide adequate swah ventilation to the
neighbouring property;

e Building bulk is not an issue, due to the adjainiand being used for non-
habitable purposes; and

e Privacy is not an issue.

In assessing the wall setback issues, it is coresidhat the proposal compliesth
the Performance Criteria, which is supported byGhg.

Wall setbacks - East
The wall setbacks generally comply, however thé& btithe building on the top floor
is setback from the boundary by 10.6 metres indiell.25 metres.

The applicant has successfully addressed the efawe Criteria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-

Codes, which is outlined below:

e The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatnd sun to the subject site;

e The proposed structure does provide adequate swh ventilation to the
neighbouring property;

e Building bulk is not an issue, due to the adjogniand being used for non-
habitable purposes; and

e Privacy is not an issue.

In assessing the wall setback issues, it is coreidihat the proposal compligsth
the Performance Criteria, which is supported byGlig.

Visual privacy setbacks
The visual privacy setbacks comply with the viqualacy element of the R-Codes.
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()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(p)

(@)

Solar access for adjoining sites

Due to the steep upward sloping adjoining lots tolwathe southern side, the
proposed development does not overshadow these tludsefore the proposed
development complies with the solar access eleofahe R-Codes.

Finished ground and floor levels - Minimum

The finishedgroundlevels permitted is 1.7 metres above AHD; the psagl finished
ground level is 1.7 metres above AHD, therefore,dioposed development complies
with Clause 6.9(1) “Minimum Ground and Floor Levels the Town Planning
Scheme No. 6.

The finished norrabitable rooms and car parkinigvels permitted is 1.75 metres
above AHD; the proposed finished floor level is h8tres above AHD, therefore, the
proposed development compliesth Clause 6.9(2) “Minimum Ground and Floor
Levels” of the Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

The finishedhabitable rooms floodevel permitted is 2.3 metres above AHD; the
proposed finished floor level is 2.3 metres aboudDA therefore, the proposed
development compliewith Clause 6.9(2) “Minimum Ground and Floor Lesfebf
the Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

Finished ground and floor levels - Maximum

The finishedgroundlevel permitted is 2.3 metres above AHD; the pemabfinished
ground level is 2.3 metres above AHD, therefore,ggtoposed development complies
with Clause 6.10.1 “Maximum Ground and Floor LeVet$ the Town Planning
Scheme No. 6.

The finishedfloor level permitted is 2.3 metres above AHD; the pemabfinished
floor level is 2.3 metres above AHD, therefore, iteposed development complies
with Clause 6.10.1 “Maximum Ground and Floor LeVeté the Town Planning
Scheme No. 6.

Car parking

The required number of car bays is 8; the propasaahber of car bays is 20,
therefore, the proposed development compligh the car parking element of the R-
Codes.

Glare issue - Copper roof

The material of the roof is proposed to be copphickv could potentially be an

amenity issued. The applicant has been advisqotadeide additional information

with respect to the proposed material and how iggse will be addressed. The
applicant has informed that the proposed coppefinpa@enerally looses its glare
within six months of the date of installation. Anglition of approval is recommended
whereby the applicant is required to provide a damgf the material and

manufacturer’'s specifications which support theliappt’s claims.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 Town RlEing Scheme

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is considdp broadly meet the following
objectives:

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

(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@fiihtrict, the existing built form
character;
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(n)

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

(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 No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste€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 MetropoliRaegion 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;

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

(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 developnigciuding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialeddegeneral appearance;

()  the height and construction materials of retagh walls on or near lot
boundaries, having regard to visual impact and skiadowing of lots adjoining
the development site;

(m) the need for new or replacement boundary fgndiaving regard to its
appearance and the maintenance of visual privagynugpe occupiers of the
development site and adjoining lots;

(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, orientatigetbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details;

(@) the topographic nature or geographic locatidnte land;

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

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

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agifwic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undemu€a7.4; and

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

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thés@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held on 7 April 2008. The propagas favourably received by the
consultants. Their comments are summarised below:
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Their comments and responses from the applicantren@ity are summarised below:

DAC Comments Project Architect Officer Comment
Response
The development will be architecturally | No comment. The comment is NOTED.
compatible to the existing streetscape.
The proposed visitors’ parking bays and the | No comment. The amount of paving in the

amount of paving in the front setback area was front setback has been
observed to be undesirable from the streetscape amended to comply with
point of view. The Architects advised that these requirements. Further
bays be arranged so that vehicular entry is amendment not required.
provided off the proposed main access way, The comment is NOT
bays marked parallel to the street and screened UPHELD.

from view by appropriate landscaping.

(b) Neighbour consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forptaposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The owners of various prigsedt Nos 87, 91 and 95 South
Perth Esplanade, No 8 Ray Street, and No 10 D&tleyet were invited to inspect the
application and to submit comments during a 144ueyod. A total of 15 neighbour

consultation notices were mailed to individual gdp owners and strata bodies.

During the advertising period, four submissions evegceived, one in favour and
three against the proposal. One of these submsssias received by a strata group of
a property that has no direct relation to the subjite, and therefore comments are
not strictly required as per Policy 104. Howevier,the interests of community
expectations, these comments have been includerpalinough separated from those
required by the policy.

The comments of the submitters, together with @ffiesponses, are summarised as

follows:

Required Submitter’s Comment

Officer Response

Height of the roof is significant.

Complies with all requirements.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Material of the roof produces glare.

The material of the roof is proposed to be copper
which could potentially be an amenity issued.
Recommended for approval (see discussion
above) with condition applied.

The comment is NOTED.

Retaining walls and dividing fences are over-
height.

Retaining walls amended and comply, but fences
still slightly over-height, therefore agreed and
condition required.

The comment is UPHELD.

Street terrace has too much land fill, request
lowered to RL 1.75 metres AHD or an appropriate
setback to street.

Changes made as a result of this issue, which are
now considered to conform to City standard.
The comment is UPHELD.

Pergola to front produces glare and should be
setback from the street.

Pergola has clear glass roof (condition applied to
ensure), which is exempt from the need to obtain
Planning approval in accordance with the
definition provided in the City’s TPS6.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

‘Service’ enclosure to front should be setback
from street, or no higher than dividing fence.

Agreed, and structure moved to front boundary.
Condition required, see discussion.
The comment is UPHELD.

Retaining walls and parapet walls (east) behind
building setback line fully supported.

Comment supports variation (see discussion
section) The comment is NOTED.
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(c)

(d)

If any additional pumps / fans located to the east,
to comply with noise standards.

Not currently proposed; applicant has been
notified.
The comment is NOTED.

Parapet walls (east) to be finished in a raw but
‘neat’ condition.

Standard condition to be applied applicant has
been notified.
The comment is UPHELD.

Understood that glass roof pergolas and fences
are allowable in the front setback.

The comment is NOTED.

Request that the application conforms to all
Scheme requirements.

Standard procedure.
The comment is NOTED.

Water Corporation agrees to grant the developers
an easement with the power to build over the
sewer line.

The comment is NOTED.

Water Corporation expects an access easement
from South Perth Esplanade in return.

Not a City concern; applicant has been advised.
The comment is NOTED.

Water Corporation advises that maintenance of

Not a City concern; applicant has been advised.

the sewer line would best be done after | The commentis NOTED.

demolition.

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

TheManager, Engineering Infrastructure, was inviteddoment on a range of issues
relating to car parking and traffic, arising frohetproposal. The section recommends
that:

(i) Raised levels on the boundary not to be altevithl existing footpath as datum;
(i) Crossover not exceed 6.0 metres in widthjaflit at footpath levels and as per
City standards;

Verge and existing crossover to be reinstate€ity standards; and

Stormwater, verge licence and traffic issuesbe addressed at the Building
Licence phase.

(iii)
(iv)

Other City Departments

Comments have also been invited from Environmeidablth and Parks and
Environment areas of the City’s administration.eTream Leader, Building Services
had no comments to make on the proposal at thgessteowever if approved, the
proposal will be the subject of a building liceragglication which will be thoroughly

examined at a later stage.

The Manager, Environmental Health Services providethments with respect to

bins, noise, kitchens and laundries. He recomm#rats

(i  All bins to comply with City environmental higa standards;

(i)  All fans and pumps comply with thEnvironmental Protection Act 198énd
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 199Y regards to potential
noise pollution;

(i) All laundries and kitchens comply with Citydcal Law 16 (1) and Regulation
10 of theHealth Act (Laundries and Bathrooms) Regulatjoimsregards to
potential health issues; and

(iv) All sanitary and laundry conveniences complitwthe Sewerage (Lighting,

Ventilation and Construction) Regulations 1941d theHealth Act (Laundries
and Bathrooms) Regulationis regards to potential health issues.

The Parks and Environment section provided commaitisrespect to the significant
trees onsite. The section recommends that:

(i)  Onsite trees are not worth keeping due tolirexd pruning and fungi infection.

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.
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Financial Implications
The issue has a minor impact on this particulaa,aethe extent of payment of the required
planning fee by the applicant.

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 proposed development has been designed keapimgnd the sustainability design
principles. The proposal maximises solar accedsatutable rooms and private outdoor
spaces. By virtue of north-south orientation o tht, the development also allows solar
access to the adjoining properties.

Conclusion

The proposal will have no detrimental impact oroadpg residential neighbours, and meets
all of the relevant Scheme objectives. Provided tionditions are applied as recommended,
it is considered that the application should bedit@mnally approved.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application ftanning approval for 4-Multiple
Dwellings within a 4-Storey Building on Lot 29 (N83) South Perth Esplanade, South
Perthbe approved subject to:

(a) Standard Conditions

625 vehicle sightlines 390  crossover standards
455 standard of dividing fences 393  verge and kerbingks/
550 plumbing hidden 664 final inspection required
340 surface of parapets 470 retraining walls

425 colours and materials 471 retaining walls - timing

660 approval expiration

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

(b) Specific Conditions

(i) Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suetwihgs shall incorporate the
following:

(A) All dividing fences no greater than 1.8 metieseight above the highest
approved finished ground levels;

(B) The ‘Services Cabinet’ shall be relocated to aara adjacent to the
walkway towards the western side of the site;

(C) The roofs of the pergola and walkway in thenfrbuilding setback shall
remain as clear glass as proposed; and

(D) The boundary wall on the western boundary shallamended with the
upper floor and associated parapet wall to be sktlaminimum 1.0
metre from that boundary.

