MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

South Perth

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

Table of Contents

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITORS.......cocciiiiiiiiee e 4
2. DISCLAIMER ... e 4

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER.......ccccoi ittt 4
3.1Activities Report Mayor Best / CouncCil REPreSEMBS...........cceeeiiirirriereee e i e e e e 4
I a0 o] [T @ U T=T) (o] o N [ = PP 4
3.3Audio Recording of COUNCI MEETING ..........emmmmmereeeesseeitiiiirereeseessiiereeeeeeeesrneeeeeessesnsnneereeeeaeens 4

A, ATTENDANCE ... ..ottt ettt e e e et bt e o4 ek bt e sb e e e e s ke e e e e e aab b et e e s bbb e e e s anbbeeeeennes 5
Y o To ] (oo =S PTP R RTTR 5
4.2APProVEd LEAVE Of ADSENCE ....ciiiiii ittt e e et e s ettt e eraeeesestaeeeeeeessaesseeeeeeaeessenasnnsaeeeaaeens 5

5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST ...ttt 5

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME .....ooiiiiiiiiii s e 5
6.1RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ON N@H..........cccccooiiiiiiiiiinnnn, 5

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES AND TABLING OF NOTES OF BHFINGS AND ........
OTHER MEETINGS UNDER CLAUSE 19.1 ...ttt 7
TAMINUTES .ottt s ettt 4 ket e e ea ket e e et e e e bt e e s e bt et e e aabe e e e e eanneeeenane e 7

7.1.10rdinary Council Meeting Held: 22.6.2010 ....ccooeoiiiiiiiiiii e 7
7.1.2Special Council Meeting Held: 13.7.2010....ccaaeeriiieeeiiiieiieeee e sennee e e e 7

T.2BRIEFINGS ...ttt e et s bt e e b et e e e ab bt e e s ab et e e s abbe e e e ennne s 7
7.2.1Agenda Briefing - June Ordinary Council MeetingldHel5.6.2010 ..........cccccceveeeeviiiiineem 7.
7.2.2Concept Forum Budget/Rates Modelling Meeting HEBRI6.2010 ...,
7.2.3Concept Forum — Media Training - Meeting Held: 2B08.0 ..............uvvvieiiiiiiieiinnnrennens 7
7.2.4Concept Forum — Canning Bridge Submission - Megdtleld: 7.7.2010 ................cooeeeeeeenn. 8
7.2.5Concept Forum — Climate Change Risk Management Pideeting Held: 13.7.2010........... 8

8. PRESENT ATION S L.ttt ittt s 2 £ e ettt sttt etttk ettt bttt ebnbbbbbe e e 8
8.1PETITIONS -A formal process where members of the community present a written request to the Council............... 8
8.2PRESENTATIONS @ccasions where Awards/Gifts may be Accepted by Council on behalf of Community. ........... 8

8.2. 1WA YOULh AWAIAS 2010......cuuuuieiiriirieieeiimmmnenessesassesaesesaesaesasaasaeaasaasaeeesaaaasassssasssanssnsnssnnas 8
8.2.2Committee for Perth — Certificate of Membership............cccoi 8
8.2.3Curtin University Centre for Aboriginal Studies...........ccooeviiiiiiii e 8
8.3DEPUTATIONS - 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. .........ccovvveiviiiiiiiniinnn, 8



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

8.4COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS .....oiiiiititieii sttt ettt e s ansbe e smmee e ee e eneee 9
8.4.1. Council Delegate: Perth Airport Noise Managementnstdtative Committee 4
NOVEMDEN 2009......cc it ettt e e e e e s b be e e e e s bbbrreeeaaaeeaa 9
8.4.2.  Council Delegates: Rivers Regional Council Meetidg June 2010..............ccccevvveeennn. 9
8.5CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS ....ccciitiiii s et ettt e ettt e ettt e e e snsteeeesmeeesaneeeeas 9
8.5.1. Conference Delegates : LGMA Conference AdelaidecdloGovernment ................
ReGeneration” held 16 — 19 May 2010........cccumueuiumimrnmiiiiis s smneeeees 9
9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS.......cooo i 10
O e @ N = S SRR 10
10.0MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETINGS........cccoviiiiiiieeeiiieeee 10
10.0.1  Application for Planning Approval for two Propos&ingle Houses within ...........
3-Storey Buildings. Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Streedush Perth..........ccccccveevviiiiiinnnnnnn. 10
10.1STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY....ciiittttiiiiiiiieiiiiit et siee et 24
10.1.1 Community Advisory Groups ANNUAl REVIEW ......caueeeieeieiiiiiiisienieieiieiannenaneeneens 24
10.1.2  Funding Assistance - ROUNA ONE...........oiiiiiiieieeee e e e e s eeeeee e e 28
10.2STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT. ...ttt 30
10.3STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES.......c.ocoiiiiiiiiieiee e 31
10.3.1  Application for Planning Approval for Proposed Atidins (on Level 5) to ................
Existing Mixed Development. Lot 104 (No. 71-73) 8odPerth Esplanade, ...............
SOULN PN ...t 31
10.3.2 WITHDRAWN Proposed Change of Use (Tavern to Office Use) -95 .............
(NO. 1) Preston Street, COMO .......cooeii i ceeeeeeieiieieeieee e rrnreee e e eeeee e 38
10.3.3 Proposed Subdivision - Clontarf Estate Cnr ManniRgad and Centenary ............
AVENUE, WALEITOIO ... et s e et e e e et e e e e e e e e et e e e s e es e e saneesanas 38
10.3.4 Proposed Amendment No. 22 to Town Planning Scheme @\ Rezoning of .......
Como Community Kindergarten and former Child Heafffinic, Lots 165 .......
(No. 15) and 166 (No. 17) Alston Avenue cnr LabarehRoad, Como to .........
Residential R20/30. .......oiiiiiiiiiiei e e e e e e a e 45
10.3.5 Proposed Two Storey Single House - Lot 3 (No. 1&g Street, COMO............cc..ee 51
10.3.6  WALGA Heritage Loan Subsidy SChemE ..........cumeeeeeeriiiiiuiiireeeeseeseniieeeeeee e 58
10.4STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES . ....ci ittt ittt emeee et 60
10.5STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT........uttiiiiiiiiiaiiieie e aeitie e reee et eniee e 60
10.6 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANGCE........ccciiiiiii et 60
10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - JUNE 2010.......cccceeeieieieiiieiiiiiieieeeeeen, 60
10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments and Delab&) June 2010........................ 62
10.6.3  LiSting Of PAYMENES ......ouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei s et e e e sttt r e e e e s e s ettt e e e e e e e sannne e e e e s e s ennnnnees 67
10.6.4 Applications for Planning Approval Determined Undilegated Authority ................ 69
10.6.5 Use of the COmMMON Sal ......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiieeiee e 70
10.6.6. Council Decisions and the State Administrative Uin@l Policy............cccccccccvvviivinnnnnn. 71
11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE ........uttiiie ettt e 73
11.1 Application for Leave of AbSence : CrV LaWranCe.........cceeeereviirierireeeeeeensieeieeasannes 73
11.2 Application for Leave of Absence : CrLOZISHO...........ccooeeeviieiiii 73
11.3 Application for Leave of Absence : Cr S DAMEr........oooeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieee e eescieeereeeee e 73



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN ........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieee i 73
QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS......cooitiiii ittt ettt ettt sne et e e snnaeeaeea 74
13.1Response to Previous Questions from Members TakéDtCe............cccvvveeeeeeeeriicciiieiieeeee 74
13.2QUESHIONS frOM MEIMDEIS..... oottt i ettt ee e e e e e e et aa e s e e e e e ee et benn e seeeeeesstntnnaeaaaaees 74
13.2.1 Cycle and Pedestrian Paths along Swan River Faresho....Cr Lawrance.................. 74
NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DESION OF MEETING........ 75
MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC .......ooiiiiiiiieiismmm sttt ettt smeee s e e e e snneeeenaae 75
15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be ClOSEU. ceere oo 75
15.1.1 State Administrative Tribunal - Proposed Two StoRssidential Building for ........
use as Student Accommodation - Lot 47 (No. 227) mitapm Road, ...........
Waterford CONFIDENTIAL Not to be Disclosed Report.........ccceeveeeeiieiiiiiieeeee 75
15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madei@ubl...............cccccceeviiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 76
CLOSURE. ...ttt ettt ikttt 44kt e o4 e ab bt e 422k ket a2 s me e e st bt e e e eab bt e ee e amneeee e e nbeeeaeaneeeaas 76
RECORD OF VOTING ....tetiiiitiete ettt ettt ettt ettt e e e et e e e e et be e e e s aabe e e e sameeeesaseaeaessabbeeaeannbeeeesannes 77



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

South Pert

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

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

held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 27 July 2010 at 7.00pm

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S
The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm and welcognedyone in attendance. He then
paid respect to the Noongar peoples, past andrgrase traditional custodians of the land
we are meeting on, and acknowledged their deemépef attachment to country.

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

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1

3.2

3.3

Activities Report Mayor Best / Council Represetatives
Mayor / Council Representatives Activities Repat the month of June 2010 attached to

the back of the Agenda.

Public Question Time

The Mayor advised the public gallery that ‘Publioeltion Time’ forms were available in
the foyer for anyone wanting to submit a writteresfion. He said that if anyone required
help in this regard the Manager Governance and Aidtnation, Phil McQue is available to
assist. He further stated that it is preferablé theestions were received in advance of the
Council Meetings in order for the Administrationtave time to prepare responses.

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 prodaggs of the Council without the
permission of the Presiding Membkrand stated that as Presiding Member he gave his
permission for the Administration to record prodagd of the Council meeting.
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4, ATTENDANCE

Present:
Mayor J Best (Chair)

Councillors:

| Hasleby Civic Ward

V Lawrance Civic Ward

P Best Como Beach Ward

G Cridland 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

B Skinner Mill Point Ward

S Doherty Moresby Ward

K Trent, RFD Moresby Ward

Officers:

Mr C Frewing Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Bell Director Infrastructure Services

Mr M Kent Director Financial and Information Sesei
Ms V Lummer Director Development and Communityvaegs
Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services

Mr P McQue Manager Governance and Administration
Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary

Guest:

Alex Craig Wesley College

Gallery There were 7 members of the public present andrlmer of the press.

4.1 Apologies

Nil
4.2 Approved Leave of Absence
Nil
5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST

The Mayor reported having received a Declarationntérest from Cr Ozsdolay in relation to
Agenda Item 10.1.2 and stated that in accordande thve Local Government (Rules of Conduct)
Regulations 2007hat the Declaration would be read out immediatedfore the Item in question
was discussed.

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

Note: At the Council meeting held 22.6.2010 there werguestions taken on notice:
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6.2

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 27.7.2010

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor stated that in accordance with tleeal Governmenfct regulations question

time would be limited to 15 minutes. He said thaestions are to be in writing and
questions received 5 working days prior to this tingewill be answered tonight, if possible
or alternatively may be taken on notice. Questi@teived in advance of the meeting will
be dealt with first, long questions will be paragded and same or similar questions asked at
previous meetings will not be responded to andprson will be directed to the Council

Minutes where the response was provided. The Méngr opened Public Question Time at
7.05pm.

Note:

The Mayor reported having received written questidrom Mr Barrie Drake,
2 Scenic Crescent, South Perth which he said heutex as being in conflict with a
previous Council resolution of 26 May 2009 relattogNo. 11 Heppingstone Street,
South Perth, and as such the questions will nogae out or responded to.

Mr Drake asked that the Mayor read out his questioThe Mayor sought an
indication from the Members present as to whethey wished the questions to be
read out. The consensus of the meeting was rieanthe questions.

The Mayor reiterated, that questions relating to INb Heppingstone Street would
not be responded to.

6.2.1

Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensiton

(Written Question submitted at the meeting)

Summary of Question

1.

2.

The City recently paid for 2 tickets for the Mayo attend a ball. What has the
attendance at a ball do with the function of thigTi

The Town of Victoria Park has recently publisiitediraft budget for 2010/2011 and
is out for public comment. Does the Council agres publishing a draft budget for
public comment is good practice?

Will the Council publish its draft budget in ptg of time to allow scrutiny of the

budget and enable the public to prepare questiorite budget? Does the Council
believe that releasing the budget an hour befarartbeting good practice?

The City claims to have green credentials, h@wehe City requires the forms to
ask a question or make a deputation at a Counetingeto be printed rather than
being able to be completed online. Will the Colnuieke the question and
deputation forms able to be completed online?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1.

2.

As the Mayor, when | am invited by an organimatio attend a function | do so as
representing the City.

The compilation of the budget follows a veryorigus process over a six month
period at which elected members attend many mestifigis not possible for
members of the public to have the same degreeafllenige as elected members in
terms of the budget process however members optidic are encouraged to
submit proposals for consideration in the budgeicess to their local Ward
Members.

Every effort is made to ensure that all relevdoduments are available for public
inspection at the time when the agenda is maddquibhe 2010/2011 Budget was
emailed to you to allow time for you to go througle document.
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Summary of Response

The Director Financial and Information Servicepmasled as follows:

4, The City continues to make considerable progmsstroducing many initiatives
that are consistent with the "green theme" to whieh organisation is committed.
The City has, correctly focussed on areas wherditjgest impact can be achieved
with a high volume of transactions ie 50% — 55%nfgeadone on-line. In respect of
forms for public question time and deputationsséhare listed but are not a high
priority given the low volume received.

The Mayor reiterated that it was preferable thatttem questions be emailed to the
Administration well in advance of the Council megs to allow responses to be researched
and prepared. He then asked if there were any motien questions from members of the
Public Gallery.

Close of Public Question time
There being no further written questions the Maglosed Public Question Time at 7.12pm.

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES AND TABLING OF NOTES OF BRIEFINGS AND
OTHER MEETINGS UNDER CLAUSE 19.1
7.1 MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 22.6.2010
7.1.2 Special Council Meeting Held: 13.7.2010
COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.1.1 AND 7.1.2
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner
That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetinddh22 June and the Special Council
Meeting held 13 July 2010 be taken as read androwed as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (13/0)
7.2 BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place grhe last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to Couineblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document t@tibdic the subject of each Briefing.
The practice of listing and commenting on briefiagssions, is recommended by the
Department of Local Government and Regional Dguakent’'s“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on pulgtord.

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - June Ordinary Council Medhg Held: 15.6.2010
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the June Council Agenda. ééofrom the Agenda Briefing are
included asAttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum Budget/Rates Modelling Meetingleld: 23.6.2010
The Director Financial and Information Servicesvided an update on the Budget
process to date and confirmed the rates modellidgreended rating strategy.
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAsischment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum — Media Training - Meeting Held29.6.2010
Consultant, Gerry Gannon of Gannon Media Serviee® @ presentation on media
training. Notes from the Concept Briefing are imgd asAttachment 7.2.3.



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

724

7.2.5

Concept Forum — Canning Bridge Submission Meeting Held: 7.7.2010

Officers of the City presented background information the Canning Bridge
Submission relating to the City of South Perth arbwered questions from
Members.

Notes from the Agenda Briefing are includeddischment 7.2.4.

Concept Forum — Climate Change Risk ManagemerPlan - Meeting Held:
13.7.2010

Consultants, Ron Barnes of Echelon and James Sheradd LGIS gave a
presentation on undertaking a risk assessmentggacgelation to Climate Change
and answered questions from Members.

Notes from the Agenda Briefing are includedschment 7.2.5.

‘COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1 TO 7.2.5 INCLUSIVE

Moved Cr Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Lawrance

That the comments and attached Notes under Itethé # 7.2.5 inclusive on Council
Briefings held since the last Ordinary Council Megtbe noted.

CARRIED (13/0)

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. |

8.2.1

8.2.2

8.2.3

WA Youth Awards 2010
The Mayor congratulated Alex Craig of Wesley Caolleand Youth Ambassador of
Millennium Kids, on his WA Youth 2010 Award presedtby the Department of
Environment and Conservation in recognition of himate change and
environmental advocacy.

Alex provided a brief summary of his backgroundaghieving the Award and his
current involvement / projects with youth and theisonment.

Committee for Perth — Certificate of Membersip

The Chief Executive Officer presented a ‘Commitfee Perth - Certificate of
Membership’ to the City in recognition of being timaugural member in the Local
Government category.

Curtin University Centre for Aboriginal Studies

Deputy Mayor Doherty presented a commemorativeygdagp Mayor James Best,
from the Centre of Aboriginal Studies at Curtin bkity as part of the 2010
NAIDOC Celebration, in recognition of his leadegshin working with the
indigenous community in the City of South Perth.

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 10.3.2 40B.5 were heard at the July Council
Agenda Briefing held on 20 July 2010.

There were no Deputations at the July Council Megeti

8
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8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS

8.4.1.

8.4.2.

