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South Per

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S
Chairperson to open the meeting

2. DISCLAIMER
Chairperson to read the City’s Disclaimer

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER
3.1 Activities Report Mayor Best / Council Represetatives (Attached to Agenda paper)
3.2 Audio Recording of Council meeting

4. ATTENDANCE
4.1 Apologies
4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST

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

Note: At the Council Meeting held on 25 May 2010 thereaweo questions taken on notice.

6.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME: 22.06.2010

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

7.1 MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held:

7.2 BRIEFINGS
The following Briefings which have taken place e last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to CounBblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document tguinic the subject of each Briefing.
The practice of listing and commenting on briefisgssions, is recommended by the
Department of Local Government and Regional Deymknt’'s“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on pulgtord.
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7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.2.4

7.2.5

7.2.6

7.2.7

Agenda Briefing - May Ordinary Council Meetirg Held: 18.05.2010

Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the May 2010 Council Agendalotes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

Concept Forum: Major Capital Projects MeetingHeld: 12.05.2010

Director of Infrastructure Services and Director @évelopment and Community
Services presented information about upcoming ptejeNotes from the Concept
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.2.

Concept Forum: Canning Bridge Precinct VisiorMeeting Held: 17.05.2010
Officers from the City of South Perth and the GifyMelville presented information
in relation to the Canning Bridge Precinct Visiardahe process so far. Notes from
the Concept Briefing are included Agachment 7.2.3.

Concept Forum: Waterford Triangle Project Meding Held: 19.05.2010

Officers of the City along with consultants outlihéhe project objectives of the
Waterford Triangle Urban Design Study and presemtegils about Community
Forum 1. Notes from the Concept Briefing are ideldi asAttachment 7.2.4.

Concept Forum: Old Mill Concept Plan MeetingHeld: 31.05.2010
Officers of the City and consultant presented adatg on the Old Mill Concept
Plan. Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedttachment 7.2.5.

Concept Forum 2010/2011 Draft Budget Presenitan Meeting Held: 1.06.2010
The Director Financial and Information Servicessprdged the Draft Budget for
2010/2011.Notes from the Concept Briefing are idethasAttachment 7.2.6.

Concept Forum: Town Planning Major DevelopmenMeeting Held: 2.06.2010
Officers of the City and applicants presented bemkgd on the proposed
development at No. 46 Onslow Street, South Pertlies@@ons were raised by
members and responded to by applicants/officersed\fvpom the Concept Briefing
are included aéttachment 7.2.7.

8. PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1

Petition received 17 June 2010 from John Hugh and Jane Hughes, 96 Comer
Street, Como together with 12 Signatures in Relatio an Application for
Planning Approval at 297 Canning Highway. Como

Text of petition reads: “That the City of South Perth rejects the Applicatfor
Planning Approval for a ‘Mixed Development — corsprg single house, café, local
shop and multiple dwellings at 297 Canning Highw@gmo.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the petition received 17 May 2010 from Johrgits and Jane Hughes, 96
Comer Street, Como together with 12 signaturesiation to an Application for
Planning Approval at 297 Canning Highway, Como éeeived and forwarded to
the Development and Community Services Directotatde taken into account
when assessing the application.
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9.

10.

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

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.

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES

8.4.1. Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropotan Zone: 26 May 2010
A report from Mayor Best and Cr Trent summarisimgit attendance at the
WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held Afay 2010 is at
Attachment 8.4.1.

Note: Minutes from previous meetings usually circulatedtivnext Agenda
The Minutes of the WALGA South East Metropolitanrng meeting of 26

May 2010 have also been received and are availablethe iCouncil
website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Reports in relation to the WALSouth East Metropolitan
Zone Meeting held 26 May 2010 be received.

8.4.2. Council Delegate: South East Regional Centfer Urban Landcare (SERCUL)
Meeting Held: 13 May 2010
Cr Skinner attended the SERCUL Group meeting hetdeaCity of Belmont on 13
May 2010. The Minutes of the South East Regionabt@efor Urban Landcare
(SERCUL) meeting are available/tachment 8.4.2.

Note: The Minutes of the South East Regional Centre fdrad Landcare meeting
held 13 May 2010 are also available onitbeuncil website.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Minutes, attachment 8.4.2 of the South East Regional Centre for Urban
Landcare meeting (SERCUL) held at the City of Belmon 13 May 2010 be
received.

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES

Nil

METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

REPORTS
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10.0

MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETIBGS

10.0.1 Standing Orders Amendment Local Law 201Qltem 10.7.2 March 2010

Council Meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 4 June 2010

Author: Jelette Jumayao

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Manager Governaneg Administration

Summary

The purpose of this report is to enable Counaildosider recommendations arising from the
Audit and Governance Committee meeting held 8 Ma6h0 and public submissions
received relating to a review of the Standing OCsdaycal Law 2007.

ThelLocal Government Actie Act) sets out the procedural requirementstermhaking of

a local law. The process is initiated by Councsiolging to give State-wide public notice of
the proposed local law; and subsequently, by Cowodisidering any submissions received
before proceeding to make the local law.

Background

The City’s current Standing Orders Local Law wasgdd by Council in 2006 and gazetted
in May 2007. The purpose of the review of the Stagm@rders Local Law is to bring it into
line with current procedures and recent Amendmentsthe Local Government Act
Regulations

A draft of proposed Amendments to the Standing Brdecal Law document was presented
to the Audit and Governance Committee Meeting loel@2 February 2010. At that meeting
and following a discussion as a result of inputrfribir Neil Douglas of McLeods Barristers
and Solicitors in relation to recent amendmenthédocal Government AdRegulations the
Committee recommended:

That consideration of the Standing Orders Local Lag007 document be deferred and
workshopped at a Special Meeting of the Audit andv®rnance Committee, at the first
available opportunity, in order to take into cong&dation the recent Amendments to the
Local Government Act Regulations.

Mr Douglas further reviewed thdraft Standing Orders and provided a summary of the
proposed Amendments which were then ‘workshoppédtha Audit and Governance
Committee meeting on 8 March 2010 attended by teun€il Members. The ‘marked up’
copy of thedraft Standing Orders Local Law document incorporathmgy amendments is at
Attachment 10.0.1(a).

Comment

Procedural Requirements for the making of a localw
Section 3.12 of the Act and regulation 3 of tteeal Government (Functions & General)
Regulations 1996et out the procedural requirements for the mag&fraglocal law.

Purpose and effect

At a Council Meeting the person presiding is toegnotice to the meeting of the purpose
and effect of the proposed local law and ensureitha included in the Agenda for that
meeting, and the Minutes of the Council Meeting.
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Standing Orders Amendment Local Law 2010

The purpose of the proposed Standing Orders Loaai is to provide rules and guidelines
for the orderly conduct of meetings of Council, Goittees and other meetings as
prescribed.

The effect of the proposed Standing Orders Locak lia that all Council Meetings,
Committee Meetings and other meetings as prescribedl be governed by these Standing
Orders, unless otherwise provided by the Act, r@tipris or other written law.

Public consultation

Section 3.12(3) of the Act requires the local gomeent to give State-wide public notice
stating that the local government proposes to nakecal law the purpose and effect of
which is summarised in the notice.

Notices were placed in th&est Australiaron Saturday 27 March 2010 and in ®euthern
Gazetteon Tuesday 6 April 2009. In addition, notices wplaced on the notice boards at
the Civic Centre and branch libraries and in thé fou comment section on the City’'s
website.

Submissions about the proposed local law wereddviior a period of 47 days. After the last
day for submissions, being Wednesday 12 May 201fh€ibmay consider any submissions
made and may make the local law as proposed or mbeal law that is not significantly
different from what was proposed.

There were 2 submission received from the publidndguthe submission period, and a
submission from the Department of Local Governmiegarding formatting changes. The 2
submissions from the public are contained in a sargntable below summarising the
comments and the Officer's response on behalf ®Ghy. Following consideration of the
comments, the City has not significantly modified Standing Orders Local Law from what
was proposed.

The major comment from the Department of Local @Goweent related to reformatting the
local law so that it wassovernment Gazetteeady, which has now occurred with the
deletion of legislation boxes.

These changes have made the proposed amendmdraleeaore clear and illustrates how
the published amendment local law will look. Colintiay now decide, by absolute
majority, to make the amendment local law as setro@ttachment 10.0.1(b).

Summary of Submitter's Comments Officer's Responses
This proposed law has been poorly advertised. Atbieg the Standing Orders Local Law has
exceeded the compliance of the LGA Act 1995.
Advertising was placed in the West Australian
and in the public notices section of the Southern
Gazette. Notices were placed on notice boards
at the Civic Centre and branch libraries and in
the out for comment section on the City's
website.

-10 -
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Summary of Submitter's Comments

Officer’'s Responses

Background

Current procedures - Yes, these changes

make the current procedures legal, but
reinforces that the so called current procedy
are illegal.

On the grounds of fairness, equity a
compliance, the City should prosecute

councillors for accepting and endorsing the

current procedures it is attempting to legalise.

maly current procedures are legal and 4
d¢hanges from the Standing Orders Local L
Ire807 have been decisions of Council.

nd
he

Changes to the regulations are not recent,
change was made in October 2007 and nearly
and a half years ago. To say the changes
recent are deceptive. This is not good governa
| think there is only two changes to t
regulations. Most changes are to public quest
time.

theere have been major changes to the L
t@overnment Act 1995 in 2007 and 2009.
are

nce.

he

ons

Clause 1.4 Interpretation

“Employee” means an employee of the City
This is a welcome change and is in line with
mayors earlier statements that the staff of
council should be referred as employees ra
than officers and it implies a lessor standing

The City acknowledges this comment.
the
the
ther

Clause 1.

5 Repeal

These have already been repealed in 2007,
does not need to be repealed again.

sd he only change will be to the removal of the
and”. It does not mean the previous Stand
Orders Local Laws will be repealed again.

Clause 3.2 Calling

Council Meetings

This section is totally surplus to requirements|
is just a repeat of the Local Government A4
1995.

, Tthis legislation box will be removed and is
Aébnger required in the local law.

Clause 3.

5t04.11

This section is totally surplus to requirements|
is just a repeat of the Local Government A
1995.

, Tthe legislation boxes will be removed as it
\¢to longer required in the local law.

ny

pcal

ing

no

S

Clause 5.2 Order of Business

The confirmation of minutes should be k¢
separate from the tabling of notes etc.

pthe reason for this is to be in line with t
current practice of Confirmation of Minute
Briefings being under the same heading on
Agenda.

he
s/
the

Clause 6.1 Meetings Generally Open to the Public

This section is totally surplus to requirements|
is just a repeat of the Local Government A
1995.

, Tthis legislation box will be removed as it is
\dbnger required in the local law.

no

Limiting the asking of up to 3 questions is illed
as question time is to be a minimum of
minutes, question time may finish early wh
members of the public still have questions t
can be lawfully asked.

arhe proposed Standing Orders Local L
1Beets the statutory requirements in relatior]
epublic question time.
hat

AW
to

Clause 6.6 Procedures for

guestion time for the puic

6.6 (5) ... refers to section 5.60 ... this ne

eddis legislation box will be removed as it is

N0

amplification/ explanation.

longer required in the local law.

-11 -



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 22 JUNE 2

010

Summary of Submitter's Comments

Clause 6.7 Other procedures for guestion time fortte public

6.7 1(b) ...
restrictive and runs counter to the spirit of {
Act.

this is grossly unfair. It is undy

6.7(2) Limiting the asking of up to 3 questions
illegal as question time is to be a minimum of
minutes, question time may finish early wh
members of the public still have questions t
can be lawfully asked.

6.7(2) ... should read ... “a person may usug

normally ask up to 3 questions at a time atrmeets the statutory requirements in relatior

meeting.

6.7(3) highlights the whole stupidity of th
proposed law. It prevents the emailing, faxi
writing of questions in advance of the meeti
something the mayor has been asking for.
perhaps the questions have to be put in the trg
well as giving advance notice.