(i) A sample of the proposed copper roofing on the sval to be provided,
demonstrating that there will be no adverse ameanipact with respect to the
glare caused by the surface. Alternatively, théen shall be modified to the
satisfaction of the City;
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(i)  All bin areas to comply with City environmtal health standards;

(iv) All fans and pumps comply with thenvironmental Protection Act 198énd
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 198Y regards to potential
noise pollution;

(v)  All laundries and kitchens comply with City LalcLaw 16 (1) and Regulation
10 of theHealth Act (Laundries and Bathrooms) Regulatjoimsregards to
potential health issues;

(vi) All sanitary and laundry conveniences complithwthe Sewerage (Lighting,
Ventilation and Construction) Regulations 1941d theHealth Act (Laundries
and Bathrooms) Regulationis regards to potential health issues; and

(vi) The new units shall not be occupied until asgection has been carried out by a
Council officer and the City is satisfied the deyghent has been completed in
accordance with the approved drawings and conditddplanning approval.

(c) Standard Advice Notes
648 building licence required 646 general landscaping standards
647 revised drawings required 649A seek approval for minor variations
651 appeal rights - SAT

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

(d) Specific Advice Notes
() Itis the applicant’s responsibility to liaiggth the City’'s Environmental Health
Department to ensure satisfaction of all of thevaht requirements; and
(i)  Any activities conducted will need to complyittv the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 198%all times.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR/AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF CLARICATION

Cr_Cala point of clarification- sought clarification on the alternative officer
recommendation.

The Director Development and Community Serviceadvised that following Agenda
briefing a week earlier, the Officers felt it woub& prudent to include a further condition
recommending that documentation be provided ouatlirihe process to deal with the issue.
This condition will ensure that necessary docunt@nrtas prepared at an early stage prior to
the issuing of a building licence and will avoid/groblems at a future date.

Cr Cala question due to the fact that the land is owned by theéan/@orporation, would it
be advisable to seek legal advice with regarditouhusual easement situation.

Legal and Governance Officerstated that having read through the Planningc@ft
report, he considered that the plot ratio defanmithad been correctly applied to the situation
and outlined the unusual circumstance which areritesd in the Officer’s report.

The Legal and Governance Officer further confirntdt legal advice was sought from
McLeod's who confirmed verbally that the way in whithe plot ratio definition was
applied in relation to 93 The Esplanade is correct.

Cr Hearne point of clarificationasked on what basis was the plot ratio applietifl543
square metres included land subject to the easement

The Director Development and Community Servicestated that the plot ratio was
calculated on Lot 29 only and that the actual pteta of the whole area is indicated on page
23 of the report.
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Cr Gleeson - point of clarificationasked about “adverse possession” and how strasg
the applicants claim of adverse possession on Wadeporation for the land subject to
easement.

The Legal and Governance Officeradvised that the City was unable to answer that
question as any legal determination was entiregeflaon thdactual situation which the
City was not privy to. The City is however awaffettte notion of adverse possession and
became aware only recently that the Water Corpordiad freehold title to the land above
the South Perth sewer.

MOTION
Cr Ozsdolaymoved the officer recommendation¢luding the additions in the alternative
recommendation- Sec Cr Cala

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Ozsdolay for the Motion

* Pleased verbal advice obtained

» Specific condition addressed in (b)(vii)

« Officer recommendation be supported and allow dgraknt to proceed

Cr Cala for the Motion

« Specific Condition (b)(vii) to be amended to redol) {(viii)”

e Happy with explanation from Legal and Governancicef

« Development site has potential for 12 dwellings

« Proposal is develop 4 high quality dwellings

« In view of that ambiguity, happy to support amendéiter recommendation

Cr Smith against the MotionCr Smith indicated that with all due respectite advice from
the Legal and Governance Officer, he still did agtee with the advice and would rather
defer this item for a month which will allow Couhto seek written legal advice from
experience lawyers such as Kott Gunning or McLeaslde still had serious concerns in
relation to the amalgamation of the lots in relatio the plot ratio.

Cr Smith specifically referred to lot area 1543 a&gumetres, the designated lot area and did
not believe that it would be possible to amalganateseparately owned lots together.

Cr Gleeson for the Motion drew attention to the fact that verbal legalieedwas in fact
obtained from McLeods who are experts in Town Rlagnrand Local Governments in
Western Australia. In view of what is stated abtyeCr Smith, Cr Gleeson was of the
opinion that Cr Smith was supporting the advicenfthe Legal and Governance Officer.

POINT OF ORDER

The Mayor clarified that Cr Smith was referring'teritten advice”.

POINT OF ORDER

Cr Smith- felt it was not for Cr Gleeson to dictate tettmshe Chairman and had no right to
comment on how to run the meeting.

Cr Gleeson apologised to Council and withdrew his remarks.
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Cr _Gleeson for the Motion referred to a ratepayer wishing to develop fowrltiple
dwellings which in turn would attract revenue foe tCity in terms of payment of rates.
Cr Gleeson was disappointed that Council wouldfposing the recommendation.

POINT OF ORDER

Cr Hearne- asked that Cr Gleeson withdraw his comment dscasion had not been made
as yet.

Cr Gleeson for the Motion withdrew his comment. Cr Gleeson spoke forrtiagion and
indicated to seek written legal advice would furtidelay the application by one month
when in fact verbal advice from McLeods had alrelbelgn obtained.

POINT OF ORDER

Cr_Smith - indicated that Cr Gleeson had made an assumpiianlegal advice from
McLeods was the best - an ascertafmch could not be substantiated.

Note: The Acting Director Infrastructure Services ligié Chambers at 8.20 pm.

Cr Ozsdolay closing for the Motion having obtained verbal legal advice which says$ tha
the City can use the total area for the purposdetérmining the plot area, does the City
have grounds for withholding this approval? Inwief thisissue, he strongly supported the
officer recommendation.

Note: The Acting Director Infrastructure Services reedrno the Chambers at 8.25 pm.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1 |

The Mayor put the Motion.

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $dRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application tanning approval for 4-Multiple
Dwellings within a 4-Storey Building on Lot 29 (N83) South Perth Esplanade, South
Perthbe approved subject to:

(a) Standard Conditions

625 vehicle sightlines 390  crossover standards
455 standard of dividing fences 393  verge and kerbingke/
550 plumbing hidden 664 final inspection required
340 surface of parapets 470 retraining walls

425 colours and materials 471 retaining walls - timing

660 approval expiration

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

(b) Specific Conditions
() Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suelwihgs shall incorporate the
following:
(A) All dividing fences no greater than 1.8 metimesieight above the highest
approved finished ground levels;
(B) The ‘Services Cabinet’ shall be relocated to aapa adjacent to the
walkway towards the western side of the site;
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(c)

(d)

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)

(C) The roofs of the pergola and walkway in thenfrbuilding setback shall
remain as clear glass as proposed; and

(D) The boundary wall on the western boundary shallamended with the
upper floor and associated parapet wall to be sktlaminimum 1.0
metre from that boundary.

A sample of the proposed copper roofing on the sval to be provided,

demonstrating that there will be no adverse ameanipact with respect to the

glare caused by the surface. Alternatively, théenw shall be modified to the

satisfaction of the City;

All bin areas to comply with City environméal health standards;

All fans and pumps comply with tHenvironmental Protection Act 19&&nd

Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 198Y regards to potential

noise pollution;

All laundries and kitchens comply with City LalcLaw 16 (1) and Regulation

10 of theHealth Act (Laundries and Bathrooms) Regulatjoimsregards to

potential health issues;

All sanitary and laundry conveniences complitrwthe Sewerage (Lighting,

Ventilation and Construction) Regulations 1941id theHealth Act (Laundries

and Bathrooms) Regulationis regards to potential health issues; and

The new units shall not be occupied untiliaspection has been carried out by a

Council officer and the City is satisfied the deyghent has been completed in

accordance with the approved drawings and conditmiplanning approval.

Specific Condition
(viii) An “access” and “power to build-over” easement ohet affected portion of

the Water Corporation land shall be compiled on aaBram of Survey and
application for a new Certificate of Title shall biedged with the Land Titles
Office. A building licence may not be issued uriile new Certificate of Title
is issued [Refer to Specific Advice Note No. (d)ii

Standard Advice Notes

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

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

Offices during normal business hours.

Specific Advice Notes

()
(i)
(iii)

It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisdth the City’s Environmental Health
Department to ensure satisfaction of all of thewaht requirements; and

Any activities conducted will need to complyittv the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1987all times.

The easement procedure leading to the issuing ofvreertificates of title
extends over approximately 3 months and a buildli@ence may not be
issued until the new titles have been issued.

Therefore, to avoid delay in obtaining a buildinigcence, it is important for
the applicant to commence the easement procedutbout delay.

CARRIED (6/5)

Reason for Change

It has come to the City’'s attention that an easénserequired over the land owned by the
Water Corporation. A written agreement from alevant parties was provided to the City,
however legal advice suggests that a conditioredgsliired on the Planning approval. The
additional condition and advice note have beendcaccordingly as outlined above.
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10.3.2 Proposed Two Grouped Dwellings within a 4-8tey Building - Lot 3 (No. 5)
Parker Street, South Perth

Location: Lot 3 (No. 5) Parker Street, South Perth

Applicant: Allerding and Associates

Lodgement Date: 4 February 2008

File Ref: 11.2008.53 PA2/5

Date: 20 May 2008

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Planning Officer

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

To consider an application for planning approval tiwo Grouped Dwellings within a 4-
Storey Building on Lot 3 (No. 5) Parker Street, ®oRerth. The proposal conflicts with the
2008 R-Codes which requires:

1. Various wall setbacks (south) in accordance withl@@a and 2b; and
2. Solid dividing fences greater than 1.2 metres withie front setback.

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsulo several critical conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R60

Lot area 508 sq. metres
Building height limit 9.75 metres
Development potential 2 Dwellings
Plot ratio Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:
Attachment 10.3.2(a) Site photographs.
Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(b)  Plans of the proposal.
The location of the development site is shown below

1528

Development site . %
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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
(i) Proposals involving non-residential developmeuttich, in the opinion of the
delegated officer, are likely to have a significaffect on the City; and
(i)  Proposals involving buildings 9.0 metres highhigher based upon the Scheme
definition of the term ‘height’. This applies t@tbh new developments and
additions to existing buildings resulting in thelding exceeding the nominated
height.

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

7. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned delegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected land owner or occupéore determining the
application.

In relation to Item 6 above, the extent of amenmmpact arising from the proposal is
considered acceptable, only with the recommendaditions (see comments below).