Council Delegate: Perth Airport Noise Managaent Consultative Committee

4 November 2009

Crs Hasleby and Burrows attended the Perth Airphdise Management
Consultative Committee Meeting held on 4 Novemb8&0® The confirmed
Minutes of that meeting are now availableAitachment 8.4.1.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Minutes of the Perth Airport Noise ManagamConsultative Committee
Meeting held 4 November 2009 atttachment 8.4.1 ke received.

Council Delegates: Rivers Regional Council &ting : 17 June 2010

A report from Council Delegates Councillors Calad afrent summarising their
attendance at the Rivers Regional Council Meetild bn 17 June 2010 at the City
of Mandurah is af\ttachment 8.4.2.

Note: The Minutes of the Rivers Regional Council Ordin&guncil Meeting of
17 June 2010 have been received and are availaltfeeiCouncil website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report Attachment 8.4.2in relation to the Rivers Regional
Council Meeting held 17 June 2010 be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 8.4.1 AND 8.4.2

Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Burrows

That the Minutes of the Perth Airport Noise ManagamConsultative Committee
Meeting held 4 November 2009 Attachment 8.4.1and the Delegate’s Report at
Attachment 8.4.2in relation to the Rivers Regional Council Meetimgld 17 June
2010 be received.

CARRIED (13/0)

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS |

8.5.1.

Conference Delegates : LGMA Conference Adétee “Local Government
ReGeneration” held 16 — 19 May 2010

A report from Conference Delegates Councillors Bws and Hasleby together with
the Chief Executive Officer, Cliff Frewing summanig their attendance at the
LGMA Conference on LG ReGeneration held in Adelaidetween 16 — 19 May
2010 is at Attachment 8.5.1.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report dgittachment 8.5.1, in relation to the LGMA
Conference on LG Regeneration held in Adelaide eetwl6 — 19 May 2010 be
received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.5.1

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the Delegate’s Report gittachment 8.5.1, in relation to the LGMA
Conference on LG Regeneration held in Adelaide eetwl6 — 19 May 2010 be
received.

CARRIED (13/0)
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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 difficer 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 Agendaiigyib€ld on 20 July 2010.

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this veasrect.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

The following items were withdrawn:

e Item 10.0.1 Proposed Amended Motion

e Item 10.1.2 Declaration of Interest

« Item 10.3.4 Points of clarification required
e Item 10.3.5 Proposed Amended Motion

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION

Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Doherty

That with the exception of Withdrawn Items 10.01D.1.2, 10.3.4 and 10.3.5 which are to be
considered separately, the officer recommendationeelation to Agenda Items 10.1.1, 10.3.1,
10.3.3,10.3.6, 10.6.1, 10.6.2, 10.6.3, 10.6.4.50and 10.6.6 be carried en bloc.

CARRIED (13/0)

REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Application for Planning Approval for two Proposed Single Houses withi
3-Storey Buildings. Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street,dhith Perth

Location: Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street, South Perth

Applicant: Devrite Constructions

Lodgement Date: 31 March 2010

File Ref: 11.2010.170 ON1/46

Date: 2%9une 2010

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Céfi

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmie® Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval fe@o Single Houses within 3-storey
buildings on Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street, SouthtiPeThe proposal complies with the
City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 6, the 2008 R-Caates City policies, subject to minor
variations being accepted by the Council.

Council is being asked to exercise discretion lstien to the following:
Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Finished Ground and Floor Levels (minor variation) TPS6 clause 7.8(1)

It is recommended that the proposal be approved.

10
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Background
The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R60
Lot area 956 sq. metres (161 sq. metres each new lot)

Building height limit 10.5 metres

Development potential | 5 dwellings

Plot ratio limit N.A.

This report includes the following attachments:
« Confidential Attachment 10.0.1(a) Plans of the proposal
e Attachment 10.0.1(b) Site photographs

The location of the development site is shown below

Development site

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

2. Major developments

(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metrek bighigher, or comprises 10 or

more dwellings; and

(c) Development of the kind referred to in itemsaiad (b) above, but which, in the
opinion of the delegated officer, is contentiousioof significant community

interest.

7. Neighbour comments

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

application.

11
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Comment

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

()

(f)

Background

In March 2010, the City received an applicationtfeo Single Houses within 3-storey
buildings on Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street, SouthtPéhe site). This application was
presented to the Council at its June 2010 ordinzgting, where the Council carried
a Motion to defer the application:

That in respect of the application for planning apgal for Application for Planning
Approval for a Proposed Two x 3-Storey Single Heuket 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street,
South Perth, a decisiobe deferredto the July 2010 Council Meeting to allow
negotiations between the applicant and neighbours’ to take plaegarding the
proposed development.

Since that Council meeting, the Applicant and Lamdker have held negotiations with
some of the Councillors. However, the applicard hat submitted amended plans
and has advised officers that he does not intendrteere are thereforeno changes
to the proposal that was considered by Councilite2010.

Further to the June decision, this applicationdg rpresented to the Council at the
July 2010 meeting. As the plans have not been aesknthe substance of the
Officer’s report remains unchanged as follows.

Description of the Surrounding Locality

The subject site has a frontage to Right of Way \(\BQNo. 9 (opposite a 3-storey
block of flats) and Onslow Street, located adjadertivo-storey Grouped Dwellings
to the east and south.

Existing Development on the Subject Site
The existing development on the subject site ctliyrdeatures land uses of ‘Single
House’, as depicted in the site photographstiachment 10.0.1(b)

Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves the construction of two Senigbuses within 3-storey buildings
on the site, as depicted in the submitted plar@oatidential Attachment 10.0.1(a)
The site photographs attachment 10.0.1(b)show the relationship of the site to the
surrounding development.

The following components of the proposed develognaennot satisfy the Scheme
requirements:
(i) Finished Ground and Floor Levels.

The proposal complies with the TPS6, Besidential Design Codes of WA 2q@g&
R-Codes) and relevant Council Policies, with theegtion of the remaining non-
complying aspects, with other significant mattatsdiscussed below.

Land Use

The proposed land use of Single House is class#ged ‘P’ (Permitted) land use in
Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6. Accordingtyisiconsidered that the proposed
use complies with the Table 1 of the Scheme.

Residential Density

The permissible number of dwellings isdwvellings (R60), whereas the proposed
development comprised of @wellings (R31). Therefore, the proposed develogmen
complieswith the density controls in Table 1 of the R-Cades

12
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(9)

(h)

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- maximum

The maximunfinishedgroundlevels permitted are RL 8.11-8.21 metres; whetieas
proposed finished ground levels are 8.264 metréss (p - 15cm). Therefore, the
proposed development does not comply with clau$8.8.“Maximum Ground and
Floor Levels” of TPS6.

The maximumfinished floor levels permitted are RL 8.21-8.31 metres; whetbas

proposed finished floor levels are 8.350 metresipicm - 14cm). Therefore, the
proposed development does not comply with clau$8.6.“Maximum Ground and

Floor Levels” of TPS6.

Council discretion- cl. 6.10

Council has discretionary power under clause 6fITR$6 to approve the proposed
ground / floor levels, if Council is satisfied that requirements of that clause have
been met. In this instance, it is recommendedtti@proposed ground / floor levels
be approved, as the applicant has satisfied theg i€@itelation to the following
requirements of that clause (emphasis added):

(a) approval of the proposed development woulddresistent with the orderly
and proper planning of the precinct and the prediemw of the amenity of
the locality;

(b) the non-compliance will not have any adverdeatfupon the occupiers or
users of the development or the inhabitants optieeinct or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and

(© the proposed development meets the objectiveghfe City and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as speciiitethe precinct Plan for that
precinct.

It is noted that the development site has a frantaga ROW to the north, which is a
less sensitive streetscape, as well as internaldaoies to the west. In addition, the
proposal abuts a property to the south (the rehrgtwfeatures grounds higher than
the proposed development. To the west, the devedoprsite abuts a Grouped
Dwelling at a lower level, however the proposabidy for and additional 64cm
difference between the two sites, with that neighbwt complaining.

It is also noted that the variation of ground aooif levels from the required “equal
cut and fill” is a very minor 4cm — 15cm.

For the objectives of the Scheme, please refeecton Scheme Objectives, which
have been satisfied.

In this instance, it is considered that the propasenplies with the discretionary
clause and is therefoseipported by the City

Street Setback

The permissible average street setback is 1.5 mjetreereas the proposed building
setback was a minimum of 4.0 metres; thereforeptbposed development complied
with Table 1 of the R-Codes. However due to conedérom the DAC and southern
neighbours, the Applicant has since chosen to sstaéy amend the plans with a
reduced setback no less than 1.5 metres, therdfeeproposed development also
complies.

13
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(i)

1)

(k)

()

Solar Access for Adjoining Site

The maximum area of overshadow permitted is 50gmgyavhereas due to recently
amended plans the proposed overshadowing rangesdyetl percent and 17 percent
(2n? - 38nf). Therefore, the proposed development compliek wie solar access

element of the R-Codes.

Boundary Wall- west

Under Council Policy P350.2, the permitted heightesidential boundary (parapet)
walls, adjacent to neighbouring Outdoor Living Aseé&s a maximum of 2.7 metres
high from the neighbour’'s ground level, whereas pineposed wall height is 3.0
metres; therefore, the proposed development ddesontply with Policy P350.2.

Finally, the wall has been found to not have aneesty effect on neighbouring
amenity when assessed against the following “ameest’ referred to in Policy
P370.2:
» The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedjior garden if forward of
the proposed parapet wall;
* Overshadow of adjoining habitable room windows atddor Living Areas;
* Impact of bulk on adjoining Outdoor Living Areasica
e The wall is internal to the development site an@refore neighbours
comments are not applicable (see neighbour comisulja

In this instance, it is considered that the proposeplies with the objectives of the
policy and is therefore supported by the City.

Boundary Wall- east

Under Council Policy P350.2, the permitted heightesidential boundary (parapet)
walls, adjacent to neighbouring Outdoor Living Ase&és a maximum of 2.7 metres
high from the neighbour's ground level, whereas pheposed wall height is 3.3
metres; therefore, the proposed development ddesonaply with Policy P350.2.

The wall has been found to not have an adverseteifeneighbouring amenity when
assessed against the following “amenity test” refkto in Policy P370.2:
* The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedjior garden if forward of
the proposed parapet wall;
» Overshadow of adjoining habitable room windows atddor Living Areas;
* Impact of bulk on adjoining Outdoor Living Areasica
* No objecting comments from the neighbour (see rimgh consultation).

In this instance, it is considered that the proposeplies with the objectives of the
policy and is therefore supported by the City.

Car Parking

As the car parking facilities for the existing diie will be demolished to make way
for the additional dwellings proposed, car parkim@n unresolved matter. However,
the Applicant has stated that the existing dwellimidf be demolished once the
resident can occupy one of the proposed dwelliAgsa consequence, it is considered
that the resident needs onsite car parking fagslitiuring the construction phase, but it
would seem unreasonable to require one of those tmape covered by a carport or
garage, as is normally the case.
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(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)

(@)

()

Therefore, as a compromise it is recommended thabralition be imposed to
facilitate onsite car parking without a coveringusture for no longer than later than
18-months, for construction purposes. If however stiuation were to change due to
unforseen circumstances or changes to the landesvoemmitment, then covering
structure shall be constructed.

Primary Access from a Right Of Way

The proposed development includes primary access & privately owned Right Of
Way (ROW), which is covered by Council Policy P388hich allows such
development if the ROW is paved and drained. Ageaigspection reveals that the
ROW is paved and drained, no further action is iregu Attachment 10.0.1(b)

Sustainable Design

Council Policy P350.1 (Sustainable Design) strongiycourages all proposed
development to incorporate measures of sustairddsiegn to enhance the quality of
life of occupants while minimising any adverse effe upon the occupants,
neighbours and wider community. However, it is askledged that Policy P350.1
does not override other TPS6, R-Codes and Polgirements via clause 5(h):

“A proposal which complieswith all other TPS6, R-Codes and Policy
requirementswill not be refusedby the City if it fails to incorporate such
measures.”

As a consequence of the development complying limther respects (see relevant
sections of this report), it is considered that pheposed development complies with
the policy.

Building Height

The building height is 10.5 metres (18.7 metres AHIDd the proposed building
height is 0.9 metres less than that (17.8 metreD)AH herefore, the proposed
development complies with Clause 6.2 "Building Hieigimit" of TPS6.

Visual Privacy Setbacks

As there are not any Major Openings or viewingfplats above 0.5 metres above the
natural ground level that are not suitably screentb@ proposed development
complieswith the visual privacy element of the R-Codes.

Open Space

The required minimum open space is 45 percent efsite (72.4113), whereas the
proposed open space is 46.3 percent (74 23Therefore, the proposed development
complies with the open space element of the R-Codes

Plot Ratio
There is no plot ratio control for this site in T6°& the R-Codes.
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(s) Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Planni@gheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terinth® general objectives listed

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

objectives:

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

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

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

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

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

(t) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 7.5 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6
In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttb@ current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

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

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

() the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building isafisun harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area, in terofsits scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientati@etbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the stea®d architectural details;
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(s) whether the proposed access and egress toramdtfie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for tlliig, unloading,

manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

() the amount of traffic likely to be generated thg proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system inltoality and the probable effect

on traffic flow and safety; and

(w)

any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received

from any authority or committee consulted undeusta?.4.

The proposed development is considered satisfactoslation to all of these matters.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thes@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in May 2010. The pragdosas favourably received by
the Consultants. Their comments and responses therd\pplicant and the City are

summarised below:

DAC Comments

Officer’'s Comments

The Architects observed that since the proposed dwellings
could be shifted closer to the right-of-way (the northern
boundary) as a lesser setback is required in accordance with
the Clause 6.2.1 provisions of the R-Codes, it will result in the
following benefits:
1. The proposed dwellings will have access to larger
outdoor living areas for their outdoor private activities.
2. The proposed overshadowing of the properties on the
adjoining southern boundary will reduce. Additionally,
replacing the gable roofs facing the southern boundary
with hipped roofs will assist in reducing overshadowing.

Larger windows should be provided at the rear for better access
to natural light as well as to enhance the visual appeal of the
building.

There is no planning requirement to
amend the appearance or impact of
the proposed building to its southern
neighbours, due to compliance with
the  required setbacks and
overshadowing provisions. However
the Applicant has since chosen to
successfully amend the plans to
address the concerns of the DAC
and abutting neighbours to the
south.

The comment is NOTED.

In order to comply with the rear setback requirements, officers
are to consider the reduction in the size of the rear balcony
which will result in the reduction of the height of the walll.

The rear setbacks and building
height fully comply. Furthermore, the
impact of the building has been
reduced due to the above comment.

The comment is NOTED.

Bigger north facing balconies were recommended for better
access to sunlight and views of the foreshore and beyond.

There is no planning requirement to
increase access to sunlight or views.
Furthermore, views of the foreshore
and beyond is not available to the
site.

The comment is NOTED.

To enhance the streetscape and the visual impact of the
dwellings as viewed from the entry into the right-of-way, the
dwellings should be staggered whereby the dwelling on the
western side is set back approximately 600mm to 900mm more

than the dwelling on the eastern side.

Not a planning requirement,
especially in relaton to the
streetscape character of a ROW.

The comment is NOTED.

17




MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

(b)

Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpituposal to the extent and in the

manner required by Policy P355 ‘Consultation foarfPing Proposals’. Individual

property owners, occupiers and/or strata bodigsoat 44, 44A and units 1-4 of 48

Onslow Street; Nos 1A, 1B and units 1-9 of 3 Hopatand No. 165 Mill Point Road

were invited to inspect the plans and to submitroe@mts during a minimum 14-day

period (however the consultation continued unts tieport was finalised).

During the advertising period, a total of 28 coteitn notices were sent and 6
submissions were received, 2 in favour and 4 agé#nesproposal. The comments of

the submitters, together with officer responses sammarised as follows:

Submitters’ Comments

Officer’s Responses

Object to raised ground and floor levels due to
amenity reasons.

Amended plans including lowering the ground and
floor levels.
The comment is UPHELD.

Concern that proposed development will
undermine the foundations of the neighbouring
development. Request planning condition that
if damage occurs then repairs be made
immediately.

Potential structural issues are not a planning
consideration and will be dealt with by a qualified
structural engineer at the Building Licence phase.
The comment is NOTED.

The existing dividing fence should not be
removed or undermined.

The amended plans do not propose to remove or
undermine the existing dividing fence, nor is any
retaining required. Furthermore, complying dividing
fences are a civil matter under the Dividing Fences
Act 1961.

The comment is NOTED.

Concern that if the dividing fence is removed
then the neighbouring site will be left unsecure.
Request planning condition to replace fence
immediately.

Standard condition recommended.
The comment is UPHELD.

The proposed development does not comply
with policy P350.1 (Sustainable Design), for
multiple reasons, in relation to overshadowing
and energy efficiency.