6.7 (3a) ... “must” is aggressive/ you will comp
or else. This is hardly conciliatory. This,
concert with parts (4) to (8), takes away the V|
freedom of a person to stand up and speak to
council, their elected body. It is not in keepi
with the spirit and intent of the Act; and it avei
the principles of openness accountability g
transparency. If the City has to deal w|
vexatious questioners it needs to adopt o
measures. All the City does is force debate @
the front page of the newspaper, Letters to
Editor or talkback radio and reinforce t
misgivings of an already cynical electorate.

6.7(6¢) The Local Government Act 1995 allo
for any question to be asked. It is not for

council to disallow a question to be asked. If thimatter affecting the

is implemented it will be a breach of he Lo
Government Act 1995.

6.7(6f) This is the only reason a question co
not be asked.

6.7 (6) ... if a question is rejected | believasit
incumbent upon the Presiding Member to indig
how the questioner can proceed and
standing orders should reflect this.

| Officer's Responses
IyThe proposed Standing Orders Local Law
hmeets the statutory requirements in relation to
public question time.
i¥he proposed Standing Orders Local Law
1/eets the statutory requirements in relation to
epublic question time.
hat
[Ilyhe proposed Standing Orders Local Law
to
public question time.
€This clause does not prevent anyone from
ngproviding questions beforehand as stipulated on
nghe question time form.
Or
ly as
Iyrhis is taken from Local Government
nOperational Guidelines) provided by the
eBepartment of Local Government
their
nglause 54 “ Where a person submits a question
din writing for public question time but fails to
wrattend the meeting, the presiding member may
tidecide that the question is not to be put to the
hmeeting. In which case, the CEO may reply| in
nigiting at a time other than at the meeting.”
the
he
wlinder Regulation 7(4) a response does not have
h® be given to questions that do not relate 1o a
local government; |at
apecial council meetings that do not relate| to
the purpose of the meeting; and at committee
meetings that do not relate to the functiong of
the committee.
The proposed Standing Orders Local Law
meets the statutory requirements in relation to
public question time.
ulthe City notes this comment.
It is incumbent upon the Presiding Member jon
ateow to proceed.
the

-12 -
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Summary of Submitter's Comments

Officer’'s Responses

6.7(7a) | assume “correspondence” is to
answered by correspondence by the city. H
can correspondence be answered if there is
contact details.

Further research is no reason to take a questiq
correspondence, a question as corresponden
to deny a person the right to ask a question.

If the question is a lawful question, it may

taken on notice, the answer should appear in
council minutes. The questions and answ
should not be hidden under any circumstances

dveing sent to the person asking the quest
Tee form allows for contact details to |
written down.

rFagther research is sometimes needed fa

cquestion and may not be answered at

meeting. The person still has the right to ask

question, the answer will just be sent to th

pband not appear in the minutes. This is stand
thiactice for many local governments.

ers

. Questions taken on notice appear in the Cou
Minutes of the next month.

6.7 (7b)... the only person who should decide
guestion is to be answered in writing or not is
Mayor, not the CEO. This is an abrogation
responsibility on the part of the elected memb

Any decision to refuse to answer a question must

be noted and documented.

ifRroposed clause 6.7(7a) states that

tHeresiding Member will determine how

afuestion will be treated as ‘correspondence
piis.to be taken on notice.

6.7(7b) If the CEO has the opinion th
substantial resources would be diverted, the (
should state the estimated time it would take
the various city employees.

aThe City will not provide an estimated time.
EO

by

6.7(7c) If there is an answer, there is no rea
not to record the answer in the minutes. Then
nothing to hide. The council is to be open 4
accountable.

sbm line with current practices all questio
etieated as correspondence will not be recor
rid the Minutes.

6.7(8a) It is a bit hard to electronically displig
guestion if the question is only put in the tn
before the meeting. Poor thought in this sectiof

Clause 6.7(8a) provides for the Presid
alMember to either read out each question
n display it electronically.

6.7(8b) Need to add a section here that a que

has to be answered with integrity, honestly amwdth integrity and honesty.

truthfully. Answers are not to be deceptive.

stidlh answers provided by the City are alwal

6.7(10) The Local Government Act 1995 sta
guestion time is a MIMIMUM of 15 minutes, arn
this should not be treated as a maximum.

tekhe Presiding Member has discretion over
dtime limit for Public Question Time.

B€orrespondence” refers to a letter, fax or email

ion.
De

ra
the
the
em

ard

ncil
the

a
or

ns
ded

ng
or

VS

the

Clause 6.15 Confidentialit

of information withheld

| fully support this clause and is really a rep
from the regulations.

edthe City agrees with this comment.

Clause 6.16 Recording of Proceedings

Why have the presiding member continug
giving his permission for the recording
meetings.

The section should state. All council a
committee meetings and briefing secessions
be recorded where possible. It's very simple

llpue to only some meetings being voi
ofecorded it is pertinent for Council to advi
when they are recording a meeting, as is cur
practice.

nd

will

ce
se
rent

Clause 14.1 Keeping of Minutes

This section is totally surplus to requirements|
is just a repeat of the Local Government Act 14
and does not add or clarify anything.

What this should include is that the minutes n

, Tthis legislation boxes will be removed as it
)9 longer required in the local law. Tk
Minutes are an accurate record of the meetin

ped

to be an accurate record of the meeting.

S
ne
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Summary of Submitter's Comments | Officer’'s Responses
Clause 18.1-18.11 Meetings of electors
These sections are totally surplus to requirementdie legislation boxes will be removed as it
it is just a repeat of the Local Government Agto longer required in the local law.
1995 and does not add or clarify anything.

S

An example of poor drafting and review by Mr
Neil Douglas of McLeods.

Clause 20 Enforcement
The council needs to state that enforcement whlll council enforcement matters are carried out
be carry out ethically and without prejudice. ethically and without prejudice, the City dogs
not need to state this in the clause.
The council need a policy on who and how
enforcement will take place.

Consultation

The draft Standing Orders Local Law document wasvdoded to Neil Douglas of
McLeods, Barristers and Solicitors for comment aldice at the Audit and Governance
Committee Meetings held 22 February and 8 Marct9201

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.12 of thd.ocal Government Acaind regulation 3 of théocal Government
(Functions & General) Regulatiorset out the procedural requirements for the ma&ing
local law.

The Standing Orders Amendment Local Law 2@d@onsistent with the relevant statutory
requirements and principles of good governance.

Financial Implications
There have been minor costs for the advertising @ffider time taken to draft up the
Standing Orders Local Law.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications
The sustainability implications arising out of nesst discussed or recommendations made in
this report are consistent with the City’s Susthility Strategy.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.7.2 |

That Council resolves to adopt* the Standing Ord&nsendment Local Law 2010,
Attachment 10.0.1(b), pursuant to section 3.1hef.bcal Government Act 1995.

* Absolute majority required
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10.1

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY

10.1.1 Community Sport and Recreation Facility FUndCSRFF) - July Small Grants

Round
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GS/109 10/11
Date: 4 June 2010
Author: Matthew Hunt, Recreation Development iimator
Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager CommunitCulture and
Recreation
Summary

To consider applications for the Community Sportiagd Recreation Facilities Fund
(CSRFF) grants.

Background

The Department of Sport and Recreation (DSR) ahnuatites applications for financial
assistance to assist community groups and locakrgowents to develop sustainable
infrastructure for sport and recreation. The CSRFgram aims to increase participation in
sport and recreation with an emphasis on physidaligy, through rational development of
good quality, well-designed and well-utilised fé#@ds. In addition, priority is given to
projects that lead to facility sharing and ratigsetion.

Several changes have been made to the CSRFF prograr010/2011. The State
Government has increased its investment from $9Mpiievious years to $20M in
2010/2011. This is comprised of approximately $1for small grants, $3M for annual
grants in the next financial year and $15.5 M fawfard planning grants.

Examples of projects which will be considered fanding include:

» Upgrades and additions to existing facilities vehiey will lead to an increase in physical
activity or a more rational use of facilities;

« Construction of new facilities to meet sport aative recreation needs;

* Floodlighting projects; and

* New, resurfacing or replacement of syntheticate$ or courts.

The maximum grant awarded by the Department of tSpud Recreation will be no greater
than one-third of the total cost of the projecheTCSRFF grant must be at least matched by
the applicants own cash contribution equivalenorie third of the total project cost, with
any remaining funds being sourced by the applicamtsome cases, funds provided by the
Department do not equate to one-third of the ptajests and the applicants are advised that
they are expected to fund any such shortfall.

The level of financial assistance offered is basedhe overall significance of the proposed
project, including the benefits provided to the caumnity. There is no obligation on the part
of the local government authority to make any dbaotron to a community project, but in
the past the City has matched the contributiorhleyDepartment of Sport and Recreation of
up to one-third of the total cost of successfujguts within its boundaries.
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As stated in the CSRFF guidelines and in accordavitte the City’s funding guidelines,
annual grants for this round of applications mustkimed in the next financial year, in this
case 2010/2011. It is also important to note tiet City’s inclusion of funds for
consideration on the 2010/2011 draft budget do¢gynarantee funds should the club be
successful in its application to the Departmerbpdrt and Recreation.

Comment

One (1) application for funding was received fa huly small grants round by a City based
sporting club. Details are as follows:

South Perth Lawn Tennis Club (SPLTC)

CSRFF Grant Sought $10,811
City’s Contribution $10,811
Club’s Contribution $10,811

Estimated Total Project Cost $32,433 (ex gst)

Assessment

A panel comprising the Manager Community Cultured aRecreation, Community
Development Coordinator, Manager City EnvironmeBtildings Coordinator, and the
Recreation Development Coordinator assessed arkkdathe application against the
following criteria set by the Department of Sparti&Recreation:

Well planned and needed by municipality

Well planned and needed by applicant

Needed by municipality, more planning required
Needed by applicant, more planning required
Idea has merit, more preliminary work required
Not recommended

mm|o|0|m| >

These results are summarised below.

Applicant Project Ranking| Rating City's Total
Contribution | project Cost

South Perth Resurface of the four 1 B $10,811 (ex.| $32,433
Lawn Tennis (4) existing hard GST). (ex GST)
Club courts for safety,

sustainability and

operational
requirements.

This project has been rated “B/ell planned and needed by applicaamd in making this
assessment the panel noted:

. The upgrade will assist continued and possible depacommunity usage
throughout the year,;

. The upgrade project benefits the club and will intpdirectly on sustainability,
growth and competency in competition and socia};ad

. The proposed upgrade is consistent with the SpmprEacilities Needs Study

undertaken on behalf of the City in March 2006, asdociated strategic plans of
the relevant state sporting association (Tennist)Ves

South Perth Lawn Tennis Club (SPLTC)

The project entails the resurfacing of the four {épdlit hard courts at the South Perth
Lawn Tennis Club, located on Lot 3279, Cnr Mcnaloih and Murray Street, Como. The
primary purpose of the project is to allow contidusse of the courts as the current synthetic
surface is nearing the end of its life span andsecldo being unsafe to play on.
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Consequences of not resurfacing the courts includanticipated reduction in revenue and
hiring opportunities available to the club, incloglia significant number of casual users who
play at night (up to 200 people per annum not ighetliin the club’s membership statistics),
the loss of substantial school and church actieitg without playable floodlit courts
members of the pennants competition will be fortwechove to another club.

The resurfacing project will also improve the Chlulability to attract more casual hirers to
the venue, improve the sustainability of the cowrgdl into the future, as well as to assist
the Club to provide a safe environment in termssofi and skin cancer risks through
extended night play across all hard courts. Hls® worth noting that a number of other
activities take place at the South Perth Lawn T&@iub including a Playgroup and social
activities and if the Club were not sustainable itite future, these community activities
may be required to seek alternative venues fronchvtd operate.

The SPLTC have been communicating with the Citgesitate 2009 with concerns about
their viability into the future and had requestecaew of their current loan (with the City)
and other support mechanisms. As a direct re€ity, officers have responded with a
number of strategies in partnership with Club idaohg, measures to reduce ongoing
maintenance costs, review of annual fundraisingvides, and collaborative forward
planning strategies to support ongoing operations.

The Club has been planning for this project for sdme and as a result have accumulated
sufficient funds to support a CSRFF contribution fiee resurfacing of all four (4) hard
courts. Although the Club does not have a docuetestrategic plan, they are working on
plans for the future and have improved their finahposition, including gleaning $9000
from the new annual fundraiser.