Comment

(@) Description of the proposal
The subject site is currently occupied by a singteise, as depicted in the site
photographs ilttachment 10.3.2(a)

This application proposes the construction of a Grouped Dwellings within a 4-
Storey Building as depicted in the submitted plamsConfidential Attachment
10.3.2(b)

The following components of the proposed develogmem not satisfy policy
requirements:

(i) Various wall setbacks (south) in accordancdnwWiable 2a and 2b; and
(i)  Solid dividing fences greater than 1.2 metnathin the front setback.

The proposal complies with the Town Planning Schiime6 (TPS6), theResidential
Design Codes of WA 2008R-Codeg and relevant Council Policies with the
exception of the variations discussed in more tb&ow.

(b) Plot ratio
There are no plot ratio controls for Grouped Dwgli in R60 coded areas in the
Residential Design Codes of WA 2008, due to amemtento the 2002 R-Codes.
Therefore, the proposed development is not requivedomply with the plot ratio
element of the R-Codes.

(c) Open space
The minimum open space permitted is 114 sq. me#886) each, whereas the
proposed open space is 158 sq. metres (62%) eaemnefdre the proposed
development compliewith the open space element of the R-Codes.
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(d)

(€)

(f)

Building height

The permissible building height limit is 9.75 metréne proposed building heights are
9.75 metres; therefore the proposed developmentpliesnwith Clause 6.2
"Maximum Building Height Limit" of the Town PlanninScheme No. 6.

Boundary wall - South

The permitted height of boundary (parapet) walla nesidential zone is controlled by
Local Planning Policy No. P376. In this scenatiee maximum wall height is an
average of 3.0 metres, maximum of 4.0 metres. THpplication proposes an
amended wall height for an average of 3.15 metreximum of 3.5 metres, which
does not complyvith the policy.

The boundary wall has been assessed in accordaticehe variations permitted in
the policy, noting the adjoining vacant propertydat is considered that the wall
compliesand is acceptable. The wall will not have an aslvesffect on the amenity
of the adjoining residential property, having reb#v the streetscape character, the
outlook from the front garden, daylight admittedht&bitable rooms, winter sunshine
and glare, existing views, outlook from habitablmom windows, and lack of
comments from the neighbour (see neighbour corigri)a

Wall setback - South

The wall setbacks generally comply, however thelsna walls to the theatre / guest,
master bedroom and living rooms are all setbaak fifte boundary by 0.1 metres less
than the respectively required distances.

In addition, the building on the upper floor as swad from the building bulk, is
setback from the boundary by 3.8 metres in lied.85 metres.

The applicant has not fully addressed the Perfocma@riteria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-

Codes, as outlined below:

e The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatind sun to the subject site;

« The proposed structure does not provide adequateasd ventilation to the
neighbouring property;

e Building bulk is an issue due to significant ratag and maximum building
heights; and

e Privacy is not an issue.

In assessing the wall setback issues, it is coraildhat the proposal does not comply
with the Performance Criteria, and is not suppobtethe City.

However, as a compromise on the building bulk mesmsant only, in conjunction

with the late (20 May 2008) comments from the agapit, it is considered that a wall
setback of 4.0 metres to the southern boundary aeithply with the Performance

Criteria whilst archiving a workable and desirabiécome. In achieving this setback
on the upper floor, the applicant requests thatitBametre setback relate to all floors
in order to achieve an attractive building perspect As the mid and lower floor

setbacks (4.0 metres) are greater than the Acdepixdwvelopment a standard, the
City has no objection to such an applicant-requestandition being imposed. Thus
an approval of the proposed 4.0 metre setbaclk@smmended.

Accordingly, a condition is recommended to increthgewall setbacks of the southern
unit, and thereby rectifying this matter.
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(¢)]

(h)

(i)

Wall setback - North

The wall setbacks generally comply, however thehson wall to the Living room
setback from the boundary by 1.8 metres in lieull& metres. In addition, the
building as measured from the bulk is setback ftoeboundary by 3.8 metres in lieu
of 4.25 metres. It is also noted that these vaaksadjacent to a private residential car
park on the adjoining property.

The applicant has successfully addressed the Rafae Criteria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-

Codes, as outlined below:

e The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatnd sun to the subject site;

e The proposed structure provides adequate sunemtdation to the neighbouring
property;

e Building bulk is not an issue, due to the adjainiand being used for non-
habitable purposes; and

e Privacy is not an issue.

In assessing the wall setback issues, it is coreidihat the proposal compligsth
the Performance Criteria, and is supported by ihe C

Visual privacy setbacks - West

The visual privacy setback permitted for Balcortieshe west is 7.5 metres, and the
proposed visual setback is 4.3 metres, theref@eptbposed development does not
comply with the visual privacy element of the R-Codes.islalso noted that these
walls are adjacent to a private residential cak parthe adjoining property.

The applicant has successfully addressed the Refme Criteria 6.8.1 P1 of the R-

Codes, as outlined below:

< Direct overlooking of active habitable spaces anttoor living areas of other
dwellings, from the major openings and outdoorvactiabitable spaces of the
subject site is minimised or non-existent; and

« Effective screening is proposed.

In assessing the visual privacy setback issuefs itonsidered that the proposal
complieswith the Performance Criteria, and is supportethieyCity.

Visual privacy setbacks - North

The visual privacy setback permitted for front Beli@s to the north is 7.5 metres,
and the proposed visual setback is 1.7 metreseftirer the proposed development
does not complyvith the visual privacy element of the R-Codesis lalso noted that
these walls are adjacent to a private residergiapark on the adjoining property.

The applicant has successfully addressed the Refme Criteria 6.8.1 P1 of the R-

Codes, as outlined below:

< Direct overlooking of active habitable spaces anttoor living areas of other
dwellings, from the major openings and outdoorvactiabitable spaces of the
subject site is minimised or non-existent; and

« Effective screening is proposed.

In assessing the visual privacy setback issuess itonsidered that the proposal
complieswith the Performance Criteria, and is supportethieyCity.

In addition, further details are required (see dsad condition) to ensure that the

visual privacy screens comply with Element 8 of tReCodes, and protect the
neighbour’s visual privacy.
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()

(k)

()

Solar access for adjoining sites

The maximum area of overshadow permitted is 254rsxres (50%); the proposed
overshadow is 295 sq. metres (58%), thereforeptbposed development does not
comply with the solar access element of the R-Codes

The applicant has successfully addressed the Reafae Criteria 6.9.1 P1 of the R-

Codes, as outlined below:

» Potential to overshadow outdoor living areas arajomopenings to habitable
rooms is minimised or non-existent;

* Potential to overshadow solar collectors is misexdi or non-existent; and

+ Potential to overshadow balconies and verandatmisnised or non-existent.

In assessing the impact on the adjoining residept@perty to the south, it is noted
that the site is currently vacant, making an assessunder the Performance Criteria
difficult. There is neither an approval granted &y proposed development on this
site, nor an application in the system for one.weler, the officers have made an
attempt to assess the impact if a development wegsoped on the adjoining vacant
property at No. 3 Parker Street which was similascale and design to the subject
proposal. Accordingly, the proposed developmert sugperimposed on the adjoining
property in an effort to understand what couldliidkee developed on the site that was
seen to be a reasonable and acceptable developihénhoted that the contributor to
this extra overshadow of 41 sq. metres is a sttigha top most level of the
development which is 21.0 long and 1.25 metres willeting the sun angle of 33
degrees, this area of 27.3 sq. metres casts awlthdbequates to 40.0 sq. metres. It
is also noted that this extra shadow will effeathrex the habitable room windows on
any of the levels (blank walls of the habitablemsdface the side boundaries), nor the
outdoor living area towards the rear, or balconiessolar collectors. As a result, the
officers have come to the conclusion that the adjgi vacant lot can be developed in
a reasonable and acceptable manner where the giroéttie future residents will not
be compromised.

The adjoining property owner has provided a letteresponse to the neighbour
consultation conducted with respect to the propadexklopment. The comments
state that the owner will be relying on the judgetnef the City to approve an
appropriate development.

In assessing the overshadow issue, it is considbegdhe proposal compliegth the
Performance Criteria provisions, hence an apprey@&commended by the officers.

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 Lé&sJeof the
Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

Finished ground and floor levels - Maximum

The maximum finishedgroundlevel permitted is generally compliant, except tbar
of the northern unit, where the proposed finisheougd level is at 14.97 metres
above AHD in lieu of 14.75 metres.

However, in assessing the impact of the raisedrgtdéevel (+0.22 metres), it is noted
that the ground is adjacent to residential caripgriareas to the north and west. As a
consequence, the proposed development poses noneldal impact upon the
neighbouring landowners, who did not provide comisieon the proposal.
Accordingly, the finished ground levels complyith Clause 6.10.3 “Maximum
Ground and Floor Levels” of the Town Planning Scaéyo. 6.
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(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)

The maximum finishefloor level permitted is 15.11 metres (southern unit) 46.79
metres (northern unit) above AHD, whereas the pegddfinished floor levels are
14.8 metres and 15.57 metres respectively whichwéttgin the permissible limits.
Accordingly, the finished floor levels complyith Clause 6.10.1 “Maximum Ground
and Floor Levels” of the Town Planning Scheme No. 6

Driveway gradients
Due to the significant slope of the subject sitpr@posed gradient for the driveways
is steeper than that required in accordance with6T P

The standard permissible gradient is no greater thd2 for the first 3.6 metres, and
no greater than 1:8 for the remainder of the drewevwhereas the proposed is slightly
higher than 1:6. Therefore, the proposed developmees not comply with Clause
3.7.b “Driveway Gradient” of City Policy P350.

However, the policy provides for grades not ste¢ipan 1:6, if the applicant provides
a letter to acknowledge full responsibility for ttesue, which has been provided to
the City. Therefore, the driveway grades compilth the said policy.

Car parking

The required number of car bays is a total of foays; the proposed number of car
bays is four, therefore, the proposed developmentplies with the car parking
element of the R-Codes.

The existing car parking bays in the street resépublic bays) is proposed to be
amended due to the relocation and addition of oke&ss, however it is understood
that the number of bays will not be affected. Cdtasion with the Engineering
Infrastructure section (see below) has indicatednaprinciple agreement, with a
condition recommended to ensure future negotiatiesslt in a satisfactory outcome.

