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1.

South Pert}

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

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

held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 22 June 2010 at 7.00pm

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S

The Deputy Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm aeldomed everyone in attendance.
She then paid respect to the Noongar peoples apaspresent, the traditional custodians of
the land we are meeting on, and acknowledged deeip feeling of attachment to country.

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

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Activities Report Mayor Best / Council Represetatives
Mayor / Council Representatives Activities Repant the month of May 2010 attached to
the back of the Agenda.

Public Question Time

The Deputy Mayor advised the public gallery thatibfc Question Time' forms were
available in the foyer for anyone wanting to subaivritten question. If anyone required
help in this regard the Manager Governance and Aidtnation, Phil McQue is available to
assist. She further stated that it was prefertitdie questions were received in advance of
the Council Meetings in order for the Administratim have time to prepare responses.

Audio Recording of Council meeting

The Deputy Mayor reported that the meeting mayuzBaarecorded (currently experiencing
technical difficulties) in accordance with Couredlicy P517 “Audio Recording of Council
Meetings” and Clause 6.1.6 of the Standing Ordersal. Law which stateSA person is
not to use any electronic, visual or vocal recordirdevice or instrument to record the
proceedings of the Council without the permissiof tbe Presiding Membér and stated
that as Presiding Member she gave his permissiontife Administration to record
proceedings of the Council meeting.

Manager Environmental Health and Regulatory Serices

The Deputy Mayor reported that this was the lasur@d meeting for the Manager
Environmental Health and Regulatory Services, MpaSdan Camillo and called upon the
CEO to say a few words. The Chief Executive Offian behalf of Councillors and staff,
congratulated Sebastian on his appointment to tiee f Gingin as Director Corporate
Services / Acting CEO. He thanked him for a jodlwene, for his loyal and dedicated
service to the City of South Perth over the pasy@drs and wished him well for the future.
Mr Camillo responded.
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4, ATTENDANCE

Present:
Deputy Mayor Doherty (Chair)

Councillors:

| Hasleby Civic Ward

V Lawrance Civic Ward

P Best Como Beach Ward

G Cridland Como Beach Ward

L P Ozsdolay Manning Ward

T Burrows Manning Ward

R Grayden Mill Point Ward

B Skinner Mill Point Ward

C Cala McDougall Ward

K Trent, RFD Moresby Ward

Officers:

Mr C Frewing Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Bell Director Infrastructure Services

MV Lummer Director Development and Community Sezg
Mr M Kent Director Financial and Information Sergi

Mr S Camillo Manager Environmental Health and Ratguy Services (until 7.28pm)
Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services

Mr R Kapur Manager Development Services (unt5egm)
Mr P McQue Manager Governance and Administration
Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary

Gallery There were 18 members of the public present amérber of the press.

4.1 Apologies
Cr R Wells, JP McDougall Ward - ill health

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence
Mayor James Best

5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
The Deputy Mayor reported having received Declaretiof Interest from Cr Cridland in relation to
Agenda Item 10.1.1 and the CEO in relation to Ageftém 15.1.2. She further stated that in
accordance with theocal Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulations7268t the Declarations
would be read out immediately before the Itemsuaggion were discussed.

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
Note: At the Council Meeting held 25 May 2010 there weosquestions taken on notice.
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6.2

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME: 22.06.2010

Opening of Public Question Time

The Deputy Mayor stated that in accordance withltbeal Governmenfct regulations
guestion time would be limited to 15 minutes. Shal that questions are to be in writing
and questions received 5 working days prior to theeting will be answered tonight, if
possible or alternatively may be taken on noticeeg@ions received in advance of the
meeting will be dealt with first, long questionsliwbe paraphrased and same or similar
guestions asked at previous meetings will not lspaeded to and the person will be
directed to the Council Minutes where the respomse provided. The Deputy Mayor then
opened Public Question Time at 7.15pm.

Note: Written Questions submitted prior to the meetingewprovided (in full) in a
powerpoint presentation for the benefit of the pugallery.

[6.2.1 Mr Andrew Rooke, 1B Hopetoun Street, South P |
(Written Question submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

With regards to the proposed development of 46 @wnStreet, the Northern Right of Way
access was granted for beneficial use of 1 owmrsitle access where verge parking is
presently available and utilised at the front. Wouhe proposed green titles for 3-5
buildings be expected to be granted access righés gncreased purpose and use? What is
the process for such rights of access to be granted

Summary of Response

The Deputy Mayor requested the Director Developmami Community Services to
respond.

Ms Lummer advised as follows:

The garage serving the existing house at 46 OnSimeet is accessible solely from Right-
of-Way No. 9 which adjoins the northern boundaryhaf site. Two of the proposed houses
shown on the redevelopment plans will have acaegarages via this ROW.

The Certificate of Title records that, in 1904, #ot Thomson Robinson” became the
owner of ROW No0.9. The ROW remains as part ofdeiseased estate.

The site at 46 Onslow Street already has a leght-of-access over ROW No. 9 as shown
on the Certificate of Title for that property. S$hiight-of-access applies to any number of
dwellings for which development approval may benggd. Therefore no further action is
required in relation to access rights.

Where a paved ROW is available for vehicular actegsoposed dwellings, the Residential
Design Codes require the development to be desigméldat vehicular access will be gained
solely from the ROW.

There has been concern express about buildershairdvehicles potentially blocking the

ROW during the construction of the proposed develapt. To overcome this concern, at
the Building Licence stage, the Building SurveydHl wequest the Site Management Plan
indicating how potential conflicts are to be avaidmdicating where vehicles will park and
how other adjoining owners can be informed whenivdgkes are made which may
temporarily obstruct the ROW. These issues are instirmountable with a good

management plan and co-operation between parties.
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[6.2.2 Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensirtgn
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. Will the Mayor apologise for his statement rafey to my May questions as offensive
and defamatory?

2. Will the City apologise for the Mayor’'s staterh@made on behalf of the City referring
to my May questions as offensive and defamatory?

Summary of Response
The Deputy Mayor responded as follows:

1. The response to your questions by the Mayor r@edrded in last months Council
minutes wasthe questions may be offensive and defamatore response did not say
that the questions were offensive and defamatoly thiat the questions may have been
offensive and defamatory. Under the circumstanttesse is no need for the Mayor to
make an apology.

2. The response to your questions by the Mayor @edrded in last months Council
minutes was the questions may be offensive and defamatdriie response did not say
that the questions were offensive and defamatoly thiat the questions may have been
offensive and defamatory. Under the circumstantese is no need for the City to make
an apology.

|6.2.3 Ms Shelah Perrot, 35/2 Bruce Street, Como RY |
(Written Question submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

My question concerns the Library / Community Cefreject. Although the library services
have been satisfactorily extended at the Mannifgaly, progress appears to be very slow
on the Community Centre project. What is the edtwhadate of completion of the
Community Project?

Summary of Response
The Deputy Mayor requested the Director Financiad information Services to respond.
Mr Kent advised as follows:

Progress on the project sees construction remaghosg to the scheduled project timeline -
albeit that certain works have necessarily beeserpienced to address issues related to
inclement weather and availability of specifieddes. All factors considered, there is no
major threat to our ability to achieve project céetipn in accordance with the overall
project timeline.

Major works undertaken during the last month ineldde completion of roof timbers and
roof sheeting to the Community Facility foyer, maial and rear hall as well as installation
of walls to the classrooms and craft areas of tharhing Centre and Infant Health Clinic.
The steel riggers have made significant and higldible progress on the structural steel to
the front section of the upper level of the Librdmyilding - with structural steel rigging
expected to be completed before mid June. Theskelleton of the building structure is now
discernable to casual observers from both the ad¢ @nd the oval - and the ‘presence’ of
the building is now readily apparent. Further seiof the concrete slabs for the Library
and new mayoral office are being progressively fnand poured as related works are
completed.
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Block-work to the lift shaft and toilet areas oetbhpper levels of the Community Facility is
continuing. Installation of hydraulic services dre tupper level and mechanical and fridge
piping (air conditioning) ducting on both levelsailso well progressed. Pre-lays (cable trays
and wall chasing) for electrical services on thedplevel of the building are continuing in
accordance with the program schedule.

The emphasis on project works is now moving towagdternal trades such as the
installation of alucabond cladding to the Librafyadesman have already undertaken site
measuring, installed formwork and scaffolding amd aurrently fabricating framing in
readiness for installation of this cladding - whisha significant component of the external
structure.

Infrastructure Australia have been kept informethvpirogress documentation of the project
and all deadlines have been met to date. The rémgdiimelines are on track and on budget
with the construction stage anticipated to conclidesarly November and the fit out
completed in November/December. The plan is tmatiuilding will be open to the public
in January 2011.

Note: The Manager Environmental Health and RegulatoeyviSes retired from the
meeting at 7.28pm

[6.2.4 Mr John Stewart, 7 Keaney Place, Waterford
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. Regarding Manning Road between Kent Street agmtteDary Avenue with the Cygnia
Cove subdivision due for release in early 2011, ¢batinuing heavy traffic flows
relating to Curtin and to a lesser extent, the famiy of the Clontarf Saturday markets.
Is the City engaged or intending to engage inhimrmonitoring of peak traffic flows in
that section? Would such monitoring need to besimjunction with Main Roads?

2. Have there been any developments in relaticm $outh entry to the Kwinana Freeway
from Manning Road that the City can advise of?

Summary of Response
The Deputy Mayor requested the Director InfrasutetServices to respond. Mr Bell
advised as follows:

1. In 2009 the City undertook an investigation itke new traffic signals at the
southern access to Curtin University off ManningaBo The investigation revealed
that there was insufficient green arrow time durthg peak AM and PM travel
times. Consequently, this resulted in:

« traffic queuing back to Centenary Drive;

« traffic flow at both Manning Road and Centenary Veribeing adversely
impacted; and

e access to and from Clontarf College being extrendéficult and unsafe during
the peak school times.

Following the investigation, the City liaised witlain Roads Western Australia
(MRWA) to get the signal phasing changed to providere green time at the
southern access to Curtin University. Since malkhe necessary changes to the
signal phasing in March this year, the queue lemgitk to Centenary Avenue has
reduced and traffic flow at Manning Road improved.
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In addition to the changes to traffic signal phgsitme City met with officers from
Clontarf College in May this year. The City agretd investigate alternative
intersection treatments to Clontarf College to iayaraccessibility and safety.

It is expected that over time traffic volumes arelagts will increase at Manning
Road between Kent Street and Centenary Drive aiglishonly likely to be

exacerbated by new developments such as Cygnia.Co@®nsequently, in
2010/2011 the City is undertaking a traffic study Manning Road with a view to
coming up with viable and cost effective optionsrtgprove traffic flow and safety
on this vital road connection. The study will mempleted by late 2011.

The City has long advocated the need for the 8fdte Government to fund the
construction of a southbound on-ramp from Manniogdrto the Kwinana Freeway.
The on-ramp has never been included on any Maid&fpeogram but is identified
on the Metropolitan Regional Scheme (MRS) drawings.

The City considers that the on-ramp is urgentlydeéeto:

« improve connectivity and accessibility to the KwiagFreeway;

» ease traffic congestion at Canning Bridge and GanHiighway, and
* improve safety for motorists using the regional &oél road system.

Consequently, in January this year the City sougiutations from Consultants to
develop concept drawings for the southern on-rasopfirm the land requirements
for the future road reservation, obtain a valuatioh the land required to

accommodate the road reservation, undertake ditail@ncial analysis and prepare
a Business Plan for the project.

