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South Perth

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA

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

2. DISCLAIMER
Chairperson to read the City’s Disclaimer

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1
3.2

Activities Report Mayor Best / Council Represetatives (Attached to Agenda paper)
Audio Recording of Council meeting

4, ATTENDANCE

4.1 Apologies
4.2 Approved Leave of Absence
5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
Note: At the Council meeting held 27 April 2010 there /@ questions taken on notice.
6.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 25.5.2010

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES / BRIEFINGS

7.1

7.2

MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 27.4.2010
7.1.2 CEO Evaluation Committee Meeting Held: 11.5@10

BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place sinthe last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to Couneolicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document t@titsdic 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 putglcord.



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 25 MAY 2010

721

7.2.2

7.2.3

Agenda Briefing - April Ordinary Council Meeting and Events Update
Held:20.4.2010

Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the April 2010 Council Agendan update from officers on
Australia Day 2010 and the Fiesta Events was atesepted. Notes from the
Agenda Briefing are included astachment 7.2.1.

Concept Forum 2010/11 Budget “Setting the Soe” Meeting Held: 21.4.2010
The Director Financial and Information Servicessprged an ‘introduction’ to the
Strategic Financial Plan and Budget Process foR@i#/11 period. Notes from the
Concept Briefing are included astachment 7.2.2.

Concept Forum: Town Planning Major Developmets Meeting Held: 5.5.2010
Officers of the City and applicants presented bemknd on  proposed
developments at No. 16 Bradshaw Crescent, Manmiogl2 Coode Street, South
Perth and the Metro Hotel, Canning Highway. Questiwere raised by Members
and responded to by applicants/officers. Notesnfitie Concept Briefing are
included aAttachment 7.2.3.

8. PRESENTATIONS

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

8.11

Petition received 7 May 2010 from Mia Betjean, 21 Market Street,
Kensington together with 21 Signatures in Relatio to Character Homes in
Market Street, Kensington.

Text of petition reads: “Market Street is facing the demolition of threeitef
character homes which are to be replaced with modemes, not in keeping with
the current streetscape. We, the undersigned, arearned residents of Market
Street who urge the City of South Perth to act mowreserving the unique and
historically significant streetscape and amenityizfrket Street. we request that any
further developments in our street be done in ameathat retains and is respectful
to the existing traditional streetscape. We aagtipularly opposed to situations
whereby character homes are demolished and ultdenmohouses are erected in
their place. We strongly feel this not only imgacin the unique aesthetic
streetscape but also impacts on the value of ouedstment into this beautifully
traditional street.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the petition received 7 May 2010 from Mia Betpn, 21 Market Street,
Kensington, together with 21 signatures in relationmaintaining character homes
in Market Street, Kensington be received and fodedrto the Development and
Community Services Directorate for investigatiod a@sponse.

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

8.2.1

The Esther Foundation’s Fiesta Fun Run 2010

A letter of appreciation received from the Estheudation thanking the City of
South Perth for its valued support and generousiboition in particular to the 2010
Esther Foundation Fiesta Fun Run.



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 25 MAY 2010

8.3 DEPUTATIONS - A formal process where members of the community may, with prior permission, address

the Council on Agenda items where they have a direct interest in the Agenda item.

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES

8.4.1.

8.4.2.

8.4.3.

Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropotan Zone: 31 March 2010

A report from Mayor Best and Cr Trent summarisitgit attendance at the
WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting heldlad City of South Perth on
31 March 2010 is attachment 8.4.1.

Note: The Minutes of the WALGA South East Metropolitan néomeeting of
31 March 2010 have also been received and areahl&ibn theéCouncil
website.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report Attachment 8.4.1in relation to the WALGA South
East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held at the CitySaiuth Perth on 31 March 2010
be received.

Council Delegate: Rivers Regional Council:51April 2010

A report from Council Delegates summarising thefteradance at the Rivers
Regional Council Meeting held 15 April 2010 at tB&y of South Perth is at
Attachment 8.4.2.

Note: The Minutes of the Rivers Regional Council Ordin&@guncil Meeting of
15 April 2010 have also been received and are ahlailon theCouncil
website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report Attachment 8.4.2in relation to the Rivers Regional
Council Meeting held 15 April 2010 be received.

Council Delegate: Perth Airports Municipaliies Group — 14 April 2010

Crs Burrows and Hasleby attended the Perth Aiggdunicipalities Group meeting
held at the Town on Bassendean on 14 April 201G kviias also attended by the
Manager Environmental Health and Regulatory Servitiee Minutes of the PAMG
meeting are available Attachment 8.4.3.