Dividing fences

Dividing fences are required by element 6.2.5 ef fiCodes, to be no greater than
1.8 metres above ground level, and visually permecabove 1.2 metres. The
proposal is for a mostly solid 3.4 - 3.7 metre fentherefore the proposed
development does not comphyth the car parking element of the R-Codes.

In assessing the fence height issues, it is coreidbat the proposal does not comply
with the Performance Criteria, and is not suppotgdthe City. Accordingly, a
standard condition is recommended to limit the heigf the fence to the
aforementioned limits, and thereby rectifying timatter.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 Town Rlaing Scheme

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congiddp broadly meehe following
objectives:

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

(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;

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

(H Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideat@as and ensure that new
development is in harmony with the character aralesof existing residential
development.
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(p) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clage 7.5 of No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme
In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful_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 dre@ated consent for
public submissions to be sought;

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

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

()  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

()  the height and construction materials of retagh walls on or near lot
boundaries, having regard to visual impact and skedowing of lots adjoining
the development site;

(m) the need for new or replacement boundary fgndiaving regard to its
appearance and the maintenance of visual privagynugpe occupiers of the
development site and adjoining lots;

(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;

(q) the topographic nature or geographic locatidnte land;

(s) whether the proposed access and egress toramdtiie site are adequate and
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 inldeality and the probable effect
on traffic flow and safety;

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

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agipie, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undemu€a7.4; and

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

Consultation

(@) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
The design of the proposal was considered by thés@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held on 10 March 2008. The prapwss_favourably receiveay the
Consultants. Their comments are summarised below:

(i) The Advisory Architects considered that theestrfacing screens could be
removed, provided compliance with the visual privarovision or the R-
Codes;
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(i) The Advisory Architects considered that driveyvgradient should be made to
comply with the Scheme provisions, which may regjtie raising of the garage
floor level;

(i) The Advisory Architects noted that the eldeat plans should be amended
slightly for clarity; and

(iv) The Advisory Architects generally supportede tiproposed building on
architectural merits.

In response, the proposal has been suitably amdyydir applicant.

(b) Neighbour consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forptuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The owners of propertiesoatl®4 Mill Point Road, and No. 8
Darley, and Nos 3, 4, 6, 9 Parker Street wereeavib inspect the application and to
submit comments during a 14-day period. A totall8f neighbour consultation
notices were mailed to individual property ownersl sstrata bodies. During the
advertising period, one submission was receivethgbeeutral about the proposal.
The comment of the submitter, together with officesponse, is summarised as
follows:

Submitter’s Comment Officer Response
Relying on the judgement of the City to approve | The comment is NOTED.
what is appropriate development.

(c) Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

TheManager, Engineering Infrastructure, was inviteddoment on a range of issues

relating to car parking and traffic, arising frohetproposal. The section recommends

that:

() Drainage details to be shown;

(i)  Parker street boundary levels to be maintained

(iii) Crossovers to be to the City standards; and

(iv) Existing car parking bays in the street resety be modified under negotiation
with the Director of Infrastructure Services.

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 a minor impact on this particulaa,aethe extent of:
(@) Payment of the required planning fee by thdicqupt.

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

Noting the constraints posed by the developmeatvsith respect to the significant slope of
ground as well as not a very favourable orientattbrihe lot, the officers observe that
outdoor living areas at the ground level as welbaghe roof top have been provided that
have access to winter sun. Hence, the proposesglagewent is seen to achieve an outcome
that pays regard to the sustainable design priegipl
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Conclusion

The proposal will have an acceptable impact oniaitlig residential neighbours (given the
characteristics of the precinct), and meets theeveglit Scheme objectives. It is
recommended that the application be conditiongijyraved.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 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 application gtanning approval for two x four-
Storey Grouped Dwellings on Lot 3 (No. 5) Parkee&t, South Perthe approved subject

to:
(a) Standard Conditions
615 screening details 625  vehicle sightlines
390 crossover standards 455  dividing fences standards
393 verge and kerbing works 550  plumbing hidden
410 crossover effects infrastructure 664 final inspmttiequired
340 surface of parapet walls 508 landscaping plan
470 retaining walls - if required 425  colours and mizisr
471 retaining walls - timing 660  approval expiration

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

(b) Specific Conditions
(i) Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suetwihgs shall incorporate the
following:
(A) The southern wall setbacks for the theatre ésgumaster bedroom and
living rooms shall be setback from the southermgawy by an additional
0.1 metre;
(B) The southern wall setback for the building biétairwell area) on all
floors shall be setback from the boundary by 4.@-ese
(C) The desk within Bedroom 4 in the southern dwwg#l shall be
permanently installed prior to habitation of theetling;
(D) The layout of the existing car parking baystle street reserve to be
modified in consultation with the Director, Enginieg Infrastructure
Services; and
(i) The boundary ground levels on the Parker stveege not to be altered.

(c) Standard Advice Notes
648 building licence required 646  general landscaping standards
647 revised drawings required 649A seek approval for minor variations
651 appeal rights - SAT

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

(d) Specific Advice Notes

() Itis the applicant’s responsibility to liaiggth the City’'s Environmental Health
Department to ensure satisfaction of all of thevaht requirements;

(i) It is the applicant's responsibility to liaisevith the City’'s Parks and
Environment Department prior to designing a landsaa plan for the street
verge areas as required; and

(i) Any activities conducted will need to complwith the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 198%all times.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.3.3 Council position on Skillion Roofs for new wellings in relation to
compliance with Council Policy P370 “General DesignGuidelines for
Residential Development”

Location: City of South Perth.

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Author: Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Advise

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developmemi Community Services
Summary

Over recent months, Council has considered two Idpueent applications for Single

Houses which incorporate skillion roofs (singlechitroofs) visible from the street. The
Planning Officers considered this roof form to bedmpatible with the established
streetscape character, thus bringing the propastdsconflict with Council Policy P370

“General Design Guidelines for Residential Develepth  Therefore, the officers

recommended refusal of the applications. Howetles, Council was satisfied with the
design in each case and resolved to approve thiagpms. It became apparent in the
course of the Council Members’ deliberations thitlisn roofs were seen to be an
acceptable roof form for any new dwelling in angdbty. Against this background, this
report seeks to obtain a Council resolution regaydiupport for skillion roofs in order to

provide guidance to the Planning Officers whenidgakith future applications.

Background
The previous development proposals referred to @baere considered at the March and
April 2008 Council meetings. Those proposals arthér identified as follows:

March 2008 Council meeting Iltem 10.3.2 Two Storey Single House - No. 26 &am
Crescent (skillion roof); and

April 2008 Council meeting: Item 10.3.4 Two Storey Single House - No. 37 Siem
Terrace (skillion roof).

The Planning Officer's recommended refusal of theuSview Terrace proposal and, in the
case of the Canavan Crescent proposal, the impogifia condition requiring the roof to be
redesigned. However the Council granted plannppy@aval to both applications.

Comment

It is evident from the deliberations on the develept applications referred to above that
the Council Members find skillion roofs to be arcegtable roof form which is considered
compatible with various other roof forms in estahdid residential streets. This being the
case, it would assist both Council officers andliappts if Council were to adopt a
resolution reflecting its views in this regard.

Where the design of any proposed development igcpkarly unusual or the Planning
Officers consider that the design may not be viguadceptable, the application is referred
to the City’s Design Advisory Consultants (DAC).n the event that any development
proposal involving skillion roofs was seen to beagbarticularly unsatisfactory design, and
this view was supported by the DAC, the Planningd@fs would present the proposal to a
Council meeting for determination. However, sucbppsals would be extremely rare. If
Council adopts the recommendation in this repdrg majority of future development
applications incorporating skillion roofs would bgproved by the appropriate delegated
officer rather than being referred to a Council timee

While Council supports skillion roofs forming part any new dwelling, it is possible that
this roof form may not be supported for additioosah existing dwelling, where a skillion
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roofed addition may be incompatible with the exigtiroof form of the dwelling. The
majority of existing dwellings have the more comemal hip or gable roofs and in this
context, a skillion roofed addition may not be abie. In view of this, the recommended
resolution relates only to skillion roofs for newvellings and not for additions to existing
dwellings. In the latter situation, the design paribility of the skillion roofed addition
would be considered on merit and the DAC membersldvébe consulted. Following
consultation with the DAC, if the Planning Officeremain concerned about design
compatibility, the development applications forllédn roofed additions would be referred
to a Council meeting.

Policy and Legislative Implications

This issue relates to Council Policy P370 “Genddalsign Guidelines for Residential
Development”. As the Council considers that skillroofs do not bring about any conflict
with Policy P370, it is not necessary to amendRbkcy in order to address the issue.

Financial Implications

The issue has some impact on this particular aoetine extent that staff resources will be
used more efficiently by reducing the number ofli@ggions requiring the preparation of
reports to Council meetings.

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

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

Sustainability Implications
Adoption of the recommended resolution will leadtore sustainable practice in terms of
optimum use of officers’ time.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3

That ...

(@ in order to provide assistance and guidancefutare applicants for proposed
development and to Council officers, Council herebgords that skillion roofs are
considered an acceptable roof form for any new litvgein any residential locality
within the City, and that the incorporation of thisof form into the design of
proposed dwellings will not bring the proposal istmflict with Council Policy P370
“General Design Guidelines for Residential Develepty and

(b) having regard to (a) above, future applicatiéms development approval for new
dwellings involving skillion roofs are to be determed by the appropriate officer
under delegated authority unless some other agpe¢le design necessitates referral
to a Council meeting for determination.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.4 GOAL 4: INFRASTRUCTURE

10.4.1 Tender for Supply and delivery of One Dies&owered Front End Loader

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: 3/2008

Date: 5 May, 2008

Author: Fraser James, Tender and Contracts éffic
Reporting Officer: Mark Taylor, Acting Directorfiastructure Services
Summary

Tenders were invited and have been received fostpply of one Diesel Powered Front
End Loader with trade in of a Volvo L35 Loader.

This report outlines the assessment process anthreends the preferred tenderer.

Background
Request for Tender number 3/2008 was advertisetienVest Australian Newspaper on
Saturday 5 April 2004 and closed at the Civic Geotr Tuesday 22 April 2008.

The Tender was based on the ability of the propésed end loader to perform numerous
tasks around the City including, roadwork’s, loadfrom waste concrete stockpile, clearing
sand and debris from launching ramps in Swan Raner other works around the foreshore
involving submersing to half wheel depth.

