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1.

South

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the City of South Perth Council

held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 24 March 2009 at 7.00pm

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S

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

DISCLAIMER
The Mayor read aloud the City’s Disclaimer.

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1 Activities Report Mayor Best
Mayor's Activities Report for the month of Februa?p09 attached to the back of the
Agenda.

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

3.3 Presentation Director Development and Communitervices
The Mayor presented a floral tribute to Steve Cdpegctor Development and Community
Services who is leaving to take up a position i City of Melville. He wished him well
for the future and thanked him for all his worktive planning and building areas. Mr Cope
thanked the Mayor for his good wishes.

ATTENDANCE

Present:

Mayor J Best

Councillors:

| 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 S Cope Director Development and Community SmEvi
Mr M Kent Director Financial and Information Seres
Mr S Camillo Manager Environmental Health and Ratquy Services (until 7.45pm)
Mr R Kapur Manager Development Assessment
Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services
Mr M Taylor Manager City Environment (until 9.15pm
Mr R Bercov Strategic Urban Planning Adviser
Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary
Gallery There were approximately 30 members of the pyisksent.
4.1 Apologies
Nil
4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

Cr G W Gleeson Civic Ward

5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
The Mayor reported on a Declaration of Intereseiesd from Cr Hearne in relation to Agenda
Items 10.3.8 and 10.3.9. He further stated thaadoordance witH.ocal Government (Rules of
Conduct) Regulations 20Gkat the Declaration would be read out immediabefore the Items in
question was discussed.

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE

At the Council meeting held 24 February 2009 thk¥ing question were taken on notice:

16.1.1 Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensigton |

Summary of Question
What is the annual running cost of the light vehifleet, excluding depreciation? If
possible broken down into fuel, registration, irgwre, repairs and maintenance.

Summary of Response
A response was provided by the Chief Executive deffi by letter dated 5 March 2009, a
summary of which is as follows:

The annual running cost of the City of South Perffassenger sedans (i.e. light fleet) are as
follows:

Fuel $62,692 to date - estimated to be $95,008 fall year
Registration $ 6,700

Insurance $10,400

Repairs $21,000 approximately
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6.2

Summary of Question
Last October | asked a question regarding theafdste legal expenses in three contentious
town planning matters:

- Gorrill and others vs City of South Perth

- Canning Mews vs City of South Perth

- No. 12-14 Stone Street, South Perth

that have come before the City in recent yearse TBO’s response was that it would take a
huge amount of time and resources. If any of thmatiers were subject to an insurance
claim, will the City write to the insurer and asletvalue of the claim?

Summary of Response
A response was provided by the Chief Executive d@ffi by email dated 5 March 2009, a
summary of which is as follows:

It is acknowledged that you received a responsbaauestion asked in October 2008. That
reply was provided to you on the 5 November 2008response to your recent request for
further information, of the matters listed only angolved an insurance claim. The matter
was handled by the LGIS and was settled in Novergbéb. The City did not incur legal
costs. It is not normal practice nor do | believésiappropriate to provide details of the
claim.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 24.3.2009

Opening of Public Question Time

As part of the new process of dealing with Publiee§tion Time the Mayor asked that the
public write their questions down and he would thesd them out. He then opened Public
Question Time at 7.08pm.

|6.2.1 Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South P#r
Note: Written Question Time Form tabled. Questions raladd by the Mayor.

Summary of Question

Why do the City of South Perth have Public Qoestime?

Why am | not permitted to read by questions e¢tngs?

Why aren’t the questions | ask about 11 Hepporgs Street answered?
Why has the City changed public Question Tinrenfd?

Will this change of format be permanent?

agrNPE

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1. It is a legal requirement under thecal Government Act.

2. We are keen to make Council meetings more efficiand as such are following the
practice of some other local governments by requgsijuestions be provided in
advance of the meeting in order that succinct arswaan then be provided.

3. We have been providing responses to these quesbver a number of years and
believe the answers have been fair and accurate.
4, To ensure meetings are run smoothly. By reegiwiritten questions prior to the

meeting it gives time for more detailed responselset prepared rather than having
to take Questions on Notice at the Council meeting.
5. The new process is for a trial period and wéllrbviewed at the end of the year.
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|6.2.2 Mr Warren Marshall, 22A Pepler Avenue, SalterPoint
Note: Written Questions tabled.

The Mayor advised that there were over 14 questielasing to:

- “Conditions of Approval for the granting of Buildy Licenses”; and

- Comments in the press omdbelling people who reuse, reduce and recycle
collection waste from street verges as being sagemsh

and as such the questions would be handled aspondence by the Administration.

The Mayor further stated that detailed questiosslted in the questions not being answered
on the night and having to be taken on notice.sttygested Mr Marshall contact him direct
by telephone or email to progress the issues raised

16.2.3  Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensirign |

Summary of Question

At the last Council meeting | asked the cost ofldgal expenses in three contentious town
planning matters and if any of the matters wergestilio an insurance claim. The CEQO’s
response stated only one involved an insurancencl@oes the CEO know the cost of that
claim?

Summary of Response

The Mayor said that responses had previously beavided on a humber of occasions on

this issue that goes back a long time. He fursii@ted that most Councillors here were not
involved in the issue and that he could see notpoigoing back again when a response had
already been provided.

Summary of Questions
Note: Written questions tabled

1. Clause 1.7: Interaction between Council Memlagis Applicants for Development
Approval:
» By agreeing to this clause are Councillors ackndgiley that they cannot be
trusted and/or that they may be possibly corrupt?
e Can Council staff meet development applicants withmeing accompanied by
another staff member or Councillor?
* Does this mean that Council staff can be trusted Gaouncillors cannot be
trusted?
2. Clause 3.3 Register of Interests in ProfessiandlCommunity Associations:
» Does this include any association ie golf clubddei club, the Communist Part,
Al Qaeda etc?
3. Question Time Procedure
* Is the Council aware of the Local Government Openal Guideline No. 3
(Managing Public Question Time) and in particularggraph 33 which states
person not prepared to submit a question in writiglenied the opportunity to
ask a question?

Summary of Response
The Mayor advised that the tabled questions woelchéndled as correspondence by the
Administration.
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|6.2.4 Mr Warren Marshall, 22A Pepler Avenue, SalterPoint

Summary of Question
Is it the intention of Council to force ratepayact to ask questions?

Summary of Response

The Mayor said he was trying to avoid the storipgpfiquestions until the end of the month

and would prefer residents contacted their WardnCitlors as soon as issues arise or to
alternatively send an email to the Administratiancontact the CEO or Mayor direct. He

further stated that by requesting that questionprbeided in writing and in advance of the

Council Meetings is so that they can be researeimeda detailed response provided. The
public gallery were not here to listen to a dethitigscussion on administrative policies and
practices, they are in attendance to hear outcoiiémms on the Council Agenda.

Close of Public Question Time
The Mayor closed Public Question Time at 7.23pm

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

7.1

7.2

MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 24.2.2009

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.1
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Burrows

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetingch24 February 2009 be taken as read
and confirmed as a true and correct record.

CARRIED (12/0)

7.1.2 Audit and Governance Committee Meeting Heldl0.3.2009

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.2 \
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Grayden

That the Minutes of the Audit and Governance ConsriMeeting held 10 March 2009 be
received.

CARRIED (12/0)

BRIEFINGS

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

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - February Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 17.2.2009
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the February 2009 Council Ada. Notes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.
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7.2.2 Concept Forum - Major Capital Projects, EBA pdate and Budget
Update - Meeting Held: 3 March 2009
Officers of the City presented information in redat
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAtschment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum - South Perth Railway Station fecinct Update - Meeting Held:
11 March 2009
Officers of the City presented an update on thelSBerth Railway Station Precinct
progress. Notes from the Concept Briefing are ietlasAttachment 7.2.3

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

That the comments and attached Notes under Itethd % 7.2.3 inclusive on Council
Agenda Briefings held since the last Ordinary Megibf Council on 24 February 2009 be
noted.

CARRIED (12/0)

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 10.3.231).10.3.4, 10.3.6, 10.3.8, 10.3.9 and
10.4.1 were heard at the March Council Agenda Bigetield on 17 March 2009.

Opening of Deputations
The Mayor opened Deputations at 7.25pm

8.3.1 Mr Lyle Kenny, Immediate Past President Wdsy-South Perth Hockey Club
Agenda Item 10.4.1

Mr Kenny, in support of the officer recommendat@mnthe proposed additions/alterations to
the Thomas Pavilion, Richardson Park spoke ondt@wing topics:

* history of the club / his association with the cludbub make-up

* background on proposed refurbishment project

» project fits within the City’s Needs Study / StigiteFinancial Plan

e CSRFF funding

* volunteers support club

e important infrastructure

» ask Council proceed to tender and support thieptoj
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[8.3.2 Mr Steve Barry, President of South Perth Gcket Club  Agenda ltem 10.4.1 |

Mr Barry, in support of the officer recommendatiam the proposed additions/alterations to
the Thomas Pavilion, Richardson Park spoke ondheing topics:

e background / history of club

« volunteers and hours of contribution to supportaiud

e South Perth Hockey a registered charity for undstleged kids

e school holiday programs / community activities

« both clubs a valuable asset to South Perth comgnunit

e ask Council support project.

Close of Deputations
The Mayor closed Deputations at 7.38pm and thattkegresenters for their comments.

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES Delegate’s written reports to be submitted to the Minute Secretary prior to
6 March 2009 for inclusion in the Council Agenda.

8.4.1. Council Delegate: River Regional Council :9February 2008
A report from Delegate Cr Trent, summarising hiteradance, together with the
CEO and Manager Environmental Health and Rangewricasr at the Rivers
Regional Council Meeting held 19 February 2008t isttachment 8.4.1.

Note: The Minutes of the Rivers Regional Council Ordin@guncil Meeting held
on 19 February 2009 have also been received andnaiable on the
iCouncil website and in the Council Lounge.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’'s Report in relation to the Ri¥gional Council Meeting

held 19 February 2009 be received.

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

That the Delegate’s Report @ttachment 8.4.1in relation to the River Regional
Council Meeting held 19 February 2009 be received.
CARRIED (12/0)

8.4.2. Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropotan Zone Special Meeting:

25 February 2008
A report from Mayor Best and Cr Trent summarisimgpit attendance at the

WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Special Meethgd 25 February 2009 is
at Attachment 8.4.2.

The Minutes of the WALGA South East MetropolitanngoSpecial Meeting of 25
February have also been received and are avadabieeiCouncil website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegates’ Report Attachment 8.4.2in relation to the WALGA South
East Metropolitan Zone Special Meeting held 25 kabyr 2009 be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.2
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Doherty

That the Delegates’ Report Attachment 8.4.2in relation to the WALGA South

East Metropolitan Zone Special Meeting held 25 kabyr 2009 be received.
CARRIED (12/0)

10
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8.4.3.

Council Delegate: South East Districts Plammy Committee  Meeting:
5 February 2008

A report from Cr Cala summarising his attendancehat South East Districts
Planning Committee Meeting held 5 February 2008 Attachment 8.4.3.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegates’ ReportAttachment 8.4.3in relation to the South East District
Planning Committee Meeting held 5 February 2008ekeived.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.3
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Trent

That the Delegates’ ReportAttachment 8.4.3in relation to the South East District
Planning Committee Meeting held 5 February 2008ekbeived.
CARRIED (12/0)

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES Delegate’s written reports to be submitted to the Minute Secretary prior to

6 March 2009 for inclusion in the Council Agenda.

8.5.1.

8.5.2.

National Conference on Climate Change 3-5 gust 2008 Coffs Harbour, NSW
A report from Mayor Best summarising his attendaatéhe National Conference
on Climate Change held in Coffs Harbour 3 - 5 Aug2B08 is at Attachment
8.5.1.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Mayor tBeattendance at the National
Conference on Climate Change held in Coffs Hardeetween 3 and 5 August
2008, at Attachment 8.5.1,be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.5.1 \
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Hearne

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Mayor tBeattendance at the National
Conference on Climate Change held in Coffs Harbdmetiveen 3 and 5 August
2008, at Attachment 8.5.1,be received.

CARRIED (12/0)

Council of Local Government Inaugural Meetiig 18 November 2008 Canberra
A report from Mayor Best summarising his attendaatéhe Inaugural Meeting of
the ‘Council of Local Government” on 18 November080in Canberra is at
Attachment 8.5.2

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Mayor tBeattendance at the Inaugural
Meeting of the ‘Council of Local Government” on M®vember 2008 in Canberra
at Attachment 8.5.2,be received.

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

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Mayor tBeattendance at the Inaugural
Meeting of the ‘Council of Local Government” on M®vember 2008 in Canberra
at Attachment 8.5.2,be received.

CARRIED (12/0)
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10.

METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exoeptf the items identified to be withdrawn for
discussion that the remaining reports, including afficer recommendations, would be adopted en
bloc, ie all together. He then sought confirmatfoom the Chief Executive Officer that all the
report items had been discussed at the Agendaiigyieéld on 17 March 2009.

The Chief Executive Officer stated that all itenmgler Section 10 ‘Reports’ were included in the
Agenda Briefing.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS
The following items were withdrawn for discussictebate:

e Item 10.3.2 Alternative Motions proposed

e Item 10.3.3 Alternative Motion proposed

e Item 10.3.4 Alternative Motion proposed

e Item 10.3.6 Alternative Motion proposed

e |tem 10.3.7 Alternative Motion proposed

e |tem 10.3.8 Alternative Motion proposed / Declamatof Interest
e |tem 10.3.9 Alternative Motion proposed / Declamatof Interest
e Item 10.4.1 Alternative Motion proposed

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION ‘

Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Trent

That with the exception of Withdrawn Items 10.3.2,3.3, 10.3.4, 10.3.6, 10.3.7, 10.3.8, 10.3.9 and
10.4.1 which are to be considered separately, ffieep recommendations in relation to Agenda
Items 10.0.1, 10.0.2, 10.3.1, 10.3.5, 10.5.1, 20.80.5.3, 10.6.1, 10.6.2, 10.6.3, 10.6.4, and.10.7
be carried en bloc.

CARRIED (12/0)

Note: Manager Environmental Health and Regulatory Sesvietired from the meeting at 7.45pm

REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Design Advisory Consultants: Appointment oMembers (Item 10.0.5 of 25
March 2008 Council Meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Councll

Lodgement Date: N/A

File Ref: DB/501

Date: 3 March 2009

Author: Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Adwise

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developmemi Community Services
Summary

Council has adopted Policy P371 ‘Design Advisoryn§idtants’ (DAC) which provides
guidelines for the selection and appointment of imers of the DAC group and for the
operation of the group. The City has invited exgi@ss of interest from architects wishing
to be appointed, both existing members and othEngs report recommends that four of the
existing members be reappointed and that one additarchitect also be appointed.
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Background

Prior to adopting Policy P371, the Council had hest that the reappointment of members
of the DAC group was to be deferred pending adoptd that Policy. The current
membership was to remain unchanged in the meantime.

When adopting Policy P371, Council resolved that ¢brrent membership of the DAC be
reviewed and that expressions of interest be sdieglgix positions pursuant to the Policy.
As part of that resolution, the present DAC membegse to be invited to re-nominate, for
consideration along with any other interested &ecké. The invitation for expressions of
interest has been circulated in the form of arclertincluded in the December 2008 and
January 2009 issues of the Newsletter of the Alimtralnstitute of Architects. The
responses received are described in the Commeiurséelow.

Attachment 10.0.1to this report is a submission received from arhiggct who is not
currently a member of the DAC.

Comment

Clause 5 of Policy P371, titled ‘Membership’, deaish the composition of the DAC and
eligibility for membership; the process for selentiand appointment of members; and the
term of appointment. This Clause contains prowsim the following effect:

. The DAC is to comprise up to six architects seledig the Council and appointed
by the Chief Executive Officer.

. Eligibility for membership is based on the followioriteria:

» detailed knowledge of the composition and charaafténe City of South Perth;
» experience in sustainable design and heritage nwegsm;

» architectural expertise in any other special frelévant to the City;

» eligibility to membership of the Australian Instiéuof Architects;

. The method of sourcing eligible architects is &t discretion of the Chief Executive
Officer. One suggested method is consultation Wi Australian Institute of
Architects.

. When a vacancy occurs, details of interested aigibkd architects are to be
presented to a Council meeting. The Council theerdenes which architect is to
be selected.

. Members are appointed for a four year term, howawvgrserving member may be

reappointed for additional terms.

Four of the current members of the DAC, being Patelrell, Bill Hames, Fred Zuideveld
and lan Harris have served in this capacity forertban 21 years. In response to the recent
invitation, each of those architects has lodge@aression of interest for continuation of
their membership. Each makes reference to thdlertservice they have provided to the
City over a lengthy period and it is clear thatytlhdé remain enthusiastic about continuing as
members of the DAC.

Neil Loftus is also a current member of the DAGhaligh he has not been able to attend
meetings for more than four years. It is undemtd@mt Mr Loftus currently resides in the
south-west of the State. It is not intended tlimniembership will continue.

Apart from the submissions from currently serving@members, only one submission was
received, the submitter being architect, PatrickndBi Attachment 10.0.1 refers

Mr Pinder’'s submission and the accompanying CVablyt address the Selection Criteria.
In summary, his submission conveys the followirfgrimation:
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. Resident of the City of South Perth (Forrest Steewt Wattle Street) for 20 years,
with detailed knowledge of the composition and ehser of the City of South Perth
and an appreciation of the lifestyle facilitatedtbg City;

. Extensive experience in implementation of sustdaatbesign, throughout his
architectural training and practice;

. Previously a member of the Early Buildings Comneittef the National Trust of
South Australia;

. Involvement in restoration of, and additions to lpubnd private buildings in South
Australia and Western Australia;

. Architectural expertise: extremely wide range gberxence and associated activities
as identified in the CV;,

. Life Fellow of Royal Australian Institute of Arcleitts.

Mr Pinder has now retired from full-time archite@tupractice, but is very active within the
architectural profession in an advisory capaciymong other current positions, he is a
member of the Builders Registration Board and BuogdDisputes Tribunal. He is also a
Senior Sessional Member of the State Administrafiibunal, involved with planning and
building technical matters and conducting mediation

Consultation
As previously mentioned, the invitation for expiess of interest was circulated via the
Australian Institute of Architects newsletter.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The procedure for selection and appointment of nemimf the DAC group is being
implemented in the manner prescribed in Counciich¢*371.

Financial Implications

The DAC members are paid a meeting fee for eachimgethey attend. If Mr Pinder is
appointed, his meeting fees would constitute aoliti expenditure. Funding is available in
the current budget and will be included in subsagumudgets, consistent with long-
established practice.

Strategic Implications

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

The proposed Policy P371 also relates to Goal Hd@isational Effectiveness”, which is
expressed as followsTo be a professional, effective and efficient orgsattion.

Sustainability Implications

The long existence of the Design Advisory Consutagnoup within the City has proved the
effectiveness of the group. The City obtains Vlbleasupport and guidance on the
sustainability of proposed developments which dbote to the ‘built environment’,
through the expertise of the member architects adhdse the Council and City Officers.
The Design Advisory Consultants provide advice @hation to all manner of design,
sustainability and heritage issues, as well asigmy useful comments on City Policies
from time to time.

As noted above, one of the selection criteria fé&tCDmembership refers to experience in

sustainable design. In addition to reappointmenthef current members, if Mr Pinder is
appointed to the DAC, this should have further fpasisustainability implications.
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Conclusion

Having regard to the submissions received, thememandation is that Peter Jodrell, Bill
Hames, Fred Zuideveld and lan Harris be reappoittt¢ide DAC and that Patrick Pinder be
appointed as a new DAC member. This will leave waancy which could be filled at any
future time if a suitable architect came to the/Ginotice.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

That ...

(@) Messrs Peter Jodrell, Bill Hames, Fred Zuidéagld lan Harris be invited to accept
reappointment as members of the City’s Design AmyisConsultants for a period
of four years; and

(b) Mr Patrick Pinder be invited to accept appomtinas a member of the City's
Design Advisory Consultants for a period of fouasg and

(© a letter be sent to Mr Neil Loftus thanking hion his extended period of service as
a member of the Design Advisory Consultants andsauly that he has not been
reappointed.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.0.2 Proposed Amendment No. 8 to Town Planning I3eme No. 6 relating to
certain development requirements in the ‘Karawara ecial Area’ (Item
10.0.3 of February 2008 Council Meeting)

Location: Karawara

Applicant: City of South Perth

Lodgement Date: Not Applicable

File Ref: LP/209/8

Date: 3 March 2009

Author: Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Adwise

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

The proposed Amendment No. 8 to Town Planning Seh&u. 6 (TPS6) relating to

portions of Karawara, had its origin at the Decen@06 Council meeting when Council
resolved to initiate this Scheme Amendment. Howetlee Scheme Amendment did not
progress further due to other commitments and #deocomplexity of the task. In due
course it became apparent that it would be negegeaengage an external consultant.
Alternative quotes from consultants have been pbthiand it is now recommended that
‘Development Planning Strategies’ be appointed twlentake extensive community
consultation and to prepare the necessary Schenemdment documents.

Background
This report includes the Evaluation Panel Recommgmal Report attachment 10.0.2,
relating to expressions of interest from consu$tant

In relation to the proposed Amendment No. 8 to TR@6le accepting that further progress
would be extensively delayed, at its February 2@@8:ting, Council resolved that this
matter was to remain on the monthly Status Repbrubstanding matters. The Status
Report circulated following the December 2008 Cduneeting contained the following
information:
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“Due to the complexity of this Amendment, the @i invited three consultant firms to
submit expressions of interest and these are ctlyrdmeing assessed with a view to
appointing one firm to undertake this communitydaagroject. A final selection will be
made in the near future.”

The evaluation of the Consultants’ submissionsfaeedporoposals has now been completed.
This is discussed further in the Comment sectidovihe

Comment
Expressions of interest were received from thefaihg firms:

» Taylor Burrell Barnett
* The Planning Group
» Development Planning Strategies, in conjunctiom@teating Communities

Attachment 10.0.2 is the Evaluation Report relating to the three $irmvho lodged
expressions of interesThe Evaluation Report contains all relevant infaiioraconcerning
the process involved in inviting expressions oéfast and in arriving at a recommendation
regarding the appointment of one firm.

Funding for this project will need to be includedihe 2009/10 Budget.

Consultation
With regard to the correct procedures towards iflemg a preferred consultant, the Chief
Executive Officer and the City’s Legal and Goverce@fficer have been consulted.

Policy and Legislative Implications

When the formalised Scheme Amendment text is ptedefor Council’'s endorsement in
draft, this will enable the required advertisingdaonsultation procedures to be
implemented in accordance with tfiewn Planning Regulatiorend Council’'s Policy P104

or the replacement Policy P355.

Financial Implications

The issue has impact in relation to the consukaiet. The cost incurred is necessary due
to ‘in-house’ staff resource limitations and al$w® theed to secure appropriate external
expertise. The project is anticipated to run fppraximately 9 months suggesting that
around 1/3 of the project funding will be requinaedhe current year and 2/3 in 2009/2010.
Funding is available in the current year's Budgetthe 1/3 in the current year.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

In its present state, Karawara has a humber atdiffies brought about by the challenges
associated with the Radburn design of the estaiebrihg about a sustainable outcome in
terms of improvement to the locality, it is necegs@ implement the proposed Scheme
Amendment and the associated extensive researchcamununity consultation. The
engagement of a suitable consultant is necessagctumplish these tasks.
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10.1

10.2

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.2

(@) Development Planning Strategies, in collaboratvith Creating Communities, be
appointed as the consultants to prepare Amendment8Nto the City’s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 and to undertake all assocrasearch and consultation in
accordance with the Project Outline dated 30 A2008, for the sum of $66,577.50
(including GST); and

(b) adequate funding for the remainder of the chiastis fee be considered in the
Development Services area’s 2009/2010 operatingdiud

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

GOAL 1: CUSTOMER FOCUS
Nil

GOAL 2: COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT
Nil

10.3 GOAL 3: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

10.3.1 Proposed Planning Policy P355 “Consultatidior Planning Proposals” |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: A/ICM/7

Date: 3 March 2009

Authors: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planningc@ffand

Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Adviser
Reporting Officer:  Steve Cope, Director Developmeamd Community Services

Summary

This report presents a new Planning Policy P35%%&tation for Planning Proposals’, for
Council consideration. The Policy arose from a pmhensive review of the currently
operative Policy P104 ‘Neighbour and Community QGdtagion in Town Planning
Processes’. Policy P355 is intended to replac&ey#l104 as the Council's consultation
policy for Planning proposals of all kinds. Theammendation is that the draft Policy P355
be endorsed for public advertising and the lodgihgubmissions.

Background

Planning Policy P104 ‘Neighbour and Community Cdiagion in Town Planning
Processes’ was adopted on 26 July 2005 as thesditgt comprehensive consultation
Policy relating to Planning processes. Policy P&@d the replacement Policy P355 are
‘Planning Policies’. Therefore, for advertisingdaadoption, review or rescission of these
policies, the Council must follow the proceduressoribed in clause 9.6 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6 (TPS6).

The current review is the first to have been uraken since Policy P104 was adopted. This

review has been so extensive that the revised dexuis considered to be a new Policy.
The changes are explained in detail in the ‘Comisaation below.
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This report includes the following attachments:
Attachment 10.3.1(a) Currently operative Policy P104.
Attachment 10.3.1(b) Draft Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning Proglss

The review of Policy P104 began in 2006 and sub=matyihas been the subject of various
Council Members’ Concept Forums, updating Memberdhe progress of the review and
providing opportunities for officers to respond@ouncil Members’ questions. All of the

issues raised have been taken into account in dbese of preparing the final revised
version i.e. the new Policy P355, which is now bginesented for Council endorsement.

The attached draft Policy P355 reflects a comprelerreview of the currently operative

Policy after taking into account all of the follawg:

» Desirable improvements identified through workingperience of Planning Officers
since July 2005.

* Ongoing examination and Officer discussions oagflects of the format and content of
the entire document.

e Councillor input in response to an invitation td &louncil Members to suggest
improvements to the Policy in 2007.

* Input from the Director, Development and Commuigrvices.

* Input from the City’s Legal and Governance Officer.

 The Western Australian Planning Commission’s adoptf the Residential Design
Codes 2008.

Comment
The changes incorporated into the draft Policy P&&5summarised as follows:

General

* Due to both Policy P104 and draft Policy P355 békignning” Policies, a more fitting
relocation from Goal 1 ‘Customer Focus’ to GoalEhwironmental Management’, and
resultant change of Policy number from P104 to P33%is change is appropriate
because the Policy relates purely to Planning malgoof all kinds and will be used
only in this context. The number ‘P355’ refledisitt the Policy derives from Goal ‘3’
and that it sits alongside other Planning policiesluding the major Policy P350 ‘City-
wide Residential Policies’.

» A change to the title of the Policy, from ‘Neighivocand Community Consultation in
Town Planning Processes’, to the more streamlin€dnsultation for Planning
Proposals’.

* Addition of ‘Contents’ pages for both the Policy aswhole and separately for the
Consultation Matrix, for easy reference.

» Addition of a ‘Guide to using Policy P355’, to fbdr assist in the use of the document.
As well as explaining the content of the documém, ‘Guide’ advises how to use the
Matrix in cases where more than one line item ediata particular kind of proposal.

* Extensive restructuring throughout the entire BolEnd improvements in relation to
clarity, consistency, correctness, correlation il 2008 R-Codes, and rectification of
omissions. As part of this restructuring, somausts have been re-ordered in a more
logical sequence.