Once completed, it was the City’s intention to tise Business Case to lobby the
State Government and Treasury for funding to becated in the State budget to
facilitate construction of this much needed andsii link in the State road
network.

In March this year the Mayor, Deputy Mayor, CEO dicector Infrastructure met

with the Minister for Transport the Hon.Simon O’&niMLA to discuss a humber of
key strategic issues facing the City, one being shathbound on-ramp from

Manning Road to the Kwinana Freeway. At that nmggtithe Minister gave a

commitment that the State would progress the méitethe betterment of the City.

At this time, the City has held off engaging a Gdtast to complete the Business
Case until more information is known about the lee¢ State Government

involvement progressing the southern on-ramp ptojec

|6.2.5 Mrs Sally Cook John Stewart, 7 Keaney Plac®/aterford

(Written Questions submitted at the meeting)

Summary of Question

1.

Will the Council arrange for a Public Meetingeioable business owners, ratepayers
and residents of South Perth to comment on theogeaprestaurant redevelopment
on the Mends Street Jetty?

When will the plans showing the exact dimensiofisthe proposed restaurant
redevelopment, plus its patron capacity, be mad#adle for public viewing?

10



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 22 JUNE 2010

Summary of Response

1. The Chief Executive Officer advised that theaBwRiver Trust is engaged in a
community consultation process whereby the Trussdeking views from the
community on the proposal. When the Swan RiversiTiias received these
comments it will refer them for comment to the CatfySouth Perth. At this stage
and without knowing exactly what is being propofadthe Mends Street jetty, it is
difficult to say what Council will do with the apphtion. He stated that it was
certainly a more ‘down-scale’ development propdlah that considered 4/5 years
ago. Since that time Council has developed Majwi Planning Developments
Briefings which are open to the public and thisufarmay provide an opportunity
for wider community participation - however thiage is many months away.

2. The Chief Executive Officer said that this qi@s has been answered. He further
stated that the application is currently in thedsaof the Swan River Trust who will
make their own decision based on submissions redddy them. The matter will
then be referred to the City for comment. He d$hat the earliest he believed the
application would come to a Council meeting woutdAugust 2010.

Close of Public Question Time
The Deputy Mayor stated that over 15 minutes hashkieken up with Public Question
Time, and as such she was seeking a Motion to Qosstion Time.

COUNCIL DECISION — CLOSE PUBLIC QUESTION TIME |

Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Skinner

That Public Question Time now be closed at 7.38pm.
CARRIED (11/0)

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

7.1

7.2

MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held:25 May 2010

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.1.1

Moved Cr Trent, sec Cr Burrows

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetindch25 May, 2010 be taken as read and

confirmed as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (11/0)

BRIEFINGS

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

11
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721

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.2.4

7.25

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 aAttachment 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 presemtetdils about Community
Forum 1. Notes from the Concept Briefing are ideld 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 Presertian Meeting Held: 1.06.2010
The Director Financial and Information Servicesspréged the Draft Budget for
2010/2011.Notes from the Concept Briefing are idetliasAttachment 7.2.6.

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

ICOUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1 AND 7.2.7 |

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the comments and attached Notes under lteth$ @nd 7.2.7 inclusive on Council
Briefings held since the last Ordinary Council Megtbe noted.

CARRIED (11/0)
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8.

PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1 Petition received 17 June 2010 from John anthne Hughes, 96 Comer Street,

Como together with 12 Signatures in Relation an Apjation 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 — corspg single house, café, local
shop and multiple dwellings at 297 Canning Highw@gmo.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the petition received 17 June 2010 from Joheh qane Hughes, 96 Comer
Street, Como together with 12 signatures in retatman Application for a Mixed
Development at No. 297 Canning Highway, Como beived and forwarded to the
Development and Community Services Directoratedddken into account when
assessing the application.

The Deputy Mayor read aloud the text of the Petitio

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1.1

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Best

That the petition received 17 June 2010 from Joheh dane Hughes, 96 Comer
Street, Como together with 12 signatures in retatman Application for a Mixed
Development at No. 297 Canning Highway, Como beived and forwarded to the
Development and Community Services Directoratedddiken into account when
assessing the application.

CARRIED (11/0)

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

8.2.1 Certificate of Appreciation to City of SouthPerth from the Local Chambers

A Certificate of Appreciation from the Local Chambein recognition of the City of
South Perth’s support and sponsorship, was predgeatthe City by Deputy Mayor
Doherty. The City’s Annual Award to the businessnoaunity this year was made
to SIDS and Kids Western Australia in Kensingtdrne City was represented at the
Local Chamber of Commerce and Industry Awards Ptesen at Burswood on 18
June by Deputy Mayor Doherty, Crs Burrows, Haslelmg Trent and the Chief
Executive Officer. Cr Grayden, as a Member of Buard of SIDS provided an
overview of the work / role SIDS and Kids Westerns&alia plays within the
community.
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8.3 DEPUTATIONS - A formal process where members of the community may, with prior permission, address
the Council on Agenda items where they have a direct interest in the Agenda item.

Note: Deputations in relation to Agenda Items 10.3.2 268.3 were heard at the June Council
Agenda Briefing held on 15 June 2010.

Opening Deputations
The Deputy Mayor opened Deputations at 7.44pm

Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South Perth ............. Agenda Item 10.0.1

Mr Drake spoke against the officer recommendatioigenda Item 10.0.{Standing Orders Local
Law) on the following points:

» do not agree with proposed changes to ClausBr@éeduredor Public QuestionTime

< afair question time procedure is important

» verbal questions should be permitted to be asked

* Local Government is for the people — refer LG Gliides for Public Question Time

¢ questions should be allowed to be asked and hgrestivered

Mr Geoff Defrenne, 24 Kennard Street, Kensington ............. Agenda Item 10.0.1 |

Mr Defrenne spoke against the officer recommendatib Agenda Item 10.0.@Standing Orders
Local Law)on the following points:

« believe Standing Orders poorly advertised

» acknowledge advertising done is legal but was timnmum required

» loss of accountability

e current question time procedures - against the Ispecifically aimed at two people

« Standing Orders Local Law poorly drafted — charreposed reflect ‘sloppy drafting’

* where is report on proposed ‘trial’ of public questtime procedures

« wording of question time guidelines is flawed

» the CEO should spend more time responding to gquestthan going to functions

Cr Hasleby - Point of Order that Mr Defrenne’s comments against an offieemiithdrawn.

Deputy Mayor Doherty asked that Mr Defrenne witlhdtasis comments and respect the Chair.
Mr Defrenne declined to withdraw the comments.

| COUNCIL DECISION — MR DEFRENNE NO LONGER BE HEARD |
Moved Cr Cala, Sec C Hasleby

That Mr Defrenne no longer be heard in relatiohisoDeputation on Item 10.0.1.
CARRIED (11/0)
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STATEMENT ON ADDITIONAL DEPUTATIONS RECEIVED

Deputy Mayor Doherty reported that a further twogpDiation Requests had been received from
Mr Defrenne in relation to Agenda Items 10.6.4 (Mbem Entitlements) and 15.1.2 (CEO

Contract).

In accordance with Clause 6.9(2)(bthaf Standing Orders Local Law a Council

determination is required as to whether these Rejouts be heard.

| COUNCIL DECISION — ADDITIONAL DEPUTATIONS |

Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Skinner

That Mr Defrenne’s ‘Request for Deputation to AddreCouncil’ in relation to Agenda ltem
10.6.4 (Member Entitlements) and Agenda Item PXCEO Contract) not be heard.

CARRIED (10/1)

Close of Deputations

The Deputy Mayor closed Deputations at 8.08pm

| 8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES

8.4.1.

8.4.2.

Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropotan Zone: 26 May 2010

A report from Mayor Best and Cr Trent summarisitgit attendance at the
WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held 26ay 2010 is at
Attachment 8.4.1.

Note: The Minutes of the WALGA South East Metropolitaomng meeting of
26 May 2010 have also been received and are alaitab theiCouncil
website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report Attachment 8.4.1in relation to the WALGA South
East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held 26 May 2010dmeived.

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 Regionaht@efor Urban Landcare
(SERCUL) meeting are availableAttachment 8.4.2.

Note: The Minutes of the South East Regional Centre fdrald 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 Bailnon 13 May 2010 be
received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 8.4.1 AND 8.4.2

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Grayden

That....
« the Delegate’s Report Atttachment 8.4.1in relation to the:WALGA South East
Metropolitan Zone Meeting held 26 May 2010; and
< the Minutes, aAttachment 8.4.2 of the South East Regional Centre for Urban
Landcare meeting (SERCUL) held at the City of Bettnon 13 May 2010 be
received.
CARRIED (11/0)
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10.

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES

Nil

METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

The Deputy Mayor advised the meeting that in therests of maintaining efficiency in Council
operations, the Council utilises en-bloc votingidgiits meetings. Voting en-bloc can be defined as
voting on a motion to adopt, by one resolutionuanher of items as set out in this Agenda. This
Council utilises en-bloc voting as a device tociintly address matters that the elected body\eelie
can be determined without debate. The Deputy Malyen sought confirmation from the Chief
Executive Officer that all the report items had bebscussed at the Agenda Briefing held on
15 June 2010.

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this vwasrect.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

The following items were withdrawn:

e Item 10.0.1 Amended Officer Attachment

e Item 10.1.1 Declaration of Interest

e Item 10.3.2 Proposed Amendment to Motion
¢ Item 10.3.3 Alternative Motion

* Item 10.6.4 Council decision required

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION

Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Grayden

That with the exception of Withdrawn Items 10.A.Q,1.1, 10.3.2, 10.3.3 and 10.6.4 which are to be
considered separately, the officer recommendationeelation to Agenda Items 10.3.1, 10.6.1,
10.6.2, 10.6.3, 10.6.5 and 10.6.6 be carried ea bl

CARRIED (11/0)

REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETIGS

10.0.1 Standing Orders Amendment Local Law 201(ltem 10.7.2 March 201(
Council Meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 4 June 2010

Author: Jelette Jumayao

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Manager Governaned Administration
Summary

The purpose of this report is to enable Councddnsider recommendations arising from the
Audit and Governance Committee meeting held 8 Maoth0 and public submissions
received relating to a review of the Standing Osdeycal Law 2007.

The Local Government Acthe Act) sets out the procedural requirementsHermaking of

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

The City’s current Standing Orders Local Law wasdd by Council in 2006 and gazetted
in May 2007. The purpose of the review of the Siieg@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 @rtlecal 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 inputrfridlr Neil Douglas of McLeods Barristers
and Solicitors in relation to recent amendmentfiédocal Government AdRegulations the
Committee recommended:

That consideration of the Standing Orders Local La#007 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 congthtion the recent Amendments to the
Local Government Act Regulations.

Mr Douglas further reviewed théraft 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 @€l Members. The ‘marked up’
copy of thedraft Standing Orders Local Law document incorporathmg amendments is at
Attachment 10.0.1(a).

Comment

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

Purpose and effect

At a Council Meeting the person presiding is toegiotice 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.

Standing Orders Amendment Local Law 2010

The purpose of the proposed Standing Orders Loaal 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 prescriyedl be governed by these Standing
Orders, unless otherwise provided by the Act, r@guhs or other written law.

Public consultation

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

Notices were placed in thA&est Australiaron Saturday 27 March 2010 and in Beuthern
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 wereadvior a period of 47 days. After the last
day for submissions, being Wednesday 12 May 201fh€lbmay consider any submissions
made and may make the local law as proposed or mébeal law that is not significantly
different from what was proposed.

