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1.

South Per

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 28 July 2009 at 7.00pm

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S

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

DISCLAIMER
The Mayor read aloud the City’s Disclaimer.

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1

3.2

Activities Report Mayor Best / Council Represetatives
Mayor’s Activities Report for the month of May 208&ached to the back of the Agenda.

Audio Recording of Council meeting

The Mayor reported that the meeting is being awdamrded in accordance with Council
Policy P517 *“Audio Recording of Council Meetingahd Clause 6.1.6 of the Standing
Orders Local Law which state$A person is not to use any electronic, visual oocal
recording device or instrument to record the prodesgs 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.

ATTENDANCE

Mayor J Best
S

Councillors:

G W Gleeson Civic Ward

| Hasleby Civic Ward

P Best Como Beach Ward
B Hearne Como Beach Ward
T Burrows Manning Ward

L P Ozsdolay Manning Ward

C Cala McDougall Ward

R Wells, JP McDougall Ward
R Grayden Mill Point Ward

D Smith Mill Point Ward

S Doherty Moresby Ward

K R Trent, RFD Moresby Ward
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Officers:

Mr M Kent Acting Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Bell Director Infrastructure Services

Mr S Bercov Acting Director Development Services

Ms D Gray Acting Director Financial and Informati®ervices

Ms H Cardinal Manager Human Resource Services

Mr R Kapur Manager Development Services (uBtd5pm)

Ms C Husk City Communications Officer (until 7 ki)

Ms W Patterson City Sustainability Coordinatoréatted as an observer until 8.00pm)
Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary

Gallery There were 28 members of the public present anderaber of the press.

4.1 Apologies
Chief Executive Officer - annual leave

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence
Nil

5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
The Mayor reported that Declaration of Interestd been received from Crs Ozsdolay and Trent in
relation to Agenda Item 10.2.2 and from Cr Calaelation to Agenda Item 10.2.4. He further
stated that in accordance wittocal Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulations72D@t the
Declarations would be read out immediately befbeeltems in question were discussed.

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE

At the Council meeting held 23 June 2009 the foillmirquestions were taken on notice:

[6.1.1. Ms Sam Ryan, 3/69 Birdwood Avenue, Como |

Note: At the June Council Meeting the Mayor reported thfathe six questions submitted
in writing by Ms Ryan that Questions 1 - 5 wereéggional issues’ and as such
they would be taken as ‘correspondence’. A writEsponse to Questions 1 - 5 was
provided by the Chief Executive Officer by letteted 26 June 2009.

6.1.2 Mr Harry Anstey, 21 Riverview Street, South Brth

Summary of Question
In relation to the Right-of-Way between Angelo dtafoo Streets, know as ROW15:

1. Does the City have a record of when the easgmmant of the ROW (which was
Lot 349) and which abuts South Perth Primary Scfiamt 350) was subdivided?

2. If this ROW was subdivided, who was the persathvarity who initiated the
subdivision?

3. If the City does not have a record of the sulaim, then how/why can there be two
separate lots?

4, Have rates been charged on the ROW since 19h2>htes have been collected on

this freehold land on what basis did Council coesithis freehold land should have
been exempt?

5. How does the City propose making its Policy ba Closure of ROW'’s totally
effective in requiring surrounding residents to dmlvised prior to closure by any
means?

6. What costs have Council and residents born @iaing this ROW?
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Summary of Response

A response was provided by the Chief Executive deffi by letter dated 2 July 2009 a
summary of which is as follows:

1.

The City does not have any such record. heésQity’s understanding that ROW15
(Angelo to Riverview) and ROW14 (Riverview to Kajdwmave always been separate
Rights-of-Way.

If right-of-ways 15 and 14 have always beenasmje from one another, no
“subdivision” would be necessary. That is the Bitynderstanding.

Refer to the response to Questions 1 and 2 above

The City does not rate rights-of-way as theywsed for a “public purpose” which
under theLocal Government Acinakes them exempt from rates (no matter the
owner).

At the June 2009 Council meeting, Policy P3%%onsultation for Planning
Proposals”was adopted to replace the previous P104. Howéeeeoperative effect
of the new Policy is the same, in relation to rightvay closures. The core issue
relates to the two different processes by whicdlglat+of-way can be closed.

The City has only ever been involved in the closprecess under théand
Administration Act{and theLocal Government Adh past years). The City was not
involved in the closure process for ROW15, whichswaplemented under an
alternative process under the Transfer of Land Autor to the ROW15 action, the
City had been unaware of the availability of theATtlosure process. Under that
process, the City is not consulted and has notoopday. Therefore, where the TLA
process is implemented, it is impossible for thiy @ consult any neighbours. This
cannot be remedied by the Council’s Policy P350U<e or Closure of Rights-of-
Way', and to that extent the Policy cannot be madalljoeffective.

The paving and draining of the ROW adjacent k32 Riverview was constructed
at full cost to the applicant as a Condition of Blepment Approval. Prior to the
Development Approval, a small section of ROW (abbditmetres maximum) had
been constructed off Riverview Street towards Aagétreet to facilitate vehicle
turnaround. A path section from Angelo Street clateol the link through to
Riverview Street.

This construction was undertaken during the lats @@ part of works to pave the
ROW off Riverview Street and between Riverview 8trand Karoo Street. Funding
for the ROW works was shared with the residentt) wie City’s proportion of the

cost for “works on private property” being approusdthe then Local Government
Minister under the Local government Act 1960. @tian the initial expenditure in

the 1970’s the only funds expended on the ROW bmtwangelo Street and

Riverview Street has been routine weed spraying @dedring and minor repair

works to the path to remove any tripping hazardis hot possible to determine the
extent of expenditure on routine maintenance insatyion of the City, but over this
section of ROW would be relatively inconsequential.
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6.1.3. Mr Jim Grayden, 86 Strickland Street, SouthPerth

Summary of Question

| refer to lots 68 and 69 on plan 2692 formerlynidfied as ROW 15 between Angelo Street
and Karoo Street, South Perth and crossing thersashd of Riverview Street.
Approximately sixty years ago the then South PBadhds Board apparently contributed half
the cost of establishing a bituminised footpatmgl®OW 15 between Angelo Street and
Riverview Street with the balance paid by localdest Mrs Nell Burrows of 28 Riverview
Street. Since that time, adjoining owners haverdmsted to the cost of paving other Right's
of Way on plan 2692.

1.

Can the City advise the basis on which the @i#g paid for the paving and
maintenance of privately owned land comprisinguieous Right's of Way on plan
26927

Is the City aware of the Corruption and Crimembassion “Report on the
Investigation of Alleged Misconduct by EmployeesLafidgate as a Result of
Associations with External Clients Involved in i@perty Development Industry
released 18 June 2009 which, among other matiogedl into the activities of
Complex Land Solutions Pty Ltd, the consulting fiengaged by Ms Parker to
progress the closure of ROW 15?

Will the City support an application by concetrmatepayers to be recognised as
interested parties in the State Administrative Tin&l hearing set for 1 July 2009 on
the Development Application submitted by Ms Paia@mncerning former ROW 15?

Summary of Response

A response was provided by the Chief Executived@ffiby letter dated 2 July, a summary
of which is as follows:

1.

wn

In response to a request from local residehts,Gity in or about the late 1970’s
sought and was granted permission from the theall®overnment Minister (Local

Government Act 1960) to expend municipal fundstm ¢onstruction of the ROW

(“private property”) off Riverview Street adjacetat the Primary School and at the
rear of the properties between Riverview Streetkaaeo Street. Funding was on a
shared basis with the residents. To provide foeffinient turnaround at the eastern
end of Riverview Street, a small section of ROWo{#h1l5 metres in length

maximum) was constructed off Riverview Street tagaAngelo Street. A standard
width path was also constructed from Angelo Sttedink to the short section of

ROW constructed for vehicle turnaround.

A number of years ago a Planning Application waeineed for 32 Riverview Street
with vehicle access detailed off the ROW. As a dionl of Planning Approval the

applicant was required to pave and drain that goif the ROW for the full length

of the property up to and beyond the rear garddee condition stipulated that the
paved section, constructed at the applicants egpemas to include a pedestrian
path of contrasting coloured material. Other tHaminitial work undertaken in the
1970’s the City has not expended any funds on gnogi vehicle access to the
ROW’s on Plan 2692.

The City is not aware of this report.

Acting on behalf of Riverview Street resider@is,Rob Grayden has asked the City
to support his application to the State Adminisgeai ribunal to make a submission
on the Parkers’ appeal. The City has confirmedufgport to Cr Grayden.
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At the Special Council meeting held 7 July 2009ftil®wing question was taken on notice:

|6.1.4 Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South P#r |

Summary of Question

Has any funds been set aside for any costs wifbeotgo 11 Heppingstone Street, South
Perth?

Summary of Response

A response was provided by the Chief Executived@ffiby letter dated 8 July, a summary
of which is as follows: Not specifically.

6.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 28.7.2009

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor advised that Public Question Time formerevavailable in the foyer for use
however stated it is preferable that questions drevdrded 5 working days prior to the
Council Meeting in order for responses to be pregid He further stated that in accordance
with the Local GovernmenAct regulations question time would be limited t® inutes,
guestions will be dealt with in the order they ezeeived with long questions summarised
and same or similar questions not responded tce Mayor then opened Public Question
Time at 7.05pm.

Note: Written Questions submitted prior to the meetingewprovided(in full) in a

powerpoint presentation for the benefit of the puiglallery. A summary of the
guestions / response appears in the Minutes.

\ 6.2.1 Mr Rick Hughes, President, Kensington Commuty Association \

Note: As Mr Hughes was not present at the Meeting tleyd stated that the questions

submitted in relation to rubbish/recycling inities would be dealt with as
correspondence by the Administration.

\ 6.2.2 Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South P#r

Summary of Question

Questions relate to No. 11 Heppingstone StreetthSeerth:

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6

Who were the Commissioners who approved theloewent

Was the development built using same drawindgb@se approved by Commissioners?
Did the Officers recommend the Commissioners@mpor refuse the Application to
build and why?

When was the 11 Heppingstone Street developapgmbved?

When did the construction of 11 Heppingstonee&tbegin?

When questions are answered at Public Questiendre they always answered in the
order the City receives them?

Why were my questions last month only answefest @ motion for an extension of
time for Question Time was passed?
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Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1-5 The answers to questions 1 - 5 are eithelighplavailable in past Council Minutes
and / or have been answered previously in the past.

6. Yes

7. The 15 minutes allotted time had elapsed thezeforequest for a Motion for an
Extension of Time was called in order to deal vaitturther 8 written questions.

6.2.3 Mr Steve Neates, President Manning Communitssociation \

Note: As Mr Neates was not present at the Meeting tlagydvl stated that the questions
submitted in relation to anti-social behaviour irafhing would be dealt with as
correspondence by the Administration.

6.2.4 Ms Betty Skinner, 166 Mill Point Road, SoutlPerth question

Summary of Question

Has consideration been given to monitoring the heach usage patterns of Sir James
Mitchell Park over next summer and planting theppsed trees in the autumn of 2010?
The benefit of autumn plantings would allow theefré¢o settle in with the winter rain, and
improve the survival rate.

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded that usage patterns in tHehgare been largely determined by the
construction of the new beachésieshore pathway, shelters and BBQ's. The pexpage
planting has been designed with this in mind bs @lonsiders the issues of safety, security,
views, shade, habitat and nutrient run-off. Autugenerally the best time to plant new
trees, however given the fact that Sir James MitdPark is irrigated and the City will
supplement the watering of the new trees if they @anted, Spring is still an acceptable
time to plant.

6.2.5 Mr Lindsay Jamieson, 14 Tralee Way, Waterford \

Summary of Question

The following Questions with regard to the lackre$ponse to my queries, not answered at

the June 2009 Council Meeting:

6. What is the target and/or KPI response timafquery to the Mayor?

7. What percentage of queries to the Mayor receirgsponse in that time?

8. What is the reason for the delay in responseytgueries from 16 March 20097

9. Who was responsible for the delay in responseytgueries from 16 March 2009?

10. Who is accountable for the delay in responsaytqueries from 16 March 2009?

11. What is the target and/or KPI response timeaimswering questions submitted for
Public Question Time?

12. What percentage of queries submitted for Bubliestion Time receive a response in
that time?

13. What is the reason for the delay in responsey questions 6 to 10 submitted for
Public Question Time?

10
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14. Who was responsible for the delay in respdosmy questions 6 to 10 submitted for
Public Question Time?

15. Who is accountable for the delay in respdosey questions 6 to 10 submitted for
Public Question Time?

16. Does Mayor Best accept that his failure ttofelthe process he himself specified to me
is now needlessly consuming Council Public Questime, Council member time and
City resources, and will he apologise to them Far needless effort and difficulties he
has caused?

Summary of Response

The Mayor said that as the questions relate toptueess of answering questions’ and not
the actual issue, where former Councillor Lindsaynig&son is seeking recoup of legal
expenses and that despite being in the same eitustited that he did not need to Declare
an Interest as we are not discussing any claim.

The Mayor responded as follows to the questionsiidd:

1-5 The answers to questions 1 - 5 in relatiomssoies that Mr Jamieson previously
asked at the June Council meeting are either pubdicailable in past Council
Minutes and/or have been answered previously ih gasespondence. The Mayor
said that he would encourage Mr Jamieson to dishissgoncerns with the CEO
when he returns from leave.

6 -10 In relation to response times for correspanddrom the Mayor the information has
been discussed with you and myself at a Meetin thi Director General of Local
Government on 20 March 2009. The Director Genexgthsequently wrote back on
2 April 2009 advising she would investigate the tetadnd report back as advised in
my email to you on 22 May. No further advice hasrbeeceived from the
Department. | would therefore encourage you taioaa contacting the Director
General for her to expedite the matter

11 - 15 Response times for answering questions istglohfor Public Question Time are at
the Council meeting at which they are submittddhedy are complex or insufficient
time is provided the Questions are Taken on Nadicd the information sent as
correspondence with in the timeframes set in thest@uoer Charter. Your
frustrations in waiting for the Department to paithe authority for your matter to
be discussed is acknowledged but there is no lugefypose to be served by
addressing these questions as there was no detagponding to your questions at
Public Question time last month.

16. Council is reviewing Public Question Time tesere it is fair and accessible to all
residents in the City, and that Council has sudfititime to properly research
answers to questions. The matter is also schedoldsk discussed at the necxt
Audit and Governance Committee Meeting.

6.2.6 Mr Graham Nicol, 19 Charles Street, South Pén \

Note: As Mr Nicol was not present at the Meeting theybtastated that the questions
submitted in relation to parking issues in the Ridson Park Business Precinct
would be dealt with as correspondence by the Adstigtion.
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\ 6.2.7 Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensirtign

Note: At this point in the meeting Mr Defrenne ‘tabledine written questions. The
Mayor said that the Public Question Time Guidelidiesits questions to two
guestions per person. Public Question Time is radng up a considerable amount
of staff resources in researching and providingpaases to the many questions
raised. He further stated that the questions étdiblvould be handled as normal
business correspondence by the Administration.

Close of Public Question Time
There being no further questions the Mayor closgdli® Question time at 7.15pm

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

7.1

7.2

MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 23.6.2009
7.1.2 Special Council Meeting Held: 07.7.2009

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.1.1 AND 7.1.2
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Cala

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetinddh23 June and the Special Council
Meeting held 7 July 2009 be taken as read andmoedi as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (13/0)

BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place sintbe last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to CounBblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document tuidic the subject of each Briefing.
The practice of listing and commenting on briefisgssions, not open to the public, is
recommended by the Department of Local Governmemtd Regional Development’s
“Council Forums Paper” as a way of advising the public and being on ipuielcord.

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - June Ordinary Council Meehg Held: 16.6.2009
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the June 2009 Council Agendblotes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum - Millennium Kids and South Peth Youth Network Meeting
Held: 10.6.2009
Representative from Millennium Kids provided baakgnd information on the City
of South Youth Sustainability Ambassadors theire rovision / projects etc and
representatives from the South Perth Youth Netvemidke orf'Youth for Resilient
Futures”. Notes from the Concept Briefing are includeddtschment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum - Old Mill Master Plan - Meetng Held: 17.6.2009
Mr Garry Lawrence of Lawrence Associates presergedoncept proposal to
redevelop the Old Mill.
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAtsichment 7.2.3.

12



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

7.2.4 Concept Forum - Collier Park Golf Course Magr Plan, Light Fleet Vehicle
Policy and Sir James Mitchell Park Revetment Wall lPoposed Landscaping
and Deck - Meeting Held: 30.6.2009
Rosetta Holdings, the Consultant and officers ef @ity provided presentations on
the proposed upgrade at Collier Park Golf Courdticés presented the draft Light
Fleet Vehicle Policy and also gave a presentationhe Sir James Mitchell Park
Revetment Wall Proposed Landscaping and Deck.
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includeddtschment 7.2.4.

7.2.5 Concept Forum Major Town Planning DevelopmenMeeting Held: 1.7.2009
Officers / applicant presented background inforomatin relation to Proposed
Three x four storey Multiple Dwellings, 26 Banksl&rrace, South Perth and
responded to questions raised by Members.

Briefing Notes from the Concept Briefing are inadddasAttachment 7.2.5.

7.2.6  Concept Forum - Council 58 Anniversary Re-Enacted 1959 Council Meeting
Held: 7.7.2009
Elected Members / Officers re-enacted the init@b4d Council Meeting as part of
recognising the Council’s 80Anniversary.
Notes from the Re-Enactment are included#@achment 7.2.6.

\ COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1 TO 7.2.6 INCLUSIVE
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Cala

That the comments and attached Notes under Itethg T 7.2.6 inclusive on Council
Agenda Briefings held since the last Ordinary Megtf Council on 23 June 2009 be noted.

CARRIED (13/0)

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 7 July 2009 received from Mr $ Grayden, 86 Strickland Street,
South Perth together with 117 Signatures against thproposed development for
former Right-of-Way 15 between Angelo Street and Rierview Street, South
Perth.

Text of petition reads: We the undersigned electors of the City of SouttthPe
being parents and friends of the South Perth Prim&chool, strong object to
proposed development on former Right-of-Way 15timguthe western boundary of
the school grounds. We ask that our concerns destrin the ‘Summary of
Reasons for Request’ (attached to petition) beerhiat the State Administrative
Tribunal scheduled for 8 July 2009.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 7 July 2008 received fromJVB Grayden, 86 Strickland

Street, South Perth together with 117 Signaturesnagthe proposed development
for former Right-of-Way 15 between Angelo Street eRiverview Street, South

Perth be received and forwarded to the Developn@atvices Directorate for

assessment as part of the development applicatioprbposed additions to Single
House at 32 Riverview Street, South Perth.
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1.1
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Smith

That the Petition dated 7 July 2008 received fromJVE Grayden, 86 Strickland Street,
South Perth together with 117 Signhatures againstpttoposed development for former
Right-of-Way 15 between Angelo Street and Rivervigtneet, South Perth be received and
forwarded to the Development Services Directorabe &ssessment as part of the
development application for proposed additions itogl® House at 32 Riverview Street,
South Perth.

CARRIED (13/0)

Note: City Communications Officer retired from the megtat 7.17pm

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

8.2.1. Moorditch Keila - NAIDOC Celebration 17.7.09
The Mayor presented a gift of artwork from the dteh of the Moorditch Keila
Group as part of the NAIDOC celebration on 17 JAB0O9 in recognition of
Council’s support.

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 10.0.1310.10.3.2, 10.3.3, 10.3.5 and 10.3.6
were heard at the July Council Agenda Briefing feeid21 July 2009.

Opening of Deputations
The Mayor opened Deputations at 7.18pm.

8.3.1 Ms Laura Cala, 4 Crana Place, Karawara ¢enda Item 10.2.3

Ms Cala spoke for the officer recommendation amlt@0.0.1 “Youth Sustainability
Ambassadors and South Perth Youth Network” ondhlevfing points:

» City of South Perth previously maintained an effexlyouth Advisory Council
* Rotaract Club of South Perth provides what YAC tasgrovide

« City of South Perth could restructure Youth Advis@ouncil

* Millennium Kids needs to be separate to that of tidbiouncil

» support growth of young leaders within communipydmote youth events

\ 8.3.2 Johanna (Hannie) Byrne, (applicant) 89 Maring Road  Agenda Item 10.3.4 \

Ms Byrne spoke for the officer recommendation amlt10.3.4 “Change of Use Single
House to Consulting Rooms” 89 Manning Road, Manminghe following points:

* background on proposal

e support approval to Consulting Rooms

e against the condition of approval requiring a 1[@ink/masonary fence be erected

« seek Council approval to delete this condition

Close of Deputations
The Mayor closed Deputations at 7.38pm
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8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES

8.4.1.

Council Delegate: Rivers Regional Council M#ing : 18 June 2009

A report from Mayor Best and Cr Trent (Deputy) suanising their attendance
together with the Chief Executive Officer, at thvdRs Regional Council Meeting
held 18 June 2009 is Attachment 8.4.1.

Note: The Minutes of the Rivers Regional Council Ordin&guncil Meeting of
18 June 2009 have also been received and are l@eada theiCouncil
website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Reports in relation to the RivRegional Council Meeting held
18 June 2009 aAttachment 8.4.1be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.1

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Burrows

That the Delegate’s Reports in relation to the RivRegional Council Meeting held
18 June 2009 aAttachment 8.4.1be received.
CARRIED (13/0)

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES ‘

8.5.1.

8.5.2.

Conference Delegate: LGMA Conference Darwig4 - 27 May 2009

A report from the Cr Burrows and the Chief Execaitdfficer summarising their
attendance at the Local Government Managers Aisstr&onference “Local

Government - Creating our Future” held in Darwinveen 24 - 27 May 2009 is at
Attachments 8.5.1and8.5.1(a).

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the attgrce by Cr Burrows and the Chief
Executive Officer at the Local Government Manag®ustralia, Conference “Local

Government - Creating our Future” held in Darwiriveen 24 - 27 May 2009 at
Attachments 8.5.1.and 8.5.1(a)be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.5.1
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Grayden

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the attgrce by Cr Burrows and the Chief
Executive Officer at the Local Government Manag®ustralia, Conference “Local
Government - Creating our Future” held in Darwirivimen 24 - 27 May 2009 at
Attachments 8.5.1.and 8.5.1(a)be received.

CARRIED (13/0)

Council of Local Government Meeting June 2@0 Canberra

A report from Mayor Best summarising his attendamtethe Meeting of the
‘Council of Local Government” on 25 June 2009 in nBarra is at
Attachment 8.5.2.
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10.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Mayor tBeattendance at the Meeting of
the ‘Council of Local Government” on 25 June 2089Canberra atAttachment
8.5.2,be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.5.2 \
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Trent

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Mayor tBeattendance at the Meeting of
the ‘Council of Local Government” on 25 June 20890anberra atAttachment
8.5.2,be received.

CARRIED (13/0)

METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exoeptf the items identified to be withdrawn for
discussion that the remaining reports, including afficer recommendations, would be adopted en
bloc, ie all together. He then sought confirmatiam the Acting Chief Executive Officer that all
the report items had been discussed at the Agending held on 21 July 2009.

The Acting Chief Executive Officer confirmed thdtig was correct with the exception of Late
Report Item 14 ‘tabled’ prior to the Council Megfin

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

The following items were withdrawn for discussictebate:
e Item 10.0.1 Alternative Motion proposed

* Item 10.2.2 Declarations of Interest

» Item 10.2.4 Declaration of Interest

e Item 10.3.1 Alternative Motion proposed

e Item 10.3.2 Alternation Motion proposed

* Item 10.3.3 Alternation Motion proposed

e Item 10.3.4 Alternative Motion proposed

* Item 10.3.6 Discussion

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION ‘

Moved Cr Trent, Cr Grayden

That with the exception of Withdrawn Items 10..@,2.2, 10.2.4, 10.3.1, 10.3.2, 10.3.3, 10.3.4 and
10.3.6 which are to be considered separately, ffieep recommendations in relation to Agenda
Items 10.2.1, 10.2.3, 10.3.5, 10.3.7, 10.3.8, 10.40.4.2, 10.5.1, 10.5.2, 10.5.3, 10.5.4, 10.6.1,
10.6.2 and 10.6.3 be carried en bloc.

CARRIED (13/0)

REPORTS
10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Proposed two storey Single House - Lot 80 dN33) Crawshaw Crescent

Manning
Location: Lot 80 (No. 33) Crawshaw Crescent, Magnin
Applicant: Beilby Design
Lodgement Date: 29 May 2008; revised plans receared9 June 2009
File Ref: 11.2008.243 CR3/33
Date: 1 July 2009
Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Bdgpment Services
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Summary

The subject application for planning approval redatio a proposed two storey Single House
on Lot 80 (No. 33) Crawshaw Crescent, Manning. @duefused an identical application
at its March 2009 meeting principally due to concezgarding streetscape compatibility
owing to the proposed flat roof, the proposed dwegllvas considered to be incompatible
with the existing buildings within the focus area terms of roof form. Therefore the
proposed was not in compliance with the provisioh€ouncil Policy P370_T “General
Design Guidelines for Residential Development”.

The applicant / owners have lodged an appeal With State Administrative Tribunal.

Pursuant to section 31(1) of t8AT Act 2004WA) the application is being referred to the
Council for a reconsideration of its decision. Tggort the application, further information
has been provided for the Council to consider irgdato Policy P370_T “General Design

Guidelines for Residential Development”. Other are& non-compliance have also been
discussed in more detail. Further Officer commantsesponse to the Applicant's new
submissions have been provided in this report. ffieer recommendation remains that the
application be refused for the same reasons a itiously.

Council is being asked to exercise discretion latien to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Streetscape compatibility Clause 9.6 (6) of TPS6
Setbacks R-Code Performance Criteria 6.3.3 P3
Maximum ground / floor levels Clause 6.10 of TPS6
Background
The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R20
Lot area 812 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential One (1) Single House
Maximum plot ratio Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.0.1(a) Plans of the proposal dated 29 June 2009

Attachment 10.0.1(b) Letters from applicant, Beiloy Design dated 24
February 2009, 29 January 2009 and 20 December
2008.

Attachment 10.0.1(c) Letter from Allerding and Associates Town
Planners dated 20 May 2009.

Attachment 10.0.1(d) City Officer's March 2009 report.

History of application
This application has been the subject of revievthgyCouncil and City Officers since May
2008, and the following is the timeline of events:

» As detailed in previous report to Coungttachment 10.0.1(d).

e« 24 March 2009 - Council refused the application feasons relating to design
compatibility, floor levels and setbacks to thestr

e 29 April 2009 - State Administrative Tribunal ditems hearing.

« 11 May 2009 - SAT order for Council to reconsidserdecision subject to the Applicant
providing revised plans and additional information.

* 29 June 2009 - Further plans and additional infeionaeceived by the City.
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The site is adjoined by residential zoned land lzamsi street frontage to Crawshaw Crescent.
The location of the development site is shown below

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is required to be referred to a
Council meeting for determination as the recomm#odaof refusal involves Council
exercising discretion in relation to a variationrfr a provision of Council Policy P370_T
“General Design Guidelines for Residential Develepth

Comment

(a) Description of the proposal
The proposed development is a two storey Singleselodhe applicant's letter,
Attachment 10.0.1(b)and10.0.1(c) describes the proposal in more detail.

The proposal complies with the requirements of G@ity’'s Town Planning Scheme
No. 6 (TPS6), the Residential Design Codes (R-Coded relevant Council Policies
with the exception of the variations discussedwelo

(b) Design - Council Policy P370_T “General DesigrGuidelines for Residential
Development” (P370_T)
Previous report to Counciittachment 10.0.1(d)provides the Applicant’'s reasoning
for non-compliance with the streetscape compatjbprovisions of Policy P370_T.
The following is in response to the applicant'sdgtAttachment 10.0.1(c):

As properties within the ‘Manning Avenues’ have meedeveloped and larger
dwellings have been constructed, there has beeadua change in the streetscape
character. Having regard to this change, City glamrontrols have been designed
which facilitate this gradual evolution while pregag, to a certain extent, the
existing streetscape character. In many othertsiréee original streetscape character
has been strongly preserved particularly with resferoof form. This is the situation
in Crawshaw Crescent. Noting that the subjectdatiiuated in Crawshaw Crescent,
where properties have been assigned a low R20 tgensding, the proposed
development is expected to comply with the develapmequirements of the City’'s
Policy P370 “General Design Guidelines for Resi@d¢mevelopment”.
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(c)

The main objective of Council Policy P370_T is dethin Attachment 10.0.1(d)
Council report resulting in the determination on\2drch 2009. That objective is:

“To preserve or enhance desired streetscape charaand to promote strong design
compatibility between existing and proposed redidéhuildings.”

Design Advisory Consultant’s view as well as theyGi Officers view of the
development is that:

The proposed Single House is designed with a flat over the main dwelling and
blank walls with some windows on both sides of ltbase resulting in a ‘cubic’
appearance. The design is not consistent with tedgminant character of housing
with pitched roofing contributing to the amenity thfe focus area. The issue is
whether the flat roof design and blank walls arecegmtable with respect to
streetscape. The recommendation is for refusaldapen the incompatible design.

The applicant’'s letterAttachment 10.0.1(c) states that the design has now been
modified to have a skillion roof. However it isportant to note that, as seen from the
street, no skillion roof is visible as it is scredrbehind the parapet walls along the
perimeter of the building. Even with the substiuatiof a skillion roof, the proposal
was still required to be referred back to the Git{design Advisory Consultants’
(DAC). In cases where a proposed skillion roofetding is supported by the DAC,
in accordance with the May 2008 Officer report a@duncil resolution, such a
proposal may be approved by officers under deleigat¢hority. However, where the
DAC do not support a particular skillion roofed dgs the application needs to be
referred to a Council meeting for determinationthis instance, the DAC does not
support the proposed skillion roofed design.

As the non-compliance relates to provisions in aur@il Policy, Council has
discretionary power under clause 9.6 (6) of TPS@pprove the skillion roofed
addition. This discretionary power should only Bereised if Council is satisfied that
all requirements of that clause have been metiinstance, it is recommended that
the two storey Single House not be approved, aspiplicant has not satisfied the
Policy requirements.

Minimum setback of garage to the front street Bgnment

The applicant’s letterAttachment 10.0.1(c)suggests the Council should consider
approval in accordance with the performance catefithe R-Codes. Council report
Attachment 10.0.1(d)resulting in the determination on 24 March 200esta

“the garage has a minimum setback of 4.0 metresh® street. The Acceptable
Development Clause 6.2.3 of the R-Codes and CoRutity P350.3 ‘Car Parking
Access, Siting and Design’ prescribe a minimumasstiof 4.5 metres from a primary
street where vehicles are parked at 90 degreesdostreet. City officers consider
there no reason why the garage can not be setbdchknétres from the street and
therefore consider that a minimum setback of 4.&eneshould be the minimum that
the Council should support. It is recommended it garage and supporting
infrastructure should be setback a minimum of 4efres.

City Officer suggested modification is to reduce thidth of the proposed alfresco

area by 0.5 metres at the rear which will enabéesiction of the building including
the garage to be moved back to comply with theasétbequirement.
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(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

Finished floor levels of the dwelling

The proposed floor level of the dwelling is 9.428tres relative to the datum shown
on the site plan. Further to the Council repstitachment 10.0.1(d)relating to floor
levels, please note that Clause 6.10 of Town Ptanrdcheme No. 6 allows a
variation based upon the proposed development demading that it achieves a visual
balanced streetscape. As mentioned in the AppldatierAttachment 10.0.1(c}the
floor levels of the adjoining properties are 9.@ &196 metres relative to the datum
shown on the site plan respectively. Thereforeethagon the information provided,
lowering the finished floor level (FFL) to a levblat is an average of the FFLs of the
adjoining properties will be acceptable. Therefar&FL of 9.28 metres relative to the
assumed datum will comply with the Scheme requirgme

Other planning controls

The proposal has no plot ratio implications. Plagntontrols in relation to building
height, setbacks, visual privacy, ground and fldewels meet the relevant
requirements.

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

Scheme Obijectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TH®@. proposal has also been
assessed under, and has been foooidto meet the following relevant general
objectives listed in Clause 1.6(2) of TPS6:

Objective (f) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residentedsaand ensure
that new development is in harmony with the charaahd scale of
existing residential development;

The proposed dwelling has few features or charaties in keeping with the
character and scale of existing residential devetg. It is therefore, determined that
the proposal does not comply with Clause 1.6 of d.PS

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

In addition to the issues relating to technicahpbance of the project under TPS6, as
discussed above, in considering an applicatiorplanning approval, the Council is
required to have due regard to, and may imposeitwons! with respect to the matters
listed in Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in the mpirof the Council, relevant to the
proposed development. Of the 24 listed matters, fillewing are particularly
relevant to the current application and requir@ftdrconsideration:

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

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

The listed matters above are relevant to the sulageglication. In relation to listed
matter (j) and (n) the proposal is not in keepinghwhe dominant streetscape
character and is therefore, inconsistent with thevamentioned listed matters. It is
therefore, determined that the proposal does maptowith Clause 7.5 of TPS6.
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Consultation

(@)

(b)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The proposal was considered by the City’s Desiglvigory Consultants at their
meeting held on 9 February 2009. The proposal waswell received by the
Consultants. Their specific comments are summabséuiv:

“The design is not considered compatible with thésteng development within the
focus area. A pitched roof design would be mor&daping with the streetscape of
Crawshaw Crescent. As viewed from the front elematihe design of the house, in
isolation, is considered acceptable. The sideatiems are not consistent with the
front elevation displaying a mixture of roof stylexd variety of wall detailing.”

Issues relating to the roof design and sustairabdire still outstanding, however
issues relating to the building height have besnlved.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The proposal has been reféordtie adjoining neighbour,
however the boundary wall has been removed frors tlesign, therefore the
boundary wall is not an issue.

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

Financial Implications
The issue has a minor impamt this particular area, to the extent of paynudnbe 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 followsrms: To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built enronment.

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development has been designed to msaxsolar access to its habitable
rooms by providing sufficient setbacks from theesbundaries. Even though the outdoor
living area faces south, it is of a sufficientlyda size to have solar access.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationd@anning approval for proposed two
storey Single House on Lot 80 (No. 33) Crawshaws€crat, Manninde refused for the
following reasons:

(@) The proposed dwelling is incompatible to thestaxg streetscape character and
conflicts with the provisions of Policy P370 T “Gamal Design Guidelines for
Residential Development” which requires all newalepment to be designed in such
a way so as to preserve or enhance the desiredsstape character.

(b) The proposed setback of the garage and supgostiructure conflicts with the
Acceptable Development provisions of Clause 6.2.8he R-Codes, Council Policy
P350.3 ‘Car Parking Access, Siting and Design’,chiequire a 4.5 metre setback
from a primary street where vehicles are parke@Oatlegrees to the street in lieu of
the proposed 4.0 metre setback.

(c) The proposed floor level of the dwelling coafi with the provisions of Clause
6.10(1) of Town Planning Scheme No. 6, which rezpiihe floor level to be lowered
to 9.28 metres relative to the datum shown on iteeptan in lieu of the proposed
level of 9.428 metres.

(d) Having regard to the above reasons, the prabdseelopment does not comply with
objective (f) listed within Clause 1.6 “Scheme Qitjees” of the City of South Perth
Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

(e) Having regard to the above reasons, the propdseelopment does not comply with
matters (j) and (n) listed within Clause 7.5 “Madtéo be Considered by Council” of
the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

Important Note

(@) If you are aggrieved by aspects of the decisibere discretion has been exercised,
you may lodge an appeal with the State Administeadiribunal within 28 days of the
Determination Date recorded on this Notice.

MOTION
Cr Cala Moved the officer recommendation, Sec @nfr

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Cala Opening for the Motion

* moved officer recommendation as original plan hatschanged and Council refused that
« understand there is an application that now corsplie

« applicant submitted a new application - believe a@plication will enhance the street

« acknowledge argument for skillion roof - applicatidoes not have any roofs visible

» do not believe it fits in with streetscape - newide / proposal does fit in

e support the recommendation

Cr Wells point of clarification Has the applicant indicated their preferencdte Acting
Director Development Servicesstated that the agpliprefers the skillion roof design. He
said they have submitted an alternative propos#h i pitched roof which has been
approved, however that is not their preference.