* The Chief Executive Officer and the Director, Deyghent and Community Services
are authorised to expand the extent or manner $uwtation beyond the prescribed
minimum, as appropriate.

» Provision of certain limited areas of discretionthe Manager Development Services
and the Strategic Urban Planning Adviser to assishe smooth operation of various
Planning functions.

* Reformatting of Policy P355 to more closely matble structure of other recently
adopted Planning Policies.

18



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 MARCH 209

Rationale
» Substantially simplified, with some statements cated to form Policy provisions.
» Identifies the City’s core values and the key bis@f community consultation.

Clause 1 ‘Status of Policy P355 and relationshipdbcy P103’
* As aresult of Councillor input, this clause clgagkplains the link between Policy P355
and the City’'s over-arching Policy P103 relating@ommunity and Consultation’.

Clause 2 ‘Objectives’
* Relocation from the ‘Rationale’.
* General expansion and text improvements.

Clause 3 ‘Scope’
* Relocation from the ‘Rationale’.
» General expansion and text improvements.

Clause 4 ‘Definitions’
* A new clause containing definitions of key termedithroughout the Policy.

Clause 5 ‘Opportunities for submitters’ commentsdatribute to decision-making’
» Previously comprised clause 2.
» General text improvements with a more positive pectve.

Clause 6 ‘Preparation of submissions’

* This is a predominantly new clause for the bera#fgubmitters. It explains the manner
in which submissions should be prepared, and thiedg.

» Arises from Councillor input in 2007.

Clause 7 ‘Processing and consideration of subnmssio

* As a result of Councillor input, this predominanthgw clause explains the City’'s
administrative and assessment procedures when ssibms are received. Importantly,
it informs submitters that, where their comments &rmulated in an appropriate
manner, they assist the Council by highlighting aloéssues which need to be
considered.

» Further explains that the Council has a duty tgerly balance submitters’ comments
against all other relevant considerations drawmftee statutory documents.

Clause 8 ‘Geographic extent, method and duraticron$ultation’

» Previously comprised clauses 3 and 4.

» Explains geographic basis for consultation.

* Numerous structural and text improvements.

» Highlights that the prescribed consultation requieats are the minimum, and that
wider consultation may be required in some cases.

* Includes discretionary provisions for CEO and Dtioed¢o require wider consultation -
replaces previous clause 13.

* Includes new provisions relating to avoidance ofstdtation during public holiday
periods for all Planning processes.

» Describes mailing procedures for buildings contagnmore than 12 dwellings for all
Planning processes.

* Introduces new procedures where consultation extbagond City boundaries.
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Improvements to geographic areas of consultatraniiding:

0 expansion of consultation areas for proposals gdger

o deletion of the previous narrowest area of consaftabeing the former ‘Area 1’, as
this is no longer applicable, having regard to geeeral expansion of consultation
for many proposals;

0 renumbering of former Areas ‘2’ and ‘3’ as Areasahd ‘2’, in view of deletion of
the former more confined Area 1;

0 wider geographic coverage of the new Areas 1 arah@,;

o improved explanatory diagrams and descriptions.

Clause 9 ‘Development applications’

Previously comprised clause 5.

Clearly identifies the Part of the Matrix that tefato this kind of Planning proposal.
Clarifies that where a State or Federal agencyhés decision-maker in respect of
development applications and not the Council, theur@il does not undertake
neighbour consultation. If any neighbour consigdtais to be undertaken, that will be
decided and undertaken by the State or Federalr@Gmemt decision-maker.

Clarifies that, irrespective of any neighbour cdtagion undertaken by applicants, the
City will undertake consultation as prescribed lie PPolicy, better reflecting current
practice and ensuring that the City retains cordfohe process.

Addition of new provisions relating to readvertigiof modified proposals where new or
extended areas of discretion arise.

Improved provisions relating to consultation durimgmed public holiday periods, in
response to representations by submitters fromtintene. The consultation period has
been extended by the number of holiday days. Tieneot a total moratorium on
consultation during the mid-December to early Januperiod as this would
unreasonably delay the issuing of decisions on Idpwgent applications, to the
detriment of applicants. Ordinary weekends anaaskholidays are not given special
consideration.

Clarifies detalils relating to inspection of apptioas at Council offices.

Provides advice as to how neighbours may obtake‘tawvay’ copies of development
plans.

Clause 10 ‘Amendments to Town Planning Scheme No. 6

Previously clause 7.

Clearly identifies the Part of the Matrix that telato this kind of Planning proposal.
Addition of new provisions advising that, where rthds a requirement to consult
owners of a building containing more than 12 dweli, the City will forward the
consultation letters to the Strata Company, whitbukl then advise its members of the
contents of the letter. The currently operativeidobnly contains provisions to this
effect in relation to development applications.

Clarifies process at both preliminary and statutmgysultation stages.

Includes a provision advising that no consultatieii take place during the mid-
December to mid-January period.

Clause 11 ‘Planning Policies’

Previously clause 8.

Clearly identifies the Part of the Matrix that telato this kind of Planning proposal.
Various minor text improvements, resulting in siifiphtion and removal of duplicated
material which is contained in the Matrix.

Includes a provision advising that no consultatieii take place during the mid-
December to mid-January period.
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Clause 12 ‘Heritage List’

* Introduces a new clause not included in the curPefity.

» Clearly identifies the Part of the Matrix that telato this kind of Planning proposal.

» Explains that the Heritage List is a special kifidPtanning Policy under TPS6 and that
the consultation requirements for the Heritage &fstas set out in TPS6.

* Includes process for preliminary consultation ifatien to possible new places for
listing.

* Includes a provision advising that no consultatieii take place during the mid-
December to mid-January period.

Clause 13 ‘Local heritage inventory’

* Clause uses a generic term for the ‘Municipal teget Inventory’, recognising that this
document could undergo a name change in the future.

* Introduces a new clause not included in the curPafity.

» Clearly identifies the Part of the Matrix that telsto this kind of Planning proposal.

* Includes process for preliminary consultation ifatien to possible new places for
listing.

* Includes a provision advising that no consultatieii take place during the mid-
December to mid-January period.

Clause 14 ‘Road closures’

* Previously comprised clause 10.

* Includes a provision advising that no consultatieii take place during the mid-
December to mid-January period.

Clause 15 ‘Right-of-way closures’

* Previously comprised clause 9.

* Includes a provision advising that no consultatieii take place during the mid-
December to mid-January period.

Clause 16 ‘Subdivisions’

* Previously comprised clause 6.

* Expansion and clarification of provisions, partanly in relation to requirements for the
erection of site notices.

Clause re ‘Mediation’

* Previously comprised clause 11.

» The existing clause has been deleted because medtan always be undertaken where
appropriate.

Clause re ‘Council meetings’

* Previously comprised clause 12.

* The existing clause has been deleted because radidontain any policy provisions,
but merely described certain administrative proegss

Consultation Matrix

» Comprises the main part of the Policy for daily byethe City’s officers, and contains
precise requirements in relation to the extenthoetand duration of consultation for
every kind of Planning proposal dealt with by thg/C

* Extensive expansion of the Matrix by the additiof wew items to more
comprehensively cover the range of Planning prdpasacessed by the City.

e Significant expansion of consultation (area, methatd duration) for numerous
development proposals, to the following extent:
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CURRENT Number of items in Matrix
POLICY P104 Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 or wider Other
15 35 9 5
DRAFT Number of items in Matrix
POLICY P355 (Former Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 or wider Other
discontinued) 49 14 25

* The particular Planning proposals to which the widmnsultation applies (Area 2 or
wider), are listed below:

o Iltem1.2.1 Higher density adjacent to lower density

0 ltem1l.2.2 Replacement of ‘over-sized’ buildings;

o Item1.2.3 Non-residential development with impac

o Iltem1l.2.4 Development involving demolition orritege sites;

0 Iltem1.4.3 Child Day Care Centre (in Residerdaie);

o Item1l.4.4 Cinema/ Theatre (whether ‘D’ or ‘DC’)

o Item1.4.12 Hospital (where ‘DC");

0 Item1.4.13 Hotel (where ‘DC’);

0 Item 1.4.23 Night Club (where ‘DC);

0 Item1.4.28 Reception Centre (where ‘DC");

o Iltem1.4.36 Tavern (where ‘DC");

0 Item1.4.37 Telecommunications Infrastructuredvehnot ‘low impact’);
0 Item1.4.39 Tourist Accommodation (where ‘DC’jida

o ltem22 Scheme Amendments - Consultation aftereddment process has

been initiated.
More specific listing of ‘sources’ from which thertsultation requirement originates.
Extensive restructuring into much more user-frigndelf-explanatory sections for ease
of use, with a dedicated section for ‘developmeiaations’, being the whole of Part
1 of the Matrix, and clear headings and sub-headiag follows:

Part1 ‘Development applications’
0 Sub-part 1.1 ‘Administrative processes’ -

- a new part relating to procedural aspects of idgalith development
applications, including modified applications, meast referred to Council
meetings, resubmission of applications, review eledated and Council
decisions and consultation during holiday periods.

0 Sub-part 1.2 ‘General aspects of development -

- includes improved descriptions and several neme-liems, making the
document extremely comprehensive.

0 Sub-part 1.3 ‘Residential Uses listed in Table TBE6’ -

- clearer explanation in regard to ‘P’, ‘D’ and ‘D@Gses, particularly where the
permissibility of uses differs between zones;

- wider extent of consultation in many cases.

0 Sub-part 1.4 ‘Non-Residential Uses listed in Tebte TPS6’ -

- clearer explanation in regard to ‘P’, ‘D’ and ‘D@ses, particularly where the
permissibility of uses differs between zones;

- wider extent of consultation in many cases.

0 Sub-part 1.5 ‘Other Use-related issues -

- a new section, including Uses not listed in TPB&nporary Uses, change of
Non-Conforming uses, and use of closed roads.

0 Sub-part 1.6 ‘Aspects where neighbour consultatistrequired -

- a new section inserted for clarity and to make Bolicy as comprehensive as
possible.
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o Significant widening of the consultation (area, Inoet and duration) for numerous
development proposals.

Part2 ‘Amendments to TPS6’
0 General clarification and improvement.

Part 3 ‘Planning policies’

0 General clarification and improvement.

o Introduction of the Heritage List and identificatias a Planning Policy, with
additional consultation requirements as prescribatause 6.11 of TPS6.

Part4 ‘Local heritage inventory’
o Introduction of consultation requirements for tbedl heritage inventory.

Part5 ‘Road closures’
0 General clarification and improvement with respecboth major and minor road
closures.

Part 6 ‘Right-of-way closures
0 General clarification and improvement.

Part 7  ‘Subdivisions’

0 General clarification and improvement.

Part 8 ‘Any other Planning proposal

0 A new section to cover Planning proposals whichrartedevelopment applications
and which do not fit within any other category, lolat constitute a City Planning
function. The two items under this heading retatéences higher than 1.8 metres
and the naming of roads and rights-of-way.

Consultation
The currently operative Policy P104 was adopteduily 2005. The review of this Policy
began in 2006 and various forms of consultatiorehtaken place since then:

(@)

(b)

(c)

Council Members’ Concept Forum May 2007

An early draft revised version of Policy P104 wasngidered at a Council
Members’ Concept Forum briefing held on 8 May 20itAvhich a range of matters
relating to the draft revised Policy P104 were assed.

Independent Council Members’ input

As part of the review process in 2007, Council Memsbwere invited to suggest
improvements to the current Policy P104. In respoio this general invitation, a
comprehensive submission was received from one ¢ltnm Many of these
suggestions have been incorporated into the di@ityPP355, while others have
triggered a new direction of thinking which has ulesd in very useful
improvements to the Policy.

Council Members’ Concept Forum June 2008

The issue of providing paper or electronic copiedevelopment application plans
to members of the public was examined in detaiClty officers and presented to a
Concept Forum briefing on 10 June 2008. The Ci#gplitor, Denis McLeod, also

attended this Forum, and described legal diffiesltihat would be encountered if
the City were to engage in this procedure. A nurdfealternative solutions were

agreed at this Forum, and since that time, officease been progressively

23



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 MARCH 209

implementing new procedures aimed at facilitatimg availability of information to
consulted neighbours. The new initiatives werelarpd in an article in the
Council Members Bulletin on 20 June 2008.

When endorsed by the Council, the draft Policy P@4lb be advertised for community

comment. Policy P355 has the status of a ‘PlanRiolgcy’ and is therefore required to be
advertised and adopted pursuant to the provisidndanise 9.6 of TPS6. Clause 9.6(2)
states that a Planning Policy shall become operaimMy after the following procedures
have been completed:

(@ Following endorsement of a draft Planning Pglithe Council shall publish a notice
once a week for two consecutive weeks in a locaspaper circulating within the
Scheme area giving details of where the draft FlapiPolicy may be inspected, the
subject and nature of the draft Planning Policydan what form and during what
period (being not less than 21 days) submissionslmanade.

(b) (Not relevant for present purposes.)

(c) The Council shall review the draft Planning #©glin the light of any submissions
made and advice received and shall then resolMeeeito finally adopt the draft
Planning Policy with or without modification, or hdo proceed with the draft
Planning Policy.

(d) Following final adoption of a Planning Policgotification of the final adoption shall
be published once in a newspaper circulating within Scheme area.

Clause 9.6 further states that any proposed amandman operative Planning Policy shall
be implemented in the same manner as requirethéambiking of the original Policy.

The currently operative Policy P104 goes furthethat it also makes reference to the need
for any draft revised Policy to be advertised at@ivic Centre, in the City libraries, and on

the City’s web site. This is standard practica enproposed to be continued for Policy

P355.

Based upon the requirements of TPS6 and the clyreperative Policy P104, the draft
revised Policy would be advertised in the followmgnner:

() Method:
* Newspaper (once a week for two consecutive weeks);
* Notices and documents in Civic Centre, Libranesb site.
(i)  Time period:
¢ Not less than 21 days

Policy, Legislative and Administrative Implications

The statutory process for amending and revisingri?hg Policies has been discussed in the
‘Consultation’ section aboveThe process as it relates to draft Policy P35%tiat below,
together with an estimate of the likely time fraassociated with each stage of the process:

Stage of Process Estimated Time
‘Advance’ copies of draft Policy P355 provided to Council Members for familiarisation | 20 February 2009
Council Members Concept Forum briefing 17 March 2009
Council resolution to endorse the draft Policy P355 for advertising purposes 24 March 2009
Community consultation as prescribed in TPS6 and Policy P104 April / May 2009

Report to Council Meeting on any submissions received in response to advertising of | June 2009
draft Policy P355
Notice of final adoption published in Southern Gazette newspaper Early July 2009
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Financial Implications
This matter has implications to the extent of thsetof advertising draft Policy P355 in the
manner outlined above.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates principally to Goal 3 “Enviroamtal Management” identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressedhi@ following terms: To effectively
manage, enhance and maintain the City’s unique nedband built environment.

This matter also relates to Goal 1 “Customer Facugéntified within the Council’s
Strategic Plan. Goal 1 is expressed in the follgwierms: “To be a customer focused
organisation that promotes effective communicatioand encourages community
participation.”

The comprehensive review of Policy P104, culmirgiim the presentation of draft Policy
P355 also relates and to Goal 5 “Organisationakdiffeness”, identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan. Goal 5 is expressed lie following terms: “To be a
professional, efficient and effective organisatidn.

Sustainability Implications

The proposed Policy P355 contributes to the Cigstainability by promoting effective
communication and encouraging community particgratio the most effective level in
various Planning processes. The currently operatonsultation policy, P104, has been
well tested since its initial adoption in 2005, adnas been extensively reviewed over a
period of more than two years. The proposed PdH8$5 incorporates many forms of
improvement to make it a more comprehensive and-fusedly document. The policy
provisions themselves expand the extent of cortguitdo a considerable degree, ensuring
the most appropriate level of consultation is utadem throughout the community for every
kind of Planning proposal.

Despite all of the very useful and constructive stdtation with Council Members at
different times during the review period, the redsdocument has not yet been made
available for community input. The draft Policy33is now in an appropriate form to be
endorsed for community consultation, before begfgrred to a later Council meeting for
reconsideration along with any submissions receigad for eventual final adoption.

When finally adopted, Policy P355 should be sustain for several years without the need
for further modification.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That....

(@) under the provisions of clause 9.6 of Town Rilagn Scheme No. 6, Council endorse
draft Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning Proglgsat Attachment 10.3.1(b)for
the purpose of public consultation; and

(b) the draft Policy P355 be advertised in theofwlhg manner:

()  Method:
* Newspaper (once a week for two consecutive weeks);
* Notices and documents in Civic Centre, Librariesbwite.
(i)  Time period:
* Not less than 21 days; and

(c) following the conclusion of the advertising joer a further report on submissions
received be presented to the first available Cduneiing.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.3.2  SAT request for Review - Proposed Single Hge including “Bed and
Breakfast Accommodation” - Lot 20 (No. 3) Philp Avaiue, Como

Location: Lot 20 (No. 3) Philp Avenue, Como

Applicant: Dale Alcock Homes Pty Ltd.

Lodgement Date: 14 August 2008

File Ref: 11.2008.377 PH1/3

Date: 3 March 2009

Author: Laurence Mathewson, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developmemi Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvalddingle House that includes “Bed and
Breakfast Accommodation”. The proposed developmeas previously considered at the
November 2008 Council meeting. As the earlier pegh was observed to conflict with a
number of planning requirements, in line with thicer recommendation, the application
was refused at the Council meeting. The applioati® currently before the State
Administrative Tribunal (SAT) for determination, rguant to section 31(1) of tH®AT Act
2004(WA),in accordance with the SAT Order, the Council esn invited to reconsider its
decision. The applicant has submitted amended dgmafior reconsideration. Accordingly,
the matter is now being referred to this Counciletimg for reconsideration. Based upon
favourable comments received from the relevant Ciépartments with respect to the
manner in which the previously identified issuegeéhbeen resolved, this report recommends
that the proposal be approved subject to conditions

Background

Council considered the previous planning applicafior a bed and breakfast use on the

subject lot at the November 2008 Council meetindj i@solved to refuse it for the following

reasons:

(@) The proposed boundary wall will impact the aityeof the adjoining property and
therefore does not comply with Clause 5(a) (iii)R850 (1.2)‘Residential Design
Policy Manual”.

(b) The proposed development does not comply wity Bolicy P370‘General Design
Guidelines for Residential Developmergpecifically in relation to the extent of
landscaping and paving within the front setbaclaare

(c) Noting the low density coding R15 of the lohetproposal is likely to have a
detrimental impact on the focus area and therefordlict with Clause 1.6(2) (f)
“Scheme Objectives” of TPS6.

(d) Having regard to the matters identified in theasons above, the proposed
development conflicts with the “Scheme Objectiviggntified in Clause 1.6 of TPS6.

(e) Having regard to the matters identified in theasons above, the proposed
development conflicts with the “Scheme Objectiviegntified in Clause 7.5 of TPS6.

The comments section of the report discusses tmmendan which the above reasons have
been dealt with in the proposal currently befoee@ouncil.

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15

Lot area 799 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential 1 dwelling
Plot ratio Not applicable
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This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(a)

Plans of the proposal.

Attachment 10.3.2(b) House rules.
Attachment 10.3.2(c) Brochure on “TurfPave” material used for parking
cars.

Attachment 10.3.2(d)

Environmental Health comments.

The location of the development site is shown below

Development site
17
CLYDESDALE ST / PHILPAVE
5 7
PHH.P/“ PHILP AVE | PHILPAVE | PHLPAVE | PHILPAVE PHILP AYE
51
CLYDESDALE ST LEY ST
56
CLYDESDALE ST
22 26
/JOOLTANA S| /JOOLTANA S[I
50 'WOOLTANA ST
BDALEST
0 25 50
25 ey —
60 223 WOOLTANA SL—" meters

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

2.

(d)

and;

Major Developments

This power of delegation does not extend to appgoapplications for planning
approval in the following categories:

Development ... which, in the opinion of théedated officer, is contentious or is of

significant community interest.

Amenity Impact

In considering any application for planning apprbvine delegated officer shall take
into consideration the impact of the proposal oa ¢feneral amenity of the area. If, in
the opinion of the delegated officer, any significdoubt exists, the application shall
be referred to Council for determination

Council should have regard to both the significatmmunity interest which the
development application has generated and the tegfeamenity impact (if any) arising
from the proposed “Bed and Breakfast Accommodatis® within a residential area.

Comment

(@)

Description of the proposal

The subject site is currently developed with aQl95tyle Single House. The proposal
involves a new single-storey Single House with @ppsed ‘bed and breakfast’ use.
No signs are proposed as part of the developmeaticapon.

“Bed and Breakfast Accommodation” is defined in @y of South Perth Town
Planning Scheme No. 6, as follows:

“Bed and Breakfast Accommodation” means a dwellinged by a resident of the
dwelling, to provide accommodation for persons aviayn their normal place of
residence on a short-term commercial basis andiohes the provision of breakfast.
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(b)

(c)

Appropriateness of the use

TPS6 does not specify prescriptive requirements fB8ed and Breakfast

Accommodation”. However TPS6 Table 1 shows that d‘Band Breakfast

Accommodation” is a DC Use (Discretionary Use withnsultation) in a residential
zone. In exercising its discretionary power, Colsailecision is based upon the
consideration of submissions received during thesgbation period, examination of
the potential issues, compliance with the statuppvisions and the likely amenity
impact of the development proposal.

The development site is situated in a low densidaassigned an R15 density coding.
The amenity of the area is central to considerabibthis application. It is apparent
that the proposed development will accommodate tguea a short term basis
including business people and holidaymakers. Thera likelihood of the guests
arriving and leaving at different times of the dagd night. Parties and other
gatherings held by guests could also impact thenayef adjoining residential
properties.

The City therefore acknowledges that implementattbra practical and effective
management plan is essential to ensure that thaignué the area is maintained. To
this effect, the applicant has prepared a set ausk rules” for guests, refer
Attachment 10.3.2(b) The “house rules” outline the behaviour expeaédjuests
during their stay. One of the “house rules” is@tvs:

“No parties or get-togethers are permitted in gusesites. With prior arrangement
with the owner, small gatherings such as businesalfasts, cocktail parties may be
permitted in the guest lounge / dining area.”

The applicant has indicated that contraventiorhef“house rules” may result in the
termination of the guest's stay. The house rulesvided by the applicant are
therefore deemed to address the concerns relatie tikely amenity impact of the
proposed ‘bed and breakfast’ use.

Traffic movement

Concerns have been raised by adjoining propertyeosvim relation to the impact of
the proposed “Bed and Breakfast Use” on traffic ement along Philp Ave.
Accordingly the drawings provided by the applicamre referred to the City's
Engineering and Infrastructure Services Departntentenable them to provide
comment. The Manager, Engineering Infrastructurei&es advises as follows:

“Typically a residential property is expected tongeate between 7 to 10 vehicle trips
per day. Philp Avenue has considerable capacity@lkeugh it carries traffic from
Wooltana Street. There will be no traffic impacttbe capacity of the street by the
use of the site as a Bed and Breakfast.”

The proposed use is seen to have no likely impactaffic movement and congestion
along Philp Ave, and therefore observedamply with the City’s requirements.
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(d)

(€)

Car parking

There is no prescribed car parking ratio for thedeand Breakfast Accommodation”
use. In this situation Clause 6.3(2) of TPS6 rexgugar parking bays to be provided to
the number determined by the Council, having regattie likely demand. The City's
practice in dealing with ‘bed and breakfast’ pragdeshas been to require one parking
bay for every bedroom used by paying guests intiaddio the two parking bays
required for a new Single House. With three gueetns proposed, the applicant is
therefore required to demonstrate the provisionresite parking for a total of 5 car
bays. The applicant has provided five on-site @akipg bays, however of the three
guestcar parking bays provided, only one is locatedirimblthe front setback area.
Under Clause 4.3(1) (j) of TPS6 Council does haserdtion to permit unroofed car
parking bays within the front setback area, proditiet:

() the parking bays and associated accesswayseeened by dense landscaping at
least 1.5 metres in width; and

(ii) such bays and accessways will not have anssikeely dominant visual impact on
the streetscape or adjoining properties; and

(i) pedestrian access from the street is not idgze

The revised drawings provided by the applicant destrate compliance with points
(i) and (iii) above. However, the landscapingsseparating the proposed bays from
the lot front is only 1.0 metre in lieu of 1.5 mexdtrin width and therefordoes not
comply with Clause 4.3(1) (j) of TPS6. The setback frdra tront boundary can be
achieved by minor modification to the drawings éimerefore such a requirement has
been placed as a condition of approval.

Landscaping

When assessing landscape compatibility within dw$ area the City is to have due
regard to Policy P370_TGeneral Design Guidelines for Residential Develaot'
the policy objectives include:

(@) To preserve or enhance desired streetscapeactea, and to promote strong
design compatibility between existing and propasseiential buildings.

When determining whether a development applicatiemonstrates compliance with
the policy objectives, the City is to take into @got:

« Site landscaping in front of buildings (extent adracteristics); and
* Vehicle pavement visible from the street.

Original drawings had proposed a significant petage of paving within the front
setback area, and to the extent that it was nqicstgd by the City. Revised drawings
received by the City propose a “grass-thru-rublsgstem known as “TurfPave”. This
system is marketed as a grassed alternative toeterand paved surfaces for vehicle
parking for homes.

This proposal was referred to the City EnvironmBapartment for comments. City
Environment has advised that they are satisfied thi¢ use of this type of product, as
proposed for the subject development.

The City’'s Engineering and Infrastructure Servidepartment were also invited to
comment on the proposal. The advice is that theemadtis satisfactory for
intermittent use, for guest parking bays, but thecess of the system will depend on
the willingness of the owner to maintain the system
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(f)

(9)

(h)

Given that the system will be supporting guest elelsi use of the proposed
“TurfPave” system coupled with grass cover is séenachieve the extent of
landscaping visible from the street in order to destrate compatibility with the
existing streetscape character.

Officers also observed that the applicant has notiged any examples of existing
developments where such a material has been stbessed. However, based upon
the above favourable comments received from thevaelt City departments, the
proposed landscaping is seenctimply with City Policy P370_T‘General Design
Guidelines for Residential DevelopmentAccordingly, appropriate conditions of
approval have been recommended.

Number of guest rooms

The applicant is proposing three guest rooms asgbdahe development application.
However, the drawings provided by the applicantxghthat Bed 2 has direct access
from the Guest Area, this means that Bed 2 coutdntially be used as an additional
Guest Room. The provision of a wall or some formimtrnal modification is
therefore required to ensure that Bed 2 is nottyreccessible from the Guest Area
and will not be used as an additional Guest RoorocoAdingly, appropriate
conditions of approval have been recommended.

Boundary wall

A boundary wall is proposed as part of this appilica Revised drawings provided by
the applicant show that the portion of the propdsaendary wall that was previously
non-compliant and seen to have an adverse visuahigyrimpact upon the adjoining
outdoor living area of No. 5 Philp Ave has now besh back 1.0 metre from the
common boundary, in accordance with the R-Codesimaments. The proposed
boundary wall, as proposed noggmplieswith the objectives of City Policy P350.2
“Residential Boundary Walls”

Crossover

Upon advice from City Environment Department, theposed crossover must
maintain a minimum distance of 3.0 metres fromdtge of the proposed crossover
to the centre of the existing street tree. Theiegpt has provided revised drawings
that depict the required 3.0 metre setback fromcdre line of the existing street
tree. The proposed crossover therefmmplieswith City requirements.