17



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 22 JUNE 2010

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

The major comment from the Department of Local Goreent 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 amendmdnatecaore clear and illustrates how
the published amendment local law will look. Colintiay now decide, by absolute
majority, to make the amendment local law as setrofittachment 10.0.1(b).

Summary of Submitter's Comments Officer’s Responses

This proposed law has been poorly advertised. Advertising 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.

Summary of Submitter’s Comments | Officer’s Responses

Background
Current procedures - Yes, these changes may make | All current procedures are legal and any changes
the current procedures legal, but it reinforces that the | from the Standing Orders Local Law 2007 have been
so called current procedures are illegal. decisions of Council.

On the grounds of fairness, equity and compliance, the
City should prosecute the councillors for accepting and
endorsing the current procedures it is attempting to
legalise.

Changes to the regulations are not recent, the change | There have been major changes to the Local
was made in October 2007 and nearly two and a half | Government Act 1995 in 2007 and 2009.

years ago. To say the changes are recent are
deceptive. This is not good governance. | think there is
only two changes to the regulations. Most changes are
to public questions time.

Clause 1.4 Interpretation
“Employee” means an employee of the City The City acknowledges this comment.
This is a welcome change and is in line with the
mayors earlier statements that the staff of the council
should be referred as employees rather than officers
and it implies a lessor standing

Clause 1.5 Repeal
These have already been repealed in 2007, so it does | The only change will be to the removal of the “; and”.
not need to be repealed again. It does not mean the previous Standing Orders Local
Laws will be repealed again.
Clause 3.2 Calling Council Meetings
This section is totally surplus to requirements, it is just | This legislation box will be removed and is no longer
a repeat of the Local Government Act 1995. required in the local law.
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010

Clause 3.5 to 4.11

This section is totally surplus to requirements, it is just
a repeat of the Local Government Act 1995.

The legislation boxes will be removed as it is no
longer required in the local law.

Clause 5.2 Order of Business

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

The reason for this is to be in line with the current
practice of Confirmation of Minutes/ Briefings being
under the same heading on the Agenda.

Clause 6.1 Meetings Generally Open to the Public

This section is totally surplus to requirements, it is just
a repeat of the Local Government Act 1995.

This legislation box will be removed as it is no longer
required in the local law.

Limiting the asking of up to 3 questions is illegal as
question time is to be a minimum of 15 minutes,
question time may finish early when members of the
public still have questions that can be lawfully asked.

The proposed Standing Orders Local Law meets the
statutory requirements in relation to public question
time.

Clause 6.6 Procedures for g

uestion time for the public

6.6 (5) .. refers to section 5.60 .. this needs
amplification/ explanation.

This legislation box will be removed as it is no longer
required in the local law.

Summary of Submitter's Comments

| Officer’s Responses

Clause 6.7 Other procedures for question time for the public

6.7 1(b) ... this is grossly unfair. It is unduly restrictive
and runs counter to the spirit of the Act.

The proposed Standing Orders Local Law meets the
statutory requirements in relation to public question
time.

6.7(2) Limiting the asking of up to 3 questions is illegal
as question time is to be a minimum of 15 minutes,
question time may finish early when members of the
public still have questions that can be lawfully asked.

The proposed Standing Orders Local Law meets the
statutory requirements in relation to public question
time.

6.7(2) ... should read ... “a person may usually/
normally ask up to 3 questions at a time at a meeting.

The proposed Standing Orders Local Law meets the
statutory requirements in relation to public question
time.

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

This clause does not prevent anyone from providing
questions beforehand as stipulated on the question
time form.

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

This is taken from Local Government (Operational
Guidelines) provided by the Department of Local
Government

Clause 54 “ Where a person submits a question in
writing for public question time but fails to attend the
meeting, the presiding member may decide that the
question is not to be put to the meeting. In which
case, the CEO may reply in writing at a time other
than at the meeting.”

6.7(6¢) The Local Government Act 1995 allows for any
question to be asked. It is not for the council to
disallow a question to be asked. If this is implemented
it will be a breach of he Local Government Act 1995.

Under Regulation 7(4) a response does not have to
be given to questions that do not relate to a matter
affecting the local government; at special council
meetings that do not relate to the purpose of the
meeting; and at committee meetings that do not
relate to the functions of the committee.

The proposed Standing Orders Local Law meets the
statutory requirements in relation to public question
time.
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Summary of Submitter’s Comments

| Officer’s Responses

Clause 6.7 Other procedures for question time for the public

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

The City notes this comment.

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

It is incumbent upon the Presiding Member on how
to proceed.

Summary of Submitter’s Comments

Officer’s Responses

6.7(7a) | assume “correspondence” is to be answered
by correspondence by the city. How can
correspondence be answered if there is no contact
details.

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

If the question is a lawful question, it may be taken on
notice, the answer should appear in the council
minutes. The questions and answers should not be
hidden under any circumstances.

“Correspondence” refers to a letter, fax or email
being sent to the person asking the question. The
form allows for contact details to be written down.

Further research is sometimes needed for a question
and may not be answered at the meeting. The
person still has the right to ask the question, the
answer will just be sent to them and not appear in
the minutes. This is standard practice for many local
governments.

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

6.7 (7b)... the only person who should decide if a
question is to be answered in writing or not is the
Mayor, not the CEO. This is an abrogation of
responsibility on the part of the elected members. Any
decision to refuse to answer a question must be noted
and documented.

Proposed clause 6.7(7a) states that the Presiding
Member will determine how a question will be treated
as ‘correspondence’ or is to be taken on notice.

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

The City will not provide an estimated time.

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

In line with current practices all questions treated as
correspondence will not be recorded in the Minutes.

6.7(8a) It is a bit hard to electronically display the
question if the question is only put in the tray before
the meeting. Poor thought in this section

Clause 6.7(8a) provides for the Presiding Member to
either read out each question or display it
electronically.

6.7(8b) Need to add a section here that a question has
to be answered with integrity, honestly and truthfully.
Answers are not to be deceptive.

All answers provided by the City are always with
integrity and honesty.

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

The Presiding Member has discretion over the time
limit for Public Question Time.

Clause 6.15 Confidentialit

of information withheld

I fully support this clause and is really a repeat from the
regulations.

The City agrees with this comment.

Clause 6.16 Recordi

ng of Proceedings

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

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

Due to only some meetings being voice recorded it is
pertinent for Council to advise when they are
recording a meeting, as is current practice.
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Clause 14.1 Keeping of Minutes
This section is totally surplus to requirements, it is just | This legislation boxes will be removed as it is no
a repeat of the Local Government Act 1995 and does | longer required in the local law. The Minutes are an
not add or clarify anything. accurate record of the meeting.

What this should include is that the minutes need to be
an accurate record of the meeting.

Summary of Submitter’s Comments | Officer’s Responses
Clause 18.1-18.11 Meetings of electors
These sections are totally surplus to requirements, it is | The legislation boxes will be removed as it is no
just a repeat of the Local Government Act 1995 and | longer required in the local law.
does not add or clarify anything.

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

Clause 20 Enforcement
The council needs to state that enforcement will be | All council enforcement matters are carried out
carry out ethically and without prejudice. ethically and without prejudice, the City does 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 aoldice at the Audit and Governance
Committee Meetings held 22 February and 8 Marct0201

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.12 of thd.ocal Government Acand regulation 3 of théocal Government
(Functions & General) Regulatiorset out the procedural requirements for the making
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 theatgic Plan Governance — Ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to both respondhe community’s vision and deliver on
its service promises in a sustainable manner.

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

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1 |

That Council resolves to adopt* the Standing Ord&rmsendment Local Law 2010, at
Attachment 10.0.1(b),pursuant to section 3.12 of thecal Government Act 1995.

* Absolute majority required
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STATEMENT CEO ON ITEM 10.0.1 ATTACHMENT

The Chief Executive Officer addressed commentssues raised during Deputations in
relation to the Standing Orders Local Law documeElet stated that the City had advertised,
the LL in excess of statutory requirements and thatproposed LL would now be sent to
the Government Standing Committee for Delegatedislagpn for approval. He then
referred Members tattachment 10.0.1(b)of the report which identifies proposed changes
to the Local Law and in particular to the AmendméntSection 12, Clause 6@ this
attachment which was circulated prior to the megtinHe stated that the amendment
proposes that Deputations can be made at a Cameeiting with Council approval as we
recognise that there will always be reasons / mistances why Deputations cannot be made
at Council Agenda Briefings.

Note: The CEO then read aloud the proposed Amendmenttézi#ment 10.0.1(b) for the
benefit of the public gallery.

MOTION
Cr Best Moved the officer recommendation, Sec Csddlay

AMENDMENT
Cr Grayden Moved the Amendment to Section 12, @d.9 of Attachment 10.0.1(b)of
the officer report, Sec Cr Trent

The Deputy Mayor put the Amendment. CARRIBD/Q)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1
The Deputy Mayor put the Amended Motion

That Council resolves to adopt* the Standing Ordénsendment Local Law 2010, as
amended, aAttachment 10.0.1(b),pursuant to section 3.12 of thecal Government Act
1995.

CARRIED (11/0)
And by Required Absolute Majority

10.1 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : CR CRIDLAND : ITEM 10.1.1
The Deputy Mayor read aloud the following Declayatof Interest from Cr Cridland:

In accordance with the Local Government (Rules ofoi@luct) Regulations 2007
Section 11 | wish to declare a Conflict of Interesh Agenda Item 10.1.1 -
‘Community Sport and Recreation Facility Fund (CSH — July Small Grants
Round’ - on the Council Agenda for the meeting te held 22 June 2010. | disclose
that | am a member of the South Perth Lawn Tennitu@ (a recipient of the funding
program) but | do not consider it will affect my dision making and intend to remain
in the Council Chamber for this item.

Note: Cr Cridland remained in the Council Chamber.

22



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 22 JUNE 2010

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 Ciraator
Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager Commu@tyture and Recreation
Summary

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

Background

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

Several changes have been made to the CSRFF prograr2010/2011. The State
Government has increased its investment from $9Mpiavious years to $20M in
2010/2011. This is comprised of approximately $Lfor 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 vehéhey will lead to an increase in physical
activity or a more rational use of facilities;

« Construction of new facilities to meet sport a@utive recreation needs;

* Floodlighting projects; and

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

The maximum grant awarded by the Department of tSput Recreation will be no greater
than one-third of the total cost of the projecheTCTSRFF grant must be at least matched by
the applicants own cash contribution equivalenbrie third of the total project cost, with
any remaining funds being sourced by the applicdmtsome 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 coumity. There is no obligation on the part
of the local government authority to make any dbntron to a community project, but in
the past the City has matched the contributiornleyDepartment of Sport and Recreation of
up to one-third of the total cost of successfujguts within its boundaries.

As stated in the CSRFF guidelines and in accordavitte the City’s funding guidelines,
annual grants for this round of applications mstlaimed 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¢sgnarantee funds should the club be
successful in its application to the DepartmerBjpbrt and Recreation.
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Comment

One (1) application for funding was received fag fluly 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 EnvironmdBtildings 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

mMMm|Ooo0|(m|>

These results are summarised below.

Applicant Project Ranking | Rating City's Total project Cost
Contribution
South Perth Lawn | Resurface of the four (4) | 1 B $10,811 (ex. $32,433
Tennis Club existing hard courts for GST). (ex GST)

safety, sustainability and
operational requirements.

