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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETINGORDINARY COUNCIL MEETINGORDINARY COUNCIL MEETINGORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING    

Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the City of South Perth Council 
held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth 

Tuesday 23 June  2009 at 7.00pm 
 
 
1. DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S 

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

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

 
3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER 

3.1 Activities Report Mayor Best 
Mayor’s Activities Report for the month of May 2009 attached to the back of the Agenda. 

 
3.2 Audio Recording of Council meeting  

The Mayor reported that the meeting is being audio recorded in accordance with Council 
Policy P517  “Audio Recording of Council Meetings” and Clause 6.1.6 of the Standing 
Orders Local  Law which states: “A person is not to use any electronic, visual or vocal 
recording device or instrument to record the proceedings of the Council without the 
permission of the Presiding Member”  and stated that as Presiding Member he gave his 
permission for the Administration to record proceedings of the Council meeting. 

 
 
4. ATTENDANCE  
 

Present: 
Mayor J Best 
 

Councillors: 
G W Gleeson  Civic Ward 
I 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 C Frewing  Chief Executive Officer 
Mr S Bell  Director Infrastructure Services 
Mr M Kent   Director Financial and Information Services  
Mr S Bercov  Acting Director Development Services   
Ms D Gray  Manager Financial Services  
Mr R Kapur    Manager Development Services  
Ms H Doran-Wu Community Development Co-ordinator (from 8.04pm - 8.20pm) 
Mrs C Lovett  Property and Administration Officer (attended as an observer) 
Mrs K Russell  Minute Secretary 
 

Gallery Approximately 40 members of the public present and 1 member of  the press. 
 
4.1 Apologies 

Nil 
 

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence 
Nil 

 
5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST 

Nil 
 

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 

6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE  
At the Council meeting held 26 May 2009 there were no questions taken on notice.  Twelve 
of the fourteen questions ‘tabled’ by Mr Geoff Defrenne at the commencement of the May 
Council Meeting were taken as ‘correspondence’ by the Mayor and a response was provided 
by letter to Mr Defrenne dated 9 June. 
 
Note: Cr Gleeson left the Council Chamber at 7.04pm and returned at 7.06pm 
 

6.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 23.6.2009 
 
Opening of Public Question Time 
The Mayor advised that Public Question Time will be limited to 15 minutes and that written 
questions, provided before the meeting would be dealt with first, in particular items relating 
to the Agenda, following which questions would be taken from the public gallery on a 
rotational basis.  He asked that questions from the public gallery be written down and that he 
would then read them out.  The Mayor then opened Public Question Time at 7.08pm. 
 
Note: Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting were provided(in full) in a 

powerpoint presentation for the benefit of the public gallery. A summary of the 
questions / response appears in the Minutes. 

 
 
6.2.1 Ms Cyndee Chen, 77 Birdwood Avenue, Como   
 
I regularly observe drivers exceeding the speed limit along Birdwood Avenue between 
Bland Street and Blamey Place.  This presents a hazard not only to families on the street but 
also to residents and visitors of the local retirement homes and disabled care facility.  It is 
my view that these irresponsible road users are using Birdwood Avenue as a convenient and 
speedy thoroughfare to dodge the traffic lights at the South Terrace / Hayman Road 
intersection; to avoid stop signs along Bland Street; or both.  I respectfully ask the Council 
to allocate resources to deter drivers from using Birdwood Avenue in this manner whilst also 
reducing traffic speed generally. 
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Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Trent respond. 
Cr Trent responded as follows 
 
The City has received other complaints regarding speeding vehicles on various streets within 
the area bounded by Canning Highway / Thelma Street / Hayman Road / South Terrace 
(referred to as Local Traffic Area 8).  To properly consider the issues you raise the City 
would need to conduct a Local Area Traffic Study as it is not Council’s accepted practice to 
implement traffic management to streets (except to resolve a specific hazard) without first 
carrying out a Study. 
 
The City’s Engineering Infrastructure propose to undertake a Traffic Study in Local Area 8 
in 2009/10 with the expectation that actions from the completed study will be available for 
consideration in the development of the Capital Works program 2010/11.  The first step in 
the Local Area Traffic Management process is data gathering and traffic counters will 
progressively (over the next quarter) be installed on the streets within the area.  The Local 
Area Traffic Study will be undertaken with the participation and consultation of the local 
residents. 
 
6.2.2 Mr Steve Neates, President Manning Community Association   
 
Summary of Question 
Manning is experiencing an unacceptable and massive increase in anti social 
behaviour/crime principally caused by a number of Homes West tenants.  
1. What action does Council intend taking to reduce the current dangerous anti social 

behaviour/crime levels in Manning. 
2. Produce a defined and committed strategy to significantly reduce the unacceptable 

level of 18.24% of public housing in Manning to the levels listed above. 
3. the Manning Community Association requests an initial response at the Council 

Meeting 23 June 2009 followed by a written response from June Council meeting. 
 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Ozsdolay  respond. 
Cr Ozsdolay responded as follows 
 
Council Staff met with representatives of the Police, Department of Housing and Southcare 
on 15th May 2009 to discuss the anti social behaviour in Manning.  Police and DoH 
representatives gave undertakings to provide staff with information on crime and housing 
levels.  The South Perth  Safety and Crime Prevention Working Group met recently on  
10 June 2009 and discussed the issues in Manning.  The working group consists of 
Councillors, NHW neighbourhood watch rep, Council staff, Police, Homeswest, Curtin 
University, Office of Crime Prevention and the Local Member of Parliament. 
Currently:  
• Council Staff are working with NHW to promote the reporting of anti-social behaviour. 
• Council Staff are meeting with Agencies to discuss new initiatives to address anti-social 

behaviour. 
• Council Staff have investigated the housing tenure of the Manning area.  Over time there 

has been a decline in the number of DoH homes in all areas particularly Manning and 
Karawara since 1991. 

• Council Staff have determined that the current spike in crime in Manning (as reported by 
police) is a matter of one or two families who have anti-social behaviour issues. 
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6.2.3 Ms Sam Ryan, 3/69 Birdwood Avenue, Como   
 
The Mayor referred to the 6 questions submitted  by Ms Ryan and stated that as questions  
1 - 5 were ‘operational issues’ that he proposed to take them as correspondence.   
 
Summary of Question 
6. Re Blamey Place Reserve and Council response (at the May Council meeting).. 

There have been dead trees/branches for a very long time (years) and no attempt has 
been made to remove them. “Ad hoc” is virtually non-existent. I have seen this 
Reserve deteriorate over 20+ years. A shopping trolley has been dumped there for at 
least 6 months. There is a pile of sand at the top of the hill that has been there for 
years. People are leaving more rubbish – eg bottles, cans, etc.  What is meant by 
“There are a number of improvements that could be made………” I ask what kind of 
improvements? What kind of “community involvement and vigilance” does Council 
mean? 

 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Doherty respond: 
Cr Doherty responded as follows: 
 
The City does not agree that the Blamey Place road reserve needs to be cleaned out. That 
would defeat the purpose that it has been planted for. It is acknowledged that there has been 
some dumping in the reserve in recent years, however this will be addressed together with 
some additional planting in the next site clean up scheduled for winter 2009 
 
Community involvement and vigilance includes residents reporting dumped rubbish and 
trolleys when they first see them. This can be done by calling the City on 9474 0777 or 
emailing to enquiries@southperth.wa.gov.au. City staff are not always able to visit all sites 
regularly and this will assist to better maintain these road reserves.  The City is also keen for 
residents to become involved in helping out at sites.  For example, the City has a number of 
community groups who help maintain natural areas and they put in many hours of volunteer 
work.  This is greatly appreciated and helps make the available budgets to maintain sites 
stretch that much further. 
 
6.2.4 Ms Jeanette Robertson, Kensington and representing Perth Zoo Docent 

Association  
 
Summary of Question 
In December 2008 the City of South Perth reiterated its ‘commitment’ to volunteers at an 
Awards Ceremony at which the Mayor called the contribution of volunteers in South Perth 
‘invaluable’ and ‘remarkable’.  How then does the recent decision to levy parking fees on 
volunteers (some of whom travel from as far as Bunbury to give their time for free in the 
peninsular part of South Perth) reflect that value?  Why can there not be an exemption 
system for volunteers who contribute to the social or heritage value of South Perth at no cost 
to the City? 
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Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Grayden respond. 
Cr Grayden responded as follows 
 
The City is aware of the valuable work and contribution given to the Zoo by the Docent 
Volunteers.  In relation to Docents parking for free  - Perth Zoo owns their car park and it is 
appropriate that free parking should be provided by the Zoo for the docent volunteers. 
 
The City is supportive of Docents displaying recognised “Docent Authorised Parking” 
stickers in the Perth Zoo car park off Mill Point Road and the City’s Community Rangers 
will continue to manage the facility, accordingly.  
 
6.2.5 Ms Betty Skinner, 166 Mill Point Road, South Perth   
 
Summary of Question 
The South Perth area has some splendid playground areas and these are well used in the 
summer and the larger areas have one or two bench seats and the smaller neighbourhood 
ones do not.  Does Council intend installing extra seating to enable the residents and public 
to use these playground areas all year around when it is too wet or damp for parents and 
families to sit on the ground? 

 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Grayden respond. 
Cr Grayden responded as follows 

 

The City is currently reviewing its playground strategy because the provision and 
maintenance of playgrounds and associated infrastructure, such as shade sails, seats and 
bins, is very expensive.   The Strategy will include a hierarchical structure of what will be 
provided at each level of playground.  It is aimed to have the strategy completed by the end 
of 2009, including an assessment of additional seating requirements. 
 
DECLARATION OF INTEREST 
The Mayor declared a Financial Interest in questions relating to legal fees at Item 6.2.6. 
 
Note: The Mayor left the Council Chamber at 7.16pm and Deputy Mayor Cala took the 

position as Chair. 
 
6.2.6 Mr Lindsay Jamieson,  14 Tralee Way, Waterford 
 
Summary of Question 
In relation to the letter dated 6 March 2009 from Mayor Best to Lindsay Jamieson regarding  
Council Policy P519 ‘Legal Fees’ - can you explain the various interpretations? 
 
Summary of Response 
Deputy Mayor Cala responded that Cr Jamieson is a former Councillor and this matter of 
legal funding relates to a Council item tabled over 2 years ago.  He then requested the CEO 
to respond to the technical questions raised.   
 
The Chief Executive Officer referred to a meeting held 20 March 2009 with the Director-
General of the Department of Local Government, Ricky Burges the CEO of WALGA and  
ex Councillor Lindsay Jamieson in relation to legal representation for Councillors.  He 
further advised that the Department of Local Government has given an undertaking to 
review this issue of legal representation, however, no specific timeframe was given. 
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Summary of Question 
In relation to responses provided by the Mayor to queries of 16 March 2009: 
• What is the target  response time for a query to the Mayor? 
• Who is accountable for the delay in response to my queries from 16 March 2009? 
 
Summary of Response 
Deputy Mayor Cala responded that in relation to the Mayor’s ‘target response time’ for 
correspondence that the Mayor endeavours to reply as soon as possible but given he receives 
between 50 and 80 emails a day, it can take a little longer.  Specifically in relation to  
Mr Jamieson’s e-mail of 16 March 2009, the Mayor replied to you essentially saying that 
nothing further can be done until the Director General of the Department of Local 
Government provides the necessary information and that the Mayor could do nothing further 
until a reply is received. 
 
Note: The Mayor returned to the Council Chamber at 7.20pm. 
 
 
6.2.7 Mr John Stewart, 7 Keaney Place, Waterford   
 
Summary of Question 
Is the Waterford Plaza Shopping Centre development proceeding as per its Council 
approvals?  Is Council in a position where it is able to provide a brief update on this 
development? 
 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Cala respond. 
Cr Cala responded as follows 

 

The deadline for substantial commencement of construction, as per planning approval 
December 2008, is two years. Therefore, the owners will be required to substantially 
commence construction before December 2010. Completion of the ground works and laying 
of the entire floor slab will be accepted as substantial commencement of construction.  The 
building licence for the remainder of the additions has not yet been lodged with the City.  
 
The Project Manager has advised that a major component of the Shopping Centre and 
associated parking is likely to be completed by December 2010. The entire development 
project is likely to be completed by December 2011. 
 
 
EXTENSION OF PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
The Mayor reported that the 15 minutes allotted to Public Question Time had elapsed. 
 
 
COUNCIL DECISION - EXTENSION TO PUBLIC QUESTION TIM E 
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Hearne 
 
That Public Question Time be extended by 10 minutes at 7.25pm to allow for further 
questions to be dealt with. 

CARRIED (13/0) 
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6.2.8 Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South Perth 
 

Summary of Question 
1. When did the Government of Western Australia last dismiss the Elected Members of 

the City of South Perth? 
2. Why did the State Government dismiss the Elected Members of the City of South 

Perth? 
3. Who took over the duties of the Elected Members? 
4. How long was the City of South Perth operating without democratically elected 

decision-makers? 
 

Summary of Response 
The Mayor responded: 
1. Nine years ago 2000 
2. Contained in the Report on the 2000 Inquiry into CoSP. 
3. Commissioners 
4. Two years. 
 

6.2.9 Mr Graham Nicol,  Executive Apartments,19 Charles Street, South Perth 
 

Summary of Question 
Re Proposed changes to parking arrangements and in particular the impact on the business 
residents in the defined ‘Business Precinct’: 
1. If, as has been stated in the press, the decisions re the changes have been made after 

extensive community discussion, why is it that a significant number, if not all, 
business proprietors in the Precinct are on record as stating that they were no 
consulted? 

2. A request for details of the consultation process and a copy of documentation 
distributed was made to the Council officer - which has not been met.  Can this 
please be attended to? 

3.  The consultants engaged to review the situation (Uloth & Associates) in their report 
to the Council were apparently aware of the needs of the Precinct, and made specific 
recommendations to accommodate them - including the provision of parking permits 
to residents. Why did Council not accept these recommendations? 

4.  What provision has been made for all- day street parking for business owners, their 
staff and clients, and residents in the Business Precinct?  

 

Note: Cr Burrows left the Council Chamber at 7.26pm and returned at 7.28pm 
 

Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Smith respond. 
Cr Smith referred to a copy of correspondence from the Royal Perth Golf Club which 
expressed the Club’s disquiet in relation to not receiving further consultation with regard to 
changes to parking arrangements. He also referred to other similar comments made by 
residents and business owners within the Precinct. 
 
The Chief Executive Officer said that he believed there was some confusion about the level 
of consultation.  He agreed that Uloth & Associated did not consult with business owners at 
the time they were conducting their Survey.  This was not a part of their Brief.  Officers 
have never said that Consultants consulted with owners and occupiers.  What officers have 
said is that the consultation was done prior to the Consultant being appointed to carry out the 
Survey.  All residential and businesses properties  within the ‘Business Precinct’ (550 in 
total)  were consulted in May 2007 however only 39 responses were received.  In regard to 
recommendations made in the Consultant’s report, Council made some alternative 
suggestions to that of the Consultant based on local knowledge and feedback directly to 
them.  Businesses have an obligation to provide parking for staff and clients.  Additional all-
day street parking and parking areas are provided by the City. 



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 23 JUNE 2009 

12 

 
 

6.2.10 Mr Rick Hughes, Kensington Community Association   
 
Summary of Question 
Could the Council give an update on Rubbish and Recycling initiatives in the City of South 
Perth? 
 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor stated that as the question had been received too late to prepare a detailed 
response that he proposed to defer it to the next Council Meeting. Mr Hughes was satisfied 
with this proposal. 
 
 
6.2.11 Ms Angela Carr, 3 Craigie Crescent, Manning  
 
Summary of Question 
Could the Council consider not widening non-standard sized roads such as Craigie Crescent 
as a matter of policy.  This and other roads were made narrow (5 metres) in the 80’s and 
have proved to be of sufficient width to cope with all traffic.  It would be a cost saving to the 
Council if the width of roads was maintained as they already exist. Having more bitumen on 
a street only heats the suburb more and increases water runoff instead of charging the 
groundwater. Could we have a policy that roads remain at their present width as a cost 
cutting exercise for the City? 
 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor requested Cr Ozsdolay respond. 
Cr Ozsdolay responded as follows: 
 
The City has an adopted road hierarchy which is based on the Main Roads Western Australia 
Metropolitan Functional Road Hierarchy. The carriageway width is generally determined by 
the volume and type of traffic that is conveyed on the road and by the adjacent land use.  In 
this regard, the City has adopted 6.0 metres as its minimum road width in residential 
precincts. This width allows for cars to be parked on either side of the road whilst allowing 
through traffic to pass along the centre of the road. On isolated occasions the City has 
approved a width of 5.0 metres in residential precincts but only where that road services a 
few properties. 
 
Where the road is widened to accommodate the uses as identified above, traffic management 
is employed to slow down traffic and provide safe access for pedestrians. 
 
 
6.2.12 Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensington  
 
Summary of Question 
I have been given advice on last months Agenda Item 10.6.5 ( Members allowances etc) and 
Item 12.1 on the June Agenda (revoke and replace) and it has raised some very serious 
concerns.  The concerns are more legal rather than making an ongoing appearance in Inside 
Cover which may happen. I raise these questions, not in a context of agreeing or disagreeing 
with the decision, but out of concern that correct and lawful procedure may not have been 
followed and if any payments are made based on the May resolution at Item 10.6.5 or the 
June Item 12.1 they would be unlawful and would required to be paid back to Council when 
the Council became aware of the unlawful nature of the payments.  
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Summary of Response 
The Chief Executive Officer thanked Mr Defrenne for his questions.  He stated that at the 
May meeting Council adopted a series of Motions in relation to Elected Member Allowances 
and that the point in question revolves around the interpretation of a ‘majority vote’.  The 
initial response to this issue was that since the majority of votes cast did constitute a 
majority of eligible votes that could be cast, the decision was valid.  Legal advice was 
sought which came to a different view, that is, that it should be a majority of  “Members 
present” rather than a majority of  “Votes cast”.  It is therefore recommended that the total 
Resolution at Item 10.6.5 of the May Council Meeting be rescinded.  He further stated that 
there is no consequence as a result of the May resolution as it has not been acted upon and 
that is why it is allowable as a Revocation Motion.  The purposing of adopting the Member 
Entitlements in May was to allow any increases to be included in the 2009/2010 Budget due 
to be adopted on 7 July 2009 which is when the final decision would be made. 
 
 
6.2.13 Mr Harry Anstey, 21 Riverview Street, South Perth 
 
Summary of Question 
In relation to the Right-of-Way between Angelo and Karoo Streets, know as ROW15: 
1. Does the City have a record of when the eastern remnant of the ROW (which was 

Lot 349)  and which abuts South Perth Primary School (Lot 350) was subdivided? 
2. If this ROW was subdivided, who was the person/authority who initiated the 

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

separate lots? 
4. Have rates been charged on the ROW since 1912? If no rates have been collected on 

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

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

6. What costs have Council and residents born maintaining this ROW? 
 
 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor responded that the questions were Taken on Notice. 
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6.2.14 Mr Jim Grayden, 86 Strickland Street, South Perth 
 
Summary of Question 
I refer to lots 68 and 69 on plan 2692 formerly identified as ROW 15 between Angelo Street 
and Karoo Street, South Perth and crossing the eastern end of Riverview Street. 
Approximately sixty years ago the then South Perth Roads Board apparently contributed half 
the cost of establishing a bituminised footpath along ROW 15 between Angelo Street and 
Riverview Street with the balance paid by local resident Mrs Nell Burrows of 28 Riverview 
Street. Since that time, adjoining owners have contributed to the cost of paving other Right’s 
of Way on plan 2692. 
1. Can the City advise the basis on which the City has paid for the paving and 

maintenance of privately owned land comprising the various Right’s of Way on plan 
2692? 

2. Is the City aware of the Corruption and Crime Commission “Report on the 
Investigation of Alleged Misconduct by Employees of Landgate as a Result of 
Associations with External Clients Involved in the Property Development Industry” 
released 18 June 2009 which, among other matters, looked into the activities of 
Complex Land Solutions Pty Ltd, the consulting firm engaged by Ms Parker to 
progress the closure of ROW 15? 

3. Will the City support an application by concerned ratepayers to be recognised as 
interested parties in the State Administrative Tribunal hearing set for 1 July 2009 on 
the Development Application submitted by Ms Parker concerning former ROW 15? 

 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor responded that the questions were Taken on Notice. 
 
6.2.15 Ms Anjie Brook, 33 Crawshaw Crescent, Manning  
 
Summary of Question 
Is the City of South Perth not required to follow the Orders as determined by the State 
Administrative Tribunal in relation to proposed two storey Single House at No.33 Crawshaw 
Crescent Manning? 
 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor stated that this issue had been dealt with as ‘correspondence’.  He confirmed that 
a written response dated 23 June 2009 had been provided by the Manager Development 
Services to Mr Steve Allerding  of Allerding and Associates, Subiaco in relation to this 
matter.  
 
Close of Public Question Time 
There being no further questions the Mayor closed Public Question time at 7.42pm 
 
 

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS  
 

7.1 MINUTES 
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 26.5.2009  

 

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.1  
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Grayden 

 
That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting held 26 May  2009 be taken as read and 
confirmed as a true and correct record. 

CARRIED (13/0) 
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7.1.2 CEO Evaluation Committee Meeting Held: 8.6.2009 

 

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.2  
Moved Cr  Trent, Sec Cr Doherty 

 
That…. 
(a) the process to commence the 2009/2010 CEO Performance Review, as identified in 

the Minutes of the CEO Evaluation Committee Meeting Held 8 June 2009, be 
endorsed; and 

(b) the Minutes of the CEO Evaluation Meeting of 8 June 2009 be received. 
CARRIED (13/0) 

 
7.2 BRIEFINGS 

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

 
7.2.1 Agenda Briefing -  May Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 19.5.2009 

Officers of the City presented background information and answered questions on 
items identified from the May Council Agenda.  Notes from the Agenda Briefing are 
included as Attachment 7.2.1. 

 
7.2.2 Concept Forum Budget Process Update Meeting Held: 20.5.2009 

Officers of the City presented an update on the Budget process and responded to 
questions raised by Members.  
Briefing Notes from the Concept Forum are included as Attachment 7.2.2. 

 

7.2.3 Concept Forum  - Travel to Canberra, Community, Crime & Safety Meeting, 
Solar Design, Australia Day and Water Strategy - Meeting Held: 2.6.2009 
Officers of the City presented  background information in relation to the topics listed 
and responded to questions raised by Members.  
Briefing Notes from the Concept Forum are included as Attachment 7.2.3. 

 

7.2.4 Concept Forum Major Town Planning Development &  Sustainable Design in 
Existing Streetscapes  Meeting Held: 3.6.2009 
Officers presented background information in relation to Proposed Additional Uses 
(Office/Café) at 123 Melville Parade, Como and responded to questions raised by 
Members. The Mayor provided notes from the ‘Sustainable Design in Existing 
Streetscapes’ seminar.   
Briefing Notes from the Concept Briefing are included as Attachment 7.2.4. 

 

7.2.5 Concept Forum : Draft Budget Presentation Meeting Held: 9.6.2009 
Officers of the City presented the draft Budget in relation to their areas and 
responded to questions raised by Members.  
Briefing Notes from the Concept Briefing are included as Attachment 7.2.5. 

 

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1 TO 7.2.5 INCLUSIVE 
Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Cala 
 

That the comments and attached Notes under Items 7.2.1 to 7.2.5 inclusive on Council 
Agenda Briefings held since the last Ordinary Meeting of Council on 26 May 2009 be noted. 