Noise

Comment was sought from the City’s EnvironmentahltteDepartment in relation to
the potential noise impact of the proposed “Bed dBibakfast” use. The
Environmental Health advised that “any amplified sioy mechanical ventilation
services, motors and pumps will need to be locateal position so as not to create
noise nuisance as determined by tBevironmental Protection Act, 198énd
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 19%Jther than this requirement the
development proposal was not seen to have a negatigact. The development
proposal therefore compliesith the City’s requirements for noise levels. Hea
comments on other aspects of the development pabpos outlined imttachment
10.3.2(d)
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()

(k)

()

(m)

Sighage

No signage is proposed by the applicant for thieation. If the applicant requests a
sign at a later date, a sign application will bguieed. In the past the City has
specified that signage for a “Bed and Breakfast’'dheuld not exceed 0.2 sg. m, and
should be non-illuminated. Given the strong redi@character of the street, the low
density R15 development and lack of through-traffibese requirements are
considered appropriate.

Other planning controls:

The development application complies with the faileg planning controls:
(@ Primary and rear setbacks;

(b) Side setbacks;

(c) Building height limit;

(d) Open space;

(e) Outdoor living area;

(H  Ground and finished floor levels; and

(g) Visual privacy requirements.

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

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, it is considered that pinoposal not meet the following
objective:

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

The proposed Bed and Breakfast Accommodation fediss a residential use in
accordance with Table 1 of the City’s Town PlannBualeme No. 6.

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

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful_consideratian

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

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

()  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

(n) the extent to which the proposed building isuaily in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugayrin terms of its scale, form
or shape, rhythm, colour, construction materialsemtation, setbacks from the
street and side boundaries, landscaping visiblenftbe street, and architectural
details.

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

() the amount of traffic likely to be generated thge proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system inldeality and the probable effect
on traffic flow and safety.
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Based upon the receipt of revised drawings anduiale comments received from
the relevant City departments, the proposed dewstop is observed to be consistent
with the matters listed above.

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
DAC comment was not sought in relation to this demsent proposal as the
proposed built form demonstrates compatibility witk streetscape character.

Neighbour consultation

The development proposal was previously advertiseadjoining neighbours to the
extent and in the manner required by Policy P104igNbour and Community
Consultation in Town Planning Processes”. A stra@mnmunity response was
received and during the advertising period the C#geived 11 submissions. All
submissions were opposed to the development prbposa

On 18 February 2009, the City advertised the revdr@wings to adjoining property
owners to the extent and in the manner requiredPbiicy P104 “Neighbour
Community Consultation in the Town Planning Proes&sProperty owners were
invited to view plans and submit comment duringdadhy period which ended on 5
March 2009. A total of 9 neighbour consultationicet were mailed to individual
property owners. A strong community response hasnbeeceived during the
advertising period, with the City receiving 14 suksions, including submissions
from neighbours that were not advertised to. A samnof the submissions is
provided below.

Submitter’s Comments Officer Response

Proposed “Bed and Breakfast” use
and the number of guest rooms are
not in keeping with the R15 density
coding.

The proposed “Bed and Breakfast’ use is discretionary
‘Residential” use under Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

Having considered the revised drawings which address the
issues raised in the previous application, and having received
favourable comments with respect to the traffic impact on the
street and the extent of landscaping visible from the street
from Engineering Infrastructure and City Environment
departments, evidence indicates that the proposal will not
have an adverse amenity impact on the street.

It is considered that the combined effect of the revisions to
the previous drawings and the proposed conditions of
approval will be to adequately safeguard the amenity of the
locality.

The comment is NOTED.

Proposed use will create the potential
for an increase in crime and safety
issues.

There are no planning controls that can assist in the
assessment of potential issues of this nature. No evidence
has been presented to substantiate the submitter's
contention.

The comment is NOTED.

Proposed “Bed and Breakfast” use will
disrupt the sense of community.

The perceived impact of the proposed use on the sense of
community in the street is subjective, and is not possible to
assess against the available planning controls.

The comment is NOTED.

Potential for increased traffic and
parking problems.

Advice received from the City's Engineering and
Infrastructure Services Department suggests that Philp Ave
has extra traffic capacity and can therefore accommodate the
proposed “Bed and Breakfast” use without impacting traffic
movement along the street.

Also, specific conditions of approval have been
recommended that require the resident and guest parking to
be contained on-site.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.
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Submitter’'s Comments

Officer Response

Visual impact of car parking within the
front setback area.

City’'s Town Planning Scheme permits the street setback for
car parking to be varied in accordance with the provisions of
Clause 4.3 and a specific condition has been recommended
to comply with this requirement.

Additionally, the provision of landscaping and grass-through-
rubber parking material has received favourable comments
from the City’s relevant departments.

The comment is NOTED.

The proposed “Bed and Breakfast’
use will have a negative impact on
property values.

There are no planning controls that can assist in the
assessment of potential issues of this nature.
The comment is NOTED.

Potential use of the building for illegal
uses.

If a change of use is contemplated by the owner / resident, a
formal approval will be required from the City prior to

commencing such a use. A future proposal for a change of
use may require neighbour consultation. Any use of the
premises without obtaining necessary approval will be
investigated as a compliance matter.

The comment is NOTED.

Comment has been sought from the City’'s Environmental
Health Department, they advise that other than the
requirement for amplified music, mechanical ventilation
services, motors and pumps to be located in a position so as
not to create noise nuisance, the development proposal is not
seen to have a negative impact on noise levels.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Increased noise as a result of the “Bed
and Breakfast” use.

Proposed landscaping is not in | Comment has been sought from City Environment
keeping with the existing streetscape | Department in relation to both the proposed landscaping plan,
character. and the use of the Turfpave System for parking. City

Environment advises that the proposed material will enable
the landscaping visible from the street to be compatible to the
existing streetscape character.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

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

Financial Implications
The issue has a minor impaut this particular area, to the extent of paynednhe required
planning fee by the applicant.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications
Noting that the proposed development is singleegtothere will be ample solar access to
the outdoor living area even though it is facingthpdue to the orientation of the lot. Use of
TurfPave material in the car parking bays at tlmtfris observed to further support the
principles of sustainability.

Conclusion

The proposal meets all of the relevant Scheme ai@bdes objectives and provisions.
Provided that all conditions are applied as reconted, it is considered that the application
should be conditionally approved
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationgi@anning approval for a Single House
including “Bed and Breakfast Accommodation” on 28 (No. 3) Philp Avenue, Como
be approvedsubject to the following conditions :

(@) In accordance with the definition of “Bed antk&fast Accommodation” contained
within the City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 6, thegmsed development shall be
used by the resident of the dwelling, to provideoamemodation for persons away
from their normal place of residence on a shormteommercial basis and includes
the provision of breakfast.

(b) The applicant is to submit revised drawing®ipto the issue of a Building Licence.
The revised drawings shall show the following:

()  To ensure that Bedroom 2 is used in conjunctidth the residents’ dwelling at
the rear, and not as the fourth “Guest Room”, makmodifications to the
configuration of the proposed development shattdreied out.

(i) The front parallel car parking bay is to ba back a minimum distance of 1.5
metres from the front boundary of the lot and steeleby dense landscaping in
accordance with Clause 4.3(1) (j) of TPS6.

(c) A maximum of three bookings shall be acceptedny one time for the use of the
proposed Bed and Breakfast Accommodation.

(d) No more than 1 guest car shall be permittect&mh booking.

(e) All occupier and guest car parking shall betaimed on site.

() No guests are permitted to park a trailer, eana boat or the like, on the subject
property or the adjacent verge or street.

() Hard standing areas including areas paved thighproposed “TurfPave” material,
approved for the purpose of car parking or vehédeess shall be maintained in good
condition at all times, free of potholes and dusd ahall be adequately drained in
accordance with the requirements of clause 6.3¢lUpwn Planning Scheme No. 6.

(h) The attached copy of “house rules”, submittethe City along with this application,
shall be made available for viewing by all guedtalhtimes. Having regard to the
amenity of the adjoining properties, the ownerslisha responsible for ensuring
compliance with these house rules at all times.

Standard Advice Notes

648 building licence required 649A minor variations- seek approval
647 revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT
660 validity of approval 661  validity of approval

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

Specific Advice Note
The applicant and owners are advised of the neebitain all necessary approvals from the
City prior to commencing the proposed development.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmuiation at Item 10.3.2. The officer
recommendation Lapsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Hearne

That the officer recommendation be amended by:

the additional word8Bed and Breakfast Accommodation shall not be wsed lodging

house or for permanent accommodatid®ing added at the end of Clause (a);

the addition of a new Clause (b) and (c) as foltows

(b) the number of bedrooms offered for guestsbawmodation shall be reduced to
2 bedrooms; and

(© a permanent manager or owner of the Bed ardkBast Accommodation shall
reside on site; and

the existing Clauses being renumbered accordingly:

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Best Opening for the Motion

motion proposed to reduce number of bedrooms @o tw

a lot of consultation on this matter / Deputatiah€ouncil Briefing

conditions of approval should be designed to safebamenity of neighbourhood

B & B’s exist around Perth with few in South Perih Fremantle they are a way of life

TPS6 allows for B & B’s but as yet there is no pgli

should be looking at developing a policy for B &aBcommodation

Perth is a popular tourist / student destination

many students reside around the Curtin University

student accommodation is an alternative that cbaldsed without particular conditions
specific details in relation to parking, walls, ssovers etc have had a lot of discussion
main issue is how much B & B will change the stiaetn R15 neighbourhood

there are concerns that a B & B will affect theelfef the street

to address concerns raised propose we reduce nurhbedrooms from 3 to 2 this will

also bring it into line with B & B policies in Rooigham, Fremantle and other
Municipal areas

the new part (c) of the Motion requires the owindivte on site

ask Elected Members support the modified Motiopraposed.

Cr Hearne for the Motion

support Cr Best's proposal

feel for the applicant and ratepayers in Philp Awen

fact is we do not have a B & B policy

residents do not want this proposal

Motion as proposed is a fair alternative

believe three rooms proposed will only be used bd%e year

support Motion to reduce number of bedrooms foisgaecommodation
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Cr Cala against the Motion

outcome will not affect our lives but residents Rifilp Avenue see it as a life style
change

families bought into a street that was purely resi@l ie R15 zoning with all its appeal
R15 appeal is being used as marketing for this B & being in a quiet little street

SAT have indicated that Council will represent cammity on this matter

Council is the residents’ only voice - officer reamendation in total opposition to their
wishes

believe Council has a duty to convey these conderSAT

applicant has not moved into the street

use proposed totally different to how street isigaised today

there is a feeling of resignation that the resislevitl have to give a little, particularly in
the way SAT has returned the application to Council

believe the way forward is for one guest room dolpe approved as a compromise as it
is an R15 coding - it should mirror the one bedroBn& B approval last year in
Ley Street at the cnr Bickley Crescent.

FORESHADOWED MOTION

Cr Cala Foreshadowed that if the current Motiohast that he would be moving that the
guest accommodation be limited to one bedroom.

to proceed with a three guest room operation witltidelines / policy is just not good
process

even those local governments that have policigdaoe, restrict such operations to either
a maximum of two guest rooms or six persons

scale of operation is fundamentally a ‘change ef usPhilp Avenue

TPS6 does allow discretion for B & B’s

Council is the residents’ voice at SAT - adviseT3Ae street will accept a one bedroom
operation but no more - otherwise it will be badgmance on their part

Cr Smith against the Motion

we are the voice of the people - the people appsgd to this development

residents bought into the area with the clear wtdeding it was a Single Residential
R15 area

residents in their wildest dreams would not haweigt this would happen

if we support this we go against our position giresenting residents

we have a situation where SAT are seeking negoriati

in fairness to ratepayers, go for minimum impaet ttan be sustained in an argument
proposal is an assault on the amenity of the ragsds Philp Avenue

speak up for our ratepayers

against the Motion

Cr Best closing for the Motion

appreciate facts/values of Crs Cala and Smitheir #trgument

TPS6 we operate under includes the possibilityafBr& B to be approved

appreciate also feelings of residents of that strdeowever have concerns it will be
approved by SAT

commend alternative Motion for reduction to two @ accommodation to Members

The Mayor put the Motion LOST (3/9
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MOTION
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Doherty

That the officers Recommendation be amended atsetagb) and (c) and include an
additional clause (i) as follows:

(b)

(©)
(i)

Cr

the applicant is to provide revised drawingsipio the issue of a building licence
that show the number of bedrooms offered for gaesbmmodation is limited to
one guest room.

a maximum of one booking shall be acceptedngtane time for the use of the
proposed Bed and Breakfast Accommodation.

The owner of the Bed and Breakfast Accommodetudl reside on site.

Cala Opening for the Motion

Cr

endorse previous comments

residents in the street against this proposal ddaee representation at SAT - we as a
Council are their only voice

officer recommendation is in total contradictionatizshes of residents in the street
believe this Council owes a duty to convey thesshes to the SAT.

number of bedrooms for guest accommodation shaldrbted to one guest room

one guest room is a significant compromise forc@munity, given the R15 coding

as the City has no B & B policy believe developmehould mirror B & B recently
approved on the corner of Ley Street and BicklegsCent

the City not having a policy has severely exposedesidents to this type of application
not good governance to proceed with approval dfraet guest room operation without
guidelines

even those local governments that have policigdaoe, restrict such operations to either
a maximum of two guest rooms or six persons

City of South Perth and residents of Philp Avenue being asked to support an
application that exceeds these figures withoutleypo

scale of the application represents a fundamehtaige of use for Philp Avenue

City’s town planning scheme does allow for disanetiry approval forB&B'’s

would be difficult to show a single bed operatioould have a detrimental effect on
street.

we accept one bedroom accommodation - cannot aoeaet

believe modified proposal shows good will

Doherty for the Motion

Philp Avenue a unique part of Como - only desigdadeca in McDougall Park area
zoned R15 with R15 attractions

majority of people living in Philp Avenue are lonterm residents who also share a
dream of living in an area with amenity

proposed large scale purpose built B & B with 5rbechs/bathrooms/ parking bays does
not meet amenity of the area

proposed development built scale is excessive

acknowledge it is permissible under the Town Plagr8cheme but not in keeping with
the street

cannot see how residents’ objections have beeressiel

have looked at other sites with B & B accommodatiaoning has been R20 / R40
parking bays not compatible with existing stregigcamenity

officer report states proposal does not meet Scli@bpectives

amenity of the locality needs to be preserved

support Motion
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Cr Ozsdolay point of clarification- what is the practicality of granting planningpaoval
and then placing conditions that changes the agipgic?

Director Development and Community Servicestated that the conclusion is that the land
use is not changing only the number of guest bedsoallowed to be used and it is therefore
an acceptable amendment.

Cr Hearne against the Motion
« acknowledge Cr Cala’'s comments
» if we cannot approve 2 bedrooms / cannot apprdvedtoom

FORESHADOWED MOTION
Cr Hearne Foreshadowed he would be moving to eethe application if the current
Motion is Lost.

Cr Trent point of clarification explain the connection between a B & B and lasd for
R15, R20 etc - is there a connection?

Strategic Urban Planning Advisastated that B & B Accommodation is a DC use ie
‘Discretionary Use with Consultation’. In the ahse of a policy there is no distinction to
be drawn between a B & B in the lower or highersilgrareas.

Cr Wells for the Motion

e support Cr Cala’'s comments

* is Philp Avenue an ideal spot for a commercial beiss

* B & B’sin Rockingham are away from residences #mifeature is the beach

Cr Hasleby against the Motion

e itis a matter of degrees - whether 3, 2 or 1 gbhedtooms

< residents in Philp Avenue have made their feeloigar

« residents want quiet amenity ie no increased trafiarking in their street

« do not believe it is our role to pre-empt what &eofurisdiction will do

e previous applications for B & B’s have been fromdaerm residents in the area with a
feel for the clientele / community expectations

» on this occasion have a proposal that does not thiaetriteria

» cannot ignore wishes of the people in this quieaarear a lake

* reinforce residents of Philp Avenue do not warg thi

Cr Trent against the Motion

e proposal not in keeping with R15 density codingRbilp Avenue
« residents do not want purpose built B & B

< under no obligation to allow it to go through

e support Cr Hearne’s foreshadowed Motion for refusal

e against the Motion

Cr Smith for the Motion

* suggest caution in relation to proposed foreshadaefisal Motion

« Cr Cala’s Motion is trying to make the proposal em@omical

» SAT requested Council negotiate to a satisfactwgllor SAT will make the decision

» if we do not show SAT we have negotiated SAT ddtide for us

* we are saying to SAT that we have listened to conityiwoncerns and negotiated down
the number of guest rooms

« if we do not bend a little we run the risk of hayiproposal approved - will then have no
control

e support Cr Cala’s proposal / support Motion
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Cr Trent point of clarification if Council approve one guest bedroom and theirwai
proposal was for three could the applicant go hacRAT. The Mayor responded that the
matter is already with SAT and that Council is hanirng SAT’s request to negotiate.

Cr Cala closing for the Motion

e Cr Smith has encapsulated all my thoughts on thitem

e SAT have sent this back for negotiation

e one guest bedroom will have a negligible impacttanstreet

e obviously no B & B would be the preferred decision

« SAT have stated they will make the decision if veendt give a little
e ask Members support Motion

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2 |
The Mayor put the Motion

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $ogerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationglanning approval for a Single House
including “Bed and Breakfast Accommodation” on 120 (No. 3) Philp Avenue, Como
be approvedsubject to the following conditions :

(@) in accordance with the definition of “Bed ante8kfast Accommodation” contained
within the City’'s Town Planning Scheme No. 6, thepgmsed development shall be
used by the resident of the dwelling, to provideomemodation for persons away
from their normal place of residence on a shorsteommercial basis and includes
the provision of breakfast.

(b) the applicant is to provide revised drawingsipto the issue of a building licence that
show the number of bedrooms offered for guest actodation is limited to one
guest room.

() a maximum of one booking shall be acceptedngt ane time for the use of the
proposed Bed and Breakfast Accommodation.

(d) no more than 1 guest car shall be permitteeééoh booking.

(e) all occupier and guest car parking shall be¢aioad on site.

() no guests are permitted to park a trailer, eama boat or the like, on the subject
property or the adjacent verge or street.

(g) hard standing areas including areas paved thighproposed “TurfPave” material,
approved for the purpose of car parking or vehédeess shall be maintained in good
condition at all times, free of potholes and dusd ahall be adequately drained in
accordance with the requirements of clause 6.3¢lUpwn Planning Scheme No. 6.

(h) the attached copy of “house rules”, submittedhe City along with this application,
shall be made available for viewing by all guedtsllhtimes. Having regard to the
amenity of the adjoining properties, the ownerslisha responsible for ensuring
compliance with these house rules at all times.

()  the owner of the Bed and Breakfast Accommodmatidll reside on site.

Standard Advice Notes

648 building licence required 649A minor variations- seek approval
647 revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT
660 validity of approval 661 validity of approval

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

Specific Advice Note
The applicant and owners are advised of the neebdttn all necessary approvals from the
City prior to commencing the proposed development.

CARRIED (8/4)
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Reason for Change

The State Administrative Tribunal has indicatedtthbiae Council will represent the
community’s view on this matter and they do notchagepresentative to present their case.
Council are their only voice. The officer recommation is in total contradiction to the
wishes of the existing residents in the street@odncil owes a duty to convey these wishes
to the SAT. The number of bedrooms offered foegjuaccommodation should be limited
to one guest room. Even this is a significant campse for the community, given the R15
residential coding for their street.

10.3.3 Retrospective additions to three Multiple Dwillings : Increased height of
boundary wall - Lot 1 (No. 17) South Perth Esplanad, South Perth

Location: Lot 1 (No. 17) South Perth Esplanade tS&erth.

Applicant: Greg Rowe & Associates

Lodgement Date: 30 April 2008 (Revised plans remtion 3 December 2008)
File Ref: 11.2008.580 SO1/17

Date: 3 March 2009

Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Planning Officer

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

On 5 November 2008, City Officers refused a retesfipe application for planning
approval for additions to three multiple dwellingsder delegated authority. The addition
was an increase in the height of the boundary arathe northern boundary from 3.0 metres
to 3.34 metres. The applicant has requested tisatighegated officer decision be reviewed
at a Council meeting. For reasons provided in #pont, the officers recommend that the
refusal decision be upheld.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R80

Lot area 812 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential Four (4) Multiple Dwellings
Maximum plot ratio 1.0
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This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a)

Attachment 10.3.3(b)

Plans of the increased in height of the boundary
wall dated 4 December 2008
Letter from Greg Rowe & Associates.

The site is adjoined by residential zoned land &ad street frontage to South Perth
Esplanade. The location of the development sis@asvn below:

[

Development site

-~

Comment

(@)

(b)

Description of the proposal

The addition under consideration represents arase of 0.34 m or 340 mm above
the approved height of the boundary wall. The psepof the increased height was to
screen air-conditioning plant and equipment locabedthis side of the building
adjacent to the boundary.

Boundary wall - North-west

The permitted height of this boundary wall is colted by Planning Policy No.
P350.2 “Residential Boundary Walls”. The boundargllwhas been assessed in
accordance with the policy and it is considered tha addition under consideration
does not comply and is not acceptable. The incdeasdl height will have an adverse
effect on the amenity of the adjoining residengiabperty, having regard to the
outlook from the front of an adjoining dwelling @s front garden and the visual
impact of the building bulk as the boundary wakitsiated alongside a balcony on the
adjoining property. Accordingly, reducing the hdigh the parapet wall to no greater
than 3.0 metres would rectify this matter.

The applicant is claiming that this increase ingheiis to screen the plant and
equipment (air-conditioning) located along this bhdary. An acoustic report
submitted by the applicant and assessed by the'sCHEpnvironmental Health
Department states that the calculated noise lemeteed the applicable Assigned
Noise levels by up to 9 dB(A). It is also proposHtt the addition under
consideration will reduce the calculated noise lewe achieve compliance. It is
considered that this additional wall height willrther impact the amenity of the
adjoining property and therefore it is consideredt tthe plant and equipment (air-
conditioning) should be moved to another locatiartle site so as to not impact the
amenity of the adjoining property.
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(c)

(d)

(e)

The 3.0 metre wall was approved under the previdasning Policy No. P376 which
was a maximum of 3.0 metres, the approved wall diechpvith the policy. The
applicant has applied for a wall height of 3.36 mieetwhich also does not comply
with the previous policy. In addition the neighbdwas object to any boundary wall
higher than 3.0 metres. Stating:

“The additional wall height adds to the bulk andakx of the wall, which adversely
affects the amenity of the front verandah of theiseoon No. 15 South Perth
Esplanade and the outlook from a window to the aBug/ing area.”

The assessing officer has viewed the plans foath@ining property and agrees with
the neighbours comments, essentially the additimieuconsideration to the boundary
wall has an adverse impact on the amenity of theirddg property as it adjoins a
verandah of the adjoining property and impacts dbdook from this adjoining
properties living area. The visual impact of ther@ase is also considered detrimental
to the amenity of the adjoining property.

Other planning controls

The addition under consideration has no plot ratiplications. Planning controls in
relation to building height, setbacks, visual pciyaground and floor levels meet the
relevant requirements.

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

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

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

The additional height of the boundary wall thatlwihpact the amenity of the
adjoining property, it is therefore, determinedtttiee proposal does not comply with
Clause 1.6 of TPS6.

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

In addition to the issues relating to technicainpbance under TPS6, as discussed
above, in considering an application for plannipgraval, the Council is required to
have due regard to, and may impose conditions repect to the matters listed in
Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in the opinion of@waincil, relevant to the proposed
development. Of the 24 listed matters, the follayvare particularly relevant to the
current application and require careful considerati

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is &isu in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugayin terms of its scale, form
or shape, rhythm, colour, construction materialsentation, setbacks from the
street and side boundaries, landscaping visiblemfrdhe street, and
architectural details.
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The listed matters above are relevant to the sulajeglication. In relation to listed
matter (j) and (n) the wall height should be loskito assist the amenity of the
adjoining property and minimise the impact on th@iming property. It is therefore,
determined that the proposal does not comply wigtuse 7.5 of TPS6.

Consultation

(@) Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The proposal was referredei@djoining neighbour in respect
to a boundary wall. The owner of the property at Mo South Perth Esplanade was
invited to inspect the application and submit comtseduring a 14-day period.
During the advertising period one submission waiked, against the boundary
wall. The comments in relation to the boundary walve been discussed in sub-
section (b) of the comments section of this report.

(b) Environmental Health
Comments in relation to Environmental Health hagerbdiscussed in sub-section (b)
of the comments section of this report.

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

Financial Implications
The issue has a minor impamt this particular area, to the extent of paynudnbe required
planning fee by the applicant.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed increase in the height of the boundaty by 340 mm will have negligible

sustainable implications, possibly in terms of #@wvs from the adjoining property. Since
the wall is located on the south-east side of tHmiming property, there will be no

overshadowing issues.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.3 |

That ...

(@) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#irth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicatior planning approval for
retrospective additions to three Multiple Dwellingmcreased height of the boundary
wall - Lot 1 (No. 17) South Perth Esplanade, SoBtrth be refused for the
following reasons:

(i) Increase in the boundary wall height is incetesnt with the provisions
contained within Clause 5 of Council Policy P350Rsidential Boundary
Walls’, specifically the proposed increase in wadight is located forward of
the adjoining dwelling and adversely impacts upo& ¢xisting outlook from
that dwelling.
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(i) Having regard to the matter identified abowuhe proposed development
conflicts with the “Scheme Objectives” identified Clause 1.6 of the Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6).

(i) Having regard to the matter identified aboviéhe proposed development
conflicts with the “Matters to be Considered by @all in Clause 7.5 of the
City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

(b) As a consequence of the Council’s refusal fwraye the application for retrospective
approval, the applicant is advised that the heiftthe boundary wall be brought into
compliance with the approved drawings within 28dfrpm the date of issue of this
planning refusal, failing which the City will takeecessary actions.

Important Note

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmui&tion at Item 10.3.3. The officer
recommendation Lapsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Cala

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Planning Scheme No. 6 and the
Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application foarwling approval for retrospective
additions to three Multiple Dwellings: Increasedigite of the boundary wall- Lot 1 (No.17)
South Perth Esplanade, South Péetapproved

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Grayden opening for the Motion

* heard a lot about amenity in the last debate

» only issue is whether increased height of wall effect neighbouring property

» wall is 0.36m higher than it should be

* increased height of wall has little effect on amenf adjoining property.

« outlook from adjoining property is predominantlyawfrom the subject wall

» effect of lowering the height of the boundary waill result in the outlook from the
neighbouring property being directed to the roofhaf subject property, a less favourable
outlook than currently exists

e ask Members support Motion

Cr Cala for the Motion

» Dbelieve it is important to view situation

* Dbelieve there is no amenity issue

» solution proposed is of benefit to adjoining neighb
* support Motion

Cr Smith point of clarificationr are we able to approve this wall keeping in mindblems
we have had recently at 41 Angelo Street - isetldégcretion?

Director Development and Community Servicesesponded yes, as this issue is about
Council Policy.
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| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3 |
The Mayor put the Motion

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Planning Scheme No. 6 and the
Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application foarpiing approval for retrospective
additions to three Multiple Dwellings: Increasedigfte: of the boundary wall- Lot 1 (No.17)
South Perth Esplanade, South Péetapproved

CARRIED (12/0)

Reason for Change
Council was of the opinion the minor increasedjheof the boundary wall has little, if any,
deleterious effect on the amenity of the adjoirpngperty.