Comment

At the close of the tender period five suppliersl Babmitted tenders. One tender was
received for the outright purchase of the trad¥datvo L35 Loader. Tenders were opened
at the Civic Centre by the Tenders and Contractic&fand one staff member from

Engineering Infrastructure. There were no memlwérshe public in attendance at the

opening of the tenders.

All suppliers submitted tenders with three tendecd conforming to the Applications
required. The Tender for outright purchase of\leévo L35 was assessed against tenders
received for supply with trade and omitted from &myher assessment.

It is important to note there was a wide range érating weights, engine power and size
etc. with some units arguably not fulfilling thdteria or specifications. On assessment it
was considered that the Hyundai HL730, Case 521kEtlaa Volvo L60F did not meet the
criteria.

Based on Tenders received the tenders in ascewtignggeover (from lowest to highest)
order inclusive of GST are:

Supplier Unit Offered Net Change Over
Earthwest Hyundai HL730TM Loader $110,000
Mclntosh and Son Case 521 E XT Loader $122,100
Construction Equipment Aust. JCB 416 Loader $131,40
Mclntosh and Son Case 521 E Loader $132,880
Westrac Caterpillar 924H Loader $166,463
CJD Equipment Volvo L60F Wheel Loader $178,200

52



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 MAY 2008

The remaining submissions were progressed thraughetqualitative criteria assessment on
the basis that all terms and conditions and mangagguirements of the RFT had been
met.

Qualitative Criteria Assessment

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
Ergonomics of Cab and Controls 10%
Ability and guarantee to provide spare parts Igcallithout delay. 25%
Demonstrated ability to deliver to stipulated date.

Guaranteed resources to provide for reliable sewyiand provide 15%
qualified technical assistance and advice.

Price 50%
Total 100%

The Tender assessment report is provided aSoafidential Attachment 10.4.1 and
recommends that the tender of Westrac be accepted.

The qualitative criteria assessment was carriecbpuabe Evaluation Panel between 1 April
and 5 May, with the Evaluation Panel scoring tmelégs according to the evaluation matrix.

Unit Weighted
Score
Westrac 8.7
Mcintosh & Son 8.1
Construction Equip Aust. 7.8

All applicants were assessed against the quaktatalection criteria. Specific criteria were
weighted according to their importance as percemed agreed by the Evaluation Panel.
Relative weightings were published within the RFT.

The evaluation clearly showed the acceptable temslerach with an equally competitive
price from which the Evaluation panel was abledsditheir recommendation.

The Caterpillar 924H, Case 521 E XT Loader, JCB Ua&der, complied with all of the
items of the specification.

The below addresses items of the specification avtieere are individual differences that
would contribute to the performance of one or tlieep tendered units. These are
differences of importance:

Item 3.1
The Caterpillar engine size provided greater opgggiower than the Case at 4.5L and JCB
at 4.4L without compromising fuel consumption angssions.

Item 3.3

Caterpillar cabin windows were flat enabling repdin case of breaking. The Case had
similar Cabin glass; however the JCB Cabin windevese rounded which could end up
costing far more to repair and down time.

Item 2.14

The Caterpillar Warranty is for three years ( dd08, hours whichever occurs first) and
covers labour and replacement powertrain and idraystem components found to be
defective. Expected usage of the loader is 12506shoer year.
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The Case Warranty is for 12 months with no limitthe number of hours, and covers all
parts and labour including any attachments froneothanufacturers fitted to the loader.

The JCB Warranty is 12 months (or 2,000 hours wdielh comes first) covering all parts
and labour, with an extension to 24 months on majanponents only.

Basis for Recommending a Tenderer

Based on the Panel’s detailed evaluation providethaConfidential Attachment 10.4.1

the tender fromWesTracrepresented the highest rated assessment agaengudiitative
selection criteria and demonstrated the most adgaous tender the City and is therefore as
the preferred tenderer.

Consultation
Other than suppliers there has been no consultatimspect to the plant purchase.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of the Local Government Act 1@bamended) requires a local government to
call tenders when the expected value is likely xoeed $50,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

Financial Implications

The purchase of the replacement loader has bekmdéettin the 2007/08 Budget. Tenders
were invited for the purchase of the loader wittremle. The Gross purchase cost of the
Caterpillar 924H is $209,363. The changeover enrfitommended Caterpillar 924H with

the Volvo L35 as trade is $42,900, results in & oest to the City of $166,463 inclusive of

GST. The preferred and recommended tender of Wesith trade-in is within Budget.

The Council is not required to accept the lowesdés or any tender. The successful
tenderer has submitted the tender considered tiderthe best advantage to the City.

Strategic Implications

The above is consistent with Goal 4 Infrastructugtrategy 4.XDevelop plans, strategies
and management systems to ensure Public InfrasteidAdssets (roads, drains, footpaths
etc) are maintained to a responsible level.”

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.4.1

That the tender of Westrac Equipment for the pwsehaf a Caterpillar 924H for the
tendered price of $190,330 excluding GST less todd&39,000 for a nett purchase price of
$151,330 excluding GST be accepted.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.5 GOAL5S: ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

10.5.1 Applications for Planning Approval Determingl Under Delegated

Authority.
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Reference: GO/106
Date: 1 May 2008
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Acting Manager, Developmdéssessment
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 thetmohApril 2008.

Background
At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, i@iduesolved as follows:

“That Council receive a monthly report as part ohe Agenda, commencing at the

November 2006 meeting, on the .............

(b) exercise of Delegated Authority from Developmé&ervices under Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, as currently provided in the Couranil Bulletin.”

The great majority (over 90%) of applications fdarming approval are processed by the
Planning Officers and determined under delegatéubaity rather than at Council meetings.
This report provides information relating to thepbgations dealt with under delegated
authority.

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme 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 April 2008, thirty three (333\wlopment applications were determined
under delegated authority ref&ttachment 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 ITEM AND
COUNCIL DECISION 10.5.1

That the report andttachments 10.5.1relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of April ZBe received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 105.2 Use of the Common Seal

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 8 May 2008

Author: Sean McLaughlin, Legal and Governanccef
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

To provide a report to Council on the use of then@mn 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 uieeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to recoairegister:

0] the date on which the common seal was affixed tocument;

(ii) the nature of the document; and

(i) the parties described in the document to White common seal was affixed.

Register
Extracts from the Register for the month of ApfAI08 appear below.

Nature of document Parties Date Seal Affixed
Registration of Lease City of South Perth Society of Art & Craft 7 April 2008
Lease City of South Perth Society of Art & Craft 7 April 2008
CPV Lease City of South Perth & Leonard Newton 15 April 2008
Registration of CPV Lease City of South Perth and Leonard Newton 15 April 2008
TPS6 Amendment No. 10 City of South Perth 24 April 2008

Note: The register is maintained on an electronic dase lamd is available for inspection.

Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L& 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 Sealthermonth of April 2008 be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.5.3 Review of Deputations at Council Agenda Bfiiags, ‘Work in Progress’
Agenda available to the Public; and Consideration foMajor Development
Concept Forums being Open to the Public

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/105

Date: 5 May 2008

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

The purpose of this report is to:

« review the practice of making tlieaft Agenda available to the public at the same time as
it is made available to Council Members;

« review the practice of hearing planning Deputatian€ouncil Agenda Briefing sessions;
and

» consider a suggestion that Major Development Cdrféepums be open to the public.

Background

Deputations previously heard at Council meetingsiée to make the meeting that much
longer. For example, during the period betweegy 2006 and May 2007 there were a total
of 44 Deputations of which 39 related to plannitggs resulting in a average finish time of
11.30pm with the latest meeting during this periimishing at 1.20am. It was therefore
suggested that Deputations be moved to the Agendéri§) session.

At the same time it was also suggested that thi¢ ‘Yéork in Progress” Agenda be released
to the public when distributed to the Councilloesin the week preceding the Council
Agenda Briefing to allow members of the public faticess to the reports/recommendations
but with the document being clearly marked with iacldimer emphasising “Work in
Progress Agenda” for discussion purposes.

These suggestions were considered at the June QOGidcil meeting. At that meeting

Council resolved as follows:

“That....

(a) with effect from July 2007 the “Work in Proges” Agenda be made available to
members of the public at the same time the Agerglmade available to Members
of the Council;

(b) those applicants and other persons affected wiish to make Deputations on
planning matters be invited to make their Deputai® to the Agenda Briefing
workshop; and

(©) this arrangement be reviewed within twelve miosito ascertain its effectiveness.

Comment
In order to address part (c) of the June 2007 Gbrasolution the arrangements set in place
since July 2007 are the subject of this report.

Deputations previously heard at Council meetingsléd to make the meetings that much
longer resulting in a average finish time, for theriod under review (July 2007 - April
2008), of 11.30pm. As a result of Deputations rueing heard at the Agenda Briefing
Session the average time taken for Council Meetiagsreduced from an average of 4 hours
to 3 hours a reduction of 25%. At the same timee Algenda Briefing Sessions have only
increased by approximately 30 minutes, with an ayerfinishing time of 8.00pm whereas
previously, for the same period of time (July 200&pril 2007) they averaged a 7.30pm
finish. This is due mainly to the fact that theyious Council included a half hour informal
‘Member Question Time’ session following the Ageriteefing.
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Further advantages of moving the Planning Deputaticom the Council meeting day to the

Agenda Briefing day are as follows:

» from the public point of view the applicants antietpersons affected have more time
to consider the report and raise issues contam#étkireport;

* Planning Officers have an extra week to deal wsgues arising from planning reports
presented at the Agenda Briefing prior to the Cdumeeting which is of benefit not
only to the Planning Officers but Elected Membeapplicants and other persons
affected,

* Members have more time to freely discuss and obtare relevant information with
Planning Officers and applicants should the neesgar

» the work load of the Council Agenda Briefing seasiand the Council Meetings is now
spread more evenly with the length of Council Magdi being considerably reduced
thereby reducing the fatigue for Councillors atadfavho have already spent a full day
at work; and

» Council’'s internal practices/processes are sedyetmore open and accountable to the
public as a greater amount of time is now afforttedpplicants to respond to officers’
reports.

The practice, implemented in July 2007, of makihg t'Work in Progress” Agenda
available to members of the public at the same timeAgenda is made available to Council
Members and hearing Deputations on planning mastethe Agenda Briefing sessions is
therefore supported.

Major Development Concept Forums - Open to the Puld

In recent times planning applications have beereuittreased scrutiny and are becoming
more complex. Therefore in an attempt to providecteld Members with advance

knowledge of major developments and to enable deees to informally address

Councillors ‘Major Development Concept Forums’ wea@mmenced in July 2007. It is

now suggested that these Forums on major town jplgndevelopments be open to the
public.