Cr Gleeson point of clarificationare we debating new plans submitted to Courrciltoat

is on the Agenda? The Mayor replied, the Agenéa itwhich is for a skillion roof.
Separately the applicant has put in an alternajaication for a pitched roof which has
been approved.

Cr Grayden point of orderCr Wells simply asked a question we are not tie¢pdhe issue.
The Mayor upheld the point of order.
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FORESHADOWED MOTION
Cr Hasleby Foreshadowed that he would be movirappove the application if the current
Motion is lost.

Cr Trent for the Motion
+ seconded the Motion for sake of debate

Cr Smith against the Motion

* my conscious is clear - voted in favour of propaglaén defeated previously

« understand officer recommendation in relationotf is governed by policy

¢ policy can be digressed from

* happy with proposal before us

» acknowledge applicants have a proposal approvedrudelegated Authority but it is not
the one they prefer

e against the Motion

Cr Cala closing for the Motion
e support the officer recommendation
< nothing further to add

The Mayor put the Motion. LOST (4/9)

MOTION
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Gleeson

That...

(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted,

(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#irth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicat@r planning approval for a
two storey Single House - Lot 80 (No. 33) Crawsh@vescent, Manningbe
approved subject to the following conditions:

(i) Standard Conditions

615  External clothes drying 625 sightlines fonvdrs

390 crossover standards 470 retaining walls- ifiireg|
393  verge & kerbing works 471 retaining walls- tgi

427  colours & materials- details 416 No street teraoved

456  Removal of existing fence 506 All trees on plan retained
340  dividing fence standards 660 expiry of approval

615  External clothes drying 625 sightlines forvdrs

(i)  Specific Conditions

(A) The garage and supporting structure shall lbas& 4.5 metres from a
primary street where vehicles are parked at 90ed=gto the street in
accordance with the Acceptable Development pronssiof Clause 6.2.3
of the R-Codes and the Council Policy P350.3 ‘Carkidg Access,
Siting and Design’

(B) The proposed floor level of the dwelling shi## lowered to a level of
9.28 metres relative to the datum shown on thedéa in accordance
with the provisions of Clause 6.10 (1) of Town Pli;xg Scheme No. 6.

(C) The formed driveway shall be aligned at righmglas to the street
alignment in accordance with ‘Vehicular access'uisgments of the R-
Codes.
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(i) Standard Important Footnotes

646 landscaping standards- general 648uilding licence required
646A Brick boundary fences require BL649A minor variations- seek approval
647 revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT

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

Cr Hasleby Opening for the Motion

* been before Council for over 18 months

« through negotiation applicants have now met alldtmons with the exception of the
skillion roof design

« skillion roof design is the one item we have disoreto approve

e refer Council Meeting May 2008 Item 10.3.3 ‘Counmmbsition on Skillion Roofs for
new dwellings’

* It is evident from the May 2008 meeting that Memsfind skillion roofs to be an
acceptable roof form which is considered compatibilh various other roof forms in
established residential streets

e Cr Hasleby then read aloud from the Council DecisibMay 2008 at Item 10.3.3:

“ in order to provide assistance and guidance totdre applicants for proposed
development and to Council officers, Council herebgcords that skillion roofs are
considered an acceptable roof form for any new dimgl in any residential locality

within the City, and that the incorporation of thisoof form into the design of proposed
dwellings will not bring the proposal into confliclvith Council Policy P370 “General

Design Guidelines for Residential Development............" ..

« skillion roof design should be approved
e ask Members support Motion

Cr Gleeson for the Mation

« agree with Cr Hasleby’s comments

» acknowledge skillion roof does not look the sama agched roof

* May 2008 report Item 10.3.3 states that Council Mers find skillion roofs to be
compatible with others in the street

e support the Motion

Cr Hearne point of clarification if the Motion is approved have Specific Condigo(A),
(B) and (C) been complied with? The Acting DimecDevelopment Servicesstated that
they certainly can comply and on the other appboathey have complied, but on the report
application before Council they have not.

Cr Cala against the Motion

« when policy first discussed it came at my initiativ

« many applications came before Council that didaoobply

« they did not comply because they had a single pitcbof

« Council changed the policy from double pitch togdinpitch - not a flat roof
« believe that having a skillion roof would not behefreetscape

e against the Motion

Cr Gleeson point of clarification we have ‘pitched’ and ‘skillion” what is a ‘flabof’
called? The Acting Director Development Servicgslied that a flat roof is horizontal and
that anything steeper is called a skillion roofaingle slope.
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Cr Gleeson point of clarificationVhy was the report not written up as a flat rod§?it a
skillion or flat roof we are arguing about? ThetiAg Director Development Services said
that it was a skillion roof with a very low pitchhich could be perceived as a flat roof.

Cr Best point of clarification what is the actual pitch of the roof and is anfyit visible
from the street?  The Acting Director Developm@&darvicesreferred to the drawings
provided in an attachment to the report on thistenathich nominate the angle of the pitch
and stated it would be less than 10 degrees.

Cr Smith for the Motion

little difference between skillion and flat roofan be as little as 3 degrees
* real aspect is that it is not visible

had to argue low skillion roof vs flat roof

support the Motion

Cr Grayden against the Motion

e issue is what it looks like in the streetscapes/compatibility
« DAC and officers say it does not fit and recommezfdsal

« support officer recommendation / do not supporttito

Cr Trent for the Motion

e concerns raised in relation to streetscape

» does everything have to look the same - varietigasspice of life’ they say
e support the Motion

Cr Best against the Motion
» to vote for this we are showing inconsistenciesifiane meeting to the next

Cr Smith point of order that is an insult to our decision-making.

Mayor upheld point of order - we are discussinggtaposal for 33 Crawshaw Crescent.

« to be consistent should maintain previous linehofking
« if we do not believe we should be consistent withetscape

Cr Smith point of order not relevant. The Mayor did not uphold poinboder.

» discussing roof form relative to streetscape -dhgm bigger forum to discuss
e against the Motion

Cr Wells for the Motion
* believe proposal will enhance focus area
e support the Motion

Cr Hasleby closing for the Motion

« thisissue is in the ‘eye of the beholder’ and catifyility with streetscape

« streetscape of focus area has changed to moddgmde® longer war service designs
« pontificating after discussion on flat / skilliooof

e applicants have adhered to other conditions ofapgoval

e only issue in dispute is the roof

e Council has discretion to approve the roof - letsan with it

e support Motion.
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10.1

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

The Mayor Put the Motion

That...

(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted,

(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicat@r planning approval for a
two storey Single House - Lot 80 (No. 33) Crawsh@vescent, Manningbe
approved subject to the following conditions:

() Standard Conditions

615
390
393
427
456
340
615

External clothes drying 625 sightlines fovdrs
crossover standards 470 retaining walls- ifiireq|
verge & kerbing works 471 retaining walls- tigi
colours & materials- details 416 No street teraoved
Removal of existing fence 506 All trees on plan retained
dividing fence standards 660 expiry of approval
External clothes drying 625 sightlines fondrs

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

Council Offices during normal business hours.

(i)  Specific Conditions

(A)

(B)

(©)

The garage and supporting structure shall llbas& 4.5 metres from a
primary street where vehicles are parked at 90ed=gto the street in
accordance with the Acceptable Development pronssiof Clause 6.2.3
of the R-Codes and the Council Policy P350.3 ‘Carking Access,
Siting and Design’

The proposed floor level of the dwelling shibé lowered to a level of
9.28 metres relative to the datum shown on thedéa in accordance
with the provisions of Clause 6.10 (1) of Town Pli;xg Scheme No. 6.
The formed driveway shall be aligned at righmglas to the street
alignment in accordance with ‘Vehicular access'uisgments of the R-
Codes.

(i) Standard Important Footnotes

646

landscaping standards- general 648uilding licence required

646A Brick boundary fences require BL649A minor variations- seek approval

647

revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT

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

Offices during normal business hours.

CARRIED (8/5)

Reason for Change

Council is of the opinion that the modern flat ratgfsign is compatible with other similar
dwellings in the City and within the immediate fecarea and will therefore not detract from
the local streetscape character.

GOAL 1:
Nil

CUSTOMER FOCUS
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10.2 GOAL 2: COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT

1 10.2.1 South Perth Tram Restoration Project

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: City of South Perth Historical Socidtgc)
File Ref: ED/101

Date: 1 July 2009

Author: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer
Summary

The purpose of this report is to approve the retioa and ongoing maintenance of a
restored 1922 tram.

Background

In 2003, the South Perth Historical Society (SPH&) preliminary discussions with the

CEO and the Mayor about acquiring, restoring awcdtiog an authentic South Perth tram as
a tourist attraction in Mends Street. The SPHS witt the Perth Electric Trams Society

(PETS) and a 1922 (No. 15) single trucker tram Wwhian on the South Perth line was
located.

Since 2003 the SPHS raised the major portion ottsts associated with the restoration of
the tram (total costs estimated at in excess ofGB®) with the City contributing $5,000 in
2006/07 and $5,000 in 2007/08 towards these costs.

In June 2006 a report on the progress of the ‘IHstb Tram Restoration Project’ was
presented to Council. At that meeting Council e

That....

(a) the City continue to work with the South Perthistorical Society to progress the
Historical Tram Restoration project; and

(b) location of the tram in the space between Hagé House and the footpath on

Mends Street be approved in principle.

An agreement has been reached whereby the Citynhde a financial contribution to the
SPHS as detailed above, who in turn provided aultiti financial contributions to the
owners of the Tram PETS. The SPHS have contradid&Ro perform the restoration and
when complete will lease the Tram to the City fgresiod of 20 years with a 20 option.

Since the 2006 Council resolution, the restoratibthe tram has been steadily progressing.
A number of visits have been made to the PETS wnobs at Whiteman Park where the

restoration has been taking place. Without doui#, members of PETS have done an
amazing job in restoring the tram and their effori$ need to be formally recognised when

the tram is officially handed over to the City. #his stage, delivery is likely to take place

during the first half of 2010.

Comment

The restoration project, carried out at WhitemarkBace 2003, is now nearing completion
and the tram will be ready to be delivered to tlig @ithin the next 12 months or so. In
addition to providing a unique tourist attractitims project provides a tangible link with the
City’s past and is a celebration of its historghe community of South Perth.
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Since the adoption of the June 2006 resolutionsidenable discussion has focussed on the
location and function of the tram when deliveredhte City. For a variety of reasons, it is
now thought that Mends Street is not the prefetoedtion. Three of the principal reasons
for this are as follows:

e Security. To provide the tram with an improved level of @é@ty, apart from any housing
it would be desirable to locate the tram in a feho#f area and for the tram to be
accessible by members of the public during the fdaynspection. Mends street is not
considered to be the ideal location to achieveetfass and additional costs would be
required to supervise the tram whilst it was opetoetie public.

* Amenity. The dimensions of the tram itself are approxitya85M x 2.6M and 3.0 M
high and with a housing providing a 1 metre cleegafor pedestrian and maintenance
use will result in a minimum ground area of appnaxiely 50 square metres being
required. The height of the structure would needb¢oin the order of 4.0M. It is
considered that a structure of this size would esblg impact on the amenity of Mends
Street - particularly in this location.

» Supervision. It would not be wise to open the tram to the publithout some form of
supervision which would of course incur additiongkrational costs. It is believed that
substantial operational costs can be avoided tgtilug the tram elsewhere to avoid these
costs.

A meeting of interested persons took place on Sufddslay at which representatives from
the City, SPHS, PETS attended along with otherqumersncluding John McGrath MLA

Member for South Perth when a number of potentiatative locations for the tram were
identified and discussed. These potential locatiars as follows, together with brief
comments:

» Preston Street at Melville Parade A tram service originally served Preston Street;

e Perth Zoo. The South Perth Tram terminated at the Perthi#mo to the service being
extended to the northern end of Mends Street aidtig;

* Mends Street at Labouchere RoadThis location was considered as the tram service
was extended to terminate at Mends Street Jettyvhatconsidered to be a danger as it
was too visible and a possible distraction to pagsiaffic;

« Mends Street by Heritage House.For reasons stated above, this location was
considered to be unsuitable;

* Windsor Park. Again security and amenity considerations resuitethis location not
being preferred;

* Mends Street Jetty. Whilst this would be an ideal location from an tbigal
perspective, for reasons stated above, this lotatas also considered to be unsuitable;
and

» The OId Mill site. Whilst the tram did not run to this site, the @Al site has a huge
potential to be the focus of a tourism heritagereer fully restored tram located at this
site would be an added attraction to the signiic@id Mill and related buildings.
Security issues are largely overcome as the housmgd be located within a fenced
area and would be observed by attendants of thév@lduring opening hours. In terms
of amenity, the housing would be designed in sympaiith the historical flavour of the
site and will take into consideration future potainfor the site. Further future options
will be the subject of a comprehensive report mAlugust Council meeting.
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At the conclusion of the meeting there was unansregreement that the Old Mill site was
the preferred location to house the tram. For tiheasons, it is suggested that the location of
the tram now be finally settled and that the Oldl Mication be adopted as the preferred
site. Should Council adopt his proposition, an &ech will be engaged to draw up plans for
the tram housing and these will be presented tan€itbors for review.

A further report on future options for the Old Msite will be presented to Council in
August. Any future proposal will ensure that intggyn of the Old Mill and tram housing
occurs.

Consultation
Discussion has occurred with representatives oStingh Perth Historical Society, the Perth
Electric Trams Society, Member for South Perth Mllghn McGrath and Manager Library
and Heritage.

Policy and Legislative Implications
This proposal will require the submission and sssent of a development application and
a building licence.

Financial Implications

A sum of $100,000 has been included in the 2009102budget for purpose of providing

suitable housing for the tram. Other minor costs ldeely to be incurred such as some
contribution to the transportation and relocatiosts as well as eventual building and tram
maintenance costs.

Strategic Implications

This project fosters a sense of community by ingirgpa appreciation of South Perth’'s
heritage and aligns with the City’'s Strategic Paoal 2 - Community EnrichmentTo
foster a strong sense of community and a prosperbusiness environment.

Sustainability Implications
This project assists with providing a tangible limkh the City’s past and is a celebration of
its history in the community of South Perth.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.1

That Council endorses the Old Mill site being theferred site for the location of the Tram.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST : ITEM 10.2.2 : CRS OZSDAY AND TRENT
The Mayor read aloud the Declarations of InteneshfCrs Ozsdolay and Trent, as follows:

Cr Ozsdolay
In accordance with the Local Government (Rulesarfdtict) Regulations 2007 Section
11 1 wish to declare a Conflict of Interest in ehgla Iltem 10.2.2 - ‘Community

Funding Program Round One’ - on the Council Agefatathe meeting to be held 28
July 2009. | disclose that | am Chairman of thegoa Street School Council and also
in their employ. The Carson Street School is gpsed recipient of the Community
Funding Program and in view of this | will leavestiCouncil Chamber at the Agenda
Briefing on 21 July and at the Ordinary Council Mag on 28 July 2009 while Item
10.2.2 is discussed.
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Cr Trent

In accordance with the Local Government (Rules afidCict) Regulations 2007 Section 11
| wish to declare a Conflict of Interest in Agenddlam 10.2.1 - ‘Community Funding

Program Round One’ on the Council Agenda for theting to be held 22 July 2008. As
Chair of YouthcareWA - Kent Street District Higth8al and a Member of the Kensington
Primary School P & C, proposed recipients of theding program, | will leave the Council

Chamber at the Agenda Briefing on 21 July and tbarCil Meeting on 28 July while Item

10.2.2 is discussed.

Note: Crs Ozsdolay and Trent left the Council Chambé. B5pm

10.2.2 Community Development Funding Assistance -dand One

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GS/103/1- 2009/2010
Date: 6 July 2009
Author: Seanna Dempsey, Community Developmentexff
Helen Doran-Wu, Community Development Coordinator
Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager Commu@ititure and Recreation
Summary

This report relates to applications in the Commumbievelopment category of the Funding
Assistance Program - Round One - 2009/2010.

Background

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

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

1. Community Partnerships - with identified organisations that provide a major
benefit to the City of South Perth community.
2. Community Development Funding

Community Development Category - project fundingifecorporated not for profit
groups, these are considered by Council in 2 rouadsually. Individual
Development Category - financial assistance foividdals attending interstate or
international sporting, cultural or academic atitg.

3. Community Grants - smaller grants up to $1,000 for groups proposirgegts
that do not fit within the Community Developmenbgram.

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

1. The demonstrated community need for the prd@adrity is given to projects that
do not duplicate existing projects or servicesalyeexisting within the City)

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

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

4. Demonstrated need for financial assistance ttwrCity of South Perth (priority is

given to projects that can demonstrate that otbégrpial sources of funding have
been exhausted or are not available), or partnedpgortunities with other
organisations have been explored.
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The level of cash or in kind support committedhe project.

The sustainability of the project and / or thgamisation.

The level of exposure given to the City in tlierpotion of the project. (recipients
are required to promote the City’s support of thgqxt.)

Noo

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

Comment

Nine applications were received in this round retjng a total of $49,522. Details of all
applications are included in the submission sumesaatAttachment 10.2.2. Eight of the
nine applications comply with the requirements e program. The applications cover a
range of community services and projects, and wabenitted by:

» Carson St School P & C

* Communicare Inc.

* Red Cross

e Southside Penrhos Wesley Swimming Club

e South Perth Bridge Club

» Kent St District Council

* Youthcare Como District Council

e South Perth Playgroup

» South Perth Senior Citizens’ Centre

This report recommends that four of the eight blegisubmissions are fully supported and
that the remaining four are supported in part é&asons outlined in the attached submission
summaries. The total recommended funding amouBg7s280.

Consultation

This funding round was advertised on the City’s sieband in the Southern Gazette, and
promoted directly to over 300 community groups elistin the City’'s Community
Information Directory. In addition, City officersre proactive in discussing projects with
applicants and assisting in the development of ssgians.

Policy Implications
This report refers to the Funding Assistance Pdh202.

Financial Implications
A total amount of $170,000 is allocated in the 20020 budget for the Community
Development, Individual Development, Community Gsaand Community Partnership
categories of the Funding Assistance program. €hemmendation of this report is within
budgetary parameters.

It has been noted that pressure on the City’'s Fgndissistance Program has increased
significantly over the past several years and & dbrrent economic climate it is expected
that this demand will continue to grow. In thigaed, there is some concern about the
City’s ability to respond to increased requestsfioancial support and as a consequence,
officers have worked closely with applicants towgesthat criteria are met and to explain,
where applicable, why full funding had not beemgged.

Strategic Implications

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

Through the City’'s Funding Assistance program ageamf community services and
initiatives, many of which are run by volunteeng fostered and supported as in many cases
it would not be sustainable for the City or otgevernment level organisations to deliver
these programs.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.2
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Burrows

That $37,280 be distributed to eight organisatirosn City funds for round one of the
Community Development category of the Funding Aasise Program as detailed in
Attachment 10.2.2.

CARRIED (11/0)

Note: Crs Ozsdolay and Trent returned to the Council Glearat 8.18pm.

10.2.3 Youth Sustainability Ambassadors and Southd?th Youth Network

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CS/602

Date: 8 July 2009

Author: Seanna Dempsey, Community Developmentexff
Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager Commutitlture and Recreation
Summary

This report relates to the relationship betweenn€ibuand two local youth groups, the
Millennium Kids Youth Sustainability Ambassadorsdathe South Perth Youth Network
(SPYN).

Background

The City of South Perth has been a supporter ofeNiium Kids since 1996, when it
sponsored the first Youth Environmental Confereredd at Perth Zoo. Over the past 13
years every school in the City has been involvedainleast one Millennium Kids
environmental project.

During that time an increasing number of local ygpymeople have sought to become
involved in practical environmental activities irheir community, leading to the

development of the Youth Sustainability Ambassadpasip. This group meets regularly to
help design and deliver environmental projects antivities that resonate with young
people’s concerns and also aligns with the Cityigimnmental goals. They are aided by
staff from Millennium Kids and from the City’s Emenment Department.

The South Perth Youth Network (SPYN) has recentigrbestablished as a successor to the
South Perth Youth Advisory Council (YAC), which girally began as the Junior Council
of the City of South Perth in 1990. The YAC wadially quite a successful and proactive
group but over time lost momentum and directiord lay 2008 it was no longer functioning
effectively or efficiently. Key issues were:

< Limited representation

e Lack of clear direction or purpose

« Unsuccessful youth projects/ events

* No communication with Council

« Not engaged in meaningful consultation

32



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

The “Youth for Resilient Futures” project was deymdd to review the YAC structure,
overcome the above issues, and develop a moressfictand effective platform for youth
leadership in the City of South Perth. David Pfattm Resilient Futures Network was
contracted to run a series of workshops with logaling people, which explored the
concept of youth leadership and focused on buildasgience into the group.

The workshops took place between November 2008Merdh 2009, with over 60 young

people taking part. During the workshops, partictpawere introduced to the Resilient
Futures framework and they in turn, used this tplame the issues that were of most
significance to young people, at both a local dobtd level.

By the end of the project, a core team of youngpfebad emerged, who are committed to
taking action around the issues that had beenifehtThese individuals have formed the
new SPYN group and are continuing to meet regultslyvork on the development of

project ideas and positive initiatives.

Comment

On 10 June 2009, the City hosted a Concept Foruneravhiyouth Sustainability
Ambassadors and SPYN members delivered presergdatiddouncillors and staff, outlining
their recent activity and plans for the rest of year. ReferAttachment 7.2.2 Notes of the

Concept Forum.

The Youth Sustainability Ambassadors reported @lahate Change was an issue of high
concern for young people in the City of South Pefitey have developed the “Big Switch
Experiment”, a long-term project that focuses ceniifying the impact of Climate Change
in the local environment, particularly the Swan aBdnning Rivers, and on initiating

practical actions that can help offset it.

As part of this process the Youth Sustainability Bassadors recently travelled to New
Norcia and several other locations of environmesighificance. More information about

this journey and its outcomes is containeddttachment 7.2.2 For the remainder of this

year, the group will be involved in presentation$SMES, school forums, media interviews,
energy audits, the production of promotional matsriabout climate change and the
coordination of a major Perth-wide youth forum iot@ber.

The presentation to Council was an important Btep for these young people in actively
engaging with their local community to create gesienvironmental changes.

For the new SPYN team, the Forum was an opportuoitintroduce themselves to the
Council and raise awareness about their goals.nButhe “Youth for Resilient Futures”
project the group had identified three key priodtgas:

1. Lack of places/ activities/ events for youngpleo
2. Youth health issues e.g. drug and alcohol alhaiy image, mental health
3. Environment and sustainability

The SPYN are now working to develop projects aniibas around these issues. A list of
the current ideas is outlined iAttachment 7.2.2. The group is already involved in

development of the “Youth Zone” at the City of So#terth’s Australia Day 2010 event and
also participated in the recent Visioning considtat

SPYN is seeking to expand and strengthen its n&twod sees the development of a
positive relationship with Council as a very im@mt part of this strategy. In order to
facilitate ongoing communication, it was agreethatForum that both SPYN and the Youth
Sustainability Ambassadors should provide regutafates to Council about their activities,
achievements and plans.
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The SPYN group and the Youth Sustainability Ambdessa have now also established a
relationship with each other and made a commitntersharing information and resources
and to collaborate on future projects. At the Cahdeorum on 10 June 2009, Millennium
Kids extended the invitation for a SPYN memberdim jone of their Youth Sustainability
Ambassadors in attending the Bright Green Youthf@emce in Denmark (a prelude to the
COP15 United Nations Climate Change Conferencegbbéid later in the year). Mayor
Best made an undertaking to cover the cost ofrasféor these two young people, plus a
chaperone, using funds from his discretionary aioge.

A convoy of five people will travel to Sonderbuf@enmark to represent Australia at the
Conference in August including students from Aqaeid®ollege, Wesley College and Como
Secondary College, as well as a youth represeatfitivn Kalgoorlie-Boulder and a teacher
from Wesley College. At the Conference they wiltleange information and ideas about
climate change with young people from around theldvdJpon their return these young

ambassadors will report back to their peers, théiaéhe City and the community, and will

work with SPYN and the Youth Sustainability Ambassas to develop appropriate follow-

up actions.

Consultation
Both of these groups provide a forum for young peapthe City of South Perth to express
their ideas, and give the City an opportunity tgage and consult with local youth.

The chance to be a Youth Sustainability Ambassedavailable to any school aged person
living or attending school in the City of South theMembers currently come from:

e Penrhos College

e South Perth Primary School

e Agquinas College

e Curtin Primary School

e Como Secondary College

The current “Big Switch Experiment” has alreadydlwed more than 400 students in the
City of South Perth and it is expected that mor# b@come engaged as these activities
continue.

The “Youth for Resilient Futures” project, from whi SPYN has emerged, included
engagement and consultation with approximatelyog@llyoung people. These individuals
represented a wide range of schools, groups andcoity organisations.

Members of the current SPYN team represent:
» Agquinas College

e Como Secondary College

* Wesley College

» Perth Modern College

» Shenton College

* The Esther Foundation

As SPYN grows and its level of activity increasgswill provide more opportunities for
youth consultation and for dialogue between Cousnil local young people.

Policy Implications
Nil

Financial Implications

The total cost of the three return airfares to Darkris $6,300 taken from the Mayoral
Ward Funding allocation. Approximately $8,000aitocated from the 2009/2010 Youth
Budget towards the SPYN group and their projects.
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Strategic Implications
This report is complimentary to Goal Two of the y&t Strategic Plan, Community
Enrichment, and directly relates to Strategiesa@ 2.3.

2.2 “Develop and implement a ‘Connected Community Plan! Address the specific
needs of aged, families, youth and unemployed...”
2.3 “Develop community partnerships that will be nually beneficial with

stakeholder groups including educational institutis, service clubs, the business
community and other organisations.”

This report also relates to the Community Cultund &ecreation Departmental Business
Plan, Strategic Initiative 1.6'1.6: Review how the City engages with young pedpl

This report is also complimentary to the City's @eated Community Plan 2005-2008,
directly relating to Paint 3.

3. Young People -To foster and facilitate the support, skills devptoent and

equitable access to community facilities and seed@dor young people

3.1 Develop a Youth Strategy to ascertain needg reidemand and identify
opportunities to engage with existing agencies tioptise the allocation
of resources

3.2 Coordinate specific youth focused events angmurt activities such as
Student Scholarship Program

3.3 Assist and resource the YAC to plan and impletreerange of activities

3.4 Develop and implement a leadership developmerigram for young
people within local government”

Sustainability Implications

The Youth Sustainability Ambassadors and SPYN &aghly important to the City's
ongoing youth engagement strategy. While both ggaane supported by the City, in order
to be resilient and sustainable they are activelemeloping their networks and forming
partnerships with local schools, community groupd arganisations. The relationship with
Council and the recognition of their leadershigay to the success of these groups and their
activities.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.3

That Council renews its support for the Millenniktas Youth Sustainability Ambassadors
and the South Perth Youth Network.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : ITEM 10.2.4 : CR CALA
The Mayor read aloud the Declaration of InterestnfiCr Cala as follows:

In accordance with the Local Government (Rules afidlict) Regulations 2007 Section 11
| wish to declare a Conflict of Interest in Iter@.2.4 “Tenders for Construction of Library
and Community Centre” on the July Council Agendes an employee of the architect for
the project (Peter Hunt Architects) | will leave ethCouncil Chamber during the
discussion/debate on this item at the Agenda Bgefn 21 July and the Council Meeting on
28 July 20009.

Note: Cr Cala left the Council Chamber at 8.18pm
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|10.2.4 Tenders for Construction of Library and Comnunity Centre

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 12 July 2009

Author: Michael J Kent, Acting Chief Executivefioer
Summary

Following the conclusion of the competitive tengescess, a recommendation is now made
to Council to appoint the nominated builder for tenstruction of the new Library &
Community Centre at the Civic Centre site in Satel@, South Perth.

Background

The construction of the new City of South Perthrailg & Community Centre is the largest
and most exciting project to be undertaken by tlity @ many years. The project has
captured the imagination of the many community memsland stakeholder groups that have
been involved in its design. Both the Australianv€@oment and LotteryWest, our external
funding partners, are genuinely excited by the peos of what this project will deliver to
our community. Their contribution of one third ditoverall project funding is testimony to
their belief in the quality of our project.

Following an extensive community engagement prqoctss City has worked through a
comprehensive design phase with the appointedtaothPeter Hunt, to develop a design
that offers cutting edge architecture and createsdreet presence that will immediately
define the new facility as an iconic building. Tldesign also embraces world class
sustainability initiatives to demonstrate Councilsommitment to environmentally
responsible design - and will allow the buildingatct as a showcase for sustainable design
and energy efficiency. Practical design and respgensss to our community’s input will
result in the creation of a venue that serves dgnamic community hub incorporating a
much larger, custom-built library supporting theeadof life-long learning, embracing
technology and reflecting contemporary best pradticibrary services. This library will be
integrated with a vibrant community facility thatcludes community meeting spaces, an
adult learning centre, an infant health centre andommunity group incubator. The
community facility will be a welcoming and inclusiyplace that will serve our community
for many years into the future.

Detailed design and comprehensive tender docunmamtatere completed in May 2009.
These specifications and plans formed the basiscavhpetitive tenders called for
construction of the facility. Tenders were calledthe West Australian Newspaper on
Saturday 30 May 2009. To ensure that the City veckiender submissions only from firms
with the requisite expertise and prior experientenderers were required to have
certification to at least Level 4 - Dept of Treas& Finance, Building Management &
Works standard.

During the month long tender period, nine pre-digali builders obtained copies of the
tender specification from the City’s architects. Dése nine companies, eight submitted
competitive tenders for the City’s construction jpod by the close of tenders at 4pm on
Friday 26 June 20009.

Comment

At the close of tenders, competitive tender subimisswere received from the following
firms:

36



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

Details $ Exc GST
Badge Constructions $ 9,507,500
DBM Constructions $ 9,697,870
Northerley Group $ 9,848,018
Perkins Builders $ 9,877,000
Niche Constructions $10,228,581
Pindan Constructions $10,250,000
Gavin Constructions $10,302,477
Firm Constructions $12,127 486

In accordance with the tender specification, athptying tenders were to be assessed
against the weighted selection criteria nominateithé tender documents.

The selection criteria applied to this particulamder were:

Details of Criteria Weighting
Price 50%
Capacity to Deliver - Meeting the Timeline 10%
Capacity - Management Systems, Health & Safety Systems, Site Management 10%
Professional Expertise - Key Personnel 5%
Professional Expertise - References 5%
Relevant Experience - Similar Scale Projects 10%
Compliance with Tender Requirements 10%
100%

A tender evaluation panel was constituted to condoe tender assessment. The tender
assessment panel was selected to provide complaryeskill-sets that embrace all
dimensions of the project assessment - constructemhnique, experience, capacity,
financial management, environmental / sustainghititplications and future maintenance
implications. The panel comprised:

« Michael Kent, Director Financial and Informationr@ees (Project Manager)
« Stephen Bell, Director Infrastructure Services

e Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment

e Graham Hunt, Peter Hunt Architects (Project Arettit

e Shaun Cugley, Davis Langdon (Quantity Surveyors)

A comprehensive assessment of each of the tenterissions was undertaken with scores
assigned to each of the weighted criteria. Thefdap submissions were then subjected to a
further review by the architects before the twohkist scoring tenders were reviewed in
detail against the pre-tender estimate and biljuédintities by the Quantity Surveyor to
identify any unusual or ‘out of range’ elementsai@ication was then sought directly from
the top two tenderers in relation to these items.

Following this exhaustive assessment process, ity r€ached the view that Badge

Constructions & Perkins Builders were the tendeith the best expertise to allow them to
successfully deliver a quality project outcomehe City. Given the closeness of these two
tenderers in the areas of professional expertisievant experience and capacity, the
determining aspect was the price of the bid. Ohd¢hegerion, it was possible to separate the
two bids - with Badge Constructions consideredfterdhe better value to the City.

Overall Badge submitted the most comprehensivepaofitssional tender with convincing
evidence given of their capabilities in relationm@nagement systems, occupational health
and safety and environmental management. Sped#itersents addressing each of the
selection criteria were provided - along with aes@bn of references for similar scale work
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undertaken. Details of current work support thewtbat the company has the capacity to
manage several significant projects concurrenthe Project Gantt chart submitted with the
tender bid indicates that the company has the dgpacdeliver the project in accordance
with our proposed project schedule. Resumes aniiggosiescriptions were provided for

key personnel within the Badge organisation widmes of these people known to the City
and Peter Hunt through prior projects. Badge issppmAustralian company with an annual
turnover of more than $200M and more than 140 stafhd is regarded as having the
financial and commercial bona-fides to competeutigiertake this project successfully.

Badge Constructions was also the successful tenderedhe Administration Building /
Council Chamber Project completed in October 2008nd that project management
experience gives further confidence to the offiaarsecommending this contractor for the
new project. Accordingly, the panel recommends ggaconstruction as the preferred
tenderer for this project.

Consultation

In evaluating the tender bids, the City has coesultith both the project architects and our
nominated quantity surveyor to seek professioraltifirom them on their specific technical
disciplines. Where necessary, the tender evalugiémel has also contacted tenderers after
the close of tenders to clarify information coneadrwithin their submitted bids.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 199as amended) requires a local government to
call tenders when the expected value is likely xoeed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

The value of this tender also exceeds the amouittwthe Chief Executive Officer has been
delegated to accept. Therefore, this matter isrmedeto Council for its decision. The
following Council Policies also apply:

* Policy P605 - Purchasing & Invoice Approval;

» Policy P607 - Tenders and Expressions of Interest.

Financial Implications

This project is fully funded through an appropriatel responsible blend of funding options
that have been included in the City's five yeamfard financial projection model. The
funding proposal comprises a blend of (already exdated) cash backed reserves, external
grants, current budget funding and specific alleddunding in the 2010/2011 budget (to
finalise the project).

The City has actively sought and been successfeturing external funding that will
contribute significantly towards this project. legwest has committed $1.5M to this
building initiative and the federal government leasitributed a further $2.0M through the
Infrastructure Australia program to the project.riral funding agreements have been
executed with these external funding partners.

The estimated value of the entire project as advigénfrastructure Australia in our funding
submission was $11.53M (including all sustainapilibitiatives). The revised overall
costing for this project following receipt of temdaés now the lesser amount of $11.00M and
is comprised of the following components:
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Details Amount
Construction costs - Nominated builder $ 9,507,700
Professional Fees * $ 692,870
Project Contingency (3%) $ 305,785
Technology Allocation $ 135,000
Public Art (% for art as per Policy P201) $ 190,000
Loose furniture / staging modules etc - Hall $ 110,000
Statutory Fees (DA, BA, BCITF & BRB) $ 58,645
$11,000,000

* Professional fees includes not only archite@ssf but also lead consultant’'s fees for
structural engineering, environmentally sustainatiésign, hydraulic and mechanical
engineering, electrical, acoustic consultants grelquantity surveyor.

The pre-tender estimate for construction costsupplied by the City’s Quantity Surveyor
(Davis Langdon) was in the range of $9.3M to $10-38b the field of bids received from
tenderers were clearly competitive. Indeed thefimioh the preferred tenderer is towards the
lower end of this range.

All other amounts are consistent with those presip@advised. Statutory fees (other than
BCITF & BRB levies totalling approximately $20,008)e being paid to the City to ensure
that the approval process is accountable and taaesp

The City’s ‘net’ funding contribution to this prajewill therefore be $7.50M - representing
the all inclusive project cost of $11.00M less $%50M sourced from external funding
partners.

The overall funding model for the project is shdvatow:

Details Funding Source Amount
2008/2009 Budget - Carry Forward 2008/2009 Budget $ 1,250,000
2009/2010 Project Allocation 2009/2010 Budget $ 5,750,000
2010/2011 Project Allocation 2009/2010 Budget $ 4,000,000
Total Project Cost $11,000,000
less
Infrastructure Australia Grant Infrastructure Australia ($ 2,000,000)
Lotterywest Grant Lotterywest ($ 1,500,000)
Net City Contribution $ 7,500,000
Represented by:
Future Building Works Reserve Future Building Works Reserve $ 3,250,000
Municipal Funds Municipal Budget $ 4,250,000
$ 7,500,000

The project can therefore be accommodated withénabproved funding model developed
for the City’s Strategic Financial Plan. Despite #gignificant increase in floor-space in the
new facility and the likely substantially increadedel of use, the City is confident that the
extensive range of world class sustainability &tities incorporated into the building design
will minimise any future increases in operating tsodhese sustainability initiatives are
listed under the sustainability implications sectiater in this report.