P350.1.5 “Any design measures that will achieve the
above objectives will be considered on merit. A
proposal which complies with all other TPS6, R-
Codes and Policy requirements will not be refused by
the City if it fails to incorporate such measures.” As
the development complies in all other respects, the
sustainability policy is not relevant to the assessment
of this application. Furthermore, the Applicant has
since chosen to successfully amend the plans to
reduce the impact of the building upon the abutting
neighbours to the south.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Request city independently review the
compliance of overshadowing in accordance
with the R-Codes.

Standard procedure (see section Solar Access for
Adjoining Sites). Furthermore, the Applicant has
since chosen to successfully amend the plans to
reduce the impact of the building upon the abutting
neighbours to the south.
The comment is NOTED.
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Submitters’ Comments

Officer’s Responses

amenity,
proposed
development

In relation

not comply with the
objectives  of
Scheme, objectives
of R-Codes
planning policy, due
to the following:

to | Bulk and form of the
the | proposed development
being  three-storeys
does | and  setback 1.4
metres  from  the

the | boundary.

and

The aforementioned wall complies with the required
wall setback of the R-Codes, which is “deemed to
comply” with the Performance Criteria. Accordingly,
although the proposed development is not matching
setbacks of surrounding buildings, it is considered
that the proposed setback is not unreasonable or
incompatible with the local built environment,
especially when the design in accordance with the R-
Codes. As a consequence of the above, it is not
considered reasonable or defendable to refuse a
proposed development on subjective “guideling”
clauses, where specific and unambiguous planning
controls are provided and have been satisfied.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Overshadowing of

adjoining outdoor
living areas and
windows to living
areas.

Recommended that the R-Codes Explanatory
Guidelines and Performance Criteria  of
overshadowing be assessed in lieu of the
Acceptable Development standards.

The Council should require the building be
reduced to 2-stories and set back from the rear
boundary by 3.5 metres due to significantly
reduced sunlight to our clothes drying area,
large glass doors and windows, as well as
potential solar collectors.

The
development
does not
comply with
clause 7.5 of
the Scheme
(Matters  to
be
Considered
by Council):

The proposed overshadowing
of the neighbouring north-
facing outdoor living area will
considerably reduce the future
enjoyment and solar
performance of this area.

The proposed overshadow complies with the
designing for climate provisions of the R-Codes,
which is “deemed to comply” with the Performance
Criteria. In addition, the impact upon future solar
collectors which may or may not be installed is not a
reasonable  or  enforceable  consideration.
Furthermore, tripling the required rear setback will
heavily and unreasonably constrain the ground-floor
design on this very small but complying lot. As a
consequence of the above, it is not considered
reasonable or defendable to refuse a proposed
development on subjective “guideline” clauses,
where specific and unambiguous planning controls
are provided and have been satisfied. Furthermore,
the Applicant has since chosen to successfully
amend the plans to reduce the impact of the building
upon the abutting neighbours to the south.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proposed development
has little recognition of the
surrounding built form due to a
blank 2-storey wall set back
only 1.3m from the common
boundary in contrast to the
adjoining 3.0m set backs,
which is a visual amenity
issue.

The aforementioned wall complies with the required
wall setback of the R-Codes, which is “deemed to
comply” with the Performance Criteria. Accordingly,
although the proposed development is not matching
setbacks of surrounding buildings, it is considered
that the proposed setback is not unreasonable or
incompatible with the local built environment,
especially when the design in accordance with the R-
Codes. As a consequence of the above, it is not
considered reasonable or defendable to refuse a
proposed development on subjective “guideling”
clauses, where specific and unambiguous planning
controls are provided and have been satisfied.
Furthermore, the Applicant has since chosen to
successfully amend the plans to reduce the impact of
the building upon the abutting neighbours to the
south.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proposed development
(3-storeys)  will  not be
consistent with the scale of
the neighbouring buildings (2-

Whist it is acknowledged that the proposed
development has a different height (3-storeys) to the
neighbouring southem and eastern dwellings (2-
storeys), the proposal is consistent with the
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are well
shape and

storeys),  which
articulated in
rhythm.

The development is not considered to
represent a desirable built form in conjunction
scale of the neighbouring residential
development, and therefore does not comply
with the scheme requirement for ‘buildings in
visual harmony’.

A two-storey development is still achievable
and be compatible with the dwellings in the
surrounding area, as none are three storeys

neighbouring northern development [a large block of
3-storey flats; see Attachment 10.0.1(b)].
Furthermore, the western neighbouring dwelling is
part of the development site which is due to be
demolished. In addition, the subject site is not on a
transitional Scheme boundary between small and
large building height controls (or density controls).
Conversely, the subject site is embedded within
block of medium-height control (10.5m), to which the
proposed development complies.  Accordingly,
although the proposed development is not matching
the heights and scales of surrounding buildings, it is

lifestyle as a result of loss of
privacy and sunlight.

high. considered that the transition between two and three
Object to | The design of the surrounding storeys is not unreasonable or incompatible with the
proposed properties. local built environment, especially when the design in
development accordance with the City's height and density
as it is not controls.

appropriate The comment is NOT UPHELD.

development, | The significant impact of the | The proposed overlooking complies with the visual
given: proposed development on our | privacy provisions of the R-Codes, which is “deemed

to comply” with the Performance Criteria. In addition,
the proposed overshadow complies with the
designing for climate provisions of the R-Codes,
which is “deemed to comply” with the Performance
Criteria. Furthermore, the Applicant has since chosen
to successfully amend the plans to reduce the impact
of the building upon the abutting neighbours to the
south.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Loss of privacy due to the proposed third-
storey terrace/balconies overlooking our house
and outdoor living area. Request planning
condition for privacy screen.

Object to any balconies or windows looking
into neighbouring bedroom window.

The proposed overlooking complies with the visual
privacy provisions of the R-Codes, which is “deemed
to comply” with the Performance Criteria. However,
there is a concern that the screens are considerable
and therefore may be removed by future occupiers.
Accordingly a standard planning condition is
recommended.

The comment is UPHELD.

Would like to be able to negotiate finish of
parapet wall.

Request finish of parapet be of a uniform
material and complimentary colours to
neighbouring dwelling.

The preference of the finish was requested by the
City as part of the consultation. A standard condition
is recommended.

The comment is UPHELD.

Request planning condition for colours of the
rear wall is of the same materials and colours
as the surrounding four dwellings.

Whilst information on the colours and materials are
required as per a standard condition, having them
strictly matching surrounding development is not a
requirement.

The comment is NOTED.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Comments in relation to various relevant provisiofisthe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council policies have been providselvhere in this report.
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Financial Implications
The determination has a no finandgmplications

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan which is expressed in fiblowing terms: Accommodate the
needs of a diverse and growing population with ahed mix of housing types and non-
residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications
No outstanding issues (see section Sustainablgbesi

Conclusion

The proposal will have no detrimental impact oroadipg residential neighbours, and all of
the relevant Scheme, R-Codes and Council Policgatibes and provisions. Provided that
conditions are applied as recommended, it is censtd that the application should be
conditionally approved.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application ganning approval for two Single
Houses within 3-storey buildings on Lot 5 (No. 4@nslow Street, South Pertive
approved subject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

455  dividing fence- standards 456  dividing fenaming
616  screening to be permanent 377  screened clotiies)
390 crossover standards 550  plumbing hidden
625  sightlines for drivers 427  colours & materials-
details

340  parapet walls- finish of surface 578 new tifesr to BL

470  retraining walls- if required 664  inspectiomél) required
471  retaining walls- timing 660  expiry of approval

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

(A) two car parking bays shall be provided for thasting dwelling on its
lot. Furthermore, if the dwelling is not demolisheithin 18 months,
then one of those car parking bays shall be providih permanent
covering (such as a carport or a garage), subpetetrther applications
and approvals as required within the City of Sdesinth;

(B) a 25 degree roof pitch for the rear portiorited dwellings, as requested
by the Applicant; and

(C) demonstrate that all obscure glass panels &uhlvprivacy screening
to Major Openings prevent overlooking in accordantth the Visual
Privacy requirements of the Residential Design Garfe/VA.

(i)  Any damages to the Right Of Way during constion shall be rectified and
paid in full by the Landowner, prior to occupatioithe proposed dwellings.

21



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

(c) Standard Advice Notes

648  building licence required 649A minor variations- seek
approval
646A masonry fence requires BA 651  appeal rights- SAT

(d) Specific Advice Notes
The applicant is advised that:
(i) It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisgith the City’s Environmental
Health Section to ensure satisfaction of all ofrédevant requirements.
(i)  Any activities conducted will need to complyittv the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1987all times.

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

MOTION
Cr Ozsdolay moved the officer recommendation, Se€rént

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Ozsdolay Opening for the Motion

» heard Deputation at Agenda Briefing

» proposal has been debated at length

» acknowledge report withdrawn for amendment
» support officer recommendation

AMENDMENT CR GRAYDEN
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Skinner

That the officer recommendation be amended by tlusion of the following

additional:
Specific Condition (b)(i)(D):
The height of the South facing screens on the ftoat of the buildings be
reduced to 1.6m.

and

words in italics to Specific Condition (b)(ii)

(b)(i)Any damages to the Right-of-Wagnd adjacent properties during
construction shall be rectified and paid in full tne Landowner, prior
to occupation of the proposed dwellings.

Cr Grayden for the Amendment

» proposed development been through a lot of disoossi

« officer report contends no detrimental impact omghieours based on assessment

* believe the development will have a detrimental astpon neighbours behind and
Council needs to acknowledge that fact

» amendment is a result of discussions between appland adjoining neighbours

» proposed reduction in screening will have no dedrital impact as it will allow more
light into the neighbours’ properties

» the inclusion of the additional wordand adjacent properties)into Specific Condition
(b)(ii) will ensure any damage incurred is to betifeed at cost of developer — believe
this needs to be clarified within the condition.

Note: The Mover and Seconder concurred with the Amendsnent
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Cr _Cala point of clarification- is any damage to adjoining properties enforeediy
Council?

Director Infrastructure Servicescknowledged that as a ‘planning condition’ it slo®t
carry a great deal of enforcement. He furtheredtdhat ‘enforcement’ of the condition
would be dealt with at the Building Licence stagepoitting the applicant on notice that if
they cause damage to adjoining properties they twakepair same at their cost.

Cr Ozsdolay Closing for the Motion

» applicant has been made to compromise

» believe applicant has gone as far as he is prepargal
» support amended Motion

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1 |
The Mayor Put the Amended Motion

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application ganning approval for two Single
Houses within 3-storey buildings on Lot 5 (No. 40nslow Street, South Pertlbe
approved subject to:

(b) Standard Conditions

455  dividing fence- standards 456  dividing fenaming

616  screening to be permanent 377  screened clotiies)
390 crossover standards 550  plumbing hidden

625  sightlines for drivers 427  colours & materiastails
340  parapet walls- finish of surface 578  new tipdsr to BL

470  retraining walls- if required 664  inspectiom#l) required
471  retaining walls- timing 660  expiry of approval

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

(A) two car parking bays shall be provided for thasting dwelling on its
lot. Furthermore, if the dwelling is not demolisheithin 18 months,
then one of those car parking bays shall be providih permanent
covering (such as a carport or a garage), subjefetrther applications
and approvals as required within the City of Sdesinth;

(B) a 25 degree roof pitch for the rear portiorihed dwellings, as requested
by the Applicant; and

(C) demonstrate that all obscure glass panels &uhlvprivacy screening
to Major Openings prevent overlooking in accordanith the Visual
Privacy requirements of the Residential Design Garfe/VA.

(D) the height of the South facing screens on hivel floor of the buildings
be reduced to 1.6m.

(i) Any damages to the Right Of Way and adjacembpprties during
construction shall be rectified and paid in full the Landowner, prior to
occupation of the proposed dwellings.
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10.1

(c) Standard Advice Notes

648  building licence required 649A minor variations- seek
approval
646A masonry fence requires BA 651  appeal rights- SAT

(d) Specific Advice Notes
The applicant is advised that:
(i) It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisgith the City’s Environmental
Health Section to ensure satisfaction of all ofrédevant requirements.
(i)  Any activities conducted will need to complyittv the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1987all times.

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

CARRIED (13/0)

Reason for change

Council were of the view the proposed developmelithave an impact on the adjoining
neighbouring properties and that the inclusioispécific Condition (b)(i)(D) on screening
addresses this concern. The modified conditiofii{if)o include adjacent properties) will
give neighbours an assurance that any damage éuwcuiw their properties during
construction will be rectified at the developersst

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1: COMMUNITY

| 10.1.1 Community Advisory Groups Annual Review

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: Cs/701

Date: 9 July 2010

Author: Jelette Jumayao, Research and Admitistr®fficer
Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Manager Governaand Administration
Summary

The City has four Community Advisory Groups eststiid by resolution of Council in
accordance with Policy P502. Policy P502 requinesGhief Executive Officer to provide
an annual report to Council detailing the actigtend achievements of each group and
reviewing its terms of reference. As the last rép@iCouncil was in April 2008, this report
covers the period since that time.

Background

The City recognises the important role communityisaty groups play in providing advice
to the City and the contribution that community nbems make in the decision-making
processes of the City. Council may by resolutidaldish an advisory group for a particular
purpose which is identified in the terms of refemrPolicy P502 was adopted by Council at
its October 2002 meeting to formalise the arrangegsfor establishing new and reviewing
exiting advisory groups. Advisory Groups establtshender this policy are to be
distinguished from committees established undeLtdoal Government Act
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During this period under review, the City has opestaa number of Advisory Groups which
draw their membership from the community. Curretitly following Advisory Groups are
in operation:

0] TravelSmart RoadWise Advisory Group
This group was established in September 2000 tsegehe implementation of the
City's TravelSmart Local Action Plan and to adwiseissues related to road safety.

(ii) Sir James Mitchell Park Community Advisory Group
This group was established in June 2000 to ovehgeenplementation of the Sir
James Mitchell Park Management Plan, jointly dgvetbwith the Swan River
Trust.

(iii) Community Sustainability Advisory Group
This group operated from 1999 until 2005 as theifenmental Advisory Group but
was rebadged in February 2005 to give the groupra istrategic focus on
sustainability.

(iv) South Perth Youth Network (SPYN)
This group operated from 1990 until 2009 as thettsBerth Youth Advisory
Council but was rebadged to give the group a miwategjic focus on local issues
affecting the City’s youth.

Each group is supported by a City officer who ispansible for conveying and presiding at
meetings, recording the group’s views and commuaimgahis information to the City.

Comments
Summary of Activities / Achievements
TravelSmart RoadWise Advisory Group

TravelSmart is a behaviour change program to rethieeeommunity’s dependence on car
travel and help preserve the environment and guaiife.

RoadWise is a local government and community redety program. It aims to contribute
to the long term vision of the Road Safety Couitieliminating road crashes as a major
source of premature death and injury by increasiigmunity support, partnerships and
participation.

The TravelSmart Roadwise Advisory Group was invdlue supporting and having input
into the following events:

* Walk Safely to School Day - 2008

» School traffic observation

* WA School Travel Planning Pilot Project

There have been no meetings of TravelSmart sinceeer 2008.

In February 2009, in accordance with Policy 502 Btahagement Guideline 502, the City
advertised for membership to the TravelSmart Roselidvisory Group.
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In addition to the local newspaper advertisemenigjces were placed in local shops,

council halls, senior citizen centres, recreati@ntes and aged care facilities. The
TravelSmart officer visited posted notices durihg advertisement period to ensure that the
notices were still in place. The invitation was tsam past members and any member of
public that had showed any interest in becomingeanber of the group. Included in the

invitation, additional to the Management Guidelineb link, was the email address and
direct phone number for the TravelSmart Officempvided as an alternative means of

contact for interested parties.

Despite the efforts to recruit a TravelSmart RoagwAdvisory Group membership, the
response was limited to one past member. The T3avait Roadwise Advisory Group terms
of reference can be seenfdtachment 10.1.1(a).

In light of the poor response to attempts to reaqgudup members, the City has decided to
dissolve the TravelSmart Roadwise Advisory Groufil wuch time that it is evident that
public interest is significant enough to warrantaavisory group. Council Members have
previously been advised (via the Weekly Bullet DO of 20 March 2009) of the difficulty
in recruiting members for this Committee and of stdbsequent disbanding. However, in
order to maintain some representation on localsprart related issues, the City will look
into alternatives. Meantime, transport relatediésswill be dealt with administratively.
This is in line with other Councils within the Feitetropolitan area.

The disinterest in this group is not surprising antine with the well documented decline in
community groups in general. Other local governméigive also experienced this decline.

Sir James Mitchell Park Advisory Group (SIMPAG)
The Sir James Mitchell Park Advisory Group met foores during 2008/10 and three times
in a joint meeting with the Community Sustainakilitdvisory Group.

The SIMPAG currently consists of seven memberg fasidents, two City staff and a
representative of the Swan River Trust.

The major issues the SIMPAG were involved withuided:

» Esplanade Beaches upgrade project

* Replacement River Wall and Pedestrian Promenadiacespent
» Tree planting workshops

* Red Bull Air Race

* Flagpole area upgrade

The SIMPAG terms of reference can be founditi@chment 10.1.1(b).
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Community Sustainability Advisory Group
The group has met 10 times which includes 3 meetimigh the Sir James Mitchell Park
Advisory Group.