Tennis West (the Western Australian Tennis Assimgigt fully support the South Perth

Lawn Tennis Club’s application for this project amaks advised the City in writing that the
project aligns with Tennis West's Strategic FaieiitPlan. From the City of South Perth’'s
perspective, this project is also supported byatteomes of the Council endorsed, ‘Future
Directions and Needs Study for Sport and RecreatiGtubs undertaken in March 2006.

It is recommended that the City rate the applicafar funding from SPLTC as a medium
priority and allocate supporting funds accordingtythe extent of funding 1/3 of the cost of
the project, with the Department of Sport and Retove to fund 1/3 and the SPLTC to fund
the remaining 1/3.

Should the project proceed, strict conditions woafpply, as is standard for all projects
involving the upgrade of buildings and built fatids within the City. These conditions
include the applicant’s requirement to;

. Submit further detailed specifications of the pcbjeo the City and obtain
appropriate approvals;

. Liaise with the City at all stages of the projestido ensure that the works do not
impact on other regular or casual users of theitigcand

. The applicant (SPLTC) to bear all pre-site requ#ets, maintenance and

operating costs with no cost to the City.

Comments from the City Environment Department
The project will yield demonstrated benefits andsigpported, given attention to the
following areas:

» The City supports synthetic court surfaces as emredtive method for tennis courts
to reduce the higher costs associated with turftamaintenance and operational
needs;

e This project enables ongoing and increased uiitisaif the facility with benefits of
night play and usage in winter periods of the seaso
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« The Club is to liaise with the City on an ongoiragsis with periodic reporting, to
ensure the future financial and operational sualiiity of the facility; and

» The Club and City to strengthen relationships teistsand support financial and
committee development into the future.

Consultation
Local sporting clubs were advised of the CSRFF ifumaound via a direct mail-out and
advertisements in the community newspaper, Citylipatiions and the West Australian
newspaper. In addition, the City’s Club Developm@fficer maintains regular contact with
sporting clubs in the area ensuring that opporesito participate in the CSRFF program
are notified.

Specific to this proposed resurfacing of the falrdxisting hard courts (which are the only
floodlight courts on site), located on Lot 3279 rGfcnabb Loop and Murray Street, Como,
the Club provided the City with positive suppoitdes from current users including schools
and local advocates for the project. There willnbeimpact upon the wider community in
terms of disturbance and as such no consultatitin the community was undertaken for
this project.

Policy and Legislative Implications
This report relates to Policy P222 - Support anch@ainity & Sporting Groups.

Financial Implications
A provisional amount of funds is incorporated itible annual budgeting process to support
CSRFF applications including the amount of $10,®this proposed project.

Strategic Implications
This report is complimentary to Strategic Direcion

1. Community - Create opportunities for a safgive and connected community

1.3 Encourage the community to increase their saoid economic activity in the local
community.

1.4 Develop, prioritise and review facilities amdievant activities, taking advantage of
Federal and State Government funding.

4, Places - Plan and develop safe, vibrant and ainheplaces

4.1 Identify and ensure activity centres and comtyunubs offer a diverse mix of uses
and  are safe, vibrant and amenable.

Sustainability Implications

The project will allow the continued use of hardie on site and enhance the social and
physical benefits that are a by-product of incrdaseive involvement by the community in
sport and leisure pursuits. In addition, the pobddinosen for the resurfacing works has an
added anti-fungal treatment to help minimise algaaintenance issues and have a
significant life expectancy of seven (7) to ten)(§6ars.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 10.1.1

That...

(a) the application for funding from South PerthwioaTennis Club through the CSRFF
program be supported, rated as a medium prioritysafbmitted to the Department
of Sport and Recreation together with the suppegritiiormation and the following

assessment:
Applicant Ranking Rating
South Perth Lawn Tennis Club 1 B

(b) an amount of $10,811 (ex. GST) be supportetthi@<ity’s 1/3 contribution for this
project, subject to the application being sudtesgth the Department of Sport and

Recreation.
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10.2

10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES
10.3.1 Application for Planning Approval for Proposd Change of Use from

‘Multiple Dwelling’ to ‘“Tourist Accommodation’ for one unit (unit 45) within
a 9-Storey Building. Lot 10 (No. 45-1) Hardy StreetSouth Perth

Location: Lot 10 (No. 45-1) Hardy Street, SouthtRer

Applicant: Brian Nathan Wiese

Lodgement Date: 25 February 2010

File Ref: 11.2010.96 HA3/1

Date: 2 June 2010

Author: Emmet Blackwell, Statutory Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Developmt and Community

Services
Summary

To consider an application for a Change of Use friMualtiple Dwelling’ to ‘Tourist
Accommodation’ for one unit (unit 45) out of 64 tson Lot 10, (No. 45-1) Hardy Street,
South Perth. The proposal conflicts with the Citfiewn Planning Scheme No. 6,
specifically:

0] Table 1; and
(i) 1.6 (Scheme Obijectives);
(iir) 7.5 (Matters to be Considered by Council).

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

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Discretionary land use: ‘TouristTPS6 - Table 1 & Clause 7.3(4)
Accommodation’ in a ‘Residential’ zone

It is recommended that the proposal be refused.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Mixed Use Commercial
Density coding R60/80
Lot area 4077 sq. metres

Building height limit N.A.
Development potential | N.A.
Plot ratio limit N.A.

This report includes the following attachments:
» Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Floor plan of level 4.
e Attachment 10.3.1(b) Applicant’s supporting letter.
» Attachment 10.3.1(c) Site photos (street and aerial views).
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The location of the development site is shown below

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

1.  Specified uses
0] Tourist Accommodation; and
(i) Non-residential “DC” uses within the Residealtzone.

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

3. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned detegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected land owner or occupgéore determining the
application.

Comment

(a) Background
The proposal is for a Change of Use from ‘Multipizvelling’ to ‘Tourist
Accommodation’ for one unit only within a 9-Stor8wilding at Lot 10 (No. 45-1)
Hardy Street, South Perth. Referttachment 10.3.1(b) and Attachment 10.3.1(c)

(b) Description of the Surrounding Locality
The subject site has a southern frontage to HattdgeS a western frontage to
Melville Parade and a vehicular access to Lyale&tras seen above. The uses
adjoining the site are residential Multiple Dwefls1to the north and a mixture of
office and consulting rooms to the east.

(c) Land Use

The proposed land use of ‘Tourist Accommodation’ dassified as a ‘DC’
(Discretionary with Consultation) land use in Talil¢Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6.
In examining this discretionary use, it is consgdethat due to the significant number
of planning related issues raised in objectionh® proposal contained within the
submissions received from neighbours who were dwmtifsee section Neighbour
Consultation), that the use is not supported byCitye
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(d)

(e)

(f)

Car Parking

The required number of car bays for a Tourist Acecmdation use is 1 bay per unit;
whereas the required number of car bays for a plalDbwelling is 2 bays. Therefore,
the proposed development complies with the caripamequirement of TPS6.

Scheme Obijectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Planni@theme No. 6

The following general Scheme objectives are not met

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

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

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnadmappropriate uses.

The subject site contains a total of 64 units.dhlthe units are currently approved as
‘Multiple Dwellings’, none of the other units ontesihave received planning approval
for a change of use to a non-residential use sacfiaurist Accommodation’. The
proposed use of a single unit as ‘“Tourist Accomrtiodais not in harmony with the
existing residential use on the site. The proposedis likely to impact on the amenity
of the properties permanent residents. ‘TouristoAmmodation’ is considered to be an
inappropriate use on the site. Therefore it ismeoended that the proposed change in
use not be supported by the Council.

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

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration (considered not to compligaid):

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

(p) any social issues that have an effect on theeaity of the locality; and

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agian, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted under ake 7.4.

The proposed change of use to ‘Tourist Accommodafior a single unit (unit 45)
out of 64 existing units currently approved as ‘Npié Dwellings’ is not considered
to be orderly and proper planning. The submissieteived from the consulted
neighbours identify a range of potential amenitpattis and social impacts that the
proposal is likely to cause on the sites permamesidents. The most significant
potential impacts are reduced security and safétyimthe complex, increased noise
and lack of appropriate on-site management for fiBbuAccommodation’. The
proposed development is considered unsatisfactorglation to all of these matters.
Therefore it is recommended that the proposed @&amgise not be supported by
Council.

-22 -



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 22 JUNE 2010

Consultation

(@) Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpliposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 ‘Consultation foarfPing Proposals’. Individual

property owners, occupiers and/or strata bodiddoat1-19 Hardy Street, No. 2-18
Lyall Street, No. 54 & 56 Melville Pde and No. 1 &les Street were invited to
submit comments during a minimum 14-day period @wv the consultation

continued until this report was finalised). In &dxh, signs were placed on site
inviting comment from any other interested person.

During the advertising period, a total of 65 cotesibn notices were sent and 9
submissionswere received, all of them against the proposak Tbmments of the

submitters, together with Officer responses, amersarised as follows:

Submitters’ Comments

Officer's Responses

Increased safety and security risk to permanent
tenants, there is no access restrictions to floors
and common areas, short term guests may let
unsuitable visitors inside the complex. It defeats
the purpose of having secured entry. x5

No onsite staff to oversee tourist use and deal
with related behavioural problems x2

Increased noise impact to neighbouring units — no
investment in being a ‘good neighbour'. x3

Generally agreed.
The comment is UPHELD.

Potential parking issues — misuse of bays and
hoon drivers.

Potential impact only, no evidence to support.
The comment is NOTED.

The unit has previously been used for an
unauthorised commercial premises “‘massage
parlour”, this application may be an attempt to

This allegation is not confirmed — no planning
compliance records within the City.
The comment is NOTED.

legitimise such a business.
Devaluation of residential units.

Not a planning consideration.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.
This is a strata issue, not
consideration.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Potential damage to communal facilities by short
term tenants. x3

a planning

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

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council’'s Strategic Plan which is expressed infthlewing terms:

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

Sustainability Implications
There are no sustainability implications relatingdttis application.

Conclusion

The proposal will have a detrimental impact on &y residential neighbours, and does
not meet all of the relevant Scheme objectives@nslisions. Accordingly, it is considered
that the application should be refused.
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IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicatianplanning approval for a Change of Use
from ‘Multiple Dwelling’ to ‘“Tourist Accommodationat Lot 10 (No. 45-1) Hardy Street,
South Perthbe refusedfor the following reasons:

(b) Specific Reasons

0] The proposal is for a ‘DC’ use. After condugfithe appropriate neighbour
consultation in accordance with P355 it is cleat the potential impact on
neighbours is not acceptable.

(i) The proposed development does not comply withuse 1.6.2 (Scheme
Objectives) of the City of South Perth Town PlamgniBcheme No. 6
(TPS6), specifically subclauses a, f and g.

(iii) The proposed development does not comply withuse 7.5 (Matters to be
Considered by Council) of the City of South Pertwh Planning Scheme
No. 6 (TPS6), specifically subclauses b, i, p and w

(c) Standard Advice Notes
642 Strata note- comply with the Act
643 Strata note- seek their approval
651  appeal rights- SAT

Footnote: A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.
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10.3.2  Proposed 4 x Two-Storey Grouped Dwellings l-ot 286 (No. 41) River
Way, Salter Point

Location: Lot 286 (No. 41) River Way, Salter Point

Applicant: Sam Teoh Architects

Lodgement Date: 30 December 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.597 RI3/41

Date: 3 June 2010

Author: Patricia Wojcik, Trainee Statutory Planni@fficer

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmteand Community
Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approvalféur, two-storey Grouped Dwellings on

Lot 286 (No. 41) River Way, Salter Point. It is posed to replace the four existing Multiple

Dwellings on the lot with four Grouped Dwellings der the provisions of Clause 6.1

‘Replacement of Existing Buildings not ComplyingtivDensity, Plot Ratio, Use or Height

Limits’ of Town Planning Scheme No. 6. It is recoemded that the proposal be approved
subject to conditions.