If the Major Development Concept Forums are to pened to the public it would have to
be on the clear understanding that the public d&é@ras ‘observers’. They would not be
permitted to speak or interject into the discussiett. The public, with a direct interest, still
have the opportunity to make a presentation a\thenda Briefing Session or alternatively
the Council meeting. In the past, DAC meetingseamen to the applicants and public who
had an interest (eg adjoining neighbours etc) feinart trial period of time without success.
It was felt, at that time, that the presence ofgghblic in attendance inhibited the discussion
on the particular development proposal and in @aler the comments/input made by the
DAC consultants to the officers and vice versa.

In order to gauge if allowing members of the puliicattend the Major Development
Concept Forums as observers is beneficial it iggssigd that the Major Development
Concept Forums be open to the public for a trialopeof say 6 months to the end of 2008.

Consultation

Members of the public are advised via the City Updhat Agenda Briefings are open to the
public. Applicants and adjoining neighbours witkie ‘focus’ area are advised accordingly
by letter and invited to make Deputations when appate.

Advertising of Major Development Concept Forums tees capacity to be problematic as

presentations are often not finalised until after hormal closing time for advertisements to
be placed. However the trial period will enablesiriesues to be identified and resolved.
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10.6

Policy and Legislative Implications
In line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to Couneblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”,

Financial Implications
N/A

Strategic Implications
In line with Strategic Plan Goal 5: Organisatioidlectiveness. ‘'To be a professional,
effective and efficient organisation.’

Sustainability Implications
Opening the Major Development Concept Forums tarbenbers of the public and making
the draft Council Agendas available to the pubiliadvance of the Council Agenda Briefing
contributes to the City’s sustainability by pronmgti effective communication and
community participation. .

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.3

That....

(a) the “Work in Progress” Agenda continue to tmdmavailable to members of the
public at the same time the Agenda is made avail@bMembers of the Council;

(b) those applicants and other persons affected wish to make Deputations on

planning matters continue to be invited to makertBeputations to the Agenda
Briefing sessions; and

(c) for a 6 month trial period Major DevelopmentriCept Forums be open to members
of the public following which this practice be rewed at the February 2009
Council meeting.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL VIABILITY
|10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - Apti2008
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: FM/301
Date: 7 May 2008

Author / Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Directeinancial and Information Services

Summary

Monthly management account summaries compiled doaprto the major functional
classifications compare actual performance aghindget expectations. These are presented
to Council with comment provided on the significdinancial variances disclosed in those
reports.

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulat®dnrequires 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 dtriee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iflfi@mation provided to Council is a

summary of the detailed line-by-line informationpplied to the City’'s departmental

managers to enable them to monitor the financidlopgance of the areas of the City's
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operations under their control. This also refletis structure of the budget information
provided to Council and published in the Annual geid

Combining the Summary of Operating Revenues ancelifures with the Summary of
Capital Items gives a consolidated view of all gpiens under Council’s control. It also
measures actual financial performance against hedgectations.

Regulation 35 of the Local Government (Financial nsigement) Regulations requires
significant variances between budgeted and acemllts to be identified and comment
provided on those identified variances. The Citg laalopted a definition of ‘significant
variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the project or linem value - whichever is the greater.
Whilst this is the statutory requirement, the Gitpvides comment on a number of lesser
variances where it believes this assists in digghgraccountability.

To be an effective management tool, the ‘budgetiregl which actual performance is
compared is phased throughout the year to rethectyclical pattern of cash collections and
expenditures during the year rather than simplyndpe proportional (number of expired
months) share of the annual budget. The annualdilds been phased throughout the year
based on anticipated project commencement dategxgmetted cash usage patterns. This
provides more meaningful comparison between aetndlbudgeted figures at various stages
of the year. It also permits more effective manageinand control over the resources that
Council has at its disposal.

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively
amended throughout the year to take advantage ahged circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principlesresponsible financial cash management.
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevantdy vhen rates are struck, it should, and
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored aedewed 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. This schedule reflaatsconciliation of movements between
the 2007/2008 Adopted Budget and the 2007/2008 AewnBudget including the
introduction of the capital expenditure items cadrforward from 2006/2007.

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. PresentingBlance Sheet on a monthly, rather than
annual, basis provides greater financial accoulitialbd the community and provides the

opportunity for more timely intervention and cotiee action by management where

required.

Comment

The major components of the monthly managementust@ummaries presented are:

» Balance SheetAttachments 10.6.1(1)(Ajand 10.6.1(1)(B)

« Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating RevenueExmbnditureAttachment
10.6.1(2)

« Summary of Operating Revenue & Expenditure - Irnftagure ServiceAttachment
10.6.1(3)

* Summary of Capital ltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

* Schedule of Significant Varianceg\ttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovementsAttachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting Statemenfttachment 10.6.1 (7)
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Operating Revenue to 30 April 2008 is $32.48M whiepresents 101% of the $32.31M
year to date budget. The major factor contributmghis favourable variance (over 60% of
the difference) is significantly better than amatied investment revenue performance due
to higher volumes of cash held and higher investnrates on offer. Rates revenue
performance remains strong - and ahead of budgetidesly unbudgeted grant funds for
the Poetry Park project at McDougall Park and fates conservation initiatives at the
Collier Park Golf Course, as well as insurance vedes and RCS subsidies, are now
recognised following the Q3 Budget Review. Highkiean expected parking infringement
revenue and better than expected results in thigiBgiServices and Planning areas have
also contributed to the favourable result.

Unfavourable variances in relation to less thareetgd revenue from rubbish service levies
and lower than anticipated green fees at the guifse are slowly correcting - but still exist.
An investigation into the waste services revenueoistinuing but has moved much more
slowly than had been hoped for due to difficultiesth the contractor's resources.
Previously unbudgeted revenue for the amenity valustreet trees that have had to be
removed and for the development of the Manning Brynschool Kiss & Drive project have
also been addressed in the Q3 Budget Review.

Comment on the specific items contributing to theiances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant Variances Attachmeh0.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 30 April 2008 is $26.51Mieh represents 99% of the year to
date budget of $26.67M. Operating Expenditure tte da around 2% favourable in the
Administration area, 1% over budget in the Infrasture Services area and 3% under for
the golf course. There are however a number ofr’amd ‘under’ budget line items within
this balanced result.

Most of the favourable variances in the adminigirafaireas again relate to budgeted (but
vacant) staff positions, although other factorshsag savings on bank fees, consultants and
non planning legal advice are also significant dbators. Offsetting these is a significant
escalation in cleaning costs for all City buildingsd facilities (this is currently being
investigated / audited). Variances in the Infradtice area that were of a timing nature
earlier in the year for operational and maintenaactvities have now reversed as the
various programs have occurred - most notablyeratieas of drainage maintenance and bus
shelter maintenance. Golf Course expenditure resrfavourable largely due to vacant staff
positions and a timing difference for the consultanking at leasing options for the course.
The large favourable timing variance on buildingimenance activities has largely been
reversed during the month as has the timing vagiamt roads and paths maintenance.
Overheads in the two Infrastructure areas contiolee monitored and adjusted and will be
further corrected at year end.

The salaries budgetin€luding temporary staff where they are being udedcover
vacancieyis currently around 6.0% under the budget aliocafior the 213.4 FTE positions
approved by Council in the budget process - aftgmay staff invoices were received at
month end. There have been some offsetting incseaseexpenditure on consultants,
particularly in the Human Resources and Buildingviges areas to ensure service
continuity in spite of the vacancies.

Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant VariancAtachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $1.83M at 30 Agwdinst a budget of $1.88M. The lease
premiums and refurbishment levies from recentlyupoed units at the Collier Park Village
remain ahead of budget expectations with the nurnbemits turned over well ahead of
expectations. As this turnover relates largelyhi frailty of residents, it is very difficult to
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model accurately - but it is regularly monitored bgnior management. Small timing
differences on grants for road works and foreskoosion control projects also contribute to
the variances at reporting date.

Capital Expenditure at 30 April 2008 is $6.80M agdia year to date budget of $10.01M
(representing 68% of the year to date budget). &lveéhe City has now completed around
51% of the full year capital program including tbary forward works. A report on the
progress of the individual projects in the capitalrks program is presented as ltem 10.6.4
in this Council agenda.

A summary of the progress of the revised capitagmm (including the carry forward
works approved by Council at the August meetingpivgctorate is provided below. These
numbers reflect the revised capital program afterQ3 Budget Review adjustments:

Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget Total Budget
CEOQ Office 195,000 55,100 28% 295,000
Financial & Info Services 250,000 215,713 86% 360,000
Planning & Community 745,000 419,341 56% 1,203,500
Services

Infrastructure Services 7,701,251 5,150,366 67% 9,369,560
Golf Course 313,478 142,505 45% 373,478
Underground Power 812,500 813,730 100% 1,615,000
Total 10,017,229 6,796,755 68% 13,216,538

Capital Expenditure relating to the former Corper&tCommunity Services directorate was
re-classified among the other directorates in livith the revised organisational structure
during the Christmas break and is now being redarteler the new format.

Around one half of the variance in the CEO areatesl to unspent Council Members
Discretionary Ward Funds (including carry forwarthds from 2006/2007). The Director
Financial & Information Services has contacted @dulMembers to clarify intentions in
relation to the ward funding allocations and theead initiatives are being progressed.
Some funds have not yet been allocated. The remaofdhe variance in this area relates to
a timing difference on the City Visioning ProjeDeetails of the variances relating to Capital
Revenue and Capital Expenditure items are providedttachment 10.6.1(5) of this
agenda.

The attachments to this report also include a Fes#ing Statement (required under
Regulation 34 of the Local Government Financial Eg@ment Regulations). As advised in
the director's report to the last Audit & Governan€ommittee, this schedule is only
relevant or meaningful at the date that rates twoels- hence it is provided monthly simply
to achieve statutory compliance.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahanformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial ag@ment. It also provides information
about corrective strategies being employed andsithdrges 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
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Financial Implications

The attachments to this report compare actual giahperformance to budgeted financial
performance for the period. This provides for tinmalentification of and responses to
variances.

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 Cftgancial resources’.Such actions
are necessary to ensure the City’s financial susidlity.