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

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

. The upgrade project benefits the club and will ioipdirectly on sustainability,
growth and competency in competition and socia;pad

. The proposed upgrade is consistent with the SpmprEaciliies 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 flépdlit hard courts at the South Perth
Lawn Tennis Club, located on Lot 3279, cnr McNalump 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 andseldo being unsafe to play on.
Consequences of not resurfacing the courts includanticipated reduction in revenue and
hiring opportunities available to the club, inclogia significant number of casual users who
play at night (up to 200 people per annum not idetlin the club’s membership statistics),
the loss of substantial school and church actigityl without playable floodlit courts
members of the pennants competition will be fortweshove to another club.
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The resurfacing project will also improve the Clulability to attract more casual hirers to
the venue, improve the sustainability of the cow#dl into the future, as well as to assist
the Club to provide a safe environment in termssof and skin cancer risks through
extended night play across all hard courts. HI§® worth noting that a number of other
activities take place at the South Perth Lawn Te@iub including a Playgroup and social
activities and if the Club were not sustainableitiie future, these community activities
may be required to seek alternative venues fronclwtd operate.

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

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

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

Lawn Tennis Club’s application for this project amals advised the City in writing that the
project aligns with Tennis West's Strategic Fai@ttPlan. From the City of South Perth’s
perspective, this project is also supported byahteomes of the Council endorsed, ‘Future
Directions and Needs Study for Sport and RecreatiGiubs 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 Ratiwe to fund 1/3 and the SPLTC to fund
the remaining 1/3.

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

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

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

. The applicant (SPLTC) to bear all pre-site requiats, maintenance and

operating costs with no cost to the City.

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

* The City supports synthetic court surfaces as tamrgltive method for tennis courts
to reduce the higher costs associated with turftcmaintenance and operational
needs;

e This project enables ongoing and increased uiiisaif the facility with benefits of
night play and usage in winter periods of the seaso

e The Club is to liaise with the City on an ongoirasis with periodic reporting, to
ensure the future financial and operational suatality of the facility; and

« The Club and City to strengthen relationships tsishsand support financial and
committee development into the future.
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Consultation
Local sporting clubs were advised of the CSRFF iingppdound via a direct mail-out and
advertisements in the community newspaper, Cityligafions and the West Australian
newspaper. In addition, the City’s Club Developm@fficer maintains regular contact with
sporting clubs in the area ensuring that oppotiesiito participate in the CSRFF program
are notified.

Specific to this proposed resurfacing of the falréxisting 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 suppottées 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 consultatidim theé community was undertaken for
this project.

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

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

Strategic Implications
This report is complimentary to Strategic Directon

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

13 Encourage the community to increase their saaid 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 aloheplaces

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

Sustainability Implications

The project will allow the continued use of hardite on site and enhance the social and
physical benefits that are a by-product of incrdasaive involvement by the community in
sport and leisure pursuits. In addition, the patdinosen 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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10.2

10.3

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.1
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That...

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

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

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

CARRIED (11/0)

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil

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, Develogmt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for a Change of Use frdfaltiple 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 Cityfewn Planning Scheme No. 6,
specifically:

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

Council is being asked to exercise discretion ltian 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
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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.
« Attachment 10.3.1(b) Applicant’s supporting letter.
« Attachment 10.3.1(c) Site photos (street and aerial views).

The location of the development site is shown below

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

1.  Specified uses
(1) 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 occugéore determining the
application.

Comment
(a) Background
The proposal is for a Change of Use from ‘Multipiwvelling’ to ‘Tourist

Accommodation’ for one unit only within a 9-StorByilding at Lot 10 (No. 45-1)
Hardy Street, South Perth. ReferAttachments 10.3.1(b)and10.3.1(c)
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(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Description of the Surrounding Locality

The subject site has a southern frontage to Harige$ a western frontage to
Melville Parade and a vehicular access to Lyale&iras seen above. The uses
adjoining the site are residential Multiple Dwei;to the north and a mixture of
office and consulting rooms to the east.

Land Use

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

Car Parking

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

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannilggheme No. 6

The following general Scheme objectives are not met

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

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

(g) Protect residential areas from the encroachnaodimappropriate uses.

The subject site contains a total of 64 units.chlthe 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 sacff@irist Accommodation’. The
proposed use of a single unit as ‘Tourist Accomrtiodais not in harmony with the
existing residential use on the site. The propasedis likely to impact on the amenity
of the properties permanent residents. ‘Touristoimmodation’ 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 rieeg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttih@ current application and require
careful consideration (considered not to compligaid):

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

()  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 akse 7.4.
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(@)

The proposed change of use to ‘Tourist Accommodafar a single unit (unit 45)
out of 64 existing units currently approved as ‘tplé Dwellings’ is not considered
to be orderly and proper planning. The submissimteived from the consulted
neighbours identify a range of potential amenitypatts 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 ehamgise not be supported by
Council.

Consultation

Neighbour Consultation

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

property owners, occupiers and/or strata bodigdcat1-19 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 (v the consultation

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

During the advertising period, a total of 65 coteitn notices were sent and 9
submissionsvere 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
legitimise such a business.

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

Devaluation of residential units.

Not a planning consideration.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Potential damage to communal facilities by short
term tenants. x3

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

a planning

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

the R-Codes and Council policies have been providselvhere in this report.
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Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications
There are no sustainability implications relatinghis application.

Conclusion

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth 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
(i) The proposal is for a ‘DC’ use. After condudithe 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 vaiduse 1.6.2 (Scheme
Objectives) of the City of South Perth Town Plagni8cheme No. 6
(TPS6), specifically subclauses a, f and g.
(i) The proposed development does not comply witduse 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.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.3.2  Proposed 4 x Two-Storey Grouped Dwellings Lot 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 Plannidficer

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmie®& Community Services
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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 lstien 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

potential

Development

3 Dwellings (in accordance with Table 1 of the R-Codes)
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)
Attachment 10.3.2(c)

Site photographs
Streetscape analysis

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

3.  Developments involving the exercise of a discreionpower
This power of delegation does not extend to appmpapplications for planning approval
involving the exercise of a discretionary powethia following categories:
(c) Applications involving the exercise of dettwn under Clauses 6.1 or 6.11 of the
Scheme.

The applicant is seeking approval to replace foustimg 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
at Attachment 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 subdhjitens aConfidential Attachment
10.3.2(a) Furthermore, the site photographs show the oglship of the site with the
surrounding built environment as illustratedAttachment 10.3.2(b)

The proposal complies witlown Planning Scheme No.(6PS6; the Scheme), the
Residential Design Codes of WA 2q0& 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@ings not Complying with
Density, Plot Ratio, Use or Height Limits’ of Towlanning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6).
Sub-clause (1) states that (emphasis added):

(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Codes duliject to the provisions of sub
clause (3), if, on the date of gazettal of 8sheme 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 wite same use as those of the
development which existed on the site on the dajazettal of the Scheme; and
(ii) with a plot ratio exceeding the maximum préised by the Residential Design
Codes.
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Sub-clause (2) applies to sites containing a neideatial development, and therefore

is not applicable to the current proposal. Subs#a(3) states (emphasis added):

(3) The power conferred by sub-clauses (1) anan@y only be exercised if:
(@) in the opinion of the Council, the proposedalepment will contribute more
positively to the scale and character of the stespe, the preservation or
improvement of the amenity of the area, and theathjes for the precinct than the
building which existed on the site on the dateazkegtal of the Scheme; and
(b) except where proposed development comprisesr ralterations to the existing
development which, in the opinion of the Couna@lndt have a significant adverse
effecton the amenity of adjoining land, advertising & groposed development has
been undertaken in accordance with the provisidrdause 7.3.

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

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

to the scale and character of the streetscapeyréservation 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 dmuiie positively to the visual
amenity of the streetscape character.

(i)  The proposed roof orientation whereby the pitclof face faces the street has
been justified by the Architect as being compatiaehe existing streetscape
character, and was substantiated with evidencesrimgt of photographs that
form a part of Attachment 10.3.2(c), the streetscapalysis. The photographs
show a great number of dwellings in the street tieate gable ended roofs
whereby their pitched roof faces face River Wayrdality, when viewed from
the street, the roof will be visible as a three etisional 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 parkiogys at the front, the
proposed setback is observed to be compliant vhighprovisions of Clause
6.2.1 of the R-Codes and is observed to have regattie setbacks of the
existing buildings on either side of the subjets.si

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

(v) Where the current development has a total of agting spaces on site for the
residents as well as for the visitors, the propataecelopment 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 pavehicles on River Way, the
proposal will result in increasing the on-site pagkcapacity.
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(d)

()

Significant Views

City Planning Policy P350.9 (“Significant Views"gquires the consideration for the
loss of significant views from neighbouring propest 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 hasrbledged with the City.

City officers have considered the proposal in retatto the views of adjoining
properties, having regard to the applicant's noraevelopment entitlements with
respect to density, building height and setbacksvds 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 copsad that the proposed development
complies with the policy.

Car Parking, Access, Siting and Design

The required number of car bays is eight whereagptbhposed number of car bays is
eight (two per dwelling); therefore the proposedalepment 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 additothé two spaces normally required.
The applicant to proposing 7 visitor bays on sgedapicted 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 708.IPS6 to approve the proposed

car parking, if Council is satisfied that all reggments 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 tbowing requirements of that clause

(emphasis added):

(a) approval of the proposed development would be stersi with the orderly and
proper planning of the precinct and the presermatb the amenity of the
locality;

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

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

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

In addition, a condition is recommended for thenitog bay for unit 4 to be so marked
or signposted to avoid potential disputes amonggthiours, especially given that the
adjoining neighbour (unit 3) is deficient of onaitor bay.

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

For the objectives of the Scheme, please refeettidy Scheme Objectives, which
have been satisfied.
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(f)

(9)

(h)

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

Boundary Wall — south

A boundary wall is proposed on the southern boundhthe lot. The wall is observed
not to have an adverse effect on neighbouring amemien assessed against the
following “amenity factors” referred to in Policy38B0.2 (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 faehthat the proposed southern
boundary wall is adjacent to a portion of a pod4éaiHoward 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, whietest that boundary walls adjacent
to outdoor living areas shall be no higher thanm2.Therefore it is considered to

comply with clause 6 of P350.2.

Additionally however, the proposal still needs teenthe associated amenity factors
identified above, the factors specific to this casauld be the overshadowing of
adjoining outdoor living areas and impact of butkazljoining outdoor living areas. In
relation to this, the applicant has stated thatvigetation on the adjoining property
will ameliorate the visual impact of the proposedutdary wall. In relation to
overshadow, the acceptable setback for a wallisfrtature would be 1.0m from the
boundary which would still overshadow a portiortled adjoining pool. The proposed
development overall also conforms to the R-Codesirements for overshadow as
stated elsewhere within this report. Coupled wlith dvershadow cast by the existing
vegetation, the boundary wall is therefore suppbaote this basis and is recommended
for approval.

Boundary Wall - east

A boundary wall is proposed on the eastern boundétie lot. The wall is observed
not to have an adverse effect on neighbouring amemien assessed against the
following “amenity factors” referred to in Policy3B0.2:

» 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.

Accordingly, it is recommended that the boundaryl iva approved.

Streetscape / Building Design

In relation to the design, the applicant has predid streetscape elevation showing
the adjoining residential properties with the pregm 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@phs 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 ®fd8grees is excessively
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(i)

1)

(k)

0

(m)

(n)

steep and subsequently the applicant has lowereddbf pitch to 27 degrees to
demonstrate compliance with the provisions of BolR370 (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 nedes of the driveway. However,
where topography creates difficulties in adheringthiese 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 isegier 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 acce$fcdlties that may arise, without

any future recourse to the City of South Perth.