10.3.4 Amendments to conditions relating to an appwved two storey Single House - Lo
505 (No. 133A) Hensman Street, South Perth

Location: Lot 505 (No. 133A) Hensman Street, Sdhth
Applicant: Greg Rowe & Associates

File Ref: 11.2008.424 HE3/133

Date: 3 March 2009

Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Developtreemd Community Services

Summary

On 22 December 2008, conditional planning appraxzd granted under delegated authority
for a new two storey Single House on Lot 505 (N#88A) Hensman Street, South Perth. The
applicant has requested that two of the listed itimmd of approval be deleted at a Council
meeting. The conditions requiring consideratiorti®y Council are:

“(1) Revised drawings shall be submitted, to thisgaction of the City, and such drawings
shall incorporate the following:
() The eastern parapet wall shall be no closernth&.0 metres to the front
boundary, in accordance with Clause 7 of Policy ®@35and
(i)  Mid level roofing to be incorporated into théesign over the front of the
garage.”

The applicant seeks to remove the above conditidhs. applicant is requesting that the
eastern parapet wall be 5.5 metre setback frorfréiné boundary. The City policy normally
requires a 6.0 metre setback and this requirengemmonsistent with the streetscape. In
addition the application is requesting a flat rowér the garage in lieu of mid level pitched
roof. The flat roof over the garage projecting fard of the pitched roof portions of the
main dwelling is also observed to be inconsisteith vithe streetscape character. The
modifications sought by the applicant are considiéoehave an adverse amenity impact on
the streetscape character. Therefore, the offi@@smmend that the request to delete the
conditions not be supported by Council.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R40

Lot area 568 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential Two Grouped Dwellings
Plot ratio limit Not applicable
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This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.4(a)
Attachment 10.3.4(b)

Plans of the proposal.
Applicant’s supporting report.

The subject property is identified on the locaptgn below:
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is required to be referred to a
Council meeting for determination as the recomm#odaof refusal involves Council
exercising discretion in relation to a variatioorfr a provision of Council Policy P370_T
“General Design Guidelines for Residential Develepth and Council Policy P350.2
“Residential Boundary Walls”.

Comments

(@)

(b)

Description of the proposal
The proposed development is a two storey Singlesklolihe proposal complies with
the requirements of the City’s Town Planning Schéine 6 (TPS6), the Residential
Design Codes (R-Codes) and relevant Council Psliewth the exception of the
variations discussed below.

Description of the proposed changes which asought to the conditions

Condition (1)(i) - Boundary wall : North-west

A boundary wall has been proposed at 5.5 metres filwe front setback street
alignment. Boundary (parapet) walls in the Cityésidential zone are controlled by
Planning Policy P350.2 “Residential Boundary Wall8oundary walls are not
normally permitted forward of the 6.0 metre setb&okn the front street alignment
unless reduced setbacks is a characteristic oftteetscape character. The boundary
wall has been assessed in accordance with thetigaggermitted by the policy; it is
considered that a reduction in the front streebast is not acceptable. The wall
forward of the 6.0 metre mark will have an increhséfect on the amenity of the
streetscape, having regard to the streetscape cthiarads per the condition of
planning approval, if the setback to the streghtoboundary wall is 6.0 metres then
the wall is considered to meet the amenity facteithin Planning Policy P350.2
“Residential Boundary Walls”.
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(c)

(d)

(e)

Condition (1) (ii) - Mid level roofing

The applicant’s drawings show a flat roof over gfagage. City Officers consider that
a pitched roof is more in keeping with the strempscand will be more in common
with traditional housing within the focus area. Quiiehe objectives of the City Policy
P370_T “General Design Guidelines for Residentiev&opments” is:

“(a) To preserve or enhance desired streetscapeattar, and to promote strong
design compatibility between existing and propasseential buildings.”

The assessing officer considers that the propdaeddof over the garage would not
be consistent with this policy objective. Clausé'S3reetscape Character” of this
policy supports the above policy objective and clements the abovementioned
provisions of the Town Planning Scheme No. 6. Tokcp provision deals with the
need for design compatibility between the proposeidlding and the existing
buildings within the focus area, having regard he tprimary and secondary
contributing elements. building ‘form’ is one obde primary elements.

Other houses have portions of flat roof which atbee in line with, or set back
behind the pitched roofed portions of these hou$hlis creates a streetscape with
pitched roofs as the dominant element and flatsrauiticeable to a lesser degree.
However, the proposed development would have ardlat over the garage which
projects forward of the pitched roof portions o€ tmain dwelling, making it more
prominent as viewed from the street and incondistith the streetscape character.

A flat roof projecting forward of the main pitchedof gives a high degree of
prominence to the flat roof. Such a projecting ftaaf becomes an undesirable centre
of attention to an even greater extent when thisngement is not seen in any other
house on the street. On the other hand, a pitahefdower the garage situated in front
of the main dwelling, also having a pitched roofhances the streetscape character.

Other planning controls

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

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

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

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

The proposed dwelling has characteristics thatatecompatible with the character
and scale of existing residential development ia fbhcus area. It is therefore,
determined that the proposal does not comply wituse 1.6 of TPS6.

Matters to be Considered by Council: Clause 3.of Town Planning Scheme No. 6
Clause 7.5 of Council's Town Planning Scheme Neet8 out a wide range of matters
to which Council must have due regard, and in reispewhich conditions may be
imposed, when determining applications for planrapgroval. For the purpose of the
proposal currently being considered, the followingtters are relevant:
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“(j) all aspects of design of any proposed develeptincluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialsdageneral appearance;

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

Having regard to these provisions of Clause 7.8,CGity has advised the applicant
that, as the flat roof over the garage projectvgvard of the pitched roof portions of
the main dwelling is seen as inconsistent withdtneetscape character, the proposed
flat roof is not supported. In addition, the propddoundary wall forward of the 6.0
metre setback from the front street alignment shawlt be supported as it is not a
characteristic of the streetscape.

Consultation

Neighbour Consultation was undertaken for this psahy prior to issuing a determination at
the delegated authority, to the extent and in themar required by Policy P104 “Neighbour
and Community Consultation in Town Planning ProesssThe owners of lot 504 (No.

133) Hensman Street were invited to inspect thédigtipn and to submit comments during
a 14-day period on the 17 September 2008. A tdtahe (1) neighbour consultation notice
was mailed to individual property owners. A numbéicomments were received from the
adjoining landowner on the 28 January 2009. Thensent that is relevant to the subject
conditions of planning approval, together with offi responses, is summarised as follows:

Submitter’s Comment Officer Response

Will have the potential to | A boundary wall with a front setback of less than 6.0 metres will be incompatible to
restrict views of the | the existing streetscape.

street from the | However, at the prevailing R40 density coding for the subject lot and observing
neighbouring property. similar setbacks of some existing developments in the street, the development if
provided with sufficient side setbacks, could have an average front setback of 4.0
metres in accordance with Table 1 of the Residential Design Codes.

The comment is NOTED.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The relevant provisions of the No. 6 Town PlannBaipeme and Policy P370_T have been
discussed in the “Comments” section of the report.

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

Strategic Implications

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

To sustainably manage, enhance and maintain the y&tunique, natural and built
environment.

Sustainability Implications

Sustainability implications have been taken intosideration. It is observed that the matters
relating to the conditions of approval will affestistainability in terms of the impact on the
existing streetscape character.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.4

That, with respect to the applicant’s request ierdeletion of Conditions:

1.(i) The eastern parapet wall shall be no closkart 6.0 metres to the front
boundary, in accordance with Clause 7 of Policy ®@35and

1.(ii) Mid level roofing to be incorporated into eéhdesign over the front of the
garage.”

of planning approval for a proposed two storey Ringouse on Lot 505 (No. 133A)
Hensman Street, South Perth, the applicant be editimt Council is not prepared to delete
the conditions, as this would result in a developintkat is not in keeping with the existing
streetscape character.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmu&tion at Item 10.3.4. The officer
recommendation Lapsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Cala

That....
(@ the officer recommendation not be adopted:
(b) with respect to the applicant’s request fordetetion of Conditions 1(i) and 1(ii) of
planning approval:
() The eastern parapet wall shall be no closer th&.0 metres to the front
boundary, in accordance with Clause 7 of Policy BB3; and
(i)  Mid level roofing to be incorporated into thelesign over the front of the
garage.”

for a proposed two storey Single House on Lot 586. (133A) Hensman Street,

South Perth, the applicant be advised that Council:

0] is not prepared to delete condition 1(i), ae tteletions of this condition
would result in a development that is not in kegpimith the existing
streetscape character;

(ii) agreed to delete Condition 1(ii) as it is betopinion the proposed flat roof
over the double garage will not have a detrimenislial amenity on the
existing streetscape.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Doherty Opening for the Motion

« proposed amendment does not delete Conditionléiimg to setback

« proposed development can be moved to maintainrtheegback

« proposed flat roof over the double garage will hate a detrimental visual amenity
impact on the existing streetscape character

« house is on a narrow lot and the pitched roof allbgamain building, behind the garage,
will be clearly visible from the street, thus deratrating streetscape compatibility.

Cr Cala for the Motion

« dominant feature of house is pitched roof

* inrespect to setback - no reason why developnanhot go back 500mm
e support Motion
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| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.4
The Mayor put the Motion

That....

(a) the officer recommendation not be adopted:

(b) with respect to the applicant’s request fordetetion of Conditions 1(i) and 1(ii) of
planning approval:

(i) The eastern parapet wall shall be no closer th&.0 metres to the front
boundary, in accordance with Clause 7 of Policy BB3; and

(i)  Mid level roofing to be incorporated into thelesign over the front of the
garage.”

for a proposed two storey Single House on Lot 396. (133A) Hensman Street,

South Perth, the applicant be advised that Council:

® is not prepared to delete condition 1(i), as tleletions of this condition
would result in a development that is not in kegpwith the existing
streetscape character;

(i) agreed to delete Condition 1(ii) as it is dfetopinion the proposed flat
roof over the double garage will not have a detnitakvisual amenity on
the existing streetscape.

CARRIED (12/0)

Reason for Change
Council is of the opinion that the proposed flatfrover the double garage will not have a
detrimental visual amenity impact on the existitrgetscape character.

10.3.5 Proposed street names for Cygnia Cove - Ld8, 829 and 9001 Manning Road,

Waterford
Location: Lots 83, 829 and 9001 City of South Perth
Applicant: Alex Gregg
File Ref: RO/801
Date: 3 March 2009
Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developtreamd Community Services
Summary

To consider the street names within the subdivigibrots 83, 829 and 9001 Manning
Road, Waterford. The applicant has provided a 66tsuggested street names for
consideration by the Council. The recommendatidghasthe ‘naming’ process be initiated.

Background

This report includes the following attachments:
Attachment 10.3.5(a) Proposed naming map.
Attachment 10.3.5(b) Name information.

Location

Lots 83, 829 and 9001 are located in the soutlesashost corner of the City of South
Perth, bounded by Manning Road to the north, CemyeAvenue to east and Clontarf
College to the west as indicated in red on the bepw:
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Manning
dz i Roac
:

mSu bject

@; lots

Subject site
The subject site is currently vacant.

The proposed names

The applicant has chosen the names of Australiadsbas a ‘theme’ as detailed in
Attachment 10.3.5(b) The recommendation for this ‘theme’ was made lty @fficers and
therefore the names have been supported, commeldw have been provided by City
officers.

Comment

The Strategic Planning Department suggested teaCity’s 'Municipal Heritage Inventory'
and the'Birds of South Perth’ would provide rational names which coincide witte
location of the Waterford Wetlands and the birds ttve in this area. This area is also used
by people to view the birdlife and walk along tiheer foreshore. It is recommended that the
names proposed being Australian Birds which arallbe supported as this is a ‘theme’
reflective of the locality.

The ‘theme’ does not continue on the previous ‘thefar the Waterford subdivision. The
‘theme’ for the Waterford subdivision was reflegtithe Irish heritage of the Christian
Brothers. The Brothers owned and operated the fo@hentarf Boy's Home and farm on
about 200 hectares between Manning Road and thair@arRiver. It is considered
acceptable to not continue the Irish ‘theme’ gitlesm geographical division between Cygnia
Cove and Waterford of Clontarf College.

The Department for Planning and Infrastructure’e@aphic Names Committee (GNC) has
a policy on naming streets (quoted in ‘Policy aradjislative Implications’ section of this
report). The policy states thatNew names proposed must be accompanied by exact
information as to location, feature identificationgrigin, or if alteration is proposed, by a
rationale.”

Advice was sought from the GNC in relation to th@mes and the applicant has had

discussions with the GNC and the applicant hasvedepreliminary approval for all of the
proposed road names for the Cygnia Cove Estate.
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Consultation

Advice was also sought from the Team Leader, Bagdbervices on the matter of street
numbering and that advice was to remove New Holl@trdet as a proposed street name.
The Team Leader, Building Services has advised éygted words in place names shall
only be used where they have been adopted in izzgle. (e.g. City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder)
as per the GNC Paolicy.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Council does not have a policy to guide decisioastaawhether or not the naming of
particular street names will be supported, andoif lsow names will be selected. The
Geographic Names Committee policy is the best gdadeCity officers and has been
followed.

Financial Implications
The street naming has no financial implicationstfa City. As advised by the Manager of
Engineering Infrastructure, the Developer is to fmysupplies and installation of the signs.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications
Nil

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.5

That ...

(@) the Council recommends the proposed street sidoneCygnia Cove, Lots 83, 829
and 9001 Manning Road, Waterford (bounded by Mapritoad to the north,
Centenary Avenue to east and Clontarf Collegedontbst);

(b) the Minister for Lands be advised of the Colimcecommendation; and

(c) the applicant and the owners of the subjecs lo¢ notified of the Council's
recommendation to the Minister for Lands.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.3.6 Proposed two storey additions / alteration® single storey Single House
Lot 44 (No. 37) Carr Street, South Perth

Location: Lot 44 (No. 37) Carr Street, South Perth

Applicant: Optimum Resource Architects

Lodgement Date: 21 October 2008; revised plansvede3 March 2009

File Ref: 11.2008.493 CA12/37

Date: 3 March 2009

Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Planning Officer

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

The subject application for planning approval rdato proposed two storey additions /
alterations to an existing single storey Single $toon Lot 44 (No. 37) Carr Street, South
Perth. Council's determination is sought in relatio streetscape compatibility with the
existing buildings within the focus area in ternfsroof form and compliance with the
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provisions of Council Policy P370 T “General Desigbuidelines for Residential
Development”. The Design Advisory Consultants cdesithat the proposed development
does not comply with Council Policy P370_T “Gendpasign Guidelines for Residential
Development” requirements and this view is supmbity City officers. Another issue
relates to the provision of a visual truncationnglside a driveway. The proposed
development complies with all other statutory psmms. The officer recommendation is for

refusal.

Background

The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R15
Lot area 685 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential One (1) Single House
Maximum plot ratio Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.6(a) Amended plans of the proposal dated 3 March 2009

Attachment 10.3.6(b) Letters from Optimum Resource Architects dated
21 October 2008 and 3 March 2009.

History of application

The site is adjoined by residential zoned land hasd street frontage to Carr Street and
vehicle access from a rear right of carriagewaye Tatation of the development site is
shown below:
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is required to be referred to a
Council meeting for determination as the recomm#adaof refusal involves Council
exercising discretion in relation to a variationrfr a provision of Council Policy P370_T
“General Design Guidelines for Residential Develeptit
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Comment

(@)

(b)

Description of the proposal

The proposed development is for two storey addstiand alterations to an existing
single storey Single House. The applicant’s lettdtachment 10.3.6(b) describes
the proposal in more detail.

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

Design - Council Policy P370_T “General DesigrGuidelines for Residential
Development” (P370_T)
The main objective of Council Policy P370_T id@ows:

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

The proposal does not comply with the overridingeotive of P370_T. Policy
P370_T provides, under Clause 3 “Streetscape Cleatalcat:

“All residential development shall be designed ucls a manner that will preserve or
enhance the desired streetscape character ...dassing the design compatibility of a
proposed development, the Council will have regardhe primary and secondary
contributing elements as identified in the precgdidefinition of the ‘design

compatibility’.

Design compatibilitymeans the extent to which a proposed residentidtibg is
visually in harmony with neighbouring existing liigs within the focus area.
Primary elements contributing to design compatibility arengrally scale, colour
form and shape; and rhythngecondaryelements include construction materials;
setbacks from the street and side boundaries;xteneand nature of site landscaping
visible from the street; and architectural detdils.

The Policy provision deals with the need for desmpmpatibility between the
proposed building and the existing buildings witkie focus area, having regard to
the primary and secondary contributing elementsldiBg ‘form’ is one of those
primary elements.

The ‘focus area’ means the section of a streehditg from one cross intersection to
the next cross intersection, together with thedesdial properties fronting on to that
section of the street.

Predominant characteristics of the focus areasfellaws:

* Single storey and two storey Single Houses (uplperd incorporating mid level
roofing);

¢ Roof form - Pitched, gable and hipped (traditiomalf form); and

* Roof materials - Tiled / colourbond.

As viewed from Carr Street the applicant’s drawirghow a significant departure
from the streetscape character with a flat roofgtesCity officers consider that the
design could be more sympathetic with the streptsead therefore more in common
with the traditional housing within the focus area.
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(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Other houses have pitched roofing and several hmagdevel roofing over the ground
floor, hence the continuation of the same shape suale of the houses in the
streetscape. This creates a streetscape with gditcdads as the dominant element.
There are no examples of flat roofs projecting fnavin the street, only examples of
flat roofs over a garage to the side of a dwellifige proposed development would
have a flat roof over the majority of the dwellingaking this shape more prominent
as viewed from the street and inconsistent withstheetscape character.

Visual truncations

Visual truncations within 1.5 metres of any vehidléveway where it meets a street
alignment are required to be kept clear of anyeitbtx, electricity installation, bin
enclosure, or other structure, fence, wall or hédgeecordance with the provisions of
Clause 6.2.6 (A6) of the Residential Design Codee82 No structures in these
truncations should exceed the 0.75 metre limit.

The proposal does not comply with this requirenzenthe visual truncation along the
eastern side of the proposed garage has not begidgad. This can be achieved by
moving the driveway and garage away from the easteundary.

Other planning controls

The proposed development has no plot ratio imptioat In relation to open space,
building height, setbacks, visual privacy, and gwuand floor levels, the
development complies with the relevant requirements

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is ailu in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugayin terms of its scale, form
or shape, rhythm, colour, construction materialsentation, setbacks from the
street and side boundaries, landscaping visiblemfradhe street, and
architectural details.
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The listed matters above are relevant to the sulajeglication. In relation to listed
matter (j) and (n) the proposal is not in keepinghwhe dominant streetscape
character and is therefore, inconsistent with thevamentioned listed matters. It is
therefore, determined that the proposal does maptowith Clause 7.5 of TPS6.

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The proposal was considered by the City's Desiglvigory Consultants (DAC) at
their meeting held on 27 November 2008 and 9 Fepr2@09. The proposal was not
well received by the consultants. The DAC spe@fmments are summarised below:

Advisory Architects’ comments

Concerns about:

* Roof form;

* Aesthetics;

¢ Lack of visual relief;

* Connectivity of form and activity (entry and stamt near laundry);
» Creeper will die, redesign shading - solar perg(dae sketches);

* Materials not clear; and

» Positive design for energy efficiency.

Further to the comments provided at the 27 Novenf#¥}8 DAC meeting, the

Architects stated on the 9 February 2009 that:

» Itis possible to achieve both solar design andetgcape compatibility.

* The applicant or the City of South Perth to considsking owners of other
properties in the street what they considered raabte in relation to streetscape
compatibility and the future of Carr Street.

Issues relating to the roof design are still oumditag, however all other comments
have been noted by the Applicant.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. The proposal has been refeyred adjoining neighbour who
has commented on the proposal but does not waintdhament to be made available
to the public.

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

Financial Implications
The issue has a minor impamt this particular area, to the extent of paynudnhe required
planning fee by the applicant.

Strategic Implications

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

The applicant stated irl0.3.6(b)that the design is sustainable in terms of Coupolicy
P350.1. City officers agree that the design isanable however note the Design Advisory
Committee comments which state®lt is possible to achieve both solar design and
streetscape compatibility.”

It is considered that mid level roofing could bedrmporated into the design above the
ground floor level and the upper floor could bebaek 1.5 metres behind the ground floor
with a pitched roof over the upper floor.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.6 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationdianning approval for proposed two
storey Single House on Lot 44 (No. 37) Carr Str&xuth Perthbe refused for the
following reasons:

(@) The proposed dwelling is incompatible to thestaxg streetscape character and
conflicts with the provisions of Policy P370_T “Geal Design Guidelines for
Residential Development” which requires all newalepment to be designed in such
a way so as to preserve or enhance the desiredsstape character.

(b) The proposed driveway conflicts with the prows of Clause 6.2.6 (A6) of the
Residential Design Codes 2008, which require teaalitruncation within 1.5 metres
of any vehicle driveway, where it meets a streignahent, to be kept clear of any
letterbox, electricity installation, bin enclosuce,other structure, fence, wall or hedge
if above the height of 0.75 metres.

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

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

Important Note

If you are aggrieved by aspects of the decisionrevdescretion has been exercised, you may
lodge an appeal with the State Administrative Timdduvithin 28 days of the Determination
Date recorded on this Notice.

MOTION
Cr Trent moved the officer recommendation. Sec @aC

FORESHADOWED MOTION
Cr Ozsdolay foreshadowed he would be moving to ampthe application if the current
Motion is Lost.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.6
The Mayor put the Motion

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $dRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationd@anning approval for proposed two
storey Single House on Lot 44 (No. 37) Carr Str&xuth Perth beefused for the
following reasons:

(@) The proposed dwelling is incompatible to thestixg streetscape character and
conflicts with the provisions of Policy P370_T “Gaeal Design Guidelines for
Residential Development” which requires all newealepment to be designed in such
a way so as to preserve or enhance the desiredsstape character.

(b) The proposed driveway conflicts with the prowmis of Clause 6.2.6 (A6) of the
Residential Design Codes 2008, which require teaalitruncation within 1.5 metres
of any vehicle driveway, where it meets a streignahent, to be kept clear of any
letterbox, electricity installation, bin enclosuce,other structure, fence, wall or hedge
if above the height of 0.75 metres.

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

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

Important Note

If you are aggrieved by aspects of the decisionrevttiscretion has been exercised, you
may lodge an appeal with the State Administrativébodnal within 28 days of the
Determination Date recorded on this Notice.

CARRIED (9/3)

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

Manning
Location: Lot 80 (No. 33) Crawshaw Crescent, Magnin
Applicant: Beilby Design
Lodgement Date: 29 May 2008; revised plans recened5 February 2009
File Ref: 11.2008.243 CR3/33
Date: 3 March 2009
Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Developtreamd Community Services
Summary

The subject application for planning approval edatio a proposed two storey Single House
on Lot 80 (No. 33) Crawshaw Crescent, Manning. @disndetermination is sought in
relation to streetscape compatibility with the @rig buildings within the focus area in
terms of roof form and compliance with the prowsicof Council Policy P370_T “General
Design Guidelines for Residential Development”. Tbhesign Advisory Consultants
consider that the proposed development does noplgowith Council Policy P370_ T
“General Design Guidelines for Residential Develepth requirements and this view is
supported by City officers. Other areas of non-cliempe have also been dealt with in the
report. The officer recommendation is for refusal.
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Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R20

Lot area 812 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential

One (1) Single House

Maximum plot ratio

Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.7(a) Amended plans of the proposal dated 25 February
2009

Attachment 10.3.7(b) Letters from Beilby Design dated 24 February

2009, 29 January 2009 and 20 December 2008.

History of application

This application has been the subject of a revigwhk Council and City officers since May

2008, and the following is the timeline of events:

* 29 May 2008 - Application lodged for planning apgab

» 18 July 2008 - Revised plans requested by the City;

» 10 September 2008 - Revised plans received byithig C

e 1 October 2008 - Item referred to Council meetirgg determine streetscape
compatibility;

e 22 October 2008 - Revised plans received, itemdsétivn from Council meeting;

» 10 November 2008 - Revised plans requested by itggdCaddress planning issues;

e 20 December 2008 - Revised plans submitted to ityeo€a dwelling with totally new
design (plan and elevations) and built form;

* 13 February 2009 - Revised plans requested by thyef@lowing Design Advisory
Consultants’ meeting in February; and

» 25 February 2009 - Revised plan received by the Cit

The site is adjoined by residential zoned land lzawl street frontage to Crawshaw Crescent.
The location of the development site is shown below

Development site

-
32-328 4
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|
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is required to be referred to a
Council meeting for determination as the recomm#adaof refusal involves Council
exercising discretion in relation to a variatioorfr a provision of Council Policy P370_T
“General Design Guidelines for Residential Develepiit

Comment

(@)

(b)

Description of the proposal
The proposed development is a two storey SingleseloThe applicant’s letter,
Attachment 10.3.7(b) describes the proposal in more detail.

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

Design - Council Policy P370_T “General DesigrGuidelines for Residential
Development” (P370_T)
The main objective of Council Policy P370_T id@lfows:

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

The proposal does not comply with the overridingeotive of P370_T. Policy
P370_T provides, under Clause 3 “Streetscape Cleafalcat:

“All residential development shall be designed ulcls a manner that will preserve or
enhance the desired streetscape character...Insagggethe design compatibility of a
proposed development, the Council will have regardhe primary and secondary
contributing elements as identified in the precgdidefinition of the ‘design

compatibility’.

Design compatibilitymeans the extent to which a proposed residentidtibg is
visually in harmony with neighbouring existing ldiigs within the focus area.
Primary elements contributing to design compatibility arengrally scale, colour
form and shape; and rhythngecondaryelements include construction materials;
setbacks from the street and side boundaries;xteneand nature of site landscaping
visible from the street; and architectural detdils.

The ‘focus area’ means the section of a streehditg from one cross intersection to
the next cross intersection, together with thedesstial properties fronting on to that
section of the street.

Predominant characteristics of the focus areasafellaws:
* Single storey Single Houses;

¢ Roof form - pitched; and

* Roof materials - Tiled / Colourbond.

The proposed Single House is designed with ardlat over the main dwelling and
blank walls with some windows on both sides ofltbase; a ‘cubic’ appearance. The
design is not consistent with the predominant attaraof housing with pitched
roofing contributing to the amenity of the focusarThe issue is whether the flat roof
design and blank walls are acceptable with resptrt streetscape. The
recommendation is for refusal based upon the inedilmle design.
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(c)

(d)

(€)

(f)

()]

Minimum setback of garage to the front street B(gnment

The garage has a minimum setback of 4.0 metrethdostreet. The Acceptable
Development Clause 6.2.3 of the R-Codes and Cotadity P350.3 ‘Car Parking
Access, Siting and Design’ prescribe a minimumaekiof 4.5 metres from a primary
street where vehicles are parked at 90 degreée tetiteet. City officers consider there
no reason why the garage can not be setback 4rgsrfedbm the street and therefore
consider that a minimum setback of 4.5 metres shé@ the minimum that the
Council should support. It is recommended that terage and supporting
infrastructure should be setback a minimum of 4ebres.

Finished floor levels of the dwelling

The proposed floor levels of the dwelling are 8.48etres relative to the datum
shown on the site plan. The floor level of the thnig (not including the garage) shall
be lowered to a level of 9.25 metres relative ® diatum shown on the site plan in
order to avoid unreasonably adversely affecting #menity of neighbouring
properties in relation to visual impact and ovedsiving, having regard to the
provisions of Clause 6.10(1) of Town Planning Scaéwo. 6. Following a discussion
with the City’s Building Department there is noustiural reason why the building can
not be lowered to the level by the City’s Scheme.