 

CARRIED (13/0) 
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8. PRESENTATIONS 

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

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

Nil 
 
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 10.2.1 and 10.3.2 were heard at the June Council 

Agenda Briefing held on 16 June 2009. 
 
Opening of Deputations 
The Mayor opened Deputations at 7.48pm. 
 

 

8.3.1   Mr Murray Rosenberg, 36 Ryrie Avenue, Como    Agenda Item 10.0.1 
 

Mr Rosenberg spoke against the officer recommendation for Item 10.0.1 ‘Consultation 
Policy P355’ on the following points: 
• lack of neighbourhood consultation in regards to double storey houses 
• potential for greater planning errors dur to lack of neighbourhood consultation 
• proposed policy is difficult to interpret 
• other Councils allow greater neighbourhood  consultation refer Subiaco/Nedlands 
• it is difficult to view planning documents under proposed policy 
• suggest policy proposed is not broad enough - needs improvement 
 
 

8.3.2   Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensington .. Agenda Item 12.1 
 

Mr Defrenne spoke against the proposed Motion at Item 12.1 ‘Mayoral Allowances’ on the 
following points: 
• May report Item 10.6.5 / June Item 12.1  did not express need for absolute majority 
• important when Councillors take advice, that the advice is correct 
• Local Government Act requires Absolute Majority / refer ‘CEO Comment’ at Item 12.1  
• City needs to provide correct information 
• CEO recommends May Motion be rescinded - May Motion remains ‘not valid’- nothing 

to rescind.  Item 10.6.5 of May Agenda failed to advise ‘Absolute Majority Required’ 
• no problem with Mayor getting the full Allowance  
 

Cr Hearne point of order - not keeping to the topic  
 

Mayor upheld the point of order and requested Mr Defrenne keep to the topic. 
 

 
• Council needs to  follow correct procedures / comply with the rules 
• Council should have voted on the individual clauses at Item 10.6.5 of the May Agenda 

making it valid 
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8.3.3   Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South Perth .. ……Agenda Item 12.2 
 

Mr Drake spoke for the proposed Motion at Item 12.2 ‘Assessment of 11 Heppingstone 
Street under TPS5’ on the following points: 
• background on development at 11 Heppingstone Street approved under TPS5 
• the building at 11 Heppingstone Street has been overbuilt by over 30% 
• building needs to be correctly assessed to determine the above statement 
• assessment to comment on Conditions (6), (9) and (13) of Planning Consent 8.1.2001 
• water feature ie mote around front of building checked for child safety 
• report to comment on the buildings impact on local amenity and harmony 
• report to be provided to Council for consideration before next meeting 
• agree to reimburse Council cost of measuring building if found not to be over-built 
 
Note: Community Development Co-ordinator joined the meeting at 8.04pm. 

 
 
EXTENSION OF TIME 
The Mayor reported that the 10 minutes allotted to Mr Drake’s Deputation had elapsed. 
 
 
COUNCIL DECISION - EXTENSION  OF TIME   
Moved Cr Smith, Sec Cr Gleeson  
 
That Mr Drake be granted an extension of time of a further 5 minutes to conclude his 
Deputation. 

CARRIED (8/5) 
Mr Drake cont’d with his Deputation 
• refer correspondence forwarded to Cr Grayden  in response to ‘Late Item 14’ of the May 

Council meeting. 
• believe Council need an accurate report in relation to No. 11 Heppingstone Street with 

new facts available to officers to continue to provide good governance 
• without this report this matter cannot be concluded. 

 
 
Close of Deputations 
The Mayor closed Deputations at 8.16pm 

 
 

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES  

 
8.4.1. Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone: 27 May  2009 

A report from Mayor Best and Cr Trent summarising their attendance at the 
WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held 27 May 2009 is at 
Attachment 8.4.1.   
 
The Minutes of the WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone meeting of 27 May 
2009 have also been received and are available on the iCouncil website.   

 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Delegate’s Report at  Attachment 8.4.1  in relation to the WALGA South 
East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held 27 May 2009 be received. 
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.1 
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Burrows 
 
That the Delegate’s Report at  Attachment 8.4.1  in relation to the WALGA South 
East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held 27 May 2009 be received. 

CARRIED (13/0) 
 

 
8.4.2. Council Delegate: Two Rivers Catchment Group 15 April 2009  

Cr Ozsdolay attended the Two Rivers Catchment Group Meeting on Wednesday  
15 April 2009 at the Town of Victoria Park.  The Minutes of the Two Rivers 
Catchment Group Meeting are available on the iCouncil website and at Attachment 
8.4.2. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Minutes at Attachment 8.4.2 of  the Two Rivers Catchment Group 
Meeting Held :  15 April  2009 be received. 
 

 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.2 
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Grayden 
 
That the Minutes at Attachment 8.4.2 of  the Two Rivers Catchment Group 
Meeting Held :  15 April  2009 be received. 

CARRIED (13/0) 
 
 

8.4.3. Council Delegate: River Regional Council : 4 June 2009 
A report from Delegates Mayor Best and  Cr Trent, summarising their attendance, 
together with the CEO and Manager Environmental Health and Ranger Services at 
the Rivers Regional Council Meeting  held  4 June 2009 is at Attachment 8.4.3.   
 
Note: The Minutes of the Rivers Regional Council Ordinary Council Meeting held 

on 4 June 2009 have also been received and are available on the iCouncil 
website.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Delegate’s Report at  Attachment 8.4.3 in relation to the River Regional 
Council Meeting held 4 June 2009 be received. 

 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.3 
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Burrows 
 
That the Delegate’s Report at  Attachment 8.4.3 in relation to the River Regional 
Council Meeting held 4 June 2009 be received. 

CARRIED (13/0) 
 

 
8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES  
Nil 
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9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS 

The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exception of the items identified to be withdrawn for 
discussion that the remaining reports, including the officer recommendations, would be adopted en 
bloc, ie all together.  He then sought confirmation from the Chief Executive Officer that all the 
report items had been discussed at the Agenda Briefing held on 16 June 2009. 
 

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this was correct. 
 

WITHDRAWN ITEMS 
The following items were withdrawn for discussion / debate: 
• Item 10.0.1 alternative Motion proposed 
• Item 10.3.2 alternative Motion proposed 

 
 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION  
Moved  Cr Cala, Sec Cr Hearne 
 
That with the exception of Withdrawn Items 10.0.1 and 10.3.2 which are to be considered 
separately, the officer recommendations in relation to Agenda Items 10.2.1, 10.3.1, 10.3.3, 10.5.1, 
10.5.2, 10.6.1, 10.6.2 and  10.6.3 be carried en bloc. 

CARRIED (13/0) 
 
 

Note: Community Development Co-ordinator retired from the meeting at 8.20pm. 
 
 
10. R E P O R T S 
 

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETINGS  
 

 
10.0.1 Planning Policy P355 “Consultation for Planning Proposals”:  Report on 

Submissions   
 
Location: City of South Perth  
Applicant: Council  
File Ref: A/CM/7 
Date: 2 June 2009 
Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning Officer 
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Development Services 
 
Summary 
Following a 35-day consultation period, this report has been prepared in response to 
submissions received on proposed Planning Policy P355 “Consultation for Planning 
Proposals”.  A modified version of the Policy is also presented for Council consideration.   
The recommendation is that the modified Policy P355 be adopted as a replacement for the 
currently operative Policy P104.  
 
Background 
Planning Policy P355 “Consultation for Planning Proposals” will replace the currently 
operative Planning Policy P104 which was adopted on 26 July 2005 as the City’s first 
comprehensive neighbour and community consultation Policy relating to ‘Planning’ 
proposals of all kinds.  The draft Policy P355 has been advertised and recommended 
modifications are now presented for Council consideration and final adoption.   
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The attached Policy P355 represents the end of a very long and complex review process, the 
first to have been undertaken since Policy P104 was adopted.  This review has been so 
thorough that the extent of change to the original Policy P104 has led to the creation of a 
new Policy.  With a change from Goal 1 ‘Customer Focus’ to Goal 3 ‘Environmental 
Management’, and a consequent change of identifying Policy number, the document now 
presented for final adoption is a new Policy.  This was explained more fully in the relevant 
March 2009 report which also contained:  
• detailed descriptions of the numerous differences between the draft Policy P355 and the 

current Policy P104;  and 
• detailed descriptions of the numerous factors which were taken into account by officers 

in the initial preparation of Policy P355, including several Council briefings and concept 
forums, with early opportunity for Councillor input. 

 
Attachment 10.3.2 comprises the modified Policy P355 in a form suitable for final 
adoption. 
 
Comment 
At the March 2009 meeting, the Council endorsed the draft Policy P355 for the purpose of 
community consultation.  The draft Policy was advertised for 35 days, 14 days longer than 
the minimum period specified in Policy P104.  This resulted in two submissions from 
members of the community, as well as several improvements suggested by Planning 
Officers.  The recommended modifications are discussed fully in the ‘Consultation’ section 
of this report. 

 
Consultation 
Being a ‘Planning Policy’, Policy P355 was advertised pursuant to the provisions of clause 
9.6 of Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) and Policy P104.  Based on these requirements 
and the March 2009 Council resolution, Policy P355 was advertised in the manner described 
below:  
 

Minimum required advertising Advertising undertaken 

Newspaper, once a week for two 
consecutive weeks 

• Notice was published in the ‘City Update’ column of the 
Southern Gazette newspaper on 21 and 28 April 2009 

• Notices and documents were also displayed in the Civic 
Centre, Libraries, Heritage House and on the City’s web site 
under ‘Out for Comment’ 

Not less than 21 days 35 days, to accommodate Council Members’ expectations 
expressed in this regard at the March meeting. 

 
The community consultation process resulted in two written submissions from members of 
the community.  The comments of the submitters, together with Officer responses, are 
summarised as follows: 
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Submitter’s Comment Officer Response 

1. I don't believe the proposed Policy goes far enough in 
terms of requiring neighbourhood consultation for the 
building of Single Houses, much the same as the 
previous Policy P104 in this regard - i.e. there is no 
neighbourhood consultation for Single Houses except 
where, in the opinion of the planning officer, certain 
conditions are met.  

 Clause 1.3.11 in the Consultation Matrix needs to be 
amended to apply only to a single storey house. I 
suggest another line be added to the Matrix requiring 
mandatory neighbourhood consultation for double storey 
properties. Such properties are more likely to have an 
impact on neighbours’ views and privacy. In regards to 
the importance of views to residents, this is often the 
reason why people build double storey residences.  

 My recent experience has been with a double storey 
residence next to our house. We were given no 
opportunity to comment during the approval process. 
This was despite the large impact of this building on both 
our views and privacy.  Under FOI, I viewed the site 
plans for this property and found that the location of our 
kitchen windows was omitted from the site plans of the 
new building that were submitted to the Council. Such an 
omission can impact a planning officer’s decision when 
assessing the visual impact of a proposed application. If 
neighbourhood consultation had been undertaken in this 
case I would have pointed this out to the planning officer.  

 Furthermore, when neighbourhood consultation is 
undertaken, access to the plans submitted to the Council 
is free to residents. This is not the case once the plan 
has been approved. Viewing plans under FOI is 
expensive to residents. It cost me over $90 in my case. 
In summary, it seems to be common sense to make it 
mandatory that a double storey single residence or 
higher requires mandatory neighbourhood consultation. 

(a) Consultation inviting comments 

Clause 1.3.11 relates to a proposed ‘Single House’ 
without reference to the number of storeys, provided 
that it complies with all aspects of the R-Codes, TPS6 
and City Policies. In such a case, no consultation is 
undertaken by the City. However, Part 1.2 of the Matrix 
contains numerous amenity ‘triggers’ which would 
cause consultation to be undertaken. In relation to 
Single House proposals, the most commonly arising 
situations where neighbour consultation is required, 
include: 

• Matters determined at a Council meeting 
• Boundary walls 
• Site filling and retaining walls 
• Setback variations for certain streets listed in 

TPS6 Table 2 for residential uses 
• Side or rear setback variations 
• Overshadowing 
• Development in Salter Point 
• Significant views 

Residential development is controlled by the R-Codes 
unless a variation is listed in TPS6.  Clause 5.1 of the 
R-Codes precludes the Council from making policies 
imposing more stringent requirements than the R-
Codes, except in a limited number of circumstances. 
Visual privacy is an aspect of development where a 
local planning policy is not permitted. 

Policy P355 identifies those aspects of development 
where neighbours may influence the City’s decision-
making process to a greater or lesser degree. That 
clause states that neighbours cannot make a significant 
contribution in the case of proposed development 
conforming to all normal requirements.  

It would not be appropriate for the City to invite 
comments from neighbours on aspects of development 
that are permitted “as of right” by the R-Codes because 
the City would not have discretionary power to require 
modifications to the design. Where a two-storey Single 
House complies with all aspects of the R-Codes, TPS6 
and City Policies, there is no reason to invite comments 
from neighbours. To do so would be to imply that there 
is an opportunity to have the plans changed or refused 
by the City. This would be misleading, raising 
unrealistic expectations that the neighbours are able to 
contribute to the outcome.  

(b) Notification for information only 

For the reasons explained above, it would not be 
appropriate for the City to invite neighbours’ 
comments on two-storey Single House proposals 
unless variations from the R-Codes are requested.  
However, it is recognised that the closest neighbours 
are likely to have more interest in the proposed 
development and may wish to be informed even 
where the proposal complies with all normal 
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requirements.   

If, in addition to the ‘mandatory’ neighbour 
consultation procedures, the City were to implement 
additional actions to inform all neighbours for all 
proposed developments, substantial additional costs 
would be incurred, particularly in relation to staff 
resources.  This is also likely to lead to delays in 
processing applications and more appeals to the State 
Administrative Tribunal.  

Balancing responsible consideration of the issues 
referred to above, against community expectations, it 
is considered that applicants should be strongly 
encouraged to engage with their neighbours.  This 
action would reinforce comments in the R-Codes 
which are reproduced in the proposed Policy P355. In 
this regard, the R-Codes and Policy P355 state that it 
is courteous and often beneficial for applicants to 
engage with neighbours well in advance of a formal 
application, with the object of negotiating mutually 
acceptable outcomes. 

To give effect to this initiative, IT IS RECOMMENDED 
that the City’s standard acknowledgement letter to 
applicants be expanded to encourage them to provide 
opportunities for neighbours to inspect their plans.  
This should also be reinforced by way of an “Important 
Note” on the Notice of Determination of the 
development application. 

The comment is UPHELD to the extent described in (b) 
above. 

2. My own experience of the planning process during 
redevelopment of the block to the rear of our home 
several years ago was not a positive one. Other 
residents on my street have anecdotes about loss of 
amenity after two storey construction adjacent to their 
older homes. 

 As housing stock renewal continues, I feel the review of 
the consultation policies is a welcome enhancement of 
the planning process and I acknowledge the process and 
work undertaken by Council and the planning staff. 

 Clause 9(b)(ii) of Policy P355 addresses the issues that 
most align with our difficulties in being made aware of 
the dwelling design and its effect on our amenity, and 
being able to articulate our concerns in the late stages of 
the construction. 

 In situations where R-Code compliance requires no 
consultation, I would argue that the potential for enduring 
neighbour disputes is precisely because of lack of 
consultation in planning situations in which the R-Codes 
are used to their limits; that is, in ways that achieve the 
letter of the Code but that adjacent residents dispute as 
being not in the spirit of the Code. 

 

 

 

 

The R-Codes, TPS6 and Council Policies are designed to 
facilitate development throughout the City in a way that will 
protect both neighbours’ amenity and also the right of 
owners to develop their land. Neighbours’ amenity is 
deemed to be satisfactorily protected when full compliance 
with those documents is achieved. This is a fair, equitable 
and accountable process which results in consistent 
decisions. 

The submitter refers to a difficulty experienced by some 
people in articulating concerns during the late stages of 
construction of a development. In fact, community 
consultation is undertaken prior to a decision on the 
development application and not during construction.  

Any land owner expects to be able to design to the limits 
that the R-Codes permit. In many cases, a land owner’s 
Single House proposal is permissible “as of right”, with little 
or no opportunity for modification by the Council. In such 
cases, it would be inappropriate for the City to seek 
comments from neighbours because any objections to a 
permissible aspect of a proposed development could not be 
upheld by the Council. 
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 The ability to require consultation at Council discretion 
where the proposal under consideration may “adversely 
affect the amenity of an adjoining property” in clause 
9(b)(ii) addresses my concerns. I would request Council 
and the planning team to consider the following options 
in preparing its internal protocols. They relate to clause 
9(b)(ii) and clause 6(g) which states that “Where a 
person has been invited to comment on a Planning 
proposal and no submission is received within the 
nominated time period, the Council will take this to mean 
that the person has no comment to make”: 

(a) Will the mechanism ascertain whether a person 
such as a sole occupant pensioner or any other 
person has not responded because they lack the 
knowledge or capacity to undertake a comment in 
response to Council’s request? This may include the 
resident’s ability to interpret plans or understand the 
effect on amenity of the proposed development. 

(b) Does Council see a need for advice to home owner 
/ occupiers on engagement of an advocate who can 
assist in understanding the issues and help the 
owner articulate a response to Council? 

(c) In an email of support to Mayor James Best for the 
success of the public forum on powering the City 
with renewable energy recently, I noted: 

“It was interesting to hear the alternative 
perspective from the young woman seeking to 
include slit windows on a new design and the astute 
observation from another attendee that planning 
and modifying buildings for energy conservation will 
see another round of disputes between community 
members.” 

James explained that a group of Councillors are 
considering new opportunities for mediation in the 
disputes. I wholeheartedly endorse the consultation 
review and any other mediation efforts by Council. 

 

Responses to the submitter’s suggestions: 

(a) Any person who is consulted by the City is welcome to 
make an appointment to discuss the proposal with the 
processing officer.  It is agreed that a person who lacks 
the knowledge or ability to examine plans and make a 
written submission within the time available should be 
encouraged to speak with an officer. While the City 
officer cannot assist the person in writing their 
submission, the officer will impartially explain all 
aspects of the proposal on which comment is sought, 
which could affect the amenity of the neighbour. IT IS 
RECOMMENDED that the City’s standard letter to 
neighbours be expanded to encourage neighbours to 
seek advice from a City Planning Officer. 

(b) Any person who attends the City offices to view plans 
prior to making a written submission may be 
accompanied by up to two other people. Such people 
could be experts in planning or architecture, or family, 
friends or other neighbours. The City cannot provide 
independent advocates for neighbours’ assistance. IT 
IS RECOMMENDED that the City’s standard letter to 
neighbours be expanded to advise that they may be 
accompanied by up to two other people. 

(c) The discussion between the submitter and the Mayor is 
noted. 

The comment is UPHELD to the extent described in (a) and 
(b) above. 

 
 
In addition to the submissions from members of the community, City officers have 
suggested a number of formatting and clarification improvements to Policy P355 to further 
enhance it as a document which will be in daily use by Planning officers and others.  Such 
changes have not resulted in any significant change to the operative effect of the Policy.  
The recommended changes are shown in the attached Policy document in red font. 
 
Policy, Legislative and Administrative Implications 
The statutory process for revising and adopting a Planning Policy has been undertaken in 
accordance with the process prescribed in clause 9.6 of TPS6.  After the Council finally 
adopts Policy P355, the only remaining part of the statutory process is to publish the fact 
once in a newspaper circulating in the district.  Such Notices are published in the ‘City 
Update’ column of the Southern Gazette newspaper.  From that date, the new Policy will 
become operational and Policy P104 will cease to operate. 
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Financial Implications 
This matter has implications to the extent of the cost of advertising the draft Policy P355 for 
consultation, and to the extent of the cost of wider minimum neighbour consultation 
required by the Policy after it is implemented. 
 
Strategic Implications 
This matter relates principally to Goal 3 “Environmental Management” identified within the 
Council’s Strategic Plan.  Goal 3 is expressed in the following terms:  To effectively 
manage, enhance and maintain the City’s unique natural and built environment. 
 
This matter also relates to Goal 1 “Customer Focus”, identified within the Council’s 
Strategic Plan.  Goal 1 is expressed in the following terms:  “To be a customer focused 
organisation that promotes effective communication and encourages community 
participation.”  
 
The rigorous review of Policy P104, culminating in the new Policy P355 also relates to Goal 
5 “Organisational Effectiveness”, identified within the Council’s Strategic Plan.  Goal 5 is 
expressed in the following terms:  “To be a professional, efficient and effective 
organisation.” 
 
Sustainability Implications 
Policy P355 contributes to the City’s sustainability by promoting effective communication 
and encouraging community participation to the most effective level in various Planning 
processes.  The currently operative consultation policy, P104, has been well tested since its 
initial adoption in 2005, and has been extensively reviewed over a period of more than two 
years.  Policy P355 incorporates many forms of improvement to make it a more 
comprehensive and user-friendly document.  The Policy provisions themselves expand the 
extent of consultation to a considerable degree, ensuring the most appropriate level of 
consultation is undertaken throughout the community for every kind of Planning proposal.   
 
The document has been made available to Council Members at different times during the 
review period and to the community for input.  This has resulted in very useful and 
constructive improvement.  Policy P355 is now in an appropriate form to be finally adopted 
by the Council.  Policy P355 should be sustainable for several years without the need for 
further modification. 
 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1 

 
That … 
(a) Council, under the provisions of clause 9.6 of the City of South Perth Town 

Planning Scheme No. 6, adopts Planning Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning 
Proposals’, comprising Attachment 10.0.1, to supersede the existing Policy P104 
‘Neighbour and Community Consultation in Town Planning Processes’;   

(b) the City’s standard neighbour consultation letters be expanded to: 
(i) encourage the consulted neighbours to seek advice from a City Planning 

officer, by appointment, prior to preparing a written submission;  and 
(ii) advise that, when visiting the Civic Centre to speak with a Planning officer, 

the consulted neighbours may be accompanied by up to two other people of 
the neighbours’ choice;  and 
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(c) in cases where neighbours are not consulted under Policy P355:  
(i) the City’s standard acknowledgement letter to applicants be expanded to 

encourage them to inform neighbours of the proposed development and to 
invite the neighbours to inspect the development plans;  and   

(ii) an additional “Important Note” be included on the Notice of Determination 
of the development application to reinforce the desirability of engaging with 
the neighbours prior to commencement of construction. 

 
 
MOTION 
Cr Hasleby moved the officer recommendation, Sec Cr Gleeson 
 
MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF CLARIFICATION 
 
Cr Hasleby opening for the Motion 
• congratulate Planning Team for document P355 “Consultation for Planning Proposals” 
• been through extensive consultation process / numerous briefings 
• policy had numerous changes - nothing like original policy P104 
• heard Deputation about neighbour consultation for 2 storey properties - believe this has 

been properly addressed 
• where developments comply no reason to invite comment from neighbours, given 

neighbours cannot contribute to outcome - could not be supported by Councillors 
• recommendation states City’s standard acknowledgement letter be expanded  - support 
• P355 covers the bases and ticks all the boxes - many worthwhile improvements 
• support officer recommendation as is - without further delay 

 
Cr Gleeson for the Motion 
• endorse Cr Hasleby’s comments 
• support officer recommendation 

 
 
FORESHADOWED MOTION 
Cr Doherty said she was against the Motion and Foreshadowed that if the current Motion is 
Lost that she would be moving a Motion for a policy which expands on the community 
consultation and informs residents of developments in a cost effective way. 
 