As the proposed gradient is beyond 1:6 (1:31 t9, it& considered that the gradient
requires no further attention.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels - minimum

The required minimum finishetiabitable room flooris 2.3 metres above AHD
whereas the proposed finished floor levels rangenfl2.4 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 6.104aximum Ground and Floor
Levels” of TPS6.

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

Open Space

The required minimum open space is 50% of eachegwstrata lot; whereas the open
space provided per proposed strata lot ranges bat®8% and 69%. Therefore the
proposed development complies with the open spaceeat of the R-Codes.

Building Height

The permitted building height limit for the subjdot is 7.0 metres, whereas the
proposed buildings range from 0.4 to 0.8 metreswehis height; it is therefore
considered that the proposed development compligéls glause 6.2 “Maximum

Building Height Limit” of TPS6.
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(0)

(P)

(@)

()

Solar Access for Adjoining Sites

The maximum area of overshadowing permitted is 25%ach adjoining lot, whereas
the proposed overshadowing on the two adjoining itl6% and 17% as specified in
the table below. Therefore the proposed developroemiplieswith the solar access

element of the R-Codes.

Adjoining Site Maximum area overshadow Overshadow proposed
address allowed
No. 32 Howard 25% 294M 16% 187
Parade
No. 34 Howard 25% 194 17% 132
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 Plannirf&@cheme No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In considering the application, the Council is riegd 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 relevanttb@ current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

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

(f 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
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0)
()

(n)

(@)
(s)

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

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

the extent to which a proposed building isafisuin 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 stie®d architectural details;

the topographic nature or geographic locatidrtee land;

whether the proposed access and egress toramdtlie site are adequate and

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

(w)

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 forpgtaposal to the extent and in the

manner required by Policy P355 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town

Planning Processes”. A sign was placed on sitevaibnotices were sent to a total of
31 surrounding properties. A total of 4 submissioveze received all against the

proposal.The 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 provisiofisthe No. 6 Town Planning Scheme,

the R-Codes and Council policies have been provédisglvhere in this report.
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Financial Implications
There are no financial implications in relatiorthés development.

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

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

Sustainability Implications

Noting the favourable orientation of the lot, tHéaers observe that the proposed outdoor
living areas have access to winter sun. Hencepithposed development is seen to achieve
an outcome that has regard to the sustainablerdpsitciples.

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 $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application gtanning approval for four x two-
storey Grouped Dwellings on Lot 286 (No. 41) Riway, Salter Pointbe approved
subject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

390 crossover standards 455 dividing fence- stalsdar
358  driveway gradient letter 456 dividing fendeting

410  crossover affects infrastructure 377 screelwbes drying

393  verge and kerbing works 550 plumbing hidden

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

470  retaining walls- if required 660 expiry of apyal

(b) Specific Conditions

(i) The proposed tree indicated on the site plan d®alhot less than 3.0 metres in
height at the time of planting and of a species@pgd by the City. The tree shall
be planted prior to occupation of the dwelling aidll be maintained in good
condition thereatfter.

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

(c) Standard Advice Notes
648 building licence required 649Aminor variations - seek
approval
646 landscaping standards — general 651  appe#s HGAT
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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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

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

MOTION
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Burrows

That the officer recommendation be amended by ribkision of the following additional
Specific Conditions:

Specific Conditions

(iii) The roof of the proposed dwelling No.1 be amendethat the roof ridge
height as measured from the AHD level of 7.83 dshigher than the ridge
height of the existing roof of the current develaom

(iv) The roof pitches of all proposed dwellings to be $hhme so as to achieve a
consistent built form.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @RIFICATION

Cr Ozsdolay Opening for the Motion

support officer recommendation with inclusion oflsinal specific conditions

Council is being asked to exercise discretion anA in the areas of density, parking
and boundary walls — to this end Cr Ozsdolay réaddapart 6.1(1) and Sub-clause 3 of
TPS6

appreciate application is compliant with respechégght but equally it is not compliant
with the density requirements. Part 6.1 Clauses#&y¥s Council may exercise discretion
application, as is, does not meet ftiee preservation or improvement of the amenity of
the area” requirement

its height is more than the existing building ttiere adverse impact on amenity of some
neighbours

given Sub-clause 3 cannot be met by the currenicagipn it should not be approved
Council should not exercise its discretion on dgnsi

issue can be addressed by the ‘height’ conditimpgsed because the amenity (view)
would be preserved

refer Residential Design Codes under the headingW¥’ - Cr Ozsdolay read aloud the
relevant clause from the Codes

Codes clearly direct Councils to protect views vehiecan

amendment proposed, through design changes inotfepitch (significant reduction)
and/or lower floor levels ie more cutting allows r@lquirements of the Codes and TPS 6
to be met

application should not be approved without amendnasnit would not comply with
TPS6 in the exercising of discretion on density

ask Members support the Amended Motion
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Cr Burrows for the Motion

» support officer recommendation with inclusion ofléidnal specific conditions
» endorse Cr Ozsdolay’'s comments

» ask Members support the Amended Motion

AMENDMENT
Cr Trent moved an Amendment to Special Conditionté include the wordmetres” after
the figure of 7.83 in the second line.

The Mover and Seconder concurred with the inclusiothe word‘metres” after the figure
of 7.83 in the second line of Special Conditiof).(ii

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2 |
The Deputy Mayor Put the Amended Motion

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

(&) Standard Conditions

390 crossover standards 455 dividing fence- stalsdar
358 driveway gradient letter 456 dividing fendeting

410 crossover affects infrastructure 377 screelwdes drying

393 verge and kerbing works 550 plumbing hidden

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

470 retaining walls- if required 660 expiry of appal

(b) Specific Conditions

() The proposed tree indicated on the site plan $®alhot less than 3.0 metres in
height at the time of planting and of a species@p by the City. The tree shall
be planted prior to occupation of the dwelling aidll be maintained in good
condition thereafter.

(ii) The turning bay for unit 4 shall be so markedsignposted to avoid potential
disputes amongst neighbours, especially giventtiegdjoining neighbour (unit

3) is deficient of one visitor bay.

(i) The roof of the proposed dwelling No.1 be arded so that the roof ridge height
as measured from the AHD level of 7.83 metres ikigber than the ridge height
of the existing roof of the current development.

(iv) The roof pitches of all proposed dwellings lie the same so as to achieve a
consistent built form.

(d) Standard Advice Notes
648 building licence required 649Aminor variations — seek approval
646 landscaping standards — general 651  appe#s HGAT
646A  masonry fence requires BA

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

CARRIED (11/0)

Reason for Change

Council were of the view that the inclusion of tlaelditional Specific Conditions
incorporating design changes in the roof pitchr($icant reduction) and/or lower floor
levels ie more cutting, allows all requirementshef Codes and TPS 6 to be met.
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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:
Applicant:
Lodgement Date:
File Ref:

Date:

Author:
Reporting Officer:

Summary

Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street, South Perth
Devrite Constructions
31 March 2010
11.2010.170 ON1/46
17 June 2010
Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Cdfi
Vicki Lummer, Director Developmie® Community Services

To consider an application for planning approvail tiwo 3-storey Single Houses on Lot 5
(No. 46) Onslow Street, South Perth. The propogalgies 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 ltin 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
» Attachment 10.3.3(b) Site photographs
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The location of the development site is shown below

o 12 Development site

&l
178 - 180

18 i Mg PO

173
i 177

1

& 187
44 1 : 3
Si1fe .
HOPETOUNST

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

2. Major developments
(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metrek bighigher, or comprises 10 or
more dwellings; and
(c) Development of the kind referred to in itemsaiad (b) above, but which, in the
opinion of the delegated officer, is contentiousiof significant community
interest.
7. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned detegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected land owner or occuygéore determining the
application.
Comment
(@) Description of the Surrounding Locality
The subject site has a frontage to Right of Way\(RQo. 9 (with a 3-storey block
of flats opposite) and Onslow Street, located asjacto two-storey Grouped
Dwellings to the east and south.
(b) Existing Development on the Subject Site
The existing development on the subject site ctliyrdeatures land uses of ‘Single
House’, as depicted in the site photographstiachment 10.3.3(a)
(c) Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves the construction of two JeyoSingle Houses on Lot 5 (No.
46) Onslow Street, South Perth (the site), as tighien 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 deveiept.
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The following components of the proposed develogntennot satisfy the Scheme
requirements:
(i) Finished Ground and Floor Levels.

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

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

(e) Residential Density
The permissible number of dwellings isdwvellings (R60), whereas the proposed
development comprised of @wvellings (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 (b - 15cm). Therefore, the
proposed development does not comply with clau$8.8.“Maximum Ground and
Floor Levels” of TPS6.

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

proposed finished floor levels are 8.350 metresigicm - 14cm). Therefore, the
proposed development does not comply with clau$8.86.“Maximum Ground and

Floor Levels” of TPS6.

Council discretion- cl. 6.10

Council has discretionary power under clause 6fITR&6 to approve the proposed
ground / floor levels, if Council is satisfied that requirements of that clause have
been met. In this instance, it is recommendedttieaproposed ground / floor levels
be approved, as the applicant has satisfied the i€itrelation 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 amverse 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 titgectives 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 internaldaoies to the west. In addition, the
proposal abuts a property to the south (the rehigtwfeatures grounds higher than
the proposed development. To the west, the devedoprsite abuts a Grouped
Dwelling at a lower level, however the proposabidy for and additional 64cm
difference between the two sites, with that neighbwt complaining.
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(9)

(h)

()

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

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

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

Street Setback

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

Solar Access for Adjoining Site

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

element of the R-Codes.

Boundary Wall- west

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

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

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

Boundary Wall- east

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

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

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)

(@)

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

Car Parking

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

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 howeverstuation were to change due to
unforseen circumstances or changes to the landsvoemmitment, 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. Ageaisspection reveals that the
ROW is paved and drained, no further action isiregquAttachment 10.3.3(b).

Sustainable Design

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

Building Height

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

Visual Privacy Setbacks

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

Open Space

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

Plot Ratio
There is no plot ratio control for this site in T6°& the R-Codes.
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() Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6
Having regard to the preceding comments, in terinth® general objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congideo broadly meet the following
objectives:

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

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

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

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

() Safeguard and enhance the amenity of resideate@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 progbsevelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttb@ current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Cahesany other approved Statement
of Planning Policy of the Commission prepared ur@gertion S5AA of the Act;

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

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

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

(s) whether the proposed access and egress toramdtfie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for tleliig, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;
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() the amount of traffic likely to be generated thg proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system inltwality and the probable effect

on traffic flow and safety; and

(w)

any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received

from any authority or committee consulted undeusta?.4.

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

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments

The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants

(DAC) at their meeting held in May 2010. The pragdosas favourably received by
the Consultants. Their comments and responses thiend\pplicant and the City are

summarised below:

DAC Comments

Officer’'s Comments

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

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

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

The comment is NOTED.

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

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

The comment is NOTED.

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

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

The comment is NOTED.

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

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

The comment is NOTED.

Neighbour Consultation

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

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

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

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

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

period (however the consultation continued unts tieport was finalised).
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During the advertising period, a total of 28 coteitn notices were sent and 6
submissions were received, 2 in favour and 4 ag#nesproposal. The comments of

the submitters, together with officer responses sammarised as follows:

Submitters’ Comments

Officer’s Responses

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

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

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

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

The existing dividing fence should not be
removed or undermined.

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

The comment is NOTED.

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

Standard condition recommended.
The comment is UPHELD.

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

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

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

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

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

Officer’s Responses

amenity,
proposed
development

In relation

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

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

the | boundary.

and

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

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Overshadowing of

adjoining outdoor
living areas and
windows to living
areas.