Other planning controls

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is &isu in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugayin terms of its scale, form
or shape, rhythm, colour, construction materialsentation, setbacks from the
street and side boundaries, landscaping visiblemfrdhe street, and
architectural details.
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The listed matters above are relevant to the subyeglication. In relation to listed
matter (j) and (n) the proposal is not in keepinghwhe dominant streetscape
character and is therefore, inconsistent with thevamentioned listed matters. It is
therefore, determined that the proposal does mapbowith Clause 7.5 of TPS6.

Consultation

(a) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
The proposal was considered by the City’s Desiglvigory Consultants at their
meeting held on 9 February 2009. The proposal watswell received by the
Consultants. Their specific comments are summabséuiv:

“The design is not considered compatible with tlésting development within the
focus area. A pitched roof design would be mor&deping with the streetscape of
Crawshaw Crescent.

As viewed from the front elevation the design efttbuse, in isolation, is considered
acceptable.

The side elevations are not consistent with thetfetevation displaying a mixture of
roof styles and variety of wall detailing.”

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

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

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

Financial Implications
The issue has_ a minor impaart this particular area, to the extent of paynaérthe required
planning fee by the applicant.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

The location of the outdoor living area could haween located to the north of the
development site to maximise solar access.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.7 |

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

(@) The proposed dwelling is incompatible to thestixg streetscape character and
conflicts with the provisions of Policy P370_T “Gaeal Design Guidelines for
Residential Development” which requires all newealepment to be designed in such
a way so as to preserve or enhance the desiredsstape character.

(b) The proposed setback of the garage and supgostiructure conflicts with the
Acceptable Development provisions of Clause 6.2.he R-Codes, Council Policy
P350.3 ‘Car Parking Access, Siting and Design’,clthiequire a 4.5 metre setback
from a primary street where vehicles are parke#@Oatlegrees to the street in lieu of
the proposed 4.0 metre setback.

(c) The proposed floor level of the dwelling coafi with the provisions of Clause
6.10(1) of Town Planning Scheme No. 6, which rezpithe floor level to be lowered
to 9.25 metres relative to the datum shown on iteeptan in lieu of the proposed
level of 9.428 metres.

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

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

Important Note

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

MOTION
Cr Cala moved the officer recommendation. Sec €3tB

FORESHADOWED MOTION
Cr Hasleby foreshadowed he would be moving to ampibe application if the current
Motion is Lost.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.7
The Mayor put the Motion

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

(@) The proposed dwelling is incompatible to thestixg streetscape character and
conflicts with the provisions of Policy P370_T “Geal Design Guidelines for
Residential Development” which requires all newalepment to be designed in such
a way so as to preserve or enhance the desiredsstape character.
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(b) The proposed setback of the garage and supgostiructure conflicts with the
Acceptable Development provisions of Clause 6.2.8he R-Codes, Council Policy
P350.3 ‘Car Parking Access, Siting and Design’,chthiequire a 4.5 metre setback
from a primary street where vehicles are parke@0atlegrees to the street in lieu of
the proposed 4.0 metre setback.

(c) The proposed floor level of the dwelling coafi with the provisions of Clause
6.10(1) of Town Planning Scheme No. 6, which rezpithe floor level to be lowered
to 9.25 metres relative to the datum shown on tteeptan in lieu of the proposed
level of 9.428 metres.

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

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

Important Note
(@) If you are aggrieved by aspects of the decisibere discretion has been exercised,
you may lodge an appeal with the State Administeadiribunal within 28 days of the
Determination Date recorded on this Notice.
CARRIED (7/6)
Carried on the Casting Vote of the Mayor

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : CR HEARNE : ITEMS 10.3AN\D 10.3.9
The Mayor read aloud the Declaration of InterestnfiCr Hearne, as follows:

“As | have a relative who lives diagonally acrosenh the proposed development site in
Barker Avenue | wish to declare a Conflict of et in Agenda Items 10.3.8 and 10.3.9
on the March 2009 Council Agenda. In view of thamftict of interest | will leave the
Council Chamber and not participate in the discassi vote on this matter at the Agenda
Briefing on 17 March and the Council Meeting onN2drch 2009.”

Note: Cr Hearne left the Council Chamber at 8.58pm

10.3.8 Proposed two storey Office Development - L&1 (No. 5) Barker Avenue

Como
Location: Lot 391 (No. 5) Barker Avenue, Como
Applicant: Karl Woolfitt Architect
Lodgement Date: 24 September 2008
File Ref: 11.2008.447 BA3/3
Date: 3 March 2009
Author: Laurence Mathewson, Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director, Developmeand Community
Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldawo storey office development located
on Lot 391 (No. 5) Barker Avenue, Como. This amtiimn was referred to the February
2009 Council meeting for determination, but washdigwn from consideration at the
request of the applicant. It is recommended thatpttoposal beefused mainly due to an
unacceptable shortfall in car parking bays.
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Background

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Highway Commerecial
Density coding R80

Lot area 1027 sq. metres
Building height limit 10.5 metres
Maximum permissible plot ratio 0.50

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.8(a)

Attachment 10.3.8(b)
Attachment 10.3.8(c)
Attachment 10.3.8(d)
Attachment 10.3.8(e)
Attachment 10.3.8(f)

Plans of the proposal.

Site photographs.

Applicant’s supporting report.
Engineering Infrastructure comments.
Environmental Health comments.
City Environment comments.

The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesdgbed in the delegation:

1. Large scale development proposals
Proposals involving non-residential development ahiin the opinion of the
delegated officer, are likely to have a significaffect on the City.

Comment

(@) Description of the proposal
The subject lot is currently vacant and fronts Barkvenue, as depicted in the site
photographs irAttachment 10.3.8(b) Located opposite the subject site is the South
Perth Bridge Club, to the north is a vacant lot chhis also the subject of a
development application for a two storey-office elepment. In addition, a Single
House adjoins the site on the south-western boyndar
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(b)

(c)

(d)

The proposal involves the construction of a twaestooffice building as depicted in
the submitted plans ofConfidential Attachment 10.3.8(a) The applicant has
requested that the office development be considesddo separate applications. This
request is due to the fact that there are two agpdots and submission of separate
applications was seen by the applicant to be adgaous at the planning approvals
stage of the development assessment.

The planning consultant’s letteAttachment 10.3.8(c),describes the proposal in
more detail.

Finished ground and floor levels

The maximum floor level permitted is RL 18.55 metrine proposed floor level is RL
18.55 metres. Therefore the proposed developmemplags with Town Planning
Scheme No. 6 Clause 6.1daximum Ground and Floor Levels”

Building height

Drawings show that the highest point of naturaugiblevel below the building is RL
18.87 metres; the raised level limit is therefore P9.37 metres. The proposed
building height is RL 27.15 metres, which equate8.8 metres in wall height. The
drawings therefore show that the building compiiéth the building height limit of
10.5 metres prescribed by TPS6.

Provision of car parking bays

Table 6 of TPS6 prescribes the ratios for car parls being 1 bay per 20 sq. metres
of gross floor area for offices. Based on a grdserfarea of 641 sq. metres, the
development is required to provide 33 bays on §itee applicant has proposed 23
bays on site (1:28 sq. metres) which is a deficit®parking bays (30 percent).

The applicant has provided the following justificatfor the 10 bay shortfall.

(i) There are opportunities for reciprocal car pang for visitors on the two
properties for any visitors visiting either of theemises;

(i) The proximity of shops to the west allowing domulti-purpose trip as opposed
to the single purpose trips that car parking stamttaare based on;

(i) There is a reduced demand for car parking doghe use of alternative modes
of transport, in particular the use of buses al@@@nning Highway and through
Como.

It should be noted that car parking standards aasdul on single purpose trips where
there are opportunities for multi-purpose trips it the development or the precinct,
including the shops. There are also opportunities reduced car parking due to
alternative modes of transport. It is not soundohgnning practice to over-supply car
parking and, accordingly, you are requested reskappropriate reductions in car
parking (e.g. Town of Vincent “Parking and Accefglicy).

In terms of the width of the bays, Australian SeaddAS2890.1 requires bay widths
2.4 metres and an extra 0.3 metres where thereobs¢ructions such as walls. The
bays can be designed to comply with these requirenaand it should be dealt with as
a condition of approval.
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Officers are of the opinion that the office devetgmt has not been designed in a

manner that would allow reciprocal car parking\isitors, due to:

e The presence of a landscaping strip which wouldgmwevehicular access;

e Security gates which will prevent vehicular access]

« The general proximity and location of the respectiar parking bays which will
hinder pedestrian access.

As a consequence of the above, reciprocal car mmarid not considered a valid
justification.

Town of Vincent policies are not relevant to thesvelopment proposal owing to the
difference in intensity of activity (e.g. the demginent site is not located in a town
centre) as well as the respective differences Wamrstructure between the built
environment within the Town of Vincent and City 8buth Perth. The proposed
development needs to comply with the parking resent prescribed in the City of
South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6. While gieant contends that this will

result in an over-supply of car parking, no evidehas been provided in relation to
the actual demand for parking space, to suppaicibmtention.

The applicant also contends that there is an oppitytfor reduced car parking due to

the use of alternative modes of transport, notiregdlose proximity of the subject site

to Canning Highway, as well as the location of thes stop directly opposite the

subject site. However, the applicant is seekingspethsation for 10 car parking bays
which is effectively 30 percent of the total numleérequired car parking bays. The
applicant has failed to demonstrate that this &ibxtill be adequately compensated
by the use of alternative modes of transport, Aedefore the proposed number of car
parking bays is not supported.

The applicant has also proposed two on-street adiirmgy bays. Comment has been
obtained from the Manager, Engineering Infrastmecta relation to this proposal. He
advises that although on-street parking is techigigessible it is not supported by
Engineering Infrastructure. His reasons for notpsufing on-street parking are
outlined in the comments section of this reporte Wity therefore has not included
the proposed on-street car parking bays in thepagking calculations.

Similar applications that have sought a car parkiag dispensation in 2008 include
an application for amended floor and car-parkingpld at Waterford Plaza and a
development application for an change of use teedfat No. 69 Manning Road,
Como. These applications sought to provide fewar marking bays than that
prescribed by the City's Town Planning Scheme No.TGe Waterford Plaza
development application proposed a car parking ocht&:20.2 sq. metres and was
approved by the Council, whilst the Manning Roadellgpment application proposed
a rate of 1:46 sg. metres and was refused by tiye Ci

If the development was approved as currently prepegth a ratio of 1 bay per 28 sq.
metres of gross floor area, it is the opinion ofyGifficers that the development
would result in an overflow of parking into the aiding surrounding residential

streets, which would significantly impact streefsesaand the general amenity of local
residents.

The proposal does not complyith the car parking bay requirements prescribed i
TPS6 Table 6, nor is the proposed variation in With previous determinations by
the City and Council.
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(€)

(f)

9

(h)

Car parking bay dimensions

In accordance with TPS6 Clause 6.3(8) car parkagdimensions shall be increased
by 0.3 metres where a wall column, pier of fencetala side of a car parking bay.
Drawings provided by the applicant show that bay N is abutting a wall and a
brick pier on either side and therefore requiresi@mum width of 3.1 metres. The
drawings show a width of 2.8 metres has been peavidherefore, bay 12 does not
comply and needs to be widened, which will require a segtefor the adjacent foyer
and stairs. Such a redesign may have flow-on eftegplanning considerations and/or
useability of the spaces.

Bicycle parking

Table 6 of TPS6 prescribes the ratio for bicyclekipg as being 1 bay per 200 sq.
metres of gross floor area for offices. Based angtoss floor area of the proposed
development there is a requirement for the promigib4 bicycle parking bays. The

applicant has provided 4 bicycle parking bays a#i a& the required end of trip

facilities, the proposal therefore compligsth the requirements of TPS6 Clause
6.4(5).

Landscaping

The required minimum landscaped area is 154.2 sqres (15 percent of the site
area); the proposed landscaping area is 160 sgesn@di5.6 percent). However TPS6
Clause 6.14(1) specifies that the landscaping shatll be paved other than for
vehicular or pedestrian access. The City consittertsa significant percentage of the
paved landscaping fronting Barker Avenue is nounegl for pedestrian access and
therefore should be replaced with organic landsppihis will also soften the visual
impact of the hard surfaces. The proposed landsgdperefore does not comphith
the landscaping requirements of Table 3 of TPS6.

Setbacks

TPS6 does not prescribe a setback for an officewidethe Highway Commercial
zone on Barker Avenue. However TPS6 Clause 5.1 élbgwment Requirements for
Non-Residential Use in Non-Residential Zones” piiess the following;

(4) Notwithstanding the minimum setbacks prescrib&dble 3:
(@ in any non-residential zone where a developns#iet has a common
boundary with land in the Residential zone:

()  the Council may require a building on the deyehent site to be set
back a greater distance from the street than tlieas& prescribed
in Table 3, in order to protect the amenity of #t§oining land in
the residential zone. In such cases, the setbask iar front of the
building shall contain landscaping visible from thajoining
residential site.

Further consideration of the setbacks of the exjsstreetscape is required under
TPS6 Clause 7.5 "Matters to be Considered by Cdumdiich requires Council,
when assessing an application for planning apprévddave due regard to;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is &ilguin harmony with the
neighbouring existing buildings within the focuseay in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matksjarientation,setbacks
from the streetand side boundaries, landscaping visible fromdtreet, and
architectural details.
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(i)

()

(k)

The existing setbacks within the focus area afelbsvs:
e 4 Barker Avenue (North) - 6.0 metres.

e 2 Brittain Avenue (North-east) - 3.5 metres.

* Shops (North-west of subject site) - Nil setback.

Given the existing setbacks, a setback of 3.0 mditoen Barker Avenue is considered
to be in-keeping with the focus area. The drawingwvided by the applicant show a
proposed setback of 3.0 metres. The proposedcketharefore_compliesvith the
requirements of TPS6 Clause 5.1 “Development Rements for Non-Residential
Use in Non-Residential Zones” and TPS6 Clause Kiatters to be Considered by
Council”.

Lot 391 (No. 5) Barker Avenue also has a frontag®ark Street. Given the strong
residential character of the Park Street a setb&€k0 metres is considered to be in-
keeping with the “focus area”. The drawings prodidey the applicant show a
proposed setback of 6.0 metres. The proposed &ethapefore_compliesvith the
requirements of TPS6 Clause 5.1 “Development Reménts for Non-Residential
Use in Non-Residential Zones” and TPS6 Clause Fiatters to be Considered by
Council”.

Plot ratio

In accordance with Table 3 of TPS6, the prescribagimum plot ratio is 0.5 (514 sq.
metres), the proposed plot ratio is 0.49 (508 sqtras), the proposal therefore
complieswith the plot ratio element of TPS6.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 Town Rlaing Scheme
Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is incdesigvith the following objectives:

() In all commercial centres, promote an approgeiaange of land uses consistent
with:
(i) the designated function of each centre as setrothe Local Commercial
Strategy; and
(i) the preservation of the amenity of the logalit

The proposed development does not meet the cangamquirements prescribed in
the City’'s Town Planning Scheme No. 6 TabléGar and Bicycle Parking” and
therefore is considered to be inconsisteiih the objectives of Clause 1.6 of Town
Planning Scheme No. 6.

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

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

()  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

The proposed development_is not consistetit the matters listed above, specifically

in relation to the proposed number of car parkiagsb
Consultation
Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thes@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held on 10 November 2008. The gsap was generally not

favourably received by the consultants and theinroents are summarised below:

DAC Comment

Project Architect Response

Officer Comment

The architects were concerned about the
fotal width of the crossovers for the
proposed development and the existing
crossover of the adjoining residential
property. A landscaping strip provided
between the two while separating them, will
ensure that the maximum width is no more
than 6.0 metres and compliant.

The number and width of the
crossovers for the whole
development has been kept
to a minimum, with only one
per site.

Proposed crossover
complies with planning
requirements. DAC is
referring to the existing
crossovers which will
need to be removed,
kerb reinstated and
landscaping established
as a condition of
planning approval.

The comment is NOTED.

A metre wide blind aisle is required for car
bay No. 14.

If a landscape strip is
required, this can be a
condition of planning
approval.

Engineering
Infrastructure has
advised that current
accessway dimensions
are appropriate.

The comment is NOTED.

Some of the car parking bays are required
fo be wider to allow for clearances from
columns and other obstructions as per
TPS6 provisions. To ensure safe
pedestrian and vehicular movement, the
parking area will need to be adequately
designed.

This can be a condition of
approval. Note that bays 15
to 24 can be reduced in width
to 2.4 m, giving an extra 1.0m
anyway.

Applicant has provided
revised drawings since
DAC comments were
sought. The only non-
complying bay is No. 12
which requires an
additional 0.3 metres
width.

The comment is
UPHELD.

The landscaping strip along the property
boundary is required to be at least 1.5
metres wide in accordance with the TPS6
requirements.

It is not clear which property
boundary is being referred to.
The bay complies with
Australian Standards.

Revised drawings have
been received since
DAC comments showing
a landscaping strip 3.0
metres wide along
Barker Avenue.

The comment is NOT
UPHELD.

To allow for pedestrian movement around
disabled bay No. b5, the proposed
landscaping will need to be adjusted.

Revised drawings
received which address
the matter.

The comment is
UPHELD.

A separate pedestrian access has not been
provided from the car park to the office
building.

We draw your attention to the
two paths connecting the car
park to the rear entries in
both developments.

Pedestrian access has
been provided via the
rear door and paving.
The comment is NOT
UPHELD.

More information was sought on the use of
concrete tilt panels proposed above the
windows.

Details can be provided if
required or as part of the
building license.

Not a planning issue and
can be addressed at the
building license stage if
this information is
required by the Building
Department.

The comment is NOTED.
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(b)

DAC Comment

Project Architect Response

Officer Comment

The proposed built form in general, and
specifically the corner feature in concrete,
were not supported. It was proposed the
building follows the curved truncation of the
street.

Applicant has not
responded directly to this
comment, but has
provided justification that
the development has
been “designed to suit
the locality and site”.
Officer notes that the
applicant has since
submitted drawings with
modified design
addressing this issue.
The comment is NOTED.

The architects recommended that street
setbacks  should be adjusted to
demonstrate compatibility with the existing
streetscape character in accordance with
Clause 5.1 of TPS6.

Sound urban design practice
is for development to front the
street and for development to
be continuous with no gaps in
streetscapes. Car parking
(and landscaping) in front of
the building would not be best
urban design practice.

Revised drawings show
a 3.0 metres setback in
accordance with
Planning requirements.
The comment is NOTED.

The elevations could be modified by
providing relief in terms of breaking up the
continuous building mass.

The building has been
designed to be contemporary
and is designed to suit the

Elevation design relates
to the designer’s concept
of the building rather

locality and site. than a particular planning
requirement.
The comment is NOTED.
A flat roofed canopy could be incorporated | This is not likely to be Not a planning

over the pedestrian pathway along Barker
Avenue with 45° car parking, subject to
favourable comments from the City’s
Engineering Infrastructure department.

supported and would cause
problems with existing
infrastructure and street
frees.

requirement
The comment is NOTED

The applicant to check BCA requirements
of whether disabled access is required to
the upper level of the office building.

This is a matter that relates to
compliance with the building
regulations and will be
suitably addressed at the
building licence stage.

Revised drawings show
a lit space on the ground
and first floors, if the
Building department
require more information
this can be provided at
the building license
stage.

The comment is NOTED.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forgtoposal to the extent and in the

manner required by Policy P104 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. Surrounding property ownerse wavited to inspect the

application and to submit comments during the pefrom 6 November 2008 to 21

November 2008. During this period four submissiaese received.
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(c)

The comments of the submissions, together witlteffiesponses, are summarised as

follows:

Submitter’'s Comment

Officer Response

Expressed concern regarding the potential
increase in ftraffic that this development may
generate, and the implications that this may have
for traffic safety in the immediate vicinity.

Applicant has provided the following response:

The site is zoned Highway Commercial, therefore
planned for intensive land uses / development,
which would generate a lot more traffic.

The development proposal has been referred to
Engineer Infrastructure Services and they have
not expressed any concerns regarding traffic
safety.

The comment is NOTED.

Opposed the development on the basis that the
street is part of a residential area, and that the
land area is best served with the current

The subject site is zoned Highway Commercial,
and TPS6 lists a number of residential and non-
residential uses that can potentially be approved

residential development. subject to proper consideration by the City.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.
The comment is NOTED.

Expressed support for the office development

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure and Manager, City Environment

The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure was invitedomment on a range of issues
relating to car parking and traffic arising fronetproposal, referred to &stachment
10.3.8(d)

The Manager is generally satisfied with the propesal a summary of his advice

follows:

* No part of the footpath is to be raised or lowet@aneet the needs for internal
driveways, closing gates etc.

« Drainage to be in accordance with Policy 415 anddg@ment Practice M415.

» The soak well size and capacity is to be determbyedn appropriately qualified
person to cater for a 1 in 10 year storm event.

< The City will require upgrading of Poppy Lane ae firimary access to the car
park.

« Proposed crossover is to be constructed to Cospedifications.

« Existing concrete crossings in Barker Avenue arbeéagemoved, the kerbing re-
instated and the verge area re-established.

Additional comment was sought from Engineering dsfructure in relation to the
potential for on-street parking along Barker Avenhe advised that the “embayed
parking while technically possible over half thevelepment site is to be
discouraged”, he provided the following reasons:

e Limits tree planting opportunities within the roaaerve.

« As street trees are placed no closer to the sheetdary than 2.7 metres not
closer to the road edge than 2 metres any embagmihp would be behind the
line of the street trees creating a real sightlssae for motorists entering and
leaving the bay.

« Embayed parking dimensions for on street applicatioe 6.7 metres by 2.3
metres

« Embayed parking adjacent to the pedestrian refugeridabout “splitter” island
is not possible.

» Parking is not permitted within 20 metres of a tmsp (approach side) and 10
metres on the departure side.
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e Overall there is possibly only enough space for paking bays once street trees
are included. For so few bays, the cost and inazienee is difficult to justify.

On-street parking is therefore generally not suigatdyy Engineering Infrastructure.

(d) Environmental Health
Officers from Environmental Health and Regulatorgnfces were invited to
comment on all health-related matters, referreastttachment 10.3.8(e)

The relevant officer has advised the following:

e All mechanical ventilation services, motors and psme.g. air conditioners,
swimming pools, to be located in a position so@sm create a noise nuisance.

» All sanitary conveniences must be constructed co@ance with the Sewerage
(Lighting, Ventilation and Construction) Regulatsori971.

« Environmental Health confirmed that a suitable éntlosure(s) will need to be
provided.

(e) City Environment Coordinator, City Environment

The City Environment Coordinator provided commenttioe proposed development

referred to ag\ttachment 10.3.8(f) and advised as follows:

e The street trees should be the London Plan trethéoBarker Street commercial
precinct and Pink Flowering Marri on Park Streepas the City of South Perth
tree management plan.

« A waterwise garden using native species shouldnbtalled wherever possible
including the verge.

* Local species should be used for the car parkieg.ar

()  Council Briefing
The applicant gave an overview of the proposed Idpweent highlighting the
deficiency of parking bays at the Major Developmeniefing held on 9 February
2009. During the briefing session Elected Membeaslena number of comments on
the proposed development for consideration by th@i@ant in the preparation of
revised plans.

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

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development is observed to promotaisasility principles by placing non-
residential development close to the high densityetbpment along Canning Highway and
public transport routes.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.8 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application gtanning approval for Two Storey
Office Development at Lot 391 (No. 5) Barker Aven@emobe refused for the following
reasons:

(@)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

The proposed development does not provide 3hea@s required by the City’s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 Tablé®@ar and Bicycle Parking”.

The development proposal does not provide Ilzaqlag in accordance with the
requirements of Town Planning Scheme No. 6 TablB&/elopment Requirements
for Non-Residential Uses in Non-Residential Zones”

The dimensions of bay 12 do not comply with teguirements of the City’'s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 Clause 8Car Parking”.

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

Having regard to the matter identified in teagons above, the proposed development
conflicts with the “Scheme Objectives” identifiedClause 7.5 of TPS6.

Standard Advice Notes
651 (Appeal rights).

Specific Advice Notes

Should this application be amended to resolve tievex non-complying issues, then the
following matters shall be suitably addressed leyapplicant:

(@)

(b)

(c)

Engineering and Infrastructure Services

* No part of the footpath is to be raised or lowet@dneet the needs for internal
driveways, closing gates etc.

« Drainage to be in accordance with Policy 415 anadgament Practice M415.

* The soak well size and capacity is to be determiedn appropriately qualified
person to cater for a 1 in 10 year storm event.

e The City will require upgrading of Poppy Lane as firimary access to the car
park.

* Proposed crossover is to be constructed to Cospedifications.

» Existing concrete crossings in Barker Avenue arbeaoemoved, the kerbing re-
instated and the verge area re-established.

Environmental Health

e All mechanical ventilation services, motors and psme.g. air conditioners,
swimming pools, to be located in a position so@sm create a noise nuisance.

» All sanitary conveniences must be constructed co@ance with the Sewerage
(Lighting, Ventilation and Construction) Regulatsori971.

« Environmental Health confirmed that a suitable &ntlosure(s) will need to be
provided.

City Environment

e The street trees should be the London Plan trethéoBarker Street commercial
precinct and Pink Flowering Marri on Park Streepas the City of South Perth
tree management plan.

A waterwise garden using native species shouldnbtalled wherever possible
including the verge.

* Local tree species should be used for shadingahparking area.

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

The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmui&tion at Item 10.3.8. The officer
recommendation Lapsed.

MOTION

Moved

That....
(a)
(b)

Cr Cala, Sec Cr Trent

the officer recommendation not be adopted,

pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6

and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafir planning approval for

Two Storey Office Development at Lot 391 (No. 5)riBa Avenue, Comadoe

approved subject to the following conditions:

0] the number of parking bays provided shall beduhon that required for a
Local Commercial Centre, that is, 1 bay per 25mgross floor area.

(ii) a legally binding agreement will be drawn upttwthe adjoining Lot 390
(No. 3) Barker Avenue, which is the subject of &eotapplication, which
will provide for a reciprocal parking arrangemeat the occupiers of Lot
391.

(i)  the dimensions of parking bay no. 12 shalhfmym to the City’'s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 Clause 6.3 “Car Parking”.

(iv) The gross floor area of the building shallreduced by 13 sq. metres.

Standard Conditions

390 crossover standards 550 plumbing hidden
427  colours & materials- details 625 sightlinesdavers

455  dividing fence standards 660 expiry of approval
470  retraining walls- if required 664 inspectiomé) required

508 landscaping approved & completed

Standard Important Notes

648  building licence required 646 landscaping standards- gener
647  revised drawings required 649A  minor variations- seek approv
645 landscaping plan required 651 appeal rights- SAT

Specific Advice Notes

1. The applicant is advised to comply with the iemuents of City's
Environmental Health and Engineering Infrastructlepartments.

2. The applicant/developer and the owners are rigpgowith the requirements set
out in Council Policy P399 "Final Clearance Reqgueats for Completed
Buildings. Policy P399 requires the applicant éngage a licensed land
surveyor, drawn from the City's panel, to undertakerey measurements on a
floor-by-floor basis. The surveyor is to submit gressive reports to the City
regarding compliance with the approved buildingtice documents. The City
will not issue final clearance certificates unshtisfied that the completed
building is consistent with the building licencecdments and the requirements
of other relevant statutes.”
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Cr Cala opening for the Motion

« Even though site is zoned Highway Commercial Ceitiigelocated off the highway and
situated on the corner of Park Street

« commercial activity will primarily be of a profassal office type and is in effect a site
better classified as a Local Commercial Centre

» geometry of the site restricts effective use ofdite and justifies some concession

* connection of this development is more closelyduhko that of the existing corner shops
than the residential area

« applicant has designed the building to fit in witle theme of these shops on the corner
of Barker Ave and Canning Highway by the use chmopy along the street aspect

« design picks up on the canopies around the existirg fronts and will create a more
village character to the development, which isquootsistent with a landscaping strip.