Currently seven residents and the Sustainabilityr@ioator are on the team.

Topics involved:

* Review of sustainability policies

« Grey water recycling seminar

* Inaugural Speaker Series - 2009
* Fiesta - 2009

e Community gardens

e Community Visioning

* Tree planting project for SIMP.

* Three new members in April 2010

The terms of reference for Community Sustainabifitvisory Group are afttachment
10.1.1(c).

South Perth Youth Network (SPYN)

The SPYN is a team of young people who meet relgularidentify and discuss issues that
are important to local young people and develogepts in response. Also provides a ‘youth
voice’ in City of South Perth consultations and asionally external consultations. The
group does not have a calendar of set meeting Hataweets as often as necessary, usually
about once a month but sometimes more often irebpsiriods.

The SPYN consists of 15 young local members andrtbetings are coordinated by one of
the City’s Community Development Officers.

The SPYN have been involved in the following:

* Fiesta

» Coordinating a “youth zone” at Australia Day fe#ias
* Fogarty Foundation Youth Leadership Program

» Act Now Youth Action Workshop 2009

» Bright Green Youth Climate Change Camp

* Planning for an upcoming secret event

» Planning for a local youth magazine

The SPYN information guide can be seeAwachment 10.1.1(d).
Consultation
The City officers responsible for supporting eattthe advisory groups were approached to

provide the information in this report.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The City has established community advisory gran@ecordance with policy P502.

Financial Implications

The operation of community advisory groups has aimmal financial impact on the
operation of the City.
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Strategic Implications
The report aligns to Goal 1 in the City's Stratelgian“Create opportunities for safe, active
and connected community.”

Sustainability Implications
The creation of advisory groups contributes to @igy’s sustainability by promoting
effective communication and community participatio

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION 10.1.1

That Council....
(@) receive the report on the City's Community Asbry Groups and the terms of
reference;

(b) acknowledge the ‘Groups’ contribution to theess of the City’s operations; and
(c) note that the TravelSmart RoadWise Advisory (@rtnas been disbanded, due to
lack of public interest, and its inclusion int@t8ustainability Advisory Group.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : CR OZSDOLAY: ITEM 10.1.2
The Mayor read aloud the following Declaration mterest from Cr Ozsdolay:

In accordance with the Local Government (Rules @fidiict) Regulations 2007 Section 11
I wish to declare a Financial Interest in Agend&nit 10.1.2 - ‘Community Funding
Program Round One’ - on the Council Agenda for@rdinary Council meeting to be held
27 July 2010. 1 disclose that | am employed bysGarStreet School as well as being
Chairman of the Carson Street School Board. Thes@ua Street School is a proposed
recipient of the Community Funding Program and iewv of this | will leave the Council
Chamber at the Agenda Briefing on 20 July and at@ndinary Council Meeting on 27 July
2010 while Item 10.1.2 is discussed.

Note: Cr Ozsdolay left the Council Chamber at  7.33pm

10.1.2 Funding Assistance - Round One

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GS/103/1- 2010/2011

Date: 5 July 2010

Author: Sandra Watson, Manager Community Cul8ifRRecreation
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Develo@nt & Community Services
Summary

This report relates to applications in the Commuievelopment category of the Funding
Assistance Program - Round One - 2010/2011.

Background

In June 2001 the City implemented a Funding AsscaProgram to enable the City to
equitably distribute funding to community organisat and individuals to encourage
community and personal development, and foster aamiisnservices and projects.
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The Funding Assistance Program incorporates a nuoftevels and categories in response
to identified areas of need, these are:

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

2. Community Development Funding
(&) Community Development Category - Project fugdiar incorporated not for
profit groups - these are considered by coundivim rounds annually.
(b) Individual Development Category — Financial istssice for individuals
attending interstate or international sportingfunall or academic activities.

3. Community Grants - Smaller grants up to $1,000 for groups proposiraegts
that do not fit within the Community Developmentriging program.

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

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

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

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

4, Demonstrated need for financial assistance ft@City of South Perth (priority is

given to projects that can demonstrate that otbégrpial sources of funding have
been exhausted or are not available), or partnedpportunities with other
organisations have been explored;

5. The level of cash or in kind support committedhe project;
6. The sustainability of the project and / or tihgamisation; and
7. The level of exposure given to the City in thiempotion of the project. (recipients

are required to promote the City’s support of thegqxt.)

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

Comment

Five applications were received in this round ratjug a total of $41,660. Details of all
applications are included in the submission sumesadtAttachment 10.1.2 All five
applications comply with the requirements of thegpam. The applications cover a range
of community services and projects, and were subchhy:

» Esther Foundation

» Carson Street School P & C

» Communicare Inc.

» Lady Gowrie Childcare Centre

* Youthcare Como District Council

This report recommends that four of the five eligibubmissions are fully supported and
that the remaining application is supported in gart reasons outlined in the attached
submission summaries. The total recommended furatimgunt is $30,600

Consultation

This funding round was advertised on the City’s sigband in the Southern Gazette, and
promoted directly to over 300 community groups elistin the City’'s Community
Information Directory. In addition, City officersre proactive in discussing projects with
applicants and assisting in the development of ssgians.
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10.2

Policy Implications
This report refers to the Funding Assistance Pd#292.

Financial Implications
A total amount of $195,000 is allocated in the 200Q1 budget for the Community
Development, Individual Development, Community Gsaand Community Partnership
categories of the Funding Assistance program. €hemmendation of this report is within
budgetary parameters.

It has been noted that pressure on the City’'s Fuyndissistance Program has increased
significantly over the past several years and & dtrrent economic climate it is expected
that this demand will continue to grow. There isnsoconcern about the City's ability to
respond to increased requests for financial supp8g a consequence, the officers have
worked closely with applicants to ensure that ddteare met and to explain, where
applicable, why full funding had not been granted.

Strategic Implications

This report is complimentary to Strategic Directi®@ommunity’ , and relates to Direction
1.3. ‘Encourage the community to increase their sociahheconomic activity in the local
community’.’

Sustainability Implications

Through the City’s Funding Assistance program ageamf community services and

initiatives, many of which are run by volunteerse dostered and supported whereas it
would not be sustainable for the City or other ggyownent level organisations to deliver
these programs.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.2
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Best

That....
€))] $30,600 be distributed to the following fiveganisations from City funds for Round
One of the Community Development category of thedtug Assistance Program:

e Esther Foundation $5000
e Carson Street School P & C $2000
« Communicare Inc. $7000

» Lady Gowrie Childcare Centre $2600
e Youthcare Como District Council $14,000; and
(b) the one applicant (Communicare Inc.) who ditl reaeive their full request
be advised in writing of the reason:
CARRIED (12/0)

Note: Cr Ozsdolay returned to the Council Chamber 24pm

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil
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10.3 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES

10.3.1 Application for Planning Approval for Proposed Additions (on Level 5) to
Existing Mixed Development. Lot 104 (No. 71-73) Sdu Perth Esplanade,

South Perth
Location: Lot 104 (No. 71-73) South Perth Esplan&trith Perth
Applicant: John Colliére, CMP Architects
Lodgement Date: 4 April 2010
File Ref: 11.2010.175 SO01/71-73
Date: 8 July 2010
Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Cdfi
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaltfee proposed additions (penthouse on
level 5) to an existing Mixed Development on Lo#l(Mo. 71-73) South Perth Esplanade,
South Perth. The proposal is observed to demoast@tpliance with the City’s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6, the 2008 R-Codes and rel®dities. Officers recommend to the
Council that the proposed development be approved.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R80

Lot area 1,501 sq. metres
Building height limit 13.0 metres
Plot ratio limit 1.0

This report includes the following attachments:
« Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Plans of the proposal
e Attachment 10.3.1(b) Site photographs
« Attachment 10.3.1(c) Photo montage

The location of the development site is shown below
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RSN

Development site

81-83

&
9

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriescbed in the Delegation:
2. Major developments
(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metreh bighigher, or comprises 10 or
more dwellings.

Comment

(&) Description of the Surrounding Locality
The subject site has frontages to South Perth Bagéaand Harper Terrace, located
opposite a Parks and Recreation metropolitan regerthe north, adjacent to a Single
House to the east, a shopping arcade to the sadtla &ingle House to the west as
depicted in the site photographstdtachment 10.3.1(b)

(b) Existing Development on the Subject Site
The existing development on the subject site is igetl Development comprising
Multiple Dwellings in the northern building, and f@&s in the southern building, as
seen in the photograph below.
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(©)

(d)

Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves the addition of a penthoodté¢ existing Mixed Development,
as depicted in the submitted plansGunfidential Attachment10.3.1(a). The site
photographs afttachment 10.3.1(b) show the relationship of the site with the
surrounding development.

The proposal complies with the TPS6, Besidential Design Codes of WA 2q@g&
R-Codes) and relevant Council Policies, with siigaifit matters discussed below.

Building Height

The building height limit for the site under therant TPS6 is 13.0 metres, whereas
the existingbuilding height is 15.777 metres (18.077m AHD).wdwer, it should be
noted that the existing building was approved urderprevious Scheme (TPS5) and
subsequently granted building licence in Janua8B81@t that time, TPS5 contained
provisions that prescribed building heights in temhthe number of floors (4-storeys)
rather than linear measurements. Amendment No.060RS5 was gazetted on 8
October 1993 which converted 'storey height' lirtotdmetre height' limits.

Accordingly, the proposed development on this bds been assessed under clause
6.2(1)(d) of TPS6 which relates to additions toserg buildings which exceed the
prescribed building height limit. The relevant stlause states as follows (emphasis
added):

Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (a) aindaddition to the extent of
variation permitted under paragraphs (b) and (c)darlause 6.1in the case of an
existing building which exceeds the prescribed RBliilg Height Limit, the Council
may approve additions to that building above theeperibed Building Height Limit,
provided that:

0) subject to clauses 6.11(8) and 7tBe additions will not extend the plot
ratio area of the buildingoeyond the prescribed maximym

(ii) walls of the additions will not extend to a greatbeight than the highest
wall of the existing building

(i) in the Council's opinion,the additions will contribute positively to the

visual enhancement of the building, the scale anthacacter of the
streetscape, the preservation or improvement of #meenity of the area,
and the objectives for the precinct;

(iv) in the Council’'s opinionthere will not be a significant adverse impact
upon adjoining neighbouring propertiesand
(v) advertising of the proposed additions has been undertakencaoralance

with the provisions of clause 7.3.

In assessing the proposed development under subeci@, the proposed plot ratio
does not exceed beyond the prescribed maximunetased! in section Plot Ratio.

In assessing the proposed development under subec(d), it is considered that all
walls are no greater than the wall height of thisteng development (18.077 meters
AHD).

In assessing the proposed development under subec(di), it is considered that the
additions will contribute positively to the visushhancement of the building, as seen
in the submitted photo montage Attachment 10.3.1(c) In addition, the scale and
character of this streetscape is dominated by ratdtiey residential buildings
(including the subject site) and that the propasdditions are suitably compatible.

33



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

()

(f)

(9)

In assessing the proposed development under subeclév), given the vertical
location and moderate scale of the additions, ébissidered that the proposal will not
have a significant adverse impact upon adjoiniright®uring properties.

Advertising has been carried out as per sub-claw}e as detailed in section
Neighbour Consultation. One “no objection” subngissvas received.

In addition, the “Feature Art Glass Infill” withithe roof structure (as seen on the
elevation drawings) is considered to be a “Minopj€ction” in accordance with
clause 6.2(1)(b)(v)(D) of TPS6, therefore exempintr building height controls
(emphasis added):

Minor projections which extend outside the spaderred to in subparagraph (v)(A),
including, but without in any way restricting thergprality of this provision, such
structures awertical glass planes within the roof structurdormer and saw-toothed
windows, and chimneys.

In light of the assessment that has been carrigditas considered that the building
height of the proposed development complies with riflevant provisions of TPS6
and is therefore recommended for approval.

Solar Access for Adjoining Sites
The proposed additions will create an insignificentrease of overshadow and only
onto the car parking areas due south (see aerdbgtaph above in section Existing
Development on the Subject Site). Therefore, thee8sing Officer considers that no
further assessment is required and the proposeslafeaent complies with the solar
access element of the R-Codes.

Wall Setback

The proposed wall setbacks on the eastern and esousides generally comply,
however the western walls to proposed additiontherterrace level have side setback
shortfalls of 2.8 — 5.3 metres. Therefore, the psgjo development does not comply
with Table 1 of the R-Codes.

The Applicant has satisfied all of the Performa@éeria 6.3.1 P1 of the R-Codes.
Assessment of the proposal against those critevigats the following:
» The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatiol sun to the subject site;
* The proposed structure provides adequate sun aidaten to the neighbouring
property;
« Building bulk is not an issue, due to the consibkraneight differences of the
two development;
» Visual privacy is not an issue; and
« No comment from the neighbour (see neighbour cdeisom).

Street Setback

The prescribed minimum street setback is 12.0 mefwe buildings; whereas the
proposed setbacks are 18.5 metres, therefore dpesed development complies with
Table 5 of TPS6.
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(h)

(i)

0)

(k)

()

Visual Privacy Setbacks

Due to the terrace level being an existing viewptgiform, the site currently has a
previous planning approval in relation to visualvacy; and therefore no further
assessment was required. Regardless, due to thedemble height differences
between the proposed development and adjoininghbeigs, it is considered that
there will not be any visual privacy issues in ademce with the relevant provisions
of the R-Codes.

Plot Ratio

The maximum permissible plot ratio is 1.0 (1,56),whereas the proposed plot ratio
is 0.96 (1,443n). Therefore the proposed development complies thighplot ratio
element of the R-Codes.

Car Parking
As the car parking requirements are measured daghmsiumber of dwellings, which
is not proposed to be amended, an assessmentdirkang is not required.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirfg§cheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terfinth® general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congideo broadly meet the following
objectives:

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

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

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

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 7.5 of Town Planning

Scheme No. 6

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may

impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in

the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttih@ current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Caebsany other approved Statement
of Planning Policy of the Commission prepared urgertion S5AA of the Act;

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

existing buildings within the focus area, in terofsits scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientati@etbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the stiea®d architectural details;

any relevant submissions received on the aic, including those received

(n)
(w)
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta7.4; and
(x)  any other planning considerations which the @miiconsiders relevant.

The proposed development is considered satisfactoslation to all of these matters.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments

The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in May 2010. The pragdosas favourably received by

the Consultants. Comments and responses from tigicApt and the City are

summarised below:

DAC Comments Applicant’s Officer’s Comments
Responses

The Architects observed through broad | Amended plans | The  applicant  has
calculations that the proposed building is over | provided. amended the plans to
height. comply with the City’s
While the proposed additions on the terrace interpretation  of  the
level could be contained within the notional roof building height control
envelope, portions of the proposed additions (see section Building
including the sides of the patio were observed Height).
to be outside the building height limit, which can .
not be approved under the current TPS6 The comment is NOTED.
provisions.
Due to the height of the building, the proposed | No comment. The comment is NOTED.

additions on the terrace level were observed to
have a minimal visual impact upon the existing

streetscape character.
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(b) Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation was undertaken for this psap to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 ‘Consultation foariPling Proposals’. Individual
property owners, occupiers and/or strata bodigsaat 69, 75, and 77 South Perth
Esplanade and Nos 21, 23 and 25-37 Mends Streetiméted to inspect the plans
and to submit comments during a 14-day period (lwewthe consultation continued
until this report was finalised). During the adisrg period, a total of 9
consultation notices were sent and 1 submissigrabjection was received.

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

Financial Implications
The determination has a no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council’s Strategic Plan which is expressed infthllewing terms:Accommodate the needs
of a diverse and growing population with a plannedix of housing types and non-

residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development is observed to comply thighprinciples of sustainability as it
has access to northern sunlight, ample area fodooutactivities and provides cross
ventilation to implications relating to this ap@ton.

Conclusion

The proposal will have no detrimental impact oroadpg residential neighbours, and meets
all of the relevant Scheme, R-Codes and City Pallgjgctives and provisions. Provided that
conditions are applied as recommended, it is censtl that the application should be
conditionally approved.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application jdanning approval for proposed
additions (penthouse) to an existing Mixed Develeptnon Lot 104 (No. 71-73) South
Perth Esplanade, South Peltik,approvedsubject to:

(@) Standard Conditions
377  screened clothes drying 664  inspection (firedired
425  colours & materials- matching 660  expiry of ap@l
550  plumbing hidden
(b) Specific Conditions
The proposed additions on Level 5 are being appgrdeebe used in conjunction
with the existing dwelling on Level 4. The additsoare not approved to be used
separately as a dwelling.
(c) Standard Advice Notes
648  Building licence required 651  appeal rights- SAT
649A minor variations- seek approval

(d) Specific Advice Notes Nil.