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

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Density — replacement of 4 existing Multiple Dwellings | TPS6 clause 6.1(3)
with 4 Grouped Dwellings

Visitor parking — variation of 1 visitor bay TPS6 clause 7.8(1)
Boundary walls — 2 proposed boundary walls P350.2
Background
The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R20
Lot area 1,776 sq. metres
Building height 7.0 metres
limit
Development 3 Dwellings (in accordance with Table 1 of the R-Codes)
potential 4 Dwellings (in accordance with cl. 6.1 of the Scheme)

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

l 1] |
I o [ Development site
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting

because it falls within the following categoriesci#ed in the delegation:
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3. Developments involving the exercise of a discredonpower
This power of delegation does not extend to appgpapplications for planning approval
involving the exercise of a discretionary powetha following categories:
(c) Applications involving the exercise of dettn under Clauses 6.1 or 6.11 of the
Scheme.

The applicant is seeking approval to replace foustemg Multiple Dwellings with four
Grouped Dwellings under Clause 6.1 of the Scheme.

Comment

(a) Existing Development on the Subject Site
The existing development on the subject site ctiyrefeatures four Multiple

Dwellings contained within a three-storey buildiag,depicted in the site photographs
atAttachment 10.3.2(b)

(b) Description of the Proposal
The proposal involves the demolition of the exigtidevelopment and construction of
four Grouped Dwellings within two-storey buildinga Lot 286 (No. 41) River Way,
South Perth (the site), as depicted in the subthfitens atConfidential Attachment
10.3.2(a) Furthermore, the site photographs show the osiship of the site with the
surrounding built environment as illustrateddttachment 10.3.2(b)

The proposal complies witliown Planning Scheme No.(6PS6; the Scheme), the
Residential Design Codes of WA 2q& R-Codes) and relevant Council policies as
discussed below.

(c) Residential Density and Streetscape Amenity
The proposal involves removal of the existing fauhree-storey Multiple Dwellings
and replacement with four x two-storey Grouped Diwg$ in accordance with the
provisions of Clause 6.1 ‘Replacement of Existingil@ngs not Complying with
Density, Plot Ratio, Use or Height Limits’ of Tovirlanning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6).
Sub-clause (1) states that (emphasis added):
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(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Codes dauliject to the provisions of sub
clause (3), if, on the date of gazettal of Bsheme a site contained a residential
development that exceeded:
(a) the density coding indicated on the Scheme Maps
(b) the Building Height Limit; or
(c) both the density coding and the Building Heigimit; the Council may approve
redevelopment of that site:
(i) to the same density or height or both, and with same use as those of the
development which existed on the site on the dajazaettal of the Scheme; and
(ii) with a plot ratio exceeding the maximum préised by the Residential Design
Codes.

Sub-clause (2) applies to sites containing a neiteatial development, and therefore

is not applicable to the current proposal. Subsaa(3) states (emphasis added):

(3) The power conferred by sub-clauses (1) andn@y only be exercised if:
(@) in the opinion of the Council, the proposedealepment will contribute more
positively to the scale and character of the ssespe, the preservation or
improvement of the amenity of the area, and theativies for the precinct than the
building which existed on the site on the dateazfegtal of the Scheme; and
(b) except where proposed development comprisesr miterations to the existing
development which, in the opinion of the Counalndt have a significant adverse
effecton the amenity of adjoining land, advertising af froposed development has
been undertaken in accordance with the provisidrdause 7.3.

Clause 6.1.1(a) does not prevent a change of laedfrom Multiple Dwellings to
Grouped Dwellings. Grouped Dwellings are seen tonmime in keeping with the
existing development within the streetscape arldegefore supported on this basis.

In accordance with subclause (3) of this clause,ptoposed replacement of the 4
multiple dwellings by 4 grouped dwellings is obgmivo contribute more positively

to the scale and character of the streetscapgyrdservation or improvement of the
amenity of the area in the following terms:

() Replacement of the existing 1960s multiple dwellibgilding with the
contemporary proposed building is observed to dautie positively to the visual
amenity of the streetscape character.

(i)  The proposed roof orientation whereby the pitctoad face faces the street has
been justified by the Architect as being compatiiolehe existing streetscape
character, and was substantiated with evidencerimst of photographs that
form a part of Attachment 10.3.2(c), the streetecapalysis. The photographs
show a great number of dwellings in the street timte gable ended roofs
whereby their pitched roof faces face River Wayrdality, when viewed from
the street, the roof will be visible as a three afigional entity with one of its
gable end along with the pitched roof face.

(i) Even though the proposed street facing dwellingjtisated closer to the street
when compared to the existing dwelling with parkipgys at the front, the
proposed setback is observed to be compliant vmghprovisions of Clause
6.2.1 of the R-Codes and is observed to have refgattie setbacks of the
existing buildings on either side of the subjets.si

(iv) The grouped dwellings also provide better amerotythe future residents of
these dwellings who will have access to sufficitéobr area for family living
and associated activities. These dwellings alse ldlirect access to their private
outdoor living areas unlike the existing building.
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(d)

(e)

(v) Where the current development has a total of $agding spaces on site for the
residents as well as for the visitors, the propasmdlopment will have a total
of 15 car parking bays (8 for the residents of theellings and 7 for the
visitors). Noting that there is no facility to paviehicles on River Way, the
proposal will result in increasing the on-site pagkcapacity.

Significant Views

City Planning Policy P350.9 (“Significant Views"¢quires the consideration for the
loss of significant views from neighbouring projest The neighbouring properties of
the subject site currently enjoy views of the CagnRiver (a significant view), and
written objection to the loss of those views hasrbedged with the City.

City officers have considered the proposal in refatto the views of adjoining
properties, having regard to the applicant’'s norch@elopment entitlements with
respect to density, building height and setbacksvas found that they comply as
mentioned in section (a), (g) and (i) of this rép@onsidering the above, and the
reduction in roof pitch to 27 degrees, it is copsil that the proposed development
complies with the policy.

Car Parking, Access, Siting and Design

The required number of car bays is eight whereaptbposed number of car bays is
eight (two per dwelling); therefore the proposedealepment complies with the car
parking requirement of the R-Codes.

Policy P375 (Development of properties abuttingeRiWay) prescribes two visitor
parking spaces to be provided on site in additiothé two spaces normally required.
The applicant to proposing 7 visitor bays on sgtadapicted in the submitted plans at
Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) therefore the proposed development does not
comply with policy.

Council discretion- cl. 7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under clause 78.TPS6 to approve the proposed

car parking, if Council is satisfied that all requments of that clause have been met.
In this instance, it is recommended that the pregasar parking be approved, as the
applicant has satisfied the City in relation to thidowing requirements of that clause

(emphasis added):

(&) approval of the proposed development would be sterdi with the orderly and
proper planning of the precinct and the preseraatid the amenity of the
locality;

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

(c) the proposed development meets the objectivedhiéoCity and for the precinct
in which the land is situated as specified in trecmct Plan for that precinct.

As there are a significant number of proposedaiditiys on the site, the shortfall is
considered to be a minor variation. In additiore ftoposed development is adding
three extra bays to what currently exists.

In addition, a condition is recommended for thanitog bay for unit 4 to be so marked

or signposted to avoid potential disputes amongigthtours, especially given that the
adjoining neighbour (unit 3) is deficient of onaitor bay.
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(f)

9

In addition, the proposed crossover will be intenfg with an existing Western power
pole. A condition is recommended stating that entagreement from the service
provider is to be provided, prior to the issuingadiuilding license.

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

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

Boundary Wall — south

A boundary wall is proposed on the southern boundathe lot. The wall is observed
not to have an adverse effect on neighbouring asevinen assessed against the
following “amenity factors” referred to in Policy3B0.2 (emphasis added):

* The effect on the existing streetscape character;

¢ The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedjior garden if forward of the
proposed parapet wall;

« Overshadowing of adjoining habitable room windowswatdoor living areas; and

« Impact of bulk on adjoining outdoor living areas.

Through the course of the assessment, it was fabghtihat the proposed southern
boundary wall is adjacent to a portion of a pod4tHoward Parade, which meets the
R-Codes definition of an outdoor living area. Thaplecant has since provided a
justification in relation to this and has droppée theight of the wall to 2.7m, in

accordance with clause 6 of policy P350.2, whicttest that boundary walls adjacent
to outdoor living areas shall be no higher tham®.Therefore it is considered to

comply with clause 6 of P350.2.

Additionally however, the proposal still needs teehthe associated amenity factors
identified above, the factors specific to this cassuld be the overshadowing of
adjoining outdoor living areas and impact of butkawjoining outdoor living areas. In
relation to this, the applicant has stated thatvigetation on the adjoining property
will ameliorate the visual impact of the proposeoutdary wall. In relation to
overshadow, the acceptable setback for a wallisfrthture would be 1.0m from the
boundary which would still overshadow a portiortted adjoining pool. The proposed
development overall also conforms to the R-Codesiirements for overshadow as
stated elsewhere within this report. Coupled with overshadow cast by the existing
vegetation, the boundary wall is therefore suppbadte this basis and is recommended
for approval.

Boundary Wall - east

A boundary wall is proposed on the eastern boundhte lot. The wall is observed
not to have an adverse effect on neighbouring awevinen assessed against the
following “amenity factors” referred to in Policy38B0.2:

* The effect on the existing streetscape character;

e The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedjior garden if forward of the
proposed parapet wall;

« Overshadowing of adjoining habitable room windowswatdoor living areas; and

« Impact of bulk on adjoining outdoor living areas.

Accordingly, it is recommended that the boundaryl & approved.
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(h)

(i)

()

(k)

()

(m)

(n)

Streetscape / Building Design

In relation to the design, the applicant has predid streetscape elevation showing
the adjoining residential properties with the pregad development depicted in the
submitted plans aonfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a)and Attachment 10.3.2(c) In
addition, the applicant has provided detailed pgi@tphs showing the proposed gable
roof achieving consistency with the existing stseape illustrated afttachment
10.3.2(c) It was observed that the proposed roof pitch ®id8grees is excessively
steep and subsequently the applicant has loweredabf pitch to 27 degrees to
demonstrate compliance with the provisions of Bolie370 (General Design
Guidelines for Residential Development). Therefdris considered that the proposed
development complies with the streetscape policy.

Driveway Gradient

Clause 6.10(2) of TPS6 prescribes a maximum driyegvadient of 1:12 within 3.6
metres of the street alignment and 1:8 for the nedea of the driveway. However,
where topography creates difficulties in adheringthese maximum gradients, the
City may allow a steeper gradient subject to theliegnt complying with the
following sub clause:

(i) Where the driveway gradient at any point isegker than the maximum prescribed
in Clause 6.10(2) of TPS6 but not steeper than th® applicant is to submit a letter
which acknowledges responsibility for any accefficdities that may arise, without

any future recourse to the City of South Perth.

As the proposed gradient is beyond 1:6 (1:31 tg, it& considered that the gradient
requires no further attention.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels - minimum

The required minimum finishethabitable room flooris 2.3 metres above AHD
whereas the proposed finished floor levels rangenf2.4 metres above AHD.
Therefore the proposed development complies widu§# 6.9.2 “Minimum Ground
and Floor Levels” of TPS6.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels - maximum

The proposed floor levels range from 2.4 metre§.fometres above AHD and the
surrounding ground levels comply with Clause 6.184aximum Ground and Floor
Levels” of TPS6.

Street and Side Setbacks
The primary street setbacks, secondary street dethbaide boundary setbacks and
rear boundary setbacks are considered to complychuse 6.3.1 of the R-Codes.

Open Space

The required minimum open space is 50% of eacheguwstrata lot; whereas the open
space provided per proposed strata lot ranges baté®% and 69%. Therefore the
proposed development complies with the open spaceeat of the R-Codes.

Building Height

The permitted building height limit for the subjdat is 7.0 metres, whereas the
proposed buildings range from 0.4 to 0.8 metresvbehis height; it is therefore

considered that the proposed development compligs elause 6.2 “Maximum

Building Height Limit” of TPS6.
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(0)

(9))

(@)

(n)

Solar Access for Adjoining Sites

The maximum area of overshadowing permitted is 5%ach adjoining lot, whereas
the proposed overshadowing on the two adjoiningitL6% and 17% as specified in
the table below. Therefore the proposed developrmemiplieswith the solar access

element of the R-Codes.