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

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

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

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

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

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

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

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

The comment is NOT UPHELD.
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Submitters’ Comments

Officer’s Responses

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

Whist it is acknowledged that the proposed
development has a different height (3-storeys) to the
neighbouring southem and eastern dwellings (2-
storeys), the proposal is consistent with the
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
storeys is not unreasonable or incompatible with the
local built environment, especially when the design in
accordance with the City's height and density
controls.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

high.

Object to | The design of the surrounding
proposed properties.

development

as it is not

appropriate

development, | The significant impact of the
given: proposed development on our

lifestyle as a result of loss of
privacy and sunlight.

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

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

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

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

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

The comment is UPHELD.

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

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

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

The comment is UPHELD.

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

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

The comment is NOTED.

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

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

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

Sustainability Implications
No outstanding issues (see section Sustainablgbesi

Conclusion

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

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM  10.3.3 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application glanning approval for two 3-storey
Single Houses on Lot 5 (No. 46) Onslow Street, B&drth be approvedsubject to:
€))] Standard Conditions

615  screening- amended plans required 456  diviiginge- timing

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

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

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

455  dividing fence- standards

(b) Specific Conditions
() 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 demolisheithin 18 months,
then one of those car parking bays shall be providith permanent
covering (such as a carport or a garage), subjefetrther applications
and approvals as required within the City of Sdeith; and

(B) A 25 degree roof pitch for the rear portion thie 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:
(i) It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaisgith the City’s Environmental
Health Section to ensure satisfaction of all ofriflevant requirements.
(i)  Any activities conducted will need to complyittv the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 198¥all times.

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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10.4

10.5

10.6

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Deputy Mayor called for a mover of the officecommendation at Item 10.3.3. The
officer recommendation Lapsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Skinner, Sec Cr Grayden

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

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Skinner Opening for the Motion

» aware negotiations have taken place between bsillaeighbours

* builders / neighbours are to consider options amsalidate

» Dbelieve deferral for one month preferred optioieves consultation to take place
» ask Members support deferral

Cr Grayden for the Motion

* quite clear proposed development will impact orghkours

» anything that can be done to reach a compromidéerilefit all
» support Motion for deferral

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3

The Mayor Put the Motion

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

CARRIED (11/0)

Reasons for Change

Council were of the view deferral will allow the@jzant and neighbours’ an opportunity to
negotiate outcomes with regards to any compromaed changes for the proposed
development.

Note: Manager Developments Services retired from the imget 9.25pm.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil

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, Directinancial and Information Services
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Summary

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

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

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulat®gnrequires the City to present

monthly financial reports to Council in a formafleeting relevant accounting principles. A

management account format, reflecting the orgdbisalt structure, reporting lines and

accountability mechanisms inherent within that ctiee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iffiemation provided to Council is a

summary of the more than 100 pages of detaileddinine information supplied to the

City’'s departmental managers to enable them to tootie financial performance of the

areas of the City’s operations under their confFbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publitethe Annual Budget.

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

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

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

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively

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

Reviews.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresifgd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month. This schedule reflaatsconciliation of movements between
the 2009/2010 Adopted Budget and the 2009/2010 AlenBudget including the
introduction of the capital expenditure items eadrforward from 2008/2009 (after August
2009).
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A monthly Balance Sheet detailing the City’s assetd liabilities and giving a comparison

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

opportunity for more timely intervention and cotiee action by management where

required.

Comment
The major components of the monthly managemented@ummaries presented are:

+ Balance SheetAttachments 10.6.1(1)(A)and 10.6.1(1)(B)

« Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenue &mxgpenditure Attachment
10.6.1(2)

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

* Summary of Capital IltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

» Schedule of Significant Variancegttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovementsAttachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and 10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting StatemenAttachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 31 May 2010 is $38.28M whagresents 101% of the $38.02M year
to date budget. Revenue performance is close tgdiwkpectations overall - although there
are some individual line item differences. Intemrestenues are 2% over budget expectations
but this relates to Reserve interest rather thamidfjpel 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 swallrfable 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 expectat®esreation revenue is slightly ahead of
budget expectations due to a higher than expededfithe recreation centre whilst halls
revenue have benefitted from recognising revensssciated with the use of the Moresby
Hall. Collier Park Village revenue is 2% behind batlexpectations due to several units
being vacant whilst the Hostel revenue is now faable due to a retrospective adjustment
to commonwealth subsidies and the early receigoofie Retained accommodation Bond
monies - although the overall retention from bofulsder statute) will be $30K less than
budgeted due to the number of concessional / nowl-paying residents. Meter parking
revenue is comfortably ahead of budget and infrimga 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 aftenghards revision to the target in the Q3
Budget Review. Infrastructure Services revenuangdly on budget in most areas.

Comment on the specific items contributing to theances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant Varianceéttachment 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 da@&4sunder budget in the Administration
area, on budget in the Infrastructure Services anead% under budget for the golf course.

For a portion of the year there have been budg@tetivacant) staff positions (currently
covered to some extent by consultants) in the CHi@e) Building Services and Rangers
areas. The later two of these have recently beedl.fiPreviously noted timing differences
in areas including Libraries, Finance, CommunitgrRotions, Planning and the Collier Park
Village have reversed in May and these areas awectuse to budget overall.
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Waste collection site fees have resulted in a fealnle variance against budget to date due
to the City having (correctly) budgeted for thergased State Waste Levy from 1 Jan 2010
but a much lesser charge has been incurred.

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

Following the (cost neutral) re-distribution of gamaintenance budgets earlier in the year
to reflect the in-use maintenance regimes at SBIFQval and in the Manning Ward, this
area has been close to budget for most of the Regmstatement costs after events on SIMP
(offset by recoup revenue) along with acceleratgaeediture on parks in Manning Ward,
Karawara and George Burnett Park have again pustedtenance costs up. These are
under investigation and an immediate scale backiaimtenance 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 @amil 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 mohlilet operating costs are very close to
budget and a retrospective adjustment has been nwagdant 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
vacanciey is now around 1.41% under the budget allocatmmtiie 217.6 FTE positions
approved by Council in the budget process - aftetirfy 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 Variancestachment 10.6.1(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 thigndficant favourable variance. Firstly,
there is a $0.21M favourable variance on lease ipres 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 atgemt. 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 coséind scheduling of the Murray St
precinct of the UGP area — which has yet to be dakien although it is part of the
submitted UGP Stage 4 project area. These fundd&iemporarily transferred to the UGP
Reserve and then returned to the Muni Fund in fie&hcial year once the costing and
scheduling is known with more certainty.

Comment on the specific items contributing to theital revenue variances may be found
in the Schedule of Significant Variancédtachment 10.6.1(5).
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Capital Expenditure at 31 May 2010 is $12.25M repnging 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 nwei the delivery of the capital
program - and used the staged capital program apiprof running a ‘Deliverable’ and a
‘Shadow’ capital program to ensure that organisaiocapacity and expectations are
appropriately matched. Most informed predictiongg®st that a program of approximately
$13.0M (80% of the total program) will be achies®dyear end - with the remainder of the
projects being carried forward into 2010/2011. Tisiconsistent 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: SIMP) have had an adverggaihon completion of some projects.
The Library and Community facility project is cuntly showing a favourable variance of
some $0.56M but this is a merely a timing differeiecause we have not yet been billed
for some construction elements. This amount plhsroidentified carried forward works in
the Infrastructure and Planning & Community Sersiegea will, when added to the works
completed by 30 June, represent the full 2009/2@ptal program.

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

finalisation of the October management accountsandsy

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 15335418 | 12,253,117 80% 18,168,040

* Financial and Information Services is also resiole for the Library building project
which constitutes the majority ($6.96M) of the ¢apexpenditure under the CEO Office

Consultation

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

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

Financial Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

€)] the monthly 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.

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

(d) the Rate Setting Statement providedtiachment 10.6.1(7)be received

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

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 Fingcand Information Services
Summary

This report presents to Council a statement sunsingrithe effectiveness of treasury

management for the month including:

. The level of controlled Municipal, Trust and Resefunds at month end.

. An analysis of the City’s investments in suitablenmay market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanfinal institutions.

. Statistical information regarding the level of dateling 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 Dirddtmncial & Information Services and
Manager Financial Services - who also have respiitgifor the management of the City’s
Debtor function and oversight of collection of dateding debts.
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In order to discharge accountability for the exezadf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbeimalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as funds held in ‘cash backed’ Reserves. Amiicant 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 effecti®l by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which these detagatire being exercised.

Data comparing actual investment performance wehchmarks in Council’s approved
investment policy (which reflects best practicenpiples for managing public monies)
provides evidence of compliance with approved itmesit principles. Finally, a
comparative analysis of the levels of outstandisigs and general debtors relative to the
same stage of the previous year is provided to tootiie effectiveness of cash collections
and to highlight any emerging trends that may inpaduture 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 am@silidentical to the level they
were at for the equivalent stage last year - réfigchigher holdings of cash backed
reserves to support refundable monies at the CR3P& ($2.1M higher) but $3.0M
less holdings in the Future Building Works Reseasenonies are applied to the new
Library and Community Facility project. The Wasteahhgement and Plant
Replacement Reserves are $0.3M higher and sevtral 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 projectae still have $2.4M of
programmed works to be completed and $3.5M of edrfiorward projects).

Collections from rates and reimbursements from Gtfiice 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 methsdpplemented by the Rates
Early Payment Incentive Prizes (with all prizes aed 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 selectionppirapriate 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 avagdbr 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)

(b) Investments
Total investment in money market instruments at tmoend was $35.26M
compared to $29.32M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Municipal Funds as investments as describedabov
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(€)

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@edn deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are nateatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysisiefcomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 96.9% of the dsrare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

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

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

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

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

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

interest rates to ensure that we pro-actively iflers#ecure, but higher yielding,

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

responsible, low risk investment opportunities tlygnerate additional interest
revenue to supplement our rates income whilst @mgtinat capital is preserved.

The weighted average rate of return on financisiriiments for the year to date is
4.68% with the anticipated weighted average yigldnvestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.38% (compared with 5.32% last monitestment results to date reflect
careful and prudent selection of investments totroaeimmediate cash needs. At-
call cash deposits used to balance daily operdtzash needs continue to provide a
modest return of only 4.25% since 5 May - althoutjiis is a significant
improvement on the 2.75% on offer early in the year

Major Debtor Classifications

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

The level of outstanding local government rateatig 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 960®%tal rates levied compared to
96.4% at the equivalent stage of the previous ydas 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 ragimgg communication strategies
applied by the City in developing the 2009/2010 AainBudget. The range of
appropriate, convenient and user friendly paymeathods offered by the City,
combined with the Rates Early Payment IncentiveeBth(generously sponsored by
local businesses) has again been supported byytenel 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 ($21a8t year) excluding UGP
debtors - and compared to $1.64M last month. Melianges in the composition of
the outstanding debtors balances (year on yeag $€10M decrease in the amount
of GST refundable - and a $0.2M decrease in Baldbate 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
quarantined in the UGP Reserve until the time tihé part of the project is
undertaken. The balance of parking infringementstanding is now similar to last
year. Debtors relating to pensioner rebates, oaudstg CPH fees and other sundry
debtors are less than the previous year balance.

The majority of the outstanding amounts are govemn& semi government grants
or rebates - and as such, they are considerecctibleeand represent a timing issue
rather than any risk of default.