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.3.2 Proposed Change of Use (Tavern to Office YselLot 950 (No. 1) Preston
Street, Como

Note: Following the deputation by the applicant at thdy JGouncil Agenda
Briefing, the applicant has decided to provide @ddal information in
support of the application. With the agreementhaf applicant, the officer
report at Item 10.3.2 is hence withdrawn.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2

It is noted that report Item 10.3.2 is withdrawarfr the Agenda pending further additional
information being provided by the applicant.

10.3.3 Proposed Subdivision - Clontarf Estate Cnr nning Road and Centenary
Avenue, Waterford

Location: Lots 83, 829, 9000 & 9001, corner ManniRpad and
Centenary Avenue, Waterford

Applicant: Development Planning Strategies

Lodgement Date: 25 May 2010

File Ref: MA3/295 - WAPC 142096

Date: 1 July 2010

Author: Emmet Blackwell, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmie& Community Services

Summary

There is a current subdivision approval for thgetidand issued by the Western Australian
Planning Commission (WAPC) on 29 January 2007 wisctiue to expire on 29 January
2011. The existing subdivision approval is for tiheation of 189 new residential lots at R20
density and approximately 5.0 hectares of openespac

Stage 1 of construction commenced in April 2010zeBithat the development of this site
will continue over the next few years, renewal abdivision approval is sought by the
applicant, noting the likelihood that the requinedrks will not be completed by the due
date. The details of the subdivision proposal haoechanged since Council resolved to
recommend conditional approval at its 25 July 20@gting.

This report requests that Council makes a supgprtatommendation to the WAPC in
relation to this application. Such a recommendatimuld be consistent with Council’s
previous decision made at the July 2006 meetingmidtly DM342 “Delegation from the
Chief Executive Officer” would not allow a subdiiga proposing new local roads to be
determined at a delegated officer level. Howewethis case it is observed as appropriate to
do so as the proposal is not new, but is simplgweth of an existing subdivision approval.
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Council is being asked to exercise discretion lstien to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power

The requirement for community consultation in regard | While Council policies provide guidance for decision-
to the proposed renewal of the existing subdivision | making, Council Members are not bound by policies
approval. and should exercise discretionary judgement as to
whether particular policy provisions should be invoked
in particular instances. In relation to the current
subdivision proposal, both the City's Director
Development and Community Services and the City’s
Strategic Urban Planning Adviser consider that the
advertising procedures in Policy P355 should not be
implemented because the proposed subdivision
design is unmodified since it was last considered by
Council and subsequently recommended approval.

Background

Zoning Residential

Density coding R20

Lot area Lot 9000 - 12.3086 hectares; Lot 9001 - 12.4921 hectares; Lot 829 - 1.4526

hectares; Lot 83 - 5.21 hectares
Building height limit 7 metres

This report includes the following attachments:
Attachment 10.3.3(a) Plan of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.3(c) Minutes of Council meeting 25 July 2006.

The confidential report provided by the Town Planning Consultantssupport of the
proposal Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(b)is a very large document. This attachment has
not been circulated, however is available for vigyin the Councillors’ Lounge along with

a full size copy of the subdivision plan referredasAttachment 10.3.3(a)

The location of the site is shown on the aerialtpg@ph below. The site is in the south-
eastern corner of the City’s area of jurisdictitins adjoined by Manning Road to the north,
Centenary Avenue to the east, Clontarf Aboriginall€ge to the west, and Clontarf Bay to
the south.
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppisal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesd#bed in the delegation:

5. Subdivision applications
Subdivision applications involving the creatioraafiew local road.

However, in this case as the proposal is simpbnawal of an existing subdivision approval
which Council previously recommended conditionalprapal; refer to Attachment
10.3.3(c) it is the view of both the City’s Director Develment and Community Services
and the City’s Strategic Urban Planning Advisert tthee proposal does not require a new
assessment by Council.

Comment

(&) Extension of time

As outlined above, a current subdivision approweel the subject land exists which
was issued by the Western Australian Planning Casion (WAPC) on 29 January
2007 and is due to expire on 29 January 2011. Givainthe development of this site
will continue over the next few years, renewal wbdivision approval is required as is
being sought by the applicant. The details of tbhbd&ision proposal have not
changed since Council resolved to recommend camditiapproval at its 25 July
2006 meeting, except for required changes in otdesatisfy conditions of the
existing subdivision approval.

(b) Principal shared path

It has been a longstanding desire of the City tivide a continuous pathway linkage
along the foreshore reserve at Clontarf from Carteivenue (the City’s eastern
boundary) through to Mount Henry Reserve (the Gigduthern boundary). The City
is keen to provide a foreshore path that is syngtitito the natural environment,
enhances the visual amenity of the area and whichws the local and broader
community to enjoy these unique values throughdimy and walking experience. It
is also a facility that the local community havendoadvocated as being of vital
importance.
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(©)

In 2009, the City was successful in being allocageant funding from both the
Commonwealth Government (Regional and Local Comtgurinfrastructure
Program) and Department of Transport to constrpptaimately 552 metres of the
foreshore path from Treacy Way to the eastern bayndf Clontarf College. The
above two grants were supplemented using funds fhaCity’s annual budget. In
addition to the work undertaken by the City of Softerth, the City of Canning
upgraded several hundred metres of shared use ahatifCentenary Drive.
Consequently, the only section of path that remainsonstructed is that section
within land owned by the developers of Cygnia Ceposed POS).

The City is keen for the developer of Cygnia Cavednstruct the missing section of
foreshore path as a matter of priority. In doingthés will meet the City’s objective
of providing a continuous pathway linkage at CagnRiver foreshore that enables
the broader community and the new residents of @yGove to take advantage of the
shared use path for cycling and walking purposes.

Condition 8 of the Western Australian Planning Cdession’'s (WAPC) existing
subdivision approval states “Aared path is to be constructed through POS area A,
connecting the eastern boundary of the Clontarf @asnto accommodate a future
cycle route along the Canning River foreshbr@he City recommends to the WAPC
that Condition 8 be amended to state that the sulgection of shared path be
constructed prior to clearance of Stage 1 or tlreecfaany lots.

A copy of the WAPC subdivision approval is containaithin Confidential
Attachment 10.3.3(b).

Centenary Avenue — Future Duplication

As Councillors would be aware, there is significanatffic congestion at Manning
Road, Centenary Avenue and Leach Highway (at Shd&lédge and on-ramp to
Centenary Avenue) at the morning and afternoon pgeaks. Centenary Avenue
particularly is not well equipped to cope with theereased traffic and transport
demands associated with the continued growth ofitCluniversity and the nearby
residential precincts and hence upgrade is negesséne future. Centenary Avenue
currently comprises one southbound and northboame for the majority of its length
(except at road intersections and near ShelleygBjid

There is a proposal by the City of South Perth @itg of Canning (as joint road
managers) to duplicate the northbound travel ldn€amtenary Avenue from Leach
Highway to Manning Road and improve traffic sigpalasing at the intersection of
Manning Road / Centenary Avenue. In this regaoth kocal governments propose to
submit a joint Blackspot application to Main Roalfestern Australia (MRWA) for
funding to implement improvements in the 2011 /2€ihancial year. In addition to
the improvements recommended by the City of SowththPand Canning, it is
understood that the Public Transport Authority (BT# looking into the possible
introduction of a bus only lane at Centenary Dtiwgorovide priority movement for
buses to the Curtin University precinct.
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(d)

Duplication of the northbound travel lane at CeatgrAvenue is urgently required to:

« Improve traffic flow and travel times by reducingiegiing and congestion at
Manning Road, Centenary Avenue and Leach Highwsgeastively;

« Cater for the increased traffic and transport deh®ssociated with the continued
expansion of Curtin University and other areas sashBentley Technology
Precinct;

» Facilitate improved bus services to Curtin Univigrgind other nearby centres;
and

» Provide two dedicated left turn lanes from Centgrarenue to Manning Road.

The developers of Cygnia Cove propose a road coioneat Manning Road and
Centenary Avenue. Whilst the City has no choicetbutpprove a road connection at
Manning Road and Centenary Avenue in order to sertiie needs of the Cygnia
Cove development, such a connection should, assfaracticable:

¢ Not compromise traffic flow and efficiency at Ceméey Avenue and Manning
Road;

* Be designed and constructed such that the futwidensts of Cygnia Cove are
able to access Centenary Avenue and Manning Rdaty ssnd with relative
ease; and

« Be designed and constructed to accommodate therefutypgrade or
improvements to Centenary Avenue and Manning Roadfture proofed).

The design of the proposed access road connedi@emntenary Avenue shows a
dedicated right turn pocket to service Cygnia CowA. left turn pocket is not
proposed.

If duplication of the northbound travel lane prodgeas suggested for 2011/2012

then the following situation is likely:

e There will be little or no opportunity to accommaoelaa dedicated right turn
pocket or central median due to the constrainedthwaf the existing road
reserve;

«  Whilst two travel lanes would be available for mdwdund traffic, only one lane
would be available for southbound traffic;

¢ Right turn access from Centenary Avenue to CygroaeCduring the morning
and afternoon peak times would not be approvedtdug#ose proximity to the
existing traffic signals at Manning Road/CentenAmenue, impact on traffic
flow (due to there only being one southbound lama) safety concerns; and

¢ Right turn access out of Cygnia Cove to Centenargniie during the morning
and afternoon peak times would be extremely diffiand unsafe.

Condition 5 of the current WAPC approval statdsrangements being made with the
City of Canning for the upgrading of Centenary Awerin association with the new
entry road” Whilst Condition 5 indicates that the City G&nning is to approve of
the upgrade to Centenary Avenue, the conditionois gpecific in regards to the
location and form of the proposed intersectionis ltherefore recommended that an
additional condition and advice note be includedrensubdivision approval.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirf&cheme No. 6

The proposed subdivision is considered to miket following overriding Scheme
objective:

The overriding objective of the Scheme is to regy@nd encourage performance-
based development in each of the 14 precinctseoCity in a manner which retains
and enhances the attributes of the City and rec®mindividual precinct objectives
and desired future character as specified in thedirct Plan for each precinct.
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Consultation

(@) Neighbour consultation
Part 7.1 of Council Policy P355 requires subdivisovoposals involving the creation
of a new public road to be advertised by havindga placed on site for a 30 day
period. In relation to the current subdivision prsal, both the City’'s Director
Development and Community Services and the Cityisat&gic Urban Planning
Adviser consider that the advertising proceduresPolicy P355 should not be
implemented because the proposed subdivision désignmodified since it was last
considered by Council and subsequently recommemg@doval. There is no new
information to consider.

While City policies provide guidance for decisioraking, officers recommend that
the Elected Members exercise discretionary judgémemno whether particular policy
provisions should be invoked in this instance.

(b) Environmental Health comments
The following comments have been received from Hmvironmental Health
department:

Please be advised that in reviewing this proposad giving consideration to the
recent issues that the Environmental Health anduRegry Services department
experienced with the Waterford residents, it wdoddwise if the City could inform
potential purchasers of these lots through an ermance condition in accordance
with WAPC Version 9 - Model Conditions, of thedwiing.

“This lot is in close proximity to known mosquiteebding areas. The predominant
mosquito species is known to carry Ross River \dngsother diseases.”

In accordance with the standard encumbrance wordingpndition of approval has
been recommended.

(c) Other departments
Comments were also invited from Infrastructure Bew and City Environment
departments. These departments have indicatedashtite proposed subdivision has
not changed since it was last considered and reemded approval by Council in
2006, they have no objections to this proposednside of time for the existing
subdivision approval. Each department has confirthatlthe subdivision conditions
carried at the previous Council meeting of July &0€eferred to inAttachment
10.3.3(c) be recommended again as the subdivision desigmcisanged.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to the various relevant priowis have been addressed elsewhere in

this report.

Financial Implications

This issue has a potential financial impact on @iy in relation to maintenance of open
space reserves. For detailed information regardimgntenance issues, refer to the
“Comments” section from City Environment officerghin Attachment 10.3.3(c).

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council’'s Strategic Plan which is expressed in fibllowing terms: Accommodate the
needs of a diverse and growing population with amhed mix of housing types and non-
residential land uses.
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Sustainability Implications
In the interest of environmental sustainabilitye Hubdivision has been designed to preserve
and enhance a large proportion of the existingameis and foreshore open space.

Conclusion

The design has not changed since previously sugghobly Council. Therefore the
recommendation to the Western Australian Planniogn@ission on the current application
should be essentially the same as the previousmenmdation, but with the addition of a
new recommended conditions as detailed in the tepor

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3

That with respect to the renewed subdivision apfibn for Lots 83, 829, 9000 and 9001,
corner Manning Road and Centenary Avenue, Waterkutmitted by Development
Planning Strategies, it is recommended that then€buecommends to the Western
Australian Planning Commission that the applicatbenapprovedsubject to the following
conditions:

(&) All conditions previously carried at the Courmoieeting held on 25 July 2006, to the
extent that those conditions are still required;

(b) The existing ground levels of the developmdralisbe raised to at least 1.7 metres
above Australian Height Datum as required by Clau8¢€1) "Minimum Ground and
Floor Levels" of the City's Town Planning Scheme Blo

(c) A shared path is to be constructed through @& A at the developers expense
prior to clearance of Stage 1 or the sale of ats; nnecting the eastern boundary of
the Clontarf Campus, to accommodate a future cgobk pedestrian route along the
Canning River foreshore. The shared use pathbe esigned and constructed to the
satisfaction of the City;

(d) A notification, pursuant to Section 165 of fkanning and Development Act is to be
placed on the Certificates of Titles of the progbkss advising of the existence of a
hazard. Notice of this notification is to be inchadon the Deposited Plan. The
notification is to state as follows:This lot is in close proximity to known mosquito
breeding areas. The predominant mosquito specie&riswn to carry Ross River
Virus and other diseases.”

(e) The location and form of the new entry road emersection at Centenary Road is to
compliment the future duplication of Centenary Awerand be to the satisfaction of
the City of South Perth and City of Canning.; and

(H A new advice be included on the approval afofes : The Applicant is advised that
the City of South Perth and City of Canning proptseindertake improvements to
Centenary Avenue by way of duplicating the northizbtravel lane in 2011/2012 or
shortly thereafter. This duplication is likely tmpact traffic movements into and out
of the proposed development. The Applicant isdafoee advised to liaise with both
the City of South Perth and City of Canning in regeo the location and form of the
entry road and intersection at Centenary Avenue.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.3.4  Proposed Amendment No. 22 to Town Planningiseme No. 6: Rezoning of
Como Community Kindergarten and former Child Health Clinic, Lots 165
(No. 15) and 166 (No. 17) Alston Avenue cnr Labouehe Road, Como to
Residential R20/30.

Location: Lots 165 (No.15) and 166 (No. 17) Alst&wvenue cnr
Labouchere Road, Como.

Applicant: City of South Perth

File Ref: LP/209/22

Date: 1 July 2010

Author: Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Adwise

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services

Summary

This report presents a proposal to initiate Amemdmio. 22 to Town Planning Scheme No. 6
(TPS6) in order to rezone the sites of the Como @anity Kindergarten and the former
Child Health Clinic for residential development.hel recommendation is that the Council
adopt the necessary formal resolution to initilite $cheme Amendment process, and that
the draft Amendment No. 22 document be endorseentble the Amendment to be
advertised for public inspection and comment.

Background
The Amendment site details are as follows:

Current zoning Public Purposes Reserve specifically for Kindergarten (Lot 165) and
Clinic (Lot 166).
TPS6 Amendment proposed | Residential R20/30
zoning and density coding
Lot areas Lot 165: 1012 sq. m, plus an additional 52 sq. m allocated to
this lot following the closure of Right-of-Way No. 78 in
1999.
Lot 166: 1012 sg. m, plus an additional 101 sq. m allocated to
this lot following the closure of Right-of-Way No. 78 in
1999.
Building Height Limit 7.0 metres
Existing Development Lot 165: Kindergarten
Lot 166: Disused Child Health Clinic (currently used for storage)
Development potential R20 density: 2 Single Houses or Grouped Dwellings on each lot
R30 density: 3 Single Houses or Grouped Dwellings on each lot

This report includesAttachment 10.3.4, being the Amendment report for community
consultation and ultimately for the Minister’s flrdeetermination.

The Amendment site comprises two lots on the sau$i- corner of Alston Avenue and

Labouchere Road, Como. Lot 166 (No. 17) situatedhe street corner is occupied by the
building formerly used as a Child Health Clinic andrently used for storage. Lot 165 (No.
15), occupied by the kindergarten, is the adjoifotgo the south. The Amendment site is
contained within a street block which is otherwzsmed Residential with a density coding
of R20/30. As the current facilities will soon lbewe surplus to requirements, in the
interests of orderly and proper planning, the Anmext site should be rezoned to be
consistent with the zoning and density coding of@unding land.

45



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

The location of the subject site is shown below:
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The proposal is for an amendment to TPS6 to zoeesites of the Como Community
Kindergarten and former Child Health Clinic for iceemntial development, with the proposed
density coding being R20/30.