* proposal before us will have a lesser impact om#ighbourhood

« applicant has presented a proposal with a ‘villegé

e ask Members support the Motion

Cr Trent for the Motion

e support Cr Cala’'s comments

« do no see why we should pay heed to zoning wheealdigment not on highway
e support the Motion

Cr Grayden point of clarification with this new classification and reduction iodt area -
will it conform? Cr Calaesponded yes.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.8
The Mayor put the Motion

That....
(@) the officer recommendation not be adopted,
(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#grth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafior planning approval for
Two Storey Office Development at Lot 391 (No. 5)riBa Avenue, Comdoe
approved subject to the following conditions:
0] the number of parking bays provided shall bedahon that required for a
Local Commercial Centre, that is, 1 bay per 25mgross floor area.
(ii) a legally binding agreement will be drawn ugttwthe adjoining Lot 390
(No. 3) Barker Avenue, which is the subject of &eotapplication, which
will provide for a reciprocal parking arrangemeat the occupiers of Lot
391.
(i)  the dimensions of parking bay no. 12 shalhfmm to the City’s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 Clause 6.3 “Car Parking”.
(iv) The gross floor area of the building shallreduced by 13 sq. metres.

Standard Conditions

390 crossover standards 550  plumbing hidden
427  colours & materials- details 625  sightlinesddvers

455  dividing fence standards 660  expiry of approval
470  retraining walls- if required 664  inspectiom@) required

508 Ilandscaping approved & completed
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Standard Important Notes

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

Specific Advice Notes

1.

2.

The applicant is advised to comply with the iegments of City's
Environmental Health and Engineering Infrastructlepartments.
The applicant/developer and the owners are mgpbowith the requirements set
out in Council Policy P399 "Final Clearance Requieats for Completed
Buildings. Policy P399 requires the applicant éngage a licensed land
surveyor, drawn from the City's panel, to undertalierey measurements on a
floor-by-floor basis. The surveyor is to submit gressive reports to the City
regarding compliance with the approved buildingtice documents. The City
will not issue final clearance certificates unsiatisfied that the completed
building is consistent with the building licencecdments and the requirements
of other relevant statutes."

CARRIED (11/0)

Reason for Change

Council believes that even though the site is zoasda Highway Commercial
Centre, it is located off the highway and situated the corner of Park Street
therefore any commercial activity will primarilelof a professional office type and
is in effect a site better classified as a Locain@rcial Centre.

10.3.9 Proposed two storey Office Development - L&90 (No. 3) Barker Avenue
Como
Location: Lot 390 (No. 3) Barker Avenue, Como
Applicant: Karl Woolfitt Architect
Lodgement Date: 24 September 2008
File Ref: 11.2008.447 BA3/3
Date: 3 March 2009
Author: Laurence Mathewson, Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developtm&@iCommunity Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldawo storey office development located
on Lot 390 (No. 3) Barker Avenue, Como. This amtiimn was referred to the February
2009 Council meeting for determination, but washdiawn from consideration, at the
request of the applicant. It is recommended thatpitoposal beefused mainly due to an
unacceptable shortfall in car parking bays.

Background

The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Highway Commerecial
Density coding R80
Lot area 1050 sq. metres
Building height limit 10.5 metres
Maximum permissible plot ratio 0.50
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This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.9(a) Plans of the proposal.

Attachment 10.3.9(b) Site photographs.

Attachment 10.3.9(c) Applicant’s supporting report.
Attachment 10.3.9(d) Engineering Infrastructure comments.
Attachment 10.3.9(e) Environmental Health comments.
Attachment 10.3.9(f) City Environment comments.

The location of the development site is shown below

354 ‘ J N
358 A-1H 3 | 5 | 7 $A-oH

39 43 ‘ 45/ S1A-51B

214

362 \ 60 | 62 | 64 ‘Tesa 70724 7387
58

219 5 5
34|38 2188 /4 (=
221 N

THEL Development site

COODE 8T

239
2

2384

241-2414

243

245

247

‘ 249

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

1. Large scale development proposals
Proposals involving non-residential development owhiin the opinion of the
delegated officer, are likely to have a significaffect on the City.

Comment

(a) Description of the proposal

The subject lot is currently vacant and fronts Barkvenue as depicted in the site
photographs inAttachment 10.3.9(b) The South Perth Bridge Club is located
opposite across Barker Avenue. To the north ofldth@re a number of shops, these
shops are separated from the subject site by Pbppg. On the eastern side of the
subject site is another vacant lot (Lot 391), whiichlso the subject of a development
application for a two storey office developmentabfdition, a Single House is located
adjoining the south-western boundary.

The proposal involves the construction of a twaestoffice building as depicted in
the submitted plans o€onfidential Attachment 10.3.9(a) The applicant has
requested that the office development be considesdwo separate applications.
This request is due to the fact that there are dejparate lots and submission of
separate applications was seen by the applicabe tadvantageous at the planning
approvals stage of the development assessment.
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(b)

(c)

(d)

The planning consultant’s letteAttachment 10.3.9(c),describes the proposal in
more detalil.

Finished ground and floor levels

The maximum floor level permitted is RL 19.15 meiréne proposed floor level is RL
19.15 metres. Therefore the proposed developmemplass with Town Planning
Scheme No. 6 Clause 6.1@aximum Ground and Floor Levels”

Building height

Drawings show that the highest point of naturalugi level in accordance with
Clause 6.2 of TPS6 is a relative level (RL) of 1Metres. The permissible building
height of 10.5 metres equates to an RL of 29.7 eseifhe proposed building height
is RL 26.95 metres, which equates to 7.75 metregvall height. The drawings
therefore show that the building complies with tigilding height limit of 10.5
metres.

Car parking

Table 6 of TPS6 prescribes the ratios for car parlds being one bay per 20 sq.
metres of gross floor area for offices. Based @rnass floor area of 647 sq. metres,
the development is required to provide 33 baysiten the applicant has proposed 28
bays on site (1:23 per sg. metres) which is a idefidive parking bays (15 percent).

The applicant has provided the following justificatfor the five bay shortfall.

(i) There are opportunities for reciprocal car pamng for visitors on the two
properties for any visitors visiting either of theemises;

(i) The proximity of shops to the west allowing domulti-purpose trip as opposed
to the single purpose trips that car parking stamt¥aare based on;

(i) There is a reduced demand for car parking doghe use of alternative modes
of transport, in particular the use of buses al@@@nning Highway and through
Como.

It should be noted that car parking standards aasdudl on single purpose trips where
there are opportunities for multi-purpose trips it the development or the precinct,
including the shops. There are also opportunities reduced car parking due to
alternative modes of transport. It is not soundohgnning practice to over-supply car
parking and, accordingly, you are requested reskappropriate reductions in car
parking (e.g., Town of Vincent “Parking and Acce&slicy.

In terms of the width of the bays, Australian SeaddAS2890.1 requires bay widths
2.4m and an extra 0.3m where there are obstructsuth as walls. The bays can be
designed to comply with these requirements anldoitilsl be dealt with as a condition

of approval.

Officers are of the opinion that the office devetemt has not been designed in a

manner that would allow reciprocal car parking\vitors, due to:

e The presence of a landscaping strip which wouldgmwevehicular access;

e Security gates which will prevent vehicular access]

e The general proximity and location of the respectar parking bays which will
hinder pedestrian access.

As a consequence of the above, reciprocal car mmarid not considered a valid
justification.
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(€)

(f)

Town of Vincent policies are not relevant to thesvelopment proposal owing to the
difference in intensity of activity (e.g. the demginent site is not located in a town
centre) as well as the respective differences Wamrstructure between the built
environment within the Town of Vincent and City 8buth Perth. The proposed
development needs to comply with the parking rexoent prescribed in the City of
South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6. While gieant contends that this will

result in an over-supply of car parking, no evidehas been provided in relation to
the actual demand for parking space, to suppaicibmtention.

The applicant also contends that there is an oppitytfor reduced car parking due to

the use of alternative modes of transport, notirggdlose proximity of the subject site

to Canning Highway, as well as the location of thes stop directly opposite the

subject site. However, the applicant is seekingspeahsation for 5 car parking bays
which is effectively 15 percent of the total numleérequired car parking bays. The
applicant has failed to demonstrate that this &ibxtill be adequately compensated
by the use of alternative modes of transport, hedefore the proposed number of car
parking bays is not supported.

The applicant has also proposed two on-street addimy bays. Comment has also
been obtained from the Manager, Engineering Infuatire in relation to this
proposal. He advises that although on-street parigrtechnically possible it is not
supported by Engineering Infrastructure. His reastor not supporting on-street
parking are outlined in the comments section «f thport. The City therefore has not
included the proposed on-street car parking bayisarcar-parking calculations.

Similar applications that have sought a car parkiag dispensation in 2008 include
an application for amended floor and car-parkingpla at Waterford Plaza and a
development application for an change of use teedfat No. 69 Manning Road,
Como. These applications sought to provide fewer marking bays than that
prescribed by the City’'s Town Planning Scheme No. Bhe Waterford Plaza
development application proposed a car parking ocht&:20.2 sq. metres and was
approved by the Council, whilst the Manning Roadetigpment application proposed
a rate of 1:46 sqg. metres and was refused by tiye Ci

If the development was approved as currently prepegth a ratio of 1 bay per 23 sq.
metres of gross floor area, it is the opinion ofyGifficers that the development
would result in an overflow of parking into the aiding surrounding residential

streets, which would significantly impact streefsesaand the general amenity of local
residents.

The proposal does not complyith the car parking bay requirements prescribed i
TPS6 Table 6, nor is the proposed variation in With previous determinations by
the City and Council.

Car parking and vehicle access
The proposal_compliesvith the requirements of TPS6 Schedule 5 “Minimum
Dimensions of Car Parking Bays and Accessways”.

Bicycle parking

Table 6 of TPS6 prescribes the ratio for bicyclkimg as being 1 bay per 200 square
metres of gross floor area for offices. Based @ngdtoss floor area of the proposed
development there is a requirement for the promigib4 bicycle parking bays. The
applicant has provided 4 bicycle parking bays alt asethe end of trip facilities in
accordance with TPS6 Clause 6.4(5).
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(9)

(h)

(i)

Landscaping

The required minimum landscaped area is 156.5 sfres (15 percent of the site
area); the proposed landscaping area is 158 sgesn@di6.3 percent). However TPS6
Clause 6.14(1) specifies that the landscaping shatll be paved other than for
vehicular or pedestrian access. The City consittetisa significant percentage of the
paved landscaping fronting Barker Avenue is nouiegl for pedestrian access and
therefore should be replaced with organic landsppihis will also soften the visual
impact of the hard surfaces. The proposed landsgdperefore does not comphyith
the landscaping requirements of Table 3 of TPS6.

Setbacks

TPS6 does not specifically prescribe a setbackafooffice use with the Highway
Commercial zone on Barker Avenue. However Claudeos. TPS6 “Development
Requirements for Non-Residential Use in Non-RedideAones” states as follows;

(4) Notwithstanding the minimum setbacks prescrib&dble 3:
(@ in any non-residential zone where a developnsiet has a common
boundary with land in the Residential zone:
() the Council may require a building on the depeent site to be set
back a greater distance from the street than thieask prescribed in
Table 3, in order to protect the amenity of theoadng land in the
residential zone. In such cases, the setback ar&art of the building
shall contain landscaping visible from the adjogiresidential site.

Further consideration of the setbacks of the eagsstreetscape is required under
TPS6 Clause 7.5 “Matters to be Considered by Cdumdiich requires Council,
when assessing an application for planning apprévddave due regard to;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is &iluin harmony with the
neighbouring existing buildings within the focuseay in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matksiarientation,setbacks
from the streetand side boundaries, landscaping visible fromdtreet, and
architectural details.

The existing setbacks within the focus area afelbsvs:
e 4 Barker Avenue (North) - 6.0 metres

e 2 Brittain Avenue (North-east) - 3.5 metres

« Shops (North-west of subject site) - nil setback

Given the existing setbacks, a setback of 3.0 mditoen Barker Avenue is considered
to be in-keeping with the focus area. The drawipgwided by the applicant show a
proposed setback of 3.0 metres. The proposed cketisatherefore observed to
comply with the requirements of TPS6 Clause 5.1védepment Requirements for
Non-Residential Use in Non-Residential Zones” ab® Clause 7.5 “Matters to be
Considered by Council”

Plot ratio

In accordance with Table 3 of TPS6, the prescribagimum plot ratio is 0.5 (525 sq.
metres). The proposed development has a plot mti®49 (522 sq. metres), the
proposal therefore compliggth the plot ratio element of TPS6.
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()

(k)

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TowndPining Scheme
Having regard to the preceding comments, in terimth@ general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is incdesiswith the following objectives:

() In all commercial centres, promote an approgei@ange of land uses consistent
with:
(i) the designated function of each centre as setrothe Local Commercial
Strategy; and
(i) the preservation of the amenity of the logalit

The proposed development does not meet the cangamquirements prescribed in
the City’'s Town Planning Scheme No. 6 TabléGar and Bicycle Parking” and
therefore is considered to be inconsistent withdbjectives of Clause 1.6 of Town
Planning Scheme No. 6.

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

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideratian

()  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

The proposed development_is not consistetit the matters listed above, specifically
in relation to the proposed number of car parkiagsb

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants
at their meeting held on 10 November 2008. Thepgsal was not favourably
received by the consultants. However the applideag since submitted revised
drawings which are seen to address a number o$shes identified by the DAC. The
DAC comments, based on the superseded drawingsuammarised below:
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DAC Comment

Project Architect Response

Officer Comment

Car parking has been provided too far
away from Barker Avenue, making the
parking area obscure from the street. A
location closer to the street was preferred
by redesigning, moving the building back,
and providing car parking forward of it

Sound urban design practice
is for development to front
the street and for
development to be
continuous with no gaps in
streetscapes.

Moving the building back
to accommodate parking
in front of the building
may result in an adverse
amenity impact on the
residential dwellings at
the rear in terms of
overshadow and visual
bulk therefore a design
that accommodates
parking at the rear is
preferred.

The comment is NOT
UPHELD.

The assessing officer to ensure that any
existing trees on site are referred to the
City Environment Department and
comments sought with respect to their
retention.

Existing mature trees can,
and will, be retained.

Subject lot is vacant,
therefore does not
contain any mature trees.
City Environment has
provided comment in
relation to the required
tree species. Applicant is
advised of the need to
contact City Environment
prior to the issue of
building license.

The comment is NOTED.

A 4.0 metre wide accessway was seen to
be a sufficient width as it catered to less
than 30 cars for the development.

We note support for the 4.0
metre laneway catering for
less than 30 cars.

The comment is NOTED.

Some of the car parking bays are required
to be wider to allow for clearances from
columns and other obstructions as per
TPS6 provisions.

The bays can be designed to
comply with these
requirements and it should be
dealt with as a condition of
planning approval.

Applicant has provide
amended drawings which
comply with the
requirements of TPS6
Clause 6.3.

The comment is NOTED.

The applicant was advised to check that if
the maximum distance to the fire escape
from any portion of the building / floor is 20
metres, then in accordance with the BCA
requirements, their is no need for a second
fire escape route. The same area could be
utilised as office space.

This is a matter that relates to
compliance with the building
regulations and will be
suitably addressed at the
building licence stage.

Applicant will need to
demonstrate compliance
with BCA requirements
prior to the issue of
building license.

The comment is NOTED.

The proposed form of the building was
observed to lack visual appeal as it does
not address the corner with the proposed
hard edges which should be replaced with
soft rounded corners.

The building has been
designed to be contemporary
and is designed to suit the
locality and site.

Applicant has provided
revised drawings which
are seen to address
these issues.

The comment is NOTED.
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(b)

DAC Comment

Project Architect Response

Officer Comment

The architects recommended that street
setbacks should be adjusted to
demonstrate compatibility with the existing
streetscape character in accordance with
Clause 5.1 of TPS6. If seen appropriate, a
canopy could go over the footpath.

... @ greater setback would
mean this development would
be inconsistent with the
shops located to the west
and would also prevent the
tree planting required by City
Environment and the awning
required by the DAC.

In addition, a canopy cannot
be provided over the building
if the setback is greater than
3.0 metres.

Applicant has provided
revised drawings which
include a canopy over
the Barker Avenue
footpath. The revised
drawings are therefore
seen to address the DAC
comment.

The comment is NOTED.

A separate pedestrian access has not
been provided from the car park to the
office building.

We draw your attention to the
two paths connecting the car
park to the rear entries to
both developments.

A small footpath has
been provided from the
edge of the disabled car
parking to the rear entry.

The comment is NOTED.

The applicant to check BCA requirements
of whether disabled access is required to
the upper level of the office building.

This is a matter that relates to
compliance with the building
regulations and will be
suitably addressed at the
building licence stage.

Applicant will need to
demonstrate compliance
with BCA requirements
prior to the issue of
building license.

The comment is NOTED.

Neighbour consultation

Area 3 neighbour consultation has been undertadethis proposal to the extent and

in the manner required by Policy P104 “Neighboud &@ommunity Consultation in

Town Planning Processes”. Surrounding propertyess/mvere invited to inspect the
application and to submit comments during the pefrom 6 November 2008 to 21

November 2008. During this period four submissiaese received.

The comments of the submissions, together witlteffresponses, are summarised as

follows:

Submitter’'s Comment

Officer Response

Expressed concern regarding

the potential

Applicant has provided the following response:

increase in ftraffic that this development may
generate, and the implications that this may have
for traffic safety in the immediate vicinity.

The site is zoned Highway Commercial, therefore
planned for intensive land uses / development,
which would generate a lot more traffic.

The development proposal has been referred to
Engineer Infrastructure Services and they have
not expressed any concerns regarding traffic
safety.

The comment is NOTED.

Opposed the development on the basis that the
street is part of a residential area, and that the
land area is best served with the current
residential development.

The subject site is zoned Highway Commercial,
and TPS6 lists a number of residential and non-
residential uses that can potentially be approved
subject to proper consideration by the City.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Expressed support for the office development
provided that there is sufficient parking provided
by on-site, and that the development includes
provision for the continued maintenance of Poppy
Lane into the future.

Upon advice from the Engineering Department,
the City will require upgrading of Poppy Lane as
the primary access to the development.

The comment is NOTED.

Expressed support for the office development

The comment is NOTED.
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(c) Engineering Infrastructure
The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure was invitedomment on a range of issues
relating to car parking and traffic arising fronetproposal, referred to &stachment
10.3.9(d)

The proposal has been supported, and the folloadivice has been provided:

* No part of the footpath is to be raised or lowet@dneet the needs for internal
driveways, closing gates etc.

« Drainage to be in accordance with Policy 415 anadgament Practice M415.

» The soak well size and capacity is to be determinedn appropriately qualified
person to cater for a 1 in 10 year storm event.

e The City will require upgrading of Poppy Lane ae firimary access to the car
park.

* Proposed crossover is to be constructed to Cospetifications.

e Existing concrete crossings in Barker Avenue arddoremoved, the kerbing
reinstated and the verge area re-established.

Additional comment was sought from Engineering dsfructure in relation to the
potential for on-street parking along Barker Avenhe advised that the “embayed
parking while technically possible over half thevelepment site is to be
discouraged”, he provided the following reasons:

e Limits tree planting opportunities within the roaaerve.

e As street trees are placed no closer to the sheetdary than 2.7 metres not
closer to the road edge than 2 metres any embagmihp would be behind the
line of the street trees creating a real sightlssae for motorists entering and
leaving the bay.

« Embayed parking dimensions for on street applicatioe 6.7 metres by 2.3
metres

« Embayed parking adjacent to the pedestrian refugeridabout “splitter” island
is not possible.

» Parking is not permitted within 20 metres of a ktmsp (approach side) and 10
metres on the departure side.

e Overall there is possibly only enough space for paking bays once street trees
are included. For so few bays, the cost and inauienee is difficult to justify.

On-street parking is therefore generally not sutgatdyy Engineering Infrastructure

(d) Environmental Health
Officers from Environmental Health and Regulatorgnfices were invited to
comment on all health-related matters, referremstittachment 10.3.9(e)

The relevant officer has advised the following:

e All mechanical ventilation services, motors and psme.g. air conditioners,
swimming pools, to be located in a position so@dm create a noise nuisance.

» All sanitary conveniences must be constructed co@@ance with the Sewerage
(Lighting, Ventilation and Construction) Regulatsori971.

e Environmental Health confirmed that a suitable &ntlosure(s) will need to be
provided.
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(e) City Environment

The City Environment Coordinator provided commenttioe proposed development

referred to ag&ttachment 10.3.9(f) and advised as follows:

e The street trees should be the London Plan trethéoBarker Street commercial
precinct and Pink Flowering Marri on Park Streepas the City of South Perth
tree management plan.

* A waterwise garden using native species shouldnbtalied wherever possible
including the verge.

* local species should be used for the car parkieg.ar

()  Council Briefing
The applicant gave an overview of the proposed Ildpwaent highlighting the
deficiency of parking bays at the Major Developmeniefing held on 9 February
2009. During the briefing session Elected Membeaslena number of comments on
the proposed development for consideration by th@i@ant in the preparation of
revised plans.

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

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development is observed to promotaisability principles by placing non-
residential development close to the high densityetbpment along Canning Highway and
public transport routes.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.9 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application ganning approval for Two Storey
Office Development at Lot 390 (No. 3) Barker Aven@emobe refused, for the following
reasons:

(@)
(b)

(c)
(d)

The proposed development does not provide 3h@a@s required by the City’s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 Tablé®ar and Bicycle Parking”.

The development proposal does not provide lzaqlag in accordance with the
requirements of Town Planning Scheme No. 6 TablB&/elopment Requirements
for Non-Residential Uses in Non-Residential Zones”

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

Having regard to the matter identified in tkasons above, the proposed development
conflicts with the “Scheme Objectives” identifiedClause 7.5 of TPS6.

Standard Advice Notes
651 (Appeal rights).

Specific Advice Notes

Should this application be amended to resolve tievex non-complying issues, then the
following matters shall be demonstrated by the iappt:

(@)

(b)

(c)

Engineering and Infrastructure Services

* No part of the footpath is to be raised or lowet@dneet the needs for internal
driveways, closing gates etc.

« Drainage to be in accordance with Policy 415 anadgament Practice M415.

* The soak well size and capacity is to be determiedn appropriately qualified
person to cater for a 1 in 10 year storm event.

e The City will require upgrading of Poppy Lane as firimary access to the car
park.

* Proposed crossover is to be constructed to Cospedifications.

» Existing concrete crossings in Barker Avenue arbeaoemoved, the kerbing re-
instated and the verge area re-established.

Environmental Health

e All mechanical ventilation services, motors and psme.g. air conditioners,
swimming pools, to be located in a position so@sm create a noise nuisance.

< All sanitary conveniences must be constructed oortance with the Sewerage
(Lighting, Ventilation and Construction) Regulatspri971.

« Environmental Health confirmed that a suitable éntlosure(s) will need to be
provided.

City Environment

* The street trees should be the London Plan trethéoBarker Street commercial
precinct and Pink Flowering Marri on Park Streepas the City of South Perth
tree management plan.

* A waterwise garden using native species shouldnbtalied wherever possible
including the verge.

« Local tree species should be used for shadingahparking area.

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council
Offices during normal business hours.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmuation at Item 10.3.9. The officer

recommendation Lapsed.

Note: Cr Wells left the Council Chamber at 9.06pm

MOTION
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Smith

That....
(@) the officer recommendation not be adopted,
(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoR#rth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafior planning approval for
Two Storey Office Development at Lot 390 (No. 3)riBa Avenue, Comdoe
approved subject to the following conditions:
0] the number of parking bays provided shall bedahon that required for a
Local Commercial Centre, that is, 1 bay per 25mgross floor area.
(ii) a legally binding agreement will be drawn ugttwthe adjoining Lot 391
(No. 5) Barker Avenue, which is the subject of &eotapplication, which
will provide for a reciprocal parking arrangemeat the occupiers of Lot

390.
Standard Conditions
393  verge & kerbing works 550  plumbing hidden
427  colours & materials- details 625  sightlinesddwers
455  dividing fence standards 660  expiry of approval
470  retaining walls- if required 664  inspectiomi) required

508 landscaping approved & completed

Standard Important Notes

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

Specific Advice Notes

1. The applicant is advised to comply with the regents of City’'s Environmental
Health and Engineering Infrastructure departments.

2. The applicant/developer and the owners are mapbowith the requirements set out in
Council Policy P399 "Final Clearance RequirementsGompleted Buildings. Policy
P399 requires the applicant to engage a licengati darveyor, drawn from the City's
panel, to undertake survey measurements on alfipdicor basis. The surveyor is to
submit progressive reports to the City regardingngitance with the approved building
licence documents. The City will not issue finadarlance certificates until satisfied that
the completed building is consistent with the bnidd licence documents and the
requirements of other relevant statutes.”

Cr Cala opening for the Motion

« Even though site is zoned Highway Commercial Ceihigelocated off the highway and
situated on the corner of Park Street

» commercial activity will primarily be of a profaesal office type and is in effect a site
better classified as a Local Commercial Centre

e geometry of the site restricts effective use ofdite and justifies some concession

e connection of this development is more closelyduhko that of the existing corner shops
than the residential area
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« applicant has designed the building to fit in witle theme of these shops on the corner
of Barker Ave and Canning Highway by the use chmopy along the street aspect

« design picks up on the canopies around the existirgp fronts and will create a more
village character to the development, which isauotsistent with a landscaping strip.

« proposal before us will have a lesser impact om#ighbourhood

e applicant has presented a proposal with a ‘vilfegd

e ask Members support the Motion

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.9
The Mayor put the Motion

That....
(@) the officer recommendation not be adopted,
(b) pursuant to the provisions of the City of SoB#grth Town Planning Scheme No. 6
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicafior planning approval for
Two Storey Office Development at Lot 390 (No. 3)riBa Avenue, Comdoe
approved subject to the following conditions:
() the number of parking bays provided shall bsdabon that required for a Local
Commercial Centre, that is, 1 bay per 25m2 of gfioss area.
(i) a legally binding agreement will be drawn ujtiwthe adjoining Lot 391 (No.
5) Barker Avenue, which is the subject of anothppligation, which will
provide for a reciprocal parking arrangement far dlecupiers of Lot 390.
Standard Conditions

393  verge & kerbing works 550  plumbing hidden

427  colours & materials- details 625  sightlinesdadvers

455  dividing fence standards 660  expiry of approval
470  retaining walls- if required 664  inspectioméi) required

508 landscaping approved & completed

Standard Important Notes

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

Specific Advice Notes

1. The applicant is advised to comply with the regents of City’s Environmental
Health and Engineering Infrastructure departments.

2. The applicant/developer and the owners are mapbowith the requirements set out in
Council Policy P399 "Final Clearance RequirementsGompleted Buildings. Policy
P399 requires the applicant to engage a licensedl darveyor, drawn from the City's
panel, to undertake survey measurements on a ippdicor basis. The surveyor is to
submit progressive reports to the City regardingu@iéance with the approved building
licence documents. The City will not issue finadarlance certificates until satisfied that
the completed building is consistent with the buidd licence documents and the
requirements of other relevant statutes.”

CARRIED (10/0)

Reason for Change

Council believes that even though the site is zaamed Highway Commercial Centre, it is

located off the highway and situated on the coofdPark Street therefore any commercial
activity will primarily be of a professional ofctype and is in effect a site better classified
as a Local Commercial Centre.