Adjoining Site Maximum area overshadow Overshadow proposed
address allowed
No. 32 Howard 25% 294m 16% 187m
Parade
No. 34 Howard 25% 194m 17% 132m
Parade

Visual Privacy and Related Setbacks
All visual privacy setbacks comply with the Accdpta Development standards
contained within Clause 6.8.1 of the R-Codes.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments in termghefgeneral objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congiddo broadly meet the following
objectives:

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

(b) Introduce performance-based controls supportgd planning policies and
Precinct Plans;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(n)

(@)
©)

(w)

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

the extent to which a proposed building is afiguin harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area, in terofsits scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientati@etbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details;

the topographic nature or geographic locatidrte land;

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

any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta?.4.

The proposed development is considesatisfactory in relation to all of these matters.

Consultation

(@)

Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. A sign was placed on sitenaitinotices were sent to a total of
31 surrounding properties. A total of 4 submissiorere received all against the

proposalThe submissions have been summarised below.

Submitter’'s Comments

Responses (based upon information received from the
applicant and officer assessment)

Significant views of the Canning
River will be obstructed by the
proposed roof. Submitter have
requested that the roof ridgeline
be rotated to an east-west
orientation to minimise impact
on views or else that the roof be
flat.

Applicant had agreed to drop the roof pitch to 27 degrees to
alleviate loss of views and as mentioned elsewhere in the report, the
development complies with the City's Planning Policy P350.9
“Significant Views” which also states that views enjoyed over
neighbouring properties can only be regarded as borrowed views.

Furthermore, as explained in the section on Residential Density and
Streetscape Amenity, the proposed orientation of the roof is
observed to be compatible with existing buildings on the street.
Attachment 10.3.2(c) Streetscape Analysis provides photographic
evidence in this regard.

The comment is NOTED and the development is observed to be
compliant.

The proposed 35 degree pitch
roof is incompatible with the
streetscape.

Applicant had agreed to drop the roof pitch to 27 degrees to ensure
streetscape compatibility.
The comment is NOTED.

Request that the screen wall to
the dining room of House 2 be
extended.

The proposed development already complies with the Visual Privacy
requirement contained within clause 6.8.1 of the R-Codes as stated
elsewhere in the report.

The comment is NOTED and the development is observed to be
compliant.

Existing trees on the boundary
be preserved.

With regards to the existing trees, in accordance with City Policy
P350.5, these trees are not necessary for retention as they are
situated less than 3.0m from the boundary. The comment is NOT
UPHELD.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Comments in relation to various relevant provisiohgshe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,

the R-Codes and Council policies have been providiselvhere in this report.

Financial Implications
There are no financial implications in relatiorth@s development.
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Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council’'s Strategic Plan which is expressed infthlewing terms:

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

Sustainability Implications

Noting the favourable orientation of the lot, thi§icers observe that the proposed outdoor
living areas have access to winter sun. Hencepithygosed development is seen to achieve
an outcome that has regard to the sustainablerdpsigtiples.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal meets all ofréhevant Scheme, R-Codes and City Policy
objectives and provisions and will not have a detntal impact on adjoining residential
neighbours. Provided that conditions are appliedeasmmended, it is considered that the
application should be conditionally approved.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $ogerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application ganning approval for four x two-
storey Grouped Dwellings on Lot 286 (No. 41) Riwfay, Salter Pointpe approved
subject to:

(a) Standard Conditions

390  crossover standards 455 dividing fence- staisdar
358  driveway gradient letter 456 dividing fendating

410  crossover affects infrastructure 377 screelmbes drying

393  verge and kerbing works 550 plumbing hidden

625  sightlines for drivers 427 colours and matsridetails
340 parapet walls- finish of surface 471 retainirals- timing

470  retaining walls- if required 660 expiry of appal

(b) Specific Conditions

() The proposed tree indicated on the site plan dfwalot less than 3.0 metres in
height at the time of planting and of a speciesam by the City. The tree shall
be planted prior to occupation of the dwelling aill be maintained in good
condition thereafter.

(i) The turning bay for unit 4 shall be so markedsignposted to avoid potential
disputes amongst neighbours, especially giventtieadjoining neighbour (unit
3) is deficient of one visitor bay.

(c) Standard Advice Notes
648 building licence required 649A minor variatienseek
approval
646 landscaping standards — general 651  appe&t HSAT
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.
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10.3.3 Application for Planning Approval for Propoed Two x 3-Storey Single
Houses. Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street, South 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: 17 June 2010

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Céfi

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmteand Community
Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaltfgo 3-storey Single Houses on Lot 5
(No. 46) Onslow Street, South Perth. The proposalpdies with the City’'s Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, the 2008 R-Codes and City policiabjest to minor variations being
accepted by the Council.

Council is being asked to exercise discretion leti@n 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.

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 10.3.3(a) Plans of the proposal
e Attachment 10.3.3(b) Site photographs
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The location of the development site is shown below

172 Development site

170

78l
178 - 180

43 o Mg pOW

73173
177

1

187
44 1 -}
sl7af
HOPETOUNST

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

]

2. Major developments
(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metrehk bighigher, or comprises 10 or
more dwellings; and
(c) Development of the kind referred to in itemssaad (b) above, but which, in the
opinion of the delegated officer, is contentiousisoof significant community
interest.

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

Comment

(@) Description of the Surrounding Locality
The subject site has a frontage to Right of Way\{B@lo. 9 (with a 3-storey block
of flats opposite) and Onslow Street, located ajacto two-storey Grouped
Dwellings to the east and south.

(b) Existing Development on the Subject Site
The existing development on the subject site ctigrdeatures land uses of ‘Single
House, as depicted in the site photographatschment 10.3.3(a)

(c) Description of the Proposal
The proposal involves the construction of two 3eyoSingle Housesn Lot 5 (No.
46) Onslow Street, South Perth (the site), as teghien the submitted plans at
Attachment 10.3.3(a) The site photographs attachment 10.3.3(b) show the
relationship of the site to the surrounding develept.
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The following components of the proposed develognaennot satisfy the Scheme
requirements:
()  Finished Ground and Floor Levels.

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

(d) Land Use
The proposed land use of Single House is classifted ‘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.

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

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

The maximumfinishedfloor levels permitted are RL 8.21-8.31 metres; whethas

proposed finished floor levels are 8.350 metresigplcm - 14cm). Therefore, the
proposed development does not comply with clau$f.8.“Maximum Ground and

Floor Levels” of TPS6.

Council discretion- cl. 6.10

Council has discretionary power under clause 6fIP&6 to approve the proposed
ground / floor levels, if Council is satisfied tralt requirements of that clause have
been met. In this instance, it is recommendedtti®aproposed ground / floor levels
be approved, as the applicant has satisfied the iGitrelation to the following
requirements of that clause (emphasis added):

(a) approval of the proposed development would be stersi with theorderly
and proper planning of the precinct and the preservation of #menity of
the locality;

(b) the non-compliance will not have amgverse effectupon the occupiers or
users of the development or the inhabitants ofptieeinct or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and

(c) the proposed development meets tigectives for the City and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as specified inghecinct 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 internaidasies to the west. In addition, the
proposal abuts a property to the south (the reaghwfeatures grounds higher than
the proposed development. To the west, the devedopreite 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 aledif levels from the required “equal
cut and fill” is a very minor 4cm — 15cm.

-36 -



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 22 JUNE 2010

(9)

(h)

()

For the objectives of the Scheme, please refee¢tbas Scheme Objectives, which
have been satisfied.

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

Street Setback

The permissible average street setback is 1.5 me#ieereas the proposed building
setback was a minimum of 4.0 metres; thereforepthposed development complied
with Table 1 of the R-Codes. However due to coredérom the DAC and southern
neighbours, the Applicant has since chosen to sstadé/ amend the plans with a
reduced setback no less than 1.5 metres, therafmeproposed development also
complies.

Solar Access for Adjoining Site

The maximum area of overshadow permitted is 50gmyavhereas due to recently
amended plans the proposed overshadowing rangesdetl percent and 17 percent
(2n? - 38nf). Therefore, the proposed development compliek tie 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 Agse& a maximum of 2.7 metres
high from the neighbour’s ground level, whereas pheposed wall height is 3.0
metres; therefore, the proposed development ddesontply with Policy P350.2.

Finally, the wall has been found to not have anessy effect on neighbouring
amenity when assessed against the following “amypetest” referred to in Policy
P370.2:
* The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwediimr garden if forward of
the proposed parapet wall;
» Overshadow of adjoining habitable room windows atddor Living Areas;
* Impact of bulk on adjoining Outdoor Living Areasich
* The wall is internal to the development site anéréfore neighbours
comments are not applicable (see neighbour cotisul}a

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& a maximum of 2.7 metres
high from the neighbour’'s ground level, whereas piheposed wall height is 3.3
metres; therefore, the proposed development ddesontply with Policy P350.2.

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

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

-37-



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 22 JUNE 2010

(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)

(@)

Car Parking

As the car parking facilities for the existing dlired will be demolished to make way
for the additional dwellings proposed, car parkingn unresolved matter. However,
the Applicant has stated that the existing dwellimdj be demolished once the
resident can occupy one of the proposed dwelliAgsa consequence, it is considered
that the resident needs onsite car parking faslitiuring the construction phase, but it
would seem unreasonable to require one of those tealpe covered by a carport or
garage, as is normally the case.

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 ghuation were to change due to
unforseen circumstances or changes to the landtsveemmitment, 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 ireguAttachment 10.3.3(b).

Sustainable Design

Council Policy P350.1 (Sustainable Design) stronglycourages all proposed
development to incorporate measures of sustairddsggn to enhance the quality of
life of occupants while minimising any adverse efée upon the occupants,
neighbours and wider community. However, it is aokiedged that Policy P350.1
does not override other TPS6, R-Codes and Poliqyirements via clause 5(h). As a
consequence of the development complying in akmotaspects (see relevant sections
of this report), it is considered that the polisynit relevanto this application.

Building Height

The building height is 10.5 metres (18.7 metres AHIhd the proposed building
height is 0.9 metres less than that (17.8 metre®©)AH herefore, the proposed
development complies with Clause 6.2 "Building Hiibimit" 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 screernib@ proposed development
complieswith the visual privacy element of the R-Codes.

Open Space

The required minimum open space is 45 percent @fstte (72.411), whereas the
proposed open space is 46.3 percent (7423Therefore, 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.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6

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

(@ Maintain the City's predominantly residentiabcacter and amenity;
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(c) Facilitate a diversity of dwelling styles andndities in appropriate locations on
the basis of achieving performance-based objectivaish retain the desired
streetscape character and, in the older areas@fiihtrict, the existing built form
character;

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

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

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

(s) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clage 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 progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

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

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is afigun harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area, in terofsits scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientatigetbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details;

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

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

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

The proposed development is considered satisfawiasfation to all of these matters.
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Consultation

(@)

(b)

Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in May 2010. The progdosas favourably received by
the Consultants. Their comments and responses thierd\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 wall.

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.

Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpliposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 ‘Consultation foarfPing Proposals’. Individual

property owners, occupiers and/or strata bodidsaat 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 submitroemts during a minimum 14-day
period (however the consultation continued untg teport was finalised).

During the advertising period, a total of 28 cotesibn notices were sent and 6
submissions were received, 2 in favour and 4 agé#wesproposal. 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.
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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.

In relation to | Bulk and form of the

amenity, the | proposed development
proposed being  three-storeys
development does | and setback 1.4
not comply with the | metres  from  the
objectives of the | boundary.

Scheme, objectives
of R-Codes and
planning policy, due
to the following:

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 “guideline”
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

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
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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

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

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

Considered
by Council):

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

storeys), which are well
articulated in shape and
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
high.

Whist it is acknowledged that the proposed
development has a different height (3-storeys) to the
neighbouring southern and eastern dwellings (2-
storeys), the proposal is consistent with the
neighbouring northern development [a large block of
3-storey flats; see Attachment 10.3.3(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
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

lifestyle as a result of loss of
privacy and sunlight.

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
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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 s
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 provisiohgshe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,
the R-Codes and Council policies have been providiselvhere in this report.