Sustainability Implications

This report primarily addresses the ‘Financial’ dimion of sustainability. It achieves this
on two levels. Firstly, it promotes accountabilfiyr resource use through a historical
reporting of performance - emphasising pro-actdentification and response to apparent
financial variances. Secondly, through the Cityreising disciplined financial management
practices and responsible forward financial plagnime can ensure that the consequences of
our financial decisions are sustainable into thertu

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 statutobjigations under Local
Government (Financial Management) Regulation 34.

(© the Summary of Budget Movements and Budget Reltiation Schedule for
2007/2008 provided a&ttachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and 10.6.1(6)(B)be received.

(d) the Rate Setting Statement providedaachment 10.6.1 (7)be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anbebtors at 30 April 2008

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 6 May 2008

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Fingalcand 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 acrosanionl institutions.

. Statistical information regarding the level of datgling Rates and General Debtors.

Background

Effective cash management is an integral part obpg@r business management.
Responsibility for management and investment of @ig’s cash resources has been
delegated to the City's Director Financial & Infation Services and Manager Financial
Services - who also have responsibility for the aggment of the City’s Debtor function
and oversight of collection of outstanding debts.
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In order to discharge accountability for the exszmf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbedralf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as the funds held in “cash backed” Reservégnificant holdings of money market
instruments are involved so an analysis of cashlihgé 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 delegatiare being exercised. Finally, a
comparative analysis of the levels of outstandimigs and general debtors relative to the
equivalent stage of the previous year is providedmonitor the effectiveness of cash
collections.

Comment

(a) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $29.36M compare vemptaably to $27.16M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Whilst reserve fuandgssome $5M higher than at the
equivalent stage last year due to higher holdirigsash backed reserves, Municipal
Funds are lower due to the increased level of antkhg debtors and the budgeted
UGP Revenue not yet having been billed yet. Thal, ghe free cash position
continues to be favourably impacted by excellet¢saollections to date - with
collections 0.1% ahead of last year's best eveulte®ur customer friendly
payment methods prompt and pro-active debt collectictions and the Rates Early
Payment Incentive Prize have all contributed pealyito this very pleasing result.

The net Municipal cash position is weaker relatwé\pril 2007 by around $2.5M -
but this is largely due to a $3.1M transfer of fsirguarantined for future capital
projects into Reserves during March. Monies brouigho the year (and our
subsequent cash collections) are invested in sditianecial instruments to generate
interest until those monies are required to fundrafoons and projects later in the
year. Astute selection of appropriate financialeistiments means that the City does
not have any exposure to higher risk investmerituingents such as CDOs (the sub
prime mortgage market).

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
$6.11M (compared to $9.61M in 2006/200&)tachment 10.6.2(1)

Considering future cash demands for capital andabipg expenditure for the
remainder of the year, and likely cash inflowslfadgeted) during the same period,
the City currently anticipates finishing the yeligtgtly ahead of the budgeted cash
position (after allowing for quarantined / committeinds for carry forward works).
This situation will be re-assessed on an ongoirgishiaroughout the remainder of
the year - as it is a fundamental input to the letigggocess.

(b) Investments
Total investment in money market instruments at tin@md is $28.72M compared
to $26.67M at the same time last year. Although gplit between Municipal &
Reserve Funds has changed, the overall differetiterelates to good cash
collections, higher reserve cash holdings and @elautflows for capital projects.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cashptateposits, bank bills and floating
rate notes. Analysis of the composition of the giment portfolio shows that
approximately 79% of the funds are invested in gges having a S&P rating of A1
(short term) or better. The remainder are investe8BB+ rated securities. The
City's investment policy requires that at least 8@¥investments are held in
securities having a S&P rating of Al. The slightgser holding of 79% at month
end was simply the result of a timing differencenoaturity dates and the portfolio
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was re-balanced in accordance with policy guidsliwéhin the first week of May.
It is now comfortably within the self imposed benwrks.

These actions ensure credit quality and is in alzowe with Policy P603 and Dept
of Local Government Operational guidelines. All@stments currently have a term
to maturity of less than 1 year - which is consdeprudent in times of rising
interest rates as it allows greater flexibilityrespond to future positive changes in
rates.

Invested funds are responsibly spread across wdpproved financial institutions
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with eafiiancial institution are within the
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603. Theumr-party mix across the
portfolio is shown imAttachment 10.6.2(2).

Interest revenues (received and accrued) for trer ye date total $1.91M -
significantly up from $1.56M at this time last yedihis result is attributable to
higher cash holdings, rising interest rates aneélireffective treasury management.
During the year it is necessary to balance betwbernt and longer term investments
to ensure that the City can responsibly meet ierapnal cash flow needs. The
City actively manages its treasury funds to purasponsible, low risk investment
opportunities that generate additional interestenee to supplement our rates
income whilst ensuring that capital is preserved.

The average rate of return on financial instrumémtshe year to date is 7.13% with
the anticipated yield on investments yet to matuneently at 7.75%. This reflects
careful selection of investments to meet our immedicash needs. At-call cash
deposits used to balance daily operational castisneave been providing a return
of 6.50% since November 2007 and 7.0% since eadsci

© Major Debtor Classifications

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 April 2008 (aftee due
dates for the final rates instalment) represerit%cof total rates levied compared to
96.6% at the equivalent stage of the previous yHzis suggests that collections to
date remain strong - being 0.1% in advance ofyleat’s best ever collection result.
This continues to provide evidence that the ratimgl communication strategies
used for the 2007/2008 rates strike have agairblettad a good foundation for
successful rates collections this year. Of the 3%tal rates yet to be collected, one
commercial rates debtor represents around one igtlenof this amount -
accordingly this debtor has been targeted for ctiia action.

The range of appropriate, convenient and userdhjgpayment methods offered by
the City, combined with the early payment incensebeme (generously sponsored
by local businesses) supported by timely and eificifollow up actions by the
City’'s Rates Officer in relation to outstanding tigthave also had a very positive
impact on rates collections.

General debtors stand at $1.99M at 30 April 2008mared to $1.10M at the same
time last year. However, this ‘difference’ is ditrtable to an invoice for $0.63M in
grants from the Swan River Trust (billed March bot yet paid), and accrual of
grants relating to the skyshow, sponsorship ofRiesta, Poetry Park, SEDO and
Main Road Grants ($0.2M). These are all entirelilectible debts and represent
only a timing difference.

Consultation
This financial report is prepared provide evideatée soundness of financial management
being employed whilst discharging our accountapittitour ratepayers.

65



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 MAY 2008

Policy and Legislative Implications

Consistent with the requirements of Policy P603nvektment of Surplus Funds and
Delegation DC603. Local Government (Financial Mamagnt) Regulation 19, 28 & 49 are
also relevant to this report as is The DOLG Openatli 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 firgrnassets and to ensure the collectability of
debts.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified inéhStrategic Plan “To provide responsible
and sustainable management of the City’ financiagsources’.

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘Financial’ dimensiorsugtainability by ensuring that the City
exercises prudent but dynamic treasury managemeafféctively manage and grow our
cash resources and convert debt into cash in &tmmenner.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 30 April 2008 StatemehtFands, 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 Warrant of Payments Listing

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 6 May 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 authoiitgl¢gation DC602) between 1 April 2008
and 30 April 2008 is presented to Council for imfi@ation.

Background

Local Government Financial Management Regulationrdduires a local government to
develop procedures to ensure the proper approdshatmorisation of accounts for payment.
These controls relate to the organisational pumbaand invoice approval procedures
documented in the City’s Policy P605 - Purchasimgj lavoice Approval.

They are supported by Delegation DM605 which sk¢s @uthorised purchasing approval
limits for individual officers. These processes aneir application are subjected to detailed
scrutiny by the City’s Auditors each year during ttonduct of the annual audit. After an
invoice is approved for payment by an authorisdéderf, payment to the relevant party must
be made from either the Municipal Fund or the TRusbtd and the transaction recorded in
the City’s financial records.
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Comment

A list of payments made since the last list was@néd is prepared and is presented to the
next ordinary meeting of Council and recorded imrhinutes of that meeting. It is important
to acknowledge that the presentation of this Mafrant of Payments) is for information
purposes only as part of the responsible dischafgecountability. Payments made under
this delegation can not be individually debateevithdrawn.

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 managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in @hCity’s Strategic Plan “To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Chityancial resources’.

Sustainability Implications
This report contributes to the City’s financial sisability by promoting accountability for
the use of the City’s financial resources.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Warrant of Payments for the month of AR€iD8 as detailed in the Report of the
Director Financial and Information Servicédtachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|10.6.4 Capital Projects Review to 30 April 2008

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 May 2008

Author/Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, DirectBinancial and Information Services
Summary

A schedule of financial performance supplementedddgvant comments is provided in
relation to approved capital projects to 30 ApfiD8. Officer comment is made only on the
significant identified variances as at the repgrtiate.

Background

A schedule reflecting the financial status of @ipeoved capital projects is prepared on a bi-
monthly basis early in the month immediately foliog/ the reporting period - and then

presented the next ordinary meeting of Council. Bobedule is presented to Council

Members to provide an opportunity for them to reedimely information on the progress

of capital works program and to allow them to sekekification and updates on scheduled
projects.
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The complete Schedule of Capital Projects andl@thcomments on significant project line
item variances provide a comparative review of Boelget versus Actual Expenditure and
Revenues on all Capital Items. Although all prgeetre listed on the schedule, brief
comment is only provided on the significant varinddentified. This is to keep the report
to a reasonable size and to emphasise the repostiegception principle.

Comment

Excellence in financial management and good govemmaequire an open exchange of
information between Council Members and the Ciadsinistration. An effective discharge
of accountability to the community is also affectgdtabling this document and the relevant
attachments to a meeting of Council.

Overall, expenditure on the (revised) Capital Paogrepresents 68% of the year to date
target - and 51% of the (revised) full year’s budge

The Executive Management Team has acknowledgedchiadienge of delivering the
remaining capital program given the significant &ap of contractor and staff resource
shortages associated with the current economic bdbmlso recognises the impact of
community consultation on project delivery timebnand the difficulties in obtaining
completive bids for small capital projects. It leetefore closely monitoring and reviewing
the capital program with operational managers oroagoing basis. These actions have
included seeking strategies and updates from efittem in relation to the responsible and
timely expenditure of the capital funds within thigidividual areas of responsibility as well
as quarantining some monies back to cash resentgdshe monies are ready to be used on
the particular projects.