Note: Cr Hearne returned to the Council Chamber at 9.08pm

Note: Cr Wells returned to the Council Chamber at 9.10pm
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10.4 GOAL 4: INFRASTRUCTURE

10.4.1 WCG Thomas Pavilion - Proposed Alterationsral Additions. Review of
Tender Submissions

Location: Richardson Park, South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: Tender 2/2009

Date: 11 March 2009

Author: Gil Masters, Buildings and Assets Cooedor
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

Tenders have been received for proposed additindsatterations to the WCG Thomas
Pavilion (Tender 2/2009). This report outlines #Hssessment process followed and will
recommend to Council that the tender submitted By Qonstructions 93 Pty Ltd be

accepted, but seek a price amendment with the aoyr@or to entering into a contract, to
ensure that the project meets budgetary constraints

Background

WCG Thomas Pavilion is located on Richardson Pawtt @ positioned adjacent to the
Royal Perth Golf Club and Perth Zoo. The Pavii®iurrently used in the summer by the
South Perth Cricket Club and in winter by the WgSeuth Perth Hockey Club. Both clubs
are thriving, particularly with their junior progres.

The WCG Thomas Pavilion has not been refurbishecksine 1980’s and is in urgent need
of modernisation and renovation, particularly thamge rooms.

The “Future Directions and Needs Study for Sporang Recreational Clubs” prepared for
the City in 2006 recommended that the WCG Thomadli®a be upgraded in accordance
with the “Regional Sporting Pavilion” model whichk a minimum should include:

« Four toilet change rooms;

» Equipment storage rooms;

» Kitchen suitable for professional catering;

* Function room with bar facilities;

* Administration office;

¢ Meeting room;

¢ First aid room; and

« Shaded spectator seating.

A preliminary design was prepared by the City’'s Qdtant Architect. Following a
comprehensive consultation process with all stakighs the drawings were finalised and
signed off by all parties. In the latter stagestttd design phase, a full set of detailed
drawings and documentation to facilitate the tenquiecess were prepared.

Comment

Tenders were called on 31 January 2009 and dunmdender period twenty four (24) sets
of tender documents were distributed to buildinghpanies. Tenders closed at 12 noon on
Tuesday 3 March 2009 and four (4) compliant tendens received. The prices submitted
are listed below in no apparent order:

Tenderer Tendered Price (ex GST)
Connolly Building Company $1,542,380
ZD Constructions 93 Pty Ltd $1,580,300
Metrocon Pty Ltd $1,599,815
Classic Contractors $1,662,967
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A gualitative evaluation of tenders was completadenl on the following criteria (as listed
in the request for tender (RFT) document):

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
Demonstrated ability to complete projects within designated timelines 15%

Works record and experience 10%
Financial capacity and commitment together with other work commitments 10%
Demonstrated resources to complete works 5%

Industrial Relations and safety record. 10%

Price 50%

Total 100%

The evaluation process has resulted in the follgwsicores:

Connolly Building ZD Constructions 93 Pty Metrocon Pty Ltd Classic Contractors
Company Ltd
9.00 9.43 9.36 8.81

Analysis of the tenders against the assessmeatiarthow that the tender submitted by ZD
Constructions 93 Pty Ltd to be the best valuelfer@ity and is therefore recommended for
acceptance by Council. The Tender Assessment Respprovided atAttachment 10.4.1
and details the process followed.

Consultation
This project has involved extensive liaison witle tRouth Perth Cricket Club and Wesley
South Perth Hockey Club about design aspects éordfurbished pavilion.

Representatives from the State Department of SpuattRecreation (DSR) have also been
consulted throughout the project.

Public tenders were advertised in accordance \ughprovisions of théocal Government
Act (1995).

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 1998s amended) requires a local government to
call tenders when the expected value is likely xoeed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

The value of the tender also exceeds the amourmtwthe Chief Executive Officer has been
delegated to accept. Therefore, this matter exred to Council for its decision.

The following Council Policies also apply:
Policy P605 Purchasing & Invoice Approval;
Policy P607 Tenders and Expressions of Interest.

Regulation 20 of the Local Government (Functiond &eneral) Regulations\ariations of

Requirement before entering into Contratites:

(1) If, after it has invited tenders for the supplygufods or services and chosen a
successful tenderer but before it has entered antmntract for the supply of the
goods or services required, the local governmeshes to make a minor variation
in the goods or services required, it may, withagdin inviting tenders, enter into
a contract with the chosen tenderer for the supgfiythe varied requirement
subject to such variations in the tender as magdreed with the tenderer.
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Financial Implications
The pre-tender estimate for this project was $1,@XDwhich was calculated by a reputable
guantity surveying firm. However, the estimate gloet include:

* Sewer connection and sewer head works. A prowsisom of $290,000 for this
component of the work has been allocated in theetepricing schedule;

* A number of other items which were not considerethe estimate, that have been added
to the tender pricing schedule. These include:

roof repairs (gutters and downpipes);

upgrades to the main switch board;

installation of a new security system;

gas supply to the building;

upgrades to existing handrails and balustrades;

telephone and data lines to the building.

YVVVYVYYYVY

It can therefore be confidently reported that tteommended tender for this project is a
competitive price ($1,580,300). Please note thiat price includes a contingency sum of
$75,000 to account for any unforeseen variationsilshthey arise.

The City was successful (April 2008) in receivind2$,000 from the DSR under the
Community Sport and Recreation Facilities Fund (ESR This has been allocated over
two financial years with $200,000 granted in 20984hd the remaining $126,000 to be
provided in 2009/10.

The City has allocated $445,000 in the 2008/09abtfucture Capital Works program for
this project. If Council accepts the recommendetiér as it stands, then the City will be
required to allocate a further $935,000 in the 200®rogram to fully fund the project (see

table below).
Activity Budget / Income
2008/09 Infrastructure Capital Works budget $445,000
2008/09 CSRFF Grant $200,000
2009/10 CSRFF Grant $126,000
2009/10 Capital Works budget (proposed) $935,300
Total Budget $1,705,300
Activity Expenditure
Consultant Fees $125,000
Recommended Tender $1,580,300
Total Expenditure $1,705,300

The City’s current Strategic Financial Plan suggest allocation of $750,000 for Building

works in the 2009/10 Infrastructure Capital Workegsam. If this is followed then there

will be a project budget shortfall of nearly $188)0 Several choices were therefore

discussed as part of the tender deliberation psoces

» Seek additional funding in the 2009/2010 annuabletd

* Reduce the scope of the design to meet the budgstraint;

« Look for innovation and alternatives which won'igaromise the design and function of
the pavilion.

As mentioned previously in this report, a provigibeum of $290,000 was provided for a

sewer connection, as the pavilion is currently omseptic system. There is no legal

requirement to connect to the sewer due to tharist of the pavilion to the nearest sewer
main. Officers have therefore investigated anitndisposal system to reduce the cost of
the project. An environmentally acceptable systesn be supplied and installed for

approximately $110,000. This should realise argain the vicinity of $180,000 and ensure

that the project remains within existing and praggbbudget allocations.
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It is therefore recommended that this amendmentdgmtiated with the preferred tenderer
prior to entering into a contract. This is perrfils under Regulation 20 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations(dsed previously).

The South Perth Cricket Club and Wesley South Pddbkey Club are not contributing

financially to the works contained in this tenddihe clubs will however be responsible for
the fitting out of the cool room and bar area atfieo improvements in and around the
facility.

Strategic Implications

This item is consistent Goal 4 “Infrastructure”tbé City’s Strategic PlanFo sustainably
manage, enhance and maintain the City’s infrastriretassets and in particular Strategy
4.1 - Develop plans, strategies and managemenemgsto ensure public infrastructure
assets (roads, drains, footpaths, river wall, comityubuildings etc) are maintained to a
responsible level

Sustainability Implications

The City engaged Ecologically Sustainable Develagn(ESD) Consultants to carry out a
BCA Part J DTS Energy Efficiency Conformance Audithe audit addressed the following
issues:

* Thermal Efficiency;

* Roof and Ceiling Insulation;

e Lighting;

« Walls;

* Floors and Coverings;

* Glazing;

* Air Conditioning;

 Artificial and Natural Lighting;

« Power; and

* Hot Water Supply.

Addressing all of these areas not only will have thenefit of reducing the City's
greenhouse gas emissions, but will also reducedbeof operating the building over time
with the added benefit of assisting sporting clustainability.

A sustainability assessment was carried out ineoctiobice of connecting to the main sewer
or utilising an on-site system. A basic tripletbat line assessment reveals that the on-site
system is cheaper (economic implications), enviremia@ly benign (environmental
implications), will not affect use of the toilethange areas, as well as eliminating the need
to reduce the scope of the project to meet the dtuttinstraints (social implications).

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.4.1 |

That....

(a) the tender submitted by ZD Constructions 93 IRtlyfor proposed additions and
alterations to the WCG Thomas Pavilion be accefted,

(b) Council delegate the Chief Executive Officerthamity to negotiate with ZD
Constructions 93 Pty Ltd, prior to entering inte@@ntract, to vary the provisional
sum for sewerage disposal.
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MOTION
Cr Best moved the officer recommendation. Sec CGrddvs

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF ARIFICATION

Cr Best Opening for the Motion

« Richardson Park one of several focus points

« proposed refurbishment of Pavilion the subject ntimber of Briefings/meetings
« briefings on South Perth Railway Station in relatio Richardson Park

« the number of children using the Richardson Patlitiais amazing

« facilities well and truly worn out

e concerns about funding - issues have been addressed

« commend officers report on evaluation of tenders

e ask Members support Motion

Cr Burrows for Motion

* raised comments at Agenda Briefing about fundingrdoution by clubs
* memorandum circulated by CEO addressed the funssugs

e support officer recommendation

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Hearne, Sec Cr Grayden

That the Motion be amended by the inclusion offtlewing additional clause (c):

(c) the South Perth Cricket Club and Wesley S&atih Hockey Club be:

) advised that whilst the City is pleased to wgu the Richardson Park
Sports Pavilion and Club House the extent of thgragting is limited to the
structural integrity of the building only.Any further improvements that
require fitting out of internal features such ag ttool room and bar
facilities and provision of external features sashshade features shall be
at the expense of the clubs. Further, the clubd bl responsible for all
operating costs associated with the sports pavédimhclub house; and

(i) encouraged to form a combined Sports Assamiafor equivalent) to enable
the effective management of the Richardson Parkrt§p@avilion and
Clubhouse.

Cr Hearne for the Amendment

* we are caught between a rock and a hard place

* was wanting clubs to contribute towards this projec

* had briefings - believed funding was on a 1/3 e@8RFF, Council, Clubs basis - my
recollection was wrong

» additional items included in tender - our contribntto project now increased to 63%

e support benefit to community of this facility

* do not support 63% increase in tender at thisestag

* proposed Amendment is to highlight the clubs’ rexgiaility for operating costs

» do not want to hold up the project as we risk Igglee CSRFF grant

* how can we better tie these things down and noupnalith something 63% over budget

» should be able to accurately assess position bkclu

« if improvements done - who owns them?

e support project

*  Amendment proposed lets ratepayers know the chgbsamtributing
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Cr Grayden for the Amendment

< do not see any difficulty in including clause (E)(i

e Wwe are putting in writing what clubs are alreadyeaing to

« second part of the amendment may well be a stédpeinght direction
e support the Amendment

Cr Smith against the Amendment

* look at social side of Richardson Park / crickebdistory in community

* Richardson Park has provided facilities for a lfoyaung players

» both these hockey and cricket clubs rarely conthisoCouncil for support

* clubs have a long history and have demonstratgdateegood managers

* do not believe the Amendment proposed will achieueh

» proposal an opportunity for Council to look at dubng tenure and accept the situation
as a chance to upgrade Thomas Pavilion facilityctvhias deteriorated badly

« lets support these clubs with the backing of thasigil

« acknowledge the integrity of clubs - get on witbjpct before we lose the funding

Cr Ozsdolay point of clarificationwith respect to clause (c)(i) proposed is trargthing in
there not already in the existing lease - in paldicthe last 2 sentences - what does it mean?

Chief Executive Officesaid that he understood that Cr Hearne wishedaw dttention to
the increase of $635,000 in tender price. He baigvould like to place on record that the
sewerage connection of $290,000, although not @edun the application for funding, was
included as a separate item in the 2006/07 Budgetab that time the project did not
proceed. As the information indicates there wdsfeciency in the grant sought against that
approved. He further believed that the clubs dbhave a Lease but a Licence which
allows each of them to use the facilities for pdrthe year. In relation to operating costs,
the intention from the Amendment is that the sam&tscwould be borne by the Clubs in
respect of the upgraded sports pavilion and cludpasies to the existing facility..

Cr _Ozsdolay point of clarification in relation to clause (c)(ii) - is there anythito be
gained by forming another sports association tmeoage?

Mayor Best- said clause (c)(ii) is that the clubs consither suggestion, it is not binding.
Chief Executive Officer stated that the City would only deal with ongarisation and not
two. There would also be only one lease/licergreement not two.

Cr Cala for the Amendment

* see the Amendment as not being detrimental to thigol

» thereis a history of 1/3 - 1/3 - 1/3 funding fposting clubs

« acknowledge we want to go ahead with the project

* Amendment identifies the clubs’ responsibility titribute something to project
e support Amendment
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AMENDMENT
Following discussion and with the concurrence ef Mover and Seconder, the wording of

Clause (c)(i) of the Amendment was modified asofwl:

(c) the South Perth Cricket Club and Wesley S&atih Hockey Club be:
® advised that whilst the City is pleased to wguy the Richardson Park
Sports Pavilion and Club House the extent of thgragting is limited to the
structurabintegrity-of-the-building-enlender. Any further improvements
that require fitting out of internal features suah the-ceolroom—antdar
facilities and provision of external features sashshade features shall be
at the expense of the clubs—l;erther—the—elehﬁ—ble—respensrble—ﬁer—all
- B useand
(i) encouraged to form a combrned Sports Asscnma(or equalent) to enable
the effective management of the Richardson Parkrt§peavilion and
Clubhouse.

Cr Hearne closing for the modified Amendment

e support the project to upgrade Thomas Pavilionh&igson Park
« want other clubs to be aware we are looking at@sals closely
e ask Members support

The Mayor put the Amendment. CARRIED (10/2)

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.4.1
The Mayor put the Amended Motion

That....

(a) the tender submitted by ZD Constructions 93 [Rt/for proposed additions and
alterations to the WCG Thomas Pavilion be accepated,

(b) Council delegate the Chief Executive Officerthauity to negotiate with ZD
Constructions 93 Pty Ltd, prior to entering int@@ntract, to vary the provisional
sum for sewerage disposal; and

(c) the South Perth Cricket Club and Wesley S&atih Hockey Club be:

0] advised that whilst the City is pleased to wguE the Richardson Park
Sports Pavilion and Club House the extent of thgrangting is limited to the
tender Any further improvements that require fitting oditisternal features
such as the bar facilities and provision of extefeatures such as shade
features shall be at the expense of the clubs; and

(i) encouraged to form a combined Sports Assammefor equivalent) to enable
the effective management of the Richardson Parkrt§peavilion and

Clubhouse.
CARRIED (12/0)

Reason for
The additional clause (c) records the agreemeptintiple negotiated with the clubs during
the finalisation of the building plans and recatfus clubs’ contribution to the project.
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10.5 GOAL5: ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

10.5.1 Applications for Planning Approval Determingl Under Delegated

Authority.
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: Not applicable
Date: 3 March 2009
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Seggic
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope Director, Developm&Community Services

Summary
The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thetimohFebruary 2009.

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

“That Council receive a monthly report as part ohe Agenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the exercise of Delegatedhority from Development
Services under Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as cathe provided in the Councillor’s
Bulletin.”

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

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme N&O. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City Officersréhation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatprocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.

Consultation
During the month of February 2009, forty two (42¢vdlopment applications were
determined under delegated authority, réfigachment 10.5.1

Policy and Legislative Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

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

Strategic Implications
The report is aligned to Goal 5 “Organisationakgfiveness” within the Council’s Strategic
Plan. Goal 5 is expressed in the following teriie: be a professional, effective and
efficient organisation
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Sustainability Implications
Reporting of Applications for Planning Approval Bahined under Delegated Authority
contributes to the City’'s sustainability by pronmgfieffective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.1

That the report andttachment 10.5.1relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of Febru2099, be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 105.2 Use of the Common Seal |
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 6 March 2009
Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

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

Background
At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting thikolwing resolution was adopted:

That Council receive a monthly report as part of éhAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common,Sisting seal number; date sealed;
department; meeting date / item number and reasonuse.

Comment
Clause 21.1 of the City’s Standing Orders Local La@07 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper usigeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to retoalregister:

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

(i) the nature of the document; and

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

Register

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an eldctdata base and is available for
inspection. Extracts from the Register on the afsthe Common Seal are provided each
month for Elected Member information.

February 2009

Surrender of CPV Lease CoSP (Beth Taylor) 5.2.2009

Surrender of CPV Lease CoSP (Daisy Fennell) 5.2.2009

Deed of Assignment - Funcats Licence CoSP & Province Holdings PL & 12.2.2009
John Freeman & Graham Burvill

CPV Hostel Residency Agreement CoSP & Jean Finnie 19.2.2009

Collaborative Agreement - River bank funding | CoSP & Swan River Trust 27.2.2009

Redmond Revetment Wall & Sulman Stairs

Collaborative Agreement - Emergency Works Como | CoSP & Swan River Trust 27.2.2009

Beach Seawall
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Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L&d@2 describes the requirements for the
safe custody and proper use of the common seal.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications
The report aligns to Goal 5 “Organisational Effeetiess” within the Council's Strategic
Plan. Goal 5 is expressed in the following termBo be a professional, effective and
efficient organisation.

Sustainability Implications
Reporting of the use of the Common Seal contributeghe 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 Seahfontonth of February 2009 be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.5.3 Rivers Regional Council - Draft Deed of Ammement of Establishment

Agreement
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GR/207
Date: 4 March 2009
Author: Sebastian Camillo, Manager Environmehizhlth
Reporting Officer: Steve Cope, Director Developm&Community Services

Summary

A draft Deed of Amendment was presented at therAegiional Council (RRC) meeting on
19 February 2009 requiring that Member Councilpeetively consider the admission of
the Shire of Waroona to the RRC.

It was resolved that:

“the Draft Deed of Amendment that follows, dealingith the admission of the Shire of
Waroona to the Rivers Regional Council be forwardedMember Councils for adoption”.

Following the RRC Council meeting, the RRC ChiefeEixtive wrote to the Member
Councils, requesting that the matter of considetiregadmission of the Shire of Waroona to
the RRC be dealt with expeditiously by the respedilember Councils.

The officer recommendation is that the RRC be adithat Council agrees with the

admission of the Shire of Waroona as a participdrihe Rivers Regional Council on the

terms and conditions of the existing Establishnfareement and that the Council authorise
the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer to enter iatdeed to that effect.
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Background

The first Establishment Agreement was formed whh Cities of South Perth, Armadale and
Gosnells to establish a regional local governmemed the South East Metropolitan
Regional Council (SEMRC). It was approved by thaister in July, 2001.

The first Establish Agreement was reviewed by SEM&RM resolved that the scope and
purpose was beyond the issues of waste managelhevds agreed by the SEMRC and
Member Councils that it be amended by revokingnid substituting it with the second

Establishment Agreement. The purpose of the ské&stablishment Agreement was to
investigate and progress waste management issusshaif of the Member Councils.

In 2007, discussions were held with the City of Marah, Shire of Murray and Shire of
Serpentine/Jarrahdale, inviting membership to tBRIBC, expanding its membership to six
local governments. The City of Mandurah, Shire ofurMy and Shire of
Serpentine/Jarrahdale respectively resolved to foen SEMRC. It was agreed that the
second Establishment Agreement between the thriggnalr members be amended by
revoking it and substituting it with the third Bslishment Agreement to include the City of
Mandurah, Shire of Murray and Shire of Serpentareahdale as “new participants”. The
Minister approved the third Establishment Agreememtinclude the additional three
members and also the name change to Rivers Red@auacil (RRC).

Comment

In respect of considering the admission of theesbfrWaroona to the RRC, the City is now
in receipt of a draft Deed of Amendment &tttachment 10.5.3prepared by the RRC’s
Solicitor Mr John Woodhouse, for adoption of thervier Councils.

The Shire of Waroona staff have been actively imedlin the recent Strategic Waste
Management Plan and Regional Investment Plan. r&e@»uncillors and management
staff have shown a great interest in the RRC bassity attending workshops, Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings and Ordinary CauNleetings.

Most recently, officers from the Shire of Waroonartipated in the workshop and
contributed valuable technical advice for the RRBGmsission to the Standing Committee on
Environment and Public Affairs. The admission loé $Shire of Waroona to the RRC will
have significant benefits to the RRC by additiooahtributions, membership growth and
representation on the TAC and other committeegulshthe Council agree to the admission
of the Shire of Waroona to the RRC as a new pp#iti, on the terms and conditions of the
existing Third Establishment Agreement, the dratte® of Amendment will then be
forwarded to the Shire of Waroona for endorsement.

In accordance with part 2 of the Draft Deed of Adment, (Amendment of the Third
Establishment Agreement) it stateShe Participants agree that the Third Establishment
Agreement is taken to be amended to include the nparticipant as one of the

“Participants” and the new participant agrees to b@und by the Third Establishment
Agreement as one of the “Participants”

Consultation

» City of South Perth/Executive Management Team

* SEMRC/Technical Advisory Committee

* SEMRC City of South Perth Elected Member Represeet

Policy and Legislative Implications
Local Government Act s3.61
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10.6

Financial Implications
The membership contributions by Shire of WaroonthéoRRC will have a minor impact in
the reduction of contributions for the other memBeuncils.

Strategic Implications

In line with Strategic Plan Goal 5: Organisatioidiectiveness. To be a professional,
effective and efficient organisation.and in particulaStrategy 5.3- Develop partnerships
with organisations which provide mutually benefidi@pportunities for resource sharing
and the exchange of ideas.

Sustainability Implications

The City is committed to sustainability by demoastrg the establishment of a
Sustainability Policy, Sustainability Strategy aAdtion Plan, and various sustainability
programs.

Waste and waste management is a significant thertreei City’s commitment to the ICLEI
Cities for Climate Protection program and the Pidrmotprint data management program
which calculates and measures the City’s greenhgaseemissions from corporate and
community waste generation. These programs omer will be integrated with the City's
Strategic Waste Management Plan as a result opdhmership with the Rivers Regional
Council.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.3

That Council agrees to the admission of the SHiM/aroona, as a participant of the Rivers
Regional Council, on the terms and conditions eféRisting Establishment Agreement and
the Council authorise the City of South Perth Magind Chief Executive Officer to enter
into a deed to that effect.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL VIABILITY

|10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - Felwary 2009

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 10 March 2009

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

Summary

Monthly management account summaries are compitedrding to the major functional
classifications. These summaries compare actuébrpsance against budget expectations.
The summaries are presented to Council with commenided on the significant financial
variances disclosed in those reports.

The attachments to this financial performance reg@ part of the suite of reports that were

recognised with a Certificate of Merit in the retdefxcellence in Local Government
Financial Reporting awards.
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Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulatsgnrequires the City to present
monthly financial reports to Council in a formafleeting relevant accounting principles. A
management account format, reflecting the orgaoisalt structure, reporting lines and
accountability mechanisms inherent within that ctiee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iflfi@mation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detailedhinkne information supplied to the
City’s departmental managers to enable them to tootthe financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their conffbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publihethe Annual Budget.

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

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaB&nrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be ideshtdied comment provided on those
variances. The City has adopted a definition afriicant variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the
project or line item value (whichever is the greateNotwithstanding the statutory
requirement, the City provides comment on othesdes/ariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.

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

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtvall necessarily be progressively

amended throughout the year to take advantage ahged circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principlesresponsible financial cash management.
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevantdy vhen rates are struck, it should, and
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored aendewed throughout the year. Thus the
Adopted Budget evolves into the Amended Budget thia regular (quarterly) Budget

Reviews.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresifgd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month from when the firstdgaidamendment is recognised. This
schedule reflects a reconciliation of movementsvben the 2008/2009 Adopted Budget and
the 2008/2009 Amended Budget including the intrdidncof the capital expenditure items
carried forward from 2007/2008.

A monthly Balance Sheet detailing the City’s assatd liabilities and giving a comparison

of the value of those assets and liabilities wiith televant values for the equivalent time in
the previous year is also provided. PresentingBiance Sheet on a monthly, rather than
annual, basis provides greater financial accoulitialbdo the community and provides the

opportunity for more timely intervention and cotiee action by management where

required.
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Comment

The major components of the monthly managementustcsummaries presented are:

« Balance SheetAttachments 10.6.1(1)(Aand 10.6.1(1)(B)

« Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenuex@dnditure Attachment 10.6.1(2)
e Summary of Operating Revenue & Expenditure-InfradtireAttachment 10.6.1(3)

e Summary of Capital ltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

e Schedule of Significant Variance#ttachment 10.6.1(5)

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

Operating Revenue to 28 February 2009 is $32.95MIwtepresents 99% of the $33.26M

year to date budget. Revenue performance is nomghmpacted by a number of factors

related to the global financial situation. A numbédownwards revisions to revenue targets
have been made as a consequence of the triplé hitreduced interest revenue rates, the
VGO making a number of significant downwards adpesits to GRVs after rates were

levied and a downturn in the property market. Wtk financial impact of these events now
being felt, the importance and validity of the newe decisions that were taken during the
2008/2009 budget development process last yearoisgly reinforced - because the rigour

of our budget process and the responsible, prutkmisions taken have placed the City in a
much better position than it might otherwise hagerb

Adjustments have also been made to planning ardihgirevenue targets as development
activity contracts. Revenues from vehicle tradeaire lagging budget targets as some
scheduled trade-ins have been delayed - but arepnogressing. The Q2 Budget Review
adjustments are all reflected in the February meamegmt accounts. Comment on the
specific items contributing to the variances mayfduend in the Schedule of Significant

VariancesAttachment 10.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 28 February 2009 is $24.8fich represents 99% of the year to
date budget of $22.84M. Operating Expenditure tte da 3% under budget in the

Administration area, 2% over budget in the Infrasture Services area and 1% under
budget for the golf course.

There are some favourable variances in the admatist areas that relate to budgeted (but

vacant) staff positions - but these are largelgeifby increased use of consultants to assist
in maintaining service delivery in the face of thregoing staff shortage. There are a number
of favourable variances relating to asset carngngunts for motor vehicles not traded as

scheduled for the same reasons as noted in thauevmments above. Most other items

in the administration areas are close to or skgitider budget expectations to date.

Operational and maintenance programs in the Imireistre services area are now in full
swing. Higher than anticipated park reinstatemestat SIJMP and accelerated park works
in Manning & Karawara and Richardson Park have hadadverse impact on park
maintenance costs. Further investigation is ongoitm strategies to smooth the impact of
these variances over the remainder of the yeaf. Gmirse expenditure is close to budget
overall - but has favourable variances in saladigs to vacant staff positions and delays in
incurring promotional expenditure offset by unfakathle variances on weed control,
machinery use and several minor maintenance aesivit

The salaries budgetin€luding temporary staff where they are being udedcover
vacancieyis currently around 8.6% under the budget aliocafior the 216.3 FTE positions
approved by Council in the budget process - afteagency staff invoices were received at
month end. Increased use of external consultantasssting in covering for current
vacancies which exist in areas such as Engineefiggd Care, Building Services and
Information Technology - but costs overall are hivitthe approved budget allocations.
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Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant Varianc&#achment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $1.27M at 28 Fepragainst a year to date budget of
$1.36M. Items adjusted in the Q2 Budget Reviewhsag CPV lease premiums and road
grant revenue have now been included followingateption of the review. Comment on
the specific items contributing to the capital rewe variances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant VariancesAttachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 28 February 2009 is $10.58hich represents 98% of the year to
date budget - and some 55% of the full year budgmbroximately 38% of this year to date
capital expenditure relates to payment of casts aailthe UGP project with the remainder
attributable to infrastructure works. The year @edresult suggests that the City’'s staged
capital program approach of creating both a ‘Deatée’ capital program and a ‘Shadow’
capital program is delivering a positive outcome tlos stage of the year in that
organisational capacity and expectations are nahaps more appropriately matched.