Given the actions taken to ensure that the Citginbta competitive construction cost - and
that it can operate the building as efficiently @wdnomically as possible in the future, the
overall project funding model is regarded as batldpnt and financially sustainable.
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Strategic Implications

Although the primary emphasis of a report recomnranthe acceptance of a tender is on
the ‘value for money’ aspect of the strategic gofaFinancial Viability, it is important to
acknowledge that this tender relates to a veryifsignt community initiative - and as such,
it embraces each of the City’s strategic goals of:

e Customer Focus

e Community Enrichment

« Environmental Management

* Infrastructure Management

* Organisational Effectiveness

» Financial Viability

Throughout the process of understanding our comtyisnneeds, creating a functional,

aesthetically pleasing and environmentally appeipridesign, developing the tender
specification and evaluating the tenders to enaubest value solution is chosen, the City
has been mindful of its obligations to our commyuitder each of our strategic goals.

The officers believe that the City has appropriatehlanced these strategic outcomes in
reaching the final desigh and recommending the natad tenderer.

Sustainability Implications

The City has placed a significant importance ortasnability initiatives in developing its
design specification for this building. The builgimill be required to reflect best practice
sustainability approaches and the materials usdfienconstruction processes are also to
respect sustainability principles.

Amongst the sustainability initiatives includedtire building design are:

* Photo-voltaic cells to generate power

« Solar panels for water heating

* Integrated building management incorporating zolgitting, energy, technology and
security controls to maximise energy efficiency.

« Stratification of air conditioning system to onlgat ‘people zones’

e Use of high performance glass to minimise glaretzsat transfer on western facade

< Extensive use of natural light - supplemented by llaxe task lighting

< Low voltage light fittings

« Use of low VOC paint and other environmentally fidéy materials

* Requirement to recycle a significant portion of déished materials from site

« Water harvesting from the building roof

« Use of water wise appliances in all wet areas

* Waterless urinals

« Use of recycled water for toilets

< Encourage recycling of waste in the building’s @piens

« Provision of end of trip facilities to encouragecliyg and other alternative means of
transport

The preceding list is not an exhaustive one - tlaihar a selection of some of the
sustainability initiatives that have been incorpedainto the building design. These
initiatives will not only have a positive impactrihg the construction period but will also
continue to deliver beneficial impacts throughd life of the building.
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10.3

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.4

Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Trent

That the tender submitted by Badge Constructionhferconstruction of the new South Perth
Library and Community Centre (Civic Centre Stagef@)$9,507,700 excluding GST be
accepted.

CARRIED (12/0)

Note: Cr Cala returned to the Council Chamber at 8.20pm

GOAL 3: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
10.3.1 Application for Planning Approval for Proposd Single Storey Additions to

Single House. Lot 14 (No. 30) Anketell Street, Kemgyton

Location: Lot 14 (No. 30) Anketell Street, Kensiogt

Applicant: Nicole Francois and Nicholas Churchill

Lodgement Date: 19 March 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.102 AN3/ 30

Date: 26 June 2009

Author: Laurence Mathewson, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Deopment Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approval ddditions to a single house on Lot 14
(No. 30) Anketell Street, Kensington. The proposatflicts with an objective of Council
Policy P350.4Additions to Existing Dwellingswhich requires:

1. ...that the design, materials and colours of addisi to an existing dwelling match
or are compatible with, the existing dwelling.

Council has the ability to exercise discretionelkation to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Depth of skillion roof addition Clause 9.6(6) of TPS6.
Boundary wall height and its impact on the adjoining property Clause 9.6(6) of TPS6.
Overheight dividing fence Clause 9.6(6) of TPS6.

It is recommended that the proposakékised

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15

Lot area 744 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential 1 Single House
Plot ratio limit N/A
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This report includes the following attachments:
» Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Amended plans of proposal 15.6.2009
e Attachment 10.3.1(b) Applicant’s supporting report
» Attachment 10.3.1(c) Applicant’s supporting letter/perspective dragvin
» Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(d) Superseded plans dated 19 March 2009
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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:

3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(i) Proposals involving the exercise of a discreioy power which, in the opinion
of the delegated officer, should be refused. Is thstance, the reason for
refusal would be a significant departure from theh&@ne, relevant Planning
Policies or Local Laws;

Comment

(a) Description of the Surrounding Locality
The subject site is located within residential depment assigned an R15 density
coding along Anketell Street. Opposite the subjéetis George Street Reserve which
falls within the boundaries of the Town of VictoRark.

(b) Existing Development on the Subject Site
The existing development on the subject site ctiyrefeatures a single storey
dwelling dating back to the 1950's, as confirmed thg applicant. The existing
dwelling is typical of the Anketell Street focusearand the Kensington locality in
general.

(c) Description of the Proposal
The proposal involves the construction of a sirgjterey addition to the rear of an
existing dwelling, as depicted in the submittednplan Confidential Attachment
10.3.1(a) The additions at the rear feature a skillion rdekign and includes a
boundary wall along the south-east common boundary.
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The following components of the proposed develogndennot satisfythe Planning
policy requirements:

0] The design of the skillion roof addition doestnmatch, and is not
compatible with the existing pitched roof desigrited dwelling;

(ii) The roof depth of the skillion addition exceethe 4.0 metre maximum
prescribed in clause 5(b) of City Policy P350.4] an

(iir) The boundary wall is also observed to hawde&rimental amenity impact in

terms of visual impact of building bulk as it isusited alongside the
outdoor living area of the adjoining lot. The hedigithe boundary wall on
the south-east common boundary also exceeds then@ti® maximum
prescribed in clause 6 of City Policy P350.2.

The Applicant’s supporting reporjttachment 10.3.1(b),describes the proposal in
more detalil.

The proposal complies with til@wn Planning Scheme No(BPS6), theResidential
Design Codes of WA 2008he R-Codeg and relevant Council Policies with the
exception of the remaining non-complying issuesjiatussed in detail below.

(d) Design of Skillion Roofed Addition
The objective of City Policy P350:Additions to Existing Dwellingsis to promote
compatibility between existing dwellings and anyli&idns to those dwellings. This
requirement is expressed in policy objective 2fahe following terms:

(a) to ensure that the design, materials and cdoaf the additions to an
existing dwelling match, or are compatible withe #xisting dwellings.

Roof form is a design element the City must consitléen assessing the
compatibility of additions. The existing dwellingad a tiled roof with a 25 degree
pitch. The applicant proposes a large skillion egofddition with a 5 degree pitch.
The applicant, in their letteAttachment 10.3.1(c) has provided the following
support justification for this design:

“Setback of the addition behind the cottage medmat the full width of the
addition is not perceived from the street.”

Council Policy P350.4 does not consider compatybifpurely in terms of the
streetscape character; it also considers the impacieighbouring properties as well
as the intrinsic merits of the design. For thissoer the applicant’s justification does
not satisfactorily address the City’s concerns.

The applicant has further sought to justify thef esign by suggesting the proposed
plansConfidential Attachment 10.3.1(a)represent a compromise between what was
originally proposedConfidential Attachment 10.3.1(d) and the design suggested by
the City’s Design Advisory Consultants, refer tonSoltation (a) Design Advisory
Consultants Comments. This is justified by the igpplt by way of the following:

“It (the amended roof desigpjesents a more conventional cottage roof form to
the street, and lowers the height of the boundaly o the neighbours.”
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(€)

The original roof form incorporated a skillion sing east to west with a 5 degree
pitch, as depicted inConfidential Attachment 10.3.1(d) The modified roof form
presents only a minor modification to the origidakign and therefore still represents
a significant variation from the requirements ofu@ail Policy P350.4. The design of
the skillion roofed addition does not compljth the objective 2(a) of Council Policy
P350.4.

The other non-compliant element of the skillion fraddition is the proposed roof
depth. Clause 5(b) of City Policy 350.4 stipulateat where a proposed addition
forms part of an existing dwelling and has a giillroof or flat roof or another roof
form which is different from the form of the existingaf, the depth of the addition
shall not exceed 4.0 metres. The roof depth ofptieposed skillion roof addition is
8.65 metres and therefore does not comatin Council Policy P350.4.

Council discretion As the non-compliance relates to provisions @oancil Policy,
Council has discretionary power under clause 9.6{6)PS6 to approve the skillion
roofed addition. This discretionary power shouldyohe exercised if Council is
satisfied that the relevant objectives of the goéiad all requirements of the relevant
clause have been met. In this instance, it ismegended that the additions not be
approved, as the applicant has not satisfied thieyRubjectives.

Boundary Wall - south-east

The boundary wall has been assessed in accordaticehe variations permitted in
City Policy P350.2. In assessing the compliance dfoundary wall officers have
considered the impact of the proposed boundary wallthe amenity factors
prescribed in clause 5 of City Policy P350.2. Théseors include - streetscape
character, outlook from adjoining habitable roomsrshadow and visual impact.

The proposed boundary wall is located directly @giggothe outdoor living of the
adjoining property, 32 Anketell Street. The progbs®undary wall has a length of
8.65 metres, and an average and maximum heightfirig@tres and 3.4 metres
respectively, 6.9 metres of the wall length will bisible from the neighbours
adjoining outdoor living area. Officers considere tlhoundary wall dimensions
excessive and suggest that the visual impact ddiibgi bulk will adversely affect the
amenity of the adjoining property. The applicans Ipgovided a letter signed by the
affected property owner which supports the propobedndary wall, and even
suggests it would be complimentary for their futupdans for a courtyard.

Nevertheless, the City notes that the boundary wegitesents a significant variation
from the policy requirements and as a result do¢samplywith City Policy P350.2.

Furthermore, clause 6 of P350.2 stipulates thadundary wall shall be no higher
than 2.7 metres where the boundary wall is locatedgside an outdoor living area
on the adjoining lot subject to complying with thmenity factors listed in clause 5.
The proposed boundary wall has a maximum heigl3t4fmetres and therefore does
not complywith the policy requirements.

Council discretion As the non-compliance relates to provisions fBoancil Policy,
Council has discretionary power under clause 9.6{d@)PS6 to approve the proposed
boundary wall. This discretionary power should obly exercised, if Council is
satisfied that the relevant objective of the Pol@g been met. In this instance, it is
recommended that the boundary wall not be approasdihe applicant has not
satisfied the Policy objective.
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(f)

(¢)]

(h)

Dividing Fences

Clause 6.7 of TPS6 restricts fence height to a mami of 1.8 metres unless approval
is granted for a higher fence. A written requessie submitted to the City for any
proposed fence exceeding 1.8 metres in heighiomsidering such a request, the City
must be satisfied that the proposed fence willausersely affect the amenity of any
property in the locality and will not clash withetlexterior designs of neighbouring
buildings.

The proposed overheight fence along the south-eastimon boundary has a
maximum height of 2.98 metres. The proposed ferighl will assist in protecting

visual privacy between the two dwellings and wiletefore not have a detrimental
impact on the amenity of the adjoining dwellingr fthis reason the height is
considered acceptable. Written agreement from tingep of 32 Anketell Street has
also been obtained by the applicant, the proposetheight fence therefore complies
with the requirements of clause 8 of City Polic\6B3.

The proposed overheight fence along the north-veeshmon boundary has a
maximum height of 2.1 metres. The proposed hegybnsidered desirable as it will
ensure adequate visual privacy between the raisede@ 03 of the subject site and
the adjoining property, it also satisfies the ralvamenity criteria outlined in clause
8 of City Policy P350.7.

Written agreement from the adjoining neighboureiguired where a dividing fence

greater than 1.8 metres is proposed. The applicasitstates that the owner of the
affected property, 28 Anketell Street, is recendgeased. However a Title search by
City Officers has established that ownership of pheperty has not transferred to

another person. Therefore at this stage, the alic unable to obtain the written

consent of the owner of the affected property.

Council discretion As the non-compliance relates to provisions fBoancil Policy,
Council has discretionary power under clause 9.6{6)TPS6 to approve the
overheight dividing fence, if Council is satisfi¢iat the relevant objectives of the
Policy have been met. At this stage the applicaa® hot obtained the necessary
written agreement from the adjoining property owrlnerefore it is recommended
that the north-west overheight fence not be apgto#®wever, at a later date when
the applicant is able to provide written consenthaf future owner, the overheight
fence can be approved without the need to lodganaphanning application.

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

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

within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congidearot meet the following

objectives:

(H 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: Clase 7.5 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 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
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(@)

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

() the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(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;

The applicant has not provided evidence to saty officers that items (a), (i), (j)

and (n) have been met.

Consultation

Design Advisory Consultants Comments
The design of the proposal was considered by thés@esign Advisory Consultants

at

their meeting held on 11 May 2009. The proposal magavourably receively the

Consultants.

Their comments and responses fromAgmicant and the City are

summarised
below:
DAC Comments Project Architect Officer Comments
Responses
The Architects observed that the design The applicant has expressed | A hipped roof addition
form of the proposed additions was concern to Officers that the would demonstrate
incompatible to the existing dwelling. A DAC comments are greater design

hipped roof above the proposed Dining
room / Living room, Kitchen, Main
Bedroom and Laundry was seen to be an
appropriate roof design for the dwelling.

extremely subjective. In
response to the DAC
comments the applicant has
submitted 10 letters from
various architectural firms in
support of the development
proposal.

compatiblity with the
existing dwelling,
however discussions
have established that the
applicant does not favour
this design modification.
The comment is

UPHELD.
The proposed alfresco facing south-east The design referred to by
should be placed along the north-western the DAC architects would
boundary in order to maximise access to be more desirable in
the northern sunlight. Mirror imaging the capturing winter sun for
additions should assist in achieving the the outdoor living area,
needful. however this

development proposal is
for additions only and is
constrained by existing
development. The
location of the deck /
outdoor living area will
make use of what would
otherwise be dead
space, winter sun will be
captured by the other,
larger outdoor living area
to the rear of the
dwelling. The comment
is NOT UPHELD.
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DAC Comments Project Architect Officer Comments
Responses
The Assessing Officer should ensure that The car parking provision
two car parking bays have been provided of the development
for the dwelling behind the street setback proposal has been
line in accordance with the R-Codes. assessed in accordance

with the R-codes and
Policy requirements. The
proposal complies with
the requirements. The
comment is NOTED.

(b) Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpliposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 ‘Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes’, note this development apgicavas lodgement prior to the
adoption of P355 ‘Consultation for Planning Propeisd he owners of properties at
Nos 28 and 32 Anketell Streetreet were invited rigpect the application and to
submit comments during a 14-day period. During #mvertising period, no
submissions were received.

(c) Other City Departments
The development proposal did not require commemh fother City Departments.

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 determination has no financial implications

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council’s

Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed in the folhgwierms: To effectively manage, enhance
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built efronment.

Sustainability Implications

The proposal incorporates a mature tree in the Mdck Outdoor living area to provide
shade from the hot summer sun. Native plants ird&a03 and 04 will reduce water use.
Grass has been incorporated around additions toetireto reduce heat reflection and the
design also incorporates large north facing windtawske advantage of the winter sunlight.
The development proposal is therefore seen to aehdedesirable outcome in terms of
sustainable design principles.
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Conclusion

The proposal will have a detrimental impact on emljg residential neighbours, and does
not meets all of the relevant Scheme and R-Codestdles and provisions. It is considered
that the application should be refused

| 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 applicationdianning approval for a additions on

Lot 14 (No. 30) Anketell Street, Kensingtdig refusedfor the following reasons:

(@) The proposed skillion roof addition conflictitwobjective 2(a) of City Policy P350.4
“Additions to existing dwellings”

(b) The proposed skillion roof depth conflicts wittause 5 of City Policy P350.4
“Additions to existing dwellind's

(c) The proposed boundary wall height conflictshwilause 5 and 6 of City Policy
P350.2'Residential boundary walls”

(d) The proposed north-west overheight boundargderonflicts with clause 8 of City
Policy P350.7Fencing and retaining walls”

(e) Having regard to the matter identified in teasons above, the proposed development
conflicts with the “Scheme Objectives” identifiedClause 1.6 of TPS6.

()  Having regard to the matter identified in tlemsons above, the proposed development
conflicts with the “Matters to be Considered by @oili' identified in Clause 7.5 of
TPS6.

(9) Standard Advice Notes

651 appeal rights- SAT

MOTION
Cr Grayden moved the officer recommendation. Ldpeewant of a Seconder._ LAPSED

MOTION
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Gleeson

That...

(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted,

(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicaf@r planning approval for a
additions on Lot 14 (No. 30) Anketell Street, Kemggbn,be approved subject to
the following conditions:

(i) Standard Conditions
340  Surface of boundary wall 455 Standard heightsres
377  Screening clothes drying area 457 Replacirgfiagifencing
390  Standard crossover specifications 625 siglstioedrivers
425  colours & materials match existing 661 Validifyapproval

(i)  Specific Conditions

(A) The proposed boundary wall shall be lowereadamply with Clauses 5
and 6 of City Policy P350.Residential boundary walls”

(B) The proposed north-west over-height boundangéeshall be lowered to
comply with Clause 8 of City Policy P350:Fencing and retaining
walls”.

(i) Standard Important Footnotes

646A Brick boundary fences require BL649A minor variations- seek approval

647  revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT

648  building licence required

Footnote: A full list of Standard Conditions and Important Notes is available for inspection at
the Council Offices during normal business hours.
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MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Trent opening for the Motion

heard arguments for skillion roof on new projects

proposed additions at rear of house - will mainstreetscape / existing house
policies for benefit of officers - can be varied

additions at back of house - worthy of constructsrproposed

existing war service homes very small

proposed additions address increase in family negts the house

refer to No. 44 Forrest Street - skillion roof idesbuilt before the war
proposal at Anketell Street shows how an architantachieve a good design
support the Motion

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

The Mayor put the Motion

Th
(a)
(b)

at...

the officer recommendation not be adopted,;

pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicatar planning approval for a
additions on Lot 14 (No. 30) Anketell Street, Kemgbn,be approved subject to
the following conditions:

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

Standard Conditions

340  Surface of boundary wall —A455standard-heights—of fenc@svoked
Item 12.1(b) August 2009 Council Meeting
377  Screening clothes drying area 457 Replacirgtiagifencing

390  Standard crossover specifications 625 sigistiioedrivers
425  colours & materials match existing 661 Validfyapproval

Specific Conditions

- “Revoked at Item
12.1(b) August 2009 Council Meeting and replaced with the following Specific Condition (A)
(A) The portions of existing fencing that will béfected by the proposed
changes to the ground and floor levels, and reswverlooking of the
adjoining properties shall be replaced to complthvthe required 1.8
metre height.

(B) The proposed north-west over-height boundangédeshall be lowered to
comply with Clause 8 of City Policy P350:Fencing and retaining
walls”.

Standard Important Footnotes

646A Brick boundary fences require BL649A minor variations- seek approval

647  revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT

648  building licence required

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

CARRIED (12/1)

Reason for Change

Council were of the view that the proposed skillroof is an acceptable roof form due to
the location of the additions at the rear of thistexg dwelling the additions wilhot cause
any change to the existing streetscape. Ther#fierskillion roof is an acceptable roof form
in this instance.

49



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

10.3.2 Proposed additions (second storey) to Singhlbouse - Lot 245 (No. 144
Lockhart Street, Como

Location: Lot 245 (No. 144) Lockhart Street, Como

Applicant: Celebration Nominees t/a Dale Alcocknitolmprovement
File Ref: 11.2008.416 LO1/144

Date: 1 July 2009

Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Bdgpment Services
Summary

On 10 December 2008, conditional planning appraxzd granted under delegated authority
for additions (second storey) to a Single Houséair?45 (No. 144) Lockhart Street, Como.

The applicant has requested that one of the listediitions of approval be deleted at a
Council meeting. The condition requiring considieraby the Council is:

“(1) Revised drawings shall be submitted incorporgt measures designed to
prevent overlooking of the adjoining property frahe balcony north end by
provision of screening to at least 1.65 metres.”

The applicant seeks to remove the above condiliba.screening measures required by the
City are to prevent overlooking of the adjoiningperty and are necessary in accordance
with Council Policy P350.8 as discussed in thigreprhe Policy provisions support the R-
Code requirements relating to visual privacy. Tfaees the officers recommend that the
request to delete the condition not be supporte@dyyncil.

Council is being asked to exercise discretion latien to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Visual Privacy requirements R-Code Performance Criteria 6.8.1 P1
Visual privacy requirements - Council Policy P350.8 Clause 9.6 (6) of TPS6

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R20

Lot area 1062 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential Two Grouped Dwellings
Plot ratio limit Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.2(b) Applicant’s supporting report.
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The subject property is identified on the locaptgn below:
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is required to be referred to a
Council meeting for determination as the recommegadainvolves Council exercising
discretion in relation to a variation from a praeis of Council Policy P350.8 “Visual
Privacy” and R-Code Performance Criteria 6.8.1 P1.

Comments

(@) Description of the proposal
The proposed development is for additions (secdorky) to a Single House. The
proposal complies with the requirements of the '€ifyown Planning Scheme No. 6
(TPS6), the Residential Design Codes (R-Codes)raledant Council Policies with
the exception of the variations discussed below.

(b) Description of the requested change to condiths of Planning Approval
The condition requiring consideration by the Colisci

Condition (2)(i) -

“(1) Revised drawings shall be submitted incorporgt measures designed to
prevent overlooking of the adjoining property frahe balcony north end by
provision of screening to at least 1.65 metres.”

The applicant seeks to have the above conditiorveth Confidential Attachment
10.3.2(a)shows a balcony north end of the upper floor efdivelling. The following
photographs show the approximate location of thiedog relative to a habitable
room on the adjoining property:
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View taken prior |8
10 canstruction
note mature

wegetstion

s R
Figure 1 - photograph taken from approximate locaton of the balcony
looking towards a habitable room window (marked inred) on the adjoining property.

y oy

Figure 2 - photograph of the habitable room window(marked in red) on the adjoining property.

As the balcony (active habitable space) is setlzatdsser distance than 7.5 metres
from the boundary prescribed by the Acceptable gwveent (clause 6.8.1 Al) of the
R-Codes, the Applicant seeks approval via the Pedoce Criteria (clause 6.8.1 P1)
path of the R-Codes, which reads:

“Direct overlooking of active habitable spaces aadtdoor living areas of other
dwellings is minimised by building layout, locatiand design of major openings and
outdoor active habitable spaces, screening dedoeldandscape, or remoteness.

Effective location of major openings and outdootie habitable spaces to avoid
overlooking is preferred to the use of screeningas or obscured glass.

Where these are used, they should be integratdd thét building design and have
minimal impact on residents’ or neighbours’ amenity
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Where opposite windows are offset from the fronetlgee of one window to the edge
of another, the distance of the offset should ifficgnt to limit views into adjacent
windows.”

The Applicant contends compliance with the R-CodesAttachment 10.3.2(b),
summarised as follows:

* The building layout and design of the neighbourdwelling means that the
extensive back yard, alfresco and balcony areadstbcomplete visual privacy
from our clients balcony.

 The very intent of the performance criteria is tmuce the need for ugly
screening devised, particularly when visible frohe tstreet, and given the
location of neighbouring primary outdoor active iable spaces.

* The suggestion of adding a panel of obscure glasttbce is completely
incompatible with the character of the existing tiwg, which the City of South
Perth usually prides itself on.

» All of the windows along the affected side of theighbouring dwelling have
obscure glass, and therefore there is no viewthdse windows from our client’s
proposed balcony.

Where an applicant seeks approval via the aboveoment Performance Criteria path,
Policy P350.8 requires written justification andadled drawings to demonstrate that:

0] there is no ‘sensitive areavlithin a 25.0 metre ‘cone of vision’ from
an active habitable space or outdoor living areatbe development site; or
(i) where there is a sensitive area within a 2fetre ‘cone of vision’ which
would be overlooked, ‘effective screenimgeasures will be implemented
to prevent overlooking of such area.

Sensitive are& defined as:

() includes:

... (ii) any habitable room window which does rauef the street, whether or not
such

window is visible from the street...

Effective screenings defined as

A physical barrier which is not less than 1.6 methegh, visually obscure,

permanent, structurally sound, aesthetically plegsand designed to obstruct
the line of sight between an active habitable spaceutdoor living area on a

development site and a sensitive area. Effectireesing:

(a) may include lattice or other perforated matémdnere situated on or near a
boundary of the development site;

(b) does not include:

(i) lattice or other perforated material where sited on the perimeter of a
balcony or

terrace;

(i) any existing or proposed vegetation, includingees, on either the

development site or the adjoining lot.
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(d)

(e)

The Applicant does not comply with the Council BgliP350.8 and Performance
Criteria of the R-Codes for the following reason:

* Detailed drawings and written justification have t nbeen provided
demonstrating that there is no ‘sensitive angahin a 25.0 metre ‘cone of
vision’ from the balcony;

* A habitable room window ‘sensitive areahich does not face the street is
within the cone of vision of the balcony;

« ‘Effective screening'does not include any existing or proposed vegeiati
including trees, on either the development sitéheradjoining property;

e The upper floor layout of the dwelling could be moyped by orientating the
balcony away from the ‘sensitive arpa’

- ‘Effective screening’devices or obscured glass can be installed toeptev
overlooking of the adjoining property; and

- ‘Effective screening'devices can be integrated with the building desigd
would have no impact on the neighbours amenity.

The balcony overlooks a ‘sensitive areat the adjoining property and therefore the
proposal without ‘effective screeningoes not comply with City Policy P350.8 and
the performance criteria of the R-Codes.

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

Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TH®@ proposal has also been
assessed under, and has been foooidto meet the following relevant general
objectives listed in Clause 1.6(2) of TPS6:

Objective (f) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residentedsaand ensure
that new development is in harmony with the charaahd scale of
existing residential development;

The proposed dwelling has characteristics thahaten harmony in accordance with
policy P350.8 with the existing residential develgmt in the focus area. It is
therefore, determined that the proposal does mapgowith Clause 1.6 (f) of TPS6.

Matters to be Considered by Council: Clause 3.of Town Planning Scheme No. 6
Clause 7.5 of Council's Town Planning Scheme Neet8 out a wide range of matters
to which Council must have due regard, and in reispewhich conditions may be
imposed, when determining applications for planrapgroval. For the purpose of the
proposal currently being considered, the followingtters are relevant:

“(f) any planning policy, strategy or plan adoptleg the Council under the provisions
of clause 9.6 of this Scheme;

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

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

Having regard to these provisions of Clause 7.8,Qity has advised the applicant
that, the balcony without effective screening owekks a sensitive area of the
adjoining property and therefore does not complthwiause 7.5 (f), (j) and (n) of
TPS6.
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Conclusion

In accordance with Policy P350.8 if the conditisrdeleted the proposal will overlook the
adjoining residential neighbour and therefore witk meet the relevant Scheme, R-Codes
and City Policy objectives and provisions.

Consultation

Neighbour consultation has not been undertakerthigr proposal as it is not required in
accordance with Policy P355 “Neighbour and Comnyu@ibnsultation in Town Planning
Processes”. The Applicant has chosen to obtaimn#ighbours comments as detailed in
Attachment 10.3.2(b)

Policy and Legislative Implications

The relevant provisions of the No. 6 Town PlannBapeme and Policy P370_T have been
discussed in the “Comments” section of the repGity Policy P350.8 'visual privacy',
prepared, advertised and adopted pursuant to ctaés# Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
supporting the Scheme under clause 1.5 of TPSélalining policies are documents
supporting the Scheme.

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

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Mamaget” identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressed as folloWws: sustainably manage, enhance and
maintain the City’s unique, natural and built envamment.

Sustainability Implications
The privacy of the adjoining property could be aslid through thoughtful design and
supplemented by various screening measures.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2 |

That, with respect to the applicant’s request Far tdleletion of Condition 1(i) of planning
approval for a proposed additions (second storeypingle House - Lot 245 (No. 144)
Lockhart Street, Como, the applicant be advised itheaccordance with Policy P350.8
‘Visual Privacy’, Council is not prepared to deldtee condition as this would result in a
development that overlooks the adjoining property.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmu&tion at Item 10.3.2. The officer
recommendation Lapsed. LAPSED

MOTION
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Hearne

That....

(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted,;

(b) in respect of the proposed second storey additto Single House, Lot 245 (No.
144) Lockhart Street, Como, Condition 1 of the Rlag Approval issued on
10 December 2008 be deleted.
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MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Best Opening for the Motion

» condition requires addition of screening to nomk ef balcony

» privacy of neighbour not impinged
Note: Cr Best provided a power point presentation dematisy that the visual

privacy of site not impinged

e believe Council should allow applicant to build dmly without screening - will not
cause significant overlooking of the adjoining rirdigur’s habitable room

* neighbour supports applicant’s request

« ask Members support Motion

Cr Hearne for the Motion

» acknowledge reasons for officer recommendation

e arguments by applicant more compelling

* neighbours have no objection to balcony withouésoing
» adequate screening already exists

e support Motion

\COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2
The Mayor put the Motion

That....

(@) the officer recommendation not be adopted,;

(b) in respect of the proposed second storey additto Single House, Lot 245 (No.
144) Lockhart Street, Como, Condition 1 of the Rlag Approval issued on 10
December 2008 be deleted.

CARRIED (13/0)

Reasons for Change
Council is of the opinion that the balcony withadreening will not cause significant
overlooking of the adjoining neighbour’s habitalem.

10.3.3 Proposed Single House within a Two-Storey Bding. Lot 12 (No. 23a) Klem
Ave, Salter Point

Location: Lot 12 (No. 23a) Klem Ave, Salter Point
Applicant: Enzo Bottega

Lodgement Date: 23 June 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.231 KL1/23A

Date: 1 July 2009

Author: Emmet Blackwell, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Deopment Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldd®-storey Single House on Lot 12 (No.
23a) Klem Avenue, Salter Point. The proposal cotfliwith Clause 6.9.1 (Design for
Climate Requirements) of the 2008 R-Codes in m@atd overshadowing of the adjoining
lot.

It is recommended that the proposal be refused.

Council has the ability to exercise discretionelkation to the following:
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Element on which discretion is sought

Source of discretionary power

Solar access for the adjoining site

Clause 6.9.1 of the R-Codes.

Background

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R20

Lot area 506 sq. metres
Building height limit 7 metres
Development potential 1 Single House

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a)

» Attachment 10.3.3(b)

* Attachment 10.3.3(c)

Plans of the proposal
Site photographs
Applicant’s supporting justification

The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppsal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesci#ed in the Delegation:

The exercise of a discretionary power

Proposals involving the exercise of a discratioy power which, in the opinion
of the delegated officer, should be refused.

in thstance, the reason for

refusal would be a significant departure from theh&ne, relevant Planning
Policies or Local Laws;

3.
0)
Comment
(a)

Description of the proposal

The subject site is currently vacant, as depictethé site photographs comprising
Attachment 10.3.3(b) The proposal involves the construction of a 2estaSingle

House, as depicted in the submitted plans comgriS€ionfidential Attachment
10.3.3(a)
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The proposal conflictwith Clause 6.9.1A1 (Design for Climate Requireisgiof the
2008 Residential Design Codes (R-Codes) relatingptar access for adjoining sites
(overshadowing). The conflict comes about becaosershadowing of the
neighbouring southern property (No. 25 Klem Ave)tbg proposed development is
40% of the site in lieu of the prescribed 25% maxim nominated in the R-Codes
Acceptable Development standards.

Additionally, the following component of the progasdevelopment does not satisfy
policy requirements contained in Council Policy 835

The applicant’s letterAttachment 10.3.3(c) describes the proposal in more detail.

The proposal complies with the Town Planning Schilme6 (TPS6), th®esidential
Design Codes of WA 2008he R-Codes) and relevant Council Policies wihk t
exception of the non-complying variations discussetiore detail below.

(b) Solar access for adjoining sites
The maximum permissible area of overshadowing efatjoining property (No. 25
Klem Ave), as calculated at midday on 21 June ign£325 percent of the site); the
proposed overshadowing is 202(40 percent). Therefore, the proposed development
does not complywith the “Acceptable Development” provisions ofetiR-Codes
relating to solar access (Clause 6.9.1 Al).

The Applicant has attempted, although not succlgsto address the Performance
Criteria 6.9.1 P1 of the R- Codes, as outlined\elo

+ Potential to overshadow solar collectors is mingdisr non-existent;

There are no solar collectors on the roof of thiathg property, therefore no
overshadowing takes place in this regard.

+ Potential to overshadow balconies and verandalmsingnised or non-existent;
and

There are no balconies or verandahs containedeoadjoining property affected
by overshadowing.

+ Potential to overshadow outdoor living areas angomapenings to habitable
rooms is minimised or non-existent.

In regard to the overshadowing of outdoor livingeas, the applicant has
successfully demonstrated that the shadow casthbydevelopment over the
adjoining property will be less than the shadowt dgsthe existing boundary
fence. Therefore the performance criterion has bewn in relation to the
protection of solar access for outdoor living areas

The proposed two storey development was previowslysed by the City under
delegated authority in relation to the overshadgwoaused by the front two
storey portion of the proposed dwelling onto thpiming property’s ground floor
bedroom window which is a “major opening”. The apght has since provided
revised justification attempting to address thégyerance criteria of the R-Codes
6.9.1. P1. A plan was submitted@dnfidential Attachment 10.3.3(a)along with
the applicant's further justification showing twoewklopment scenarios
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(c)

(d)

(€)

(single/double-storey) on the subject site in fefato the scale of impact that
different building design options may have on tldoming property’s major
window opening:

(i) The first scenario shows the extent of oversiddg which would be present
if the proposed development was modified to be rmlsistorey dwelling
subject to the currently proposed ground floor aeitb. Under this scenario,
approximately half of the affected major openintpser portion would be
overshadowed at midday on 21 June.

(i) The second scenario shows the extent of owslsiving of the adjoining
property if the proposed development was two-sta&gydepicted in the
submitted plans o€onfidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) Under this scenario
the entire major opening would be overshadowedidtlay on 21 June. Also
under this scenario, the major opening would badhadowed for a greater
period of the year.

Council discretion Council has discretionary power under the assedi

performance criteria of Clause 6.9.2 of the R-Cddespprove the overshadow of the
major opening provided the Council is satisfiedt thth requirements of that clause
have been met. In this instance, it is recommentatl the development not be
approved, as the performance criterion associatédminimising the overshadowing

of major openings to habitable rooms has not bagsfied.

Other planning controls
The proposal has no plot ratio implications. Itatien to building height, setbacks,
visual privacy, ground and floor levels, the pragdaseets the relevant requirements.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TownaAhing Scheme
Having regard to the preceding comments, in terfrihe general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the following generah&ue objectives amot met

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

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clage 7.5 of 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 listedlause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful_consideratian

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Cadebany 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 developniecluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialsgdegeneral appearance;

Due to the overshadowing conflict, the proposatos satisfactory in relation to the

matters listed above.
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Conclusion

The proposal will have detrimental impact on théstixg adjoining residential neighbours,
owing to overshadowing of a major window openinin this respect, the proposal is in
conflict with R-Code and Council Policy requirem&ntTherefore, it is considered that the
application should be refused

Consultation

(@) Neighbour consultation

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

Planning Processes’. The owners No. 25 Klem Aveewearited to inspect the

application and to submit comments during a 14-¢yiod. Two neighbour

consultation notices were mailed to individual pdp owners regarding the
proposed boundary walls and overshadowing resmdgtiDuring the advertising

period, no submissions were received.

(b) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
DAC comments were sought for this application dgirthe April 2009 meeting in
relation to streetscape design compatibility of greposed development with the
existing development within the focus area, speliy:
0] Streetscape compatibility; and
(ii) Building form, design and external finishes.

The outcome in relation to this item was that ttavi8ory Architects observed that
the proposed development demonstrated built formpedibility with the existing
streetscape character.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofithe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council Policy P350.1 have beeviged elsewhere in this report.

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed design does not provide the adjoipiogerty with solar assess to one of its
major window openings. The lots have been subdiviste they are extremely narrow and
orientated in an east-west direction, resulting Bituation where protecting the solar access
of adjoining properties is very difficult. In theaterest of ensuring that all residential
properties have sustainable long term access &r solergy, the proposed development
should be redesigned, taking full account of thestaint of the subject site’s unfavourable
lot orientation. The current proposal does natcaately reflect proper consideration of
sustainable design principles.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.3 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application gtanning approval for a proposed
Single House within a two-storey building on Lot (o. 23a) Klem Ave, Salter Poibie
refusedfor the following reason:

» The proposed dwelling conflicts with the Acceptablevelopment as well as the
Performance Criteria provisions of Clause 6.9.1ld6access for adjoining sites”
of the Residential Design Codes 2008 (R-Codes).