 
Cr Trent against the Motion 
• heard Deputation - agree we need to have a fresh look at the consultation policy 
• referred to a similar situation in Kensington and a major ‘overlooking’ problem which 

required a Council determination to prevent overlooking 
• policy needs to be expanded 
• against policy as proposed 

 
Cr Hasleby closing for the Motion 
• support Policy P355 as presented 
• support officer recommendation 
 
 
The Mayor Put the Motion            LOST (3/10) 
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MOTION 
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Hearne 
 

That…. 
(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted; 
(b) Council, under the provisions of clause 9.6 of the City of South Perth Town 

Planning Scheme No. 6, adopts Planning Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning 
Proposals’, comprising Attachment 10.0.1, to supersede the existing Policy P104 
‘Neighbour and Community Consultation in Town Planning Processes’; 

(c) a further review of the adopted Policy P355 at (b) above be conducted and include  
investigation by the City officers of similar consultation polices at the Cities of 
Subiaco, Nedlands and other local authorities; 

(d)  at the conclusion of this investigation referred to at (c) above, a Councillor 
Workshop be held no later than 30 September 2009; and following the Local 
Government Elections in October 2009 the newly elected Council consider the 
outcome of the workshop in a further Briefing in October 2009; 

(e) a report on the review of Policy P355 be submitted to the November 2009 Council 
meeting for adoption for public comment and a final report, including public 
submissions, be considered at the February 2010 Council meeting;  

(f) as an interim measure…. 
(i) the City’s standard neighbour consultation letters be expanded to: 

(A) encourage the consulted neighbours to seek advice from a City 
Planning officer, by appointment, prior to preparing a written 
submission;  and 

(B) advise that, when visiting the Civic Centre to speak with a Planning 
officer, the consulted neighbours may be accompanied by up to two 
other people of the neighbours’ choice; 

(ii) in cases where neighbours are not consulted under Policy P355:  
(A) the City’s standard acknowledgement letter to applicants be 

expanded to encourage them to inform neighbours of the proposed 
development and to invite the neighbours to inspect the 
development plans;  and   

(B) an additional “Important Note” be included on the Notice of 
Determination of the development application to reinforce the 
desirability of engaging with the neighbours prior to 
commencement of construction; 

 

Cr Doherty opening for the Motion 
• propose a further review of the Policy P355 be conducted and include investigation on 

similar consultation polices at the Cities of Subiaco, Nedlands and other local authorities 
• important neighbours are informed 
• important neighbours are aware of new buildings etc 
• even when building complies with all requirements believe neighbours should be advised 
• proposed Policy P355 has been the subject of numerous reports to Council in the last 4 

years  appropriate P355 is adopted / benefit from increased consultation that the policy 
provides 

• there are still opportunities to further improve the policy by advising residents and 
ratepayers of all developments that may have an impact on their amenity 

• the Cities of Subiaco and Nedlands have planning consultation policies that provide 
notification to adjoining owners of planning applications whether they are compliant or 
non compliant in a cost effective manner 

• these policies have proven to overcome the element of surprise to an adjoining property 
owner, apparently without high cost or administrative burden.   

• success of this initiative has been made possible with the use of GIS and other software, 
also with legal obstacles of copyright being overcome with an applicant consent form 
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• appropriate that the policy should shape the future of planning consultation for some 
years to come and the City has a duty to consider strategies that are as far reaching as 
possible and serve the needs of all its residents 

• ask Members consider alternative Motion proposed 
 

Cr Hearne for the Motion 
• Cr Doherty’s points are justified - this is just ‘good customer service’ 
• heard Deputation which gave a good example of what could happen without consultation 

- have personally experienced a similar issue 
• there are many examples of issues arising due to lack of consultation in relation to 

proposed developments etc  - believe if plans had been provided some of these issues 
could have been avoided 

• support Motion   
 

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1  
The Mayor Put the Motion 
 

That…. 
(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted; 
(b) Council, under the provisions of clause 9.6 of the City of South Perth Town 

Planning Scheme No. 6, adopts Planning Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning 
Proposals’, comprising Attachment 10.0.1, to supersede the existing Policy P104 
‘Neighbour and Community Consultation in Town Planning Processes’; 

(c) a further review of the adopted Policy P355 at (b) above be conducted and include  
investigation by the City officers of similar consultation polices at the Cities of 
Subiaco, Nedlands and other local authorities; 

(d)  at the conclusion of this investigation referred to at (c) above, a Councillor 
Workshop be held no later than 30 September 2009; and following the Local 
Government Elections in October 2009 the newly elected Council consider the 
outcome of the workshop in a further Briefing in October 2009; 

(e) a report on the review of Policy P355 be submitted to the November 2009 Council 
meeting for adoption for public comment and a final report, including public 
submissions, be considered at the February 2010 Council meeting;  

(f) as an interim measure…. 
(i) the City’s standard neighbour consultation letters be expanded to: 

(A) encourage the consulted neighbours to seek advice from a City 
Planning officer, by appointment, prior to preparing a written 
submission;  and 

(B) advise that, when visiting the Civic Centre to speak with a Planning 
officer, the consulted neighbours may be accompanied by up to two 
other people of the neighbours’ choice; 

(ii) in cases where neighbours are not consulted under Policy P355:  
(A) the City’s standard acknowledgement letter to applicants be 

expanded to encourage them to inform neighbours of the proposed 
development and to invite the neighbours to inspect the 
development plans;  and   

(B) an additional “Important Note” be included on the Notice of 
Determination of the development application to reinforce the 
desirability of engaging with the neighbours prior to 
commencement of construction; 

CARRIED (11/2) 
Reason for Change 
Policy P355 has been the subject of numerous reports to Council in the last 4 years and it is 
appropriate that it is adopted so that the City and its community can receive the benefits of 
the increased consultation that the policy provides.  Notwithstanding this, it is considered 
that there are still opportunities to further improve the policy by advising residents and 
ratepayers of all developments that may have an impact on their amenity. 
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10.1 GOAL 1 :  CUSTOMER FOCUS 

Nil 
 

10.2 GOAL 2: COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT 
 

10.2.1 Manning District Centre  
 
Location:   City of South Perth 
Applicant:   Council   
Date:    June 2009 
Authors: Helen Doran-Wu 

Acting Manager Community Culture and Recreation 
Reporting Officer:  Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer 
 
Summary  
The purpose of this report is to consider the outcomes of consultation undertaken on the 
Manning District Centre.  The aim of the consultation was to develop Concept Plans 
following a review of Manning Community Facilities and the relocation of the Manning 
Library.  The Manning Community Facility Study with all attachments is available in the 
Councillors Lounge. 
 
Background  
Following the report of 9 February 2008, the City engaged CSD Consulting to conduct a 
comprehensive community survey with key stakeholders to develop concept plans for the 
Manning District Centre and investigate the preferred location for Manning Library.  It is 
intended that the proposed facility would incorporate the uses currently in the Manning Hall, 
James Miller Pavilion, Manning Infant Health Clinic and the Tennis Club Pavilion.   A 
presentation of the progress of the Study was made at a Council Briefing on 7 April 2009. 
As outlined in the Study the redevelopment of the Manning District Centre is key to 
sustaining and supporting community and sporting groups while recognising that several of 
the current facilities are reaching the end of their serviceable life.   

 
Comment  
Consultation with stakeholders, affected residents and library users occurred from 
September 2008 to December 2008.  A reference group was established with key 
stakeholders, to help bring the outcomes of the consultation together and discuss the concept 
plans. The stakeholders included representatives from a range of community groups and 
State Government Departments, adjacent neighbours and staff.  In all, 200 people 
participated in a comprehensive consultation process. 
 
The final report on the Manning District Centre Community Facility delivered 20 
recommendations.  These covered the nature and scale of the facility, land use, traffic 
management, the relocation of the library and ongoing consultation..  Although outside the 
scope of the project, the report also explored optional concept plans that would enhance the 
interaction between the Welwyn Street shops and the facility.  The relationship is considered 
to be integral to the overall creation of vibrancy in the area. 
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Map of existing facilities _ Diagram 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Map of Option 3 outlining proposed community and commercial facilities - Diagram 2 
 
Community Facility Report: Highlights 
Overall, the report found that there is a high level of enthusiasm for a new community 
facility that integrates community, sporting and commercial activities. Further, there is a 
desire for a local facility that meets local needs and not the needs of the broader region.  It 
was envisaged that the following groups would be located at the centre: 
 
• Child and Community Health Centre 
• Multipurpose Activity (‘Hall’) Space 
• Playgroup room and associated outdoor space 
• Early Years/community rooms 
• Moorditch Keila Aboriginal Centre 
• Manning Rippers Football Club 
• Manning Library.  
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The consultants developed four precinct options: 
 
Option 1: Development of a community hub and town square, reconfiguration of the James 
Miller Oval  and closure of the Bradshaw Crescent loop road,  but assumes no changes to 
the existing shops.  See Section 3.12.1, page 25 of the final report. 
 
Option 2: Is a variation of Option 1 but incorporates underground parking.  The aim is to 
minimise the need for ground level parking and create more community space.  See Section 
3.12.2, page 26 of the final report. 
 
Option 3: Is a variation of Option 1 that incorporates a significant reconfiguration of the 
shops at Welwyn Avenue.  The aim is to develop, and link, a community hub and a vibrant 
commercial precinct. See Section 3.12.3, page 27 of the final report. 
 
Option 4: Is a variation of Option 3 that incorporates the complete redevelopment of the 
shops.  See Section 3.12.4, page 28 of the final report. 
 
The preferred scenario, Option 3, incorporates  major enhancements to the community 
facilities  and provides for changes to the Welwyn Avenue shops.  An advantage of Option 3 
is that it also enhances the connection between the shops and the facility.  While creating a 
vibrancy, this option also addresses issues regarding safety, increased local amenity and the 
access laneway. While the consultation has indicated that support for altering the shops 
exists further consultation with the Welwyn Avenue shop owners would need to occur to 
determine the viability of the current proposal.  The City would not be responsible for costs 
associated with changes to the shopping precinct. Option 3 also includes a proposal for 
residential development to be incorporated into the project. The provision of housing and 
density will require further discussion and investigation as part of the four level consultation 
process. Due to the significant advantages of this proposal and indicated support, it is 
recommended that Council supports Option 3 subject to further investigation. 
 
Currently, the land, the subject of the review and on which existing community facilities are 
located,  is classified as an ‘A’ Class reserve.  The land is vested in the City for the purposes 
of hall, community health centre and recreation.  The  Study Report proposes a change to 
part of the vesting in order to consider the development of a small supporting commercial 
area (identified as areas 1 - 4 on Diagram 2) and associated car parking, as outlined in 
Option 3.  If Option 3 was to be progressed, the City would have to apply to the Department 
of Planning and Infrastructure (DPI) for a ‘change of vesting’ of that part of the reserve 
currently utilised by the tennis courts to commercial.  The proposed change would then align 
the use of the land with the proposed purpose.  However, this process could take up to two 
years.   
 
To expedite the process of the ‘change of vesting’ the City should investigate whether or not 
the proposed changes would be supported by DPI as soon as practical.   If the ‘change of 
vesting’ is approved, the City would not have to amend the City’s Town Planning Scheme 
No. 6 as the land is already zoned Neighbourhood Centre Commercial. To facilitate the 
development of Option 3 it is recommended that Council should seek the opinion of the 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure on the development of a commercial area, and 
associated parking, on the small section of land indicated on Option 3, p27, of the final 
report.   
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In addition,   the report has recommended that traffic management needs to be considered in 
further detail.  In particular, it has been suggested that the Bradshaw Crescent ‘loop’ road 
that separates the hall from the oval should be closed.  The closure was seen to have wide 
support and requires further investigation.  Responses to the consultation indicate that the 
loop should be closed regardless of the outcomes for the facility.  Residents considered that 
the loop is a major barrier to the school and is a traffic hazard, particularly for children.  
Other comments suggested that the loop encouraged speeding.  It is therefore recommended 
that the closure of the ‘loop’ be further investigated as a matter of priority. 
 
The provision of the community facilities can still proceed without the change of vesting 
referred to as this only relates to the area of land between the Welwyn Avenue shops and the 
proposed location of the new community facilities.  Planning for the new facilities as well as 
researching issues associated with closing the Bradshaw Crescent loop road should therefore 
continue. 
 
The consultants’ report outlines four levels of consultation required to build on the 
‘ foundation of trust’ that has been developed over the project (See page 47).  The levels 
move from broad general consultation through to meetings with key stakeholders and 
planning groups.   
 
• Level 1: Key Stakeholders ie City of South Perth, Child and Adolescent and Community 

Health Division, Moorditch Keila, Welwyn Traders Association, Department of Child 
Protection, Manning Rippers Footy Club, Manning Toy Library, immediate adjacent 
residents.   

 
• Level 2: Most affected ie. Library users, adjacent residents, hall users, local retailers, 

other precinct users.    Meeting with the public to be held to look at the overview of the 
recommendations, potential timeline for development and comment on the report with 
sensitivity to their needs. 

 
• Level 3: Broader public meeting to outline the recommendation, potential timeline for 

development, comment on the report. 
 
• Level 4: Develop an ongoing reference group made up of key stakeholders for the life of 

the project. 
 

Of note, at level one, the consultants will meet directly with key stakeholders as identified 
above. Level one consultation is designed to give people the opportunity to receive feedback 
and comment on the report, endorse the broad direction proposed, and to advise on the 
ongoing collaboration process.  . Therefore, it is recommended that the four level 
consultation phase, as outlined in the report, be commenced.   
 
Relocation of the library.   
In general, the relocation of the library was favorably received.  Of those surveyed, 79% did 
not consider that the relocation would cause any significant issues.  They considered that the 
current location was unsuitable as it was on a busy road and is isolated.  Further, they felt 
that co-locating the library with other services, including the shops, offered significant 
advantages.  However, lack of public transport to Bradshaw Crescent was considered to be 
an issue.   

 
Curtin Primary school and the Collier Park Village residents, however, stated that the current 
location was preferred.  The report recommends that officers should consider how the issues 
of the relocation will be mitigated and that further consultation with adversely affected 
library users should occur.  Therefore, it is recommended that, at the appropriate time, 
officers conduct further consultation with key library users. 
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Consultation  
Consultation was comprehensive with 200 people directly involved in answering surveys, 
phone calls and public meetings.  The following stakeholders participated: 
 
• City of South Perth  
• Manning Library users 
• Department of Child and Adolescent Health 
• Department of Child Protection 
• Southcare 
• Moorditch Keila 
• Manning Senior Citizens Club 
• Welwyn Ave Traders Association 
• South Perth Lions Club  
• Manning Rippers Football Club 
• Manning Primary School 
• Playgroups 
• Manning Toy Library 
• Selected Additional Regular Manning Hall Users  
• Young people  
• Nearby residents including those immediately adjacent and within an 800 meter radius. 
 
Policy and Legislative Implications 
Planning for the ‘change of vesting’ of part of the ‘A’ Class reserve and closure of part of 
the Bradshaw Crescent loop road to commence. 
 
Financial Implications 
The Manning Community Facility report has indicated an overall project cost for Option 3 
of $15.8 million.  This is comprised of $9.8 million on the community facility and new 
library, $5.9 million on development of the commercial component and  $140,000 on oval 
development.   The City would not be responsible for the redevelopment costs associated 
with the commercial component of the project. 
 
If the project is supported, all sources of funding will be investigated including 
Commonwealth, State and other, alternative, sources.  If Option 3 is developed as proposed 
with a commercial component and if the ‘change of vesting’ is approved, there may be a 
potential to source alternative funding from selling or leasing the land.  However, this 
requires further investigation.  
 
As described above, the project consultants will be engaged to facilitate level 1 and 2 
consultation.  The cost to the City will be $5 480. 
 
Strategic Implications 
Goal 1: Customer Focus,  Strategy: 1.7  Establish consultative community mechanisms in 
order to involve the community in planning and development of local area precincts. 
 
Goal 2: Community Enrichment, Strategy: 2.2  Develop community partnerships that will be 
mutually beneficial with stakeholder groups including educational institutions, service clubs, 
the business community and other organisations. 
 
Goal 4: Infrastructure: Strategy: 4.1 Develop plans, strategies, and management systems to 
ensure Public Infrastructure Assets (roads, drains, footpaths, river wall, community 
buildings etc) are maintained to a responsible level. 
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Goal 6: Financial Viability: Strategy: 6.1 Ensure appropriate sources of funding can be 
accessed when required to fund identified priorities included in the Strategic Financial Plan 
and Annual Budget and Strategy 6.2  Maximise community benefit and value for money from 
City expenditures and use of our assets. 
 
Sustainability Implications  
The creation of community hub such as the Manning District Centre is consistent with the 
concept of building strong sustainable communities by strengthening community networks 
and creating more opportunities to interact.  
 
Opportunities also exist through this initiative to rationalise and modernise facilities 
incorporating best practice sustainability initiatives.  
 
 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM  10.2.1  

 
That....  
(a) Option 3, as identified in Report Item 10.2.1 of the June 2009 Council Agenda be 

supported subject to further investigation; 
(b) the recommendations of the Manning Community Facility Study be accepted; 
(c) Council seek the opinion of the Department of Planning and Infrastructure on the 

development of a commercial area, and associated car parking, as outlined in Option 
3; 

(d)  the closure of the Bradshaw Crescent ‘loop’ road be investigated as a matter of 
priority; 

(e) the Consultants be engaged to facilitate Levels 1 and 2 of the 4 x level consultation 
phase on the community facility and such consultation to address both the proposed 
Community Hub and also the attitude to increasing residential density of the land 
surrounding the community facility. 

(f) the officers commence further consultation with key library users on the relocation 
of the library. 

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 
 

 
 

10.3 GOAL 3: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
 

10.3.1 Request for Amendment to TPS6 - Performance-Based Increase in Building 
Height Limit for Penrhos College (Amendment No. 18). 

 
Location: Lot 2199 (No. 6) Morrison Street / Thelma Street / Murray 

Street, Como 
Applicant: The Planning Group (TPG), Town Planning and Urban Design 

consultants on behalf of Penrhos College 
Lodgement Date: 15 May 2009 
File Ref: LP/209/18   
Date: 2 June 2009 
Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning Officer 
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Development Services 
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Summary 
To consider a request for an Amendment to Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) to 
increase the maximum permissible building height to 10.5 metres on the Penrhos College 
campus, subject to meeting all of the performance criteria being introduced by this Scheme 
Amendment.  The proposed performance criteria are site-specific and have been designed to 
achieve a desirable sustainable outcome. 
 
It is recommended that the request be supported, and that Amendment No. 18 to TPS6 be 
initiated.   
 
Background 
The requested Scheme Amendment is described fully in Attachment 10.3.1 to this report, 
being the applicant’s Scheme Amendment Request report prepared by consultants TPG 
Town Planning and Urban Design.   
 
The Amendment site location and details are shown below: 

 

 
 

Site name Penrhos College 

TPS6 zoning Private Institution 

Density coding R30 

Lot area 8.1468 hectares 

Current building height 

limit 

7.0 metres 

Predominant development  Educational Establishment and Student Housing 

Maximum permitted plot 

ratio 

0.6. 

 
The statutory Scheme Amendment process requires this request to be referred to a Council 
meeting for consideration.  In addition, after the Scheme Amendment has been finally 
approved by the Minister, the subsequent development application will be referred to a 
Council meeting because it falls within the following category described in Council 
Delegation DC342: 
 
2. Large scale development proposals 

(ii) Proposals involving buildings 9.0 metres high or higher based upon the Scheme 
definition of the term “height”.  This applies to both new developments and 
additions to existing buildings resulting in the building exceeding the nominated 
height. 
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Comment 
 
(a) Description of the requested Scheme Amendment  

The Scheme Amendment request is contained in the consultant’s report which 
comprises Attachment 10.3.1. 
 
The Amendment does not propose an ‘outright’ increase to the building height limit 
for the site.  Rather, the existing 7.0 metre Building Height Limit would remain on the 
Scheme Map and continue to apply to the site.  However, in line with the overriding 
Scheme Objective to encourage ‘performance-based development’, the proposal is to 
introduce a range of performance criteria which must be met in order for a proposed 
development to be ‘eligible’ for a building height of more than 7.0 metres to a 
maximum of 10.5 metres.   
 
TPS6 clause 5.4 ‘Development Requirements for Certain Sites’ already contains site-
specific performance-based provisions relating to six non-residential sites.  Under this 
clause, development of the nominated sites must meet the criteria listed for those sites 
in order to ‘qualify’ for the specified additional development entitlements.  This most 
commonly relates to additional building height, plot ratio or use of the land. 
 
The current request relates only to additional building height.  If the requested Scheme 
Amendment is initiated and ultimately reaches finality, the performance-based 
approach to increased building height will facilitate the redevelopment and 
improvement of certain older buildings within the Penrhos College campus in a 
sensitive way. 
 
In the consultant’s Scheme Amendment Request report at Attachment 10.3.1, TPG 
requests that clause 5.4 be modified by adding the following new sub-clause (7):  
 
“(7) (a)  In this sub-clause, ‘Site G’ means Lot 2199 (No. 6) Morrison Street, 

Como. 
(b) In respect of Site G, the Council may grant planning approval for a 

building up to 10.5 m in height above natural ground level if it is within 
the following development parameters:  
(i) Buildings greater than 7.0 m high and up to a maximum of 10.5m 

can be located along the southern boundary adjacent Lot 3296 
(R38665) on the basis that the building does not cause any 
overshadowing of Lot 3296 at noon on 21 June;  

(ii)  Buildings fronting Morrison Street and Murray Street greater 
than 7.0 m high and up to a maximum of 10.5 m can be located 
where the building is within an angle plane measured from 1,600 
mm high at the boundary on the opposite side of the street and 
through a point at the 7.5 m boundary setback line and 7.0 m 
high;  

(iii)  Buildings fronting Thelma Street located opposite residential 
dwellings greater than 7.0 m high and up to a maximum 10.5 m 
can be located where the building is within the angle plane 
measured from 1,600 mm high at the boundary on the opposite 
side of the street and through a point at the 7.5 m boundary 
setback line and 7.0 m high;  

(iv)  Buildings are to be of an architectural design quality considered 
by the Council to be visually exceptional and incorporate 
environmentally sustainable design features;  
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(v)  Landscaping provided on Site G will be of a standard considered 

by Council to be exceptional and will:  
- continue to ameliorate the variation in building height 

between buildings on Site G and those adjoining or opposite 
the site; and  

-  enhance the local natural environment.  
(vi)  Any trees to be removed from Site G to facilitate new building 

must be replaced and the species, number and location of 
replacement trees are to be approved by the Council; 

(vii)  Any development which involves the demolition or substantial 
modification of an existing building shall be accompanied by a 
heritage assessment statement adequately justifying the proposed 
demolition or modification and describing the effect of the 
proposal on the character or appearance of other buildings 
within Site G;  and  

(viii)  The facades of any existing building to be demolished or 
substantially modified in order to achieve a height of 10.5 m shall 
be photographically recorded at the expense of the owner, such 
record being provided to the City for its heritage archives prior to 
any of the proposed works being undertaken.” 

Refer to Appendix B - Site Plan and Proposed Height Planes  (Attachment 
10.3.1) 

 
TPG presents the proposal as being consistent with the objectives of TPS6 and the 
principles of orderly and proper planning, on the basis that any new building would be 
designed by experienced architects in a way that would be sympathetic to the 
character of the existing built form, both within the site and in surrounding areas.  The 
consultant presents a possible draft clause which could be modified to form the draft 
Scheme Amendment clause. 
 