(i) Underground Power

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

collected by 31 May with approximately 75.6% ofghan 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 th8seethaining properties are

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

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

Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Chargenbtalments continue to be
subject to interest charges which accrue on thstanding balances (as advised on
the initial UGP notice). It is important to apprate that this igot an interest charge
on the UGP service charge - but rather is an isteoharge on the funding
accommodation provided by the City’s instalmentrpagt plan (like what would
occur on a bank loan). The City encourages ratepagethe affected area to make
other arrangements to pay the UGP charges - hst if required, providing an
instalment payment arrangement to assist the naeep@ncluding the specified
interest component on the outstanding balance).
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Consultation
This financial report is prepared to provide eviderof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst disging 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 Operi Guideline 19.

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are ageubin 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 firamessets 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 @ity’'s Strategic Plan “To ensure that
the City’'s governance enables it to respond to dwmmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

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

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

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

‘10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 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 authofitgl¢gation DC602) between 1 May 2010
and 31 May 2010 is presented to Council for infdiara
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Background

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

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aigbhdrpurchasing approval limits for

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

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

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

Comment

A list of payments made during the reporting perimgrepared and presented to the next
ordinary meeting of Council and recorded in theutes of that meeting. It is important to
acknowledge that the presentation of this list @fments is for information purposes only
as part of the responsible discharge of accouitiablayments 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.@heayments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one andslgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughloe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothERd Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Cradlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party. For instance an EfFmeat reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 included a payment t@ed@or number 76357
(Australian Taxation Office).

* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe aot listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradglidting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrntapent 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 emgdopank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thorefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees whieldiaect debited from the City’s bank
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedulder the contract for provision of
banking services.
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Payments made through the Accounts Payable funat®mo longer recorded as belonging
to the Municipal Fund or Trust Fund as this practielated to the old fund accounting
regime that was associated with Treasurers Adv&toeunt - whereby each fund had to
periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasurers Advance dwat.

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

Consultation

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

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

ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Ined\pproval and Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing buggevisions.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Maydetailed in the report of the Director
of Financial and Information Servicesttachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.4 Members Allowances & Entitlements - 2010/2Q

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 Executiveffizer

Summary

Information on suggested entitlements for Counanilbers (determined in accordance with
the provisions of Section 5.98 and 5.99 of tlecal Government Aftis presented for
consideration by Council following a request foe timount established in May 2009 to be
reviewed
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Background

The Local Government Financial Management Regulatithat complement the Local

Government Act prescribe the maximum allowabletsmior Council Members meeting fees

and allowances. They also establish limits on theal Government Allowances payable to
the Mayor and Deputy Mayor of a local governmenteeihg Fees, Communication

Allowances and the Technology Allowance are sei #at rate irrespective of the size or

scale of the local government’s operations. Mayétiiwances are required to be set at an
amount less than the specified percentage of tted government'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 undegakouncil business. This is essential
to ensure that they are well informed and able akeneffective decisions for the good
governance of the district. In recognition of twnmitment of time that Council Members
are required to make, they are paid a fee for thmgeting / briefing session attendance.
Typically, metropolitan local governments adopt #0f the maximum prescribed annual
meeting fee set by the Department of Local Goveninihis 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 pegtrof a Communication Allowance
of $2,400 per Council Member to meet the costgafisg in touch with their constituents.
The City pays this annual allowance at the presdritate to each Council Member but in
return, it doesot reimburse any telephone, facsimile or internetsestor does it provide
Council Members with home fax machines, telephamdsoadband 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 - afjhoshared generic computer facilities
are available in the Council Members Resource Raathappropriate technology is made
available in the Mayor’s Office.

The Local Government Act also recognises the siganit commitment that the Mayor
makes in serving the local community - and paréidylin relation to attending the many
community and official events required of him. Aodingly, 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 totalhiahever is the lesser.

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 $48,802009. CPI since that time has been
3.4%.

Whatever amount is determined as appropriate BoiMhayoral Allowance will establish the
Deputy Mayoral Allowance - which must represent 28Bthe Mayoral Allowance.

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

Consultation has occurred with the Department otadloGovernment to validate the
allowable limits and calculation methods for each tbe various Council Member
entittlements. Consultation has also taken placé waighbouring local governments in
relation to the quantum of mayoral allowances aheroentitiements paid.

Policy and Legislative Implications

This report is consistent with the legislative negonents of the Local Government Act - in
particular Sections 5.98 & 5.99 which deal with @al 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 Goverrnrdeth

Financial Implications

The adoption of the recommendation in this reporil westablish the financial
accommodation that must be provided in the 201@/2&inual Budget for Council Member
Entitlements.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

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

‘OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.4

That ....

(a) the Meeting Fee for the 2010/2011 year be 87 #00 per Council Member and
$14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in adwanc

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

(c) a Technology allowance of $1,000 per annumGeemcil 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 let st $ payable in

quarterly instalments in advance.
* Absolute majority required

MOTION
The Deputy Mayor called for a Motion.

Point of Order : Cr Ozsdolaythere is an officer recommendation for consiti@na

The Chief Executive Officer indicated that the maooendation presented requires a Council
determination to fill-in the ‘blanks’.
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MOTION
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Skinner

That for the 2010/12 period:

()] the Mayoral Allowance be set at 100% of thaeStacal Government Regulations
maximum permissible allowance, payable in quartieldyalments in advance;

(b) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance be set at 100%tlu# State Local Government
Regulations maximum permissible allowance, payéblguarterly instalments in
advance;

(c) the Attendance Fee per Council Member be sefiCft% of the State Local
Government Regulations maximum permissible allowarnmayable in quarterly
instalments in advance;

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

(e) a Technology allowance of $1,000 per annumGuemcil Member be paid quarterly
in advance.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Grayden Opening for the Motion

 last resolution on Member Entitlements covered dmjgar — this needs to be addressed

* issue is Mayoral allowance — point out this is motvage but simply an allowance to
recognise role/commitment

» Mayoral Allowance goes towards time away from oadynemployment

* important role — unrealistic for it to be a pamé position with a full time job as well

» role of Mayor requires dedication and skill to asld best outcomes for the City — this can
not be done on a part time basis

» last year Council voted against Mayoral Allowancgnly increased to 100% whereas
Councillors entitlements are 100%

» Mayoral candidates who give up their earning capafdr 4 years should not suffer
financially while fulfilling this role

* Mayoral Allowance base amount is not adequateHerrble — amount should reasonably
compensate for Mayor to do job properly

» ask Councillors to support the Motion.

Cr Skinner for the Motion
e support Motion
» support Cr Grayden’s comments

Cr Trent point of clarification- the original Alternative Motion does not mentianything
about which years — is it necessary to mentioneg/éars covered - do we need to limit?

Chief Executive Officer responded that the City Wdocontinue to pay allowances at 100%
regardless and this would also apply to Councillmmsl the Deputy Mayor. If the time
period only applies to 2010/2012 then Council wdudde to re-consider this matter in two

years time.

AMENDMENT

Cr Trent Moved — That the wordsr the 2010/12 perioct the beginning of the Motion be
deleted.

Amendment Lapsed for Want of a Seconder LAPSED
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Cr Cala Against the Motion

do not want to take away from Cr Grayden’s comments
acknowledge role of Mayor is demanding
take exception to statement that Mayor is not reirséd adequately

FORESHADOWED MOTION
Cr Cala foreshadowed that if the current Motiohast he would be proposing a modest
CPl increase.

Mayoral Allowance package substantial, includestigé technology fees, vehicle etc
do not want to dispel role as just ceremonial -nhaekedge it is a demanding job

Motion suggests 20% increase — that is the megbage/ould go out to ratepayers
cannot remove ourselves from the public percepti@mbarrassing every time this issue
comes up

cannot dispel ratepayers reading the newspaperyeMeas 20% increase — do not want
the City to go through what it went through lasawith Inside Cover.

suggest modest increase of CPI to $50,000 for Mdydlowance.

Cr Ozsdolay Against the Motion

acknowledge Mayoral allowance is not a wage ieiclolsave, annual leave allowance
role provides leadership — acknowledge it is anartgnt role but believe it can be done
part time — have issue with full time position

believe it is part time and Mayoral Allowance mdnan fair — we knew what allowances
were before nominating — we are here by choice

accept the Mayor needs to find time to carry ouytal duties — however he chose to
give up his business — do not believe it shouldriexcuse for an increased allowance
role of Mayor is a leadership role — important weé & standard — or do we say do as we
say not as we do

what is in the best interests of the ratepayetb®fCity — believe it is to show modesty
and approve a responsible increase

Cr Grayden closing for the Motion

hope focus is not on the ‘person’ but on the rélMayor

not practical in light of commitment, meetings hétions etc for position to be part time
why should role be limited to people who run tteim business — anyone should be able
to take on role of Mayor without suffering finanitya

do not want decision dictated by newspapers oripplerception

should be basing decision on skills required folybtal role

role requires huge commitment and a great levelskifl and should have the
remuneration to match

ask Members support the Motion

The Deputy Mayor Put the Motion LOST 5/6

69



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING: 22 JUNE 2010

MOTION
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That ....

€)] the Meeting Fee for the 2010/2011 year be 87 ®00 per Council Member and
$14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in adwanc

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

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

(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2010/2011 be set &0,800 payable in quarterly
instalments in advance;

(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2010/2011 beat $12,500 payable in quarterly
instalments in advance; and

() parts (d) and (e) above be reviewed biannualline with CPl movements.

Cr Cala Opening for the Motion

* we ask staff to be modest in wage claims
* believe Members should do the same

» ask Members support Motion

Cr Ozsdolay for the Motion
» proposal fair, reasonable and responsible - shygpesdf leadership we want
» ask Members support Motion

Cr Grayden point of clarificatior what is the rationale for Motion in relationE®8A and
CEO contract etc?

Cr Calastated that he was not privy to the staff EBA, bear when reviewing the CEO
contract we look at CPI — if we are to make a decibelieve CPI is a reasonable base.

Cr Best point of clarificatior- which CPI are we using National or WA?

Chief Executive Officeconfirmed that typically we use the CPI for Perth.

Cr Grayden against the Motion

» Dbelieve CPI not a considered basis

» if Council is to show consistency should be attl@dsat we are going to ask ratepayers
to fork out

» believe CPI as a basis is inadequate

» against the Motion

Cr Cala closing for the Motion

» Mayoral Allowance of $67,400 plus a car is not dmkne’ stuff
» do not believe we are under paying the Mayor

» proposal is for a respected amount of money

» ask Members support Motion
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\COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4
The Deputy Mayor Put the Motion

That ....

€)] the Meeting Fee for the 2010/2011 year be 87 ®00 per Council Member and
$14,000 for the Mayor - payable quarterly in adwanc

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

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

(d) the Mayoral Allowance for 2010/2011 be set &0.$00 payable in quarterly
instalments in advance;

(e) the Deputy Mayoral Allowance for 2010/2011 beat $12,500 payable in quarterly
instalments in advance; and

() parts (d) and (e) above be reviewed biannualline with CPl movements.

CARRIED (9/2)
By Required Absolute Majority

10.6.5 Applications for Planning Approval Determingl Under Delegated

Authority
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 4 June 2010
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager Development Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmieand 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, @dwesolved as follows:

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

The great majority (over 90%) of applications féarming approval are processed by the
Planning Officers and determined under delegat#ubaity rather than at Council meetings.
This report provides information relating to thepbgations dealt with under delegated
authority.