Comment

The report to be presented to the Ministé&ttgchment 10.3.4) contains additional
background information and all relevant detailsatia to the proposed Scheme
Amendment. When the rezoning is finalised, it ispwsed to offer the subject land for sale
for residential development. The development pakf the combined site will be 4
Single Houses or Grouped Dwellings at R20 densiting, or 6 dwellings at R30 coding.

€)) Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 Town Rtang Scheme
Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TPS®e proposal has been
assessed according to the listed Scheme Objecsisds|lows:

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

The proposed Scheme Amendment meets this overrmbjgrtive. The proposal
has also been assessed under, and has been foomektothe following relevant
general objectives listed in clause 1.6(2) of TPS6:

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

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

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

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

46



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

(b)

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

While clause 7.5 is intended to relate to the aersition of development
applications, the proposed Scheme Amendment wille han effect on future
applications for residential development. To tleent, clause 7.5 is also relevant
to the Scheme Amendment. Clause 7.5 lists a rahgetters which the Council is
required to have due regard to, and may imposeitons with respect to, when
considering a proposed development. Of the 2édishatters, the following are
relevant to this Scheme Amendment, and will alsordlevant when a future
development application is being considered forsites

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is ailsuin harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugay in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matksii@rientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscapirsijphd from the street,
and architectural details;

(q) the topographic nature or geographic locatidrttoe land;

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

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

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

The proposed Scheme Amendment will be beneficiatlimtion to all of these matters.

Consultation

(@)

Consultation with Education Department

On 21 May 2010 a meeting was held between Citycef§i and the Director of
Schools — Department of Education and Training ariag District Office (DET).
At this meeting, DET staff indicated that if ther@@ Community Kindergarten was
to close and kindergarten places were still requinethe area, accommodation for
kindergarten aged students would be provided onCtvao Primary School site.
This meeting was followed up with written corresgence from the DET dated 18
June 2010 which stated, in part, the following:

“As per Department of Education policy, communitydiergartens, whilst staffed
by Department of Education personnel, are managethb parent representative
group. In light of this, any decisions relatedth® closure or relocation of this
kindergarten must be managed by the parent body.”

a7



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 27 JULY 2010

(b) Consultation with Como Community Kindergarten

On 8 June 2010 the City’'s Manager Community Cultamd Recreation and the
Grants and Consultation Officer met with some & tommittee members and the
teachers of the Como Community Kindergarten. Ag$ theeting, those present
were informed of the proposal to rezone the lardipied by the kindergarten (and
Child Health Clinic). The process involved was mettl by City officers and initial
guestions were answered. The City subsequentigwietl up this meeting with a
formal letter to the committee outlining what isoposed, including the vacancy
date suggested by the City (December 2011) and cthramitment by the
Department of Education and Training in terms o grovision of kindergarten
places at the Como Primary School, should theyhaired.

(c) City of South Perth Historical Society
The City of South Perth Historical Society presgntse the former Child Health
Clinic on a short term lease basis, for storagep@ses. The Society has been
informed of the City’s intention to dispose of fl@perty within the next two years.

(d) Neighbour and community consultation

Community consultation has not yet been undertakerelation to the proposed
Scheme Amendment. Neighbour and community corigtaequirements are
contained in the Town Planning Regulations and hie City’'s Policy P355
“Consultation for Planning Proposals”. Followingp@icil’'s endorsement of the
draft Scheme Amendment, community consultation kéllundertaken as prescribed
in Policy P355. The consultation process will alswolve referral to the
Environmental Protection Authority for assessmeabnid also to the Water
Corporation.

Community consultation will involve a 42-day advartg period, during which,
notices will be placed on the City’s web site, lie Southern Gazette newspaper and
in the City’s Libraries and Civic Centre. Any suigsions received during this
period will be referred to a later Council meetfogconsideration.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Lots 165 and 166 are both owned freehold by the d@itSouth Perth. Council Policy P306
‘Development of Council Owned Land’ presents thérale for the Policy in the following
terms:

“An application involving the rezoning or developmef land owned (by) the City of South
Perth, for commercial purposes, is to be assessdédpendently and in a manner that
removes the potential for a perceived or real donhff interest or bias.

This policy is intended to cover applications i) significant developments on Council

owned or controlled land for commercial purposekisTpolicy is not intended to apply to

applications involving non-profit services, commuyrbased services, education services or
recreational pursuits or where the project is théject of an existing lease, which has
previously been publicly advertised and approvedQmuncil. The policy also does not

apply where the commercial use is ancillary to fredominant use or where State

Government bodies are the final approving authdrity
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While Council Policies provide guidance for deamsimaking, Council Members are not
bound by policies and should exercise discretiorjadgement as to whether particular
policy provisions should be invoked in particulastances. In relation to the current
Scheme Amendment proposal, the Chief Executivec@fficonsiders that Policy P306
should not be invoked because:

« the Policy does not apply where State Governmemliesoare the final approving
authority - in this instance, the Minister for Rtémg and the Western Australian
Planning Commission are the final approving autiesifor the Scheme Amendment;

» the current proposal does not relate to “commed@aklopment”. It relates to rezoning
of the subject land for future low to medium depsisidential development with the
density coding being identical to the existing omdiof other residential land in the
vicinity; and

» the current proposal does not relate to buildingstction, but only the rezoning of the
land - the Council will not be undertaking théuat development.

When finalised, Amendment No. 22 will have the efffef modifying the Scheme Maps of
the City’s operative Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

The statutory Scheme Amendment process is sehdheTown Planning RegulationsThe
process as it relates to the proposed Amendmen2Rlds set out below, together with an
estimate of the likely time frame associated wihtestage of the process:

Stage of Amendment Process Estimated Time
Preliminary consultation under Policy P355 Not applicable
Council resolution to initiate Amendment No. 22 to TPS6 27 July 2010
Council adoption of draft Scheme Amendment No. 22 proposals for 27 July 2010

advertising purposes

Referral of draft Amendment proposals to EPA for environmental assessment | End of July 2010

during a 28 day period, and copy to WAPC for information

Public and Water Corporation advertising period of not less than 42 days Commencing end of August /

early September 2010

Council consideration of Report on Submissions - Report on Submissions and | November 2010 Council

related recommendations prepared by independent consultant as required by | meeting

Council Policy P306

Referral to the WAPC and Minister for consideration: Early December 2010

* Report on Submissions;

 Council's recommendation on the proposed Amendment No. 22;

 Three signed and sealed copies of Amendment No. 22 documents for final
approval

Minister’s final determination of Amendment No. 22 to TPS6 and publication in | Unknown

Government Gazette

Financial Implications

Some minor financial costs will be incurred duritige course of the statutory Scheme
Amendment process. In the case of Scheme Amendrmpksmented at the request of an
external applicant, the applicant is required tg {ee Planning Fee, in accordance with the
Council's adopted fee schedule. However, in thiance, since the City is the proponent,
all costs are borne by the City. These includedbst of notices in newspapers and the
Southern Gazette, placement of signs on site, aaiingn of notices to neighbouring
landowners.
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More importantly however, the land sale proceedgehbeen factored into the City's
budgeting model and will be used to fund identifigdority community facilities and
services.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Directions 3 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council’'s Strategic Plan which is expressed in fiblowing terms: Accommodate the

needs of a diverse and growing population with amhed mix of housing types and non-
residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications

The Scheme Amendment provides an opportunity ferGbuncil to make effective use of
the subject land when no longer required for itsspnt uses. The rezoning of the land to
Residential will make a small contribution towardban infill which is an objective of the
State Government and the City in the interest efasnability.

Conclusion

If Amendment No. 22 is ultimately approved by thanldter and the subject land is rezoned
and sold for residential purposes, the Como comtyumill still have the benefit of a
kindergarten located on the Como Primary Schoel. sithe rezoning of the subject land
will have benefits in terms of facilitating morepappriate and sustainable residential use of
the land. The money from the sale of the land wolhtribute to Council’s capital works
projects without imposing on the ratepayers ofGitg.

Following Council’s resolution to initiate the Seche Amendment process, the draft
Amendment documents will be made available for comity consultation before being
referred to the Western Australian Planning Comimissand the Minister for final

determination.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.4
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That ...

€))] the Council of the City of South Perth undex ffowers conferred by tianning
and Development Act 200Bereby amends the City of South Perth Town Plannin
Scheme No. 6 in the manner describedtiachment 10.3.4;

(b) the Report on the Amendment containing thetdkaiendment No. 22 to the City
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme NoAiachment 10.3.4 be adopted and
forwarded to the Environmental Protection Authofity environmental assessment
and to the Western Australian Planning Commissoorirfformation;

(c) upon receiving clearance from the EnvironmeRtaitection Authority, community
advertising of Amendment No. 22 be implemented dooedance with the Town
Planning Regulations and Council Policy P355; and

(d) the following footnote shall be included by way explanation on any notice
circulated concerning this Amendment No. 22:

FOOTNOTE: This draft Scheme Amendment is currently only a proposal. The Council welcomes
your written comments and will consider these before recommending to the Minister for Planning
whether to proceed with, modify or abandon the proposal. The Minister will also consider your views
before making a final decision.

CARRIED (11/2)
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| 10.3.5 Proposed Two Storey Single House - Lot 3 (Nb/19) Cale Street, Como

Location: Lot 3 (No 1/19) Cale Street, Como.

Applicant: Perth Residential Developments

File Ref: 11.2010.95 CA2/19

Date: 13 July 2010

Author: Siven Naidu, Statutory Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services
Summary

The application for planning approval is for a pyeed two storey Single House on Lot 3
(No. 1/19) Cale Street Como. Council’s discretissought in regard to one of the boundary
walls on the western boundary and boundary fenc¢heneastern boundary facing Park
Street. The recommendation is for approval, sulfiead number of standard and specific
conditions that require modifications to the draggrsubmitted along with the application.

The Council may choose to exercise discretionl&ion to the heights of the boundary wall
on the western boundary, and the boundary fencth@reastern boundary in accordance
with the following provisions:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power

Height of the boundary wall Clauses 5 & 6 of Policy P350.2 “Residential Boundary Walls”

Height of the boundary fence Clause 6.2.5 “Street walls and fences” of the R-Codes
Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R30

Lot area 333 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential A single dwelling

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.5(a) Plans of the proposal

The location of the development site is shown beldue site is adjoined by a vacant strata
lot on its western boundary for which the City riged a development application on 28
June 2010, grouped dwellings on its southern baynas well as across Cale Street, and a
church opposite on Park Street.
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, thaeppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriescibed in the delegation:

3. The exercise of a discretionary power
(i) Applications which, in the opinion of the dgdeéed officer, represent a
significant departure from the scheme, the ResidleDesign Codes or relevant
Planning Policy.
(i) The Applicant has verbally requested Courtmhsideration for the proposed
solid fence along both street frontages.

In relation to item above, the recommendation fopraval is subject to conditions that
require modifications to the drawings.

Comment

(&) Description of the proposal
The proposal comprises a two storey single housthe vacant lot at the corner of
Cale Street and Park Stre€onfidential Attachment 10.3.5(a)shows the proposed
development.

The proposal complies with all of the requiremeatsthe No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme (TPS6), the Residential Design Codes (RsJodnd relevant Council
Policies with the exception of the variations dissrd below.

(b) Boundary wall (theatre) on the western boundary
The boundary wall has been assessed in accordatitghe amenity factors listed
under clause 5 of City Policy P350Residential Boundary Walls’
* The effect on the existing streetscape character;
» The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedjior garden if forward of
the proposed parapet wall;
* Outlook from an adjoining Habitable Room window;
* Impact of bulk on adjoining Outdoor Living Areasica
* Overshadow of adjoining habitable room windows atddor Living Areas;
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(€)

(d)

The City officers observe that the boundary wallcasidered acceptable for the

following reasons:

1. No effect on streetscape character, as the pedpboundary wall is at the rear of
the site and is not visible from the street.

2. Major source of outlook and natural light isyad®d through the major opening in
the dining area (sliding doors) which leads on®Alifresco.

3. A portion of the Boundary wall sits opposite trerbeque recess of the adjoining
property’s outdoor living area, and does not impguin the active habitable area.
Therefore, the boundary wall will only be visible@iin the barbeque recess which
is of minimal impact.

4 No overshadowing is proposed, compared to thensedining major opening
along the side boundary.

Finally, the wall has been found to not have aneest effect on neighbouring
amenity when assessed against Policy P350.2, howegendition is recommended
to reduce the height of the parapet wall to no tgrethan 2.7 metres to meet with
clause 6 of Policy P350.2Where a proposed boundary wall is situated adja¢ent
an outdoor living area on an adjoining lot, in atidh to meeting the provisions of
clause 5 of this Policy, such wall shall be no leigthan 2.7 metres measured above
the finished ground level on the adjoining’lot.

Therefore, it is recommended that the boundary Wallapproved subject to the
abovementioned condition.

Special Application of Residential Design Codes Variations: Clause 4.3 of TPS6
The application includes a portico which is setback metres from the secondary
street boundary in lieu of 1.5 metres required.ifr@vegard to the variation provided
within this clause 4.3(d), the proposal is consdanot to meet the following:

(d) Notwithstanding other provisions of the Schethe, Council may permit a
portico or a porte-cochére to be located forwardtié prescribed setback
from the street boundary, provided that such acttme shall be set back not
less than 1.5 metres from a street boundary

Clause 7.8 (1)(a)(iii) of TPS6 allows discretionpermit variations from the scheme
provisions in relations to setbacks. In this instam 1.3 metre setback has been
proposed in lieu of the 1.5 metre requirement.

In the City officers view, this can be consideredaptable for the following reasons:
1. Due to this being a secondary street, the garagebkan proposed at a
distance of 1.5 metres to the street alignment.
2. A portico is proposed next to the garage structuhéch causes a visual
conflict; hence the portico has been brought fodaar 0.2 metres to create a
more aesthetic visual appearance in relation taggar

Therefore, it is recommended that the Council apgsahis variation.

Height of the boundary fence facing Park Street

1.8 metre high fences have been proposed for thela@ment on both street
frontages. Under normal circumstances, the boynfggice within the front setback
area of the subject dwelling along Cale Street khbe visually permeable above a
height of 1.2 metres in accordance with the actdptdevelopment provisions of
Clause 6.2.5 “Street walls and fences” of the R€3o@nd 1.8 metre high solid fence
along the secondary street (Park Street) would haee permitted.
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(€)

(f)

However, in the subject development, a 1.8 metgh Isiolid fence within the front

setback area along Cale Street has been proposprbtmle privacy to the north

facing outdoor living area in this setback aremiximise access to northern sunlight.
Such an arrangement is permitted under the asedcigerformance criteria

provisions. Having permitted a solid fence along astreet boundary, it is seen
desirable from a streetscape perspective to proxglel relief by having a 1.2 metre
high fence along Park Street.

Hence, it is recommended that the portion of fethed runs from the Portico to the
Dining room alignment along Cale Street be no higien 1.2 metres solid and
visually permeable above to a maximum height ofrie®res.

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

Having regard to the preceding comments, in terfinth® general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congidep broadly meet the following
objectives:

€)) Maintain the City's predominantly residential chater and amenity;

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

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

In addition to the issues relating to technicahptiance of the project under TPS6, as
discussed above, in considering an applicatiorpfanning approval, the Council is
required to have due regard to, and may impose ittomsl with respect to, other
matters listed in clause 7.5 of TPS6 which arghéopinion of the Council, relevant
to the proposed development. Of the 24 listed ergtthe following are particularly
relevant to the current application and requireftdrconsideration:

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

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

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is aisu in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focugarin terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction matksjarientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscapistl from the street, and
architectural details;

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

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta7 .4,
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Subject to the recommended modifications to thewugs, the proposed
development is considered to meet with the abovaioreed matters.

Consultation

(&) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
The design and built form of the proposal was atereid acceptable by officers,
hence the application was not referred to the €iBésign Advisory Consultants for
their comments.

(b) Neighbour consultation
Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken fargtoposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P104 ‘Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes’. The owners of properti®&oa2/19 Cale Street were invited to
inspect the application in relation to boundarylsrahd to submit comments during a
14-day period. During the advertising period, nbraissions were received.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Haogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan which is expressed infélewing terms:

Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growing pepen with a planned mix
of housing types and non-residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development is observed to be designdtie principles of sustainability.
The outdoor living area and living areas has beesigthed facing north, thus providing
access to northern sunlight.