The request relates only to building height limit.  No other Scheme provisions would 
be affected by the requested Scheme Amendment. 
 

(b) Assessment of the proposal 
The Penrhos College site is zoned ‘Private Institution’ with a residential density 
coding of R30.  The density coding only applies to residential development.  The site 
is developed with educational buildings, Student Housing and open spaces.  The 
requested addition to clause 5.4 would have the benefit of ensuring that any future 
development on the campus which relied on this clause would be sensitive to 
environmental and amenity considerations. 
 
In assessing the merits of the proposal, City officers are satisfied that the proposal 
would have minimal impact on the surrounding locality, having regard to the 
following: 
 
(i) Encouragement of sustainable design 
 The performance criteria have been designed to achieve not only visually 

attractive design but also design which incorporates sustainability principles.  
For a major educational establishment, this is an ideal opportunity for such 
principles to be encouraged.  Demonstration of environmentally sustainable 
design is required by the  performance criteria. 
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(ii) Extent of development remains the same 
 The proposal would not intensify the use of the site beyond the current 

entitlement because the zoning, density coding, maximum permitted plot ratio 
and all other site requirements would remain the same.  No development 
provision, other than building height limit, would be affected.  In the case of 
those buildings designed to a height of more than 7.0 metres to a maximum of 
10.5 metres, the design will be required to meet all of the proposed listed 
performance criteria.  

 
(iii) Character of the locality remains unaffected 
 The community is familiar with the existing development of the subject site, 

which is zoned ‘Private Institution’.  The land to the north, east and south-east is 
currently developed with parks and recreation reserves and institutional 
buildings.  However, land to the south-west, containing the City’s residential 
Collier Village, would need to be more sensitively protected.  The proposed 
performance criteria accommodate this concern.  The proposal would therefore 
not negatively affect surrounding residential character and amenity.   

 
 The Penrhos College site is developed predominantly with large, institutional 

buildings.  Several of the existing buildings exceed the current 7.0 metre 
Building Height Limit for the site.  The applicant advises that the performing 
arts centre, the largest building on the campus, exceeds the height limit by 
approximately 1.5 metres;  and four classroom buildings exceed the height limit 
by a similar amount.  The earliest buildings on the site were approved in the 
early 1970s, prior to the City’s first building height controls being implemented. 
This anomaly would be rectified by the proposed Scheme Amendment.  The 
following plan shows the location of these buildings within the campus: 
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(iv) Protection of local amenity 
 The proposal will facilitate renovation and expansion of Penrhos College 

facilities which the applicant describes as being much needed, while ensuring 
that surrounding residential amenity is protected.  This is achieved by limiting 
building height by means of a graduated plane on those parts of the campus 
which directly face low density housing.  Specific criteria will protect 
surrounding residential amenity. 

 
(v) Protection against overshadowing 
 One of the applicant’s proposed criteria to be included in clause 5.4(7) would 

ensure that the neighbouring Collier Village to the south would be protected 
from any overshadowing at noon on 21 June, when the sun is at its most 
northern extremity.  This requirement is more stringent than would be required 
by the R-Codes for a new residential development. 

 
(vi)  Replacement of trees 
 The Penrhos College site is situated within an area which formerly formed part 

of the Collier pine plantation. This site, as well as other surrounding sites in the 
vicinity, still contains several healthy pine tree specimens.  These trees are 
known to provide a popular food source and habitat for the endangered black 
cockatoos.  In recognition of this, the applicants propose that the performance 
criteria include a requirement that any trees that are to be removed must be 
replaced with a species which will continue to enhance the natural environment, 
and be of a kind acceptable to the City. 

 
(c) Recommended clause 5.4(7) 

The approach of the applicant to achieve a performance-based outcome is generally 
supported by City officers.  The criteria are designed to enable the College to continue 
to develop in the most appropriate way to provide for the needs of its students, while 
ensuring that the amenity of surrounding residential areas will be fully protected.  The 
criteria have been developed through discussion with City officers over several 
months. 

 
(d) Scheme Objectives:  Clause 1.6 of No. 6 Town Planning Scheme 

Having regard to the preceding comments, the proposal is considered to meet the 
overriding objective of TPS6 in requiring and encouraging performance-based 
development which retains and enhances valued attributes of the City.  In terms of the 
general objectives listed within clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is considered to 
broadly meet the following objectives: 
 
(b) Introduce performance-based controls supported by planning policies and 

Precinct Plans; 
(d) Establish a community identity and ‘sense of community’ both at a City and 

precinct level and to encourage more community consultation in the decision-
making process; 

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

(f) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residential areas and ensure that new 
development is in harmony with the character and scale of existing residential 
development; 
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(h) Utilise and build on existing community facilities and services and make more 

efficient and effective use of new services and facilities; 
(k) Recognise and preserve areas, buildings and sites of heritage value; and 
(l) Recognise and facilitate the continued presence of significant regional land uses 

within the City and minimise the conflict between such land use and local 
precinct planning. 

 
Consultation 

 
(a) Design Advisory Consultants 

This Scheme Amendment proposal has not been referred to the City’s Design 
Advisory Consultants for comment.  However, any development proposal resulting 
from the new Scheme provisions will be required to be referred to the DAC.  
 

(b) Neighbour consultation 
Neighbour Consultation is not required to be undertaken at this preliminary stage of 
the Scheme Amendment process.  However, should the Council resolve to initiate an 
amendment to TPS6, draft Scheme proposals will be prepared and presented to the 
Council to endorse for the purpose of community consultation.  Consultation would 
then be undertaken to the extent and in the manner required by Policy P104 
‘Neighbour and Community Consultation in Town Planning Processes’, and the Town 
Planning Regulations.  The statutory consultation period is not less than 42 days.  
Details of the methods of consultation will form part of the Council’s resolution when 
endorsing the draft Amendment document at a future meeting. 
 

Policy and Legislative Implications 
The Scheme Amendment would have the effect of modifying the City’s operative Town 
Planning Scheme No. 6 in terms of the building height controls applicable to the Penrhos 
site.  Although the Council may initiate a Scheme Amendment at its discretion, once it has 
been initiated, the final decision will be made by the Minister for Planning. 
 
The current proposal would be progressed as Amendment No. 18 to TPS6, following the 
statutory Scheme Amendment process set out in the Town Planning Regulations.  The 
process is set out below, together with an estimate of the likely time frame for each stage: 
 

Stage of Amendment Process Estimated Time 

Council decision to initiate Amendment No. 18 to TPS6 
(Note:  This is the stage of the current request) 

23 June 2009 

Payment of Planning Fee by Penrhos College following Council 
decision to initiate Amendment No. 18 

Unknown 

Council adoption of draft Amendment No. 18 Report and 
Scheme Text for advertising purposes 

Unknown, but at the first available Council 
meeting following City’s receipt of Planning 
Fee and appropriate formal Amendment 
documents from the applicant 

Referral of draft Amendment No. 18 documents to EPA for 
environmental assessment during a 28 day period, and to 
WAPC for information 

Unknown (28 days) 

Public advertising period of not less than 42 days  
(Note:  Policy P104 precludes community consultation 

processes from being undertaken between mid-December and 

mid-January) 

Unknown - the City normally allows a 
slightly longer period than the minimum 42 
days, to provide for mail deliveries and 
slightly late submissions 

Council consideration of Report on Submissions in relation to 
Amendment No. 18 proposals 

Unknown, but at the first available Council 
meeting following the conclusion of the 
statutory advertising period 
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Stage of Amendment Process Estimated Time 

Referral to the WAPC and Minister for consideration of: 
• Report on Submissions;  
• Council’s recommendation on the proposed Amendment No. 

18; 
• Three signed and sealed copies of Amendment No. 18 

documents for final approval 

Unknown, but usually within two weeks of 
the Council meeting at which submissions 
were considered 

Minister’s final determination of Amendment No. 18 to TPS6  Unknown 

Publication by the City of Notice of the Minister’s approval of 
Amendment No. 18 in the Government Gazette and a local 
newspaper; and notification to all submitters 

Unknown - following receipt from 
PlanningWA of the Minister’s final approval 

 
The total process usually takes 12 to 18 months from the date on which the Amendment is 
initiated. 
 
Financial Implications 
The issue has some impact on this particular area, to the extent of payment of the required 
Planning Fee by the applicant.  The Planning and Development (Local Government 
Planning Fees) Regulations 2000 and the City of South Perth ‘Fees and Charges Schedule 
2008/2009’ provide for a Planning fee to be charged with respect to the preparation and 
processing of a requested Scheme Amendment.  Maximum hourly rates applicable to certain 
levels of Officer are prescribed in the Regulations and have been adopted into the Council’s 
fee schedule.  The Regulations provide for the fee to be paid at the time of lodgement of the 
rezoning request.  The City’s practice is to request payment of the fee following the 
Council’s decision to initiate the Amendment process although calculation of the fee 
commences from the date of lodgement of the Amendment request and may also cover 
preliminary discussions with the applicant.   
 
In the current case, City officers participated in preliminary discussions with Penrhos 
College’s consultants some months ago, long before it was established that a Scheme 
amendment request would be lodged.  These preliminary investigations have not been 
included within the fee calculation.  However, the fee applicable to Amendment No. 18 is 
currently being ‘logged’ and is being calculated from the date of receipt of an initial Scheme 
Amendment request from TPG dated 4 August 2008.  Discussions since that time have 
resulted in the current Amendment request which is dated 15 May 2009. 
 
The Planning Fee is required to be determined in the first instance based on an estimate of 
the amount of time likely to be spent on the proposal by relevant officers.  The City’s ‘Fees 
and Charges Schedule 2008/2009’ includes GST as part of the listed officers’ hourly rates.  
In addition to those charges, the Planning and Development (Local Government Planning 
Fees) Regulations provide for the City to charge for recovery of advertising and other 
incidental costs incurred by the City in the investigation or processing of the proposal. 
 
The Regulations stipulate that “any moneys paid in advance by an applicant to a local 
government for estimated costs or expenses … that are not incurred by the local government 
are to be refunded to the applicant on the completion of the service.” However, should the 
estimated fee paid by the applicant prove to be less than the actual cost incurred by the City, 
it is the practice of this Council not to charge the applicant any additional fee.   
 
The City’s ‘Fees and Charges Schedule 2008/2009’ does not include all of the fees permitted 
to be charged by the Regulations.  However, the Council will shortly be considering an 
expanded range of fees covering other elements of the City’s expenses in relation to Scheme 
Amendments, including legal fees, direct costs for advertising, overheads and so on.  If such 
additional fees are adopted as part of the Council’s 2009/2010 Fees and Charges Schedule, 
those new fees will apply to any expenses incurred after the date of adoption of the new 
schedule of fees.  
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Having regard to the above, it is recommended that an estimated total Planning Fee of 
$10,000 be imposed for Amendment No. 18, payable immediately following Council’s 
resolution to initiate Amendment No. 18 as requested. 
 
Strategic Implications 
This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Management” identified within the Council’s 
Strategic Plan.  Goal 3 is expressed in the following terms:   To effectively manage, 
enhance and maintain the City’s unique natural and built environment. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
The applicant’s site-specific performance-based approach to the requested Scheme 
Amendment meets the criteria of sustainable design.  The proposed performance criteria 
ensure that any development which results from the Amendment will be sensitive to the 
community, the site and the environment.  City officers have further refined the consultants’ 
originally suggested performance criteria to ensure that any proposed development will 
achieve an outcome that demonstrates adherence to the sustainable design principles. 
 
Conclusion 
Having regard to the discussion contained in this report, City officers are satisfied that the 
requested Amendment concept should be endorsed and the Amendment No. 18 process 
initiated.  The Scheme Amendment process is designed by statute to be open and 
accountable, and inclusive of community input.  The first stage is to initiate the process.  
Next, the Council will be presented with a formal Amendment No. 18 report and the 
statutory text of the Amendment.  When this has been endorsed and duly advertised for 
community comment, the Amendment proposals will be reconsidered by the Council in the 
context of any submissions received.  A further decision will then be made regarding the 
Council’s recommendation to the Western Australian Planning Commission and the 
Minister for Planning.  The Council’s recommendation would be either to proceed with the 
Amendment, modify it, or not proceed with it.  The final decision will be made by the 
Minister. 
 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1  

 
That ..... 
(a) Council in pursuance of Section 75 of the Planning and Development Act 2005, 

amend the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 by adding a new sub-
clause (7) to clause 5.4 with the following effect: 
“(7) (a)  In this sub-clause, ‘Site G’ means Lot 2199 (No. 6) Morrison Street, 

Como. 
(b) In respect of Site G, the Council may grant planning approval for a 

building greater than 7.0 metres in height to a maximum of 10.5 metres 
in height, if it is satisfied that:  
(i) any such building will not cause any overshadowing of Lot 3296 

at noon on 21 June;  
(ii)  the height of any such building fronting Morrison Street or 

Thelma Street shall be contained beneath an angle plane 
extending from a height of 1,600 millimetres measured at the 
street boundary of any residential property directly opposite Site 
G to a height of 7.0 metres measured 7.5 metres inside the street 
boundary of Site G;  
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(iii) any such building is of an architectural design quality considered 

by the Council to be visually exceptional and incorporates 
environmentally sustainable design features; 

(iv) landscaping to be provided on the site will be of a standard 
considered by the Council to be outstanding and to contribute 
positively to - 
(A) the visual quality of all streetscapes of which the site forms a 

part;  
(B) the balance between the variation in building heights 

between buildings on Site G, and between buildings on Site 
G and those on neighbouring sites;  and 

(C) the local natural environment; 
(v) any trees to be removed from Site G are replaced, and the 

species, number and location of replacement trees are to be 
approved by the Council; 

(vi) any such development which involves the demolition or 
substantial modification of an existing building shall be 
accompanied by a heritage assessment statement adequately 
justifying the proposed demolition or modification and describing 
the effect of the proposal on the character or appearance of other 
buildings within Site G; and 

(vii) the façades of any existing building to be demolished or substantially 
modified in order to achieve a height of 10.5 metres, shall be 
photographically recorded at the expense of the owner, such record 
being provided to the City for its heritage archives prior to any of the 
proposed works being undertaken.”;  and 

 
(b) as the Council has resolved to initiate the Scheme Amendment No. 18 as requested, 

the applicants be requested to submit: 
(i) payment of the estimated Planning Fee of $10,000 including GST; and   
(ii) a draft Amendment Report containing the draft text of Amendment No. 18 to 

the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6, for consideration by the 
Council when in suitable form. 

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 
 
 

10.3.2 Application for Planning Approval for Proposed Additional Uses - Office & 
Cafe / Restaurant Lot 51 (No. 123) Melville Parade, Como. 

 
Location: Lot 51 (No. 123) Melville Parade, Como 
Applicant: Andrew Dart 
Lodgement Date: 09 April 2009 
File Ref: 11.2009.130 ME3/123 
Date: 7 June 2009 
Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Officer 
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Development Services 
 
Summary 
To consider an application for planning approval for additional land uses of Office and Cafe 
/ Restaurant with modified street parking on Lot 51 (No. 123) Melville Parade, Como. The 
proposal conflict with clause 6.3 “Car Parking” of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 6, 
which requires: 
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1. Subject to sub-clause (4), in the case of Uses listed in Table 6, car parking bays 

shall be provided to the respective numbers prescribed in that table. 
 
It is recommended that the proposal be refused. 
 
Background 
The development site details are as follows: 
 

Zoning Neighbourhood Centre Commercial 

Density coding R60 

Lot area 1,340 sq. metres 

Building height limit 10.5 metres 

Development potential A variety of non-residential uses and/or 8 Multiple Dwellings 

Plot ratio limit 0.75 for non-residential, 0.7 for residential 

 
This report includes the following attachments: 

• Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(a)  Plans of the proposal 
• Attachment 10.3.2(b)    Site photographs  
• Attachment 10.3.2(c)    Applicant’s supporting letters 
 

The location of the development site is shown below: 

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

 
3. The exercise of a discretionary power 

(i) Proposals involving the exercise of a discretionary power which, in the opinion 
of the delegated officer, should be refused.  In this instance, the reason for 
refusal would be a significant departure from the Scheme, relevant Planning 
Policies or Local Laws; 

(iv) Proposals involving the exercise of discretion under Clauses 6.1 or 6.11 of the 
Scheme. 

Development site 
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4. Matters previously considered by the Council 

Matters previously considered by Council, where drawings supporting a current 
application have been significantly modified from those previously considered by the 
Council at an earlier stage of the development process, including at an earlier 
rezoning stage, or as a previous application for planning approval. 
 

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

7. Neighbour comments 
In considering any application, the assigned delegate shall fully consider any 
comments made by any affected land owner or occupier before determining the 
application. 
 

In relation to item 6 above, the extent of adverse amenity impact arising from the proposal is 
considered unacceptable (see comments below). 
 
Comment 
(a) Description of the Surrounding Locality 

The subject site is located adjacent to an office development to the south, adjacent to a 
Single House on land coded R80 to the east, Parks and Recreation local reserve on the 
opposite side of Eric Street to the north, and the Kwinana Freeway reserve opposite 
Melville Parade to the west, as seen in site photographs in Attachment 10.3.2(b). 
 

(b) Existing Development on the Subject Site 
The existing development on the subject site currently features a ‘Showroom’ land use 
(known as Furniture Mart) within a two-storey building, and a ‘Single House’ land 
use in a single-storey dwelling, as depicted in the site photographs in Attachment 
10.3.2(b). 
 

(c) Description of the Proposal 
In respect of the two-storey non-residential building, the proposal involves: 

• The retention of the ‘Showroom’ land use on part of the ground floor; 
• An additional land use and construction of a kiosk (technically a 

‘Cafe/Restaurant’ land use as defined by the Scheme) on part of the ground 
floor; and 

• A change of land use to ‘Office’ for the entire upper floor.  
 
For the single-storey residential building the proposal involves: 

• A change of land use to ‘Office’ for the entire building.  
 
The existing and proposed development is depicted in the submitted plans of 
Attachment 10.3.2(b). 
 
The car parking components of the proposed development do not satisfy clause 6.3 
“Car Parking” of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 6 which states: 
 
(1)    Subject to sub-clause (4), in the case of Uses listed in Table 6, car parking bays 

shall be provided to the respective numbers prescribed in that table. 
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In relation to the car parking deficiency, Clause 7.8 of TPS6 provides discretionary 
power for the Council to grant approval for variations if Council is satisfied that there 
will be no adverse amenity impact on the locality.  In this instance, City Officers 
consider that this discretionary power should not be exercised. 
 
The Applicant’s supporting letter, Attachment 10.3.2(c), describes the proposal in 
more detail. 
 
The proposal complies with Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6), the Residential 
Design Codes of WA 2009 (the R-Codes) and relevant Council Policies with the 
exception of the non-complying issues, discussed below. 
 

(d) Car Parking 
The required number of car bays is 44 (see table below), whereas the proposed 
number of car bays is 26 (59 percent), comprising of 13 bays on site and 13 additional 
bays in the street reserve. These 13 additional car parking bays in the road reserve 
involve the removal of 8 existing parallel car parking bays and creation of 21 angular 
and right angle parking bays. Therefore the proposed development does not comply 
with the Table 6 “Car and Bicycle Parking” of the Scheme, due to a shortfall of 18 
bays, or a 31-bay shortfall based on the on-site bays without taking account of the 
proposed additional bays in the street reserve. 
 
 

Land Use GLA (sq.m) Rate Required

Showroom previously approved 4.00

Office - Ground floor 119.90 6.00

Office - Upper floor 417.50 20.88

30.9

Industry - Service, Office, Shop 

0.050

 
 

Land Use Rate Required

Café/Restaurant 0.200 12.57

12.6

Other Land Uses

Dining Floor Area  

62.85 sq.m

 
Total 44 

 
 
In assessing the shortfall of car parking bays, there are two considerations: 

• Cash-in-lieu of bays (“deficit bays”); and/or 
• Discretion to permit variations from the required number of bays. 

 
(i) Cash-in-Lieu of Car Parking Bays 
 The proposed development includes modifications to the street verge, street 

alignment, car parking bays within the street reserve and street trees. The design 
of the bays and trees has been favourably received by the City’s Engineering 
Infrastructure and Parks and Environment departments (see ‘Consultation’ 
section below). 

 
 Clause 6.3(5)(b) of TPS6 contains the provisions relating to cash payment in 

lieu of car bays: 
‘..... where the required minimum number of car parking bays ..... is not 
provided on the development site, the Council may accept a cash payment in 
lieu of the provision of some or all of those bays, subject to the following 
requirements: 
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(i) The Council must have firm proposals to expand the capacity of public 

parking facilities in the vicinity of the development site, with the intention of 
implementing such proposals within five years from the date of granting 
planning approval.  Such proposals may include one or more conditions.  
This proposal includes the following: 

 
(A) the provision of additional public parking bays in the vicinity of the 

development site; ……….. 
 
Subject to a payment for the construction of the bays, the City intends to 
construct the said bays.  However the amount of money paid under the “cash-in-
lieu” provision of TPS6 is calculated on the value of land on the development 
site that would otherwise be used for parking bays, as well as the City’s 
construction cost for bays on City land.  Therefore the amount payable for the 
parking shortfall would be significantly higher than the construction cost of 
additional parking bays in the street reserve.  Under these circumstances, Clause 
6.3(5)(b) cannot be invoked. 

 
(ii) Discretion to Permit Variations 
 Notwithstanding the required number of car parking bays, the Council may 

approval a variation from the requirement as clause 7.8(1) of TPS6 enables the 
Council to grant approval to a proposal which does not comply with the Scheme 
with respect to a number of site requirements, including car parking.  The 
relevant provisions of clause 7.8(1)(a) read as follows (emphasis added): 
“… if a development … does not comply with site requirements prescribed by 
the Scheme with respect to … (v) car parking; … and (vii)  related matters … 
the Council may, notwithstanding that non-compliance, approve the application 
unconditionally or subject to such conditions as the Council thinks fit”. 

 
This situation is safeguarded by paragraph (b) of clause 7.8(1), which reads 
(emphasis added): 
“The power conferred by this sub-clause may only be exercised if the Council is 
satisfied that: 
(i) approval of the proposed development would be consistent with the orderly 

and proper planning of the precinct and the preservation of the amenity of 
the locality; 

(ii) the non-compliance will not have any adverse effect upon the occupiers or 
users of the development or inhabitants of the precinct or upon the likely 
future development of the precinct; and 

(iii) the proposed development meets the objectives for the City and for the 
precinct in which the land is situated as specified in the Precinct Plan for 
that precinct.” 

 
(iii) Evaluation of parking options: 

As an alternative to invoking Clause 6.3(5) of TPS6 (“cash-in-lieu” provisions), 
with a view to supporting a car parking concession (of some magnitude) subject 
to appropriate conditions, consideration has now been given to invoking  the 
more general discretionary clause of TPS6, being Clause 7.8. Consideration has 
been given to the extent to which the Applicant might reasonably be required to 
make a cash payment in order to contribute to improved parking facilities in the 
general vicinity, in return for the granting of a car parking concession on the 
development site.  In this regard, the following comments are provided: 
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Council has previously required ‘cash-in-lieu’ payments in relation to a parking 
deficit on three other development sites in the near vicinity of the site currently 
under consideration.  The other sites are those occupied by the Broadwater 
Pagoda at 112 Melville Parade (Parade (parking deficit of 11 bays), and an 
office building - Troika House at 129 Melville Parade (parking deficit of 10 
bays). In a location more distant from the subject development site, a cash-in-
lieu payment was also provided in relation to the Broadwater Resort at 137 
Melville Parade. 
 