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme N&O. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City officersréation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatprocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.
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Consultation
During the month of May 2010, forty-six (46) devetoent 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 thiovdhg terms:

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.5

That the report andttachment 10.6.5relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of May 20té,received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 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 Admitistr®fficer
Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awiistration Manager
Summary

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

Background

At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting théld@ing resolution was adopted:
“That Council receive a monthly report as part of @hAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common,3isting seal number; date sealed,;
department; meeting date / item number and reasondse.”
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Comment
Clause 21.1 of the City’'s Standing Orders Local L2007 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper ugeodommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to reao@register:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

Register

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an elgctdata base and is available for
inspection. Extracts from the Register on the aflsthe 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&¥@?2 describes the requirements for the
safe custody and proper use of the common seal.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.6

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1  Application for Leave of Absence : Mayor Best

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

11.2  Application for Leave of Absence : CrV Lawrace

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

11.3  Application for Leave of Absence : Cr P Best

I hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Coufdeetings for the period 28 June to
2 July 2010 inclusive.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 11.1 TO 11.3
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That Leave of Absence from all Council Meetingggbented to:
* Mayor Best for the period 15 to 24 June 2010 inekis
» Cr Lawrance period 28 July to 2 August 2010 inclesand

» Cr Best for the period 28 June to 2 July 2010 isigkel
CARRIED (11/0)

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 2010-2 budget to enable 20,000
Neighbourhood Watch Newsletters to be printed asiilbduted within the City of South
Perth six times per annum.

MEMBER COMMENT

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

* Media besides the City’s website needs to be us@dake the public more aware about
Community Safety.

* The newsletter was previously delivered by volurdeaho are keen to promote
community safety. With members of the Communityivéing the hardcopy newsletter
they are extending the eyes of the police.

» One of the points raised in the Visioning was teedto develop strategies for a safer
community, which is what the Neighbourhood Watobgoam is doing.
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COMMENT CEO
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d) of Standing esdLocal Law 2007 the Chief
Executive Officer comments as follows:

A thorough review of the Neighbourhood Watch (NH¥érvices was conducted in 2006-
2007 by an independent external organisation knasy'\RID who were also engaged to
prepare the previous Community & Safety Crime Pnéwa Plan 2005-08. At the time of
the review it was found that volunteers were fratstd 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\Wnitiatives has been tremendous
and is due to strategies being developed to inereebility of NHW activities and these
included:

» development of a series of community BBQ's;

» attendance at the Totally Best Family Day Ever; and

» significant increased contact by NHW volunteerswiitembers of the community

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

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

No suggestions were forthcoming from the committee.

The newsletters were initially distributed to Subianagers who in turn distribute them to
Street representatives who hand deliver the puhditdo residences. Issues associated with
this process included:

» Difficulty in obtaining street representatives;

» Shortage of street representatives, particularthenComo area;

» Claims that the newsletter was not distributeceBidences;

» Unequal distribution of newsletters to each streptesentative; and

» Likelihood that the newsletter was being treatepliak mail and not read.

It became clear that increased efficiency and #ffecess could be achieved by the City if
the funds used for printing the newsletters wealgeated 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.fdtther funding is available for this
purpose.
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Given the popularity of the BBQ’s and events whigtovide a greater opportunity for
exchange of information, it was felt that fundingosld be re-directed to where the
community could interact more efficiently with NHY&presentatives. If this did not occur
and the status quo remained, additional budgetsfumould need to be allocated as it is
presumed that the current successful method of econmating 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 Safgidate in the Gazette.

It is considered that the quarterly Community Satdpdate in the Southern Gazette is a
satisfactory means of communicating all relevarétgamessages to the community. It is
noted that in many instances, messages containédeimewsletters are repeated in the
quarterly Community Safety Update and as a restdt @duplicated. Whilst it is
acknowledged that the Southern Gazette may notefigeded 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 dticat businesses such as newsagents and
real estate agents.

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

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

increased visibility has proved to be very sucadssfor 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 informationcrieased membership of NHW and

increased capacity and role for NHW volunteers.

In light of the above, the following changes haveerb in place since the October /

November period 2009:

» the newsletter is being produced and printed irsbpu

» 400 copies are presently being distributed to Sulanagers 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 redueetoxe as more residents register for
electronic copies of the newsletter;

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

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

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

It is considered that the changes will lead toeased benefits for members and will further
enhance the relationship with residents. The netestewill 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 accessiiformation and NHW newsletter on

the City’'s website. A quarterly safety feature agrgefull page in the Southern Gazette
which has had a good response. In addition a swweagucted by an independent Market
research firm is presently being conducted to iflergésidents communication needs.
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13.

14.

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

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

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

There has been no budget cut to the Neighbourhoai@i\program - only a re-direction of
funds to ensure a continued improvement in valuenfoney.

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 growsopulation. 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 agmgdnformation in a digital format
which is a direction that the City is inexorablyaldeng.

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 12.1 |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Cala

That the CEO provide sufficient funds in the 2010-2 budget to enable 20,000
Neighbourhood Watch Newsletters to be printed aisttilduted within the City of South

Perth six times per annum.
CARRIED (7/4)

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Membergalen on Notice
Nil

13.2  Questions from Members
Nil

NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING
Nil
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15.

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

151

Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

| COUNCIL DECISION : MEETING CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC |
Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Grayden

That the meeting be closed to the public at 9.28pmaccordance with the ocal
Government Act Sectidn23(a) and (d) while ltems 15.1.1 and 15.1.2d@&seussed as they
relates to legal advice and a matter affectingrapleyee.

CARRIED (11/0)

Note: The remaining members of the public gallery Ik& Council Chamber at 9.53pm.

Note: Council Chamber doors were closed at 9.53pm

15.1.1 State Administrative Tribunal - Proposed Two Storey Residential
Building for use as Student Accommodation - Lot 4 (No. 227)

Manning Road, Waterford CONFIDENTIAL Not to be Disclosed Report
Location: Lot 47 (No. 227) Manning Road, Watedfor
Applicant: Charlie Haddad (BGC Residential)
File Ref: 11.2009.322 MA3/227
Date: 2 June 2010
Author/Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Delopment & Community Services
Confidential

This report has been designatedGmnfidential 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 beudgsd at the meeting.

Note: Confidential report circulated separately.

Note: Cr Hasleby left the Council Chamber at 9.53pm aatdrned at 9.56pm

MOTION

Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Burrows

That....

(&) Council endorse the mediated outcome as descmiConfidentialreport Item 15.1.1

of the June 2010 Agenda; and
(b) advise the State Administrative Tribunal ofu@oail's decision.

The Deputy Mayor Put the Motion LOST (4/7)
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‘COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 15.1.1

Moved

That....
(a)
(b)

(€)

(d)

Cr Cala, Sec Cr Trent

the officer Recommendation not be adopted,;

before Council considers its position in redatto the mediation process to date in

relation to the proposed two storey residentiabetd accommodation at Lot 47

(No. 227) Manning Road, Waterford, it engage a atiast to provide a report on

the actual ratio of car ownership to student numker

0] the Off-Campus Curtin Student Housing; compmgsiErica Underwood
House and Guild House, located in Karawara and ithgact of the
traffic/parking situation that presently existsrie

(ii) the On-Campus Curtin Student Housing; namelgkery House, Don Watts
House, George James House, Japan House and Ruatmational House:

the State Administrative Tribunal be adviseat tintil this report is available:

0] there is no substantive evidence for the Cduiwimake an informed
decision. Anecdotal evidence indicates a signifigaroblem with parking
in Karawara with insufficient parking at the stutd@ousing between Kent
Street and Walanna Drive, causing a spill-out teestverges. Whilst this is
a significant amenity issue in Karawara, the |aoatiof the proposed
development along Manning Road makes such a spl-ionpossible. All
resident parking and visitor parking must occursde-— there being no
capacity for on- street or verge parking on thistise of Manning Road;
and

(i) evidence provided to date by the applicanthiat of, “A Guide to Student
Accommodation in Monash” — not a report on the alctworking situation
in relation to the success or failure of the cakimg numbers recommended
by this guide. As there is evidence of spill-oatlpng occurring outside
Erica Underwood House there is a need for a custnly to be prepared
to provide Council with statistical evidence to yide it with a sound basis
to evaluate the safety and amenity issues for tillent residents living in
any proposed dedicated student development and oth#éihe adjoining
residents; and

with the benefit of the results of this stu@ouncil review its current Policy in

relation to Student Accommodation parking requiretse

CARRIED (10/1)

Reason for Change

Council were of the view that the Alternative Matiprovides Council with the opportunity

to make an informed decision. Without the benefitaostudy of the ratio of actual car

numbers to the number of students being accommbdatS8tudent Housing around Curtin

University, any position taken can only be basedaoecdotal observations — not good
planning decisions.
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DECLARATION OF INTEREST: CEQO: ITEM 15.1.2
The Deputy Mayor read aloud the following Declaratof Interest from the CEO:

| wish to declare a Financial / Conflict of Interdsin Agenda Item 15.1.2 “CEO -
Contract Allowance” on the Agenda for the OrdinarZouncil Meeting to be held
22 June 2010. As | am the subject of the repartquestion | will leave the Council
Chamber while this item is being debated.

Note: The CEO left the Council Chamber at 10.15pm

| 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 designatedCamfidential under theLocal Government Act 199%ections
5.23(a) as it relates to a matter affecting an egg# or employees.

Note: Confidential report circulated separately.

MOTION
Cr Best Moved the officer recommendation, Sec Qr&us

AMENDMENT
Cr Ozsdolay moved that the wotdbo be amended to reatiree in part (b)(ii) of the officer
recommendation

The Mover and Seconder concurred with the Amendment

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 15.1.2
The Deputy Mayor Put the Amended Motion

That the proposed contract change as detail€bifidentialreport Item 15.1.2 of the June 2010
Council Agenda be adopted.
CARRIED (11/0)

COUNCIL DECISION ; MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Burrows

That the meeting be again open to the public dt8in CARRIED (13/0)

Note: The CEO returned to the Council Chamber at 10.20pm
15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madeublic.
For the benefit of the 3 members of the publicagglthat returned to the Council Chamber
the Deputy Mayor read aloud the Council decisiandtems 15.1.1 and 15.1.2

16. CLOSURE
The Deputy Mayor closed the meeting at 10.30pmthanked everyone for their attendance.
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DISCLAIMER

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

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

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 27 Juk010

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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17. RECORD OF VOTING  Note: No electronic record of voting due to technical difficulties.

Council Meeting 22/6/2010 Absent: Mayor Best and Cr Wells..Attendance 11 Members

Item 7.1.1 Motion Passed 11/0

Iltem 7.2.1 = 7.2.7 Motion Passed 11/0

Item 8.1.1 Motion Passed 11/0

Council decision Deputation no longer be heard. Passed 11/0

Council decision — Request for Deputation Passed 10/1 Cr Ozsdolay Voted AGAINST the Motion

Item 8.4.1 — 8.4.2 Motion Passed 11/0

En bloc Decision Passed 11.0

Amendment Item 10.0.1 Passed 11/0

Amended Motion Item 10.0.1 Motion Passed 11/0

Item 10.1.1 Motion Passed 11/0

Item 10.3.2 Motion Passed 11/0

Item 10.3.3 Motion Passed 11/0

Item 10.6.4 Motion Passed 9/2 Crs Best and Grayden AGAINST the Motion

Item 11.1 — 11.3 Motion Passed 11/0

Item 12.1 Motion Passed 7/4 Crs Grayden, Skinner, Best and Deputy Mayor Doherty Voted AGAINST the Motion

Meeting Closed to Public Item 15 Passed 11/0

Item 15.1.1 Motion Lost 4/7 Crs Ozsdolay, Burrows, Best and Hasleby Voted FOR Motion

Item 15.1.2 Motion Passed 11/0

Meeting Opening to Public Item 15 Passed 11/0
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