Standard Advice Note
651 Appeal rights - SAT

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmalation at Item 10.3.3. The officer
recommendation Lapsed. LAPSED

MOTION
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Burrows

Th
(a)
(b)

at...
the officer recommendation not be adopted,;
pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicat@r planning approval for a
proposed Single House within a two-storey buildimgLot 12 (No. 23a) Klem Ave,
Salter Pointpe approved subject to the following conditions:

() Standard Conditions
340 Surface of boundary wall 457Replacing existing fencing

377 Screening clothes drying area 55Blumbing fittings concealed from view

390 Standard crossover specifications  628ghtlines for drivers
425 colours & materials match existing 66»alidity of approval
455 Standard heights of fences

(i) Standard Important Footnotes

646A Brick boundary fences require BL649A minor variations- seek approval

647  revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT
648  building licence required

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

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr

Ozsdolay Opening for the Motion

heard Deputation - applicant able to demonstratdleriges in development of long
narrow block

to develop block to its potential only option ismgpup and/or going back

option proposed is the one that least affects di@rang neighbour on the southern side

by placing two storey portion of house towards fiteat impact of overshadowing has
been minimised on neighbour’s outdoor entertainraesd

only area of contention is bedroom window - this n@t been positioned to maximise
solar access in that it is located adjacent tortigroof the house that effectively blocks
out much of the morning sun anyway.
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Cr

applicant states that being a bedroom it is molikelg to be used during the day than
say a family area e.g. kitchen, lounge room etc.

given the only grounds for refusal is with resptcthe overshadowing of that single
bedroom window, the fact that it is a bedroom, dpparent effort undertaken by the
applicant to minimise impact on his neighbour amel limited design options available
on a long narrow block; it seems appropriate thatr@il exercise its discretion to
approve the development application which compfies!| other respects.

Trent point of clarification believe the applicant had not spoken to neightbuThe

Manager Development Services stated he was noeastaany direct communication from
neighbours. He confirmed that a written invitatitm comment had been forwarded to
neighbours from the City.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3

Th
Th

(a)
(b)

Re

e Mayor put the Motion
at...
the officer recommendation not be adopted,
pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicat@r planning approval for a
proposed Single House within a two-storey buildimgLot 12 (No. 23a) Klem Ave,
Salter Pointpe approved subject to the following conditions:
() Standard Conditions
340 Surface of boundary wall 457Replacing existing fencing
377 Screening clothes drying area 55Blumbing fittings concealed from
view
390 Standard crossover specifications  62fghtlines for drivers
425 colours & materials match existing 66/ alidity of approval
455 Standard heights of fences
(i) Standard Important Footnotes
646A Brick boundary fences require649A minor variations- seek approval
BL
647  revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT
648  building licence required
Footnote: A full list of Standard Conditions and Important Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.
CARRIED (13/0)
ason for Change

Given that the only grounds for refusal is withpes to the overshadowing of that single
bedroom window, the fact that it is a bedroom, #pparent effort undertaken by the
applicant to minimise impact on his neighbour amal limited design options available on a
long narrow block; Council exercised its discrettorapprove the development application

wh

ich complies in all other respects.
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10.3.4 Proposed Change of use (‘Single House’ tod@sulting Rooms’) Lot 397
(No. 89) Manning Road, Manning

Location: Lot 397 (No. 89) Manning Road, Manning
Applicant: Mrs Johanna Byrne

Lodgement Date: 29 April 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.146 MA3/89

Date: 1 July 2009

Author: Emmet Blackwell, Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Director, Developmh&ervices
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaltfe proposed change of use of a single-
storey Single House to ‘Consulting Rooms’ on Lo¥ 38lo. 89) Manning Road, Manning.
Table No. 4 of the City’'s Town Planning Scheme Baequires a minimum site area of
900nf for consulting rooms. The proposal is on a lot vdtharea of 865 However, the
submitted drawings show thalevant site requirements such as car parkindaardscaping
have been met. Therefore it is recommended tlatiation from the lot area requirement
of Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) be grantecutiee discretion allowed by clause
7.8 of TPS6. The proposal use does not conflidh aity other aspect of Council Policy or
the provisions of the City’s TPS6.

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsiuio conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R20

Lot area 865 sq. metres
Building height limit N.A. - existing buildings

This report includes the following attachments:
» Confidential Attachment 10.3.4(a) - Plans of the proposal
e Attachment 10.3.4(b) Site photographs
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The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesci#ed in the Delegation:

6.

Amenity impact

In considering any application, the delegated efficshall 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 Counegting for determination.

Comment

(@)

(b)

Description of the proposal

The subject site is currently a residential propelgveloped with a single dwelling.
The proposal involves converting the property tori€ulting Rooms’ to be used by
one consultant who will practice occupational tipgrand acupuncture. The manner
in which the building and the site will be useddepicted in the submitted plans at
Confidential Attachment 10.3.4(a) There is no proposed alteration to the existing
building, however there are modifications to the garking bay layout. The
application also includes an application for a sign

The proposed maximum operating times are 7am - Momday to Friday and 8am -
5pm Saturdays. The applicant currently has a conguloom practice on another site
and advises that she currently receives many slieetore and after their work day.
This is the reason for the proposed 7am start andfihish on weekdays. At present,

he does not open every weekday morning and eveirigyould like the option to do
so.

Minimum Lot Area

Table No. 4 of the City’'s Town Planning Scheme Bloequires a minimum site area
of 900nt for consulting rooms. The proposal is on a lot véitharea of 865mDespite
the slight shortfall in the land area, all of tlederant site requirements are met, such
as car parking and landscaping. It is recommentati & variation from the TPS6
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(c)

(d)

(€)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

()

(k)

()

(m)

minimum lot area be granted under clause 7.8 of6TF8e proposal meets all of the
required criteria to qualify for a discretionaryrigion from Scheme requirements, as
specified under clause 7.8 subclause (1)(b).

Minimum Lot Frontage
The minimum lot frontage required under TPS6 is 20Mhe subject property
complies as it has a lot frontage of 20.48m.

Car Parking

The car parking requirement for ‘Consulting Roomster Table No. 6 of TPS6 is 1
bay per 19rh of gross floor area, plus 1 bay for every persampleyed on the
premises. The site’s total gross floor area is F5dihich requires 8 car parking bays.
The applicant advises that the maximum numberaff et site will be 2 as any time
(one consultant and one receptionist). Therefoeetdbal number of car parking bays
required is 10. The applicant has successfully adestnated that 10 bays are proposed
on site in accordance with the requirements of TPS6

Table No. 6 of TPS6 also requires consulting roamprovide 1 bicycle bay per
practitioner. The proposed site plan demonstrdtasthis requirement has been met
by the applicant by providing one bay for the pagkof bicycles.

Number of Practitioners

The number of practitioners proposed is one. Thmaplies with the requirement of
TPS6 Table No. 4 for areas coded R20 which resttise maximum number of
practitioners to one.

Location

Table No. 6 of TPS6 contains a list of distributoads where ‘consulting rooms’
within the ‘Residential’ zone may be approved. MagrRoad is one of those listed.
Therefore the proposal complies with this Schemeirement.

Frontage to Canning Highway
This requirement is not applicable as the site dugshave a frontage to Canning
Highway.

Street Setback
The street setbacks are not being altéreh the existing development.

Building Height
The building heights are not being altefiemin the existing development.

Wall setback- north / east / south / west
The wall setbacks are not being altefienin the existing development.

Visual privacy setbacks- north / east / south west
There are no visual privacy implicatigrexisting or proposed.

Solar access for adjoining sites
The area of overshadow _is not being altdrech the existing development.

Finished ground and floor levels- minimum and naximum
The ground and floor levels are not being altdret the existing development.
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(n)

(0)

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TownaRhing Scheme

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

within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is considep broadly meete following

objectives:

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

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

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

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnadmappropriate uses;

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 listedlause 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;

() the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(p) any social issues that have an effect on thenitynof the locality;

(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 thge proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system inldeality and the probable effect
on traffic flow and safety;

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

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

The proposed development is observed to have dysrddo the abovementioned
matters.

Consultation

(@)

Department for Planning and Infrastructure (Urban Transport Systems)
comments

Comments were invited from the Department for Plagrand Infrastructures (DPI)
Urban Transport Systems Team because the subjeetisits Manning Road which is
classified as a ‘Regional Road Reserve’ under tegrdpolitan Region Scheme. The
Director of DPI's Urban Transport Systems Team oesp included only one
recommendation relating to the proposal, namely dliacars enter and leave the site
in forward motion. The proposed parking layout lué proposal allows for all cars to
enter and leave safely in forward motion.
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(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 properties withirea 2" were invited to inspect
the application and to submit comments during adyperiod in accordance with the
City’s Policy P104. A total of 6 neighbour constita notices were mailed to
individual property owners and occupiers. Duringe tladvertising period, 4
submissions were received, all against the propdsake of the 4 submissions were
template letters with individual submitters’ detgillaced on the letterhead. Only two
of the three template letters were signed by subrsit The submissions have been
summarised and responses provided to all commants]lows:

Summary of Neighbour Submissions

Submitter’s Comment Officer Response

Proposed carpark at rear of property would create | The City's Environmental Health Department has
excessive noise by cars coming and going and | confirmed that the increased traffic movements would
slamming of car doors. not exceed the assigned levels of the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 and would most
certainly not exceed the noise levels of passing
vehicles from Manning Road.

The comment is NOT UPHELD

Problems with verge parking exist, specifically | All proposed parking is contained on site and will allow
backing onto Manning Rd is very dangerous for exit onto Manning road in forward motion.

The comment is NOT UPHELD

Minimum lot area specified in TPS6 (table.4) for a | All requirements are met (landscaping, car parking),
‘consulting room’ on Manning Rd is 900m?, the site | clause 7.8 of TPS6 allows discretion to vary site area
is only 865m? requirements, provided the proposal complies with the
amenity tests listed under subclause (1)(b).

The comment is NOT UPHELD
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Submitter’'s Comment

Officer Response

Clause 1.6 of TPS6 (objectives of the scheme)

Maintain _the City's predominately residential
character and amenity. — With Car parking in front
of a “Residential” style facility, which is not being
improved or extended will project a very “non
residential look and feel".

Establish _a community identity and ‘sense of
community’ - Locating a business “consulting rooms”
in the middle of a street of residential houses from
Ley Street to Welwyn Avenue is totally going against
creating a sense of community. If this one is
allowed, it will set the precedence for many more.
All other consulting rooms in the immediate vicinity
are located on corner blocks, and not located on
residential streets proper.

Ensure community aspirations and concerns are
addressed through scheme controls- The City of
South Perth should be acting in the interests of the
residential ratepayers and not approving such
applications, particularly in light of the arrangements
made to have the relevant Planning Officer
unavailable to provide vital information and not
allowing copies of plans and applications to be
made available to interested parties.

Protect residential areas from the encroachment of
inappropriate uses — The impact on surrounding
homes, particularly 18 Downey Drive Manning which
is the premises located directly behind 89 Manning
Road will be most significant. With a proposed 8
bay car park at the rear of 89 Manning Road there
will be increased local vehicle noise, increased car
fumes in the immediate vicinity, an increased
security risk of having an “open to the public car
park” at the rear of the facility providing an increase
opportunity for access the surrounding houses and
the backyards. Particularly with the current crime
rate in this area, and the vulnerable older persons
living at 16 Downey Drive, the car park will provide
increase opportunity for acts of crime by providing a
“away from the public eye” access to surrounding
houses and yards.

Create a hierarchy of commercial centres according
to their respective designated functions, so as to
meet the various shopping and other commercial
needs of the community. — There are available and
closely located vacant business premises within the
vicinity of Manning road which could accommodate
the function of consulting rooms without having to
“convert” clearly residential premises in the midst of
residential premises to meet the needs of the
practitioners wanting to set up on Manning Road.

Only one parking bay is proposed at the front of the
property. The location is consistent with the statutory
provision.

The comment is NOTED

The location is consistent with Table No. 4 of TPS6.
The comment is NOTED

The submitters who first authored this point were later
given the chance to see the plans and meet with the
assessing planning officer to discuss and if they
wished, submit another set of written comments prior to
determination. This offer was declined.

The comment is NOT UPHELD

The City's Environmental Health department has
confirmed that vehicle fumes and car noise resulting
from increased traffic volumes entering and leaving the
subject site will be in compliance with the relevant
regulations, and will not significantly impact on
neighbouring properties over and above the impacts
already resulting from Manning Road. In regard to
security risks associated with the rear carpark,
amended plans have been received from the applicant
indicating a 1.8m high spiked security gate and two
sensor flood lights. It is unlikely people will loiter in this
carpark as there is a large public park with trees on the
othersider of Manning Road.

The comment is NOTED

The Scheme recognises ‘consulting rooms’ as a
discretionary use with consultation within the residential
zone fronting Manning Road.

The comment is NOTED
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Submitter’s Comment Officer Response

Consistent with sub clause 2 of Clause 6.6 Canning
Highway and Manning Road of the City of South
Perth Town Planning Scheme No 6 A referral made to DPI's - Urban Transport Systems
“Vehicular Access to and from lots which abut | team received a response which expressed no concern
Manning road shall be confined to the minimum | in regard to a likely result of increased vehicle
necessary in the opinion of the Council for the | movements as long as cars enter Manning Rd in
orderly traffic movement; and designed in such a | forward motion.

manner as to facilitate entry onto the road in a | The comment is NOT UPHELD

forward gear:

The traffic on Manning Road is increasing | Outward traffic flow is in the opposite direction to the
exponentially, with the increasing size of the closely | footpath. This is not relevant. Visual truncations on
located Curtin University and the ever enlarging | either side of the driveway will be provided where the
Waterford shopping precinct. Increasing the traffic | driveway meets the street alignment. This will
flow by locating consulting rooms on Manning Road, | adequately address the concerns when vehicles are
with the anticipated 10 additional vehicles at any | exiting the property to enter Manning Road.

one time is not confining the traffic flow to minimum | The comment is NOT UPHELD

necessary.

Located one house away from 89 Manning Road is | Drivers should be aware that U-turns are illegal at
a footpath through to Downey Drive. This footpath | traffic lights. Amended plans submitted by the applicant
is used regularly by mother and children walking to | include on-site signage near the front boundary of the
school and home again, by walkers and their dogs | lot, designed specifically to make it easier for west
and by the general public. The additional flow of | bound traffic along Manning Road to see the location of
traffic out of the proposed consulting rooms will add | the business and associated parking entry.

to the potential hesitation that could occur with the | The comment is NOTED

additional traffic and potentially endanger the lives of
people and children crossing from the north side of
Manning Road to the designated pathway on the
south side of Manning Road and on return.

Given that the traffic flow directly outside of 89 | A referral made to DPI's - Urban Transport Systems
Manning road is only one directional, this may also | team received a response which expressed no concern
impact by increasing the potential hazard from | in regard to a likely result of increased vehicle
clients of the proposed consulting rooms being | movements. Especially considering there is only 1
unfamiliar with the Suburb and the increase in risk | consultant proposed.

associated with drivers performing U-Turns around | The comment is NOT UPHELD

the traffic lights.

It would also definitely increase the traffic in Downey
drive as the only way to get to 89 Manning road from
a Westerly direction is via Leys St and Downey
Drive (see Attachment 1). Downey Drive has many
children and this would definitely increase their risk.
See attachment 1.

Please be mindful of the flawed consultation process | The submitters who first authored this point were later
that has occurred due to the key facilitators in the | given the chance to see the plans and meet with the
process not being available. assessing planning officer to discuss and if they
wished, submit another set of written comments prior to
determination. This offer was declined.

The comment is NOT UPHELD
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(c) Other City Departments - Health
Comments have also been invited from the City’siEemwnental Health department.

The comments relate to bins, general noise, anlasarconveniences and state as

follows:
0] All bins to comply with City environmental helalstandards;
(ii) All fans and pumps comply with thEnvironmental Protection Act 1986

and Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 regards to
potential noise pollution;

(i) All sanitary and laundry conveniences complith the Sewerage (Lighting,
Ventilation and Construction) Regulations 19&4hd the Health Act
(Laundries and Bathrooms) Regulatiprnia regards to potential health
issues.

The City’s Environmental Health department has gled the following comments in
relation to specific concerns received from coreslltneighbouring submitters
regarding noise and pollution emission impacts fitben site’s potentially increased
vehicle movements:

(iv) The likelihood of emitted noise from vehicles emgeand exiting the
carpark and driven in a normal manner within a doafl and restricted
area would not exceed the assigned levels of thirdenmental Protection
(Noise) Regulations 1997 and would most certaiolyaxceed the noise
levels of passing vehicles from Manning Road. péreeived noise may be
further contained if a masonry boundary wall toeidht of 1.8 metres be
provided on the side and rear boundaries to thepprty.

(v) Exhaust fumes from the vehicles entering and exitia car park would not
significantly impact on the neighbouring propertieser and above those
emissions already being released into the atmogpfem passing traffic
on Manning Road.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofighe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme
have been provided elsewhere in this report.

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

Noting that the existing building is being utiliséat the proposed development by carrying
out internal modifications and the proposal hasnbagsessed to meet with the relevant
amenity tests, the proposal is seen to be suffigisastainable.

Conclusion

The proposed change of use which includes a vamidtom the prescribed minimum site

area will have no detrimental impact on adjoiniegidential neighbours, and meets all of
the relevant Scheme objectives and other spe@fuirements. The applicant has provided
amended plans which include sufficient “after hdusecurity measures to address the
concerns of objecting neighbours, including a spikecurity fence and sensor security
lighting. A sign is also now included within thepdipation to ensure clients can enter the
site in a safe manner from Manning Road. Providhed $tandard conditions are applied as
recommended, it is considered that the applicatimuld be conditionally approved
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.4 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationglanning approval for a change of use
from Residential to Consulting Rooms on Lot 397 .(189) Manning Road, Manninge
approved, subject to:

(a) Standard Conditions
660 Expiration of approval
625 Sightlines for drivers
456 Fencing

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

(b) Specific Conditions

)] A maximum number of one practitioner shall agihgrom the premises
along with one reception staff;
(i) The hours of operation being limited to 7:06 &0 7:00 pm Monday to

Friday and 8:00 am to 5 pm on Saturdays;

(iii) A separate application being lodged for amynage with full details and
plans of the signage being proposed.

(iv) The land owner agrees that any compensatioho&s of revenue arising
from the change of use from residential to busimesposes will not be
sought from the Council or Western Australian PlagnCommission
when the reserved land is required for upgradinGasining Highway.”

(v) End of trip facilities for cyclists shall be quided for the use of staff. The
design and location of those facilities shall behe satisfaction of the City
and the facilities shall consist of one securehastiocker.

(vi) The landowner must construct at their cost.@&nmil high brick or masonry
fence along all side and rear lot boundaries extmmtard of the building
line. Any fencing forward of the building line shabt exceed 1.2 metres in
height unless ‘visually permeable’. The fence heighany point shall be
measured from the natural ground level of the higiae.

(©) Standard Advice Notes
648  Building licence required
649  Planning consent is not a Signs License
651  Appeal rights- SAT
646 Landscaping- general
649A Minor variations- seek approval

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

(d) Specific Advice Notes

® It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisgith the City’s Environmental
Health Department to ensure satisfaction of athefrelevant requirements;

(i) Any activities conducted will need to complyittv the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 198wall times; and

(i)  The applicant is advised that a Building Lise is required for any internal
modifications.

(iv) All stormwater from the car park and adjacetdgvelopment is to be
collected and disposed on site through an apprepdi@inage system.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmuiation at Item 10.3.4. The officer
recommendation Lapsed. LAPSED

MOTION
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Trent

That the officer recommendation be amended by éhetidn of Specific Condition (b)(vi):

(vi) The landowner must construct at their cost.8m high brick or masonry
fence along all side and rear lot boundaries exdepivard of the building
line. Any fencing forward of the building line shabt exceed 1.2 metres in
height unless ‘visually permeable’. The fence hemhany point shall be
measured from the natural ground level of the higtiee.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Cala Opening for the Motion

* purpose of the proposed wall is essentially a sdowrfidr

» cannot see this as an issue taking into accountenat use

» support deletion of specific condition (b)(vi) fbr8m high brick /masonry fence

Cr Trent for the Motion

« objections reported to Ward Councillor relate togwsed change of use not noise
e applicant is going to be a single operator

« do not see a need to change fence to that existing

e support the Motion

Cr Grayden point of clarification is the condition justified or not? The Actingr&ctor
Development Services said that clearly the officaasider the condition is justified for
reasons of providing a noise barrier between neiteatial / residential use for benefit of
neighbours.

Cr Grayden against the Motion

« making a decision based on what we ‘think’ might lo@ a problem

* Dbelieve preferable to consider that condition (D)eparately at a later time
e against the Motion

Cr Smith for the Motion

« if there is a noise complaint it does not hingeabitity of wall to buffer noise

< one main feature of all noise complaints is corenirnoise by positioning of property
« look at proximity of site to Manning Road and Cartiany noise will be insignificant
e support the Motion

Cr Ozsdolay point of clarification if the fence is not 1.8m high currently and imogood
repair, does it then become a dispute between Ineigh or does the City have more power?
The Acting Director Development Services said thatstandard practice for a new building
development or a change of use is to apply a donditalling for replacement fences. It
may be preferable to modify condition (b)(vi) cad)i for replacement with another fibre
cement fence if the existing fencing is not in gooddition.

The Mayor asked the Mover of the Motion if he woalthsider this modification. Cr Cala
responded no, as it was irrelevant to the issue.
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Cr Cala closing for the Motion

« the particular locality of proposal is a hoisausén itself

e any noise complaint in this particular area woudtore from Manning Road
e support Motion

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.4 |
The Mayor put the Motion

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationplanning approval for a change of use
from Residential to Consulting Rooms on Lot 397 .(189) Manning Road, Manninge
approved, subject to:

(@) Standard Conditions
660 Expiration of approval
625 Sightlines for drivers

456 Fencing
(b) Specific Conditions
)] A maximum number of one practitioner shall agihgrom the premises
along with one reception staff;
(i) The hours of operation being limited to 7:06 &0 7:00 pm Monday to

Friday and 8:00 am to 5 pm on Saturdays;

(iii) A separate application being lodged for amynage with full details and
plans of the signage being proposed.

(iv) The land owner agrees that any compensatiofo&s of revenue arising
from the change of use from residential to busimesposes will not be
sought from the Council or Western Australian PiagnCommission
when the reserved land is required for upgradinGasining Highway.”

(v) End of trip facilities for cyclists shall be quided for the use of staff. The

design and location of those facilities shall befhe satisfaction of the City
and the facilities shall consist of one securehastiocker.

(© Standard Advice Notes
648  Building licence required
649  Planning consent is not a Signs License
651  Appeal rights- SAT
646 Landscaping- general
649A Minor variations- seek approval

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

(d) Specific Advice Notes

) It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisgith the City’s Environmental
Health Department to ensure satisfaction of athefrelevant requirements;

(i) Any activities conducted will need to complyittv the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 198wall times; and

(i)  The applicant is advised that a Building Lise is required for any internal
modifications.

(iv) All stormwater from the car park and adjacetdgvelopment is to be
collected and disposed on site through an apprepdi@inage system.

CARRIED (11/2)

Reason for Change

Council were of the opinion the purpose of the psgal wall is essentially a sound
buffer and that taking into account the naturehef ‘thange of use’ and the locality
of the site to Manning Road, supported the deletiospecific condition (b)(vi) for
1.8m high brick /masonry fence.
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Note: Cr Hearne left the Council Chamber at 8.44pm ahdmed at 8.45pm

10.3.5 Application for Planning Approval for Proposd 5 Multiple Dwellings
within a 4-Storey Building (plus Terrace). Lot 5 (Nb. 47) South Perth
Esplanade, South Perth

Location: Lot 5 (No. 47) South Perth Esplanade tis&erth
Applicant: McDonald Jones Architects P/L

Lodgement Date: 29 April 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.147 S01/47

Date: 13 July 2009

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Céfi
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Bdgpment Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldmposed 5 x Multiple Dwellings within

a 4-Storey Building (plus terrace) on Lot 5 (No) &buth Perth Esplanade, South Perth.
The proposal complies with the City’s Town Plamgh#cheme No. 6, the 2008 R-Codes and
City policies, except for the boundary wall polighich requires:

2. ...proposed boundary walls situated adjacent tooamdoor living area... be no
higher than 2.7 metres measured above the finigiednd level on the adjoining
lot.

Council is being asked to exercise discretion leti@n to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Setbacks R-Code Performance Criteria 6.3.1 P1

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

Background

The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R80
Lot area 1,012 sq. metres
Building height limit 13.0 metres
Development potential 8 Multiple Dwellings
Plot ratio limit 1.0

This report includes the following attachments:
» Confidential Attachment 10.3.5(a) Plans of the proposal
» Attachment 10.3.5(b) Site photographs
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The location of the development site is shown below

Development site

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesdgbed 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 tooth new developments and
additions to existing buildings resulting in thelding exceeding the nominated
height.
NOTE: Any proposal in this category shall be redd to the Design Advisory
Consultants prior to referral to a Council meetifog determination.

Based on the ground level reference point seletkedwall height of the proposed
building is 13.0 metres.

Comment

(@) Description of the Surrounding Locality
The subject site is on the north-west corner oftlsdRerth Esplanade and Frasers
Lane. It is located adjacent to a non-residentiaperty (Legacy House) to the west
and a 5-storey Multiple Dwelling development to timth. The site photographs in
Attachment 10.3.5(b) show the relationship of the site to the surroogdi
development.

(b) Existing Development on the Subject Site

The existing development on the subject site iggl& House, as depicted in the site
photographs ilttachment 10.3.5(b)
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(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves the construction of a 4-stdsailding (plus terrace) with 5
Multiple Dwellings, as depicted in the submitteciqd comprising ofConfidential
Attachment 10.3.5(a)

The following components of the proposed develognam not satisfyCouncil
Planning policy:

0] P350.2 (Residential Boundary Wall).

In terms of the number of dwellings, the applicantot intending to develop the site
to the maximum potential. The maximum permissihlenber if 8 dwellings, whereas
only 5 dwellings are proposed, equivalent to R5@sitg coding. The operative
density coding of the site is R80.

Boundary Wall- north

Under Council Policy P350.2 (Residential Boundarglld), the maximum permitted
height of a boundary (parapet) wall adjacent teighbouring Outdoor Living Area,
is 2.7 metres above the neighbour’s ground levekreas the proposed wall height is
2.6-2.9 metres. Therefore, the proposed developmieas not complywith Policy
P350.2.

In addition, the boundary wall will have an adveestect on neighbouring amenity,
having regard to the impact of bulk on the adjain®@utdoor Living Areas. This is a
further conflict with Policy P350.2.

Accordingly, a condition is recommended to redueeheight of the boundary wall to
2.7 metres, and thereby rectify this conflict.

Boundary Wall- west

Under Council Policy P350.2, the required minimumeet setback for boundary walls
iIs 6.0 metres, whereas the proposed wall setba&kbisnetres from Frasers Lane.
Therefore, the proposed development does not cowigtyPolicy P350.2.

However, the wall will not have an adverse effegtamenity, having regard to the
existing streetscape character, noting that thei@dp lot is a non-residential
property (Legacy House). Therefore it is recommerttiat this wall be approved.

Wall Setback- north
Many of the wall setbacks to the northern bounddoy not comply with the
Acceptable Development standards of the R-Codesoingly, an assessment under
the Performance Criteria is required for the follogvnorthern setbacks:

e Level 1: Bulk of building setback 5.7 metres irulief 6.6 metres;

e Level 2: Bulk of building setback 5.7 metres irulief 8.6 metres;

* Level 2: Ensuite setback 1.5 metres in lieu ofmedres;

* Level 3: Terrace setback 2.1 metres in lieu of3e®res;

* Level 3: Kitchen - Dining setback 2.1 metres iul@ 3.5 metres;

¢ Level 3: Bulk of building setback 3.5 metres irulief 11.1 metres;

+ Level Terrace: Stairs setback 1.8 metres in liek.Bimetres; and

* Level Terrace: BBQ setback 5.2 metres in lieu 6fretres.

76



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

(¢)]

The Applicant has successfully satisfied the Peréorce Criteria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-
Codes, as outlined below:
« The proposed structure provides adequate ventilaia sun to the subject
site;
e The proposed structure provides adequate sun amtilaben to the
neighbouring property;
* Building bulk is not an issue, due to the existtigeetscape character; and
e Visual privacy is not an issue.

Although proposed wall setbacks do not meet theeptable Development standards,
this is very common for medium to high-rise builginin the Mill Point precinct of
South Perth. This style of streetscape includes rdwdential buildings in the
immediate area, which creates an established iggleharacter.

The proposed building design accommodates theimxistreetscape character, and
on this basis the design is supported. In assegbkimgwall setback issues, it is
considered that the proposal compligéth the Performance Criteria, which is
supported by the City.

Wall Setback- south
Many of the wall setbacks to the northern bounddoy not comply with the
Acceptable Development standards of the R-Codeghwhable 1 directs to Tables
2a and 2b. Accordingly, an assessment under tHerBemnce Criteria is required for
the following northern setbacks:

e Level 1: Bed2 & Bed3 & Gym setback 3.2 metreséu lof 3.5 metres;

« Level 2: Bed2 & Bed3 setback 3.2 metres in lieb.df metres;

* Level 2: Kitchen setback 3.7 metres in lieu of mdires;

e Level 2: Living setback 4.0 metres in lieu of 5.&tnas;

+ Level 3: Kitchen setback 3.7 metres in lieu of mé&tres;

¢ Level 3: Living setback 4.0 metres in lieu of 7.6tnes; and

e Level 3: Bulk of building setback 5.5 metres iruligf 7.0 metres.

The Applicant has successfully satisfied the Peréorce Criteria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-
Codes, as outlined in the “Design Advisory ConsutaComments” and below:
» The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatid sun to the subject
site;
e The proposed structure provides adequate sun amtilaben to the
neighbouring property;
< Building bulk is not an issue, due to the existitigeetscape character; and
e Visual privacy is not an issue.

Although proposed wall setbacks do not meet theeptable Development standards,
this is very common for medium to high-rise builginin the Mill Point precinct of
South Perth. This style of streetscape includes rdwdential buildings in the
immediate area, which creates an established iggleharacter.

Furthermore, Frasers Lane is a public street witteseerve only 6.5 metres wide,
which has the character of a Right Of Way (ROW)d arot a Local Street.
Accordingly, the established character of thiseitemd ROW'’s generally is a narrow
carriageway with small-to-nil building setbacks.
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(h)

()

(k)

()

(m)

The proposed building design accommodates theirxistreetscape character, and
on this basis the design is supported. In asseshkimgwall setback issues, it is
considered that the proposal compligéth the Performance Criteria, which is
supported by the City.

Plot Ratio

The maximum permissible plot ratio is 1.0 (1,0f2rand the proposed plot ratio is
1.0 (1,012rf). Therefore the proposed development compligh the plot ratio
element of the R-Codes.

Open Space

The required minimum open space is 60 percent (6Q¥whereas the proposed open
space is 60 percent (607mtherefore, the proposed development compliih the
open space element of the R-Codes.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- minimum

The required minimum finishegtoundlevel permitted is 1.7 metres above AHD. The
proposed finished ground level is 1.7m above AHIherEfore, the proposed
development_compliewith clause 6.9.1 “Minimum Ground and Floor Levelsf
TPS6.

The minimum finishedhon-habitable rooms and car parkiripor level permitted is
1.75 metres above AHD. The proposed finished fleoel is 1.75m above AHD,
Therefore, the proposed development comphih clause 6.9.2 “Minimum Ground
and Floor Levels” of TPS6.

The minimum finishedhabitable room floompermitted is 2.3 metres above AHD. The
proposed finished floor level is 2.3m above AHD. efiéfore, the proposed
development_compliesvith clause 6.9.2 “Minimum Ground and Floor Levetf
TPS6.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- maximum

The maximum finishegroundlevel permitted is 1.7 metres AHD, and the progose
finished ground level is 1.7 metres. Therefore, pheposed development complies
with clause 6.10.3 “Maximum Ground and Floor LeVeisTPS6.

The maximum finishedloor level permitted is 2.3 metres AHD, and the propose
finished floor level is 2.3 metres. Therefore, fitleposed development compliegh
clause 6.10.1 “Maximum Ground and Floor LevelsT&fS6.

Street Setback

The prescribed minimum street setback is 12.0 mdtebuildings and 10.0 metres
for balconies. The proposed setbacks are is t2ides and 10.0 metres respectively.
Therefore the proposed development compliis Table 2 of TPS6.

Building Height

The maximum permissible building height is 13.0 m&tand the proposed building
height is 13.0 metres. Therefore, the proposedldevent compliesvith Clause 6.2
"Building Height Limit" of TPS6.
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(n)

(0)

(9))

(@)

Visual Privacy Setbacks

The required visual privacy setback for the nomhegilconies and terrace to the north
is 7.5 metres, whereas the proposed visual setlaaelsss than 7.5 metres. However,
the proposed design features fixed louvers oriemedy from the neighbouring
Major Openings, and towards the Perth City skylifderefore the proposed
development compliewith the visual privacy element of the R-Codes.

Solar Access for Adjoining Sites
As there are no adjoining lots to the south (arghne&ally no overshadowing of
residential properties), the proposal compligth the R-Codes in this respect.

Car Parking

The required number of car bays is 5; whereas thpgsed number of car bays is 9.
Therefore the proposed development compliggs the car parking requirement of the
R-Codes.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6

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

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

() 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: Claise 7.5 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste@lause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the prombsievelopment. 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;

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

(i)  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

(n)

s)

®

(u)
)

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;

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

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

whether adequate provision has been made fmssdy disabled persons; and
any other planning considerations which the @mlconsiders relevant.

The proposed development is considered satisfaciasfation to all of these matters.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments

The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held in May 2009. The proposal \fiasurably receivedy the
Consultants. Their comments and responses fromAgmicant and the City are
summarised below:

80



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

DAC Comments Project Architect Officer’'s Comments
Responses
The Architects observed that the No comment. Supports setback
elevations were ordinary, hence variations (see Wall

harmless to the streetscape character.

Setback sections )

The comment is
UPHELD.

Having regard to the setback
requirements prescribed by the R-Codes,
and the views from the property at No. 49
South  Perth  Esplanade, increased
setbacks from the secondary street
(Fraser Lane) will be required. The long
wall along the secondary street should
be broken up by inserting indentations in
the length.

Setbacks of the recent development at
No. 49 South Perth Esplanade should
give a fairly good idea of acceptable
setback distances. The manner in which
this existing development curves around
the street corner, a similar open
character for the proposed building will
be desirable.

The site currently has an
1800 high face brick fence
squared off to the current
property boundary. The
proposal gives an 8.5m
truncation at ground level
which would significantly
‘open up’ visually the
pedestrian and vehicular
approach to Fraser Lane.

No objections were received
by the adjoining neighbours
at No. 49 on the opposite
corner of Fraser Lane and in
fact a letter of support has
been submitted from an
owner in No. 49.

Both No. 49 & 47 buildings
are of a design to logically
capture the northern

orientation and the view to
Perth City and Kings Park.

The Fraser Lane facade has
several areas set back
including 4.0m at the
entrance and 3.0m at the
dining and 5.5m to the visitor
car bay.

We have endeavoured to be
realistic in terms of overall
planning to accommodate
both the Fraser Lane
streetscape and the
neighbouring building to the
north. Fraser Lane is not a
major thoroughfare, it is for
the most part, a connection to
the river from Mill Point Road.

Supports setback
variations (see Wall
Setback sections )

The comment is
UPHELD.

Visitor's parking bay requirements for 4
or less multiple dwellings to be checked
by the Assessing Officer as per the R-
Codes.

No comment.