In considering the granting of a car parking concession under Clause 7.8 of 
TPS6, it would be appropriate to again require a cash payment towards the 
improvement of parking facilities in the general vicinity of the development 
site. As the cash-in-lieu clause [clause 6.3(5)] is not being invoked in this 
instance, the Council is able to determine the amount of the cash payment 
without being constrained by  the “formula” prescribed in that clause. 
 
Council does have plans to expand the supply of public parking bays in the 
general vicinity of the development site as per the verge parking proposed in 
this application, noting that if the proposed development is approved with 
parking bays less than the required amount, the proposed development could 
potentially place increased stress on existing parking facilities.  

 
The previous ‘cash-in-lieu’ payments contributed to the City’s construction of  
the following works: 

• The construction of 45 bays in Comer reserve, accessed from Melville 
Parade; 

• The resurfacing and remarking of those parking bays adjacent the 
Broadwater Pagoda located on Comer Street; 

• The formalization of parking bays located in Eric Street; and 
• The widening of Melville Parade to accommodate on-street parking, 

resulting in a net increase of 10 bays. 
 

The City’s construction cost is in the order of $2,100 per parking bay 
constructed within the road reserve, as advised by the Manager of Infrastructure 
Services. 13 additional car parking bays are proposed in the road reserve which 
involves the removal of 8 existing parallel car parking bays, and creation of 21 
angular and right angle parking bays. Therefore, for the construction works 
relating to these 21 parking bays,  the applicant might reasonably be required to 
pay the sum of $44,100 in return for the granting of a parking concession. 

 
An alternative line of justification has been raised, which is that the 
“Cafe/Restaurant” land use is more akin to a kiosk, however the use of Kiosk is 
not recognised by the Scheme. It is noted that the kiosk does not involve 
“inside” dining and is open to the elements to varying degrees, which can only 
decrease the numbers of customers (averaging throughout a year), and therefore 
the demand on car parking. 
 
In addition, it is recognised that a considerable proportion of customers for the 
kiosk will not require car parking facilities as they will be: 

• Inter-suburban cyclist utilising the metropolitan bicycle paths and 
bridges within the immediate vicinity (parallel to the Kwinana 
Freeway); 

• Intra-suburban cyclists and pedestrians (local residents); and 
• Local workers already supplied with car parking bays. 
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In considering all of the above factors for justifying a car parking shortfall, the 
actual car parking demand may be much less than the 12.6 bays required by the 
Scheme, however there is insufficient evidence to prove or disprove the matter. 
Furthermore, the Applicant has been unable to definitively clarify the matter. 
 

(iv) Conclusion regarding car parking 
It may prove to be the case that the parking shortfall could be justified and that a 
variation could be supported.  However it has not yet been justified that a 
variation of 41 percent (18 bays) should be supported under the terms of Clause 
7.8(1) of TPS6 in relation to: 
• Orderly and proper planning; 
• Amenity of the locality; 
• Effect upon locality occupiers, inhabitants or likely future development; and 
• The objectives of the Scheme. 

 
As the provision of car parking bays is a critical planning issue, this matter 
requires a recommendation of refusal from the assessing officer. 

 
If the Council is satisfied that the proposed development complies with the 
amenity provisions of Clause 7.8 of TPS6, and is considering approving the 
proposed development with appropriate conditions, the officers recommend that 
the applicant should be required to pay for the construction of 21 car parking 
bays within the road reserve. As explained above in section (d)(iii), 21 new bays 
comprise 8 existing and 13 proposed bays. On the basis of the construction cost 
of $2,100 per parking bay as advised by the Manager, Infrastructure Services, 
the applicant / owner should be required to pay $44,100 to the City. 
 

(e) Bicycle Parking 
The required number of bicycle bays is 5, whereas the proposed number of bicycle 
bays is 20. Therefore the proposed development complies with the bicycle parking 
clause of Scheme. 
 
It is also noted that the development proposal also involves 20 bicycle bays for 
customers and employees, which is considered an ample facility. 
 

(f) Plot Ratio 
As the buildings were previously approved and the floorspace is not increasing, the 
application cannot be assessed under plot ratio requirements. 
 

(g) Landscaping 
As the buildings were previously approved, and only the land uses are changing, a 
retrospective requirement for landscaping is not appropriate. Notwithstanding, the 
proposed development includes an acceptable level of landscaping. 
 

(h) Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Planning Scheme No. 6 
Having regard to the preceding comments, in terms of the general objectives listed 
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is considered to broadly meet the following 
objectives: 

 
(d) Establish a community identity and ‘sense of community’ both at a City and 

precinct level and to encourage more community consultation in the decision-
making process; 

(e) Ensure community aspirations and concerns are addressed through Scheme 
controls; 
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The following general Scheme objectives are not met: 
 (j) In all commercial centres, promote an appropriate range of land uses consistent 

with: 
(ii) the preservation of the amenity of the locality; 

 
(i) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clause 7.5 of Town Planning 

Scheme No. 6 
In considering the application, the Council is required to have due regard to, and may 
impose conditions with respect to, matters listed in clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in 
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the proposed development.  Of the 24 listed 
matters, the following are particularly relevant to the current application and require 
careful consideration: 
 
(a) the objectives and provisions of this Scheme, including the objectives and 

provisions of a Precinct Plan and the Metropolitan Region Scheme; 
(b) the requirements of orderly and proper planning including any relevant proposed 

new town planning scheme or amendment which has been granted consent for 
public submissions to be sought; 

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality; 
(j) all aspects of design of any proposed development, including but not limited to, 

height, bulk, orientation, construction materials and general appearance; 
(n) the extent to which a proposed building is visually in harmony with neighbouring 

existing buildings within the focus area, in terms of its scale, form or shape, 
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientation, setbacks from the street and 
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the street, and architectural details; 

(p) any social issues that have an effect on the amenity of the locality; 
(s) whether the proposed access and egress to and from the site are adequate and 

whether adequate provision has been made for the loading, unloading, 
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site; 

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

(u) whether adequate provision has been made for access by disabled persons; 
(v) whether adequate provision has been made for the landscaping of the land to 

which the application relates and whether any trees or other vegetation on the 
land should be preserved; 

(w) any relevant submissions received on the application, including those received 
from any authority or committee consulted under clause 7.4; and 

(x) any other planning considerations which the Council considers relevant. 
 
The applicant has not yet provided evidence to satisfy City officers that the proposal is 
satisfactory in relation tot Items (i), (s) and (w). 
 

Consultation 
 
(a) Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments 

The design of the proposal was considered by the City’s Design Advisory Consultants 
at their meeting held in May 2009. The proposal was favourably received by the 
Consultants.  Their comments and responses from the Applicant and the City are 
summarised below: 
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DAC Comments Developer’s Responses Officer’s Comments 

The drawings should clearly distinguish 
between the existing building and the 
proposed modifications to the buildings. 

No comment provided. The plans are clear as to 
the proposed 
development. 

The comment is NOT 
UPHELD. 

While the Architects stated that the 
concept of a proposed mix of land uses on 
the subject site is encouraged, further 
consideration needs to be given to the 
design outcome.  The layout of Cafe and 
Shop area needs to be improved upon.  

No comment provided. Possibly sound 
architectural advice, but 
not a statutory 
requirement. 

The comment is NOTED. 

Details of colours and materials needs to 
be provided. 

No comment provided. Colours to be provided 
as a condition. The 
comment is UPHELD. 

The proposed Cafe should be encouraged 
as it is observed to potentially revitalize the 
corner of Melville Parade and Eric Street. 

No comment provided. Generally accepted, but 
no action required. 

The comment is NOTED. 

Access to toilets from the Cafe area has 
not been provided. On the other hand, two 
sets of toilets provided for staff are not 
required. 

Toilets will not be needed as 
we are not offering any inside 
dining this should also aid in 
customers not getting too 
comfortable. 

The lack of customer 
toilets feeds into the 
justification that less car 
parking bays are 
required. Also, public 
toilets are located 
immediately across the 
road. 

The comment is NOT 

UPHELD. 

Disabled toilet and parking facilities have 
also not been provided. 

No comment provided. Not a statutory 
requirement. Disabled 
bay could be provided on 
site by sacrificing a 
normal bay; however car 
parking is a statutory 
requirement which is 
currently in deficit. 
Alternatively, an “easy 
access” bay could be 
provided in the street 
reserve. 

The comment is NOTED. 

While noting that a glass screen has been 
proposed around the proposed Cafe, 
feasibility of design measures should be 
considered to minimise the impact of traffic 
noise and wind on the proposed cafe. 

Design measures are shown 
on our drawing with a wind 
buffer on top of the courtyard 
wall. 

 

The comment is NOTED. 

The Assessing Officer should carefully 
check the proposed number of car parking 
bays against the Scheme requirement; 
specifically whether car parking required 
for the proposed Cafe has been accounted 
for. 

We are only targeting local 
residents and office workers. 
No one would exit the 
freeway especially to get a 
sandwich from our café, so 
we feel no extra parking 
should be needed. 

 

The comment is NOTED. 
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DAC Comments Developer’s Responses Officer’s Comments 

The Architects enquired whether cash-in-
lieu provisions were being applied to the 
car parking bays proposed to be 
constructed in the street verge. 

I am fully prepared to pay for 
the construction costs only, 
for the works which will gain 
an extra 13 bays. Cash in 
Lieu can only be applied if 
there is a provision to spend 
the monies on a parking 
project in the immediate area. 
Our plan is to rejuvenate the 
foreshore end of Eric Street 
and Melville Parade by 
adding landscaping and extra 
parking, a kiosk in an 
attractive courtyard, and 
leave our shop that has 
served the community for the 
last 40 years. Any cash in 
lieu payments sourced will 
end our project before it’s 
begun. 

 

See discussion on car 
parking. 

The comment is NOTED. 

Reciprocal parking should be considered 
for the proposed uses. 

Reciprocal parking is not an 
option with our neighbouring 
property. 

 

Not proposed. No further 
action required. The 
comment is NOTED. 

The kerb will need to be realigned to match 
with the outside edge of the car parking 
bays. 

Any kerb realignment will be 
undertaken by the City at our 
cost. 

 

No comment from 
Infrastructure Services, 
but will be resolved to 
the City’s satisfaction via 
the building licence. 

The comment is NOTED. 

 
 

(b) Neighbour Consultation 
Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken for this proposal to the extent and in the 
manner required by Policy P104 ‘Neighbour and Community Consultation in Town 
Planning Processes’. All owners of properties abutting Eric Street and the northern 
half of Mary Street were invited to inspect the application and to submit comments 
during a 14-day period. A total of 67 neighbour consultation notices were mailed to 
individual property owners and strata bodies. During the advertising period, 4 
submissions were received- 1 in favour, 1 neutral and 2 against the proposal. The 
comments of the submitters, together with Officer responses, are summarised as 
follows: 
 

Submitter’s Comments Officer’s Responses 

Fully support the plans, the proposed changes 
could only benefit the community.  

The comment is NOTED. 

To make No. 3 Eric Street a doctor or dentist 
surgery would also be welcomed- there is none in 
the immediate vicinity. 

The comment is NOTED. 

No objection The comment is NOTED. 
Details of communications between the submitter 
and the landowner of the site. 

Communications with the two parties is irrelevant 
to the assessment of the application. 
The comment is NOT UPHELD. 
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Submitter’s Comments Officer’s Responses 

The size of the street does not appear to be 
sufficient to accommodate the proposed parking. 

The individual dimensions of the bays comply with 
the Town Planning Scheme, with the greater 
dimensions subject to the expertise of 
Infrastructure Services (see internal referral 
below). 
The comment is NOT UPHELD 

The location of the proposed angled parking 
would cause more traffic to be driven down the 
residential Eric Street. 

It is anticipated that car movements would 
increase along Eric Street, however there are no 
indications that the volume will be unacceptable. It 
is noted however that Eric Street currently has a 
mixed-character, with residential non-residential 
uses abutting and commensurate vehicular 
movement patterns. The applicant has not yet 
submitted justification to allay the submitter’s fears 
in this regard.  In the absence of such justification, 
the comment is UPHELD. 

The property to the south of the site already uses 
Eric Street via a Right Of Way (ROW). 

That property’s large car parking area only has 
street access via that ROW. Furthermore, the 
ROW is privately owned (on the subject site), and 
the said property (and the Complainant) has legal 
rights of passage. 
The comment is NOT UPHELD. 

Proposed parking along the ROW is a safety 
concern. 

The proposed car bays are of suitable 
dimensions, and because they abut a ROW will 
not affect safety. Furthermore, it is noted that the 
existing accessway and parking design provides 
ample sightlines and distances. 
The comment is NOT UPHELD. 

Recommend demolishing the dwelling for parking. Not proposed, no further action required. 
The comment is NOTED. 

Recommend paying for bays in the street reserve. Refer to the expertise of Infrastructure Services 
(see internal referral below). 
The comment is UPHELD. 

Recommend access through the ROW be 
redirected through Melville Parade. 

Eric Street is a public street for public use. 
Furthermore, redirecting will require a street 
closure or the like, which is a lengthy process (if 
desired).  Finally, the Manager of Engineering 
Infrastructure has not recommended this course 
of action. 
The comment is NOT UPHELD. 

Possible increase in traffic movements. It is anticipated that car movements will increase 
along Eric Street, however there are no 
indications that the volume will be unacceptable. It 
is noted however that Eric Street currently has a 
mixed-character, with residential non-residential 
uses abutting and commensurate vehicular 
movement patterns. 
The comment is NOT UPHELD. 

 
(c) Manager, Engineering Infrastructure 

The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure, was invited to comment on a range of issues 
relating to car parking and traffic, arising from the proposal.  As an overview, the 
Manager recommends that: 
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General 
(i) The truncation area of Melville Parade and Eric Street is acceptable if the 

City Environment section approves the streetscape design; 
(ii) The wooden sleeper retaining wall along the Eric Street footpath is 

inadequate and must be replaced, with an appropriate boundary fence 
installed thereafter; 

 
Stormwater 
(iii) Stormwater is to comply with City standards, re-use is encouraged, 

discharge is not acceptable and street system discharge is available; 
(iv) Stormwater drainage design and application to the City by a 

qualified/experienced person is to cater for a 1 in 10 year storm event; 
(v) Drainage design is to incorporate on-site storage to enable controlled 

discharge to the street as per a Private Drainage Connection with a 
maximum flow of an approximately 10 percent runoff coefficient or less 
than 3 lisecs as verified by design; 

 
Crossing 
(vi) Concrete crossovers to City specification (SP30) are to be extended out to 

the alignment of the amended kerb; 
(vii) Crossovers are to be at 90-degrees to the street (+/- 1500mm) with a 

minimum 100mm above the gutter line; 
(viii) Existing brick pedestrian paving is to be extended through the crossover; 
(ix) No part of the existing crossing is to be raised or lowered to accommodate 

internal levels; 
 
Street Parking 
(x) Additional car parking bays can be afforded on the south side of Eric Street 

by reducing the footpath width and reconfiguring the kerb line; 
(xi) Additional car parking bays can be afforded on the north side of Eric Street 

in the existing verge of an addition 5-bays only; 
(xii) All costs of construction will be at full cost to the Applicant; 
(xiii) All works are to comply to the City’s specifications and standards, 

undertaken under superintendence of Engineering Infrastructure; and 
(xiii) The street and immediate areas are well-served by existing street parking. 

Their use by the proposed development should incur either a ‘nominal 
payment in lieu of constructing on-site parking’ or an ongoing ‘fixed 
charge’ for use of the bays. 

 
(d) Environmental Health Services 

The Environmental Health Services provided comments with respect to bins, 
specifications and noise. They recommend that: 
 
(i) Bin Enclosure 

(a) A tap connected to an adequate supply of water; 
(b) Smooth, impervious walls constructed of approved materials not less 

than 1.5 metres in height; 
(c) An access way of not less than 1 metre in width for 240 litre mobile 

garbage bin or 1.5 metre width for 1100 litre garbage bin, fitted with a 
self-closing gate;  

(d) Smooth, impervious floor of not less than 74 mm thickness, evenly 
graded and adequately drained to a minimum 100mm diameter 
industrial graded floor waste; 
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(e) Easy access to allow for the removal of containers; 
(f) Internal bin areas to be sealed from other internal rooms and be 

provided with mechanical ventilation capable of exhausting not less 
than 5 litres of air per second per 1 square metre of floor area, ducted; 
and 

(g) The minimum size of the bin enclosure is to the satisfaction of the 
City’s Manager, Environmental Health & Regulatory Services at a 
general rate of 1.5m2 per 240 litre bin or 2.5m2 per 1100 litre bin. 

 
(ii) Plans and Specifications 
Detailed plans and specification of the kitchen, dry storerooms, cool rooms, bar and 
liquor facilities, staff change rooms, patron and staff sanitary conveniences and 
rubbish bin enclosures, are to be submitted to and approved by Council’s 
Environmental Health Services prior to construction, manufacture and installation. 
 
The plans should include details of: 
(a)  The structural finishes of all floors, walls and ceilings; 
(b) The position, type and construction of all fixtures and equipment (including 

cross-sectional drawings of benches, shelving cupboards, stoves, tables, 
cabinets, counters, display refrigeration, freezers etc); 

(c) All kitchen exhaust hoods (e.g. over cooking equipment) and mechanical 
ventilation systems (e.g. sanitary conveniences), mechanical services, 
hydraulic services, grease traps and provisions for waste disposal; 

(d) Construction and position of refuse enclosure; and 
(e) All staff and patron sanitary conveniences and change rooms, if any. 
 
(iii) Noise Generally 
(a) All mechanical ventilation services, motors and pumps (e.g. air-conditions, 

swimming pools) shall be located in a position so as not to create a noise 
nuisance as determined by the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and the 
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. 

 
(e) Parks and Environment 

The Parks and Environment section provided comments with respect to the proposed 
street trees. The Section recommends that: 
(i)  Remove and replace 4 trees with Manchurian Pear (Pyrus Ussuriensis) after 

construction at Applicant’s cost as per Policy P350.5 (8B and 8G); 
(ii) All new trees on plan to be Manchurian Pear trees to match and be of good 

stock and size; 
(iii) Root guard and grates to be fitted to each trees. Reticulation to be fitted to 

each tree; 
(iv) All at Applicant’s cost; and 
(v) Post planting maintenance costs will be waivered as Applicant will be 

installing reticulation to each tree. 
 

Policy and Legislative Implications 
Comments in relation to various relevant provisions of the No. 6 Town Planning Scheme, 
the R-Codes and Council policies have been provided elsewhere in this report. 
 
Financial Implications 
The determination has no financial implications.  
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Strategic Implications 
This matter relates to Goal 3 “Environmental Management” identified within the Council’s 
Strategic Plan.  Goal 3 is expressed in the following terms:  To effectively manage, enhance 
and maintain the City’s unique natural and built environment. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
This application relates to the retention of the existing buildings, which has positive 
sustainability implications. To be more specific, existing buildings are not to be demolished 
and become landfill; and avoiding the construction of a new building will avoid a large 
amount of construction waste becoming landfill. 
 
In addition, the proposal involves the planting of a series of trees in the street verge close to 
the northern property line, at the Applicant’s cost. With the species recommended by the 
City’s Parks section being deciduous (Manchurian Pears), the trees will affect the street and 
nearby buildings with cooling shade in the warmer months, and warming sunlight in the 
cooler months. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed fencing and glazing around the proposed kiosk dining area, will 
prevent strong winds from adversely effect the area, thus reducing the requirement for 
heating in cooler months. 
 
Conclusion 
The proposal may have a detrimental impact on adjoining residential neighbours, and does 
not meet the relevant Scheme objectives and provisions (car parking requirements). In this 
respect, the applicant has not provided adequate justification to alleviate the City Officers’ 
concern. Accordingly, it is considered that the application should be refused.  
 
 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2  
 
That…. 
(a) pursuant to the provisions of the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 

and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application for planning approval for 
additional uses of Office & Cafe / Restaurant with modified street parking on Lot 51 
(No. 123) Melville Parade, Como, be refused for the following reason: 
• The proposed development does not comply with sections 6.3 and 6.4 (Car and 

Bicycle Parking) of the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6, 
specifically the proposed 26 car parking bays, only 13 of which are located on the 
development site, in lieu of the required 44 bays; and 

 
(b) Standard Advice Notes 

651 Appeal Rights- SAT   
 
Footnote: A full list of Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council Offices during normal 

business hours. 

 
 
 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2 
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer recommendation at Item 10.3.2. The officer 
recommendation Lapsed. 
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MOTION 
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Hearne 
 
That ... 
(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted; 
(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 

and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application for planning approval for  
proposed additional uses - Office & Cafe / Restaurant with Modified Street Parking 
on Lot 51 (No. 123) Melville Parade, Como be approved, subject to: 

 
(i) Standard Conditions 

330 Bicycle parking 425 colours & materials match 
existing 

332 End of trip facilities 457 Replacing existing fencing 
352 Marking car parking bays 625 sightlines for drivers 
353 Identifying visitors’ car parking 508 landscaping approved & 

completed 
351 Screening car parking  661 Validity of approval 
360 Setback of car bays from ROW   

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

Offices during normal business hours. 

 
(ii) Specific Conditions: 

(A) In accordance with Clause 7.8 (1) of Town Planning Scheme No. 6, the 
applicant shall pay to the Council a cash payment of $44,100 being the 
estimated cost of works within the public areas to carry out works on 21 
existing parking bays and increase the available public parking by at least 
13 bays. 

(B) The applicant shall pay an additional amount of $10,000 towards 
landscaping of the vicinity of the subject site. 

(C) The two payments referred to in Conditions (A) and (B) above, are to be 
made to the City prior to obtaining the building licence. 

(D) The City shall refund any unused portion of the $44,100 to the applicant 
at the completion of the car parking works. 

 
(iii) Standard Important Footnotes 

645 Landscaping plan 648 building licence required 
646 landscaping standards- general 649A 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. 
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MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF CLARIFICATION 

 
Cr Best opening for the Motion 
• remind Council of original proposal for this site approximately 12 months ago 
• at that time community consultation held to discuss issues 
• since that time owner has worked with Council Officers, Ward Councillors and 

community to put forward an alternative proposal which is before us tonight 
• current proposal includes a change to angled parking in the street with the applicant 

paying $44,100 of his own money towards these works and $10,000 towards landscaping 
around the building 

• this is a fine example of how property developer can work with community to get a good 
outcome 

• ask Members support the Motion 
 
Cr Hearne for the Motion 
• proposal for this site has been an on-going saga for some time 
• acknowledge owner / officers in work done to get this far  
• acknowledge there is insufficient parking - officers are governed by these rules 
• alternative proposal is a good outcome 
• agreeing to contribute to car parking  / landscaping etc  is a good gesture by applicant 
• coffee shop / kiosk proposed will add to amenity of the area - a welcomed additional 

facility to units / properties around the area 
• support the Motion 

 
Cr Smith for the Motion 
• support the Motion but Council needs to be conscious of past history where kiosk 

proposed extrapolates into a restaurant 
• do not want a repeat of kiosk in Mends Street 
• officers need to keep a eye on what our concept of a kiosk is as opposed to a restaurant  

 
 

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2 
The Mayor Put the Motion 
 
That ... 
(a) The officer recommendation not be adopted; 
(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 

and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application for planning approval for  
proposed additional uses - Office & Cafe / Restaurant with Modified Street Parking 
on Lot 51 (No. 123) Melville Parade, Como be approved, subject to: 

 
(i) Standard Conditions 

330 Bicycle parking 425 colours & materials match 
existing 

332 End of trip facilities 457 Replacing existing fencing 
352 Marking car parking bays 625 sightlines for drivers 
353 Identifying visitors’ car parking 508 landscaping approved & 

completed 
351 Screening car parking  661 Validity of approval 
360 Setback of car bays from ROW   

 
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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(ii) Specific Conditions: 

(A) In accordance with Clause 7.8 (1) of Town Planning Scheme No. 6, the 
applicant shall pay to the Council a cash payment of $44,100 being the 
estimated cost of works within the public areas to carry out works on 21 
existing parking bays and increase the available public parking by at least 
13 bays. 