Comments on the broad capital expenditure categjosie provided inAttachment
10.6.1(5)of this agenda - and details on specific projéeigacting on this situation are
provided inAttachment 10.6.4 (1)andAttachment 10.6.4 (2)to this report. Comments on
the relevant projects have been sourced from thm@seagers with specific responsibility for
the identified project lines. Their responses haeen summarised in the attached Schedule
of Comments.

Consultation
For all identified variances, comment has been Isbirgm the responsible managers prior
to the item being included in the Capital Projdtview.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with relevant professional pronouncemeént not directly impacted by any in-
force policy of the City.

Financial Implications

The tabling of this report involves the reporting historical financial events only.
Preparation of the report and schedule requiréntiivement of managerial staff across the
organisation, hence there will necessarily be seoramitment of resources towards the
investigation of identified variances and preparatbf the Schedule of Comments. This is
consistent with responsible management practice.

Strategic Implications
This report deals with matters of financial managetrwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified indfCity’s Strategic Plan Goal 6 -

‘To provide responsible and sustainable managemeifithe City’ financial resources’.
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11.

12.

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘Financial’ dimensionsabtainability. It achieves this by
promoting accountability for resource use throughistorical reporting of performance.
This emphasises the pro-active identification opaapnt financial variances, creates an
awareness of our success in delivering againsplamned objectives and encourages timely
and responsible management intervention where pppte to address identified issues.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4

That the Schedule of Capital Projects complemeitgdfficer comments on identified
significant variances to 30 April 2008, as petachments 10.6.4(1)and 10.6.4(2) be
received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

| 11.1  Request for Leave of Absence: Cr Hearne

Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Grayden

That Cr Hearne be granted leave of absence froomeeetings between 28 May - 5 June
2008 inclusive.

CARRIED (11/0)

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

12.1 WALGA - Notice of Motion for AGM

Location: South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: GR/303/1
Date: 8 May 2008

Author & Reporting Officer:  Cliff Frewing, Chief Eecutive Officer

Summary

The purpose of this report is to provide informatrelating to a proposed Notice of Motion
which, if adopted by Council, will be considered thte Western Australian Local
Government Association [WALGA] at the Annual Genehldeeting to be held in on
Saturday, 2 August 2008.

Background

The Annual General Meeting of WALGA will be held part of the Local Government
Convention. The agenda of the Annual General Mgeticludes a section for members’
notices of motion. In this instance members referslocal governments which have
previously supported notices of motion. Any noticefls motion must be provided to
WALGA by Friday, 6 June 2008.
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Comment
Cr Doherty has submitted the following Notice of t\a for Council consideration:

1.

That the Western Australian Local Government Asgioci at the Annual General
Meeting in August 2008 support a review of thevedinces paid to elected members
and that the Department of Local Government andiddad Development be urged to
amend the relevant provisions of the Act.

Should motion 1. detailed above be supported atAimeual General Meeting, State
Council at its meeting in October 2008 be requestedrgently support the motion and
make a submission to the Minister for Local Goveannprior to 31 December 2008

In support of this motion the following commentse anade in relation to Councillors’
allowances although the same principles apply fayddal/Deputy Mayoral allowances:

When the “new’Local Government Aatame into effect in July 1996 the maximum
allowance payable to elected members was $6 OO@rperm. In the past 12 years this
amount has only been reviewed on one occasionhenchaximum amount now payable
is $7 000 per annum.

Even if it was agreed that the base figure of $&W8s reasonable when set in 1996, the
increase in the Consumer Price Index for the pedaty 1996 to June 2008 is
approximately 37%, therefore resulting in a revisathual allowance in excess of
$8 200.

However, it is clear that the base allowance 00®6 was not realistic and even the CPI
adjusted allowance of $8 200 per annum does noésept anywhere near the value of
the workload that councillors are required to perfan carrying out their duties. In this
regard it is interesting to note that elected memsiman receive this sum (in some
instances significantly more) by simply being edekcto represent local government on
numerous committees or boards such as:

e Agriculture Protection Board $10 700
« Coastal Planning Coordination Protection Council  $8 100
e LG Advisory Board $13 700
¢ WA Health Promotion Council $8 000
WALG Grants Commission $20 800
e WALG Insurance Board $16 424
e WA Planning Commission $11 500
WA LG Superannuation Fund $15 000

Clearly, the work and responsibilities of an eldcteember on one of these committees is
not as demanding as representing a local governasean elected member, yet the amount
of allowances paid exceeds the current value oivalhces paid.

The amount payable to Western Australian electechimees is also amongst the lowest
in the country:

- New South Wales - up to $25 850

- Victoria - $18 000

— Queensland - determined by each Council but is nstmled to be linked to the
remuneration paid to State Members of Parliament.

- Tasmania - up to $12 000
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e The low annual allowance paid does little to attra@mminations from members of the
community for the position of elected member. Apagite view to this is that a higher
more realistic allowance will almost certainly atr a wider range of people with a
diversity of backgrounds.

* In a recent Local Government Advisory Board repentitled Local Government
Structural and Electoral Reform in WA - Ensuringe truture Sustainability of
Communitiesdated April 2006 it was proposed that elected b®ms remuneration
should be determined by the Salaries and Allowaicésinal and updated on an annual
basis and this position is understood to be supgdsy WALGA.

e The proposition to increase elected members’ allm@a was also supported in the
WALGA SSS study in conjunction with a reductiontie number of elected members.

Summary

There is a sufficient amount of evidence to coneludat the amount paid to elected
members in the form of allowances is inadequateergithe workload and level of
responsibility. In any event, the current valuealddwances has not kept pace with inflation
and needs to be rectified. The proposition to aseeelected members’ allowances is
supported by the Local Government Advisory Board ailso WALGA through its SSS
Study and current policy position. Mere support begr for a position appears to be
insufficient as the Department of Local Governmigsxt resisted moves to increase the level
of allowances paid to elected members. This mo&onourages WALGA to lobby the
Department to take action to review the level dbwhnces and have the Act amended
accordingly.

Consultation

No consultation has occurred at this time, butdib@ed the motion will be included on the
agenda of the AGM and debated at the WALGA AGM ax pf the consultation process.
One of Council’s representatives will be requirednove the motion at the WALGA AGM.

Policy Implications
The intent of this motion is consistent with theopiéd position of the Local Government
Advisory Board and WALGA.

Financial Implications

The financial implications, if this motion is supped and results in an amendment to the
Local Government Aatannot be determined at this time, but in any etrentotal increased
expenditure will be minor in comparison to the kagerating budget of the City.

Strategic Implications

In line with Strategic Plan Goal 5: Organisatioidfectiveness “To be a professional,
effective and efficient organisation.”

Note: Cr Gleeson left the Chamber at 8.25 pm

MOTION
Cr Doherty moved the amended motion, Sec Cr Ozgdola

Note: Cr Gleeson returned to the Chamber at 8.27 pm
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13.

14.

15.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST AMENDED MOTION - POINS OF
CLARIFICATION

Cr Doherty opening for the Motioncommented as follows:

¢ Last increase in remuneration was in 1996;

* Councillors face a number of external challenges;

» Growing complexity in the role of Councillors

* Expectation from the community for Councillors tpevate more effectively and
efficiently; and

* Increase in responsibilities

Cr Ozsdolay closing for the Motion
Congratulated Cr Doherty and the CEO, Mr Cliff Fiegvfor the comprehensive report.

The Mayor put the amended motion.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.1 |

That Council give consideration to the followingemded Notice of Motion proposed by
Cr Doherty to be considered at the WALGA AGM on @glist 2008:

(a) “That the Western Australian Local Governmenssdciationat the Annual
General Meeting in August 2008support a review of the allowances paid to
elected members and that the Department of Localefdment and Regional
Development be urged to amend the relevant prawgsod the Act.”

(b) Should motion (a) detailed above be supported ghe Annual General Meeting,
State Council at its meeting in October 2008 be regsted to urgently support
the motion and make a submission to the Minister foLocal Government prior
to 31 December 2008.

CARRIED (11/0)

Reason for Change
Clarifies the intention and provides a suggestee fior the matter to be progressed.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

13.1. RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WTHOUT NOTICE
Nil

13.2 QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE 27.5.2008
Nil

NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECI SION OF MEETING
Nil

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.
Note: The Mayor sought an indication from Members as hetiver they wished to further

discussConfidentialitem 15.1.1. As there was no debate proposed hyldes the
meeting was not closed to the public.
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16.

15.1.1 Recommendations from CEO Evaluation Commitee Meeting Held
6 May 2008CONFIDENTIAL Not to be Disclosed REPORT

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 7 May 2008

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

This report has been designatedCamfidential under theLocal Government Act Sections

5.23(2) (a) as it relates to a matter affectingaployee.
Summary

The purpose of this report is to consider recomratads arising from the CEO Evaluation
Committee meeting held 6 May 2008 in relation togoess of the CEO performance review

which require a Council decision.

Note: ConfidentialReport circulated separately.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 15.1.1

Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Burrows

That Anne Lake of Anne Lake Consultancy concluge@EO Performance Review for the
2007/08 financial year and implement the processuding the setting of Key Performance

Indicators, for the 2008/09 financial year.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be mad®ublic.

For the benefit of the member of the public gallérat returned to the Council Chamber the

Minute Secretary read aloud the Council decisiorition 15.1.1.

CLOSURE
The Mayor thanked everyone for their attendanceciosed the meeting at 8.35pm.

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 Jer2008

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minuteseweenfirmed.
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17. RECORD OF VOTING

VOTING RECORD - ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 27 MAY 2008
27/05/2008 7:30:58 PM - Iltem 7.1.1
Motion Passed 11/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr
Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala
No: Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

27/05/2008 7:31:27 PM - Item 7.1.2
Motion Passed 11/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr
Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala
No: Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

27/05/2008 7:32:00 PM - Item 7.2.1to 7.2.5
Motion Passed 11/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr
Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala
No: Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

27/05/2008 7:59:54 PM - En Bloc Items
Motion Passed 11/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr
Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala
No: Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

27/05/2008 8:25:11 PM - Item 10.3.1
Motion Passed 6/5

Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr
Colin Cala

No: Mayor James Best, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith
Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

27/05/2008 8:31:18 PM - Item 12.1
Motion Passed 11/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr

Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala
No: Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

27/05/2008 8:32:44 PM

Motion Passed 11/0 - Item 15.1.1
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Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr
Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala
No: Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

27/05/2008 8:34:10 PM
Motion Passed 11/0 - Leave of Absence
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr

Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala
No: Abstain: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote
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