Visitor bay not required

but provided for amenity
reasons, without request.
The comment is NOTED.
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(b)

(c)

Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpliposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 ‘Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes’. The owners of properties atdSdSouth Perth Esplanade and
No. 64 Mill Point Road were invited to inspect tlgplication and to submit
comments during a 14-day period. A total of 12 hb@ur consultation notices were
mailed to individual property owners and strata ibsd/ occupiers. During the
advertising period, no submissions were received

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

TheManager, Engineering Infrastructure was inviteddmment on a range of issues
relating to car parking and traffic, arising frolmetproposal. His comments are as
follows:

0] Boundary Level
The footpath along the South Perth Esplanade hers prgressively raised
to complement new development and to more closeligte to the level
requirements specified in TPS6 for unpaved area€ngineering
Infrastructure will establish the boundary levepitally to maintain the
existing path level in front of #45 South Pertiplasade for much of the
frontage with a transition to the top of the katl-rasers Lane.

(i) Stormwater Drainage
Drainage to be in accordance with Policy P415 (8teater Drainage
Requirements for Proposed Buildings) and Managemeatdtice M415.

The development falls within the Mill Point Drair@@recinct where the following

applies:

» Stormwater reuse is encouraged;

» Soak well discharge is not an option; and

» A Private Drainage Connection to the street systahject to the following will
be accepted.

The discharge from the site as defined in the Appilon for Private Drainage
Connection (PDC) is the amount of overland flow tivauld have resulted from the
site in an undeveloped form i.e. expected to beagmately 10% runoff. The
drainage requirements will be determined by a Hylita Engineer or similar. The
expected discharge rate to the street system wiless than 3 litres per second. An
application for a PDC along with the design caltialss is to be submitted to
Engineering Infrastructure for approval prior tatadlation. It should be noted that
approval of the PDC is conditional on the ownerepting all of the conditions
attached to the application including ensuring feitowners are informed of the
conditions relating to the PDC.

The Private Drainage Connection will comprise & tsdp at the boundary and a
connection to the street system. Sufficient steiagequired on site to cater for the
1 : 10 year (minimum) storm event with the con&dlidischarge. As the expected
flow from the site can be accommodated in a 50mamdier pipe at minimum
grade there is little likelihood of a 225mm diamgige being acceptable without
some limiting device. An “orifice plate” can be éd to a larger diameter pipe to
control flow to the prescribed amount.

82



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

(iif)

(iv)

(v)

Crossing

Concrete is the standard material in use for aésings. The footpath is to
be continuous through the crossing. The standarsgistrg as depicted on
South Perth SP30 is inappropriate for this locatitime alternate form will

accommodate the full width path section withoutatregy a hazard to

pedestrians. Essentially the kerbing and adjacatht will transition down to

the crossing such that at no stage does the sidpe path exceed 1:8. Prior
to constructing the crossing the Builder is to eesht Engineering

Infrastructure for full details of the proposedssimg.

Dewatering Management Plan

Should dewatering be required for the placemenfootings or on-site

storage tanks then the Applicant will prepare a dgment Plan that
addresses both the environmental aspects as wibk ghysical activities of
the dewatering operations. The Management Plaaqgired as part of a
Planning Approval if groundwater is to be pumpeid, the City's drainage

system, into the Swan River as part of the dewadesperation. The Swan
River Trust has set guidelines for the quality @ftev being discharged to
the River.

The Dewatering Management Plan would be preparedabguitably
gualified Environmental Consultant who will:
e undertake water testing to ensure the sampledysalishe criteria;
e commit to a monitoring regime during dewateringtsure water
quality of discharge does not deteriorate; and
» outline a recovery plan should the dewatering dpera result in a
loss of water quality.

As the downstream outfall to the River is contr@llyy stormwater pumps a

dewatering contractor will be required to ensurat tihe rate of discharge

from the system does not exceed the rated capacigontinuous pumping

by the “small jockey pump” forming part of the puimgp station. The

capacity of the jockey unit is nominally 10 litrper second. The options

available include

* On site storage to maintain flow at the lower lewel

* The removal of the existing “low flow jockey” pungmd the installation
of a replacement pump (with the combined capadityhe upstream
dewatering pump and the former jockey pump) ineghmping station
to maintain the higher discharge; or

* The placement of a stand alone unit with directlthsge to the River
conditional on approval being obtained from the S\W®Raver Trust.

General

Authority to store Building Materials on the Verge unlikely to be
approved for this location due to narrow frontdge $outh Perth Esplanade
and the absence of any verge in Frasers Lane. &hotthority be given to
store new building materials on the limited avdgaberge it would only
extend to the storage of new materials of a siz¢ wWould be contained
wholly within the defined enclosure. Site shedsiadae toilets and waste
material must be stored on site and not on theeverg
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The City will require a Traffic Management Plan grepared for all works
occurring within the street system. The works @ifio include loading and
unloading of materials. The Traffic Management Rialh comply with the
Main Roads Code of Practice for Works in the Stréébrks on the street
will be restricted to certain hours of the day. Tiraffic Management Plan
will set the hours of street work.

As noted on the Architects Plans the existing ceteccrossing off the South
Perth Esplanade is to be removed. The City willunegthe are to be
restored as turf.

Landscaping and all required verge works will bevisell by City
Environment.

Accordingly, conditions of the planning approvatldimportant Notes’ are
recommended to deal with issues raised by the Mandgngineering
Infrastructure.

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

Financial Implications
The determination has no financialplications

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

Noting the favourable orientation of the lot, thi&icers observe that the proposed outdoor
living areas have access to winter sun. Hencepithygosed development is seen to achieve
an outcome that has regard to the sustainablerdpsitgiples.

Conclusion

The proposal will have no detrimental impact oroadpg residential neighbours, and meets
all of the relevant Scheme, R-Codes and City Pallgjectives and provisions. Provided that
a boundary wall condition is applied as recommended considered that the application
should be conditionally approved
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.5

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $ogerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application dmanning approval for 5 x Multiple
Dwellings within a 4-Storey Building (plus terracen Lot 5 (No. 47) South Perth
Esplanade, South Perthe approvedsubject to:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Standard Conditions / Reasons

615  screening to be provided 625  sightlines forais

616  screening to be permanent 455  dividing fermedstrds

390 crossover standards 550  plumbing hidden

393  verge & kerbing works 508 landscaping appra&edmpleted
340  parapet walls- finish of surface 427  colourméterials- details

470  retraining walls- if required 664  inspectiom@) required

471  retaining walls- timing 660  expiration of apypab

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

Specific Conditions
() Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suelwihgs shall incorporate the
following:
(A) The northern boundary wall is to be amendedd@reater than 2.7-
metres above the neighbour’s ground levels.

Standard Advice Notes
648  building licence required 649A minor variations- seek approval
647  revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT

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

Specific Advice Notes

The Applicant is advised that the following worke &0 be carried out on site

within 28 days from the date of issue of this piagrrefusal, failing which the City

will take necessary actions:

(i) It is the applicant’'s responsibility to liaiseith the City’'s Engineering
Infrastructure section to ensure satisfaction lobfthe relevant requirements;

(i) It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaiseith the City’s City Environment
section to ensure satisfaction of all of the retéwvaquirements; 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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10.3.6 Proposed 3 Multiple Dwellings in a 4-StoreBuilding (plus Terrace). Lot 19
(No. 26) Banksia Terrace Street, South Perth

Location: Lot 19 (No. 26) Banksia Terrace, Southtire
Applicants: Mike Taddei, Ken Adam, Steve Allerdi@gAssociates
Lodgement Date: 12 May 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.162 / BA2/26

Date: 13 July 2009

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Céfi
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Bdgpment Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval 3oMultiple Dwellings in a 4-storey
building (plus terrace) on Lot 19 (No. 26) Bank3iarrace, South Perth. The proposal
conflicts with clauses and elements within the Gitjown Planning Scheme No. 6, the
2008 R-Codes and City policies, specifically:

* TPS6 clause 1.6.2 (Scheme Objectives);

* TPS6 clause 7.5 (Matters to be Considered by Chunci

* R-Codes element 6.4.1 (Open space);

* Council Policy P350.1 (Sustainable Design);

* R-Codes Element 6.3.1 (Buildings set back frombibxendary);

» Council Policy P350.3.6(b) (Car Parking Accessan§jtand Design); and
* R-Codes Element 6.8.1 (Visual privacy).

Furthermore, a previous similar proposal for thmeaite was the subject of an unsuccessful
appeal to the State Administrative Tribunal, anel thirrent proposal does not adequately
address all of the SAT’s reasons for dismissahefgrevious appeal.

Council is being asked to exercise discretion legtian to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Streetscape compatibility TPS6 Clause 7.5(n)

Open space R-Code Performance Criteria 6.4.1
Wall setb | R-Code Performance Criteria 6.3.1 P1
acks

Visual privacy R-Code Performance Criteria 6.8.1 P1
‘D’ (discretionary) land use TPS6 Table 1

It is recommended that the proposal be refused.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Highway Commercial

Density coding R80

Lot area 516 sq. metres

Building height limit 10.5 metres

Development potential 4 Dwellings

Plot ratio 1.0 (Residential Development)

This report includes the following attachments:
» Confidential Attachment 10.3.6(a) Plans of the proposal
» Attachment 10.3.6(b) Site photographs
» Attachment 10.3.6(c) PreviousSAT determination for same site
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The location of the development site is shown below

Development site

53

29

37
37

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 buildings 9.0 metres highhigher based upon the Scheme
definition of the term “height”. This applies tooth new developments and
additions to existing buildings resulting in thelding exceeding the nominated
height.

Based on the ground level reference point selectedwall height of the proposed
building is 10.5 metres.

The exercise of a discretionary power

(i) Proposals involving the exercise of a discreioy power which, in the opinion
of the delegated officer, should be refused. Is thstance, the reason for
refusal would be a significant departure from theh&@ne, relevant Planning
Policies or Local Laws; and

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 Coungkting for determination.

In relation to item 6 above, the extent of advensenity impact arising from the proposal is
considered unacceptable (see comments below).

Comment

(@)

Background

In April 2008, the City received a pre-lodgemenplagation for 3 Multiple Dwellings
and an Office in a 4-storey building (plus terraée) Lot 19 (No. 26) Banksia
Terrace, South Perth (the site).
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In May 2008, before preliminary advice was provided the pre-lodgement
application, the City received a development appilbn for the same proposed
development on the site (Ref: 11.2008.222).

In August 2008, the Applicant appealed against tdeemed refusal” of the
development application (90-days without a deteatidm), to the State
Administrative Tribunal (SAT), on the grounds that:
* “(The) Respondent has failed to determine the apfibn within 60 days of
application date.
« (The) Proposed development complies with the ratganning provisions.”

In September 2008, the City refused the applicatbonmultiple grounds, under
delegated authority from the Council.

In December 2008 and January 2009, the SAT hearrsgheld Miktad Holdings Pty
Ltd and City of South Perth [2009] WASAT),7&hich subsequently resulted in the
SAT Member dismissing the appeal in April 2009. Tneunds for the dismissal are
summarised as follows:

e The proposed development is not sufficiently seresiin regards to a
“transitional and sensitive desigat the juncture between high-density and
low-density development;

e The proposed variation of plot ratiwould be unacceptable, create an
unintended usand not be consistent with orderly and proper tam

e The bulk and scale of the building on the stregiscauld not be supported;
and

» The impact on the streetscagenerally could not be supported due to the
bulk and scaleof the building, _side-to-side boundary walland the
substantial/dominating boundary walhutting No. 24 Banksia Terrace.

In May 2009, the City received a fresh developmapplication for 3 Multiple
Dwellings in a 4-storey building (plus terrace) tae site. The major differences
between the latest proposed development and th@pseproposal are:

 The proposed “Office” land use on the ground fleems amended to a
communal gymnasium, ancillary to the Multiple Dvirgdjs;

» The 5.5 metre high parapet wall abutting No. 24 K&n Terrace was
amended to 2.0 metre high parapet wall (with #reainder of the wall set
back 1.0 metre);

« The height of the uppermost walls of the buildingswreduced by 690-
millimetres; and

¢ Other amendments of minor significance.

The effect of the changes was:

e Converting the proposal from a “Non-Residential'iXed) development to a
“Residential” development (as defined by TPS6) ¢odfforded a different
plot ratio limit;

e Using the internal-amenity safeguard mechanism avhraunal floorspace
(which is not included in plot ratio calculatiom) the gymnasium, rather than
producing a modified design which is compatiblehwibe streetscape, or
reducing the impact of bulk and scale on the naighd and streetscape, to
any significant degree;

e Successfully reducing the impact of the northemajpet wall on the adjoining
neighbour; and

e Other effects of minor significance.
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(b)

(c)

(d)

While changes have been made to the design aseditibove, the fundamental form
of the building has not changes significantly. Hfere there will be almost the same
impact on the streetscape, as for the previousogalp As the City and the SAT

previously refused the proposed building designtloa grounds that it will have

unacceptable impacts upon the neighbours and treetstape generally, it is
considered that a building with virtually the sammpacts should equally be refused,
even if it were to comply in relation to plot ratio

With only minor adjustment, the proposal could beught into compliance with the
maximum permissible plot ratio of 1.0. However,aeliess of plot ratio compliance,
it is considered that the proposed building stidlesl not overcome the following
concerns expressed by the SAT when dismissingppesd:

e The proposed development is not sufficiently sémesitin regards to a
“transitional and sensitive design” at the junctbetween high-density and
low-density development;

* The bulk and scale of the building on the stre@sauld not be supported;
and

* Impact on the streetscape generally could not ppasted due to the bulk and
scale of the building and side-to-side boundaryswval

In addition, the conversion of the proposed buddia a “Residential” land use now
requires the consideration of residential planrgongtrols in TPS6, the R-Codes and
local Planning Policies. These residential-spedfintrols and the SAT's concerns
referred to above are discussed below.

Description of the Surrounding Locality

The subject site has a frontage on Banksia Tertacthe north, and is situated
adjacent to Hillcrest Apartments to the east, @l8ikouse to the south and a Single
House to the west. The site photograph8ttdichment 10.3.6(a)show subject site in
relation to neighbouring land uses.

It should also be noted that the site is zoned gy Commercial’ of R80 (high)
density, with the same to the east; but is adjateResidential’ zoned properties of
R15 (low) density to the south and the west.

Existing Development on the Subject Site

The subject site is currently developed with a sislj non-residential building (also
known as the old TAB site), as depicted in the gi®tographs a#ttachment
10.3.6(b)

Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves the construction of 3 Mut#ipwellings in a 4-storey building
(plus terrace), as depicted in the submitted planhsConfidential Attachment
10.3.6(a)

The proposed development does not sattsfyfollowing requirements:

(1) TPS6 clause 1.6.2 (Scheme Objectives);

(i) TPS6 clause 7.5 (Other Matters to be ConsidiéneCouncil);
(i) R-Codes element 6.4.1 (Open space);

(iv) Council Policy P350.1 (Sustainable Design);

(V) R-Codes Element 6.3.1 (Buildings set back ftbmmboundary);
(vi) Council Policy P350.3.6 (b); and

(vii) R-Codes Element 6.8.1 (Visual privacy).

89



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

(€)

Impacts of Bulk and Scale, Compatibility with he Streetscape

Both the determining and reviewing bodies (the Gihd the SAT) examined the

previous design in great detail over many monthse Applicant was afforded a

vigorous defence at the time, however both bodasecto the conclusion that the
design will have unacceptable impacts upon thehteigrs and the streetscape within
the Banksia Terrace focus area.

With respect to the impacts of bulk, scale and catrbpity with the streetscape, the
latest planning application (Ref: 11.2009.162) ordiffers from the refused
application in the following respects:

* The proposed “Office” land use on the ground fleems amended to a
communal gymnasium, ancillary to the Multiple Dwmedls (no reduction of
bulk and scale);

e The 5.5 metre high parapet wall abutting No. 24 iB#&n Terrace was
amended to a 2.0 metre high parapet wall (withrémeainder of the wall set
back 1.0 metre); and

* The height of the uppermost walls of the buildingswreduced by 690
millimetres.

The limited effect of these changes is referreshtBart (a) (Background) above. The
impacts of the current design are overwhelmingiyilsir to the impacts of the
previous design that was refused by the City, whth appeal against that decision
dismissed by the SAT.

Accordingly, where it has already been establistied the amenity impacts of the
built outcome are unacceptable, which igramary issue compliance with plot ratio
in the case of the current application should prigdee treated as secondary issue

Other primary issues of concern in relation to ¢herent design are summarised as
follows:

* (SAT) The proposed development is not sufficiestysitive in regards to a
“transitional and sensitive design” at the junctbetween high-density and
low-density development;

e (SAT) The impact on the streetscape generally coatcbe supported due to
the bulk and scale of the building and side-to-fidendary walls;

e (TPS6) Clause 1.6.2 (Scheme Objectives);

* (TPSG6) Clause 7.5 (Matters to be Considered by €iun

e (Policy) P370 (General Design Guidelines for Resiidé Development);

e (Policy) P355 (Consultation for Planning Proposa&)bmissions from
neighbouring objectors who attest to the unaccépiaipacts upon them; and

* The disparity between the proposed plot ratio amel built plot ratio in
Banksia Terrace.

In regards to Council Policy P370 (General Designidélines for Residential
Development), any proposed development is requiteddemonstrate design
compatibility with existing buildings within the éos area. Assessment of the
proposal against stipulated criteria reveals that:
* (Clause 3) The ‘primary elements’ of rhythm, scébem and shape have not
been satisfied; and
e (Clause 6a) The proposed building bulk will haveoamrpowering effect on
neighbours and the street.

Therefore it is considered that the proposed deweémt does not complwith
Council Policy P370.
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(f)

9

(h)

The provisions of Clause 3 of Policy P370 have b&esngthened by incorporating
them into TPS6 (Clause 7.5(n) ).

To demonstrate the incompatibility with the streefse, the built plot ratio of the
subject site and neighbouring properties is pravidethe table below.

Property Address Plot Ratio

No. 71-75 Canning Highway, a.k.a

No. 28 Banksia Terrace (adjoining - southeast) 0.87
No. 26 Banksia Terrace (the subject site) (proposed) 1.01
No. 24 Banksia Terrace (adjoining - northwest) 0.35
No. 25 Banksia Terrace (opposite - northeast) 0.46
Banksia Terrace (the remainder of the street - northwest) less than 0.50
No. 61 Canning Highway (opposite - east) 1.40

It is noted that The Metro Hotel (No. 61 Canningyiivay) has a considerable plot
ratio of 1.4; however all of the floorspace is gved towards Canning Highway, with
a considerable buffer of 25-30 metres betweenlihidding and the low-density (R15)
residential properties to the north-west. Convgrsbowever, the proposed
development on the subject site is:
* on the opposite side of the street;
« surrounded by buildings with lower plot ratios;
* surrounded by buildings with lower building heigiig®@me considerably so);
and
e surrounded by buildings without parapet walls, casting with the proposed
parapet walls on all boundaries.

In conclusion, the City and the SAT have previousjused the building design on
the grounds that it will be incompatible with thieegtscape and have unacceptable
impacts of bulk and scale upon the neighbourss Ithierefore considered that a
building with virtually the same impacts should eliy be refused despite the
compliance (almost) with plot ratio on this occasio

Plot Ratio

The permissible residential plot ratio is 1.0 (5f5whereas the proposed plot ratio is
1.013 (523mM). Therefore the proposed development does not lyomiph the plot
ratio element of the R-Codes. However, the diffeeehetween the two figures is a
modest 6.7 m(due to a minor calculating error on behalf of fplicant), which
could be easily rectified by amended plans.

Open Space

The required minimum open space is 60 percent efsite (310rf), whereas the
proposed open space is 43.7 percent (2p5hherefore, the proposed development
does not complyith the open space element of the R-Codes.

Sustainable Design

City Policy P350.1 (Sustainable Design) stronglycamages all proposed
development to incorporate measures of sustairddsggn to enhance the quality of
life of occupants while minimising any adverse efée upon the occupants,
neighbours and wider community. It is acknowledgleat Policy P350.1 does not
override other TPS6, R-Codes and Policy requirement
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(i)

()

In assessing the current proposal, it is notedwihst overshadowing of the southern
neighbour complies with Element 6.9.1 (Solar acéesadjoining sites), this is only
because the neighbouring site has a significart &ea of 3,239 m Therefore the
percentage of overshadowing (11 percent) is deeamedptable, even though it is a
considerable 359f1in area and will adversely affect the neighbounmgperties in
terms of access to natural light.

It is also noted that objections from neighbourgehbeen received by the City (see
‘Consultation’ section), on the grounds of susthility. Specifically the objections
are that the neighbour’s global footprint will bévarsely affected due to the required
artificial light and inability to maintain a gardem a lower balcony. Other objections
relate to energy required for extra heating andicgmn neighbouring sites, which is
a valid concern in relation to sustainability.

The proposed development fails to comply with aietgr of development
requirements, which would result in a building eé$ bulk and scale if the conflicts
were rectified, thus achieving a more sustainalgsigh. Therefore, the proposed
development does not comphyth Council Policy P350.1.

Wall Setback- northwest
The previous application had virtually the sameeswdall setbacks, which were
generally accepted by the SAT (except where adiyeedéecting the streetscape).
However, the previous proposal was a non-residemiieed-use development, which
did not require compliance with the wall setbadkied in Tables 2a and 2b of the R-
Codes.
Now that the proposal is a residential developmantassessment against Tables 2a
and 2b is required. The wall setbacks have mixegreds of compliance. The
following walls are not in compliance with the Aptable Development standards:

« Northwest (Ground level Bed2 - Room ‘F") setbackm.in lieu of 2.6m;

* Northwest (Level 1 Bed2 - Bed3) setback 1.5m in bé1.6m;

* Northwest (Level 2 Bulk) setback 4.8m in lieu of i,

The Applicant has not satisfied all of the Perfang® Criteria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-
Codes. Assessment of the proposal against thaseameveals the following:
» The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatial sun to the subject
site;
e The proposed structure provides adequate sun amdlaten to the
neighbouring property;
* Building bulk is an issue due to the adjoining stuwwes being used for
habitable (Lounge and Dining rooms);
* Visual privacy is an issue (see ‘Visual Privacyifaeks- east’); and
¢ Objecting comments from the neighbour (see ‘Neiginlomnsultation’).

In assessing the wall setback issues, it is cordubat the proposal does not comply
with the Performance Criteria. Therefore the nompgliant setbacks are not
supported by the City.

Wall Setback- southeast

The previous application had virtually the sameeswall setbacks, which were
generally accepted by the SAT (except where adiyeedéecting the streetscape).
However, the previous matter related to a non-esgidl mixed-use development,
which did not require compliance with the wall setks listed in Tables 2a and 2b of
the R-Codes.
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(k)

()

(m)

Now that the proposal is for a residential develeptnan assessment of Tables 2a
and 2b is required. The wall setbacks have mixegreds of compliance. The
following walls are not in compliance with the Aptable Development standards:

e Southeast (Level 2 Lift - PDR) setback 4.2m in l%.3m; and

* Southeast (Level 2 Bed 1) setback 4.45m in lieb.om.

The Applicant has not satisfied all of the Perfang® Criteria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-
Codes. Assessment of the proposal against thdsei@ieveals the following:
» The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatil sun to the subject
site;
* The proposed structure may provide adequate sunvantlation to the
neighbouring property;
e Building bulk is an issue due to the adjoining stiwe being used for
habitable purposes (Balconies and Habitable RoaysHu);
e Visual privacy is not an issue; and
« Objecting comments from the neighbour (see neighbonsultation).

In assessing the wall setback issues, it is coresidihat the proposal does not comply
with the Performance Criteria, which is not suppdry the City.

Visual Privacy Setbacks- east
The required visual privacy setbacks for the bak®ito Unit 2 and Unit 3 to the east
are 7.5 metres, whereas the proposed visual seiba2k metres. Therefore the
proposed development does not comywiyh the visual privacy element of the R-
Codes.
The Applicant has not satisfied the visual privReyformance Criteria 6.8.1 P1 of the
R-Codes. Assessment of the proposal against thidegacreveals the following:

« Direct overlooking of active habitable spaces ®ehst (Balcony and Lounge

room);

« Effective screening is not proposed; and

« Objecting comments from the neighbour (see neighbonsultation).
In assessing the visual privacy setback issués,dbncluded that the proposal does
not comply with the Performance Criteria, and this aspect tld proposed
development is not supported by the City.

Specifically, the balconies overlook the easterigh®mour’'s Active Habitable Spaces,
which is a front balcony and Major Opening to theihg Room.

This matter could be resolved by the installatibrpermanent, effective screening.
However the Applicant may not accept this situagtiespecially where prime views
(Perth City Skyline and Swan River) will be cureail

Crossover

The proposed crossover does not compith Council Policy P350.3, Clause 6(b)
(Car Parking Access, Siting, and Design), howewes tould be rectified by the

Applicant submitting amended plans illustrating.@ Betre wide crossover to SP30
standards.

Street Setback & Boundary Wall- east

The required averagstreet setback is 4.0 metres. The proposed builskirtigack is
4.0 metres or greater, except for the ground fleloich has an average front setback
of 2.96 metres. Therefore, the proposed developamsd not complwith Table 1 of
the R-Codes.
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(n)

(0)

However, in the SAT matter dfliktad Holdings Pty Ltd and City of South Perth
[2009] WASAT 77 the “Reasons for Decision” document stated that lack of
setbacks to the front parapet wall was deemed talgepdue to neighbouring
vegetation and solid front fences.

Due to the SAT ruling on this issue, this setbaakation is not cited as a reason for
refusal in the recommendation in this report.

Boundary Wall- south
The required minimum front setback of boundary svadl 6.0 metres, whereas the
proposed setback of the southern boundary wallers.zTherefore, the proposed
development does not complyith Council Planning Policy P370.2. However, st i
considered that the wall is acceptable having tegathe following:

e It forming part of the main staircase;

¢ The height is a modest 0.2 - 0.7 metres;

* It only abutting a driveway and car parking fagiliand

* It complies with the objective of the policy in mes of streetscape and

neighbouring amenity.

In addition, the wall has been found to not haveadwerse effect on neighbouring
amenity when assessed against the following “amypetest” referred to in Policy
P370.2:

» The effect on the streetscape character;

» The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedjior garden;

 No overshadow of adjoining habitable room windowsQutdoor Living

Areas;

* No impact of bulk on adjoining Outdoor Living Areas

Note: objecting comments from the neighbour (seeighbour Consultation” section).

Building Height

The building height limit is 10.5 metres; the preed building height is 10.5 metres.
Therefore, the proposed development comphi#h Clause 6.2 "Maximum Building
Height Limit" of the Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

In arriving at this conclusion, the ground leveerence point has been calculated as
per cl. 6.2.1(b)(ii) of TPS6, which states:
“...in cases where the topography would, in thenggm of the Council, cause the
height of the building to be in conflict with thejectives of any planning policy
relating to the design of residential buildings eerred to in clause 4.5, the
Council shall determine the point at ground levelnif which the height shall be
measured.”

The above method was also used by the SATanning Mews Pty Ltd and City of
South Perth [2005] WASAT 272nd found to be appropriate.

The City has determined that, as the lot is healdping and elongated, to determine
an appropriate ground level reference point, gosixt average should be used. This
results in a zero-point of 16.947m above AHD.

Upon request from the City, the Applicant has aneenitie plans by reducing the wall

height by 690-millimetres to comply with the newiltding height limit, bringing the
wall height into conformity.
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(P)

(@)

(s)

(t)

(u)

(v)

Visual Privacy Setbacks- other directions

The required minimum visual privacy setbacks faoedions other than the east side
are 4.5 - 7.5 metres to Major Openings and Balsoméspectively, whereas the
proposed visual privacy setbacks are greater thaini$ required. Therefore in other
directions, the proposed development comphéh the visual privacy element of the
R-Codes.

It is noted that some objecting comments from neagins have been received (see
neighbour consultation), however whilst the consdnave some logical merit, they
do not have statutory support, and are accordimgiyupheld.

Driveway Grades
Due to the significant slope of the subject sited the requirement for equal cutting
and filling of the site, a significant grade is posed for the driveways.

The standard permissible grade is no greater thhfar the first 3.6 metres, then no
greater than 1:8, whereas the proposed grade is Thérefore, the proposed
development_does not compWith clause 3.7(b) “Driveway gradient” of Council
Policy P350.3.

However, the policy provides for grades not sted¢ipan 1:6, if the Applicant provides
a letter to acknowledge full responsibility for tlesue, which has been provided to
the City. Therefore, the driveway grade compligth Policy P350.3.

Land Use
The proposed land use of Multiple Dwelling is clfied as a ‘D’ (Discretionary) use
in Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6.

In considering this discretionary use, it is obsdrthat the site adjoins residential and
non-residential uses, in a location with a residérgtreetscape. Accordingly, it is
considered that the propose land use should beodegdp

Residential Density

The permissible number of dwellings isddvellings (R80), whereas the proposed
development comprised of @vellings (R59). Therefore, the proposed develogmen
complieswith the density controls in Table 1 of the R-Cade

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 LeVal§ TPS6.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- maximum

As the garage becomes the ground floor level, tisdproposed to be cut (or sunken)
below the natural ground levels, the proposed Higisground levels are less than
equal cut and fill, and therefore compliant withude 6.10.3 “Maximum Ground and
Floor Levels” of TPS6.

Boundary Wall- north

The permitted height of residential boundary (patpwalls, adjacent to neighbouring
Outdoor Living Area, is a maximum of 2.7 metreshhfgom the neighbour’s ground

level, whereas the proposed wall height is 1.3 esetiTherefore, the proposed
development compliesith Council Planning Policy P370.2.

In addition, the required minimum front setback bmfundary walls is 6.0 metres,

whereas the proposed wall setback is 6.0 metregeftire, the proposed development
complieswith the policy.
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(w)

()

v)

)

In addition, the wall has been found to not haveadwerse effect on neighbouring
amenity when assessed against the following “ameteist” referred to in Policy
P370.2:

* The effect on the streetscape character;

* The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedjior garden;

» Overshadow of adjoining habitable room windows atddor Living Areas;

* Impact of bulk on adjoining Outdoor Living Areasich

* Objecting comments from the neighbour (see neighboosultation).

Boundary Wall- west

The permitted height of residential boundary (patpwalls, adjacent to neighbouring
Outdoor Living Area, is a maximum of 2.7 metreshhfgom the neighbour’s ground
level, whereas the proposed wall height is 1.85resetTherefore, the proposed
development compliesith Council Planning Policy P370.2.

In addition, the wall has been found to not haveadwverse effect on neighbouring
amenity when assessed against the following “ameteist” referred to in Policy
P370.2:
* No overshadow of adjoining habitable room windowsQutdoor Living
Areas;
* No impact of bulk on adjoining Outdoor Living Areasd
* Note: objecting comments from the neighbour (séghbeur consultation).

Solar Access for Adjoining Sites

The maximum area of overshadow permitted is 1,61@8 percent), whereas the
proposed overshadowing is 359(M1 percent). Therefore, the proposed development
complieswith the solar access element of the R-Codes.

Car Parking

The required number of car bays is 10, where tbpgsed number of car bays is 10.
Therefore the proposed development comphihk the car parking element of the R-
Codes.

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

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

(g) Protect residential areas from the encroachhaéimappropriate uses.

The following general Scheme objectives ot met

(@) Maintain the City's predominantly residentiabtacter 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;

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

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

() 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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(aa) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 7.5 of No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme
In considering the application, the Council is rieggi to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 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_consideratiofconsidered not to comply, in bold):

(@ the objectives and provisions of this Schemegluding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the Metropolitd®kegion Scheme;

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

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

(H any planning policy, strategy or plan adoptedy the 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 developtmiecluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialsnd general appearance;

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

() the height and construction materials of retam 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 védly in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focus am, in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matelsa orientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscapingible from the street, and
architectural details;

(@) the topographic nature or geographic locatidrte 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;

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

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

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

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agian, including those received

from any authority or committee consulted under ake 7.4; and
(x) any other planning considerations which the Qacil considers relevant.
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Consultation

(@) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
The design of the proposal was considered by thesesign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in June 2008, notingttthe building has only minor
amendments since the plans reviewed by the DAC. grbposal_received mixed
commentsy the Consultants. Their comments and respomeesthe Applicant and

the City are summarised below:

DAC Comments Applicant’s Officer's Comments
Responses
The proposed design and built form are | No In terms of streetscape compatibility, the
acceptable. response. officers did not share the view expressed
by the DAC. The officers’ opinion was
subsequently vindicated by the SAT (see
relevant comment section).
The comment is NOT UPHELD.
All spaces within the building should be | No The assessment did not require this
identified on the drawings. response. additional information.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.
The entrance, lobby and staircase | No The Office has been amended to a
providing access to the offices should be | response. communal gymnasium.
separated from the entrance to the The comment is NOTED.
residences.
In order to ensure that the amenity of the | NO The assessment covers boundary walls,
adjoining residential development and the | response. setbacks and .VISU3| privacy (see relevant
existing  streetscape character are comment section).
maintained, the proposed building should The comment is UPHELD.
be carefully checked for compliance
against the following:
» street and side setback
requirements;
»  visual privacy requirements; and
e proposed boundary walls, their
location, heights and lengths.
The ground line should be marked on the | No Amended plans depict natural ground
perspective drawing of the proposed | response. levels. The comment is NOTED.
development.
The impact of the proposed development | No The assessment covers views policy (see
on views from the adjoining properties | response. relevant comment section).
should be considered. The comment is UPHELD.
The proposed building bulk is generally | No Bulk assessed with further information and
acceptable. response. advice from the SAT to the contrary (see
relevant comment section).
The comment is NOT UPHELD.
The staircase and lift roof should be raked | No Amended plans now depict compliance
to ensure that the building stays within | response. with building height limits (see relevant
25° notional roof pitch and complies with comment section).
the permitted building height limit. The comment is UPHELD.
The driveway width can be reduced to 3.0 | No Parks section disagrees, but permitting
metres as it serves less than 4 dwellings | response. removal of street tree (see relevant
(Clause 6.5.4 of the R-Codes), thus consultation section).
complying with the required clearance The comment is NOT UPHELD.
from the existing street tree.
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(b) Neighbour consultation
Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpliposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 ‘Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes’. The owners of properties at2Moand 28 Banksia Terrace and
Nos 26 and 28 Brandon Street were invited to insprex application and to submit
comments during a 14-day period. A total of 5 nbalr consultation notices were
mailed to individual property owners and strataiesdDuring the advertising period,
9 submissions were received, nil in favour and &resj the proposal.
The comments of the submitters, together with @©ffiesponses, are summarised as

follows:

Submitter’'s Comment

Officer’'s Response

Object on the all the City’s grounds of refusal.

This opinion is concurrent with the City’s (see
relevant discussions). The comment is UPHELD.

Diminished quality of life due to the living/major
bedrooms to the 10 Hillcrest dwellings facing the
proposed building, with detailed objections on
grounds of light, privacy and outlook.

It is agreed that light and privacy will be impinged,
however not in accordance with the relevant
elements of the R-Codes. However, the outlook of
the ten properties will no longer feature significant
views, as discussed in the relevant discussion on
views.

The comment is UPHELD.

Neighbouring sustainability and global footprint will
be adversely affected due to the required artificial
light and inability to garden on a lower balcony.

Refer to discussion on sustainable design.
The comment is UPHELD.

Object to wall setbacks, open space, height limits,
visual privacy and loss over views. Reasons
being:

e Amenity;

e Privacy;

»  Scale of existing development;

e Ignores desired streetscape;

¢« Not in harmony with the existing

character,
*  Orderly and proper planning; and
»  Setting a precedent.

This opinion is concurrent with the City’s (see
relevant discussions). The comment is UPHELD.

Too large and imposing on the streetscape.

This opinion is concurrent with the City's (see
relevant discussions). The comment is UPHELD.

The developer is trying to squeeze a 4-storey
development into a zone designated for 3-storeys.
The zero-point of the building height limit should
be from natural ground level throughout the site.
Suggest Council should use its discretion to do so.

Refer to discussion on building height.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Object to northern boundary wall due to amenity
reasons.

Refer to discussion on boundary walls.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Object to loss of privacy and amenity of adjoining
neighbours. The height of building out of character
with the existing streetscape.

Refer to discussion on privacy, building height
and streetscape.
The comment is UPHELD.

Object to increased noise and traffic.

Noise and increased traffic is not a relevant
statutory consideration. The comment is NOT
UPHELD.

Height above 3-stories is unacceptable.

Refer to discussion on building height.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Rear boundary wall is too high.

Amended plans depict only a 2.0 metre parapet
wall. The comment is NOTED.

Slope of driveway too great. Street tree should be
preserved. Rear balconies overlook backyards.