(B) The applicant shall pay an additional amount of $10,000 towards 
landscaping of the vicinity of the subject site. 

(C) The two payments referred to in Conditions (A) and (B) above, are to be 
made to the City prior to obtaining the building licence. 

(D) The City shall refund any unused portion of the $44,100 to the applicant 
at the completion of the car parking works. 

 
(iii) Standard Important Footnotes 

645 Landscaping plan 648 building licence required 
646 landscaping standards- general 649A 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 (13/0) 

Reason for Change 
Council were of the view that there are significantly under-utilised car parking bays in the 
proximity of the proposed development. The proposal is observed not to adversely impact 
upon the amenity of the area or the existing parking facilities in the locality. The applicant 
has also gone to significant lengths to meet the concerns of local residents. 

 
 

10.3.3 Water Action Plan   
 
Location:   City of South Perth 
Applicant:   Council 
File Ref:   EM/107 
Date:    12 June, 2009 
Author:    Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment 
Reporting Officer:  Stephen Bell, Director Infrastructure Services 
 
Summary 
The City of South Perth is a participant in the Water Campaign™, an international 
freshwater management program developed by the International Council for Local 
Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI).  The aim of the program is to build the capacity of local 
government to reduce water consumption and improve local water quality.  This is achieved 
by progressing through a series of milestones.  The City has already achieved Milestones 1 
and 2. 
 
To achieve Milestone 3, Council is required to formally endorse a Water Action Plan 
(WAP).  A draft WAP at  Attachment 10.3.3  has been prepared and it is recommended that 
it be adopted by Council. 
 
Background 
The Water Campaign™ is a program developed by ICLEI and is supported by the Federal 
and State Governments.  The program is an international movement of local governments 
and their stakeholders who are committed to achieving tangible improvements in the 
sustainable use of water resources.   
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The Water Campaign™ is based on a similar framework as ICLEI's other international 
sustainable development campaign, Cities for Climate Protection® (CCP®), which the City 
of South Perth successfully completed and is now implementing CCP Plus. 
 
The Water Campaign™ was launched at the ICLEI World Congress in June 2000, and was 
introduced into Australia in 2001.  The Water Campaign™ provides local governments with 
a framework and structured approach to actively assess their consumption of water and how 
activities affect water quality within their area.  Local government progression through this 
program framework is marked by milestones which progress the water management 
initiative through a series of steps as outlined below. 
 
Milestone 1 Conduct a water consumption inventory and analysis for Corporate and 

Community consumers. Produce a water quality checklist; 

Milestone 2 Develop water goals in four action areas; 

Milestone 3 Produce a Water Action Plan; 

Milestone 4 Undertake implementation of the Water Action Plan, assessment and 
reporting of the quantitative and qualitative benefits resulting from the 
implemented actions; and 

Milestone 5 Review and evaluate local government’s progress in the Water Campaign™. 

The Water Campaign™ addresses water management at the corporate and community 
levels.  The corporate module addresses water management in areas that the City can 
directly control through its own operations.  The community module addresses how the City 
can influence its community, mostly through town planning and community education and 
behaviour change campaign.  Both of these levels address two modules - Water 
Conservation and Water Quality.   
 
There are 120 Local Government Authorities participating in the Water Campaign™ 
program throughout Australia, including 40 from Western Australia.  The Water 
Campaign™ program has resulted in significant water use reductions and cost savings for 
participating local governments and demonstrates local government leadership in the 
management of our precious water resources. 
 
Comment 
The City of South Perth was recognised by the State Government for its commitment to the 
Water Campaign™ and achievement of Milestone 1 at the ICLEI WA Recognition 
Ceremony on the 19 May 2005.  The completion of Milestone 2 in April 2006 had set 
community and corporate water management goals as a quantifiable statement of the City’s 
intention to move forward on water management.  
 
(a) Corporate Water Conservation 

To reduce corporate scheme water consumption by 40% below 2002/03 levels by 
2010 and achieve a further 10% reduction by 2012.  Overall this will result in a 50% 
reduction in scheme water consumption from 2002/03 levels by 2012; 
 

(b) Corporate Water Quality 
To achieve 50 points of actions from the corporate Water Campaign™ water quality 
action cards by 2010 and achieve a further 20 points by 2012.  Overall this will 
result in the achievement of 70 points of actions from the corporate Water 
Campaign™ water quality action cards by 2012; 
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(c) Community Water Conservation 

To reduce community scheme water consumption by 20% below 2002/03 levels by 
2012 and achieve a further 5% reduction by 2012.  Overall this will result in a 25% 
reduction in scheme water consumption from 2002/03 levels by 2012; and  
 

(d) Community Water Quality 
To achieve 50 points of actions from the Community Water Campaign™ water 
quality action cards by 2010 with a further 20 points by 2012.  Overall this will 
result in the achievement of 70 points of actions from the Community Water 
Campaign™ water quality action cards by 2012. 

 
These goals form the basis of the WAP for the City of South Perth.  By achieving these 
goals the City will demonstrate strong leadership and commitment, and raise community 
awareness about water management issues. 
 
As part of the Milestone 3 progress, the City’s Water Team in partnership with the Eastern 
Metropolitan Regional Council (EMRC) has produced the draft WAP to address water 
management issues and to support groundwater conservation objectives and strategies 
outlined in the Water Conservation Plan (2008).  The WAP has been designed in accordance 
with ICLEI’s suggested template that was adopted to reflect the City’s water management 
issues in both corporate and community sectors. 
 
The WAP represents the City’s commitment to improve water management for both the City 
and its residents and ratepayers.  The Plan has been driven by the City’s commitment to two 
programs, the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) Water 
Campaign™ and the State Water Strategy (2003). 
 
The WAP outlines the City’s position regarding water management and focuses on water 
management in the four areas including: 
 
1. Corporate Water Conservation; 
2. Community Water Conservation; 
3. Corporate Water Quality; and 
4. Community Water Quality. 
 
The WAP also identifies the City’s four water management target goals and sets out a 
project pathway for the City to achieve these goals by 2012. 
 
The target goals will be accomplished through the implementation of practical and effective 
measures to manage the City’s water resources in both the corporate and community sectors.  
A range of positive outcomes are expected from the implementation of the WAP including 
reduced operating costs, improved water quality, reduced water consumption, social and 
environmental benefits and leadership. 
 
The first section of the Plan outlines the Water Campaign™ background and the City’s 
progress through the milestone framework.  It also presents the City’s urban profile and 
stormwater runoff management.  In addition, this section indicates the City’s water 
management position and highlights the measures that have already been undertaken to 
improve water quality and reduce scheme water consumption within both corporate and 
community sectors.  



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 23 JUNE 2009 

61 

 
Section two of the Plan includes scheme water consumption inventory results and water 
quality analysis providing readers with an understanding of the high water consuming 
activities and sources of water pollutants from the City and community, gathered for 
Milestone 1 of the Water Campaign™.  In addition, the section identifies base year profiles 
for corporate and community water conservation modules that best represent the City’s and 
community’s current water management position. 
 
Section three of Plan presents a statement of water management goals that the City of South 
Perth has endorsed to achieve Milestone 2 of the Water Campaign™.  This section also 
outlines goal justification, meaning that each goal is achievable, measurable and relevant to 
City’s operations and fits within the State water conservation and management 
recommendations. 
 
Section four of the Plan provides an Executive Summary of the City’s Water Conservation 
Plan, prepared to meet Department of Water (DoW) groundwater management requirements 
and includes corporate groundwater consumption data, conservation objectives and 
strategies. 
 
Section five highlights a number of strategies that the City has undertaken since the base 
year 2002/2003 in order to improve water quality and reduce water consumption within both 
corporate and community sectors.  
 
The sixth section lists and prioritises proposed water management actions and policies to be 
implemented to achieve water management goals and progress through the Water 
Campaign™.  This section identifies links to existing programs, strategies, plans and 
policies where proposed water management actions are reflected.  In addition to this it also 
outlines potential benefits and savings that the City will gain by implementing proposed 
actions. 
 
The City’s commitment to an overarching WAP review process is outlined in section seven.  
This will enable the City to keep on track with water management actions meaning that 
actions remain appropriate and priority actions implemented. 
 
The eighth section states an endorsement date to demonstrate that the City has accepted 
responsibility for the WAP, indicating its intent to take the direction outlined in this plan. 
 
The WAP is designed as a ‘living’ document that has the ability to change subject to new 
opportunities and priorities to reflect the City’s water management needs.  The Plan also 
outlines a number of strategies that will be undertaken to reduce water consumption and 
improve water quality within both Corporate and Community Sectors. 
 
The WAP is based on ICLEI’s Water Action Cards Template and presents 12 community 
key initiatives and 11 corporate key initiatives supported by suggested water management 
actions.  The key initiatives of the Water Action Plan include: 
 
Community Water Conservation key initiatives: 

• To allow the ongoing improvement of data collected for the Water Campaign™ 
inventory and therefore allow the selection of targeted and effective actions; 

• To reduce water consumption through avoiding water use where waterless options 
exist; 

• To reduce the amount of potable/ground water used; and  
• To treat and utilise low quality water produced from one application to be used in 

another application. 
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Community Water Quality key initiatives: 

• To minimise the generation and export of silts and sediments off site during 
construction activities; 

• To minimise the environmental impacts of excessive use of herbicides and 
pesticides on receiving environments; 

• To minimise exposure of potential acid sulphate prone soils to air and therefore 
reduce acidification of soils, damage to constructed assets and impacts on receiving 
environments; 

• To minimise the export of gross pollutants to receiving environments; 
• To assist in developing a better understanding of and minimise the environmental 

impacts of excessive nutrient loads to receiving environments; 
• To minimise the environmental impacts of aquatic centre discharges and to examine 

opportunities to optimise this resource; 
• To reduce and mitigate the impacts of groundwater contamination; and 
• To reduce water recharge to the groundwater table in areas affected by salinity.  
 

Corporate Water Conservation key initiatives: 
• To allow the ongoing improvement of data collected for the Water Campaign™ 

inventory and therefore allow the selection of targeted and effective actions; 
• To reduce water consumption through avoiding water use where waterless options 

exist;   
• To reduce the amount of potable/ground water used and  
• To treat and utilise low quality water produced from one application to be used in 

another application. 
 

Corporate Water Quality key initiatives: 
• To minimise the generation and export of silts and sediments off site during council 

construction activities; 
• To minimise the environmental impacts of excessive use of herbicides and 

pesticides on receiving environments; 
• To minimise exposure of Potential Acid Sulphate Prone Soils to air and therefore 

reduce acidification of soils, damage to constructed assets and impacts on receiving 
environments; 

• To minimise the export of gross pollutants to receiving environments; 
• To assist in developing a better understanding of and prompt action to minimise the 

environmental impacts of excessive nutrient loads to receiving environments; 
• To reduce and mitigate the impacts of groundwater contamination; and 
• To reduce water recharge to the groundwater table in areas affected by salinity. 

 
Following adoption by the Council, the staged implementation of the WAP will begin.  It 
should be noted that due to the nature of the Plan, it is dynamic and has the capacity to 
change subject to new opportunities and priorities for the City.  The target year for the water 
consumption and water quality goals set as part of Milestone 2 is 2012.  It is envisaged that 
there will be an annual review of the WAP to determine progress toward reaching the target 
goals and also to incorporate any changes that may need to be included in the budget. 
 
The implementation of water management actions outlined in the WAP will allow the City 
to progress successfully through Milestone 4 of the Water Campaign™ and to work toward 
the achievement of the City’s water management goals.  As part of Milestone 4, the City 
will be able to quantify water actions identifying water savings and water quality 
improvement achieved from implemented actions.  To ensure successful implementation of 
the WAP the City’s key staff are required to be actively involved in the action 
implementation process establishing a high degree of ownership on the project. 
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Benefits of Actions: 
Through implementation of the WAP, the City will gain the following: 

• Money savings by lowering reducing water bills; 
• Water savings through the reuse of stormwater and treated wastewater; 
• Water quality improvement by applying environmentally sound practices within 

both Corporate and Community sectors; 
• Social and environmental benefits that include the support of various education 

programs; 
• Local leadership establishment in water resource management; and 
• Partnerships development with various stakeholders and local residents. 

 
Resources: 
ICLEI’s Water Campaign™ support officer will deliver Milestone 4 training to the City’s 
water team officers. Further participation in the Water Campaign™ will provide the City 
with access to ICLE’s Document Manager Tool (web based software) to enable the City to 
report on and quantify implemented actions.  
 
Additional Resources: 

• Direct information and technical support from EMRC’s Environmental Consultant 
assisting with action implementation and action reporting process. 

• Access to expertise and networks of Councils to exchange ideas and solutions;  
• Promotion of best practice show case actions in the area of sustainable water 

management; and 
• Access to the Water Campaign™ website. 

 
Promotion and recognition 

• Communications and media materials to help gain local support for sustainable 
water management initiatives; and  

• Recognition events where Councils are recognised for the milestones achieved. 
 
The draft Water Action Plan (Attachment 10.3.3) is presented to Council for adoption. 
 
Should the City of South Perth achieve Milestone 3 by June 2009, then the City will be 
officially recognised and awarded this achievement at the Annual ICLEI Recognition Event 
held in conjunction with the Annual WALGA Conference.  This is a strategic opportunity 
for the City’s Mayor and Elected Members to be acknowledged for supporting sustainable 
water management initiatives within the City.   
 
Consultation 
The Water Team carried out a series of officer consultation sessions engaging a wider range 
of the City’s staff into the WAP development process to ensure that relevant staff take a full 
ownership of the proposed water management actions. 
 
The Water Team undertook research followed by officer consultation to establish linkages 
between the City’s Sustainability Strategies and the WAP.  The Water Team also consulted 
with appointed officers, from various City departments in relation to the proposed water 
actions to reflect the City’s water conservation and water quality needs within both 
community and corporate sectors.  The relevant officers agreed on proposed water actions 
and identified priority for each action as well as determined the actions budget requirement. 
 
The draft WAP was the subject of a concept briefing to Councillors on 2 June, 2009. 
 
Policy Implications 
The City’s progress through the Water Campaign™ milestone framework is consistent with 
policy P303 Groundwater Management and the City’s Sustainability Strategy (2006-2008).   
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The water management actions that are outlined in the WAP reflect the following actions in 
the Sustainability Strategy Action Plan (2006-2008): 
 
Financial Implications 
In 2008/09 the City contributed $11,500 (ex GST) to progress through Milestone 3 and to 
complete development of the WAP.  The City will allocate a further $12,000 (ex GST) in 
the 2009/10 Infrastructure Services Capital Works program to commence implementation of 
the WAP. 
 
A moderate level of in-house resources will be required to carry out the priority actions 
which include: 

• Implementing high to medium priority actions from the WAP; 
• Applying for funding through the Federal or State Government Grants to implement 

water actions; 
• Relevant Officer time for the Water Team quarterly meetings; and 
• Relevant Officer time for one to one meetings as required. 

 
The implementation of the WAP actions becomes the responsibility of departments 
identified in the Plan.  Submissions for funding of identified projects/actions will need to be 
negotiated and prepared in accordance with each Department’s financial planning. 
 
 
Strategic Implications 
This item is consistent with Strategy 3.3 of Goal 3 Environmental Management of the City’s 
Strategic Plan.   
 
By progressing through the Water Campaign™ milestone framework, the City will be 
fulfilling relevant components in the Sustainability Strategy 2006/08 and will increase the 
City’s water management profile. 

 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3  

 
That Council adopts the Water Action Plan at  Attachment 10.3.3  to achieve Milestone 3 
of the Water Campaign™. 

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 
 
 

10.4 GOAL 4: INFRASTRUCTURE 
Nil 
 
 

10.5 GOAL 5: ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 
 

10.5.1 Applications for Planning Approval Determined Under Delegated 
Authority. 

 
Location:  City of South Perth 
Applicant:  Council 
File Ref:  GO/106 
Date:   3 June 2009 
Author:   Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Services 
Reporting Officer: Rod Bercov, Acting Director, Development Services 
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Summary 
The purpose of this report is to advise Council of applications for planning approval 
determined under delegated authority during the month of May 2009. 
 
Background 
At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, Council resolved as follows: “That 
Council receive a monthly report as part of the Agenda, commencing at the November 
2006 meeting, on the exercise of Delegated Authority from Development Services under 
Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as currently provided in the Councillor’s Bulletin.”  
 
The great majority (over 90%) of applications for planning approval are processed by the 
Planning Officers and determined under delegated authority rather than at Council meetings.  
This report provides information relating to the applications dealt with under delegated 
authority. 
 
Comment 
Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme No. 6” identifies the extent of 
delegated authority conferred upon City Officers in relation to applications for planning 
approval.  Delegation DC342 guides the administrative process regarding referral of 
applications to Council meetings or determination under delegated authority.  
Consultation 
During the month of May  2009, thirty eight (38) development applications were determined 
under delegated authority,  refer Attachment 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 “Organisational Effectiveness” within the Council’s Strategic 
Plan.  Goal 5 is expressed in the following terms: To be a professional, effective and 
efficient organisation. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
Reporting of Applications for Planning Approval Determined under Delegated Authority 
contributes to the City’s sustainability by promoting effective communication. 
 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.1  

 
That the report and Attachment 10.5.1 relating to delegated determination of applications 
for planning approval during the month of  May 2009, be received. 

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 
 
 

10.5.2  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 Executive Officer  
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Summary 
To provide a report to Council on the use of the Common Seal. 
 

Background 
At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting the following resolution was adopted: 
That Council receive a monthly report as part of the Agenda, commencing at the 
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common Seal, listing seal number; date sealed; 
department; meeting date / item number and reason for use. 
 
Comment 
Clause 21.1 of the City’s Standing Orders Local Law 2007 provides that the CEO is 
responsible for the safe custody and proper use of the common seal.  
 

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to record in a register: 
(i) the date on which the common seal was affixed to a document; 
(ii) the nature of the document; and 
(iii) the parties described in the document to which the common seal was affixed. 
 

Register 
The Common Seal Register is maintained on an electronic data base and is available for 
inspection.  Extracts from the Register on the use of the Common Seal are provided each 
month for Elected Member information. 
 
May  2009 

Nature of document Parties Date Seal Affixed 
Deed of Agreement to enter CPV 
Lease 

CoSP & Lois McAdam 05 May 2009 

CPV Lease CoSP & Lois McAdam 05 May 2009 
TPS 6 - Amendment No. 11 CoSP  05 May  2009 
TPS 6 - Amendment No. 16 CoSP  05 May  2009 
Deed of Variation - CPV Lease CoSP & Hope Mann 06 May 2009 
Funding Agreement - Community 
Infrastructure Program  

CoSP & Australian Government  26 May 2009 

 

Consultation 
Not applicable. 
 

Policy and Legislative Implications 
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local Law 2007 describes the requirements for the 
safe custody and proper use of the common seal. 
 

Financial Implications 
Nil. 
 

Strategic Implications 
The report aligns to Goal 5 “Organisational Effectiveness” within the Council’s Strategic 
Plan.  Goal 5 is expressed in the following terms:  To be a professional, effective and 
efficient organisation. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
Reporting of the use of the Common Seal contributes to the City’s sustainability by 
promoting effective communication. 
 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.2  

 
That the report on the use of the Common Seal for the month of May 2009 be received.  

 
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 
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10.6 GOAL 6: FINANCIAL VIABILITY 

 
10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - May 2009 

 
Location:   City of South Perth 
Applicant:   Council 
File Ref:   FM/301 
Date:    6 June 2009 
Author / Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Financial and Information Services 

 
Summary 
Monthly management account summaries are compiled according to the major functional 
classifications. These summaries compare actual performance against budget expectations. 
The summaries are presented to Council with comment provided on the significant financial 
variances disclosed in those reports.  
 
The attachments to this financial performance report are part of the suite of reports that were 
recognised with a Certificate of Merit in the recent Excellence in Local Government 
Financial Reporting awards. 
 
Background 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulation 34 requires the City to present 
monthly financial reports to Council in a format reflecting relevant accounting principles. A 
management account format, reflecting the organisational structure, reporting lines and 
accountability mechanisms inherent within that structure is considered the most suitable 
format to monitor progress against the budget. The information provided to Council is a 
summary of the more than 100 pages of detailed line-by-line information supplied to the 
City’s departmental managers to enable them to monitor the financial performance of the 
areas of the City’s operations under their control. This report also reflects the structure of the 
budget information provided to Council and published in the Annual Budget. 

 
Combining the Summary of Operating Revenues and Expenditures with the Summary of 
Capital Items gives a consolidated view of all operations under Council’s control. It also 
measures actual financial performance against budget expectations. 

 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulation 35 requires significant variances 
between budgeted and actual results to be identified and comment provided on those 
variances. The City has adopted a definition of ‘significant variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the 
project or line item value (whichever is the greater). Notwithstanding the statutory 
requirement, the City provides comment on other lesser variances where it believes this 
assists in discharging accountability. 

 
To be an effective management tool, the ‘budget’ against which actual performance is 
compared is phased throughout the year to reflect the cyclical pattern of cash collections and 
expenditures during the year rather than simply being a proportional (number of expired 
months) share of the annual budget. The annual budget has been phased throughout the year 
based on anticipated project commencement dates and expected cash usage patterns. This 
provides more meaningful comparison between actual and budgeted figures at various stages 
of the year. It also permits more effective management and control over the resources that 
Council has at its disposal. 
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The local government budget is a dynamic document and will necessarily be progressively 
amended throughout the year to take advantage of changed circumstances and new 
opportunities. This is consistent with principles of responsible financial cash management. 
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevant at July when rates are struck, it should, and 
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored and reviewed throughout the year. Thus the 
Adopted Budget evolves into the Amended Budget via the regular (quarterly) Budget 
Reviews. 
 
A summary of budgeted revenues and expenditures (grouped by department and directorate) 
is also provided each month from when the first budget amendment is recognised. This 
schedule reflects a reconciliation of movements between the 2008/2009 Adopted Budget and 
the 2008/2009 Amended Budget including the introduction of the capital expenditure items 
carried forward from 2007/2008.  
 
A monthly Balance Sheet detailing the City’s assets and liabilities and giving a comparison 
of the value of those assets and liabilities with the relevant values for the equivalent time in 
the previous year is also provided. Presenting the Balance Sheet on a monthly, rather than 
annual, basis provides greater financial accountability to the community and provides the 
opportunity for more timely intervention and corrective action by management where 
required.  
 