Conclusion

Officers recommend approval for the proposed dgrebnmt subject to lowering the height
of the boundary fence to 2.7 metres, and keepiegféhce along Cale Street as visually
permeable above 1.22 metres.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.5 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationgi@nning approval for a Two Storey
Single House on Lot 3 (No. 1/19) Cale Street Cdrmapproved, subject to:

(c) Standard Conditions / Reasons

377  screening- clothes drying 456  dividing fertgming

390  crossover- standards 340 parapet walls- fimiish
surface

625  sightlines for drivers 550 plumbing hidden

470  retaining walls- if required 427  colours & méks-
details

471  retaining walls- timing 660  expiry of approval

340  boundary wall finish 510 provide a tree on-site

455  dividing fence- standards

(b) Specific Conditions / Reasons
(i) All habitable room windows to demonstrate coiapte with the visual
privacy provisions of the R-Codes; and
(i) Revised drawings shall be submitted, and sdretwings shall incorporate the
following:
(A) Boundary wall to be reduced to a height of 2.@mmeasured from the
ground levels on the adjoining property; and
(B) The portion of fence that runs from the Porticothe Dining room
alignment along Park Street be no higher than lerew solid and
visually permeable above to a maximum height ofie8res.
(c) Standard Advice Notes

648  building licence required 649A minor variations- seek
approval
647  revised drawings required 578 new titles prior to BL

646 landscaping- general standards 651  appeal rights- council
646A masonry fence requires BA

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmaation at Item 10.3.5.

Cr Ozsdolay moved the officer recommendation. kddsr want of a Seconder.

MOTION

Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Doherty

That the officer recommendation be amended by éhetidn of:

Specific Condition

(i(B) The portion of fence that runs from the Bow to the Dining room alignment along

Park Street be no higher than 1.2 metres solidvésublly permeable above to a
maximum height of 1.8 metres.
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MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Cala Opening for the Motion

» applicant has been granted 1.8 metre of solid fegnéor about 60% of the proposed
fence
remaining 40% of fencing required to be 1.2 mes@@&l with anything above to be of an
open nature and no higher in total to 1.8 metres

 rationale for this was to provide some visual fedileng the Park Street side

» given particular circumstances of application, ¢hés a case for a concession to be
granted to allow the fence to carry on for its fatigth as a solid 1.8 metres high

+ additional 40% section of the fence will still leamore than 50% of the Park Street
boundary open

» open section will provide more than sufficient éktelief.

» proposed house is a 2-storey residence ensuringnéise of the house is well above the
height of the street boundary fence, thereby pingidisual relief and diminishing the
significance of the wall

» there is a substantial upstairs balcony off a §vémea and bedroom that face Park Street,
which provides a visual connection to Park and Gateet

» In other words there is not a situation in whichrthis a proposed house in effect hiding
behind its street fence

* request for a solid fence for the length proposedot unreasonable given that the lot is
on a corner and car lights shining into a housbetmme a problem at night

» the additional 40% in length will also provide tloecupants with some additional
outdoor privacy on what is a very busy road

» believe 1.8 metre high solid wall will have no artyeimpact on any surrounding homes

» ask Councillors support this small concession fiegtion

Cr Doherty for the Motion’

* endorse and support Cr Cala’s comments
 intent of Council policy is still being met

* heard Deputation from applicant in favour of priyac
» support amended Motion

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.5 |
The Mayor Put the Amended Motion’

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationpi@nning approval for a Two Storey
Single House on Lot 3 (No. 1/19) Cale Street Cdrmapproved, subject to:

(d) Standard Conditions / Reasons

377  screening- clothes drying 456 dividing fertaming

390 Crossover- standards 340  parapet walls- fiplish
surface

625  sightlines for drivers 550  plumbing hidden

470  retaining walls- if required 427  colours & nréks-
details

471  retaining walls- timing 660  expiry of approval

340  boundary wall finish 510 provide a tree on-site

455  dividing fence- standards
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(b) Specific Conditions / Reasons
() All habitable room windows to demonstrate comapte with the visual
privacy provisions of the R-Codes; and

(i) Revised drawings shall be submitted, and sdr@twings shall incorporate the
following:
(A) Boundary wall to be reduced to a height of 2.@nmeasured from the
ground levels on the adjoining property; and
(c) Standard Advice Notes

648  building licence required 649A minor variations- seek
approval
647  revised drawings required 578 new titles prior to BL

646 landscaping- general standards 651  appeal rights- council
646A masonry fence requires BA

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

CARRIED (12/1)

Reason for Change

Council supported deleting the specific conditib}(i()(B) as they were of the view there is
a case for concession to be granted to allow theeféo carry on for its full length as a solid
1.8 metre high fence.

110.3.6  WALGA Heritage Loan Subsidy Scheme

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GS/106

Date: 9 July 2010

Author: Jelette Jumayao, Research and Administradifficer
Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awistration Officer
Summary

The City currently does not have an incentive sahevrith regards to heritage homes. This
report addresses this shortfall by the City pgrtting in the WALGA Heritage Loan
Subsidy Scheme, which would enable home ownersedfalge houses within the City of
South Perth to apply for subsidy on the intereist ofloans for conservation works.

Background

The Heritage Loan Subsidy Scheme subsidises intexies on loans for conservation works
by 4% for a maximum of 5 years, offering ownersngigant savings. Loans can be
arranged through the financial institution of thvener's choice. The minimum loan amount
on which the subsidy is available is $5,000 andrttaimum loan amount on which the
subsidy is available is $50,000.

The Heritage Loan Subsidy Scheme is administeredthey WA Local Government

Association (WALGA) and the Heritage Council of W&khd has been running since July
2003. Participating local governments are curremiipany, Armadale, Bassendean,
Broomehill-Tambellup, Bunbury Claremont, Coolgardi€ottesloe, Cue, Donnybrook-

Balingup, East Fremantle, Fremantle, Gingin, Géoald€Greenough, Katanning, Murchison,
Nedlands, Perth, Sandstone, Stirling, Subiaco, SWandyay, Vincent, Woodanilling and

York.
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To be eligible properties must be within a partétipg local government area and be listed
on the local government heritage list, State Regist Heritage Places, Commonwealth
Register of the National Estate or the NationalsTauList of Classified Places.

Applications are accepted any time of the year amedconsidered on a quarterly basis. An
application form for residents to fill out has bg@ovided atAttachment 10.3.6.

To participate in the scheme, a local governmerggsiired to provide 0.5% of annual rates
or $25,000 which is the lesser. This is a onceanftribution that will entitle owners of

heritage homes in South Perth to apply for subsidie loans totalling approximately

$30,000 each year in the future. The City wouldoabe required to enter into a
Memorandum of Understanding with WALGA to partidipén these scheme.

Comment

By participating in the WALGA Heritage Loan Subsi®¢heme the City will be able to
encourage community interest in restoring and awireg heritage buildings within the City
of South Perth.

Heritage conservation can improve the amenityphial and educational value in the area.
It can also encourage specialised employment oppitigs and tourism.

By conserving and restoring heritage places it @almance a community’'s sense of place
and provide links to the past. Properties that @aeefully conserved may also aid in
improving property prices of the particular hergggoperty and surrounding area.

Consultation

There has been no direct consultation with resgjdrdwever there have been residents who
have contacted the City wishing the City to be péthe Heritage Loan Subsidy Scheme so
they can restore their heritage homes.

Policy and Legislative Implications
In conjunction with the City’s Municipal Heritagaventory (MHI).

Financial Implications
The City will be providing $25,000 WALGA to partate in this Heritage Loan Subsidy
Scheme.

Strategic Implications

This report aligns to Goal 3 of the City’s Strategtlan - Housing and Land Uses
“Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growing yepon with a planned mix of
housing types and non-residential land uses.”

Sustainability Implications

By participating in this subsidy scheme owners efithge homes will be encouraged to
restore buildings and make older historical buddirmore sustainable for the future, and
reduce the destruction and redevelopment of thisgerical icons.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.6

That....
(@) the City agree to participate in WALGA's HegigaLoan Subsidy Scheme; and
(b) the $25,000 funding required to participatehie@ Scheme be considered for inclusion
in the first quarter 2010/2011 budget review
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.4

10.5

10.6

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - Jun2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 04 July 2010

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

Monthly management account summaries comparingttyes actual performance against
budget expectations are compiled according to tag@mfunctional classifications. These
summaries are then presented to Council with comprewided on the significant financial
variances disclosed in those reports.

The attachments to this financial performance repi@ part of the suite of reports that were
recognised with a Certificate of Merit in the |&tcellence in Local Government Financial
Reporting awards.

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulat®gnrequires the City to present
monthly financial reports to Council in a formafleeting relevant accounting principles. A
management account format, reflecting the organisalt structure, reporting lines and
accountability mechanisms inherent within that ctiee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iffiemation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detaileddinine information supplied to the
City’'s departmental managers to enable them to tootie 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 publisirethe Annual Budget.

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

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaB8énrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be idehtdied comment provided on those
variances. The City has adopted a definition @rigicant 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 othesdesariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.
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To be an effective management tool, the ‘budgetirssi which actual performance is
compared is phased throughout the year to rethectyclical pattern of cash collections and
expenditures during the year rather than simplyde proportional (number of expired
months) share of the annual budget. The annualéiudgs been phased throughout the year
based on anticipated project commencement date®xpetted cash usage patterns. This
provides more meaningful comparison between acindlbudgeted figures at various stages
of the year. It also permits more effective managetnand control over the resources that
Council has at its disposal.

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively

amended throughout the year to take advantage ahgell circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principlesresponsible financial cash management.
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevantdy vhen rates are struck, it should, and
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored aedewed throughout the year. Thus the
Adopted Budget evolves into the Amended Budget thia regular (quarterly) Budget

Reviews.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresifgd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month. This schedule reflaatsconciliation of movements between
the 2009/2010 Adopted Budget and the 2009/2010 AenBudget including the
introduction of the capital expenditure items arforward from 2008/2009 (after August
2009).

A monthly Balance Sheet detailing the City’s assetd liabilities and giving a comparison

of the value of those assets and liabilities with televant values for the equivalent time in
the previous year is also provided. PresentingBilance Sheet on a monthly, rather than
annual, basis provides greater financial accoulitialtdo the community and provides the

opportunity for more timely intervention and cotiee action by management where

required.

Comment

Whilst acknowledging the very important need foru@cal and the community to be
provided with a ‘final' year-end accounting of ti@&ty’'s operating performance and
financial position; the year end financial accoufaisthe City are yet to be completed - in
either a statutory or management account formas iBhbecause the City is still awaiting
supplier's invoices and other year end accountidigsaments before finalising its annual
accounts ready for statutory audit. It is considegraprudent to provide a set of 30 June
Management Accounts at this time when it is knowat the financial position disclosed
therein would not be final - and would be subjecsignificant change before the accounts
are closed off for the year.

It is proposed that a complete set of Statutoryoiots and a set of Management Accounts
as at year end would be presented to Council afittteavailable meeting of Council after
their completion - ideally the August 2010 meetihgoossible. Such action is entirely
consistent with Local Government Financial Manageni®egulation 34(2)(b), responsible
financial management practice - and the practidaisfCity in previous years.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide fin@hinformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial ag@ment. It also provides information
about corrective strategies being employed to add@ny significant variances and it
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
In accordance with the requirements of the Seddidnof theLocal Government Acand
Local Government Financial Management Regulatighs 3

Financial Implications

The attachments to this report compare actual giahmperformance to budgeted financial
performance for the period. This provides for tiynéentification of and responses to
variances which in turn promotes dynamic and prtifieancial management.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable fai@nmanagement which directly relate to
the key result area of Governance identified in @lity’s Strategic Plan “To ensure that
the City’'s governance enables it to respond to dwmmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.

Sustainability Implications

This report primarily addresses the ‘financial’ @imsion of sustainability. It achieves this on

two levels. Firstly, it promotes accountability fi@source use through a historical reporting
of performance - emphasising pro-active identif@atand response to apparent financial
variances. Secondly, through the City exercisirsgiglined financial management practices
and responsible forward financial planning, we egsure that the consequences of our
financial decisions are sustainable into the future

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That the monthly Statement of Financial PositionaRcial Summaries, Schedule of Budget
Movements and Schedule of Significant Variancegliermonth of June 2009 be presented
to the 24 August 2010 meeting of Council in oraeallow the final year end position to be

accurately and completely disclosed.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anDebtors at 30 June 2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 4 July 2010

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 suitablenay market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanioml institutions.

. Statistical information regarding the level of dateling Rates and General Debtors.
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Background

Effective cash management is an integral part op@r business management. Current
money market and economic volatility make this aenremore significant management
responsibility. The responsibility for managememtd ainvestment of the City’'s cash
resources has been delegated to the City's Dirddtmncial & Information Services and
Manager Financial Services - who also have respiitgifor the management of the City’s
Debtor function and oversight of collection of datsling debts.

In order to discharge accountability for the exezadf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbeimalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as funds held in ‘cash backed’ Reserves. Amicant holdings of money market
instruments are involved, an analysis of cash hgklishowing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is alpoovided. Statistics on the spread of
investments to diversify risk provide an effectie®l by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which these det@gatre being exercised.

Data comparing actual investment performance wehchmarks in Council’s approved
investment policy (which reflects best practicenpiples for managing public monies)
provides evidence of compliance with approved itmesit principles. Finally, a
comparative analysis of the levels of outstandisigs and general debtors relative to the
same stage of the previous year is provided to tmothie effectiveness of cash collections
and to highlight any emerging trends that may impaduture cash flows.

Comment

(@) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $33.73M compare favolyrao $30.43M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds anesil$1.0M higher than the level
they were at for the equivalent stage last yeaflecting higher holdings of cash
backed reserves to support refundable monies aCEé & CPH ($2.6M higher)
but $3.0M less holdings in the Future Building We&Reserve as monies are applied
to the new Library & Community Facility project. @hWaste Management and
Plant Replacement Reserves are $0.2M higher, UGRrRe is $ $1.0M higher
pending works at Murray St and several other Resdralances are modestly
changed when compared to last year.

Municipal funds are $2.0M higher although this tetaprimarily to very favourable
timing of cash outflows for capital major proje¢ise still have 3.5M of carried
forward projects to be completed). Collections frates and reimbursements from
the Office of State Revenue for pensioner rebatesalso well in advance of last
year's cash position thanks to very successfultemely follow up actions from the
Financial Services team.

Our convenient and customer friendly payment methsdpplemented by the Rates
Early Payment Incentive Prizes (with all prizes @l by local businesses), have
continued to have the desired effect in relatiomto cash inflows. Funds brought
into the year (and subsequent cash collections)irarested in secure financial

instruments to generate interest until those moaresrequired to fund operations
and projects during the year. Astute selectionppir@priate investments means that
the City does not have any exposure to known higk investment instruments.

Nonetheless, the investment portfolio is continuationitored and re-balanced as
trends emerge.
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(b)

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to casbhkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash ava#édbr Municipal use currently sits at
$6.08M (compared to $8.60M last month) It was $¥10at the same time in
2008/2009Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at tmoand was $33.48M
compared to $28.51M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Municipal Funds and Reserves as investmentesithed above.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@edm deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are nateotly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysisiefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 97.0% of the dsrare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

The City’s investment policy requires that at 1e88% of investments are held in
securities having an S&P rating of Al. This ensuihes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&93 the Dept of Local

Government Operational Guidelines for investmeflisinvestments currently have
a term to maturity of less than one year - whicledasidered prudent in times of
changing interest rates as it allows greater fiégjkto respond to possible future
positive changes in rates.

Invested funds are responsibly spread across sagpproved financial institutions
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with edfitancial institution are within the
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603.

Counterparty mix is regularly monitored and thetfwhio re-balanced as required
depending on market conditions. The counter-party atross the portfolio is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(2).

Interest revenues (received and accrued) for tlee e date total $1.83M - well
down from $2.13M at the same time last year. Thsult is attributable to the
substantially lower interest rates available earlthe year - notwithstanding higher
levels of cash holdings. Rates were particularhakveuring July and much of
August but have strengthened progressively (albeidlestly) since late September
as banks undertook capital management initiatinelsthe Reserve Bank lifted cash
rates throughout the year.

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

interest rates to ensure that we pro-actively iflersecure, but higher yielding,

investment opportunities as well as recognising otgntial adverse impact on the
budget closing position. Throughout the year, wdaknce the portfolio between
short and longer term investments to ensure thaiClity can responsibly meet its
operational cash flow needs. Treasury funds arévedyt managed to pursue

responsible, low risk investment opportunities tlygnerate additional interest
revenue to supplement our rates income whilst émgstinat capital is preserved.
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(©)

The weighted average rate of return on financisiruments for the year to date is
4.73% with the anticipated weighted average yigldnvestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.64% (compared with 5.38% last moniityestment results to date reflect
careful and prudent selection of investments totroaeimmediate cash needs. At-
call cash deposits used to balance daily operdtzash needs continue to provide a
modest return of only 4.25% since 5 May - althoutiis is a significant
improvement on the 2.75% on offer early in the year

Major Debtor Classifications

Effective management of accounts receivable to edrihe debts to cash is also an
important part of business management. Detailsaoh ®f the three major debtor’s
category classifications (rates, general debtotsn&8erground power) are provided
below.

() Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatie to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of June 2010 (#Hfier
due date for the fourth instalment) represent 9708%tal rates levied compared to
97.0% at the equivalent stage of the previous ydas means that the year end KPI
of 95% has been comfortably achieved and last g¢atal collection result has also
been bettered.