Slope of driveway compliant. Parks section
authorised removal of street tree. Visual privacy
setbacks comply with the  Acceptable
Development standards.
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(c)

(d)

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Object to the proposed plot ratio This opinion is concurrent with the City’s (refer to
discussion on plot ratio).
The comment is UPHELD.

Un-aesthetical and displeasing streetscape. This opinion is concurrent with the City’s (refer to
discussion on streetscape).
The comment is UPHELD

Loss of sustainability (heating, cooling and natural | This opinion is concurrent with the City’s (refer to

light) for neighbours. discussion on sustainable design).
The comment is UPHELD.
Overcrowding and parking issues. Housing density and parking provisions comply.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Environmental damage and pollution due to the | The construction of the dwelling is required to
construction of a large building. build the permitted number of dwellings, and not
controlled by the Scheme. The comment is
UPHELD.

Environmental damage and pollution due to | Refer to discussion on sustainable design.
damage and removal to the surround trees, | The commentis UPHELD.
including native species.

Setbacks too close to front boundary. Matter previously endorsed by SAT, refer to
discussion on front setback.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Building height too high and will set a precedent. Refer to discussion on building height.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

TheManager, Engineering Infrastructymeas invited to comment on a range of issues

relating to car parking and traffic, arising fronmet proposal. The Section

recommends that:

(i)  The vehicle crossing should be amended to tménanum 1.37 metres from the
side boundary; and

(i) Standard condition required for stormwateridage; and

(i) Confirming the advice from parks relatingttee removal of the street tree.

Other City Departments

Comments have also been invited from EnvironmeHt@hlth and the Parks and
Environment areas of the City’s administration.eTfream Leader, Building Services
had no comments to make on the proposal at thige:steowever, if approved, the
proposal will be the subject of a building liceragglication which will be thoroughly
examined at a later stage.

Environmental Health Services provided comments wéspect to bins, sanitary

conveniences, kitchens and noise. He recomments tha

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

(i)  All fans and pumps comply with thEnvironmental Protection Act 19&&nd
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 19%Y regards to potential
noise pollution;

(iii)  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 complithwthe Sewerage (Lighting,
Ventilation and Construction) Regulations 1941id theHealth Act (Laundries
and Bathrooms) Regulationis regards to potential health issues.

100



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

The Parks and Environment section provided commeitksrespect to the setback of
the proposed crossover from a street tree. ThédBaetcommends that:

(i) Street tree can be removed at a cost of $50B6170 be paid by the Applicant;
and

(i)  The neighbouring Sugar Gum tree would havbdéaemoved;

(i) The neighbouring Tuart tree should be savedbject to a detailed report on
how construction would enable this;

(iv) The neighbouring Peppermint tree should beedabut pruned and monitored
throughout construction;

(v) The neighbouring Jacaranda tree should beddawepruned; and

(vi) The neighbours should be consulted and evidax acceptance provided to the
City.

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

Financial Implications
The issue has no impaat this particular area.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

Regarding onsite sustainability, noting the comnstsaposed by the development site with
respect to the significant slope of ground, as asglhot a very favourable orientation of the
lot, the officers observe that outdoor living areashe ground level as well as on the roof
top have been provided that have access to winiar #ccordingly, the proposed
development is seen to achieve an outcome that pgerd to the sustainable design
principles.

Regarding the sustainability of neighbouring dwegti, please refer to above discussion on
sustainable design.

Conclusion

The proposal will have a detrimental impact on &y residential neighbours, and does
not meet the relevant Scheme, R-Codes and Citycyadbjectives and provisions.
Accordingly, it is considered that the applicatgiould be refused
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.6
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Smith

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application fitanning approval for 3 Multiple
Dwellings in a 4-storey building (plus terrace) oot 19 (No. 26) Banksia Terrace Street,
South Pertlbe refusedfor the following reasons:

(a) Reasons

(i) The proposed development does not comply witau€e 1.6(2) “Scheme
Objectives” of the City’s Town Planning Scheme Mo(TPS6), specifically
subclauses a, b, ¢, f, i, j, n, w and x. This midgtieludes (but not limited to)
the impacts of bulk and scale, compatibility witle streetscape and plot ratio.

(i) The proposed development does not comply W@thuse 7.5 “Matters to be
Considered by Council” of TPS6, specifically subsles a, b, c, f, i,j, I, m, n,
g, S, u, wand x.

(i) The proposed development does not comply withe Acceptable
Development or Performance Criteria provisions laiuSe 6.4.1 “Open Space
Provision” of the R-Codes 2008, specifically theogmwsed43.7 percent of
open space in lieu of required 60 percent.

(iv) The proposed development does not comply v@buncil Policy P370
“General Guidelines for Residential Developmenpedfically in relation to
design compatibility to the existing streetscapearabter, scale of the
proposed built form, and sharing of views with mdagurs.

(v) The proposed development does not comply witur@il Policy P350.1
(Sustainable Design), specifically in relation twe tovershadowing of the
adjoining properties to the south.

(vi) The proposed development does not comply witie Acceptable
Development or Performance Criteria provisions tfuSe 6.3.1 “Buildings
Set Back from the Boundary” of the R-Codes 2008cHjzally the following
side setbacks:

. Northwest (Ground level Bed2 - Room ‘F’) setbackm.in lieu of
2.6m;

. Northwest (Level 1 Bed2 - Bed3) setback 1.5m in b 1.6m;

. Northwest (Level 2 Bulk) setback 4.8m in lieu of i,

. Southeast (Level 2 Lift - PDR) setback 4.2m in li%.3m; and

. Southeast (Level 2 Bed1) setback 4.45m in lieu.@f5

(vii) The proposed development does not comply witte Acceptable

Development or Performance Criteria provisions ¢auSe 6.8.1 “Visual
Privacy” of the R-Codes 2008, from the followingas:

. Southeast (Levels 2-3 Balcony) setback 2.5 metneseu of 7.5
metres.

(viii) The proposed crossover does not comply v@tuncil Policy P350.3.6(b).

(b) Standard Advice Notes
651  appeal rights- SAT

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

(© Specific Advice Notes
Nil.
CARRIED (11/2

Note: Manager Development Services retired from thetmget 8.45pm
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10.3.7 Western Power - Natural Power

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: IS/PU/3

Date: 9 July 2009

Author: Les Croxford, Manager Engineering Infrasture.
Reporting Officer Stephen Bell, Director Infrastiure Services.
Summary

The purpose of this report is to reassess Cousiegport for the continuation of the Western
PowerNaturalPowerprogram, in view of the increase in the Westerwé&atariff charges
overall as well as the change in the surcharge f8ddnto 4.4 cents/kWh on the standard
power tariffs for committing to the use of Naturaiirer.

Approval to continue with the purchase of NaturaBoand participation in the Western
PowerNaturalPowerprogram has been on the understanding that th@gament was in
the best interests of the City and that increasesevin the order of CPI. The report
recommends continuation of the participation in GeeenPower program, although the
level of increase has generally exceeded CPI.

Background

Streetvision Street Lighting Agreement

The Streetvision Agreement with Western Power heenbin existence since 1999/2000.
Each year Western Power required the City to indiats preference for retaining the

Agreement or reverting to a direct tariff chargsmgangement. Council had always opted
for the Agreement as it was structured in such ya &agato have a lower monetary cost than
the alternative (Direct Tariff Charge).

As of 30 June 2009 the Streetvision Street Lighfiggeement has been terminated and the
City is now being charged the standard tariff ratee State Government has also increased
electricity tariffs and these have occurred in tn@ements:

e 15% increase will occur from 1 April 2009; and
e Further 15% increase will occur from 1 July 2009

NaturalPower And National GreenPower Program

NaturalPower is the Western Power brand name gieerelectricity generated from
renewable energy. NaturalPower is independentlyeaiited with the national GreenPower
Program and accreditation is the guarantee thatriei¢y from renewable sources is being
delivered to the power grid.

The high capital costs of the infrastructure assted with renewable energy sources results
in the unit rate being more expensive than fosgl §eneration.

NaturalPower is sold at a 4.4 cents/kWh (includB®T) premium to reflect the higher costs
of generating electricity from renewable sourcd$ie revenue from NaturalPower is used
to:

* Promote greater use of renewable energy

* Invest in renewable energy facilities
* Purchase renewable energy from private suppliers
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The use of NaturalPower is consistent with the '€isyistainability commitments. Since a
report to Council in July 2005, the City has enddrsa Sustainability Policy and
Sustainability Strategy.

The Corporate Strategic Plan at Goal 3, Stratejieand 3.2 below:

3.1 Implement the Cities for climate Protectioogmam which encourages communities
to measure, monitor and reduce greenhouse gasiemsig$SHG) which contribute
positively to a sustainable community.

3.2 Develop and implement a Sustainability Strategyd Management System to
coordinate initiatives contained in associated M@naent Plans and ensure the City’s
environment is managed in a sustainable way.

These documents express clearly, the City’'s imt@ntand commitment to energy
conservation as a part of it's journey toward bergystainable City.

Comment

In past years the City consumes through its bujlsliand reserves in the order of 2.9 GWh
of electricity. The Council previously committed ke 25% of the total power consumed
on “eligible” buildings and reserves at the surglearate for NaturalPower resulting in
charges for the NaturalPower commitment of abo&, H10. This has been calculated at a
rate of 3.3 cents/kWh.

With a net increase to 4.4 cents/kWh proposed ey, on top of the increase in tariff
charges for 2009/2010, this will see the City'stsasse to approximately $44,000, a net
increase of about $26,000 over the costs incuroedhie 2008/2009 financial year. This
increase exceeds the annual CPI, hence the neetidoCouncil to consider whether it
wishes to continue purchasing NaturalPower.

The City is currently in discussions with WALGA aagling it's Bulk Energy Tender that
could see a reduction in tariffs on “contestablééss however it is anticipated that the
GreenPower tariff will increase under this arrangetrio 5.64 cents/kWh for the 2009/2010
financial year. It is not anticipated that thedenwould deliver much less than the nominal
$44,000 identified above as being the cost of cdtimgito NaturalPower. There may be
other benefits in joining this tender, however negmns are still continuing and full details
of the tender are not known at this stage.

In return for our involvement in the NaturalPowehame the City can use the GreenPower
customer logo on stationery and in publicationatne) to “greenhouse” gas savings which
is consistent with the City’s sustainability impivas. In addition, as the City pays a
premium to be part of the NaturalPower prograns therefore allows the City to claim
“environmental” offsets.

This report seeks reconfirmation of the City's sapor this NaturalPower alternative and
the authorisation of the Chief Executive Officernbake this determination at officer level
on an annual basis.

Consultation
Nil.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
There are no policy or legislative implications.

Financial Implications

Continuing with the practice of supporting the o$eenewable energy should not have an
impact on the 2009/10 as provision has been maaeamtially for the increase in the tariff
charges. This is based on information that has beleased to the Media from the Office of
Energy. If adopted, the City’s costs for commitio NaturalPower will rise from $18,100
to $44,500, a net increase of $28,000 over thesdasurred for the 2008/2009 financial
year.

Strategic Implications

Continuation of the NaturalPower Initiative is cmtent with Goal 3 “Environmental
Management” identified within the Council's Stratedlan. Goal 3 is expressed in the
following terms:To effectively manage, enhance and maintain theyGtunique natural
and built environment.

Committing to the NaturalPower Initiative is dirgcaligned to Strategy 3.1
“Implement the Cities for Climate Protection Progfam

Sustainability Implications

Continuation of the NaturalPower Initiative is ctent with the City’s Sustainability
Policy P320 which states:To achieve a sustainable community and bring thety&
operations inline with the sustainability requiremeés outlined in the City’s Sustainability
Strategy.

The City also has in place an energy conservataicypP302 Energy Conservation. This
policy discusses participation in the Cities fom@lte program and the setting of targets to
reduce corporate and community GHG emissions a$ agelstrategies to promote the
efficient use of energy.

Even more significant is the City’s Sustainabilitypcurement process.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.7

That....

(a) the City continues to take 25% of its totalceieity consumed excluding street
lighting as NaturalPower in return for the retentiaf the use of the GreenPower
customer logo on all appropriate promotional matsyiand

(b) the CEO be authorised to make the determinatiah endorse the continuation of
this arrangement on an annual basis until such @sée determines that it no
longer represents value to the City.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 10.3.8 Collier Park Golf Course Master-plan

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: PR/301

Date: 7 July 2009

Author: Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

The purpose of this report is to:

* Present the draft Master-plan for the Collier P@df Course to Council for adoption;
and

* Propose a recommended priority and timeframe foplémentation of the key
components of the Master-plan for the Collier Radif Course.

Background
At its meeting held in June 2008, Council consideidgenda Item 10.5.4 which related to
the review of Collier Park Golf Course lease armbheed as follows:

That...

(@ Council requests the Chief Executive Officeemder into a two year extension of the
lease with Rosetta Holdings Pty Ltd, as per Comfieé¢ Attachment 10.5.4, for the
Pro Shop, Cart Store, Driving Range and Kiosk & tollier Park Golf Course,
commencing 1 July 2008;

(b) a process be established with Rosetta Holdingsitiate longer term planning and
development of the course facilities;

(c) Council be appraised of this process througbutar updates and specific Concept
Briefings; and

(d) a report be presented to Council by July 20@¢aiing the outcome of the planning
process and recommending options upon the expiratidthe extended two year lease
period on 30 June 2010.

Comment

The Collier Park Golf Course (CPGC) opened in 1984. the time, it was the leading
public golf course in Western Australia and congdeto be one of the best in Australia.
CPGC is now facing increased competition from ofidslic courses, some of which have
received significant investment in recent years.

Operating the Course is a major business undegafan the City. In 2008/2009 the
budgeted operating revenue was $1.85 million amtyéted operating result was $440,000.
The Course has averaged 106,500 patrons per yeattmvlast nine years.

The Course is generally well maintained, but vétlelasset replacement has occurred since
it was first opened in 1984. As a result, mosthef principal infrastructure is now 25 years
old. The Course is looking ‘tired’ and the playistgndard has deteriorated in recent years.
This is mainly because the irrigation system isnmgaout. The CPGC buildings are also
showing their age and furniture (seats, signs,istgg¢nerally old.

For CPGC to be considered as one of the premiércgalses in WA, a strategic approach

is required to ensure that future funding is dedd the appropriate areas. As a result, the
City has embarked on a Master-planning procesth&oCPGC.
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Why is there a need for a Master-plan?

The Course was originally built to a design. Otiere, changes have been made to the
course and in some areas, the original themeslieame compromised. The resolution of the
Council 'to initiate longer term planning and deyihent of the course facilities’ presents a
wonderful opportunity to look strategically at tbeurse and to consider the items that need
to be upgraded and/or replaced, determine a priaritl timeframe for implementation of
the improvements, and establish a cost for eadhifyractivity.

As part of the Master-planning process, the follmytomponents were assessed:
« Location of course facilities and driving range;

 Irrigation;

e Course layout;

e Landscaping (including furniture and signage).

Location of Facilities and Driving Range

The findings of the investigation to redevelop @RGC facilities is the subject of a separate
report to Council, however the Master-planning pssc needed to consider the most
appropriate location for such facilities. A revielvpotential sites was made, however the
only way the facilities could be appropriately |teh elsewhere on the CPGC would be to
carry out a significant redevelopment of the colmgeut. This was not considered feasible
due to the potential costs involved and impact twth a redevelopment would have on
course operations.

There are a number of advantages in regards toutinent location, such as:

* It is located far enough away from the boundarieshe CPGC so as to not cause a
problem with neighbours. This is particularly innfzmt if a new driving range facility is
constructed and there is significant activity afimj

» It is considered there is sufficient room for reglepment of the driving range at the
current location. A multi storey driving range Wiit on the site, with some minor
amendments to the course layout, however there bbeageed for some netting to be
installed to ensure that the safety of golfers maghtenance staff is not compromised.

Irrigation System

A leading irrigation company (Hydro-plan) was engdpy the City in 2005 to review the

CPGC irrigation system. A report was prepared tvinicommended:

« Replacement of the current irrigation system duiéstage and condition;

e Construction of a storage lake to reduce the Cduratering window’ and to better treat
iron in the water. There is also the potentidhaovest storm-water;

« Purchase of a new ‘state of the art’ central itiagga control system to better manage
water delivery and usage.

Course Layout
The original 18 hole course (‘Pines’ and ‘Islandes) was opened in 1984. The original

course is a Thomson / Wolveridge design, whichtdess relatively untouched for 20 years.
The ‘Lake’ nine, designed by Michael Coate, wasnepkin 1994.

The game of golf has evolved since that time weftdy ball and club technology. The
average golfer can now drive longer and more atelyra It was therefore considered
important that the layout of the Course be invedtid to ensure it has kept pace with the
‘modern game’, particularly if the Course irrigatics to be replaced.
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As a result, Terry Gale (respected WA professiayafer) was engaged by the City to
review the layout of the CPGC. The brief was teedak’ the Course, rather than investigate
a major redevelopment, as the consensus of opisidhat the course layout is basically
sound. Terry Gale has completed his review anpgpesl a report recommending a series of
minor but important amendment#ttachment 10.3.8(a) refers. These have been
incorporated into the Master-plan.

Landscaping
Urbis Landscape Architects was engaged by the tGitgview the current landscaping and

to provide a vision for the Course. Urbis was @&sgaged to work with Terry Gale to draw
up the proposed layout changes. Urbis have prdpaneport and concept plans for the
three nine holes (‘Pines’, ‘Island’ & ‘Lake’) ondtCourse. Urbis has considered:

» The provision of distinctive landscape themes #mteof the three nine hole courses;

* A new landscaped entry statement and road alignmtnthe Course;

» Extension of the car park by 100 bays to catepfoposed new facilities;

» Enlarging two of the lakes on the Course, with titnke used for water storage;

» Enhancing the presentation and landscaping ofiedetlakes on the Course;

+ |dentification of conservation and rehabilitaticones;

« Potential furniture and signage palettes.

The resultant draft Master-plan for the Collier P&olf Course attachment 10.3.8(b)is
a ‘blueprint’ for its future development and is geated to Council for adoption.

Implementation
A key issue in any Master-planning process is hodnahen is it to be implemented. There

are a number of suggested changes included inltregnd not all of them need to be
implemented immediately.

It is recommended that the most important issuaireg attention is the irrigation. This is

a significant component in cost and impact on tiGC. The risk to the City of not
replacing the irrigation will be continued problewiswater delivery and resultant poor turf
condition. It is important that the CPGC is appiaigly maintained to ensure continued
patronage. In this regard, discussions with otjfwf course managers in Perth indicated
that it is imperative that the course watering aysand layout be upgraded as the first stage
of any works to ensure patronage is maintainedrapdoved.

It is therefore recommended that the irrigationtesysbe replaced as a matter of priority.
This will also involve the redevelopment of thedabtn the Island Nine which will become
the water supply lake. To facilitate this projétis recommended that a report be prepared
for the Council, as soon as possible, identifyihg scope, cost / funding source and
implementation timeframe.

At the time of replacing the irrigation, it woula bogical to implement some of the more
significant changes to the Course layout. The Gayg preliminary estimates provided by
Terry Gale, however these need to be consideredritext with the irrigation replacement
and can be provided to the Council at that timthefreport.
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Other aspects of the Master-plan, such as landsgalasike enhancements and furniture /
signage improvements, can be progressively impléadeover time, and as budgets allow.
The revised car park and entry road would only besidered if Council resolved to
redevelop the CPGC facilities.

Consultation
Council has been periodically updated of progrdsth® Master-planning process via the
internal ‘Bulletin’.

The Course Master-plan was the subject of a Co@uilcept Briefing held on Tuesday 30
June.

Council considered a report on the review of th&sCHease at its meeting held in June
2008.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil

Financial Implications
The CPGC Master-plan has been estimated to cof6 $@illion to implement. This

comprises:

 Irrigation replacement (27 holes) $2,500,000
» Water supply lake upgrade and enhancement, ‘Isldimé  $1,300,000

e Landscaping $ 650,000
e Layout upgrades (27 holes) $ 180,000
* Lake upgrade and enhancement, ‘Pines’ Nine 9,000

» Lake enhancement, ‘Lake’ Nine $ 200,000

« New car park, entry statement, road, plus landsgapi $1,000,000

Please note that these are preliminary estimateBléster-planning purposes only. More
accurate estimates will be prepared for the idiedtiitems following detailed investigation
and analysis.

Strategic Implications

The relevant section of the City’'s Strategic Plaating to this proposal is Goal 3
Environmental ManagementT-0 sustainably manage, enhance and maintain theyGit
unique natural and built environmentand in particular Strategy 3.3 Ensure future
development and current maintenance of the riverdehore, wetlands, lakes, bushlands
and parks is properly planned and sustainable anlatt interaction with the built
environment is harmonious and of benefit to the coranity..
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Sustainability Implications

The Master-plan, as a strategic document, setpatamneters by which course development

is to occur and these are based on sustainabiiitgiples. Such sustainability initiatives

include but are not limited to:

* Use of state of the art reticulation system thatase efficient and water wise;

» Stormwater harvesting and reuse of treated storentatreduce the need to irrigate the
course using bore/ground water;

« Use of native (endemic) vegetation that requiresinmal watering and maintenance;

« Use of alternative energy sources such as solaempfowrlighting;

« Use of porous pavements for roads and car parking.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.8

That....

(&) the Master-plan prepared for the Collier Paolkf Gourse attachment 10.3.8(b)be
adopted;

(b) copies of the Master-plan be made availableviewing at the Collier Park Golf
Course, and the City’s Civic Centre and Operatioestre;

(c) the replacement of the Course irrigation isstdered a priority and be the subject of a
separate report to Council, at the earliest oppdstuidentifying the scope, cost,
funding source and implementation timeframe; and

(d) the other elements of the Master-plan be pssively implemented as priorities and
budgets allow.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.4 GOAL 4: INFRASTRUCTURE

| 10.4.1 Proposed Policy P560 Motor Vehicles

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CM/401

Date: 10 June 2009

Author/Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Directoffristructure Services
Summary

The primary purpose of the purchase of motor vehits to meet the City's transportation
requirements associated with its business needsedondary and by no means less
important reason is to acknowledge the marketgtlithe City as anémployer of choice
and to make vehicles available for private and catimg purposes for Officers as part of an
employee's salary package. With few exceptions,clesh are assigned by the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) to particular Officers wlawe responsible for the cleaning and
reporting of maintenance requirements in returrctonmuting, restricted or full private use
of the vehicle outside normal working hours.

To ensure that the City responds to changing corntynwexpectations in relation to
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and fuel consumpdkes an active leadership role,
positions itself to take advantage of the StategBawment Common Use Agreement (CUA)
and provides some measure of choice to the stsiffreed motor vehicles, a new Policy has
been developed for the purchase of light vehicl&e new Policy however covers only
those purchases relating to passenger vehicles@rdht commercials.
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As at 1 July 2009, the City’s light vehicle fleemngprises the following:

Officer Vehicle Type No.
Mayor, CEQ, and Directors 4 x six cylinder, 1 x four cylinder 5
Managers and Coordinators 17 x four cylinder, 1 x six cylinder 18
Total 23
Background

At its meeting held on 16 December 2008, Coundilsatered Item 10.5.5 Proposed Policy

P560 Motor Vehicles and resolved as follows:.

That....
“(@) the Officer recommendation not be adopted:

(b) consideration of proposed Policy P560 “Motgehicles” be deferred until:

0] a triple bottom line assessment of the Cityehicle fleet is completed for
Council consideration. Such assessment is to ie¢liddit no limited to,
capital cost, operating cost per kilometre incluglithe cost of servicing,
insurance, running costs, fringe benefit tax, trame value and

environmental issues;
(i) justification for not introducing log booksr@ach vehicle;

(i)  justification for not introducing an officevehicle contribution scheme for
private usage and how this could be implementedhoutt penalising

existing staff;
(iv) detail of the current policy for allocatingehicles to staff; and

()] justification for continuing with the 2 year 400 km policy when most

existing warranties provide for a 3 or 5 year cage.”

Since this time, City Officers have undertaken Hart work to address those issues
identified by the Council at its meeting held on 6cember 2008. To assist Council
Officers to compile the necessary information, axidtant was engaged to undertake an
independent assessment of FBT implications and evbblife costs for the City’s current
light vehicle (passenger) fleet. The assessmemt edtended to vehicles not currently
purchased by the City but which met the requires@ftthe new Policy (i.e. mid range

European and top-end Asian vehicles).

The assessment of the light vehicle fleet and dgerof the new Policy was subsequently

presented to the Council at a briefing held on8%22009.

Comment
a) Light Vehicle Fleet - Background

A comprehensive review of the City's vehicle fleeds last conducted in 2004 and this
coincided with a move back to ownership of vehiaigther than leasing. At the time, the
review concluded that the majority of the light ieh fleet should be downsized from six
to four cylinder vehicles, which were more fueli@ént and had a lower acquisition cost.
However, six cylinder motor vehicles were retaiffiedthe Mayor, CEO and Directors as
there were no four cylinder Australian built vekl that met the requirements for

Executive type vehicles.

Today, the City has six cylinder Holden Statesnmedass as the predominant vehicle in the
Executive fleet supported almost exclusively on t@mtual, functional and economic
criteria, with Toyota, Mazda, and Subaru four cgén sedans being the predominant

vehicle for branch Managers and other staff (exolyievorks supervisors).

The City utilises the State Government CUA to ftatié purchase of motor vehicles and
this has introduced an element of choice to velsielection that was previously not readily

available under an individual tendering arrangement
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b) Importance of Sustainability in a Vehicle Pursihg Policy

Transport is one of the biggest offenders whenoine&s to greenhouse gas emissions.
According to the National Greenhouse Gas Inventorgnsport contributed 14.4% of
Australia’s net emissions in 2005. Greenhouseegaissions grew by 30% from 1990 to
2005, one of the highest growth rates in Australia.

In 2001, the City joined the Cities for Climate faion™ (CCP) program. The CCP
program encourages local governments to take aeldshigh role and proactive approach
towards identifying, managing and reducing greeshogas emissions. Since joining the
program the City has developed a good understarafirige core activities that generate
greenhouse gases, how to measure the level ofienssBom each activity, and identify

practical and cost effective ways of reducing dporate carbon footprint.

An audit of the City’s corporate activities was qaated in 2001, which used 1998 baseline
data to develop an emissions inventory. The catésites included emissions from
buildings, the vehicle fleet (including heavy plargtreet lighting, water and sewage, and
waste. At the time of the initial inventory, thehigle fleet produced 650 tonnes (12.4%) of
greenhouse gas emissions per annum of the Citgsativotal emissions.

By way of an example, the existing Executive fleétsix cylinder vehicles generates
approximately 5.4 tonnes of greenhouse gases pal@each year and all of these vehicles
are fuel inefficient using a minimum of 11.5 litrésr every 100 kilometres travelled.
Hence, one of the main drivers behind the developrogé a new Policy is to guide the
decision making process in regards to vehicle msicly and to enhance environmental
performance by concentrating on fuel efficiencyhigke emissions (greenhouse, air
pollution and CQ), and introduction of a wider range of vehicledgpparticularly in the
Executive fleet.

To establish the benchmarks for the performanamaibr vehicles in the light (passenger)
vehicle fleet, a number of well known websites gdblications were reviewed, some of
these being:

= The Green Vehicle Guide (GVG) - Department of Iasfracture, Transport
Regional Development and Local Government;

= Australia’s Best Cars (Produced by the NRMA);

» Australasian New Car Assessment Program (ANCAP);

= Green Wheels - An initiative of the Low Emission hde (LEV) Automotive
Partnership that involves the Royal Automobile Clobb Victoria (RACV), the
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) of Victari and Future Climate
Australia;

= The Red Book and Glass’s Automotive Business igeatice; and

= Green vehicle purchasing policies and managemeacttipes for the City of
Brisbane, City of Melbourne, City of Sydney, ViceEt, QFleet, and various other
local governments within Western Australia.

All vehicles for sale in Australia have an air pdilbn and greenhouse rating between 0 and
10, with 10 being the highest rating. When the mHution and greenhouse rating is
combined to achieve a total score out of 20, th@va an overall rating to be determined
that can be translated into a Star rating (i.etdfsS= excellent; 1 Star = poor). In addition,
all vehicles have a fuel efficiency rating basedtbea litres of fuel used for every 100
kilometres travelled. This information is typicalaffixed to the front windscreen of new
vehicles to provide advice about vehicle perforneatacprospective purchasers. An example
of a fuel consumption label is shown below.
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The new vehicle rating system was derived by thpatenent of Infrastructure, Transport
Regional Development and Local Government in comgpilthe Green Vehicle Guide
(GVG). The GVG is typically used by the public ®ecto establish baseline criteria for
vehicle purchasing with either the Star rating ombined rating for air pollution and
greenhouse being applied. For reference, a copythef GVG can be found at
www.greenvehicleguide.gov.au

Policy P560 Motor Vehicles d#ttachment 10.4.1has been developed to include the above
methodology in order to meet the City’'s environnaénénd sustainability objectives.
Hence, subject to endorsement of Policy P560 byGbancil, the following minimum
vehicle ratings and criteria will be applied to neshicle purchases:

= Using the Green Vehicle Guide, only vehicles wittbanbined score of 12 out of 20
or more for both the greenhouse and air pollutiatings will be considered for
purchase;

= Using the ADR 81A testing regime, vehicles will nfo¢ considered if the fuel
consumption exceeds 10 litres per 100 kilometiagetted;

= Using the Green Vehicle Guide, carbon emissions,(CGDould not generally
exceed 220 grams per kilometre;

= All vehicles to carry a 4 star minimum ANCAP (sg)etating; and

» Purchasing evaluations will use the most econongoat per kilometre calculated
using:
— The capital cost;
— The depreciation verified by Industry standardg.(Red Book, Glass’s or
similar);
— The cost of fuel based on specified fuel consumptio

In addition, when acquiring and disposing of lighhicles four key sustainability principles
will underpin the Policy, all of which will be radeequally or as determined by the CEO on
an as needs basis:

=  Economic— Whole of life costs will be estimated from thesbavailable data and

the highest preference will be given to those Mebiavith the lowest optimised
whole of life cycle cost.
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= Functional (tool of trade vehicle test) — Highest preferemalt be given to the
vehicle that best fits the functional requiremeanfsthe position for which the
vehicle is being acquired. It is acknowledged hoavethat the vehicle must
accommodate the needs of the employee, particulasbe employees on negotiated
salary packages.

= Environmental — Highest preference will be given to those vehitles cause the
least amount of environmental damage with greerdheusssions, air pollution and
fuel efficiency being the primary performance iradars.

= Social — Highest preference will be given to those vehicteat confirm a
responsible and accountable image compatible WwélCity’'s corporate objectives.

Further to the “functional” principle noted abouhijs relates solely to the employees
personal circumstances as the CEO, Directors antk ddanagers have a private use
component identified within their negotiated salggckages. Hence, there is a need to
ensure that the new Policy provides flexibility ttee CEO, particularly when negotiating
with new employees (i.e. at the Directors/Manageel). The CEO requires the flexibility
to negotiate with new employees regarding complyusdnicle choices so as not to
jeopardise the City’s ability to recruit the beespible staff.

The vehicle rating system will be reviewed annydilgwever it is considered at this time
that the recommended ratings for greenhouse gassems, air pollution, COand fuel
consumption provide sufficient incentive for thetyCio move to a more sustainable and
environmentally friendly light vehicle fleet. Whilg is acknowledged that the four cylinder
fleet generally complies with the above rating eystit is the Executive fleet where the
anomaly exists given they are predominantly sixncldr Holden Statesman sedans.

In conclusion, the determination of criteria touigised to evaluate light vehicle purchases
comes at a difficult time when local governments faiced with an economic downturn and
international pressures to reduce greenhouse gasiens as evidence through Australia’s
recent commitment to the Kyoto Protocol. It isréfere important that the City identifies a
range of criteria that can be easily applied tasasa determining appropriate vehicle
purchases. If the full range of criteria is nohsidered at the appropriate time of purchase,
local governments tend to be cost drivesich can sweep aside other important issues. A
key aspect of the new Policy must be the apprapdansideration of aligning motor vehicle
purchases with the City’s key strategic goals dft&mability rather than focusing solely on
cost.

It has been reported that it will cost the natiessl if action is taken now to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, than if action is deldyslsame philosophy applies to the City
where any action it takes now to reduce emissidlhsawve in mitigation costs in the future.
It is therefore imperative that environmental ergeunderpin the selection process when
determining vehicle purchases, as it will play a kele in reducing greenhouse gas
emissions and meeting the objectives of the CByistainability Strategy and Sustainability
Strategy Action Plan. Further, it is importantdosure that vehicle purchase decisions
include factors that consider the operational (fiomal) requirements of the organisation
and individual, the financial or economic (whole Igé) cost of the vehicles, and the
corporate/social responsibilities of the organesati
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¢) Whole of Life (Triple Bottom Line) Assessment

When considering the financial implications of atarovehicle Policy, a whole of life cost
approach to vehicles is advocated to provide thstraocurate cost measurement. This
approach generally takes into account costs sutiheassing and registration, fuel and oils,
maintenance and servicing, general repairs, deggrec] capital (purchase) cost, trade-in
price and tyre replacement among other things. eleas part of the review of the light
vehicle fleet, Officers engaged an independent Gltars to undertake an assessment of the
whole of life cost (Triple Bottom Line) includingonsideration of FBT and environmental
implications. The results of the independent assess was presented to Council at a
briefing held on 30 June 2009 and is containediwigthcomprehensive report not attached
to this agenda item (due to size and complex teahmiature of the report). However, the
document has been made available to those Cousoailloo have requested a copy.

The City’s light vehicle fleet currently consist$ 82 vehicles (excluding the Mayoral
vehicle and light commercial fleet); with a comhdneeplacement cost of approximately
$775,000 based on similar vehicle makes and modl&ks.vehicles are all available under
the CUA, with the exception of a recent purchasa bionda Accord which was bought via
tender, and all attract substantial fleet discouots the recommended retail price.
Therefore, there are sound financial and admittigrareasons why the City should
continue to use the CUA for the purchasing ofightlvehicle fleet.

The City currently replaces its light vehicle fl§passenger vehicles) on a minimum 2 year
or 40,000 kilometre cycle and light commercial flesery 3 years or 60,000 kilometres
minimum. These changeover cycles are indicativethadse applied at other local
governments in Western Australia and other St&ther, the City has in the past based its
decisions on advice from the motor industry whezkisles are changed at 2 years or 40,000
km to maximise the trade price, minimise depreaigtiand to limit the cost of ongoing
servicing and repairs.

The whole of life calculation is affected by thadgh of period that the vehicle is retained.
Current analysis shows that the most cost effeathangeover period is 3 years or 60,000
kilometres, based on the assumption that on avepdfieers travel 20,000 kilometres per

year. There appears to be no advantage in keepinigles beyond 3 years, as this is likely
to only result in poor trade-in prices, higher apital cost outlay for the replacement
vehicles, and higher servicing/repair costs overltdmger term. Further, as a general rule
vehicles should be changed over whilst there lissstiegree of new car warranty remaining
SO as to act as an incentive for the vehicle tpurehased at trade.

Most manufactures generally offer a 3 year or 100,Kilometre new car warranty, with
some offering premium warranties of 5 years or ketw130,000 to 150,000 kilometres.
The investment risk associated with keeping vehiabeitside the 3 year or 100,000
kilometre warranty period increases dramatical/fte cost to maintain vehicles increases
due to the owner being responsible for all repamacement parts. A website search of
vehicle suppliers for new car warranty shows:
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Toyota

The standard warranty period for all new Toyota vehicles is 3 years or 100,000 kilometres,
whichever comes first.

The cost of regular maintenance servicing is not part of the Warranty.

Labour, parts and lubricants used in a Scheduled Service, and replacement of worn parts such as
spark plugs, filter, brake and clutch linings, or any other item that has been the subject of normal
wear and tear is not covered.

The factory warranty can be extended by purchasing additional 1, 2 or 3 years, capped at either
100,000 or 150,000 kilometres.

Holden

Every Holden comes with Holden's New Vehicle Warranty. The vehicle workmanship and
materials are covered against defects for the first 3 years or 100,000 km, whichever comes first.
This factory backed warranty includes coverage on the engine, transmission, clutch, interior and
exterior components including corrosion.

Holden also warrants Holden approved accessories and parts.

The cover lasts as long as the New Vehicle Warranty, providing the accessories and parts are
installed at the time of purchase of the new Holden.