Comment 
The major components of the monthly management account summaries presented are: 
• Balance Sheet - Attachments 10.6.1(1)(A) and  10.6.1(1)(B) 
• Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenue and Expenditure  Attachment 

10.6.1(2) 
• Summary of Operating Revenue & Expenditure - Infrastructure Service Attachment 

10.6.1(3) 
• Summary of Capital Items - Attachment 10.6.1(4) 
• Schedule of Significant Variances - Attachment 10.6.1(5) 
• Reconciliation of Budget Movements -  Attachment 10.6.1(6)(A) and 10.6.1(6)(B)   
• Rate Setting Statement - Attachment 10.6.1(7)   
 
Operating Revenue to 31 May 2009 is $35.78M which represents 99% of the $35.95M year 
to date budget. Revenue performance is being impacted by a number of factors related to the 
global financial situation. Interest revenues are now in line with the (downwards) revised 
revenue targets. Interim rates growth is on target. We are achieving less than budgeted 
performance for planning and building revenue as development activity contracts due to the 
downturn in the property market. Revenues from scheduled vehicle trade-ins that were 
delayed now represent the majority of revenue shortfalls - although some of the proceeds 
reflect actions taken to place the traded vehicles at auction. Parking meter and infringement 
fees continue to lag budget targets by a significant amount - although the appointment of a 
new resource to address this adverse trend is now showing some positive results. 
 
With the financial impact of global financial events now being felt, the validity of the 
responsible and prudent revenue decisions that were taken during the 2008/2009 budget 
development process last year is being strongly reinforced. It will be even more important to 
ensure that long term financial sustainability remains a high priority in the upcoming budget 
process. 
 
Comment on the specific items contributing to the variances may be found in the Schedule 
of Significant Variances Attachment 10.6.1(5).   
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Operating Expenditure to 31 May 2009 is $31.75M which represents 102% of the year to 
date budget of $31.24M. Operating Expenditure to date is 3% under budget in the 
Administration area, 7% over budget in the Infrastructure Services area and 3% over budget 
for the golf course.  
 
Whilst the overall result presents as being very close to budget, there are some over-budget 
expenditures that are being shielded by significant favourable variances in the 
administration areas that relate to budgeted (but vacant) staff positions. There are also a 
number of favourable variances relating to asset carrying amounts for motor vehicles not 
traded as scheduled (for the same reasons as noted in the revenue comments above).  
 
Waste collection arrangements and site fees have resulted in a favourable variance against 
budget. Golf Course expenditure is close to budget overall - but it has unfavourable 
variances overall due to greater than budgeted expenditure on fertilising, turf maintenance 
and cleaning activities. 
 
Most other items in the administration areas are close to budget expectations to date.  
 
Streetscape maintenance remains slightly ahead of budget at present, but current expenditure 
has been reigned in as the program is now substantially completed.  Park maintenance 
reflects an element of ‘over-servicing’ parks relative to our available level of budget and 
resources. Recovery of overheads in the Engineering Infrastructure area is also behind target 
but this will be retrospectively adjusted for year end. 
 
The salaries budget (including temporary staff where they are being used to cover 
vacancies) is currently around 4.92% under the budget allocation for the 216.3 FTE 
positions approved by Council in the budget process - after all agency staff invoices were 
received at month end. Whilst external consultants have been used to assist in covering for 
vacancies, costs overall are within the approved budget allocations. 
  
Comment on the specific items contributing to the operating expenditure variances may be 
found in the Schedule of Significant Variances. Attachment 10.6.1(5).  
 
Capital Revenue is disclosed as $2.21M at 31 May against a year to date budget of $2.14M. 
The favourable variance relates to lease premiums and refurbishment levies resulting from 
the accelerated turnover of units at the Collier Park Village. Comment on the specific items 
contributing to the capital revenue variances may be found in the Schedule of Significant 
Variances. Attachment 10.6.1(5).  
 
Capital Expenditure at 31 May 2009 is $14.8M which represents 94% of the year to date 
budget - and some 76% of the full year budget. Approximately 37% of this year to date 
capital expenditure relates to payment of cash calls on the UGP project with the remainder 
attributable to infrastructure works. The year to date result suggests that the City’s staged 
capital program approach of creating both a ‘Deliverable’ capital program and a ‘Shadow’ 
capital program is delivering a positive outcome to this stage of the year in that 
organisational capacity and expectations are now perhaps more appropriately matched. 
 
The table reflecting capital expenditure progress versus the year to date budget by 
directorate is presented below. Updates on specific elements of the capital expenditure 
program and comments on the variances disclosed therein are provided bi-monthly from the 
finalisation of the October management accounts onwards. 
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Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget Total Budget 

CEO Office 200,500 146,018 73% 1,511,000 

Financial & Information Services 314,000 259,771 83% 486,500 

Planning & Community Services 1,172,500 1,111,286 95% 1,814,844 

Infrastructure Services 8,369,925 7,550,104 90% 10,352,464 

Golf Course 240,000 148,857 62% 278,800 

Underground Power 5,500,000 5,652,832 103% 5,500,000 

Total 15,796,925 14,868,868 94% 19,943,608 

 
Consultation 
This financial report is prepared to provide financial information to Council and to evidence 
the soundness of the administration’s financial management. It also provides information 
about corrective strategies being employed to address any significant variances and it 
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.  
 
Policy and Legislative Implications 
In accordance with the requirements of the Section 6.4 of the Local Government Act and 
Local Government Financial Management Regulations 34. 
 
Financial Implications 
The attachments to this report compare actual financial performance to budgeted financial 
performance for the period. This provides for timely identification of and responses to 
variances which in turn promotes dynamic and prudent financial management. 
 
Strategic Implications 
This report deals with matters of financial management which directly relate to the key 
result area of Financial Viability identified in the City’s Strategic Plan - ‘To provide 
responsible and sustainable management of the City’ financial resources’. Such actions 
are necessary to ensure the City’s financial sustainability. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
This report primarily addresses the ‘financial’ dimension of sustainability. It achieves this on 
two levels. Firstly, it promotes accountability for resource use through a historical reporting 
of performance - emphasising pro-active identification and response to apparent financial 
variances.  
 
Secondly, through the City exercising disciplined financial management practices and 
responsible forward financial planning, we can ensure that the consequences of our financial 
decisions are sustainable into the future.  
 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1 

That .... 
(a) the monthly Balance Sheet and Financial Summaries provided as Attachment 

10.6.1(1-4) be received;  
(b) the Schedule of Significant Variances provided as Attachment 10.6.1(5) be 

accepted as having discharged Council’s statutory obligations under Local 
Government (Financial Management) Regulation 34.   

(c) the Schedule of Movements between the Adopted & Amended Budget provided as 
Attachment 10.6.1(6)(A) and 10.6.1(6)(B) be received;  

(d) the Monthly Rate Setting Statement provided as Attachment 10.6.1(7) be received;  
 

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 
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10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments and Debtors at 31 May 2009 
 

Location:   City of South Perth 
Applicant:   Council 
File Ref:   FM/301 
Date:    6 June 2009 
Authors:   Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray 
Reporting Officer:  Michael J Kent, Director Financial and Information Services 
 
Summary 
This report presents to Council a statement summarising the effectiveness of treasury 
management for the month including: 
• The level of controlled Municipal, Trust and Reserve funds at month end. 
• An analysis of the City’s investments in suitable money market instruments to 

demonstrate the diversification strategy across financial institutions. 
• Statistical information regarding the level of outstanding Rates and General Debtors. 

 

Background 
Effective cash management is an integral part of proper business management. Current 
money market and economic volatility make this an even more significant management 
responsibility. The responsibility for management and investment of the City’s cash 
resources has been delegated to the City’s Director Financial & Information Services and 
Manager Financial Services - who also have responsibility for the management of the City’s 
Debtor function and oversight of collection of outstanding debts.  
 
In order to discharge accountability for the exercise of these delegations, a monthly report is 
presented detailing the levels of cash holdings on behalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as 
well as the funds held in “cash backed” Reserves. Because significant holdings of money 
market instruments are involved, an analysis of cash holdings showing the relative levels of 
investment with each financial institution is also provided. Statistics on the spread of 
investments to diversify risk provide an effective tool by which Council can monitor the 
prudence and effectiveness with which the delegations are being exercised. Data comparing 
actual investment performance with benchmarks in Council’s approved investment policy 
(which reflects best practice principles for managing public monies) provides evidence of 
compliance with approved investment principles. Finally, a comparative analysis of the 
levels of outstanding rates and general debtors relative to the equivalent stage of the 
previous year is provided to monitor the effectiveness of cash collections and to highlight 
any emerging trends that may impact on future cash flows. 
 
Comment 
(a) Cash Holdings 

Total funds at month end of $29.80M compare favourably to $27.97M at the 
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds are some $3.0M higher than at the 
equivalent stage last year due to higher holdings of cash backed reserves to support 
refundable monies at the CPV. 
 
Municipal funds are $1.3M lower due the capital program being more advanced at 
this time in the current year - including cash outflows for the UGP project cash calls 
($5.50M). The free cash position is still solid - with collections from rates currently 
within 0.60% of last year’s excellent result. Whilst early collections were very 
positive with convenient and customer friendly payment methods in place - 
supplemented by the Rates Early Payment Incentive Prizes (with all prizes donated 
by local businesses); timely and effective follow up debt collection actions by the 
City’s Financial Services officers have been instrumental in producing such an 
outstanding result for the City in a challenging economic climate.   
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These debt collection actions are an important and prudent action given the current 
global financial situation. As household finances tighten, it is important to ensure 
that outstanding rates debts are not seen as a deferrable financial obligation - as the 
City continues to  experience a significant rate of ‘cash burn’ (net cash outflow) at 
this stage of the financial year. 
 
Cash inflows from areas other than rates are currently somewhat less than expected - 
with delays in receiving the proceeds on the sale of land adjacent to the South Perth 
Hospital, inability to access the Lotterywest grant for the Library & Hall project 
until construction is underway and borrowings related to the UGP Project not 
scheduled until early June.  
 
Effectively managing these items remains a priority for the City’s senior finance 
staff who are actively involved in addressing these matters to ensure that opportune 
timing of such key transactions can be responsibly balanced against organisational 
cash flow needs. For instance, fixed loan borrowing rates are now at 49 year lows 
(and informed economists are suggesting that there is minimal prospect of further 
significant short term interest rate cuts). Hence, finance staff are now progressing 
the budgeted $3.0M loan borrowings associated with the UGP project deferred 
payment option - as the ‘crossover’ between cash outflows and cash collections has 
now occurred.  
 
Projections of  ‘cash burn’ for the remainder of the year support the need to 
complete the borrowings at this time as well as continuation of the collection of 
outstanding debtors and the completion of the sale of land. Senior finance staff 
continue to dynamically manage organisational cash flow on an ongoing and 
proactive basis. 
 
Funds brought into the year (and subsequent cash collections) are invested in secure 
financial instruments to generate interest until those monies are required to fund 
operations and projects during the year. Astute selection of appropriate investments 
means that the City does not have any exposure to known high risk investment 
instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portfolio is continually monitored and re-
balanced as trends emerge. 
 
Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cash-backed Reserves and monies held in 
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash available for Municipal use currently sits at 
$2.87M (compared to $4.25M at the same time in 2007/2008). Attachment 
10.6.2(1).  
 

(b) Investments 
Total investment in money market instruments at month end was $29.22M 
compared to $29.70M at the same time last year. This is due to the higher holdings 
of Reserve Funds but significantly lesser holding of Municipal Funds. 
 
 
The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash and term deposits only. Although 
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are not currently used given the volatility of 
the corporate environment at present. Analysis of the composition of the investment 
portfolio shows that approximately 87.4% of the funds are invested in securities 
having a S&P rating of A1 (short term) or better. The remainder are invested in 
BBB+ rated securities.  
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The City’s investment policy requires that at least 80% of investments are held in 
securities having an S&P rating of A1. This ensures that credit quality is maintained. 
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P603 and the Dept of Local 
Government Operational guidelines for investments. All investments currently have 
a term to maturity of less than one year - which is considered prudent in times of 
changing interest rates as it allows greater flexibility to respond to possible future 
positive changes in rates.  
 
Invested funds are responsibly spread across various approved financial institutions 
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with each financial institution are within the 
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603. Counterparty mix was adjusted 
through a re-balancing of the portfolio during February to April to reduce exposure 
to Citibank (Australia) and to place more funds with two larger Australian Banks 
(NAB & Westpac).  
 
The counter-party mix across the portfolio is shown in Attachment 10.6.2(2).   
 
Interest revenues (received and accrued) for the year to date total $2.05M - slightly 
down from $2.10M at this time last year. This result is attributable to lesser interest 
rates notwithstanding higher levels of reserve cash holdings - as well as timely, 
effective treasury management. Rates are weak and can still be surprisingly volatile 
even for safe financial instruments such as term deposits. The date on which an 
investment is placed remains a critical determinant of the rate of return received as 
banks manage capital, meet re-financing commitments and speculate on future 
action of interest rates by the Reserve Bank. 
 
To this stage of the year, interest revenues have remained relatively strong despite 
numerous cuts to official rates over the year. Reserve Fund interest is still on target 
relative to last year due to higher cash holdings although Municipal Fund interest 
revenue is somewhat lower than at the same time last year. A big portion of current 
year funding was placed in longer term high yielding investments before the severe 
rate cutting began - and this has helped to alleviate the otherwise potentially very 
harsh impact on investment returns in the later part of this year. 
 
Investment performance will continue to be monitored in the light of current low 
interest rates to ensure pro-active identification of any further potential budget 
closing position impact.  
 
Throughout the year it is necessary to balance between short and longer term 
investments to ensure that the City can responsibly meet its operational cash flow 
needs. Treasury funds are actively managed to pursue responsible, low risk 
investment opportunities that generate additional interest revenue to supplement our 
rates income whilst ensuring that capital is preserved.  
 
The average rate of return on financial instruments for the year to date has fallen 
now to 5.96% (compared with 6.09 last month) with the anticipated yield on 
investments yet to mature falling similarly to 4.01% (compared with 4.10% last 
month). Investment results to date continue to reflect careful and prudent selection 
of investments to meet our immediate cash needs. At-call cash deposits used to 
balance daily operational cash needs are now providing a return of only 3.00% 
(since 3 Feb) - down from 7.00% last July!  
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(c) Major Debtor Classifications 

Effective management of accounts receivable to convert the debts to cash is also an 
important part of business management. Details of each of the three major debtors 
classifications (rates, general debtors and underground power) are provided below. 
 
(i) Rates 
The level of outstanding rates relative to the same time last year is shown in 
Attachment 10.6.2(3). Rates collections to the end of May 2009 represent 96.4% of 
total rates levied compared to 97.0% at the equivalent stage of the previous year. 
This is still regarded as a very good result to date - considering the current economic 
climate 
 
The range of appropriate, convenient and user friendly payment methods offered by 
the City, combined with the Rates Early Payment Incentive Scheme (generously 
sponsored by local businesses) is again being supported by timely and efficient 
follow up actions by the City’s Rates Officer to ensure that our good collections 
record is maintained.  
 
(ii)  General Debtors 
General debtors stand at $1.17M at month end excluding UGP debtors - which 
compares to $1.22M at the same time last year. GST Receivable is lower than at the 
same time last year - but month end accruals for grant funds relating to events and 
road works are slightly higher. Both parking infringements outstanding and rates 
pension rebate refundable are also significantly lower. The majority of the 
outstanding amounts are government & semi government grants or rebates - and as 
such they are collectible and represent a timing issue rather than any risk of default. 
 
(iii)  Underground Power 
Of the $6.76M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustments), some $4.73M was 
collected by 31 May with approximately 63.6% of those in the affected area electing 
to pay in full and a further 35.6% opting to pay by instalments. The remaining 0.9% 
has yet to make a payment and is the subject of follow up collection actions by the 
City. As previously noted, a small number of properties have necessarily had the 
UGP charges adjusted downwards after investigations revealed eligibility for 
concessions that were not identified by the project team before the initial invoices 
were raised.  
 
Collections in full are currently better than expected which has had the positive 
impact of allowing us to defer UGP related borrowings to take advantage of better 
loan interest rates. On the negative side, significantly less revenue than budgeted is 
being realised from the instalment interest charge. 
 
Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Charge by instalments are subject to 
interest charges which are currently accruing on the outstanding balances (as advised 
on the initial UGP notice). It is important to appreciate that this is not an interest 
charge on the ‘yet to completed UGP service’ - but rather is an interest charge on the 
funding accommodation provided by the City’s instalment payment plan (like what 
would occur on a bank loan).  
 
The City encourages ratepayers in the affected area to make other arrangements to 
pay the UGP charges - but it is, if required, providing an instalment payment 
arrangement to assist the ratepayer (including the specified interest component on 
the outstanding balance). 
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Consultation 
This financial report is prepared to provide evidence of the soundness of the financial 
management being employed by the City whilst discharging our accountability to our 
ratepayers.  
 
Policy and Legislative Implications 
Consistent with the requirements of Policy P603 - Investment of Surplus Funds and 
Delegation DC603. Local Government (Financial Management) Regulation 19, 28 & 49 are 
also relevant to this report as is the DOLG Operational Guideline 19. 
 
Financial Implications 
The financial implications of this report are as noted in part (a) to (c) of the Comment 
section of the report. Overall, the conclusion can be drawn that appropriate and responsible 
measures are in place to protect the City’s financial assets and to ensure the collectibility of 
debts. 
 
Strategic Implications 
This report deals with matters of financial management which directly relate to the key 
result area of Financial Viability identified in the Strategic Plan - ‘To provide responsible 
and sustainable management of the City’ financial resources’. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
This report addresses the ‘financial’ dimension of sustainability by ensuring that the City 
exercises prudent but dynamic treasury management to effectively manage and grow our 
cash resources and convert debt into cash in a timely manner. 
 

 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2 

That Council receives the 31 May 2009 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investment & Debtors 
comprising: 
• Summary of All Council Funds as per  Attachment 10.6.2(1) 
• Summary of Cash Investments as per  Attachment 10.6.2(2) 
• Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3) 
 

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 
 
 
 

10.6.3 Listing of Payments 
 

Location:   City of South Perth 
Applicant:   Council 
File Ref:   FM/301 
Date:    6 June 2009 
Authors:   Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray 
Reporting Officer:  Michael J Kent, Director Financial and Information Services 
 
Summary 
A list of accounts paid under delegated authority (Delegation DC602) between 1 May 2009 
and 31 May 2009 is presented to Council for information. 
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Background 
Local Government Financial Management Regulation 11 requires a local government to 
develop procedures to ensure the proper approval and authorisation of accounts for payment. 
These controls relate to the organisational purchasing and invoice approval procedures 
documented in the City’s Policy P605 - Purchasing and Invoice Approval. 
 
They are supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the authorised purchasing approval 
limits for individual officers. These processes and their application are subjected to detailed 
scrutiny by the City’s auditors each year during the conduct of the annual audit.  
 
After an invoice is approved for payment by an authorised officer, payment to the relevant 
party must be made and the transaction recorded in the City’s financial records. All 
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recorded in the City’s financial system 
irrespective of whether the transaction is a Creditor or Non Creditor payment. 
 
Payments in the attached listing are supported by vouchers and invoices. All invoices have 
been duly certified by the authorised officers as to the receipt of goods or provision of 
services. 
Prices, computations, GST treatments and costing have been checked and validated. Council 
Members have access to the Listing and are given opportunity to ask questions in relation to 
payments prior to the Council meeting.  
 
Comment 
A list of payments made during the reporting period is prepared and presented to the next 
ordinary meeting of Council and recorded in the minutes of that meeting. It is important to 
acknowledge that the presentation of this list of payments is for information purposes only 
as part of the responsible discharge of accountability. Payments made under this delegation 
can not be individually debated or withdrawn.   
 
The format of this report has been modified from October 2008 forwards to reflect 
contemporary practice in that it now records payments classified as: 

• Creditor Payments 
 (regular suppliers with whom the City transacts business) 

These include payments by both Cheque and EFT. Cheque payments show both the 
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one and the assigned Creditor Number that 
applies to all payments made to that party throughout the duration of our trading 
relationship with them. EFT payments show both the EFT Batch Number in which 
the payment was made and also the assigned Creditor Number that applies to all 
payments made to that party. For instance an EFT payment reference of 738.76357 
reflects that EFT Batch 738 made on 24/10/2008 included a payment to Creditor 
number 76357 (ATO). 

• Non Creditor Payments  
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers who are not listed as regular suppliers 
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database). 
Because of the one-off nature of these payments, the listing reflects only the unique 
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there is no permanent creditor address / 
business details held in the creditor’s masterfile. A permanent record does, of 
course, exist in the City’s financial records of both the payment and the payee - even 
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.  
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Details of payments made by direct credit to employee bank accounts in accordance with 
contracts of employment are not provided in this report for privacy reasons nor are payments 
of bank fees such as merchant service fees which are direct debited from the City’s bank 
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedules under the contract for provision of 
banking services. 
 
Payments made through the Accounts Payable function will no longer be recorded as 
belonging to the Municipal Fund or Trust Fund as this practice related to the old fund 
accounting regime that was associated with Treasurers Advance Account - whereby each 
fund had to periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasurers Advance Account.  
 
For similar reasons, the report is also now being referred to using the contemporary 
terminology of a Listing of Payments rather than a Warrant of Payments - which was a 
terminology more correctly associated with the fund accounting regime referred to above.  
 
Consultation 
This financial report is prepared to provide financial information to Council and the 
administration and to provide evidence of the soundness of financial management being 
employed. It also provides information and discharges financial accountability to the City’s 
ratepayers.  
 
Policy and Legislative Implications 
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Invoice Approval and Delegation DM605.  
 
Financial Implications 
Payment of authorised amounts within existing budget provisions. 
 
Strategic Implications 
This report deals with matters of financial management which directly relate to the key 
result area of Financial Viability identified in the City’s Strategic Plan - ‘To provide 
responsible and sustainable management of the City’ financial resources’. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
This report contributes to the City’s financial sustainability 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 May as detailed in the report of the Director 
of Financial and Information Services, Attachment 10.6.3,  be received. 

 
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION 

 
 
 
11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Nil 
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12. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN  
 

12.1 Mayoral Allowances……..Cr Gleeson .2.6.2009  
 

I hereby give notice that I intend to move the following motion at the Council Meeting to be 
held on 23 June 2009: 
 
MOTION 
 
That.... 
(a) consideration be given to revoking Item 10.6.5 clauses (d) and (e) insofar as it 

relates to the Minutes of the Council Meeting dated 26 May 2009 as follows: 
(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $60,000 payable in 

quarterly instalments in advance; 
(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $15,000 payable in 

quarterly instalments in advance.    
 

(Note: Support of a Minimum of One Third of the Members is Required) 
Being:  Crs Gleeson, Hasleby, Burrows, Ozsdolay and Wells 

 
(b) Item No. 10.6.5 clauses (d) and (e) insofar as it relates to the Minutes of the Council 

Minutes dated 26 May 2009 be revoked: 
(Note : An Absolute Majority is Required); 

(c) the Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $48,500 payable in quarterly 
instalments in advance; and the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at 
$12,125 payable in quarterly instalments in advance. 

 
MEMBER COMMENT 
In the current global financial crisis the Mayoral and Deputy Mayoral Allowances should be 
set at CPI only. 

 
COMMENT CEO 
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d)  of Standing Orders Local Law 2007 the Chief 
Executive Officer comments as follows: 
 
The CEO has nothing further to add to the commentary provided in the officer report at Item 
10.6.5 of the May Council meeting. 