Financial Implications
The determination has a no finangraplications

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council’'s Strategic Plan which is expressed infthlewing terms:

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

Sustainability Implications
No outstanding issues (see section Sustainablgesi

Conclusion

The proposal will have no detrimental impact oroadng residential neighbours, and all of
the relevant Scheme, R-Codes and Council Policgatibes and provisions. Provided that
conditions are applied as recommended, it is censi that the application should be
conditionally approved.
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10.4

10.5

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.3 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application gtanning approval for two 3-storey
Single Houses on Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street, B&drth pe approvedsubject to:

(@ Standard Conditions
615  screening- amended plans required 456  diviginge- timing

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

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

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

455  dividing fence- standards

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

(A) Two car parking bays shall be provided for thésting dwelling on its
lot. Furthermore, if the dwelling is not demolishetthin 18 months,
then one of those car parking bays shall be pravidgh permanent
covering (such as a carport or a garage), sulgefttrther applications
and approvals as required within the City of Sdeginth; and

(B) A 25 degree roof pitch for the rear portion thfe dwellings, as
requested by the Applicant.

(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:
() It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaissith 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.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
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10.6

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - May010

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 07 Jun 2010

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

Summary

Monthly management account summaries comparingityes actual performance against
budget expectations are compiled according to th@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 reg@ part of the suite of reports that were
recognised with a Certificate of Merit in the I&tcellence in Local Government Financial
Reporting awards.

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulat®dnrequires the City to present
monthly financial reports to Council in a formafleeting relevant accounting principles. A
management account format, reflecting the orgaoisalt structure, reporting lines and
accountability mechanisms inherent within that dtriee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. ififi@mation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detailedbinkne information supplied to the
City's departmental managers to enable them to tootte financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their conffbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publdiethe Annual Budget.

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

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaB&nrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be idehtdied comment provided on those
variances. The City has adopted a definition afriicant variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the
project or line item value (whichever is the greateNotwithstanding the statutory
requirement, the City provides comment on othesdes/ariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.

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

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtvall necessarily be progressively

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

Reviews.
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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 AewnBudget including the
introduction of the capital expenditure items eadrforward from 2008/2009 (after August
2009).

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

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

opportunity for more timely intervention and cotiee action by management where

required.

Comment
The major components of the monthly managementustcsummaries presented are:

* Balance SheetAttachments 10.6.1(1)(Axand 10.6.1(1)(B)

e Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenue &nxgenditure Attachment
10.6.1(2)

* Summary of Operating Revenue & Expenditure - Iriftacsure ServiceAttachment
10.6.1(3)

e Summary of Capital ltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

e Schedule of Significant Variance&ttachment 10.6.1(5)

e Reconciliation of Budget MovementsAttachment 10.6.1(6) (A) & (B)

« Rate Setting Statemenittachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 31 May 2010 is $38.28M whegresents 101% of the $38.02M year
to date budget. Revenue performance is close tgdiekpectations overall - although there
are some individual line item differences. Intemestenues are 2% over budget expectations
but this relates to Reserve interest rather thamidfjuel Fund interest. This is a pleasing
result given weak investment rates in the early pathe year. Rates revenue is right on
budget. Property management revenue shows a smallfable variance due to the impact
of the new commercial lease.

Reflecting the positive tone of WA's economic climaPlanning revenues are now ahead of
the (upwards) revised revenue budget expectati®esreation revenue is slightly ahead of
budget expectations due to a higher than expeaedfiithe recreation centre whilst halls
revenue have benefitted from recognising revenassciated with the use of the Moresby
Hall. Collier Park Village revenue is 2% behind bet expectations due to several units
being vacant whilst the Hostel revenue is now fagble due to a retrospective adjustment
to commonwealth subsidies and the early receionfie Retained accommodation Bond
monies - although the overall retention from bofutsder statute) will be $30K less than
budgeted due to the number of concessional / nawl-paying residents. Meter parking
revenue is comfortably ahead of budget and infrimg@ revenue is now on target
following the downwards revision to the budget e tQ3 Budget Review. Golf Course
revenue is now 1% ahead of budget targets aftangherds revision to the target in the Q3
Budget Review. Infrastructure Services revenuarigdly on budget in most areas.

Comment on the specific items contributing to theiances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant Variance#ttachment 10.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 31 May 2010 is $33.80Malihiepresents 98% of the year to date

budget of $34.37M. Operating Expenditure to dattsunder budget in the Administration
area, on budget in the Infrastructure Services anead% under budget for the golf course.
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For a portion of the year there have been budg@dtedvacant) staff positions (currently
covered to some extent by consultants) in the CE@e) Building Services and Rangers
areas. The later two of these have recently bdled.fiPreviously noted timing differences
in areas including Libraries, Finance, CommunitgrRotions, Planning and the Collier Park
Village have reversed in May and these areas axectuse to budget overall.

Waste collection site fees have resulted in a fealle variance against budget to date due
to the City having (correctly) budgeted for thergmsed State Waste Levy from 1 Jan 2010
but a much lesser charge has been incurred.

Timing differences at the Golf Course expenditmalding pest and weed control activities
and some minor maintenance activities have nowrsegebut a favourable variance on
promotional activities still exists. Most otherrite in the administration areas remain close
to budget expectations to date other than mindangrdifferences.

Following the (cost neutral) re-distribution of amaintenance budgets earlier in the year
to reflect the in-use maintenance regimes at SIBJFQval and in the Manning Ward, this
area has been close to budget for most of the Reamstatement costs after events on SIMP
(offset by recoup revenue) along with acceleratqbrditure on parks in Manning Ward,
Karawara and George Burnett Park have again pustadtenance costs up. These are
under investigation and an immediate scale backaimtenance activities has been put in
place. Streetscape maintenance reflects the révefsan earlier favourable timing
difference - but the program is slightly under beidgverall.

Currently there are favourable variances relatindrainage maintenance but as these works
are seasonal the variance is of a timing naturg @mil will reverse as invoices are received
in June. There are also favourable variances eetdighting and street sweeping (which is
expected to reverse in June). Cash fleet and melal& operating costs are very close to
budget and a retrospective adjustment has been tnwagdant charge out recoveries.
Operating overheads in the Infrastructure areacareently showing some improvement
following adjustment over the last three months.

The salaries budgetin€luding temporary staff where they are being udedcover
vacancie¥ is now around 1.41% under the budget allocatmmtlie 217.6 FTE positions
approved by Council in the budget process - aféetirty allowed for agency staff invoices
to month end.

Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant Variances ta8hmentL0.6.1(5).

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $3.95M at 31 Maynaga year to date budget of $2.98M.
There are two major factors contributing to thigngicant favourable variance. Firstly,
there is a $0.21M favourable variance on lease iprem and refurbishment levies
attributable to re-leased units at the Collier Pditlage. This is after two units were settled
during the month - with a further two vacant atsam@. The other factor is an unbudgeted
$0.79M accounting ‘revenue’ resulting from a (temgyy) return of funds paid to Western
Power for the Stage 4 UGP project - pending costind scheduling of the Murray St
precinct of the UGP area — which has yet to be makien although it is part of the
submitted UGP Stage 4 project area. These fund$&evtemporarily transferred to the UGP
Reserve and then returned to the Muni Fund in fiaghcial year once the costing and
scheduling is known with more certainty.

Comment on the specific items contributing to thpital revenue variances may be found
in the Schedule of Significant Variancégtachment 10.6.1(5).
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Capital Expenditure at 31 May 2010 is $12.25M rsprging 80% of the year to date budget
and some 67% of the full year budget (after théusion of carry forward works approved
by Council in August). Management has closely nmwei the delivery of the capital
program - and used the staged capital program approf running a ‘Deliverable’ and a
‘Shadow’ capital program to ensure that organisatiocapacity and expectations are
appropriately matched. Most informed predictionggast that a program of approximately
$13.0M (80% of the total program) will be achiev®dyear end - with the remainder of the
projects being carried forward into 2010/2011. Tisisconsistent with previous advice to
council - most recently at the Draft Budget Brigfimeld on 1 June.

Delays attributable to public consultation and lokss with major events on certain high
profile locations (eg: SJMP) have had an adverggmahon completion of some projects.
The Library and Community facility project is cunty showing a favourable variance of
some $0.56M but this is a merely a timing diffeetecause we have not yet been billed
for some construction elements. This amount plaerodentified carried forward works in
the Infrastructure and Planning & Community Sersieeea will, when added to the works
completed by 30 June, represent the full 2009/2@p&al program.

The table reflecting capital expenditure progregssus the year to date budget by
directorate is presented below. Updates on speeliments of the capital expenditure
program and comments on the variances discloseéithare provided bi-monthly from the

finalisation of the October management accountsandsv

TABLE 1 - CAPITAL EXPENDITURE BY DIRECTORATE

Directorate YTD Budget | YTD Actual | % YTD Budget Total Budget
CEOQ Office 4,630,000 4,002,718 86% 7,130,000
Financial & Information Services * 555,000 418,485 75% 655,000
Planning & Community Services 835,350 545,105 65% 930,350
Infrastructure Services 8,896,868 6,929,762 78% 9,034,490
Golf Course 418,200 357,047 85% 418,200
Total 15,335,418 | 12,253,117 80% 18,168,040

* Financial & Information Services is also respdmsifor the Library building project which
constitutes the majority ($6.96M) of the capitaberditure under the CEO Office

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahinformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial ag@ment. It also provides information
about corrective strategies being employed to addany significant variances and it
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
In accordance with the requirements of the Sediidnof theLocal Government Acand
Local Government Financial Management Regulatighs 3

Financial Implications

The attachments to this report compare actual €imhmperformance to budgeted financial
performance for the period. This provides for tin@entification of and responses to
variances which in turn promotes dynamic and prtifieancial management.

Strategic Implications

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

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

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

‘ OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.1 |

That ....

(a) the monthly Balance Sheet and Financial Sunasaprovided asAttachment
10.6.1(1-4)be received;

(b) the Schedule of Significant Variances providasl Attachment 10.6.1(5) be
accepted as having discharged Council’s statutobjigations under Local
Government (Financial Management) Regulation 34.

(© the Schedule of Movements between the Adoptein&nded Budget provided as
Attachment 10.6.1(6)(A) & (B)be received;

(d) the Rate Setting Statement providedaachment 10.6.1(7)be received
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10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anDebtors at 31 May 2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 7 June 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 Regefunds at month end.

. An analysis of the City’s investments in suitabl@may market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanionl institutions.

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

Background

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

In order to discharge accountability for the exszaf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbelmalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as funds held in ‘cash backed’ Reserves. Asiicant 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 effectitaml by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which these detegatre being exercised.

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

Comment

(a) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $35.67M compare favolyrao $29.80M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds amedlidentical to the level they
were at for the equivalent stage last year - réfigchigher holdings of cash backed
reserves to support refundable monies at the CROP& ($2.1M higher) but $3.0M
less holdings in the Future Building Works Resexsenonies are applied to the new
Library & Community Facility project. The Waste Magement and Plant
Replacement Reserves are $0.3M higher and sevdrai Reserve balances are
modestly changed when compared to last year.

Municipal funds are $5.8M higher although this tetaprimarily to very favourable

timing of cash outflows for capital major projecfae still have $2.4M of
programmed works to be completed and $3.5M of eatfiorward projects).
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(b)

Collections from rates and reimbursements from Glfice of State Revenue for
pensioner rebates are also in advance of lastsyeash position thanks to very
successful and timely follow up actions from thedficial Services team.

Our convenient and customer friendly payment methedpplemented by the Rates
Early Payment Incentive Prizes (with all prizes alea by local businesses), have
continued to have the desired effect in relatiomuo 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 selectionppfrapriate 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.

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cashkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddblr Municipal use currently sits at
$8.61M (compared to $11.35M last month) It was $®18at the same time in
2008/2009Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at ttmoand was $35.26M
compared to $29.32M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Municipal Funds as investments as describedeabov

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@adn deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are natatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysih©iefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 96.9% of the damare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of A1l (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 ensthes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&03 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 fiéilto respond to possible future
positive changes in rates.