This is a particularly pleasing result in spitetioé improving economic climate. It
reflects a good community acceptance of the ragimgg communication strategies
applied by the City in developing the 2009/2010 AainBudget. The range of
appropriate, convenient and user friendly paymeathods offered by the City,
combined with the Rates Early Payment IncentiveeBth(generously sponsored by
local businesses) has again been supported byytane efficient follow up actions
by the City’s Rates Officer to ensure that our goolliections record is maintained.

(i) General Debtors

General debtors stand at $2.54M at month end (%2148t year) excluding UGP
debtors - and compared to $2.61M last month. teedgnised, however, that this
balance will further increase by year end as fiaetruals are reflected in the
accounts. Major changes in the composition of thestanding debtors balances
(year on year) are a $0.06M increase in the amoti®ST refundable - and a
$0.2M decrease in Balance Date debtors (accruaffgetting these improvements
is a $0.7M increase in Sundry Debtors - attribigdblinvoices to Lottery West and
Infrastructure Australia for works on the Librarywda Community Facility The
balance of parking infringements outstanding is rstightly higher (0.3M) than last
year. Debtors relating to pensioner rebates, cudstg CPH fees and other sundry
debtors are less than the previous year balance.

The majority of the outstanding amounts are goveming semi government grants

or rebates - and as such, they are considerecctibleeand represent a timing issue
rather than any risk of default.
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(i) Underground Power

Of the $6.74M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustnts), some $5.76M was

collected by 30 June with approximately 76.2% afsthin the affected area electing
to pay in full and a further 22.9% opting to payibgtalments. The remaining 0.8%
has yet to make a payment. However, most of th@seethaining properties are

disputed billing amounts and are now the subjeasohlating collection actions by
the City as they have not been satisfactorily askbeé in a timely manner.

Collections in full are currently better than exjgecwhich had the positive impact
of allowing us to defer UGP related borrowings uldie in June 2009 but on the
negative side, has resulted in somewhat less revéiman was budgeted being
realised from the instalment interest charge.

Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Chargenbialments continue to be
subject to interest charges which accrue on thstanding balances (as advised on
the initial UGP notice). It is important to apprag that this igiot an interest charge
on the UGP service charge - but rather is an isteoharge on the funding
accommodation provided by the City’s instalmentrpagt plan (like what would
occur on a bank loan). The City encourages ratepagethe affected area to make
other arrangements to pay the UGP charges - hbst if required, providing an
instalment payment arrangement to assist the naep@ncluding the specified
interest component on the outstanding balance).

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide eviterof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst disgihg our accountability to our
ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agetbin 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 firgmassets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable fai@nmanagement which directly relate to
the key result area of Governance identified in @lity’s Strategic Plan “To ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to respond to twenmmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.
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Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘financial’ dimensionso$tainability by ensuring that the City
exercises prudent but dynamic treasury managenoeefféctively manage and grow our
cash resources and convert debt into cash in dytmmanner.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 30 June 2010 Monthlyestant of Funds, Investment & Debtors

comprising:
* Summary of All Council Funds as per Attachment 10.6.2(1)
» Summary of Cash Investments as per Attachment 10.6.2(2)

« Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 4 July 2010

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Director Fingcand Information Services
Summary

A list of accounts paid under delegated authoiiiglé¢gation DC602) between 1 June 2010
and 30 June 2010 is presented to Council for in&bion.

Background

Local Government Financial Management Regulationréduires a local government to
develop procedures to ensure the proper approdahathorisation of accounts for payment.
These controls relate to the organisational puinbaand invoice approval procedures
documented in the City’s Policy P605 - Purchasimgl dnvoice Approval. They are

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aigbhdrpurchasing approval limits for

individual officers. These processes and theiriagfibn are subjected to detailed scrutiny
by the City’s auditors each year during the conaddithe annual audit.

After an invoice is approved for payment by an at#ed officer, payment to the relevant
party must be made and the transaction recordethenCity’'s financial records. All
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recdrdeéde City's financial system
irrespective of whether the transaction is a Ceeditegular supplier) or Non Creditor (once
only supply) payment.

Payments in the attached listing are supporteddogivers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers astite receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @gling have been checked and
validated. Council Members have access to thergséind are given opportunity to ask
questions in relation to payments prior to the @iluneeting.
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Comment

A list of payments made during the reporting perimgrepared 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 @fments is for information purposes only
as part of the responsible discharge of accouitiabil

The report format now reflects contemporary practic that it now records payments
classified as:
¢ Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsibass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.@heayments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one andslgnead Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughloe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothERd Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Cradlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party. For instance an EfFmeat reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 included a payment t@ed®@or number 76357
(Australian Taxation Office).

* 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 paymenddijgting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there iernmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfe permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records oftbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

Details of payments made by direct credit to emgdopank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thorefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees whieldiaect debited from the City’s bank
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedulder the contract for provision of
banking services.

Payments made through the Accounts Payable funat®mo longer recorded as belonging
to the Municipal Fund or Trust Fund as this practielated to the old fund accounting
regime that was associated with Treasurers Adv&toeunt - whereby each fund had to
periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasurers Advance dwat.

For similar reasons, the report is also now beiefgrred to using the contemporary
terminology of a Listing of Payments rather thaiWwarrant of Payments - which was a
terminology more correctly associated with the faedounting regime referred to above.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahdnformation to Council and the

administration and to provide evidence of the sowsd of financial management being
employed. It also provides information and disclkarfinancial accountability to the City’s

ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Inedipproval and Delegation DM605.
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Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing buggevisions.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable fai@nmanagement which directly relate to
the key result area of Governance identified in @ity’'s Strategic Plan “To ensure that
the City’'s governance enables it to respond to dwmmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.

Sustainability Implications
This report contributes to the City’s financial ®iisability 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 Jasaletailed in the report of the Director
of Financial and Information Services Atachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.4 Applications for Planning Approval Determinel Under Delegated

Authority
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 1 July 2010
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager Development Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmteand Community Services

Summary
The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thetmohJune 2010.

Background

At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, @dwesolved 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 cothe provided in the Councillor's

Bulletin.”

The great majority (over 90%) of applications féarming approval are processed by the
Planning Officers and determined under delegat#ubaity 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 officersrétation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatprocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.
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Consultation
During the month of June 2010, forty-seven (47)eli@ment applications were determined
under delegated authority Attachment 10.6.4

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 Strategic Direction 6 “®@mance” within the Council’'s Strategic
Plan. Strategic Direction 6 is expressed in thiovdhg terms:

Ensure that the City’s governance enables it to lbaespond to the community’s vision
and deliver on its service promises in a sustaireabianner.

Sustainability Implications
Reporting of Applications for Planning Approval Banined under Delegated Authority
contributes to the City’s sustainability by pronmggieffective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4

That the report anédittachment 10.6.4relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of June 2@received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.6.5  Use of the Common Seal |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 6 July 2010

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awistration Manager
Summary

To provide a report to Council on the use of then@wn Seal.

Background

At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting théld@ing resolution was adopted:
“That Council receive a monthly report as part of @hAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Commorl,disting seal number; date sealed;
department; meeting date / item number and reasondse.”

Comment
Clause 21.1 of the City’'s Standing Orders Local L2007 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper ugeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to reaqo@alregister:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an elgctdata base and is available for
inspection. Extracts from the Register on the afsthe Common Seal are provided each
month for Elected Member information.

June 2010
Nature of document Parties Date Seal Affixed
Notification Under Section 70A Amanda Goodier and City of South Perth 2 June 2010
Deed of Lease - Collier Park Village Donald Sutcliffe Wall and Jessica Rose | 2 June 2010

Wall and City of South Perth
Deed of Agreement of Lease - Collier | Donald Sufcliffe Wall and Jessica Rose | 2 June 2010

Park Village Wall and City of South Perth

Deed of Agreement Collier Park Village | Kathleen Madge Taylor and City of South | 28 June 2010
Hostel Perth

Standing Orders Amendment Local Law | City of South Perth 28 June 2010
2010

Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L&¥?2 describes the requirements for the
safe custody and proper use of the common seal.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 6 of thieategic Plan Governance — Ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to both respondhie community’s vision and deliver on
its service promises in a sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
Reporting of the use of the Common Seal contribiuteshe City’s sustainability by
promoting effective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.5

That the report on the use of the Common Seahfontonth of June 2010 be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.6.6. Council Decisions and the State Administrae Tribunal Policy |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LP/801

Date: 8 July 2010

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance and Adshiation
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer

Summary

On a small number of occasions, Council decisigssireconsistent with or contrary to an
officer recommendation and have resulted in an @ppeing lodged by the applicant with
the State Administrative Tribunal.
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A draft policy at Attachment 10.6.6has been prepared for Council’'s consideration which
better clarifies the process, roles and respotitsgsilfor Councillors and staff where an
appeal to the State Administrative Tribunal ariseder these circumstances.

Background

The Council has the lawful discretion to make decdis that are inconsistent with or
contrary to an officer’'s recommendation. When saatecision is made, the City’s practice
is that the reason for this change is recordetiérCouncil Minutes.

On occasions, these decisions result in an apgéad bodged with the State Administrative
Tribunal and are required to be defended. Cleaitlyis not appropriate, under the
circumstances, for City Officers to be involved tinis process. The proposed policy
therefore provides guidance ensuring that such €@bdacisions are appropriately defended
in the event of an application for review being ded with the State Administrative
Tribunal.

Comment
The proposed policy provides a framework in respedhe appointment of a consultant /
lawyer, Elected Member attendance, officer attendamediation and appeals.

Where an application is made for the review of eiglen that is inconsistent or contrary to a
recommendation made by an officer, the policy ptesifor an independent consultant /
lawyer to be engaged by the City Administratiomapresent the Council’s best interests

The Elected Members that moved and seconded thac@alecision may be requested to
attend meetings with the engaged consultant / lnagewell as attend mediation sessions
and hearings as far as practicable, to defend the¢l’s decision. The City will ensure an
officer is present at any meeting, mediation orrimgainvolving Elected Members, the
engaged consultant / lawyer and the State Admatistr Tribunal.

Consultation
The draft policy has previously been circulatedltdCouncillors for comment.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The proposed policy assists in ensuring that amogpiate governance framework is in
place for the Council decision making process.

Financial Implications

Council is advised on a monthly basis of all assted consultant / legal expenses in respect
to State Administrative Tribunal hearings in theu@dillor Bulletin publication. Funds are
provided in the budget for appeal purposes.

Strategic Implications

The proposed Council Policy “Council Decisions d@he State Administrative Tribunal” is
consistent with Strategic Direction 6 of the StgatePlan -Governance — Ensure that the
City’s governance enables it to both respond to tteenmunity’s vision and deliver on its
service promises in a sustainable manner.
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Sustainability Implications
Nil.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.6

That Council endorse Policy P524 “Council Decisioaisd the State Administrative
Tribunal” atAttachment 10.6.6.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1  Application for Leave of Absence : CrV Lawrace

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colildeetings for the period 8 December
2010 to 8 January 2011 inclusive.

\11.2App|ication for Leave of Absence : Cr L Ozsdaly |

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colndeetings for the period
23 August to 26 August 2010 inclusive.

11.3Application for Leave of Absence : Cr S Doheyt

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colnbkleetings for the period
22 September until 25 October 2010 inclusive.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.1 TO 11.3 INCLUSIVE
Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Hasleby

That Leave of Absence from all Council Meetingggbented to:

* Cr Lawrance for the period 8 December 2010 toridey 2011 inclusive;
» Cr Ozsdolay for the period 23 to 26 August inclasiand
» Cr Doherty for the period 22 September to 25 Oat@bd 0 inclusive.

CARRIED (13/0)

12. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN
Nil
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13. QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Membergalen on Notice

Nil

13.2  Questions from Members

\13.2.1 Cycle and Pedestrian Paths along Swan Rivéoreshore.......... Cr Lawrance |

Summary of Question

In regard to the article in today's Southern Gazatewspaper, page 9, couttie
Infrastructure Services Directorate please provide:

1.

2.

comment on the article and/ or an update oncifde and pedestrian path
construction along the Swan river foreshore? and

comment on when the signage is likely to beaifest to ensure proper
separation between fast moving cyclists and padastenjoying the promenade
along the river bank?

Summary of Response

The Director Infrastructure Services respondecHlgvis:

1.

The article on Page 9 of the Southern Gazetispaper refers to a City employee,
Margaret Evans, who was walking on the shared patbomo Beach when struck
by a fast moving commuter cyclist. UnfortunateMargaret Evans sustained
injuries when she fell to the ground and onto rocksar the Preston Street
overbridge. The commuter cyclist also sustaingdrigs but refused help when
offered it by passers by who witnessed the incident

The shared path at Como Beach is under the carecamigol of Main Roads

Western Australia. This path has been very suagkessproviding a commuter and
recreational cycling route to and from the City.ftftunately however this does
increase the prospect for conflict between pedeswrand cyclists, particularly when
cyclists ride at high speed.

As a result of the accident, the City has writterMain Roads Western Australia
seeking clarification on the following issues:
» are all of the statutory warning signs, as presdilby the Australian
Standard, in place along the shared path,
» does the stone pitching under the pedestrian brnuget the required safety
standards for use adjacent to a shared path, and
« what are the prospects of future separation ofctfwing and pedestrian
facilities in this area.

As at the time of this Council meeting, no respohae been received from Main
Roads Western Australia.

Regarding the construction of a separate cycle pathpedestrian path along the

Swan River foreshore (at Sir James Mitchell Paokgr the last few years the City

has successfully completed the following works:-

e separation of the cyclepath and pedestrian patiweast the South Perth
Esplanade eastern carpark and Coode Street (cauf@€08/2009); and

» separation of the cyclepath and pedestrian pathdaet Coode Street and Ellam
Street (completed 2009/2010).
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14.

15.

Separation of the paths was made possible usingsffrom the State and

Commonwealth Government and the City’'s annual budgjece completion of the

separate pedestrian path and cyclepath, the Gitydtaived nothing but praise from
residents and users of the facility.

2. The separation of the pedestrian path and gyath between Coode Street and
Ellam Street has only recently been completed. thig time, the signs and line
marking have not been installed due to a combinaifonvet weather and contractor
unavailability. However, it is expected that thgns and line marking will be
installed during August 2010 to better delineatefhth separation.

NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING
Nil
MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC
15.1  Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.
Note: The Mayor sought an indication from Members awhether they wished to discuss

Confidential Item 15.1.1. As there was no debate proposeddun€il Members
the meeting was not closed to the public.

15.1.1 State Administrative Tribunal - Proposed Twdstorey Residential Building
for use as Student Accommodation - Lot 47 (No. 227/Manning Road,
Waterford CONFIDENTIAL Not to be Disclosed Report

Location: Lot 47 (No. 227) Manning Road, Watedfor

Applicant: Charlie Haddad (BGC Residential)

File Ref: 11.2009.322 MA3/227

Date: 12 July 2010

Author: Vicki Lummer, Director Development and @munity Services
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer

Confidential

This report has been designatedCamfidential under theLocal Government Act 19%Section
5.23(h) as it relates to confidential mediatiortted State Administration Tribunal (SAT) and
which relates to a matter to be discussed at treginge

Note: ConfidentialReport circulated separately

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 15.1.1
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That Council....
(8) endorse the mediated outcome as describ&dnfidentialReport Item 15.1.1 of the July
2010 Council Agenda;
(b) note the evidence represented in the ConsaltReport atConfidential Attachment
15.1.1(b) and
(c) advise the State Administrative Tribunal (SAT)Council’s decision.
CARRIED (11/2)
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15.2  Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madeublic.
For the benefit of the remaining members of thelipuallery the Minute Secretary read
aloud the Council decision for Item 15.1.1.

16. CLOSURE
The Mayor closed the meeting at 7.50pm and tharkedyone for their attendance.

DISCLAIMER

The minutes of meetings of the Council of the City of South Perth include a dot point summary of comments made by and
attributed to individuals during discussion or debate on some items considered by the Council.

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

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 24 Augt 2010

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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17. RECORD OF VOTING

27/07/2010 7:12:39 PM

Iltem 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:13:07 PM

Iltem 7.2.1 to 7.2.5 - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:22:11 PM

Item 8.4.1 and 8.4.2 - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:22:52 PM

Item 8.5.1 Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:25:35 PM

En Bloc Item 9.0 - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:32:15 PM

Iltem 10.0.1 - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:34:14 PM

Item 10.1.2 - Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Kevin
Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Les Ozsdolay, Casting Vote
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27/07/2010 7:39:36 PM

Item 10.3.4 - Motion Passed 11/2

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:44:23 PM

Item 10.3.5 - Motion Passed 12/1

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:45:18 PM

Item 11.1 - 11.3 - Motion Passed 13/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Roy Wells, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Casting Vote

27/07/2010 7:51:57 PM

Item 15.1.1 - Motion Passed 11/2

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les
Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Roy Wells

No: Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Colin Cala

Absent: Casting Vote
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