 
STATEMENT BY CEO  ITEM 12.1 
Note: In response to questions from Mr Defrenne during Public Question Time the CEO 

made the following statement in relation to Item 12.1: 
 

The CEO stated that at the May meeting Council adopted a series of Motions in relation to 
Elected Member Allowances and that the point in question revolves around the 
interpretation of a ‘majority vote’.  The initial response to this issue was that since the 
majority of votes cast did constitute a majority of eligible votes that could be cast, the 
decision was valid.  Legal advice was sought which came to a different view, that is, that it 
should be a majority of  “Members present” rather than a majority of  “Votes cast”.  It is 
therefore recommended that the total Resolution at Item 10.6.5 of the May Council Meeting 
be rescinded.  He further stated that there is no consequence as a result of the May resolution 
as it has not been acted upon and that is why it is allowable as a Revocation Motion.  The 
purposing of adopting the Member Entitlements in May was to allow any increases to be 
included in the 2009/2010 Budget due to be adopted on 7 July 2009 which is when the final 
decision would be made. 
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.1(a) 
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Hearne 
 
That Item No. 10.6.5 insofar as it relates to the Minutes of the Council Minutes dated  
26 May 2009, as follows,  be revoked. 

 
That…. 
(a) the Meeting Fee for the 2009/2010 year be set at $7,000 per Council 

Member and $14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in advance; 
(b) a Communication Allowance of $2,400 per annum per Council 

Member be paid quarterly in advance; 
(c) a Technology allowance of $1,000 per annum per Council Member be 

paid quarterly in advance; 
(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $60,000 payable in 

quarterly  instalments in advance; 
(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $15,000 payable 

in quarterly instalments in advance.    
CARRIED (13/0) 

By Required Absolute Majority 
MOTION ITEM 12.1(b) 
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Best 

That .... 
(a) the Meeting Fee for the 2009/2010 year be set at $5,750 per Council Member and 

$14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in advance; 
(b) a Communication Allowance of $2,400 per annum per Council Member be paid 

quarterly in advance; 
(c) a Technology allowance of $1,000 per annum per Council Member be paid quarterly 

in advance; 
(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $48,500 payable in quarterly 

instalments in advance; and  
(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $12,125 payable in quarterly 

instalments in advance. 
 

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF CLARIFICATION 
 

Cr Hearne opening for the Motion 
• topical issue / disappointing outcome 
• voted last month for 100% of Mayoral Allowance / now reduced 
• only fair Councillors have their fee set at 75% 
• would love to support a Mayoral increase - majority do not want it 
• this creates the impression the person is not appreciated 
 

Cr Smith Point of Order - two separate issues - Cr Hearne withdrew the comment 
 

• believe Mayor and Councillors should be treated equally - important job 
 

Cr Best for the Motion 
• heard the statement today  ‘the Mayor does not understand his role’ 
• CoSP has many difficult issues to deal with such as river walls, State rubbish levy, 

climate change etc - we look to the Mayor of the City to address these issues - be the 
‘voice’ 

• community concerns about what a Mayoral Allowance should be - refer Inside Cover 
• in the circumstances we should all share in practising moderation 
• we should all share community concerns expressed in ‘Inside Cover’ 
• commend Cr Hearne’s Motion 
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FORESHADOWED MOTION 
Cr Hasleby Foreshadowed that he would be moving that the Meeting Fees be set at $7,000 
and $14,000 respectively if the current Motion is Lost. 
 
Cr Hasleby against the Motion 
• have issues with previous speakers’ comments 
• reaction by ratepayers not brought about by press / Inside Cover 
• a poor decision at May Meeting brought us here today 
• this as a poor attempt to not support those Members that did not support the May Motion 

 
Cr Ozsdolay against the Motion 
• to recommend a CPI Mayoral Allowance increase and then recommend Councillors get a 

reduction believe is punitive 
• against the Motion 

 
Cr Trent for the Motion 
• whether CEO of large company, whatever the position - they have all been getting 

salaries 
• figures put forward in Motion are fair 
• support the Motion 

 
Cr Smith against the Motion 
• served this Council when there was no Allowance - happy to serve 
• see this issue as Cr Ozsdolay does 
• understand the role of Mayor  
• you (Mayor Best) figure highly in my valuation of the role of Mayor 
• acknowledge your desire to do the very best for Council 
• argued against a pay rise as it could not be sustained 
• see this Motion as Councillors being penalised for those that voted against the Mayoral 

Allowance increase in May 
• allowance set for Councillors is reasonable - but to self flagellate is of what benefit 
• see this proposed reduction in fees as nothing but a puerile ‘hit back’ 
• any concerned Councillors can donate their allowances to Cancer Foundation etc 
• what we are paid is a pittance - if you want to hand it over - hand it over as a prize within 

the community 
• against the Motion 
 
AMENDMENT 
Moved Cr Burrows 
 
That part (a) of the Motion be amended by the Meeting Fee for the Mayor being amended to 
$11,500 to be in line with the reduction in the Councillors Meeting Fee. 
 
 
The Mover and Seconder concurred with the Amendment. 
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Cr Hasleby against the Motion 
• we can all justify a pay rise but we chose to become Councillors / Mayor 
• we are all here for different reasons - want to see change throughout Municipality - not 

here for the money 
• hear that Councillors should be responsible / actions should be transparent 
• need to act with prudence / restraint - if we need guidance - there is plenty - State MP’s 

have had salaries frozen 
• Mayor has previously stated how busy he is - it is not a full time position - he has chosen 

to make it one - so why should his Allowance support this 
• if there is consideration in rewarding with a full Allowance as the Mayor is overworked 

then we have a Deputy Mayor to share the load to help with Council discussions/attend to 
various ceremonial duties etc 

• rather than upping the Mayoral Allowance share the duties with Deputy Mayor  
 
Cr Grayden against the Motion 
• Mayor did not put forward Motion to increase Allowance - it was supported and passed at 

the May Council meeting 
• embarrassing so much heed has been paid to comments in Inside Cover on this issue 
• need to acknowledge the Mayoral Allowance is simply that ‘an allowance’ albeit a fairly 

moderate allowance to assist in covering expenses to fulfil the role as Mayor 
• Council shows incredible concern for ratepayers’ money and need to ask the question 

whether the City is going to get value for money 
• proposed increase of $15,000 represents 75c per ratepayer per year 
• it is the ‘role’ of Mayor we are looking at increasing allowance 
 
FORESHADOWED MOTION 
Cr Grayden Foreshadowed  that he would be moving to increase the Mayoral Allowance as 
passed at the May Council Meeting if the current Motion is Lost. 
 
Cr Hearne closing for the Motion 
• agree 100% with Cr Smith’s comment in relation to role of Mayor Best 
• proposal not a punitive attempt to punish anyone 
• welcome comment from Crs Best and Hasleby - acknowledge we are in the toughest 

circumstance of our time 
• if Members take a little bit of pain it is letting ratepayers know we care 
• we are here to do the best job we can 
• want to see equity for Councillors and the Mayor 
 
The Mayor Put the Motion                 LOST (6/7) 
 
MOTION 
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Burrows 
 

That .... 
(a) the Meeting Fee for the 2009/2010 year be set at $7,000 per Council Member and 

$14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in advance; 
(b) a Communication Allowance of $2,400 per annum per Council Member be paid 

quarterly in advance; 
(c) a Technology allowance of $1,000 per annum per Council Member be paid quarterly 

in advance; 
(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $48,500 payable in quarterly 

instalments in advance; and  
(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $12,125 payable in quarterly 

instalments in advance. 
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Cr Ozsdolay opening for the Motion 
• reiterate role is not to run a $42m business that is the role of the CEO 
• role of the Mayor under Local Government Act is to: preside at meetings, provide 

leadership/guidance to community, carry out civic / ceremonial duties, speak on behalf of 
the local government, liaise with the CEO on local government affairs 

• reiterate we are not running the City - that is the role of the CEO 
• believe the May Council decision was a poor decision 
• this Council prides itself on its leadership role - believe there is a case for a CPI 

allowance - that is the leadership we should be giving 
• have spoken about full or part time role of Mayor - acknowledge it can be full time - but 

that is by choice - commend Mayor for the time he commits to the role 
• acknowledge Mayors of majority of surrounding Councils are part time 
• by adding the modest CPI increase to the other allowances it adds up to $80,900 - 

difficult to argue this is not a fair allowance 
• Members were sworn in to act in the best interests of the ratepayers of South Perth 
• South Perth are looking for leadership - this is what they expect and deserve 
• ask Councillors support the Motion 

 

Cr Burrows for the Motion 
• in supporting the Motion have thought long and hard 
• in supporting it is not a personal attack on the person 
• decision last month was a poor decision enhanced by the current global financial situation 

and staff morale 
• not saying the role should not be remunerated properly 
• problem is not the amount but the comparisons used to support this argument 
• have spoken with many staff who are in the middle of EBA negotiations 
• have spoke to many members of the community and been taken aback by the way the 

decision has been received 
• personally, feel last month’s decision brought my integrity into question 
• if the individual chooses to act full time - that is his choice 
• Mayor speaks on behalf of the City and performs ceremonial duties - many in the Council 

Chamber do much more than the Mayor 
• if Mayor wants to fulfil duties full time it should not be up to the report on the back of 

Agenda paper to justify this 
• draw your attention to recent Budget briefings and to the Minister for Local Governments 

letter in relation to spending - it is incumbent on local governments to reflect this 
approach 

• ask Members consider the Motion and vote accordingly 
 

Cr Grayden against the Motion 
• comments have been made that last month’s decision was a ‘poor decision’ 
• increase to Mayoral Allowance was debated extensively in May and supported 
• poor decision comment - offensive 
• no ratepayers have been to me in relation to the Mayoral Allowance - more concerned 

with parking issue 
• if we make poor decision ratepayers will address this at election time 
• against the Motion 

 

Cr Gleeson for the Motion 
• Notice of Motion submitted not on behalf of Cr Gleeson but on behalf of ratepayers 
• have had many ratepayers come into my business/phone me in relation to the Mayor 

giving himself a 33.1/3% pay increase 
• during these economic times a CPI increase would be justified 
• Councillors are duty bound to act for ratepayers on this issue 
• support the Motion 
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Cr Ozsdolay closing for the Motion 
• reiterate that the interest of the City of South Perth residents are paramount 
• we show a strong leadership role in supporting the Motion 
• ask Councillors support the Motion 

 
 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.1(b) 
The Mayor Put the Motion 

That .... 
(a) the Meeting Fee for the 2009/2010 year be set at $7,000 per Council Member and 

$14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in advance; 
(b) a Communication Allowance of $2,400 per annum per Council Member be paid 

quarterly in advance; 
(c) a Technology allowance of $1,000 per annum per Council Member be paid quarterly 

in advance; 
(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $48,500 payable in quarterly 

instalments in advance; and  
(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2009/2010 be set at $12,125 payable in quarterly 

instalments in advance. 
CARRIED (8/5) 

By Required Absolute Majority 
 
Note: Cr Doherty left the Council Chamber at 9.30pm and returned at 9.34pm 

 
 

12.2 Assessment of 11 Heppingstone Street, under TPS5 ..   Cr Gleeson .2.6.2009  
 

I hereby give notice that I intend to move the following Motion at the Council Meeting to be 
held on 23 June 2009: 
 
MOTION 
 
That…. 
(a) the building at Lot 38 (No. 11) Heppingstone Street, South Perth be assessed in 

accordance with Town Planning Scheme No. 5 which was the operative  Scheme 
when the development was approved; and 

(b) a report on the assessment be provided at the next Council meeting. 
 
MEMBER COMMENT 
The building at No. 11 Heppingstone Street has never been correctly assessed.   Mr Drake 
has been asking questions about this building since May 2002.  By assessing the building 
under TPS5 it will answer those questions, and if assessed properly, hopefully put an end to 
them. 
 
The development comprises two Multiple Dwellings contained within a four storey building 
that was approved at the December 2000 Council Meeting by the Council of the day (the 
three Commissioners).  A  Building Licence was issued by the Manager Building Services 
under Delegated Authority during February 2002 together with the Grant of Planning 
Consent dated 8 January 2001. 
 
Mr Drake maintains that the three most important Conditions on the Grant of Planning 
Consent were not complied with - these being the Conditions that control the height and bulk 
of the building. (Conditions (6), (9) and (13). 
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COMMENT CEO 
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d)  of Standing Orders Local Law 2007 the Chief 
Executive Officer comments as follows: 
 

The issue of the height, plot ratio and setbacks in relation to No. 11 Heppingstone Street are 
issues the City has been dealing with for many years in connection with this development.  
In 2004, Council resolved that it was satisfied with the plot ratio, height and setbacks. 
 

Following an approach by Mr Drake to the Minister, the matter was referred to the State 
Administrative Tribunal for consideration. The State Administrative Tribunal delivered its 
decision in relation to the plot ratio issue on 14 October 2005. The SAT found that the 
building was built in excess of allowable plot ratio due to using a "mistaken practice" in 
relation to calculation of plot ratio.  
 

This particular matter has now been resolved following the Minister issuing an order for the 
building to be modified  
 

With regard to building height, the officer report to the March 2004 Council meeting states 
that there appeared to be a small degree of non-compliance with the building height limit 
with respect to the lift shaft only. In this respect, at the March 2004 meeting, the Council 
resolved that it is satisfied that the  “as constructed” height of the building does not detract 
from the amenity of the locality. 
 

In relation to setbacks, the 2004 Council report noted that Council had used its discretion 
when considering setbacks. 
 

It is therefore considered that the issues associated with the development have been 
satisfactorily addressed. 
 
MOTION 
Moved Cr Gleeson, Sec Cr Smith 
 
That…. 
(a) the building at Lot 38 (No. 11) Heppingstone Street, South Perth be assessed in 

accordance with Town Planning Scheme No. 5 which was the operative  Scheme 
when the development was approved; and 

(b) a report on the assessment be provided at the next Council meeting. 
 
 
MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF CLARIFICATION 
 
Cr Gleeson opening for the Motion 
• building at No. 11 Heppingstone Street has never been correctly assessed 
• Mr Drake has been asking questions about this building since May 2002 
• by assessing the building under TPS5 it will answer those questions and if assessed 

properly, hopefully put an end to them. 
• development approved in December 2000 by the Council of the day (the Commissioners) 
• Building Licence was issued under Delegated Authority February 2002 
• Grant of Planning Consent was issued January 2001 
• Mr Drake maintains that the three most important Conditions on the Grant of Planning 

Consent were not complied with - these being Conditions that control the height and bulk 
of the building. (Conditions (6), (9) and (13) 

• ask Councillors support the Motion 
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Cr Smith for the Motion 
• this issue is a blot on this Council 
• as decision by Commissions - I can wash my hands of it 
• originally thought Mr Drake had not much to go on until he brought us the history of this 

building 
• he initially employed experts to look at it and went to the architects and told them it did 

not comply  
• the fact is the history has never been refuted - Commissioners approved it and it was built 
• never more damming was the report from Ernie Samec of Kott Gunning - which stated 

the building did not comply with TPS5 - Mr Drake is correct, this building should never 
have been built 

• this is not a moral thing we can run  away from - was it wrong - Yes  
• SAT evaluated the building - found in Mr Drake’s favour 

 
EXTENSION OF TIME 
The Mayor advised that Cr Smith had used up the allotted time or his debate. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION EXTENSION OF TIME 
Moved Cr Trent,  Sec Cr Wells 
 
That Councillor Smith be granted an extension of time of 3 minutes to complete his debate. 

CARRIED (10/3) 
 
• Councillors, do not run away from this 
• Mr Drake has challenged us - if he is wrong he will reimburse Council the cost of 

measuring the building 
 

Cr Hearne Point of Order - Cr Smith keeps stating  we are running away from 
something” we have not made a decision yet.  Cr Smith amended the comment. 
 

• do not run away as you have done in the past 
• we should treat Mr Drake with every consideration as we do with every other ratepayer 
• ask Councillors support the Motion 

 
Cr Cala against the Motion 
• Cr Smith has provided reasons why we should not support the Motion 
• we have had building assessment under TPS5  
• in 2004 Council resolved that it was satisfied with the plot ratio, height and setbacks 
• SAT has addressed issues 
• the Minister issued an order for the building to be modified which has now been done 
• we have done it all 
 
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.2 
The Mayor Put the Motion 
 
That…. 
(a) the building at Lot 38 (No. 11) Heppingstone Street, South Perth be assessed in 

accordance with Town Planning Scheme No. 5 which was the operative  Scheme 
when the development was approved; and 

(b) a report on the assessment be provided at the next Council meeting. 
LOST (3/10) 
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13. QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE 
 

13.1. RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE 
 

13.1.1 Global Insurance Market …..…..….Cr Best  
 

Summary of Question 
What steps, if any, are being taken to protect the City from possible collapse in the global 
insurance market? 

 
Summary of Response 
A response was provided by the Chief Executive Officer, by letter dated  3 June 2009, a 
summary of which is as follows:  
The City maintains a comprehensive suite of professional and business Insurances in 
accordance with our Risk Management Strategy. 
 
To ensure that the City has access to comprehensive insurance products at competitive 
prices, the City uses the Local Government Insurance Service (LGIS) as its insurance 
provider.  This collective purchasing arrangement has the combined purchasing power of 
almost all of the major Western Australian Local Governments which ensures that it has the 
best possible access to insurers. 
 
As it is not possible to speculate what may happen in the global insurance market, the City’s 
current strategy is to maintain its purchasing / bargaining strength through partnership with 
LGIS.  As part of a responsible business practice we will continue to monitor market trends 
and events in the global insurance market. 

 
13.2 QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE 

 
13.2.1 Local Government Reform …..…..….Cr Trent   

 
Summary of Question 
I refer Members to a ‘flyer’ from the Town of Victoria Park on the issue of local government 
amalgamations / local government reform included in the back of the June 2009 Winter 
Edition of the Peninsular Newsletter requesting ratepayer feedback.  How many people have 
responded? 
 
Summary of Response 
The Chief Executive Officer advised that four people had provided very brief responses to 
this questionnaire referred to. 
 

 
13.2.2 Alleged Improper Conduct……….….Cr Gleeson 

 
Summary of Question 
Are you aware there is a story circulating that suggests there may be improper conduct by  a 
City of South Perth Councillor.  It is said, that this Councillor approached a ratepayer with a 
proposal to offer favourable rezoning of land in the location of this ratepayer in return for 
this ratepayer stopping taking further action against this Council on a particular issue. 
 
Summary of Response 
The Chief Executive Officer stated that if Cr Gleeson has information relating to an alleged 
action of improper conduct then the matter should be reported to the Corruption and Crime 
Commission and not to this Council. 
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13.2.3 Parking Policy Richardson Park ……….….Cr Ozsdolay 
 

Summary of Question 
Concerns have been raised about how the parking restrictions for Richardson Park area will 
impact on ratepayers.  How can we address this as it is an unintended consequence. 
 
Summary of Response 
Chief Executive Officer stated that it was difficult to comment without knowing some of the 
specific issues that will effect ratepayers.  The City made a decision to expand ‘paid 
parking’ at the Richardson Street car park and on one side of all streets between Judd Street 
and Richardson Street.  Because of the increasing significance of the trend for commuters to 
drive to inner city car parks and then catch public transport to the Perth CBD - which has 
severely impacted City of South Perth car parks like the Richardson Street car park.  Parking 
fees in the City of Perth will continue to rise from 1 July in relation to State levies and this  
will place further pressure on parking facilities and  will also effect residential streets in the 
City of South Perth.  The only way to control this is by controlling parking and trying to 
encourage commuters to park elsewhere or use public transport. 
 
Summary of Question 
No one has actually complained about the Parking Policy but how we are dealing with 
ratepayers and providing services to our ratepayers. 
 
Summary of Response 
The Chief Executive Officer stated that Council should not be held responsible for lack or 
parking bays on private property as businesses and residential developments in the Precinct 
have an obligation to provide appropriate parking.  
 
Mayor Best suggested Elected Members meet with the Manager Environmental and 
Regulatory  Services  to further discuss the issues raised. 
 
Chief Executive Officer reminded Councillors that they made a decision to introduce new 
parking charges, not only in Richardson Street but in the Precinct from 1 July 2009. 

 
 

13.2.4 Parking Ticket Machines ……….….Cr Smith  
 
Summary of Question 
There are smashed / damaged ticket machines in the Peninsula area.  What can be done to 
protect our parking dispensers? 
 
Summary of Response 
The Mayor said he would have this matter investigated. 

 
14. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING 
 
15. MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC 
 

15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed. 
15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be made Public. 

 
 
16. CLOSURE 

The Mayor closed the meeting at 9.59pm and thanked everyone for their attendance. 
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DISCLAIMERDISCLAIMERDISCLAIMERDISCLAIMER    

    

The minutes of meetings of the Council of the City of South Perth include a dot point summary of comments 
made by and attributed to individuals during discussion or debate on some items considered by the Council. 
 
The City advises that comments recorded represent the views of the person making them and should not in any 
way be  
interpreted as representing the views of Council. The minutes are a confirmation as to the nature of comments 
made and provide no endorsement of such comments. Most importantly, the comments included as dot points 
are not purported to be a complete record of all comments made during the course of debate.  Persons relying 
on the minutes are expressly advised that the summary of comments provided in those minutes do not reflect 
and should not be taken to reflect the view of the Council. The City makes no warranty as to the veracity or 
accuracy of the individual opinions expressed and recorded therein. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 28 July 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signed________________________________________________ 
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes were confirmed. 
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17. RECORD OF VOTING 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 7:25:17 PM 
Item 6 - Extension of Public Question Time - Motion Passed 13/0  
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 7:40:57 PM 
Item 7.1.1 Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 7:41:34 PM 
Item 7.1.2 - Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 7:42:06 PM 
 
Item 7.2.1 - 7.2.5 - Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:15:10 PM 
 
Item 8.3.3  Deputation  - Extension of Time -Motion Passed 8/5 
Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Peter Best, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Roy 
Wells, Cr Colin Cala 
No: Mayor James Best, Cr Ian Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Rob Grayden 
Absent: Casting Vote 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:19:57 PM 
Item 8.4.1 Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:20:30 PM 
Item 8.4.2 - Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les 
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala 
No: Absent: Casting Vote 
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------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:20:58 PM 
Item 8.4.3 Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:22:59 PM 
Item 9.0 En Bloc Decision - Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:30:49 PM 
Item 10.0.1  (officer recommendation)  Motion Not Passed 3/10 
Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian Hasleby, Cr Roy Wells 
No: Mayor James Best, 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 Colin Cala 
Absent: Casting Vote 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:39:30 PM 
Item 10.0.1 (Alt.Motion) Motion Passed 11/2 
Yes: Mayor James Best, 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: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian Hasleby 
Absent: Casting Vote 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:46:51 PM 
Item 10.3.2 (officer Recommendtion Lapsed)  Alt.Motion Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 8:47:58 PM 
Item 12.1(a) (Revoked Item 10.6.5 May Meeting)  Motion Passed 13/0 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian 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 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 9:16:54 PM 
Item 12.1(b) Motion Not Passed 6/7 
Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty 
No: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian Hasleby, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala 
Absent: Casting Vote 
 
------------------------------------ 
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23/06/2009 9:34:13 PM 
Item 12.1(b) Motion Passed 8/5 
Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Ian Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr David Smith, Cr Roy 
Wells, Cr Colin Cala 
No: Mayor James Best, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Rob Grayden 
Absent: Casting Vote 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 9:43:19 PM 
Item 12.2 - Extension of Time Cr Smith Debate -Motion Passed 10/3 
Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, 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: Mayor James Best, Cr Ian Hasleby, Cr Rob Grayden 
Absent: Casting Vote 
 
------------------------------------ 
23/06/2009 9:47:33 PM 
Item 12.2 Motion Not Passed 3/10 
Yes: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr David Smith, Cr Roy Wells 
No: Mayor James Best, Cr Ian Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin 
Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Colin Cala 
Absent: Casting Vote 
 
 