Warranty work by Holden Dealers is carried out free of charge, but should not be confused with
maintenance servicing specified in the owner's handbook for which a service charge is payable.

Subaru

The warranty period commences on the date of first supply, delivery or registration of the vehicle,
whichever occurs first.

Replacement parts fitted by an authorised Subaru retailer are free of charge during the warranty
period are warranted for the remainder of that period.

Genuine parts and accessories purchased by a customer that are fitted by an authorised
Subaru retailer are warranted for 2 years.

Genuine parts and accessories purchased by a customer that are fitted other than by an
authorised Subaru retailer are warranted for 1 year.

Mazda

The standard warranty period for all new Mazda vehicles is 3 years. However, there is an option
to purchase an Extended Warranty for a further 12 months.

Example: Whole of Life Assessment - Director Vehicl

The current light vehicle fleet, including vehiclast currently purchased by the City but
which meet the requirements of the new Policy (h&l range European and top-end Asian
vehicles), were assessed for their Whole of Lifst.cdhe assessment considered a range of
ownership scenarios being 1 year, 2 years, 3 y@wats$ years respectively. An example of
the modelling undertaken for an ownership perio® gfears is provided below, however
due to page width limitations only three of theatatumber of vehicles modelled in the

Director Class are shown.
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Ownership Years 3 3 3
Ownership Weeks 156 156 156
Annual Distance (Average) 20,000 20,000 20,000
Cumulative Distance (Average) 60,000 60,000 60,000
Fuel Type U D U
Fuel Consumption Rate - Km/Litre 8.69 14.08 11.24
Weight (Kg) 1,802 1,660 1,605
Warranty Yrs/Km 3Yrs/100,000 km 3Yrs/100,000 km 3Yrs/100,000 km
AT
Director Vehicle Class “‘%
3 Year Modelling
Description V6 Holden Statesman Peugeot 4%'89”68 ST Honda Euro Luxury
State Tender List Price (including A/C) (Ex GST) $47,040 $42,000 $43,900
Trade-in value after 3 Years (Ave between Hi & Low) $18,000 $18,700 $20,300
STANDING (FIXED) COSTS (Average $/wk)
Depregciation $186.15 $149.36 $151.28
Interest (only to be included if loan used to fund
purchase) 0 0 0
Registration & Licence ($16/100kg + $12.15 +
$13.20) $6.03 $5.60 $5.43
Motor Vehicle Insurance $6.93 $6.18 $6.46
RUNNING (VARIABLE) COSTS (Average $/wk)
Fuel $53.11 $35.50 $41.08
Tyres (Assume replace set of tyres after 45,000 km) $7.18 $5.64 $5.00
Servicing & Repairs $19.27 $15.64 $14.01
Fringe Benefits Tax Cost $173.92 $171.34 $162.11
TOTAL COSTS
Total Average (c/km) 117.67 101.21 100.19
Total Average ($/week) $452.60 $389.26 $385.36
Total 3 Yr/ 60,000 km Cost $70,604.86 $60,724.32 $60,116.43
Average Annual Cost (over 3 Years) $23,534.95 $20,241.44 $20,038.81
Green Vehicle Guide - CO2 Generation g/Km 272 189 212
Green Vehicle Guide - Annual CO2(Tonnes) 16.3 11.3 12.7
Green Vehicle Guide - Greenhouse Rating 4.5 6.5 6.0
Green Vehicle Guide - Air Pollution Rating 5.0 5.0 6.5
ANCAP Star Rating Not Yet Tested (o 0w
** Meets New Council Policy ** NO NO YES

Following assessment of each vehicle type, thenmétion was collated into a table so that
all vehicles could be compared against the basedtdcle being the Holden Statesman.
This information is shown in the table below, clgatemonstrating that when compared to
four cylinder mid-range European and mid-rangeé&og- Asian vehicles, the Holden
Statesman compares poorly from a whole of life castl environmental perspective.
Further, the Holden Statesman does not meet thenonin criteria as specified in the new
Policy.
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1Yr 2Yr 5Yr
Vehicle Descriotion Purchase | Average Average | 3 Yr Average Average co2 Total | ANCAP Star
P Price Cost Cost Cost (c/km) g glkm | Rating Rating
Cost (c/km)
(c/lkm) (c/lkm)
VW Passat CC $54,760 180.71 140.43 125.34 110.03 166 13.0 * % % K Kk
Audi A3 $43,545 165.40 107.68 98.34 88.50 149 125 % %k kk
H°”daLﬁf(ff;;d Buro 1 643900 | 14396 | 11082 100.19 9048 | 212 | 125 | kkkkxk
Honda Odyssey Luxury $45,450 153.61 115.09 106.73 97.07 212 12.5 * % Kk
Subaru Liberty $39,350 129.08 99.93 91.87 81.77 219 125 * K K Kk k
VW Jetta $31,950 103.71 84.12 77.28 70.64 153 12 Not Yet
Tested
Audi A4 $59,914 170.95 137.30 125.60 112.54 154 12 % %k k k k
Subaru Outback $39,080 124.64 93.82 87.86 78.97 223 12 % %k ok k k
Subaru Forester $36,350 115.92 89.47 83.30 75.75 227 12 % % %k kK
SAAB 9-3 $53,820 188.82 144.29 127.05 111.91 229 12 * % K K Kk
Volvo C30 $39,500 124.46 98.14 88.41 80.83 182 11.5 %* % %k Kk
Volvo S40 $40,860 130.62 105.47 95.37 87.51 184 11.5 % %k k k k
Volvo V50 $43,590 136.50 111.28 100.48 91.57 184 11.5 * % % K Kk
Peugeot 407 $46,400 163.39 123.70 112.43 92.76 189 11.5 * % K K Kk
Peugeot 308 $44,650 177.20 121.23 104.92 90.35 189 11.5 * % % K Kk
Toyota Aurion TRD ** $48,170 160.97 111.79 108.50 97.36 257 11.5 * % % K
Volvo S60 $45,410 149.13 122.86 112.34 101.88 226 10.5 %* % % Kk k
Holden Captiva LX $38,500 119.81 98.33 93.17 84.39 233 10.5 * % % Kk
Holden Statesman $47,040 169.53 121.54 117.99 102.99 272 9.5 ,'\Il'gtstzzt
Notes:
The optimum time to replace vehicles based on Whole of Life modeling
The Holden Statesman is the current vehicle allocated to the Directors. Analysis shows that this vehicle does
not compare favorably with the 4 cylinder mid range European and top end Asian vehicles, having poor
environmental and fuel efficiency credentials.

*%

Represents 6 cylinder vehicle for comparison purposes only.
Not all vehicles shown in above table.

European and Asian car manufacturers (Audi, BMWigeet, Volkswagen, Volvo, Honda

etc) have made significant technological advancésnenthe fuel efficiency of their engine

designs and in the filtration systems utilised ikhaust systems. The combination of
improvements has resulted in fuel efficient, powkeréngines that emit very low air

pollution, providing them with a reasonably higtimg in the Green Vehicle Guide and this
is reflected in the Whole of Life cost calculatiasshown in the above tables.

Whilst the European car manufacturers are genechiaper to run, they often come with a
slightly higher price tag, usually $6,000 to $1@00ore than the Australian and Asian built
equivalents. However, the acquisition cost is eeooff with the ongoing changeover being
similar to that of the existing vehicle fleet. Tafare, mid-range European and top-end
Asian vehicles should not be dismissed as inapjat@pvehicles for purchase if the whole
of life cost is reasonable and the fuel efficieacy environmental ratings comply with the
new Palicy.
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In conclusion, when considering the whole of lifest in conjunction with FBT
implications, environmental and other factors, ¢herent analysis shows that the most cost
effective changeover period is 3 years or 60,0d0niétres. There appears to be no
advantage in keeping vehicles beyond 3 years,igssthkely to only result in poor trade-in
prices, higher net capital cost outlay for the aepment vehicles, and higher
servicing/repair costs over the longer term. Furtliehicles should be changed over whilst
there is still a degree of new car warranty renmgjrio appeal to purchasers when the
vehicle is sold via auction or trade.

d) Log Books and Fringe Benefits Tax (FBT)

During the period 1 January 2009 to 31 March 20@%usive, all Officers having access to
a motor vehicle supplied by the City were requited keep a log book to enable
determination of the percentage split between legsirand private vehicle usage and to
calculate FBT using the Operating Cost Method.

FBT liability can be calculated by using one of twethods approved by the Australian
Taxation Office (ATO). The key is to use the methehich provides the lowest FBT
liability calculation, so that the City’s tax lidity is kept to an absolute minimum. These
methods are known as the Operating Cost Methodstetditory Method respectively. Each
is quite distinct in its calculation methodologydaherefore requires different input data.

The Operating Cost Method calculates the taxallgevaf the car fringe benefit based on a
percentage of the total costs of operating the clehiwhich relate to the percentage of
private use of the vehicle by the employee. Thal tobsts include actual operating costs
(repairs and maintenance, registration and inserdaasing costs, but does not include cash
repair expenses met by an insurance company) adetk costs include depreciation and
interests costs deemed to be incurred (these @ne aates set by the ATO). The Statutory
Method calculates the taxable value of the cag&ibenefit on the actual availability of the
vehicle for private use and the total kilometresédled by the vehicle.

FBT Example - Executive and Management Fleet

Analysis of the data collected for the Executivel dnanagement fleet shows that these
vehicles travel a low level of annual kilometresthmthe highest being 23,000 kilometres.
Further the log book data shows that the percerdadeisiness use is relatively low, with

the highest business use component being 35.4%et#wthis low level of business use is
not surprising given South Perth is only about & in land area and all of the current

Executive reside in other Perth suburbs. In additimost of the managers also reside
outside of South Perth.

Calculations for the Executive and Management flaetd all of the other light vehicles)
were conducted utilising both the Statutory Formatad Operating Cost methods and
comparisons undertaken. The table shown below amelicthe summarised results of the
FBT calculations for all of the Executive and pafrthe management fleet.
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Annual FBT Liability - I
Vehicle Description Vehicle Class Operating Cost Y AnSn Tl = Difference
Method tatutory Method
Holden Statesman Mayor $0 $0 +- $0
Holden Statesman CEO $19,016 $9,032 +$9,084
Holden Statesman Director $20,711 $8,573 +$12,137
Holden Statesman Director $19,056 $8,461 +$10,595
Toyota Tarago Director $14,485 $8,640 + $5,845
Honda Accord Euro Manager $10,811 $6,432 +$4,379
Toyota Camry Grande Manager $13,086 $6,432 + $6,654
Toyota Camry Grande Manager $13,086 $6,432 + $6,654
Subaru Forester Manager $12,298 $6,979 +$5,319
Subaru Liberty Manager $9,126 $7,555 +$ 1,571
Toyota Camry Grande Manager $13,086 $6,432 + $6,654
Subaru Liberty Manager $10,306 $7,555 +$2,751
Mazda 6 Manager $10,691 $6,547 +$4,144
(1) The Mayor is not subject to FBT as the Mayaras an employee of the City.
2) Information provided is a snapshot only an@sloot include all 22 vehicles that comprise tiatli
vehicle fleet

The example provided in the table above showsitliatfar better for the City to apply the
Statutory Method as it calculates a much lower HBbility. This determination supports
advice obtained from UHY Haines Norton Charteredcdmtants, which was previously
reported to the Council at its meeting held on Egd&nber 2008.

The Operating Cost Method calculation is higherttes business use percentage for the
vehicles is low in comparison to the private use@eatage. A higher private use percentage
results in a greater proportion of the total opegatosts being calculated as the taxable
value component. This results in a much higher k&ility calculation.

In conclusion, an assessment was carried out tordigte the FBT liability by using one of
two methods approved by the ATO, this being theré@ypey Cost Method and Statutory
Method respectively. The key is to use the metbith provides the lowest FBT liability,
so that the City’s tax liability is kept to an ahge minimum. The assessment has shown
that the City should continue to use the StatuMegyhod as the basis for determining FBT
liability.

e) Justification for not introducing an officerhiele contribution scheme for private usage
and how this could be implemented without penaligristing staff.

All local governments in Western Australia offenmform of commuter or private use of
vehicles to employees, either as a contractual flheore salary package option, or as a
negotiated benefit subject to a monetary contributWithin local government the vehicle
use and contribution schemes vary greatly whereesara based on vehicle engine size,
radius or distance that the vehicle may be used fxdown/suburb, and other schemes on a
combination of both distance and vehicle engine.siz

In general there are three common vehicle schehmgsetxist within local government,
which vary in definition and classifications/condits imposed. For ease the three schemes
are briefly summarised as:
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= Full Private Use - Executive type vehicles whick assigned to the Mayor, CEO
and Directors, with the right to use for privategnses;

= Restricted or Limited Private Use - Fleet vehickdsich are allocated to branch
Managers or similar Team Leaders for restrictedgpei usage. These vehicles are
made available as pool vehicles during normal assirhours; and

= Commuting Use - All other vehicles which are aJalgato selected Officers for
commuting purposes on the basis of their after yiauailability for City business.

In analysing the various vehicle schemes in opamathere appears to be little consistency
in the approach used by local governments whetharob an employee contribution is

made. Notwithstanding, employee contributions fovagie use of a motor vehicle is a

matter that the City’s Executive and the Counciédeeto carefully evaluate, taking into

account the potential impact that introduction efcts a scheme may have on the
marketability of the City as arefnployer of choice given no such scheme currently exists.
Further, the Council must also weigh up how it wilroduce such a scheme that will not
penalise existing staff and/or place a potentiak rsaff member at a distinct financial

disadvantage.

Employees on negotiated salary (i.e. CEO, Directord some Managers) have notional
values for motor vehicles identified in their Cadis of Employment and these values are
generally based on those determined by WALGA. Tioeee there is no intention to vary
the way in which the notional values are appliedegotiated salary packages. However, if
a vehicle was not provided as part of the salackage, salary costs to the assigned value of
the vehicle would need to be paid together withesaipnuation, workers compensation and
business mileage where the Officer used their oghicle to conduct City business.

In conclusion, employees on a negotiated salargadir contribute towards vehicles
provided by the City. If the Council however is afmindset to introduce a vehicle
contribution scheme for those not on negotiatecrgathen it needs to be structured
carefully so as not penalise existing staff or lwketerrent to staff who may wish to join the
City’s employment in the future. Notwithstandirapproximately 12 months or more ago
the Director Finance and Information Services (DRp&vided written advice from the
City's auditors outlining why a contribution schemwas inappropriate at that time and this
advice still applies. Hence, it is not the intentito go into further detail about possible
contribution schemes for vehicles given the pasicadrom the City’s auditors and fact that
this is a matter that the CEO and Executive woeleldto further explore.

f) Current Policy for allocating vehicles to staff

The CEO is responsible for deciding all matterstgpeing to the allocation and use of
Motor Vehicles. There are administrative guidelitfesst regulate access to and use of motor
vehicles that are allocated to staff.

Typically, motor vehicles are allocated to the Migy®EO, Directors, Managers and some
senior Officers. The negotiated salary packagethefExecutive and Managers allocate
motor vehicles for full or restricted private u¥dith the exception of the Mayor, CEO and

Directors, employees who are entitled to use a mathicle must ensure that their vehicle

is available for pool use during normal businessréi@nd these vehicles are not available
during periods of extended leave.

When a vehicle is purchased it generally meets aoan functional, environmental and
social requirements.
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g) Justification for continuing with the 2 year @00 km policy when most existing
warranties provide for a 3 or 5 year coverage

As previously stated, the City currently repladsslight vehicle fleet (passenger vehicles)
on a minimum 2 year or 40,000 kilometre cycle aondhmercial fleet every 3 years or
60,000 kilometres minimum. These changeover cyalesindicative of those applied at
other local governments in Western Australia arfittioStates. Further, the City has in the
past based its decisions on advice from the mottustry where vehicles are changed at 2
years or 40,000 km to maximise the trade pricejmise depreciation, and to limit the cost
of ongoing servicing and repairs.

Notwithstanding, the whole of life cost assessniditates that the most opportune time to
replace the City’s light vehicle fleet is 3 years6®,000 kilometres (minimum). Keeping

vehicles for longer than 3 years or 60,000 kiloe®is only likely to result in poor trade-in

prices, higher net capital cost outlay for the aepment vehicles, and higher
servicing/repair costs as not all vehicle supplagfer a 3 year or more new car warranty.

Therefore, whilst there is merit maintaining thatss quo in regards to vehicle purchasing,
it is not unreasonable for the City to consider mgwvto a 3 year or 60,000 kilometre

changeover cycle. Hence, it is recommended thatQity move to a 3 year or 60,000

kilometre changeover cycle for vehicle purchases.

Consultation

Officers undertook a review of a number of well Wwmowebsites and publications such as
the Green Vehicle Guide, Australia’s Best Cars,tfalasian New Car Assessment Program,
Green Wheels, Red Book and Glass’'s Automotive Rassirintelligence, and green vehicle
purchasing policies and management practices &cCity of Brisbane, City of Melbourne,
City of Sydney, Vic Fleet, QFleet, and various otloeal governments.

In addition, professional advice was obtained frashlY Haines Norton Chartered
Accountants on FBT, the City’'s Sustainability Cdoedor regarding sustainability and
environmental implications, and a Consultant wagaged to prepare a discussion paper to
provide an unbiased assessment.

The Policy has been agreed by the Executive Manageiream after careful consideration
and review.

Policy and Legislative Implications
This report recommends that the Council adopt afelicy P560 Motor Vehicles.

The City’s Policy P605 “Purchasing and Invoicingphpval” defines purchasing procedures
for different levels of purchase price.

The City's Policy P607 “Tenders and ExpressionslimErest” defines the tendering
procedures used by the City when acquiring goodssarvices.

Part 4 of the Local Government (Functions and Gaph&egulations 1996 governs certain
matters relating to the procurement of goods andcss.

Contracts of Employment detail various items rel@tio motor vehicle provision and use.
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Financial Implications

The light vehicle fleet is currently changed overatwo minimum year cycle (about 50%
of the passenger fleet each year). As part ofdhiew of the light vehicle fleet, a whole of

life cycle cost assessment has been undertakerhvilnitudes consideration of FBT and

environmental implications. This assessment hasaled that the most opportune time to
replace vehicles is 3 years or 60,000 kilometrasi(num). To coincide with the adoption

of the 2009/2010 annual budget, vehicle changeoyeles have now been amended to
reflect 3 years or 60,000 kilometres (minimum).

The current funding allocated by the City for theghase of the various vehicle classes is
shown in the table below:

Officer Maximum Allocation
Mayor & CEO $52,250
Director $46,250
Manager $34,750
Supervisor & staff $28,750

*2008/2009 Allocations

As the new Policy advocates the removal of theldgr sedans from the light vehicle fleet
there needs to be acknowledgement that the CEODimedtors have provisions in their
negotiated salary packages that entitles them xtoryutype motor vehicles (i.e. Holden
Statesman or equivalent), with the Mayor beinggae=i a vehicle equivalent in standard to
the CEO.

By way of encouragement to "offset" this entitletéhis proposed that vehicles allocated
to the CEO, Directors (subject to consent beingioktd) and the Mayor be diversified to
include mid range European and top-end Asian vesicthat meet the rating criteria
specified in the Policy. Whilst it is considereatlan “offset” is necessary to encourage the
CEO and Directors to move into “greener” and maed &fficient vehicle types, it should be
noted that the current vehicle funding allocationay need to be increased slightly to
accommaodate the higher cost of the mid range Earopad top-end Asian vehicles as these
vehicles are generally not subject to the CUA. Hmvethis increase will be a “one off”
following the initial purchase of the vehicles, wihe net changeover remaining the same.
The City would also seek competitive quotes whishusd because of purchase volume, be
better than retail price.

By way of example, the following table compares @den Statesman against three mid
range European and one top-end Asian vehicle &rméte the annual savings in fuel costs
and green house gas emissions. It is assumedhdopurpose of the calculations, that
Officers travel 20,000 kilometres a year.
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Make/Model Km/Yr Fuel Fuel Cost CO0: Comments
(L/Yr) ($/Yr) (TYr)
Holden 20,000 2,300 $2,875 54 Current Vehicle
Statesman
Honda Accord 20,000 1,780 $2,225 4.2 Fuel Saving - $650/year (22.6% saving)
Euro Luxury CO:2 reduction 1.2 tlyear (22.2%
reduction)
Audi A4 TDi 20,000 1,160 $1,450 3.1 Fuel Saving - $1,425/year (49.6%
saving)
CO:2 reduction 2.3 tlyear (42.6%
reduction)
Volkswagen 20,000 1,320 $1,650 3.5 Fuel Saving - $1,225/year (42.6%
Passat TDi saving)
CO:2 reduction 1.9 tlyear (35.2%
reduction)
Peugeot 407 20,000 1,420 $1,775 3.8 Fuel Saving - $1,100/year (38.3%
HDI saving)
CO:2 reduction 1.6 tlyear (29.6%
reduction)

*Fuel cost calculated using $1.25 per litre.

At present, all but one of the light vehicle fléeats been purchased through the State CUA
and this has provided the City with the opportundityacquire vehicles at discounted prices.
Purchase of vehicles outside the CUA (i.e. by tenddl result in the City paying a slightly
higher cost for the Executive vehicles. Howevere tturrent Executive fleet, which
predominantly comprises Holden Statesman’s, areetapvehicles. During changeover to
the more fuel efficient and environmentally friepdiehicles, mid range European and top-
end Asian marques (i.e. Honda Accord Luxury) wddconsidered for purchasprbvided
they met the requirements of the new Policy.

Managers currently drive 4 cylinder motor vehickasd it is not proposed, other than
extending the range to include “Hybrids”, Hondad &tolkswagens, that this entitlement be
changed.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 5 “Organisational Bffemess” identified in the Council's
Strategic Plan. Goal 5 is expressed in the folhowerms:To be a professional, effective
and efficient organisation.

Sustainability Implications

There are significant environmental and sustaifiglghins in moving to a more diversified
vehicle fleet that embraces the fuel efficiencied avhole of life” costing of (in particular)
the mid range European and top-end Asian marqdéesPolicy is proposed as the means
to ensure that the City provides an economicaleandronmentally responsible light vehicle
fleet whilst continuing to meet the operational dseef the organisation and expectations of
the Officers assigned responsibility for the vedscl

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.4.1

That....

(a) Policy P560 Motor Vehicles, as detailedditachment 10.4.1 be adopted; and

(b) consent be sought of affected employees to Haeyr employment contracts to
include the provisions of Policy P560 Motor Vehgle

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 10.4.2 Asset Management Policy P405

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GOJ/108

Date: 1 July 2009

Author: Carl Rouihainen, Asset Management Cotattir
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

The purpose of this report is to present a newclPddi405 “Asset Management” to the
Council for adoption.

The new Policy atAttachment 10.4.2will provide the framework by which the Council
commits to a strategic approach to decision makingelation to the management of the
City’s numerous infrastructure assets.

Background
The Council has determined through its StrategianPthat Asset Management is an
important corporate goal.

The way that Council influences and directs theaniggtion is through policy and strategy.
Hence, the Asset Management Policy sets out theni®i expectations in relation to
delivering the strategy.

Comment

The Asset Management Policy seeks to outline adveork for the management of assets to
deliver the City’s vision. It is the intention thatanagement of these assets will encompass
sustainability of the built and natural environmevttilst ensuring the most efficient and
effective delivery of services for the benefit b&étSouth Perth community.

This Asset Management Policy is needed to demdas&ratrong commitment to care for
the City’s assets for both the present and futweerations. This will be achieved by
supporting sustainable innovative services, maksogially responsible decisions and
demonstrating good governance.
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Consultation
The proposed Asset Management Policy has beenaregtiby the new Asset Management

Working Group and Executive Management Team.
There is no public consultation required at thiseti

Policy and Legislative Implications
Asset Management is a core function of managingQitg's infrastructure assets which
meets to objectives of section 2.7 of tlezal Government Act 1995:

“2.7.  The role of the council
(1) The council —
(a) directs and controls the local government'siaf; and
(b) is responsible for the performance of the lagg@arernment’s functions.

(2) Without limiting subsection (1), the councitas—
(@) oversee the allocation of the local governmenfinances and
resources; and
(b) determine the local government's policies.”

Financial Implications
There are no financial implications in relatioraopting this Policy.

Strategic Implications
The reports aligns to Goal 4 “Infrastructure” idéet within the Council’s Strategic Plan.
Goal 4 is expressed in the following terff® sustainably manage and maintain the City’s
Infrastructure assets.”

Sustainability Implications
This proposed Asset Management Policy aligns withr@il's Sustainability objectives in
regards to financial viability and infrastructuramagement.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.4.2

That Policy P405 “Asset Management” as pgdtachment 10.4.2 be adopted.

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 Ref: GO/106
Date: 7 July 2009
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Sersice
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Deopment Services

Summary
The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thetmohJune 2009.

Background

At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, wduresolved as follows: “That
Council receive a monthly report as part of the Agla, commencing at the November
2006 meeting, on the exercise of Delegated Authofiom Development Services under
Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as currently providedthe Councillor’'s Bulletin.”

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

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme N&O. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City Officersrahation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatprocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.

Consultation
During the month of June 2009, forty (40) developtragplications were determined under
delegated authority, refé&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 terie: be a professional, effective and
efficient organisation

Sustainability Implications
Reporting of Applications for Planning Approval Bahined under Delegated Authority
contributes to the City’s sustainability by pronmgtieffective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.1

That the report andttachment 10.5.1relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of June20i 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 June 2009
Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
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 ghAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common,Sisting seal number; date sealed;
department; meeting date / item number and reasonuse.

Comment
Clause 21.1 of the City’s Standing Orders Local La@07 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper usigeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to retoalregister:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

Register

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an el@ctdata base and is available for
inspection. Extracts from the Register on the afsthe Common Seal are provided each
month for Elected Member information.

June 2009
Nature of document Parties Date Seal
Affixed

Removal of Expired Term Lease - CPV City of South Perth 9 June 2009
Deed of Amendment Restoration of South Perth Old Mill 12 June 2009
Application to Licence Paddle Craft Ramp | Department for  Planning and | 18 June 2009
Number 3798 Infrastructure
Funding Agreement Commonwealth of Australia 18 June 2009
Community Infrastructure Program - Strategic
Projects
Emergency Services Levy Administration - | Fire & Emergency Services Authority 22 June 2009
Section 36ZJ ‘Option B’ Agreement
Proof of Existence Michele Pons 24 June 2009

Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L&d@2 describes the requirements for the
safe custody and proper use of the common seal.

Financial Implications
Nil.
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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 Seahfnionth of June 2009 be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.5.3 Local Government Reform

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/601

Date: 7 July 2009

Author/Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Exative Officer

Summary

The purpose of this report is to provide Electedlders with a progress report on the Local
Government Reform initiative introduced by the Mbeir for Local Government and to
provide an update of the outcome of the commundgsaltation in relation to Local
Government Reform.

Background

On 5 February 2009 the Minister for Local Governmédnhn Castrilli announced a package
of Local Government reform strategies and invitadheof the 139 councils within Western

Australia to voluntarily amalgamate and to voluilyareduce the total number of elected
members for each council. He also sought adviceamcils’ clear intention on these

matters within a period of six months.

The Minister sought Local Governments to reviewirttstructure and relationships with
neighbours which may see changes in the follownegst

A reduction in the number of elected membetsetoveen 6 and 9;
Preferences for regional groupings;

Amalgamations of Local Governments; and

Boundary changes.

PR

On 3 March 2009, the Minister issued guidelinesvbét is required to be achieved over the
six months to assist Local Governments to respanthé Minister's requirements. The

Minister’'s statement, timeline and guidelines wemvided to Elected Members at a
Briefing on Tuesday, 3 March 2009.

The Local Government Reform Steering Committee aqped by the Department of Local

Government has supported the need for reform asayjreses that action is required in view
of the following pressures on the sector:

129



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

» The need for structural change as highlighted iarge of studies in Western Australia
undertaken over the past 20 years focusing onustaisability of the sector.

« The need for improved operational performance amnveignance capacity.

« A shortage of appropriately skilled human resouezasss the sector.

« Commonwealth Government support for the reform @ssc which recognises the
increasing role of Local Government in state anch@onwealth service delivery.

Comment

Elected Member Briefings on this topic were held 2iMarch 2009, 7 April 2009 and
12 May 2009. In addition Members have been kdptined of progress in relation to Local
Government Reform via regular items in Bletin,

The Mayor, Deputy Mayor and CEO have had severaltimgs with Mayors and CEOs of
neighbouring Local Governments, to discuss refopmootunities as follows:

* 9 March 2009 .
e 12 March 2009 .
e 15 April 2009
e 20 May 2009 .
e 17 June 2009

Belmont, Canning, Cockburn, Melville Gosnells Victoria Park and South Perth
Belmont, Victoria Park, South Perth
Belmont, Victoria Park, South Perth
Belmont, Victoria Park, South Perth
Belmont, Victoria Park, South Perth

The notes of the matters discussed at these meelinge been provided to Elected
Members and discussions are continuing.

As a result of these discussions, the City of Beltndown of Victoria Park and City of
South Perth have appointed Chris Liversage of CRhsUlting to prepare a joint report
which will be presented to Council for consideratin August 2009.

Subsequent to the Minister's advice, the Departmantocal Government circulated
Structural Reform Guidelines prepared by the LoGdvernment Reform Steering
Committee which included six actions to be takendach Local Government. These
actions, together with a brief comment on progegesas follows:

Comment
Checklist submitted by due date *!

Action
1. Local Governments complete reform
checklist and forward to the Local Government
Reform Steering Committee by 30 April 2009.

2. Local Governments identify and | Meetings regularly being held with Belmont and Victoria Park

meet with potential partners.

as well as Canning on a needs basis.

3. Local Governments undertake a
preliminary ~ assessment  to confirm
amalgamation grouping is appropriate.

Preliminary assessment on local groupings conducted at
Briefing Sessions.

4. Local Governments decide on the
appropriate combination of councils.

Preliminary assessment on local groupings conducted at
Briefing Sessions

5. Local Governments to consider
proposals for a reduction in the number of
elected members.

Consideration currently being assessed but not yet
determined.

6. Local Governments to consider the
skill sets for establishing a project team to co-
ordinate the reform process.

Project Team of Mayor, Deputy Mayor and CEO formed.
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*1 The City’s submission to the Local Government RefGuidelines Checklist was sent to
the Minister on 30 April 2009. As far as is knovam, assessment of the checklist has not
yet been completed, but undoubtedly the City walaihthe results of the assessment in
due course.

Consultation

Part of the Minister’s requirements was that eacbal Government engage its community
on this important issue. The City did this by imwt comments on the Local Government
Reform Process.

A draft discussion paper was prepared for this psepin May 2009 and feedback was
sought from elected members prior to it being madailable to the community for
comment. Submissions closed on 22 June 2009.

Notice of the availability of the discussion papepeared in the City Update column of the
26 May 2009Southern GazetteThe discussion paper was made available on thgsCi
website and copies of the discussion paper wereeragdilable for collection at the front
counter and libraries. In addition a copy of thecdssion paper was made available to each
participant at the conclusion of the Visioning Geneince, which was held at the Como
Secondary College on 23 May 2009. As well a copyhefdiscussion paper has also been
made available to the Town of Victoria Park and/©it Belmont for information.

In addition, the Winter 2009 edition of tReninsula which was delivered to every property
within the City, contained an article about Locav@rnment Reform and provided details
of how residents could access the discussion Eapkprovide feedback.

Six submissions were received from members of tmangunity. One submission was in
favour of Local Government Reform and five subnaiesiwere not in favour. A summary
of the submissions is as follows:

* Notin Favour (5) In Favour (1)
Amalgamation will distance us from decisions | Suggests no wards and councillors be elected by
that affect our local way of life. Requests public | proportional representation.
meeting be held before making final decision.

In favour of amalgamation - sees financial benefits that
come with size.

Local Government Reform proposal has long
term consequences and should be better
understood by the community. Concern about
costs associated with
restructuring/amalgamations as well as reduced
elected member representation. Suggests public
forum be held.

City of South Perth to remain unchanged -
retaining current boundaries and authority.

Has no community interest with Victoria Park or
Belmont.

Not Supported

Judging from the limited response to this very Bigant issue, and having regard for the
widespread distribution of the Discussion Papetait only be concluded that there is little
interest in the community on this topic whether doragainst reform. Given that there are
43 000 residents of the City and there were ontyrgsponses this is very disappointing.
Two of the community members suggested that a pubdéeting be held before making a
final decision on this matter, but given the varyiled response to the invitation to respond
to the Discussion Paper, this cannot be justified.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

At this time there are no policy or legislative ilicptions, although of course a final
decision on this issue to amalgamate with otheraL@overnments will have a long term
and fundamental impact on the City of South Perth.

The Minister requires a response to each of the fay questions identified in the
‘Background section’ of this report from each LoGdvernment by 31 August 2009. The
consultant’s report will provide some informatiamdadata that will assist Council in making
its decision on these questions. It is clear howethat there has never been sufficient time
allowed for Local Government to thoroughly asselsaspects of such wide reaching
proposals.

The Minister has no legislative power to requirecdloGovernments to respond to this
proposal, however, failure to provide an adequespaonse will not reflect well on the City
and is not recommended.

If the Minister decides to implement Local GovermmnBeform with or without the support
of the Local Governments concerned, changes amdyliko be made to thé.ocal
Government Adb facilitate the required changes.

Financial Implications

At this time there are no financial implications.cAnsultant has been appointed to perform
the detailed research necessary for Council coratida at a cost of $30 000. This sum has
been paid for by the Department of Local Governnigné grant of $10 000 to each of the
three participating Local Governments, ie City oufh Perth, City of Belmont and Town of
Victoria Park.

Strategic Implications

There is no direct reference in the City’s Stratdgfian to the reform of Local Government.
Nevertheless, the issue has clear strategic injgitaand which, as mentioned above, will
have a long term fundamental impact on the City.

Sustainability Implications
The Minister has indicated that the principlesrigiorm for each Local Government will be
assessed in the following areas:

Long term strategic planning;

Detailed asset and infrastructure managemennhiplg;

Future financial viability and planning;

Equitable governance and community representatio
Proficient organisational capacity;

Effective political and community advocacy ferdce delivery;
Understanding of and planning for demographange;
Effective management of natural resources;

Optimal community of interest; and

0. Optimal service delivery to community.

HOooo~NOOR~WNE

These key areas will be addressed in the consultegpport which will be considered in
August.
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Whilst the City of South Perth is regarded as bdingncially sustainable in its own right,

so are the immediate neighbours of the City, ig GitBelmont, City of Canning and Town

of Victoria Park. The proposal to conduct statewideal Government reform goes beyond
financial sustainability and is presumably consisteith State Government ideology.

Inviting community input is consistent with the cept of building strong sustainable
communities.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.3

That....

(a) the report on the Local Government Reformaiiitie introduced by the Minister for
Local Government be received and the submissiomotasl; and

(b) the submitters be thanked for their contribuiom this important topic.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.5.4 Collier Park Golf Course Review of Facilitis Redevelopment Proposal
Rosetta Holdings Pty Ltd.

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: PR/301

Date: 7 July 2009

Author: Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

The purpose of this report is to review two optignevided by Rosetta Holdings Pty Ltd
(hereinafter referred to as Rosetta) to redevdbapfacilities within the Collier Park Golf
Course.

This report briefly discusses the options, ideesifiareas requiring further work and
recommends that the Council support continued tigation into the redevelopment of the
facilities at the Collier Park Golf Course.

Background
At its meeting held in June 2008, the Council cdeed Agenda Item 10.5.4 which related
to the review of Collier Park Golf Course leasd.thfat meeting, it was resolved....

That...

(@ Council requests the Chief Executive Officeemder into a two year extension of the
lease with Rosetta Holdings Pty Ltd, as per Comfiiéé¢ Attachment 10.5,4or the
Pro Shop, Cart Store, Driving Range and Kiosk a ollier Park Golf Course,
commencing 1 July 2008;

(b) a process be established with Rosetta Holdtogsitiate longer term planning and
development of the course facilities;
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(c) Council be appraised of this process througbutaer updates and specific Concept
Briefings; and

(d) a report be presented to Council by July 20@gailing the outcome of the planning
process and recommending options upon the expiratidthe extended two year lease
period on 30 June 2010.

Since this resolution, City officers have been wimmgkclosely with Rosetta to implement
part ‘(b)’ of the resolution and report back to @oil by the July 2009 meeting as per part

(dy.