The table reflecting capital expenditure progregssus the year to date budget by
directorate is presented below. Updates on speeliments of the capital expenditure
program and comments on the variances disclosedithare provided bi-monthly from the

finalisation of the October management accountsandsv

Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget | Total Budget
CEOQ Office 135,000 108,572 80% 1,551,000
Financial & Information Services 166,500 155,382 93% 486,500
Planning & Community Services 837,500 897,848 107% 1,622,344
Infrastructure Services 5,578,425 5,287,071 95% 9,661,464
Golf Course 165,000 99,704 60% 278,800
Underground Power 3,940,000 4,034,853 102% 5,500,000
Total 10,822,425 10,583,430 98% 19,100,108

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahanformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial ag@ment. It also provides information
about corrective strategies being employed to addany significant variances and it
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
In accordance with the requirements of the Sediidnof theLocal Government Acand
Local Government Financial Management Regulatighs 3

Financial Implications

The attachments to this report compare actual imhmperformance to budgeted financial
performance for the period. This provides for tin@lentification of and responses to
variances which in turn promotes dynamic and prtifieancial management.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in @hCity’s Strategic Plan “To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Citgancial resources’.Such actions
are necessary to ensure the City’s financial suekdity.

104



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 MARCH 209

Sustainability Implications

This report primarily addresses the ‘financial’ émsion of sustainability. It achieves this on

two levels. Firstly, it promotes accountability fiesource use through a historical reporting
of performance - emphasising pro-active identifaratand response to apparent financial
variances. Secondly, through the City exercisiisgiglined financial management practices

and responsible forward financial planning, we emsure 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 Sunasaprovided asAttachment
10.6.1(1-4)be received;

(b) the Schedule of Significant Variances providasl Attachment 10.6.1(5) be
accepted as having discharged Council's statutobpjigations under Local
Government (Financial Management) Regulation 3d; an

(c) the Schedule of Movements between the Adopteldfanended Budget provided as
Attachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anbebtors at 28 February 2009

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 8 March 2009

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Fingalcand Information Services
Summary

This report presents to Council a statement sunsingrithe effectiveness of treasury

management for the month including:

« The level of controlled Municipal, Trust and Resefunds at month end.

« An analysis of the City’'s investments in suitableonmy market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanfiial institutions.

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

Background

Effective cash management is an integral part op@r business management. Current
money market and economic volatility make this aenemore significant management
responsibility. The responsibility for managememtd ainvestment of the City’'s cash
resources has been delegated to the City’s Dirdatwncial & Information Services and
Manager Financial Services - who also have respoitgifor the management of the City’s
Debtor function and oversight of collection of datxling debts.

In order to discharge accountability for the exszmf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbedralf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as the funds held in “cash backed” ReservesxaBse significant holdings of money
market instruments are involved, an analysis oh ¢addings showing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is alpoovided. Statistics on the spread of
investments to diversify risk provide an effectitaml by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which the delegatare being exercised. Data comparing
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actual investment performance with benchmarks ion€i's approved investment policy
(which reflects best practice principles for manggpublic monies) provides evidence of
compliance with approved investment principles.alfin a comparative analysis of the
levels of outstanding rates and general debtomtivel to the equivalent stage of the
previous year is provided to monitor the effectees of cash collections and to highlight
any emerging trends that may impact on future fasis.

Comment

@

(b)

Cash Holdings

Total funds at month end of $34.63M overall comdax®urably to $33.90M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds amge s$6.0M higher than at the
equivalent stage last year due to higher holdirfigsash backed reserves to support
refundable monies at the CPV and accumulated freldting to the civic buildings
refurbishment.

Municipal funds are $5.6M lower due the capital ggeon being much more
advanced at this time in the current year - inalgdcash outflows for the UGP
project cash calls ($4.0M). The free cash posit®still solid - with collections
from rates currently around 1% behind last yeaxsebent result. Early collections
were very positive with convenient and customearfily payment methods in place
- supplemented by the Rates Early Payment Incemtiizes (all prizes donated by
local businesses) and timely and effective follgpvdebt collection actions by the
City’s Financial Services officers. These actiome an extremely important and
prudent action given the current global financialation.

Funds brought into the year (and subsequent cditiions) are invested in secure
financial instruments to generate interest untidsth monies are required to fund
operations and projects during the year. Astutecteh of appropriate investments
means that the City does not have any exposurendavik high risk investment

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portfiglioontinually monitored and re-

balanced as trends emerge.

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cashkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddblk Municipal use currently sits at
$9.0M (compared to $14.5M at the same time in 20008).Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Approximately half of the difference relates to rimmthat were transferred to the
Future Building Works Reserve after the Q3 BudgeviBwv last year. The
remainder is attributable to slightly slower cashiections, yet to occur borrowings
to offset the UGP Project cash calls and higheh cagflows on operating items to
date this year.

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at tmemd was $32.9M compared
to $33.3M at the same time last year. This is duh¢ higher holdings of Reserve
Funds but significantly lesser holding of Municifpalnds.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash tewh deposits only. Bank accepted
bills are permitted - but are not currently useekgithe volatility of the corporate
environment at present. Analysis of the compositdrthe investment portfolio
shows that approximately 87.7% of the funds areestad in securities having a
S&P rating of Al (short term) or better. The rend&inare invested in BBB+ rated
securities.
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The City’s investment policy requires that at 1e88% of investments are held in
securities having an S&P rating of Al. This ensuhes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&@@ the Dept of Local
Government Operational guidelines for investmeAtsinvestments currently have
a term to maturity of less than 1 year - which esisidered prudent in times of
changing interest rates as it allows greater fiéfgito respond to future positive
changes in rates.

Invested funds are responsibly spread across wdpproved financial institutions
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with eafiiancial institution are within the

25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603. Coupéety mix has been adjusted
through a re-balancing of the portfolio during Rebwy to reduce exposure to
Citibank (Australia) and to place more funds withotlarger Australian Banks

(NAB & Westpac).

The counter-party mix across the portfolio is shawAttachment 10.6.2(2).

Interest revenues (received and accrued) for trer ye date total $1.71M -
significantly up from $1.52M at this time last yea&his result is attributable to the
much higher reserve cash holdings and timely, tffedreasury management -
despite the significant falls in interest ratestedRare weak and can be quite volatile
even for safe financial instruments such as terposiés. The date on which an
investment is placed is a critical determinantha tate of return as banks manage
capital, meet re-financing commitments and speeutat future action of interest
rates by the Reserve Bank.

To this stage of the year, interest revenues haweained relatively strong.
However, several large cuts to official rates okerent months have required a
significant downward budget adjustment to Munitipaind interest revenue -
although Reserve Fund interest is still on targati(ahead of the previous year) to
higher cash holdings. In future years, this shihréfgainst earlier SFP expectations
will be much more severe - a potential impact df tines as much. A big portion of
current year funding was put out on longer ternhhjiiglding investments before the
severe rate cutting began - and is currently hglpinalleviate the harsh impact on
investment returns.

Investment performance will continue to be monitdoie the light of decreasing
interest rates to ensure pro-active identificatafinany further potential budget
closing position impact. Throughout the year méxessary to balance between short
and longer term investments to ensure that the €y responsibly meet its
operational cash flow needs. The City actively ngasaits treasury funds to pursue
responsible, low risk investment opportunities tlg@nerate additional interest
revenue to supplement our rates income whilst @mgtinat capital is preserved.

The average rate of return on financial instrumdotsthe year to date has fallen
now to 6.52% (compared with 6.80% last month) wiiie anticipated yield on

investments yet to mature falling dramatically t63% (compared with 5.38% last
month). This represents a drop of 1.7% real retarjust 2 months. Investment
results so far reflect careful and prudent selectd investments to meet our
immediate cash needs. At-call cash deposits usedlemce daily operational cash
needs are now providing a return of only 3.00%dsi8 Feb) - down from 5.75% in
early October.
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(©)

Major Debtor Classifications

Effective management of accounts receivable to edritie debts to cash is also an
important part of business management. Detailsaoh ef the three major debtors
classifications (rates, general debtors and undengl power) are provided below.

® Rates

The level of outstanding rates relative to the same last year is shown in
Attachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of February 2009essmt
90.4% of total rates levied compared to 91.4% ateituivalent stage of the previous
year. This is still regarded as a very good resultlate - considering the current
economic climate

The range of appropriate, convenient and userdhjgpayment methods offered by
the City, combined with the Rates Early Paymeneiwe Scheme (generously
sponsored by local businesses) is again being sigopby timely and efficient
follow up actions by the City’s Rates Officer tosene that our good collections
record is maintained.

(i) General Debtors

General debtors stand at $1.75M at month end exgudGP debtors - which
compares to $1.85M at the same time last year. B&ivable is $0.20M higher
than at the same time last year - but month endualscfor grant funds relating to
events and road works are lower ($0.10M). Both ipgrinfringements outstanding
and rates pension rebate refundable are also Iglighwer. The majority of the
outstanding amounts are government & semi goverhigr@mts or rebates - and as
such they are collectible and represent a timiagagather than any risk of default.

(iii) Underground Power

Of the $6.76M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustmis), some $4.31M was
collected by 31 January with approximately 59.5%thadse in the affected area
electing to pay in full and a further 39.7% optitg pay by instalments. The
remaining 0.8% has yet to make a payment and isubject of follow up collection
actions by the City. As previously noted, a smalimber of properties have
necessarily had the UGP charges adjusted downvedi@isinvestigations revealed
eligibility for concessions that were not identifiby the project team before the
initial invoices were raised.

Collections in full are currently better than exjgecwhich has the positive impact

of allowing us to further defer UGP related bornogs (to take advantage of better
loan interest rates). On the negative side, sicanifily less revenue than budgeted is
being realised from the instalment interest charge.

Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Chargenbtaliments are subject to
interest charges which are currently accruing enothitstanding balances (as advised
on the initial UGP notice). It is important to appiate that this isiot an interest
charge on the ‘yet to completed UGP service’ -rhtlier is an interest charge on the
funding accommodation provided by the City’s instaht payment plan (like what
would occur on a bank loan).

The City encourages ratepayers in the affected tar@aake other arrangements to
pay the UGP charges - but it is, if required, pdowj an instalment payment
arrangement to assist the ratepayer (includingspgeeified interest component on
the outstanding balance).
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Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide evitkerof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst disgihg our accountability to our
ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Consistent with the requirements of Policy P603nvestment of Surplus Funds and
Delegation DC603. Local Government (Financial Mamagnt) Regulation 19, 28 & 49 are
also relevant to this report as is the DOLG Openati Guideline 19.

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agawbin part (a) to (c) of the Comment
section of the report. Overall, the conclusion bardrawn that appropriate and responsible
measures are in place to protect the City’s firanassets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 28 February 2009 Mongtigtement of Funds, Investment and
Debtors comprising:

e Summary of All Council Funds as per Attachment 10.6.2(1)
e Summary of Cash Investments as per Attachment 10.6.2(2)
« Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 8 March 2009

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Fingaand Information Services
Summary

A list of accounts paid under delegated authofglégation DC602) between 1 February
2009 and 28 February 2009 is presented to Couwnrdihformation.
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Background

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

They are supported by Delegation DM605 which sk¢s @uthorised purchasing approval
limits for individual officers. These processes dinelir application are subjected to detailed
scrutiny by the City’s auditors each year during tonduct of the annual audit.

After an invoice is approved for payment by an atifed officer, payment to the relevant
party must be made and the transaction recordethenCity’s financial records. All
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recdrdede City’s financial system
irrespective of whether the transaction is a Coedit Non Creditor payment.

Payments in the attached listing are supporteddogivers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers ashe receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments eosting have been checked and
validated. Council Members have access to therigséind are given opportunity to ask
questions in relation to payments prior to the @iduneeting.

Comment

A list of payments made during the reporting peri®grepared and presented to the next
ordinary meeting of Council and recorded in theutés of that meeting. It is important to
acknowledge that the presentation of this list @frpents is for information purposes only
as part of the responsible discharge of accouitiailayments made under this delegation
can not be individually debated or withdrawn.

The format of this report has been modified fromtdber 2008 forwards to reflect
contemporary practice in that it now records payselassified as:
e Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsibass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.u@hegyments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one anddlgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughlbe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothER& Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party. For instance an EFmeat reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 made on 24/10/2008uded a payment to Creditor
number 76357 (ATO).

* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe aot listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradjdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfile permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records offbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

Details of payments made by direct credit to empdobank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thgorefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees whieltiaect debited from the City’'s bank
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedulder the contract for provision of
banking services.
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Payments made through the Accounts Payable funetitinno longer be recorded as
belonging to the Municipal Fund or Trust Fund ais tbractice related to the old fund
accounting regime that was associated with Treesukdvance Account - whereby each
fund had to periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasur&dvance Account.

For similar reasons, the report is also now beiefgrred to using the contemporary
terminology of a Listing of Payments rather thawarrant of Payments - which was a
terminology more correctly associated with the facdounting regime referred to above.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahdnformation to Council and the

administration and to provide evidence of the soesd of financial management being
employed. It also provides information and disckarfinancial accountability to the City’s

ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Inedipproval and Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in @hCity’'s Strategic Plan “To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Clityancial resources’.

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Feloyl?009 as detailed in the Report of the
Director Financial and Information Servicédgtachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.4 Capital Projects Review to 28 February 2009

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 12 March 2009

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

A schedule of financial performance supplementedddgvant comments is provided in
relation to approved capital projects to 28 Fely2£09. Officer comment is provided only
on the significant identified variances as at #igorting date.
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Background

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

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

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

of capital works program and to allow them to sekekification and updates on scheduled
projects.

The complete Schedule of Capital Projects andlathcomments on significant project line
item variances provide a comparative review of Boelget versus Actual Expenditure and
Revenues on all Capital Iltems. Although all prcjeete listed on the schedule, brief
comment is only provided on the significant varesédentified. This is to keep the report
to a reasonable size and to emphasise the repobstiegception principle.

Comment

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

Overall, expenditure on the (revised) Capital Paogrepresents 98% of the year to date
target - and 55.4% of the (revised) full year’s deitd

The Executive Management Team acknowledges théealgal of delivering the remaining
capital program and has recognised the impact of:

» contractor and staff resource shortages

e community consultation on project delivery timebne

« challenges in obtaining completive bids for smajpital projects.

It therefore continues to closely monitor and revithe capital program with operational
managers on an ongoing basis - seeking strategiesm@ates from each of them in relation
to the responsible and timely expenditure of thgitahfunds within their individual areas of
responsibility. The City has also successfully iempénted the ‘Deliverable’ & ‘Shadow’
Capital Program concept to more appropriately matghacity with intended actions and is
using cash backed reserves to quarantine fundatfoe use on identified projects.

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

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

Policy and Legislative Implications

Consistent with relevant professional pronouncemeént not directly impacted by any in-
force policy of the City.
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10.7

Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetrwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified ingltCity’s Strategic Plan Goal 6 “To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Chityancial resources’.

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4

That the Schedule of Capital Projects complemetgdfficer comments on identified
significant variances to 28 February 2009, asAteachments 10.6.4(1)and 10.6.4(2) be

received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

AUDIT & GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

10.7.1 Audit and Governance Committee Recommendatis - Meeting held
10 March 2009

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/108

Date: 11 March 2009

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

The purpose of this report is to enable Councitdasider recommendations arising from
the Audit and Governance Committee meeting heltflatch 2009.

Background

The Committee was established by Council in redagniof the importance of its audit
functions and to monitor and improve the City’spmate governance framework. As the
Committee does not have delegated authority it roaly make recommendations to
Council.
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Comment

The Minutes of the Committee meeting held on 102009 are afttachment 10.7.1
The background to the Committee recommendationghnincorporate the officer reports
on a review of the Code of Conduct, the annual Gampe Audit Return 2008 and a
Review of Policy P518 “Management of Corporate Régbare set out in the Minutes.

The Committee recommendations adopted for Counaisideration are as follows:

(@)

(b)

(c)

Code of Conduct Review 2008tem 5.1 Audit & Governance Committee 10.3.09)

Committee Recommendation
That the revised Code of Conduct set oukttsachment 10.7.1(a) be adopted.

Comment

Since its adoption in September 2008, there haa b@rimal activity under the
current Code, with the exception of a complaintgled! in December 2008 in
relation to the distribution of anonymous correspEnte. Experience gained from
this episode suggests that the Code may benéfit fine insertion of additional sub-
clauses in two sections - one in section 5 deahith making statements to the
media and one in section 7 dealing with lodging plamts. In addition, in
conducting a review of the Code, it was noted thfgrences to complaints against
the Mayor or the CEO had been inadvertently omiftedh the September 2008
draft. These modifications have now been inclusethe Code at Attachment
10.7.1(a)identified inred.

Compliance Audit Return 2008(ltem 5.2 Audit & Governance Committee 10.3.09)
Committee Recommendation

That Council adopt the Compliance Audit Return 2@®8Attachment 10.7.1(b)
for submission to the Department of Local Governinagrd Regional Development.

Comment

The Committee reviewed the Return for 2008 andmewends that Council adopt
the Annual Audit aAttachment 10.7.1(b)and submit it to the Department of Local
Government and Regional Development.

Policy P518 “Management of Corporate Records” Bview
Committee Recommendation

That Policy P518 “Management of Corporate Records’revised, afttachment
10.7.1(c)be adopted.

Comment
A review of Policy P518 “Management of Corporatec&es” was brought about
by the following two recent events:

) In November 2008 Cr Wells lodged a complainthwihe City and the
Western Australian Ombudsman in relation to thetriBistion of
anonymous correspondence.

2) In January 2009, the City received advice frdm Director of State
Records that due to a recent decision of the Indtion Commissioner, the
State Records Commission proposed to revise itstiegi policy on the
record-keeping requirements for Elected members.

114



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 MARCH 209

In light of this Policy P518 has been revised tdrads the issues raised by these events
consistent with the City’s obligations under thecal Government Act, State Records Act,
Defamation Act, Public Interest Disclosure Asctd Corruption & Crime Commission Act
The policy review has also been framed in constd®raof the Information Privacy
Principles adopted under the feddPalvacy Act,there being no Western Australian privacy
legislation. Marked-up Policy P518 attachment 10.7.1(c) refers.

Consultation
N/A

Policy and Legislative Implications
The report accurately records the policy and lagjist implications of the matters contained
therein.

Financial Implications
Nil

Strategic Implications

The report and recommendations are consistent tvéhrelevant Goal 5 - Organisational
Effectiveness - City’'s Strategic Plan: To be a professional, effective and efficient
organisation.

Sustainability Implications
The sustainability implications arising out of nesst discussed or recommendations made in
this report are consistent with the City’s Susthiliig Strategy 2006 - 2008.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.7.1

That Council adopt the following recommendationshef Audit and Governance Committee
meeting held on 10 March 2009:

(a) the revised Code of Conduct as set oétt@ichment 10.7.1(a);

(b) the Compliance Audit Return 2008 attachment 10.7.1(b)for submission to the
Department of Local Government and Regional Devela; and

(© Policy P518 - “Management of Corporate Records”revised, afttachment
10.7.1(c).
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

Note: Manager City Environment retired from the meetihg.45pm

11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1  Application for Leave of Absence : Cr T Burrovs \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinkleetings for the period
7 to 21 April 2009 inclusive.

11.2  Application for Leave of Absence : Mayor Best \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinbleetings for the period
8 to 15 April and 8 to 13 June 2009 inclusive.
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12.

13.

\ COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 11.1 AND 11.2
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That....
(a) Cr Burrows be granted Leave of Absence fronCallincil Meetings for the period
7 to 21 April inclusive; and
(b) Mayor Best be granted Leave of Absence fronCallincil Meetings for the period 8
to 15 April and 8 to 13 June 2009 inclusive.
CARRIED (12/0)

|11.3 Application for Leave of Absence : Cr Wells \

I hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all ColiMeetings for as yet, an indeterminate
period of time.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 11.3 |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Smith

That it be noted, that Cr Wells will be seekingalze of Absence from all Council Meetings

for a yet to be confirmed period of time.
CARRIED (12/0)

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

13.1.

13.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WTHOUT NOTICE
Nil

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

| 13.2.1 Parks of Boats on Verges/ Streets......... Cr Haby |

Summary of Question

What is the Council Policy in relation to the padiof boats on verges and in the street. It
seems because there is a shortage of river moatiagghis is happening more frequently
and sends the wrong message. Do we have a polidglmes on this problem?

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded that the question was Také¥oice.

| 13.2.2 Bed & Breakfast Policy ............ Cr Trent |

Summary of Question

| did not realise until discussion tonight that ettCouncils had B & B policies in place.
Why have we not taken one of those policies to as& basis for a draft policy out for
public comment and have our own policy in the rfeaure?

Summary of Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that a Bed amdaRfast Policy has not been a priority of
Council at this point in time. He further advisbdt some research could be done in this regar
and that it would be added to the list of projextsrently with the Strategic Urban Planning
Adviser.
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14. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

The Mayor reported to Members that in accordandh ®lause 3.8 of the City’s Standing
Orders as follows:
In cases of extreme urgency or other special circstance, matters may, by
motion of the person presiding and by decision b&tmembers present, be raised
without notice and decided by the meeting.

that an item of ‘New Business of an Urgent Natinad been received as per the Late Report
Item 14 circulated to Members prior to the commemeet of the Meeting.

COUNCIL DECISION - NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE ITEM 14 \
Moved CrTrent, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That the item of new business introduced be diszlss
CARRIED (12/0)

14. Retaining Wall and Fence Addition to Educationh Establishment
(St Columba’s Primary School) South Perth(ltem 10.0.8 February 2008 Counci|l)
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 24 March 2009
Author: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer
Summary

The purpose of this report is to consider revokimgpndition of planning approval issued at
the February 2008 Council meeting in relation #® ¢bnstruction of a school oval involving
a retaining wall on land bounded by Alexandra, Hope and Forrest Streets, South Perth.

Background

The construction of the oval and walls is at anaaded stage and will be completed within
a couple of weeks. One of the conditions of apdroivéhe development required relocation
of a section of the footpath on the western sidEarfest street from its existing location to
the edge of the kerb. That part of the Councibig®on is as follows:

Specific Condition
(b)(iv)  The realignment of the footpath along FaitrStreet shall be undertaken at
applicants cost and shall have a minimum width.8friietres.

Comment

Whilst St Columbas is willing to comply with thirdition, the need for relocation of the

footpath is questioned. The section of footpathoived is approximately 30 metres in

length. Approximately 5 or so metres the footpathtiove the level of the constructed oval
and for 25 metres the footpath gradually slopesrdtovthe low point at the corner of

Forrest Street and Hopetoun Street.

The original reason for the condition was that iud enable an embankment to be

constructed to minimise the appearance of the haiflthe wall. The wall however as
constructed can be observed not to be excessheight.
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One of the main disadvantages of relocating thépfdb is that it will result in pedestrians
being closer to the road and given that St Columisas primary school increased
interaction by school children with road trafficosiid be minimised. There are no technical
reasons why the footpath needs to be relocated. éMisting footpath will function
adequately in its existing alignment.

At on-site meeting on Tuesday 24 March , the MagEO and Principal of the School
confirmed the view that there is no need or benefitelocate the footpath. The picture
below demonstrates quite clearly the position aamyht of the wall at the junction of
Forrest and Hopetoun Streets before the groundhatcorner is shaped to form an
embankment from the natural ground level to thd.wal

Given the very short distance that the footpatiedgiired to be relocated in accordance with
the previous Council resolution, the negligiblgant (if any) on the visual appearance on a
small section of the wall and the obvious safetyaadage in it not being relocated, it is
suggested that the condition be revoked.

Picture taken from the corner of Hopetoun and Fomst Streets. Eexisting pathway is
covered by dirt and would retain its existing aligrent for approximately 12 paces to the
corner.

Consultation
The CEO and Mayor met with the Principal of St@abas School..
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15.

16.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofighe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme
addressed in the original report.

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications
Replacement of existing footpath would be avoided.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 14
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Trent

That....

(@) that consideration be given to revoki@pecific Condition (b)(iv) at ltem 10.0.8
insofar as it relates to the Minutes of the Coultzkting dated 26 February 2008 as
follows:

Specific Condition
(b)(iv)  The realignment of the footpath along Faitr&treet shall be undertaken at
applicants cost and shall have a minimum width.8friietres.
CARRIED (12/0)
And By Required Support of a Minimum of One-Thirégéibers

(b) Specific Condition (b)(iv) at Item 10.0.8 inaofas it relates to the Minutes of the
Council Minutes dated 26 February 2008 be revoked:
CARRIED (12/0)
And By Required Absolute Majority

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

Nil

15.2  Public Reading of Resolutions that may be mad&ublic.
Nil

CLOSURE

The Mayor closed the meeting at 9.50pm and thaekedyone for their attendance.
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DISCLAIMER

The minutes of meetings of the Council of the City of South Perth include a dot point summary of comments made by and
attributed to individuals during discussion or debate on some items considered by the Council.

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

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 28 Ajpr 2009

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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17. RECORD OF VOTING

24/03/2009 7:21:08 PM

Item 7.1.1 :Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 7:21:35 PM

Item 7.1.2 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 7:22:02 PM

Item 7.2.1 - 7.2.3 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 7:37:07 PM

Item 8.4.1 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 7:37:35 PM

Item 8.4.2 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 7:38:37 PM

Item 8.4.3 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 7:39:08 PM

Item 8.5.1 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote
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24/03/2009 7:39:39 PM

Item 8.5.2 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 7:44:18 PM

Item 9 En Bloc Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 8:02:56 PM

Item 10.3.2 Motion LOST 3/9

Yes:  CrBrian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Kevin Trent

No: Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith,
Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 8:25:16 PM

Item 10.3.2 Motion Passed 8/4

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr Peter Best, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr
Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 8:30:38 PM

Item 10.3.3 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 8:35:23 PM

Item 10.3.4 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 8:40:18 PM

Item 10.3.6 Motion Passed 9/3

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr
Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote
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24/03/2009 8:53:38 PM

Item 10.3.7 Motion Passed on Casting Vote of Mayor 7/6

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Colin Cala,
Casting Vote

No: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr David Smith, Cr Roy Wells

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson

24/03/2009 9:03:32 PM

Item 10.3.8 Motion Passed 11/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, 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: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 9:04:42 PM

Item 10.3.9 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr
Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Roy Wells, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 9:38:34 PM

Item 10.4.1 Amendment Motion Passed 10/2

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr
David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 9:39:06 PM

Item 10.4.1 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 9:40:03 PM

Item 11.1 - 11.2 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote
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24/03/2009 9:42:00 PM

Item 11.3 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 9:46:31 PM

Item 14 Motion to Introduce New Business - Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

24/03/2009 9:49:30 PM

Item 14 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes:  Mayor James Best, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Brian Hearne, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr David Smith, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Casting Vote

124