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

Counterparty mix is regularly monitored and thetfodio 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 $1.67M - well
down from $2.05M at the same time last year. Tlesult is attributable to the
substantially lower interest rates available earlthe year - notwithstanding higher
levels of cash holdings. Rates were particulariyakveluring July and much of
August but have strengthened progressively (albeiestly) since late September
as banks undertook capital management initiatinelsthe Reserve Bank lifted cash
rates throughout the year.
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(©)

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

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

investment opportunities as well as recognising @igntial adverse impact on the
budget closing position. Throughout the year, wéakance the portfolio between
short and longer term investments to ensure tleCity can responsibly meet its
operational cash flow needs. Treasury funds arévedgt managed to pursue
responsible, low risk investment opportunities tlg@nerate additional interest
revenue to supplement our rates income whilst @mgtiat capital is preserved.

The weighted average rate of return on financisiriments for the year to date is
4.68% with the anticipated weighted average yieldnwestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.38% (compared with 5.32% last monitiyestment results to date reflect
careful and prudent selection of investments totroae immediate cash needs. At-
call cash deposits used to balance daily operdtaashn 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 edritie debts to cash is also an
important part of business management. Detailsaoh ef the three major debtor’s
category classifications (rates, general debtorsn&erground power) are provided
below.

() Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatiet to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of May 2010 (atter t

due date for the fourth instalment) represent 9608%6tal rates levied compared to
96.4% at the equivalent stage of the previous yEas means that the year end KPI
of 95% has already been achieved - the challengeisito see how much it can be
bettered by at year end.

This is a particularly pleasing result in spitetloé improving economic climate. It
reflects a good community acceptance of the rading communication strategies
applied by the City in developing the 2009/2010 &ainBudget. The range of
appropriate, convenient and user friendly paymeathods offered by the City,
combined with the Rates Early Payment Incentivee8eh(generously sponsored by
local businesses) has again been supported byytanel 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 $2.61M at month end (%2188t year) excluding UGP
debtors - and compared to $1.64M last month. Melanges in the composition of
the outstanding debtors balances (year on yeag $610M decrease in the amount
of GST refundable - and a $0.2M decrease in Baldpate debtors (accruals).
Offsetting these improvements is a $0.8M increas8undry Debtors - attributable
to a $0.8M invoice to Western Power to facilitéte temporary return of progress
claims paid until the final component of the StdgdGP project - Murray St can be
costed and undertaken. When paid to the City ineJuhe money will be
guarantined in the UGP Reserve until the time tih&t part of the project is
undertaken. The balance of parking infringementstanding is now similar to last
year. Debtors relating to pensioner rebates, audsig CPH fees and other sundry
debtors are less than the previous year balance.

The majority of the outstanding amounts are govemtrd. semi government grants

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

Of the $6.77M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustmis), some $5.67M was

collected by 31 May with approximately 75.6% of4hadn the affected area electing
to pay in full and a further 23.7% opting to payibgtalments. The remaining 0.7%
has yet to make a payment. However, most of th&seethaining properties are

disputed billing amounts and are now the subje@schlating collection actions by
the City as they have not been satisfactorily askbd in a timely manner.

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

Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Chargenbtaliments 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 isiot an interest charge
on the UGP service charge - but rather is an istecharge on the funding
accommaodation provided by the City’s instalmentmamt plan (like what would
occur on a bank loan). The City encourages ratepagethe affected area to make
other arrangements to pay the UGP charges - hst if required, providing an
instalment payment arrangement to assist the ngep@ncluding the specified
interest component on the outstanding balance).

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

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agawbin part (a) to (c) of the Comment
section of the report. Overall, the conclusion bardrawn that appropriate and responsible
measures are in place to protect the City’s firglressets and to ensure the collectability 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 @y’s Strategic Plan “To ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to respond to tmenmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.2 |

That Council receives the 31 May 2010 Monthly Staet of Funds, Investment & Debtors

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

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

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 6 June 2010

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

A list of accounts paid under delegated authoiitgl¢gation DC602) between 1 May 2010
and 31 May 2010 is presented to Council for infdioma

Background

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

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aighdrpurchasing approval limits for

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

After an invoice is approved for payment by an atitded officer, payment to the relevant
party must be made and the transaction recordethenCity’s financial records. All
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recarddéde 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 ashe receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @osting have been checked and
validated. Council Members have access to therigséind are given opportunity to ask
questions in relation to payments prior to the @iuneeting.

Comment

A list of payments made during the reporting peri®grepared and presented to the next
ordinary meeting of Council and recorded in theutés of that meeting. It is important to
acknowledge that the presentation of this list @frpents is for information purposes only
as part of the responsible discharge of accouitiailayments made under this delegation
can not be individually debated or withdrawn.

The 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.u@heayments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one andstgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party througliee duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothEREG Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party. For instance an Eimeat reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 included a payment t@ed@or number 76357
(Australian Taxation Office).
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* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe not listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradijdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfle 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 empdoank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thjgorefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees wheldiaect debited from the City’s bank
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedudsr the contract for provision of
banking services.

Payments made through the Accounts Payable 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 Advawoeunt - whereby each fund had to
periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasurers Advance éuat.

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

Consultation

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

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

ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Inedipproval and Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Maydetailed in the report of the Director
of Financial and Information Servicesttachment 10.6.3, be received.
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|10.6.4 Members Allowances & Entitlements - 2010/20

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 7 June 2010

Author: Michael J Kent, Director Financial and Infaation Services
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveff@er

Summary

Information on suggested entitlements for Counanhbers (determined in accordance with
the provisions of Section 5.98 & 5.99 of the Lo&@dbvernment Act) is presented for
consideration by Council following a request foe timount established in May 2009 to be
reviewed

Background

The Local Government Financial Management Regulatithat complement the Local
Government Act prescribe the maximum allowableténior Council Members meeting fees
and allowances. They also establish limits on tbeal Government Allowances payable to
the Mayor and Deputy Mayor of a local governmenteeltihg Fees, Communication
Allowances and the Technology Allowance are set fat rate irrespective of the size or
scale of the local government’s operations. Mayéitklwances are required to be set at an
amount less than the specified percentage of tted fpovernment’s total revenue budget -
and the Deputy Mayoral Allowance is set at 25%heffigure determined by Council for the
Mayoral Allowance.

Comment

The Local Government Act recognises that Councilmiders are required to attend
numerous meetings and briefing sessions in undega&ouncil business. This is essential
to ensure that they are well informed and able tkemeffective decisions for the good
governance of the district. In recognition of tmmmitment of time that Council Members
are required to make, they are paid a fee for thmseting / briefing session attendance.
Typically, metropolitan local governments adopt #06f the maximum prescribed annual
meeting fee set by the Department of Local Goventnihis fee has been payable at a rate
of $7,000 per Council Member and $14,000 for theydfaof any local government since
mid 2005.

The Local Government Act also provides for the pagtrof a Communication Allowance
of $2,400 per Council Member to meet the costdafisg in touch with their constituents.
The City pays this annual allowance at the presdritate to each Council Member but in
return, it doesiot reimburse any telephone, facsimile or internetsestor does it provide
Council Members with home fax machines, telephamdwoadband connections.

The City will also pay the $1,000 per year Techggldllowance to each Council Member
for 2010/2011 - which the Council Members may cleods apply to any technology

application of their choosing. The City does nauis Council Members with desktop or
notebook computers or printers for home use - aljhoshared generic computer facilities
are available in the Council Members Resource Raonthappropriate technology is made
available in the Mayor’s Office.

The Local Government Act also recognises the siant commitment that the Mayor
makes in serving the local community - and paréidylin relation to attending the many
community and official events required of him. Aotiogly, it permits the payment of a
Mayoral Allowance. The maximum permissible amoumt the allowance is 0.2% of the
City’s total revenue budget or $60,000 in totalhiehever is the lesser.
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Although the maximum permissible allowance is $60,the current allowance is only paid
at $48,500 or 81% of the permitted maximum.

The Mayoral Allowance was set for 2 years at $48,B5X009. CPI since that time has been
3.4%.

Whatever amount is determined as appropriate foMhyoral Allowance will establish the
Deputy Mayoral Allowance - which must represent 28%he Mayoral Allowance.

A CPI style increase would suggest a Mayoral Allowe figure in the range of $50,000 -
and a total cash remuneration of $67,400 plus tisevehicle etc. An alternative case may
be presented for payment of 100% of the maximuowable Mayoral Allowance figure of
$60,000 - and a total cash remuneration of $77pl@private use of a vehicle etc

Consultation

Consultation has occurred with the Department otdloGovernment to validate the
allowable limits and calculation methods for each tbe various Council Member
entittements. Consultation has also taken placé w#ighbouring local governments in
relation to the quantum of mayoral allowances ahérentitlements paid.

Policy and Legislative Implications

This report is consistent with the legislative riegunents of the Local Government Act - in
particular Sections 5.98 & 5.99 which deal with @ol Members allowances and fees.
Policy P511 - Members Entitlements is also relevarthis matter as it largely re-states the
provisions of these sections of the Local Goverrnmen

Financial Implications

The adoption of the recommendation in this reporll vestablish the financial
accommodation that must be provided in the 201Q/20dnual Budget for Council Member
Entitlements.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of financial managetmwhich directly relate to the key
result area of Financial Viability identified in @hCity’'s Strategic Plan “To provide
responsible and sustainable management of the Clityancial resources’.

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘financial’ dimensiosustainability by promoting accountability
for resource and also addresses the social dimemdicustainability by reflecting some
compensation for the time that Council Members @aguired to put into effectively
fulfilling their duties as elected members.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.4

That ....

(@) the Meeting Fee for the 2010/2011 year be 587 00 per Council Member and
$14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in achen

(b) a Communication Allowance of $2,400 per annuen @ouncil Member be paid
quarterly in advance;

(© a Technology allowance of $1,000 per annumJmmcil Member be paid quarterly

in advance;

(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2010/2011 be set at $ payable in quarterly
instalments in advance;

(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2010/2011 bet st $ payable in

quarterly instalments in advance.
* Absolute majority required
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10.6.5 Applications for Planning Approval Determinel Under Delegated

Authority
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Councill
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 4 June 2010
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager Development Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmeand Community Services

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

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

“That Council receive a monthly report as part ohe Agenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the exercise of Delegatedhority from Development
Services under Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as cathe provided in the Councillor’s
Bulletin.”

The great majority (over 90%) of applications féarming approval are processed by the
Planning Officers and determined under delegat#tubaity rather than at Council meetings.
This report provides information relating to thepligations 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 administeatjyocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.

Consultation
During the month of May 2010, forty-six (46) devahoent applications were determined
under delegated authority Attachment 10.6.5

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 thiefzhg terms:

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

Sustainability Implications

Reporting of Applications for Planning Approval Behined under Delegated Authority
contributes to the City’s sustainability by pronmgtieffective communication.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.5 |

That the report andttachment 10.6.5relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of May 20t6,received.
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| 10.6.6 Use of the Common Seal

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 4 June 2010

Author: Jelette Jumayao, Research and Admitiatr®fficer
Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Audistration Manager
Summary

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

Background

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

Comment
Clause 21.1 of the City’s Standing Orders Local La@07 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper uieeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to retoalregister:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

Register

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

May 2010
Nature of document Parties Date
Seal affixed
Deed of Agreement CoSP and Trustees of Christian Brothers in Western | 11 May 2010
Australia Inc.

Agreement CoSP and West Australian Landfill Services Pty Ltd 11 May 2010
Renewal of Lease CoSP and Vodafone Network Pty Ltd 25 May 2010
Deed of Agreement to Lease | CoSP and Peter Gerard Gee and Norrie Gee 25 May 2010
Lease CoSP and Peter Gerard Gee and Norrie Gee 25 May 2010
Notification under Section | CoSP and Amanda Jane Goodier 31 May 2010
70A

Consultation
Not applicable.

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

Financial Implications
Nil.
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Strategic Implications

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

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

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.6 |

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

11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1 Request of Leave of Absence Mayor Best

I hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Calivieetings for the period 15 to 24 June
2010 inclusive.

| 11.2  Request of Leave of Absence Cr V Lawrance

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all CailiVieetings for the period 28 July to 2
August 2010 inclusive.

| 11.3 Request of Leave of Absence Cr P Best

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all CauMeetings for the period 28 June to 2
July 2010 inclusive.
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12. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

| 12.1 Neighbourhood Watch Newsletters Cr K Trent

MOTION

That the CEO provide sufficient funds in the 2010-P budget to enable 20,000
Neighbourhood Watch Newsletters to be printed asiibuted within the City of South
Perth six times per annum.