The Council will be considering a draft Master-plior the future development of the
Collier Park Golf Course (CPGC), which is the sabjef a separate report (Item 10.3.8) of
the July 2009 Council Agenda. The purpose of thestigr-plan is to provide a strategic
guide for the future direction of the CPGC. Theilies redevelopment proposal is an
integral component of the Master-plan.

Comment

Rosetta presented two redevelopment options t€thacil at a Concept Briefing held on
30 June 2009. Rosetta’s options are to demolistexisting pro-shop, kiosk, cart store and
club house and to replace them with a state oathgolfing complex. As a minimum, this
will comprise:

« Two storey 60 bay semi automatic day/night driviagge;
e Pro-shop;

* Club house;

e Cart store;

e Eatery / kiosk;

< Day/night putting and chipping greens;

* Function room; and

« Potential tenancy spaces.

The two options are estimated to cost $8.5 milkord $6.995 million respectively. The

cheaper option at $6.995 million removes the topest of the complex which houses office
space and a function room. The two storey drivargge is common to both options as is
the chipping and putting facilities.

Rosetta has produced a series of concept designseparate business cases to support their
options. These were presented to the Council aleitly an innovative ‘walk through’
visual graphic at the Briefing. A folder contaigincopies of the ‘Commercial in
Confidence’ proposals was provided at the BrieforgCouncillors to peruse.

The concept designs are of a contemporary golfiojptex and expansive day/night
chipping and putting facilities. Rosetta belieteis will attract many more patrons to the
CPCG and provide sufficient return to the City &wabetta to justify the investment.

The City considers the concept designs to be sobod,believes they require further

investigation and refinement. Several aspecthefRosetta proposal that require further

investigation include, but are not limited to, fblowing:

* The technology proposed for the driving range/lsallection system - this aspect is
pivotal to the ongoing success and viability of ¢thizing range;
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* The possible use (and height) of netting to protieetpublic from stray balls from the
driving range. This has the potential to be aduigt and needs to be explored as part of
the investigation stage;

« The function and eating components of the faciitg not discussed in any detail i.e.
what type of eating facilities are to be provideW?ho should operate the function and
eating facilities? What are the leasing requireisfgretc;

* Is the facility best serviced as golfing complexstand alone driving range and separate
facilities?

e There is no detailed business planning or finarmoiadlelling and hence this aspect needs
to be completed ahead of any further consideratigdhe proposal.

Financial Implications

The proposal put forward by Rosetta is for the @ityfully fund the construction of the
complex and for Rosetta to operate it on behathefCity for a management fee. There was
no indication of any financial support for the @aj by Rosetta. Should Council accept this
proposal then the City would have to explore bomgwthe money to finance the
development as there are insufficient funds avkilét CPCG Reserve to fully fund the
proposal.

Should the project be required to be funded byQitg it is imperative that the City drive
the project to ensure that a maximum return onstment is realised if the project is to
proceed. For this reason, it is recommended thatQity takes over the control of the
project to ensure that the City’s investment in GAE€ maximised.

The City has sought advice from a Consultant (D®&)specific aspects of the Rosetta
proposal. The advice from the Consultant and dhidhe officers is that the business case
put forward by Rosetta does not demonstrate safficieturn on investment for the project
to be viable in either of its current forms. ThenGultant has advised that an internal rate of
return, for this type of development, in the ramjel2 - 15% per annum should be the
minimum appropriate return, but Rosetta’s five ye@jections are somewhat less than that.

In addition, the level of detail in the businessesput forward is not considered sufficient
for the City to be confident in supporting the opg8 as they stand. Despite this, the
Consultant has advised the City that there is nmepursuing development of a multi storey
automatic driving range plus new facilities furthélro that end, it is recommended that the
City commission a more detailed business plan siliddy study to assess whether a
redevelopment of this type is viable or not. ltdsommended that this will be the subject of
a separate report to Council whereby a decisiorbeamade whether to proceed or not with
the redevelopment of facilities.

The City also has the opportunity to learn from theilities redevelopment project which

has recently commenced at the Wembley public golifge. The Town of Cambridge has
recently approved the construction of a new mudiiesy automatic driving range and is
progressively upgrading other facilities on couige line with the adopted master

plan/business plan. The City can closely monter\Wembley development and this should
provide an important insight into how future faids redevelopment might work for the

City of South Perth. Of particular interest wik lthe use of fully automatic technology at
the driving range.

Consultation
The City has sought external consultant advice (DarZaspects of the Rosetta proposals.

The Council has been periodically updated of pregref this project via the internal
‘Bulletin’.
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The proposal was the subject of a Council ConceijefiBg held on Tuesday 30 June, 2009.

The City has held discussions with the Manager efhbley Golf course in regards to their
upgrading proposal.

Throughout the course of the development, offickmn the City have held regular
meetings with Rosetta.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Part ‘(d)’ of the June 2008 resolution requesticefs provide recommended options by July
2009, upon the expiration of Rosetta’s extendedy®ar lease period in 30 June 2010.

Conclusion

Rosetta has complied with their component of theeJR008 resolution and has, in good
faith and some expense, produced a proposal withaptions for the redevelopment of

facilities at the CPGC. Rosetta has been a lamgd#tg tenant at CPGC and enjoys a very
good relationship with the City at officer level.

There are a number of options and scenarios indalith the redevelopment of the Course
and Rosetta’'s potential role in them. Because fRpds not offering any financial
involvement in the redevelopment proposal it ig¢f@e recommended that the City take
over the planning and design of the CPGC facilitipgrade. The City should continue to
work with Rosetta, utilising their expertise in fjolt is therefore important that the City be
the “master of its own destiny” and drive the pobje ensure that a maximum return on
investment is realised if the project is to procéather. If this approach was agreeable to
Rosetta, then the City could consider rewardingeRaswith first option on a new lease,
subject to a redevelopment clause in the evenstledt a situation arose in the future.

In view of the potential complexities and scenaridiscussed in this report, it is

recommended that the renewal of the lease be thiecsuof a further report to Council

before the end of 2009 to:

» Allow time for Officers to thoroughly research leagptions and scenarios and to ensure
they have sound legal standing;

» Allow Officers time to discuss the options and st@s with Rosetta Holdings Pty Ltd
in light of the recommended outcome of their féieii redevelopment proposal;

» Allow Officers to progress a Business Plan, inahgddetailed financial modelling, for
the redevelopment proposal.

This would still allow sufficient time for the Citgnd Rosetta to assess their options if a new
lease agreement could not be struck and importaatigure the continued professional
operation of the Collier Park Golf Course.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Goal 5 “Organisational Effeetiess” To be a professional, effective
and efficient organisationand in particular Strategy 5.3 Develop partnerships with

organisations which provide mutually beneficial opgunities for resource sharing and

the exchange of ideas.

This report also aligns to Goal 6 “Financial Vighgt To provide responsible and
sustainable management of the City’s financial resoesand in particular Strategy 6.2 -
Maximise community benefit and value for money fro@ity expenditures and use of our
Assets.
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10.6

Sustainability Implications

Completion of a feasibility study and detailed Besis Plan for the Collier Park Golf
Course redevelopment will provide guidance to theur@il on long term sustainability
issues.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.4

That....

(a) the proposal submitted by Rosetta Holdings Rty for the redevelopment of
facilities at the Collier Park Golf Course be noted

(b) the City engage a Consultant to undertake gibiity Study and detailed Business
Plan for the potential to redevelop facilitiesta¢ Collier Park Golf Course and that
such documentation form the basis of a future tepa€ouncil; and

(© a report discussing scenarios and recommerdaifgure leasing strategy for the
Collier Park Golf Course be presented to the Deezr@b09 meeting of Council.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL VIABILITY
|10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - Jun2009
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: FM/301
Date: 10 July 2009

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

Summary

Monthly management account summaries are compitedrding to the major functional
classifications. These summaries compare actuébrpsnce against budget expectations.
The summaries are presented to Council with commenided on the significant financial
variances disclosed in those reports.

The attachments to this financial performance reg@ part of the suite of reports that were
recognised with a Certificate of Merit in the retdeixcellence in Local Government
Financial Reporting awards.

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulatdnrequires the City to present
monthly financial reports to Council in a formafleeting relevant accounting principles. A
management account format, reflecting the orgaoisal structure, reporting lines and
accountability mechanisms inherent within that dtriee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iflfi@mation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detailedbinkne information supplied to the
City's departmental managers to enable them to tootte financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their conffbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publdiethe Annual Budget.

Combining the Summary of Operating Revenues anceidifures with the Summary of

Capital Items gives a consolidated view of all gpiens under Council’s control. It also
measures actual financial performance against lhedgectations.
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Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaBdnrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be ideshtdied comment provided on those
variances. The City has adopted a definition afriicant variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the
project or line item value (whichever is the greateNotwithstanding the statutory
requirement, the City provides comment on othesdes/ariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.

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

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively

amended throughout the year to take advantage ahgeld circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principldsresponsible financial cash management.
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevantdy vhen rates are struck, it should, and
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored aendewed throughout the year. Thus the
Adopted Budget evolves into the Amended Budget thia regular (quarterly) Budget

Reviews.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresifgd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month from when the firstdgaidamendment is recognised. This
schedule reflects a reconciliation of movementsvbenh the 2008/2009 Adopted Budget and
the 2008/2009 Amended Budget including the intrdidncof the capital expenditure items
carried forward from 2007/2008.

A monthly Balance Sheet detailing the City’s assats 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

Whilst acknowledging the very important need foru@cl and the community to be
provided with a ‘final’ year-end accounting of theity’s operating performance and
financial position; the year end financial accouiaisthe City are yet to be completed - in
either a statutory or management account format iBhbecause the City is still awaiting
supplier’s invoices and other year end accountiaigsiments before finalising its annual
accounts ready for statutory audit. It is consideraprudent to provide a set of 30 June
Management Accounts at this time when it is knohat the financial position disclosed
therein would not be final - and would be subjecsignificant change before the accounts
are closed off for the year.

It is proposed that a complete set of Statutoryoliots and a set of Management Accounts
as at year end would be presented to Council afirdteavailable meeting of Council after
their completion - ideally the August 2009 meetifigpossible. Such action is entirely
consistent with Local Government Financial Managani®egulation 34(2)(b), responsible
financial management practice - and the practigaisfCity in previous years.

138



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

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 to addany significant variances and it
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
In accordance with the requirements of the Sediidnof theLocal Government Acand
Local Government Financial Management Regulatighs 3

Financial Implications

The attachments to this report compare actual giahperformance to budgeted financial
performance for the period. This provides for tinaentification of and responses to
variances which in turn promotes dynamic and prufieancial management.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in &hCity’s Strategic Plan ‘To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Citgancial resources’.Such actions
are necessary to ensure the City’s financial sukdity.

Sustainability Implications

This report primarily addresses the ‘financial’ @imsion of sustainability. It achieves this on
two levels. Firstly, it promotes accountability fiesource use through a historical reporting
of performance - emphasising pro-active identifaratand response to apparent financial
variances.

Secondly, through the City exercising disciplinédahcial management practices and
responsible forward financial planning, we can eashat the consequences of our financial
decisions are sustainable into the future.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That the monthly Statement of Financial PositianaRcial Summaries, Schedule of Budget
Movements and Schedule of Significant Variancegtiermonth of June 2009 be presented
to the 25 August 2009 meeting of Council in oraealiow the final year end position to be
accurately and completely disclosed.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments andebtors at 30 June 2009

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 10 July 2009

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Fingacand Information Services
Summary

This report presents to Council a statement sunsingrithe effectiveness of treasury

management for the month including:

. The level of controlled Municipal, Trust and Regefunds at month end.

. An analysis of the City’s investments in suitabl@may market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanionl institutions.

. Statistical information regarding the level of dataling Rates and General Debtors.
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Background

Effective cash management is an integral part op@r business management. Current
money market and economic volatility make this aenemore significant management
responsibility. The responsibility for managememtd ainvestment of the City’'s cash
resources has been delegated to the City’'s Dirddt@ncial & Information Services and
Manager Financial Services - who also have respoitgifor the management of the City’s
Debtor function and oversight of collection of datsling debts.

In order to discharge accountability for the exszaf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbelmalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as the funds held in “cash backed” ReservesxaBse significant holdings of money
market instruments are involved, an analysis of ¢addings showing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is alpoovided. Statistics on the spread of
investments to diversify risk provide an effectitaml by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which the delegatare being exercised. Data comparing
actual investment performance with benchmarks inn€i's approved investment policy
(which reflects best practice principles for manggpublic monies) provides evidence of
compliance with approved investment principles.alfin a comparative analysis of the
levels of outstanding rates and general debtomtivel to the equivalent stage of the
previous year is provided to monitor the effectees of cash collections and to highlight
any emerging trends that may impact on future fas¥s.

Comment

(a) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $30.43M compare favolyrao $27.45M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds ame sk2.50M higher than at the
equivalent stage last year due to higher holdirigsash backed reserves to support
refundable monies at the CPV.

Municipal funds are $0.3M higher than at the cosiclno of last year due the impact
of timing differences in the capital program. Theef cash position remains solid -
with collections from rates at year end within @25f last year’'s excellent result.
Whilst early collections were very positive withns@nient and customer friendly
payment methods in place - supplemented by thesRately Payment Incentive
Prizes (with all prizes donated by local businesdasely and effective follow up
debt collection actions by the City’'s Financial Bees officers have been
instrumental in producing such an outstanding tefsulthe City in a challenging
economic climate.

Cash inflows from areas other than rates have gpdreen somewhat less than
expected with delays in receiving the proceedshensile of land adjacent to the
South Perth Hospital and inability to access thadrpwest grant for the Library &
Hall project until construction is underway althbu§l.0M of the IAF Grant was
received ahead of time.

Effectively managing these items remains a priofitly the City’s senior finance
staff who continues to dynamically manage orgaiusat cash flow on an ongoing
and proactive basis.

Funds brought into the year (and subsequent cditiions) are invested in secure
financial instruments to generate interest untdsth monies are required to fund
operations and projects during the year. Astutecsieh of appropriate investments
means that the City does not have any exposurendavik high risk investment

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portfiglicontinually monitored and re-

balanced as trends emerge.
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(b)

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cashkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddblr Municipal use currently sits at
$4.07M although $2.54M of this relates to carrgmfard capital works (compared
to $3.74M at the same time in 2007/200&achment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at ttmoand was $28.51M

compared to $27.01M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Reserve Funds related to the refundable morssscéated with the Collier Park
Village.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@adn deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are natatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysihiefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 94.5% of the darmare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

The City’s investment policy requires that at 1e88% of investments are held in
securities having an S&P rating of Al. This enstbhes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&@® the Dept of Local

Government Operational guidelines for investmeAtsinvestments currently have
a term to maturity of less than one year - whicledasidered prudent in times of
changing interest rates as it allows greater fiéilto respond to possible future
positive changes in rates.

Invested funds are responsibly spread across wadpproved financial institutions
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with eafiiancial institution are within the
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603. Coupésty mix is dynamically

adjusted during the year through a re-balancingeportfolio.

The counter-party mix across the portfolio is shawAttachment 10.6.2(2).

Interest revenues (received and accrued) for the typgals $2.14M - slightly down
from $2.27M at this time last year. This resulaitributable to lesser interest rates
notwithstanding higher levels of reserve cash Imggli- as well as timely, effective
treasury management. Rates are weak and contiribe sarprisingly volatile even
for safe financial instruments such as term deposithe date on which an
investment is placed remains a critical determirtdrthe rate of return received as
banks manage capital, meet re-financing commitmemi$ speculate on future
action of interest rates by the Reserve Bank.

To this stage of the year, interest revenues hemwained relatively strong despite
numerous cuts to official rates over the year. ResBund interest is still on target
relative to budget due to higher cash holdingsthoaigh Municipal Fund interest
revenue is somewhat lower than at the same timeydas. A big portion of current
year funding was placed in longer term high yieddinvestments before the severe
rate cutting began - and this has helped to aliewize otherwise potentially very
harsh impact on investment returns in the later gfathis year.
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(©)

Investment performance has been continuously mamitm the light of current low
interest rates to ensure pro-active identificatbtbmpotential budget closing position
impact.

Throughout the year it is necessary to balance detwshort and longer term
investments to ensure that the City can responsitdgt its operational cash flow
needs. Treasury funds are actively managed to eurssponsible, low risk
investment opportunities that generate additiont&rest revenue to supplement our
rates income whilst ensuring that capital is presr

The average rate of return on financial instrumdotsthe year to date has fallen
now to 5.83% (compared with 5.96 last month) wikle tanticipated yield on
investments yet to mature falling similarly to £09compared with 4.10% last
month). Investment results reflect careful and pridselection of investments to
meet our immediate cash needs. At-call cash depasied to balance daily
operational cash needs are now providing a retéironty 3.00% (since 3 Feb) -
down from 7.00% last July!

Major Debtor Classifications

Effective management of accounts receivable to edritie debts to cash is also an
important part of business management. Detailsaoh ef the three major debtors
classifications (rates, general debtors and undergl power) are provided below.

(i) Rates

The level of outstanding rates relative to the sdime last year is shown in
Attachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of June 2009 repté&s€0% of
total rates levied compared to 97.25% at the etpmvastage of the previous year.
This is still regarded as a very good result - @ering the current economic
climate

The range of appropriate, convenient and userdlygpayment methods offered by
the City, combined with the Rates Early Paymeneitiwe Scheme (generously
sponsored by local businesses) is again being stgopby timely and efficient
follow up actions by the City’s Rates Officer tosene that our good collections
record is maintained.

(i) General Debtors

General debtors stand at $1.32M at month end exgudGP debtors - which
compares to $1.14M at the same time last year. B&3eivable is some $0.10M
higher than at the same time last year. Year endials for grant funds relating to
events and road works are yet to be finalised. Bp#nking infringements
outstanding and rates pension rebate refundablalsoeslightly lower. The majority
of the outstanding amounts are government & semeigunent grants or rebates -
and as such they are collectible and represembiagiissue rather than any risk of
default.

(iif) Underground Power

Of the $6.76M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustnig), some $4.99M was
collected by 31 May with approximately 67.0% of4hadn the affected area electing
to pay in full and a further 32.1% opting to payibgtalments. The remainder has
not yet made a payment and is the subject of follpacollection actions by the
City. As previously noted, a small number of prajgsr have necessarily had the
UGP charges adjusted downwards after investigatiengaled eligibility for
concessions that were not identified by the projeatn before the initial invoices
were raised.
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Collections in full are currently better than exjgecwhich has had the positive
impact of allowing us to defer the UGP related baings until June to take
advantage of better loan interest rates. On theativeg side, significantly less
revenue than budgeted is being realised from ttalment interest charge.

Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Chargenbtaliments are subject to
interest charges which are currently accruing enotitstanding balances (as advised
on the initial UGP notice). It is important to appiate that this isiot an interest
charge on the ‘yet to completed UGP service’ -rhtlier is an interest charge on the
funding accommodation provided by the City’s instaht payment plan (like what
would occur on a bank loan).

The City encourages ratepayers in the affected tar@aake other arrangements to
pay the UGP charges - but it is, if required, pdowj an instalment payment
arrangement to assist the ratepayer (includingspgeeified interest component on
the outstanding balance).

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide evickerof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst disgihg our accountability to our
ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Consistent with the requirements of Policy P603nvektment of Surplus Funds and
Delegation DC603. Local Government (Financial Maragnt) Regulation 19, 28 and 49
are also relevant to this report as is the DOLGr&tjmnal 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 firgressets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘financial’ dimensiorso$tainability by ensuring that the City
exercises prudent but dynamic treasury managemeatféctively manage and grow our
cash resources and convert debt into cash in dytimanner.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 30 June 2009 Monthlyestant of Funds, 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
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|10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 10 July 2009

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 authoiiigl¢gation DC602) between 1 June 2009
and 30 June 2009 is presented to Council for infion.

Background

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

They are supported by Delegation DM605 which sk¢s @uthorised purchasing approval
limits for individual officers. These processes dinelir application are subjected to detailed
scrutiny by the City’s auditors each year during tonduct of the annual audit.

After an invoice is approved for payment by an atitded officer, payment to the relevant
party must be made and the transaction recordethenCity’s financial records. All
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recdrdede City’s financial system
irrespective of whether the transaction is a Coedit Non Creditor payment.

Payments in the attached listing are supporteddogivers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers ashe receipt of goods or provision of
services.

Prices, computations, GST treatments and costing haen checked and validated. Council
Members have access to the Listing and are givporgymity to ask questions in relation to
payments prior to the Council meeting.

Comment

A list of payments made during the reporting peri®grepared and presented to the next
ordinary meeting of Council and recorded in theutes of that meeting. It is important to
acknowledge that the presentation of this list @frpents is for information purposes only
as part of the responsible discharge of accouitisailayments made under this delegation
can not be individually debated or withdrawn.

The format of this report has been modified fromtdber 2008 forwards to reflect
contemporary practice in that it now records payselassified as:
* Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsitess)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.u@&heayments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one anddlgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party througliee duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothERE Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party. For instance an EFmeat reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 made on 24/10/2008uded a payment to Creditor
number 76357 (ATO).
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* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe aot listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradijdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmpent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfle permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records offbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

Details of payments made by direct credit to empdoank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thjgorefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees whieltiaect debited from the City’'s bank
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedudsr the contract for provision of
banking services.

Payments made through the Accounts Payable funatidinno longer be recorded as
belonging to the Municipal Fund or Trust Fund ais tpractice related to the old fund
accounting regime that was associated with Treesukdvance Account - whereby each
fund had to periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasur&dvance Account.

For similar reasons, the report is also now beiefgrred to using the contemporary
terminology of a Listing of Payments rather thatarrant of Payments - which was a
terminology more correctly associated with the facdounting regime referred to above.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahdnformation to Council and the

administration and to provide evidence of the soesd of financial management being
employed. It also provides information and disckarfinancial accountability to the City’s

ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Inedipproval and Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in @hCity’s Strategic Plan “To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Clityancial resources’.

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Jaseadetailed in the report of the Director
of Financial and Information Servicesttachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1  Application for Leave of Absence : Cr Doherty \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colildeetings for the period 24 August
until 24 September 2009 inclusive.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.1 \
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Hearne

That Cr Doherty be granted Leave of Absence frdnCauncil Meetings for the period
24 August until 24 September 2009 inclusive.
CARRIED (13/0)

12. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

12.1  Proposed Parking Permits Richardson Street Age: Cr Smith \

| hereby give notice that | intend to move thedaling motion at the Council Meeting to be
held on 28 July 2009.

MOTION

That in relation to the introduction of paid parim several areas of the Commercial and
Business Precincts of the Peninsula area, the nudtf@oviding ratepayers / electors in the
area bounded by the south side of Richardson Strebbuchere Road, Melville Parade and
Judd Street with parking permits be the subjeét oéport to the August Council meeting.

MEMBER COMMENT

Ratepayers / electors are being disadvantagedniolipthe decision at the February 2009
Council Meeting to introduce paid parking to seVaraas of the Commercial and Business
Precincts of the Peninsula area. | proposed tceraoMotion at the August Council meeting
to introduce parking permits for this area and esfja report be prepared on this matter and
included on the August Council Agenda.

CEO COMMENT
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d) of Standindes Local Law 2007 the Acting Chief
Executive Officer comments as follows:

The strategy of seeking an officer report so thdfident background information can be
provided to ensure Council is able to make an méat decision which includes careful
consideration of all relevant costs associated thithproposal is endorsed.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.1
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Grayden

That in relation to the introduction of paid parim several areas of the Commercial and
Business Precincts of the Peninsula area, the nudtf@oviding ratepayers / electors in the
area bounded by the south side of Richardson Strebbuchere Road, Melville Parade and
Judd Street with parking permits be the subjeét oéport to the August Council meeting.

CARRIED (13/0)
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13.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

13.1.

13.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WTHOUT NOTICE

| 13.1.1... Parking Ticket Machines .............. Cr Smith |

Summary of Question
There are smashed / damaged ticket machines Pethiesula area. What can be done to
protect our parking dispensers?

Summary of Response
A response was provided in writing on 26 June 200%he Manager Environmental Health
and Regulatory Services. A summary is as follows:

Ticket machines are an easy target to thieves kectney contain cash. It is proposed to
install an electronic alarm system into ticket maeh which alerts the City once a machine
doors have been tampered with. This is called "B@ader" and will be fitted to the new
and existing ticket machines throughout the Citgue course. Additionally, the possibility
of designing and manufacturing a physical protecbarrier to go around the machines to
provide additional protection to them is currertging investigated.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

| 13.2.1. Approval Process for Public Housing ..................Cr Doherty |

Summary of Question

| understand as part of the State and Commonwé&aiilernment’s initiatives to stimulate
the economy changes have been made to the approeaiss for public housing? What are
the changes and do they have any implicationshioClity?

Summary of Response

The Acting Chief Executive Officer advised that wbes have been made to the
development approval process for public housingesighe information provided to the City
by the Department of Housing on 7 July 2009. Thegss will require the applicants to
lodge their development application with the Depenrt of Housing. These will be
forwarded to the relevant Local Government for jmimg comments to DoH. The Local
Government will have 21 calendar days from theiptagf the development application to
provide comments to DoH. The DoH may determine application upon the expiry of
21 days regardless of whether the Local Governimesiprovided its comments.

DoH sought support from the City in implementingsthew process. This matter and its
implications was discussed by Senior officers waitthie City's planning department and the
DoH advised that the City will endeavour to work accordance with the delegated
planning authority to DoH from the Western AustalPlanning Commission.
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14. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

The Mayor reported to Members that in accordandh ®lause 3.8 of the City’s Standing
Orders as follows:
In cases of extreme urgency or other special circstance, matters may, by
motion of the person presiding and by decision bétmembers present, be raised
without notice and decided by the meeting.

that an item of ‘New Business of an Urgent Natinad been received as per the Late Report
Item 14 circulated to Members prior to the commemeet of the Meeting.

COUNCIL DECISION - NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE ITEM 14 \
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That the item of new business introduced be diszlss
CARRIED (13/0)

14.0 Australian Mayoral Aviation Council 27" Annual Conference 2-4 September
2009 Queensland

Location: Queensland

Applicant: Council

Date: 27 July 2009

File Ref: HR/ST/3

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
Reporting Officer: Chief Executive Officer

Summary

The purpose of this report is to give consideratim@ouncillor attendance at the Australian
Mayoral Aviation Council 2% Annual Conference to be held in Coolum, Queensland
between 2 and 4 September 2009.

Background

The Australian Mayoral Aviation Council was inigak through consensus by a number of
local authorities meeting at Canberra in Decemt8821 Due to the nature of elected
representation, it was agreed that membership e op the Mayor, Warden and /or
Councillor of local authorities throughout Austealaffected, or potentially affected, by
airport operations or aircraft noise.

Then current membership is organised on a regioesis wherein members from each State
and Territory elect a representative to the ExgeuCommittee at the Annual General
Meeting. Currently the President is Councillor Rdoenig, Mayor, Botany Bay City,
NSW.

AMAC's primary objective through its Constitutios io ensure that all reasonable measures
are taken by relevant authorities to minimise tiedet@rious effect of aircraft and airport
operations on local communities. The organisatimnefore, seeks to develop an effective
aviation system which serves the needs of the Natioile ensuring the rights of residents
in communities adjacent to airports are respeateldoaotected.
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Comment

In terms of advising members of activities, bothrent and future, AMAC produces a
quarterly newsletter and convenes its most impoftamm, the National Conference on an
annual basis. The Conferences are designed tadpralelegates with the opportunity to
meet and discuss issues, to hear and examine speaka wide variety of subjects and to
determine the future of the organisation throughftimum of the Annual General Meeting.

Key speakers will address the conference on thewolg topics:
e GPS Flight Paths

* Auviation for Australia

¢ Council owned/Council run joint facility (Newcastle

* Regional Airports for Communities

« Open Rotor Engines - the next big step

e Sunshine Coast Airport

Further details of the conference program can beddanAttachment 14.

Councillor Travis Burrows, Council’'s Deputy Delegain the Perth Airport Municipalities
Group (PAMG) and the Perth Airport - Noise Managetn€onsultative Committee has
indicated his interest in attending this conference

Consultation
N/A

Policy and Legislative Implications
Council Policy P513 requires that:

A Council Member must obtain the approval of Colmy way of resolution) before

travelling in the course of his or her duties:

(@) outside Western Australia;

(b) by plane within Western Australia; or,

(©) to a conference or other scheduled event tllakeep the Council member away
from the City for three or more days.

Financial Implications

The total estimated cost of Elected Member attecglancluding registration, airfares,
accommodation and meals is approximately $2,500e(Nbis cost is based on economy
airfares).

Funding for Elected Member attendance can be acomtated within the current budget.

Strategic Implications
It is important that Elected Members be providedhvithe opportunity to participate in
National Conferences to keep abreast of emergargisrand best practices.

This report is consistent with Goal 5 “OrganisasibEffectiveness” of the City’s Strategic
Plan: To be a professional , effective and efficient argationand compliments the areas
relating to Goal 2 “Community Enrichment” and G@&atEnvironmental Management” of
the Strategic Plan.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 14.0 |

That Council consider the attendance of an Eledlethber at the Australian Mayoral
Aviation Council 27" Annual Conference to be held in Coolum, Queenshkmtdeen 2 and
4 September 2009.

NOMINATIONS

The Mayor called for nominations to attend the Aalgn Mayoral Aviation Council 27
Annual Conference. Cr Ozsdolay nominated Cr Bustow Cr Burrows accepted
nomination.

MOTION
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Hasleby

That Council approves the attendance of Cr Burratvthe Australian Mayoral Aviation
Council 27" Annual Conference to be held in Coolum, Queenslbativeen 2 and 4
September 2009.

Cr Ozsdolay Opening for the Motion

« given Cr Burrows is the Deputy Delegate on thelPartport Municipalities Group and
the Perth Airport - Noise Management Consultatieen@ittee believe it is important he
attend the Aviation Council Annual Conference.

Cr Best point of clarificationr looking at key speakers listed in the reporhsure as to
relevance to City of South Perth?

Cr Burrowsresponded that there have been substantial disngswith the Groups also
attended by Cr Hasleby and the Manager Environrhétgalth Services to address issues
such as flight paths, airlines taking incorrecthgahow air services are addressed in relation
to curfews, flight paths effecting noise issueaffit issues in relation to traffic getting to
Perth Airport. The Conference provides an oppdatyuior input in moving forward on
these issues for Perth Airport.

Cr Smith for the Motion
« acknowledge that flight paths are important issues
« support Motion for Cr Burrows to attend conference.

Cr Trent for the Motion
» acknowledge issues with flight paths, noise, cusfew
e support the Motion

Cr Gleeson against the Motion

« refer to my interest in attending Sustainabilityn@wence in Sydney in May

« because of economic climate and being up for retiele was asked to reconsider
< only thing that has changed is Cr Burrows is notanpe-election

e against the Motion

Cr Ozsdolay Closing for the Mation

» issues before us currently are flight paths / ausfetc

* believe we need to be there to have our voice adh&ve pilots fly
* important we have representation

» ask Councillors support the Motion
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 14

The Mayor put the Motion

That Council approves the attendance of Cr Burratvthe Australian Mayoral Aviation
Council 27" Annual Conference to be held in Coolum, Queenslbetiveen 2 and 4
September 2009.

CARRIED (13/0)

FURTHER ITEM OF NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE

Cr Hasleby reported to Members that in accordante @lause 3.8 of the City’s Standing
Orders that an item of ‘New Business of an Urgeatuike’ had been received in the form of
a Memorandum from the Mayor relating to a Code @fidiict complaint.

Following a discussion by Elected Members, Cr Haslmoved the following Motion.

MOTION
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That the item of ‘New Business of an Urgent Natueating to a Memorandum from the
Mayor relating to a Code of Conduct complaint deoduced for discussion.

The Mayor put the Motion. LOST (4/9)

15. MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

15.1

Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

| COUNCIL DECISION : MEETING CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC |
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Grayden

That the meeting be closed to the public at 9.28pmaccordance with thd.ocal
Government Act Sectidn23(a), (c) and (d) while ltem 15.1.1 is discadsas it relates to a
matter affecting employees.

CARRIED (13/0)

Note: The remaining members of the public gallery lb& Council Chamber at 9.28pm.
Note: Cr Gleeson left the Council Chamber at 9.28 anatmed at 9.30pm

Note: Council Chamber doors were closed at 9.30pm

151



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 28 JULY 2009

15.1.1  City of South Perth EBA Proposal CONFIDENTIAL Not to be Disclosed

REPORT
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
Date: 7 July 2009
Author: Helen Cardinal, Manager Human Resourcei&es
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing - Chief Executiv@fficer
Confidential

The CEO has designated this item @snfidential under theLocal Government Act
Sections 5.23(a) (c) and (d} it relates to:
* a matter affecting employees;

e a contract entered into by the local governmentctvhielates to a matter to be
discussed at the meeting.

Note: Report circulated separately

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 15.1.1
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Grayden

That....
(a) in relation to the EBA proposals, Council ackiferiges the recommendations as
identified inConfidentialReport Item 15.1.1 of the July 2009 Council Ageraiad
(d) the contents of thi€onfidentialreport be released from ti@onfidentialfile when
the arrangements detailed at part (a) have bealistxal.
CARRIED (13/0)

| COUNCIL DECISION : MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Doherty

That the meeting be again open to the public &2jn CARRIED (13/0)

15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madeublic.
For the benefit of the 5 members of the publicegglthat returned to the Council Chamber
the Minute Secretary read aloud the Council degifio Item 15.1.1.

16. CLOSURE
The Mayor thanked everyone for their attendancecéoskd the meeting at 10.05pm.
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DISCLAIMER

The minutes of meetings of the Council of the @tySouth Perth include a dot point summary of
comments made by and attributed to individuals rdurdiscussion or debate on some items
considered by the Council.

The City advises that comments recorded reprebentiews of the person making them and should
not in any way be
interpreted as representing the views of Countie minutes are a confirmation as to the naturg of
comments made and provide no endorsement of suomeats. Most importantly, the comments

included as dot points are not purported to beraptete record of all comments made during the
course of debate. Persons relying on the minuteseapressly advised that the summary| of
comments provided in those minutes do not refladtshould not be taken to reflect the view of the
Council. The City makes no warranty as to the \igragr accuracy of the individual opinions
expressed and recorded therein.

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 25 Augt 2009

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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17. RECORD OF VOTING

28/07/2009 7:17:42 PM

Items 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 7:18:12 PM

Items 7.2.1 - 7.2.6 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 7:19:21 PM

Item 8.1.1 Petition - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 7:42:03 PM

Item 8.4.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 7:42:47 PM

Item 8.5.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 7:43:21 PM

Item 8.5.2 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 7:46:41 PM

Item 9.0 En Bloc Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 7:54:40 PM

Item 10.0.1 Officer Recommendation LOST 4/9

Yes: Cr Peter Best, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Colin Cala

No: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr
David Smith, Cr Roy Wells

Absent: Casting Vote
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28/07/2009 8:16:08 PM

Item 10.0.1 Motion Passed 8/5

Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr David Smith, Cr Roy
Wells

No: Mayor James Best, Cr Peter Best, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Colin Cala

Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 8:19:36 PM

Item 10.2.2 Motion Passed 11/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Susanne Doherty,
Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Casting Vote

28/07/2009 8:22:16 PM

Item 10.2.4 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells

No: Absent: Cr Colin Cala, Casting Vote

28/07/2009 8:28:15 PM

Item 10.3.1 Motion Passed 12/1

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 8:32:19 PM

Item 10.3.2 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 8:36:20 PM

Item 10.3.3 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 8:45:34 PM

Item 10.3.4 Motion Passed 11/2

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr
Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 9:00:43 PM

Item 10.3.6 Motion Passed 11/2

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells

Absent: Casting Vote
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28/07/2009 9:01:32 PM

Item 11.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 9:02:42 PM

Item 12.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 9:06:51 PM

item 14 New Business be Introduced - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

28/07/2009 9:16:48 PM

Item 14.0 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent; Casting Vote

28/07/2009 9:29:41 PM

Item 14 - Further Item of New Business be Introduced - Motion LOST 4/9

Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay

No: Mayor James Best, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr
Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

Absent: Casting Vote

Iltem 15.0 - Meeting Closed to the Public CARRIED 13/0

28/07/2009 10:03:36 PM

Item 15.1.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent; Casting Vote

Item 15.0 - Meeting Open to the Public CARRIED 13/0
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