MEMBER COMMENT

* Neighbourhood Watch system is a reliable method@kasing Community Safety and
supporting the Police in keeping our communitide.sa

* Media besides the City’'s website needs to be usedake the public more aware about
Community Safety.

« The newsletter was previously delivered by volurgewho are keen to promote
community safety. With members of the Community\aelng the hardcopy newsletter
they are extending the eyes of the police.

« One of the points raised in the Visioning was tkechto develop strategies for a safer
community, which is what the Neighbourhood Watcbgpam is doing.

COMMENT CEO
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d) of Standing eisdLocal Law 2007 the Chief
Executive Officer comments as follows:

A thorough review of the Neighbourhood Watch (NH®¥éyvices was conducted in 2006-
2007 by an independent external organisation knasvRID who were also engaged to
prepare the previous Community & Safety Crime Pnéea Plan 2005-08. At the time of
the review it was found that volunteers were fratstl by the lack of community interest in
the service and in particular the lack of use & @ommunity Resource Centre at Mends
Street by the members of the community following withdrawal of the police presence.

Since the review period community response to néW\initiatives has been tremendous
and is due to strategies being developed to ineressbility of NHW activities and these
included:

« development of a series of community BBQ's;
e attendance at the Totally Best Family Day Ever; and
e significant increased contact by NHW volunteerdwiitembers of the community

In further efforts to increase the effectivenesdNbfW, the officers asked the committee to
review the newsletter. The newsletter only contaies/ general information as it is not
suburb specific and is often repeated in the gdgrt@ommunity Safety Update in the
Gazette.

It has been the practice to produce 18 000 newsdettvery two months which were hand
delivered by volunteers. The cost of printing tlesvaletters alone amounts to $ 10,800pa (6
times $1,800). The City only received back Peérception of Safety & Crime within your
Communitysurveys attached to a NHW newsletter out of avdedid quantity of 18 000. The
low response to the community safety survey intiatato the NHW newsletter indicated
low readership and poor use of significant volunteee distributing the newsletters.

No suggestions were forthcoming from the committee.
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The newsletters were initially distributed to Subianagers who in turn distribute them to
Street representatives who hand deliver the pulicéo residences. Issues associated with
this process included:

« Difficulty in obtaining street representatives;

* Shortage of street representatives, particulartpénComo area;

+ Claims that the newsletter was not distributece®ddences;

* Unequal distribution of newsletters to each streptesentative; and

* Likelihood that the newsletter was being treatefliak mail and not read.

It became clear that increased efficiency and #ifeicess could be achieved by the City if
the funds used for printing the newsletters weallomeated to a more productive use to meet
increased demand for other related NHW serviceseaedts. The community BBQ's and
the Totally Best Family Day Ever NHW event were dad by an Office of Crime
Prevention grant which ends at the end of July.fiNther funding is available for this
purpose.

Given the popularity of the BBQ’'s and events whjmovide a greater opportunity for
exchange of information, it was felt that fundinbgosld be re-directed to where the
community could interact more efficiently with NHWépresentatives. If this did not occur
and the status quo remained, additional budgetsfvmoluld need to be allocated as it is
presumed that the current successful method of eorimating with residents would want to
be continued by Council. In this regard it is ateted that there is already a substantial cost
increase of producing the quarterly Community Selfgidate in the Gazette.

It is considered that the quarterly Community Satdpdate in the Southern Gazette is a
satisfactory means of communicating all relevarfiétgamessages to the community. It is
noted that in many instances, messages containdideimewsletters are repeated in the
quarterly Community Safety Update and as a resudt duplicated. Whilst it is
acknowledged that the Southern Gazette may notdligeded to all residences in the
district, the paper is made available at the Cifices, the two City libraries, the two Senior
Citizen centres, at most local cafes and some dtlsat businesses such as newsagents and
real estate agents.

As a consequence, the practice of printing 18,08@sketters every two months was
discontinued.

The program of BBQ's, revised promotion of evemisduding direct mail to residents, and

increased visibility has proved to be very sucads§for example, at the last BBQ held on
30 Jan 2010 at GBLC Park, 150 residents attendeshtg have been supported by police,
community, staff, volunteers and Councillors. Thereased contact with residents has led
to increased distribution of safety informationcrimased membership of NHW and

increased capacity and role for NHW volunteers.

In light of the above, the following changes haweet in place since the October /
November period 2009:

* the newsletter is being produced and printed irshpu

e 400 copies are presently being distributed to SuiM@&nagers for distribution to street
representatives every two months, who distributa aeeds basis;

« A data base is being created and maintained withileddresses of those residents who
would like an electronic version of the newsletter;

» the number of paper copies is expected to redueetowe as more residents register for
electronic copies of the newsletter;

* newsletters can be posted directly to members liegetith any other information that
will be of benefit for those residents that do hate access to a home computer;
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13.

14.

e 400 copies of the newsletter are left at all ciplaces for interested members of the
public; and

* the newsletters and related information is alsalihgavailable on the City’s website
www.southperth.wa.gov.au

It is considered that the changes will lead togased benefits for members and will further
enhance the relationship with residents. The netgstewill now be more targeted and
given to interested parties as well as being a rsastainable option for the City and the
environment. All members of the public can acchssitformation and NHW newsletter on
the City’'s website. A quarterly safety feature aggefull page in the Southern Gazette
which has had a good response. In addition a sweagucted by an independent Market
research firm is presently being conducted to iflergsidents communication needs.

In the Bulletin dated 18 June, information was jed to elected members of another
initiative known as “Neighbourhood Watch Burglaryefention - Cocooning Project”

which is an example of a more targeted service go@lalivered to residents of our
community. This initiative was also discussed amdngly supported by representatives of
the WA police present at the Safety and Crime Rrigwe meeting held on Wednesday 16
June 2010.

The revised arrangements for the newsletter haea lkescussed by the Neighbourhood
Watch Committee and is also supported by this Group

There has been no budget cut to the NeighbourhoaidMprogram - only a re-direction of
funds to ensure a continued improvement in valuenaney.

Finally, in terms of sustainability, it would théoee not be appropriate to return to the
previous system of producing well in excess of @00, paper newsletters and would
continually increase each year as the City growsjpulation. This action is in line with the
City’s Sustainability policy and strategy which encages the conservation of resources
(paper and ink) and promotes the behaviour of aaogsanformation in a digital format
which is a direction that the City is inexorablyakéng.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Memberakien on Notice
13.2  Questions from Members

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

15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

15.1.1  State Administrative Tribunal - Proposed TwdStorey Residential Building
for use as Student Accommodation - Lot 47 (No. 22™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 MAS3/227

Date: 2 June 2010

Author: Vicki Lummer, Director Development and r@munity Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Develogmt and Community Services
Confidential

This report has been designated Ganfidential under theLocal Government Act 1995
Sections 5.23(d) as it relates to legal advicewbich may be obtained, by the local
government and which relates to a matter to beudssd at the meeting.

Note: Confidential report circulated separately.

[15.1.2 CEO - Contract AllowanceCONFIDENTIAL Not to be Disclosed REPORT |

Location: South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 9 June 2010

Author & Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Eecutive Officer
Confidential

This report has been designated Ganfidential under thelLocal Government Act 1995
Sections 5.23(a) as it relates to a matter affg@memployee or employees.

Note: Confidential report circulated separately.

15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madeublic.

16. CLOSURE

17. RECORD OF VOTING
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ITEM 3.1 REFERS

Mayors Activity Report - May 2010

Date

Monday, 31 May

Friday, 28 May

Thursday, 27 May

Wednesday, 26 May

Tuesday, 25 May

Friday, 21 May
Thursday, 20 May

Wednesday, 19 May

Tuesday, 18 May

Activity

Briefing on Old Mill Concept Plan - Garry Lawrence Architects
Attend Zoo Board meeting

Meeting regarding Old Mill Concept Ideas with Marion Fulker,
Committee for Perth, and CEO

Give speech at Council Thanksgiving Breakfast, + Deputy Mayor
Sue Doherty, Crs Trent and Lawrance

Meeting on retail and commercial ideas for South Perth with Daryl
Ashworth - Metier Consultants + Deputy Mayor and CEO

Open Morning Melodies Concert - Cygnet Theatre
Attend South East Metro zone meeting of WALGA

Attend Australia's Biggest Morning Tea at Manning Library - Deputy
Mayor Sue Doherty & Cr Kevin Trent

Chair Council Meeting
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Meeting regarding Old Mill Concept Ideas with Indigenous Elders +
CEO and architect Gary Lawrence

Meeting on Light Rail Network with Chris Fitzharding -- CEO of the
SW Group and Deputy Mayor Sue Doherty + CEO

Attend Swan Canning Policy Forum at WALGA

Attend Rivers Regional Council briefing on Governance
Establishment Agreement

Chair John Curtin Leadership Academy Board meeting

Meeting on Karawara Project - with consultants and Deputy Mayor,
Cr Sue Doherty, Director Development & Community Services

Attend Committee for Perth -- Visioning For Metropolitan Perth
workshop

Attend Briefing on Waterford Triangle Project - Presentation by
Consultants

Mayor/Acting CEO meeting
Council briefing - Agenda Items

Meeting with Lord Mayor, City of Perth, about Australia Day
celebrations, Air Race event, Swan & Canning River, Knowledge Arc
light Rail, and Old Mill vision.
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Monday, 17 May

Friday, 14 May

Thursday, 13 May

Wednesday, 12 May

Tuesday, 11 May

Monday, 10 May
Friday, 7 May

Thursday, 6 May

Wednesday, 5 May

Tuesday, 4 May

Monday, 3 May

Chair Canning Bridge Precinct Vision -- Joint Briefing with City of
Melville - - Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty + Crs Veronica Lawrance,
Kevin Trent, Peter Best, Betty Skinner

Attend WALGA Zone meeting at Serpentine-Jarrahdale

Attend WA Sustainable Energy Association climate change
conference -- Key Note speaker Professor Peter Newman + CEO

Attend Mosquito Management Public meeting, Manning Senior
Citizens Hall

Attend Committee for Perth meeting on Light Rail Knowledge Arc

Attend Briefing -- Strategic Financial Plan Major Capital Project
Proposals

Attend Committee for Perth local government reform seminar -- The
Auckland model, Peter Salmon QC + CEO

Attend CEO Evaluation Committee -- CEO KPIs (Consultant Anne
Lake in attendance)

Mayor/CEO weekly meeting + Architect Garry Lawrence
Meet with Mayor and CEO Nedlands + CEO

Attend discussion with Market St residents on streetscape
compatibility and amenity + Cr Kevin Trent + Director Development
and Community Services

Present Travel Smart awards at South Perth Primary School
assembly

Interview at The OIld Mill by Japanese TV filming unit + Manager,
Library and Heritage

Meeting on Light rail Network with Senator Scott Ludlam + CEO
Attend South East Metropolitan Zone meeting @ City of Armadale

Attend Storm Damage Breakfast + Crs Travis Burrows and Betty
Skinner

Attend Presentation: Results & Implications of Field Trials into Effect
of Wash of Boats & Wind Waves on Swan River @ Tompkins on
Swan

Attend Committee for Perth's Cultural Impact Showcase @ Perth
Concert Hall

Mayor/CEO weekly meeting + Cr Burrows and Anne Lake,
Consultant

Attend Swan Canning Rivers Iconic Trails Project (SCRITP)
Advisory Group meeting

Metro Inn discussion with new Manager Cheryl Irvin + Deputy
Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance + Director,
Development and Community Services

Conduct Citizenship ceremony + Crs Veronica Lawrance, Colin
Cala, Betty Skinner & Pete Best
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Monday, 3 May Meeting on Light rail with CEO & Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty

Sunday, 2 May Open “Little Feet Walk” at Wesley College on behalf of Australian
Doctors for Africa

Saturday, 1 May Attend Amanda Young Foundation Charity Dinner

Council Representatives’ Activity Report -

May 2010
May 2010 Activity
Sunday, 16 May Como Bowling Club AGM, Deputy Mayor Cr Sue Doherty
Wednesday, 5 May Chair Council Briefing :Town Planning Workshop - Major
Developments - Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty
Tuesday, 4 May Collier Park Seniors Golf Club: Present South Perth Cup - Deputy

Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty
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