Note: The Minutes and Confidential Attachment of the Perth Airports
Municipalities Group Meeting held 14 April 2010 also available on the
iCouncil website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Minutes atAttachment 8.4.3,0f the Perth Airports Municipalities Group
(PAMG) meeting held at the Town on Bassendean ofydtd 2010 be received.
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8.4.4. Council Delegate: South East Regional Centfer Urban Landcare (SERCUL)
Meeting Held: 11 February 2010
Cr Skinner attended the SERCUL Group meeting helthe City of Canning on
11 February 2010. The Minutes of the South Eagiddal Centre for Urban
Landcare (SERCUL) meeting are availablé@hchment 8.4.4.

Note: The Minutes of the South East Regional Centre fidrad Landcare meeting
held 11 February 2010 are also available on@oencil website.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Minutes, atAttachment 8.4.4 of the South East Regional Centre for
Urban Landcare meeting (SERCUL) held at the CityCahning on 11 February
2010 be received.

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES |

Nil

9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

10. REPORTS

10.0

MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING
10.0.1  Submissions on Proposed Closure of Portion$ Bradshaw and Conochie|
Crescent, Manning(ltem 10.3.2 December 2009 Council meeting refers)

Location: Bradshaw and Conochie Crescent roadveseManning
Applicant: City of South Perth
File Ref: RO/702/1
Date: 28 April 2010
Author: Patricia Wojcik, Trainee Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmie and Community
Services
Summary

This report considers the submissions on the paigosinitiate the closure of portions of
Bradshaw Crescent and Conochie Crescent road essevlanning and recommends that
Council support the closure to the extent showrAttachment 10.0.1and recommend
approval to the Minister for Planning.

Background
This report includes the proposed closure plarrmefieto asAttachment 10.0.1

At the December 2009 meeting, the Council resobdgtbllows:

“That Council commences the statutory proceduretfa public road closure under the
Land Administration Act 1997or the curved portions of Bradshaw Crescent anddchie
Crescent road reserves between Jarman Avenue ankeRDrive, Manning to the extend
shown in Attachment 10.3.2.”

The statutory procedure for road closures incluaewertising for the lodging of
submissions. Details regarding the methods of ddirey and the submissions received are
contained in the Consultation section of this répor

8
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Location

The subject portion of road reserve is the cunatiqn at the western end of Bradshaw and
Conochie Crescents, as shown on the location map/be

WELWYN AV

Proposed
road
closure

Manning Community Hub

The proposed closure is the first step in purstiegmuch larger Manning Community Hub
project. The consultant’s final report of this largroject was considered at the June 2009
Council meeting. At that meeting, the Council acedpthe consultant’'s recommendations

and in particular, supported their “Option 3” sudbjeo further investigation. Part (d) of the
Council’'s June resolution reads as follows:

“(d) The closure of the Bradshaw Crescent “loopdad be investigated as a matter of
riority.”

Diagram1.: Plan of consultant's Option 3 outlining propose®mmunity and
commercial facilities.
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Comment

Public road closure process
The closure process for a public road is dealt witider Section 58 of théand
Administration Act 1997The process is summarised as follows:

* Council resolves to initiate the statutory proceswler Section 58 of the Land
Administration Act.

* A notice of motion is published in a newspaper rdigy the intended closure. The
newspaper notice nominates a period of 35 daysetmipt of objections to the proposal.

* Following expiry of the 35-day objection periodtesfhaving considered any objections
received, if those objections are not supportedinCib resolves to request the Minister
for Lands to close the road. The Council resolutiomst be accompanied by a plan
showing the intended distribution of the land tgoadng properties.

* When delivering the closure request to the Minjstee Council must also forward
copies of any public submissions received and ffieeo report incorporated into the
minutes containing Council’'s comments on the subioiis.

* On receipt of the Council’s request, the Ministecides either to grant or refuse that
request, or directs the Council to reconsider tiopgsal, having regard to any identified
concerns.

* If the Minister grants the closure request, thedrim closed from the date of the
Minister’s registration of an order to this effect.

* Generally when the closure is finalised, the laeddmes “unallocated Crown land”.
The preference for this project as shown in theiddp8 Plan above is that the land be
amalgamated with James Miller Oval. James MillealOs currently Crown-owned and
vested in the City for the purposes of “Recreatiad Park”. In the short term, pending
completion of the integrated Manning Hub propostig, “closed road” land can be
used for car parking to alleviate the existing paglkcongestion which occurs at times of
“peak use” of existing facilities.

It is anticipated that this road closure will tedq@proximately 12 months to complete.

Consultation

Consultation has been undertaken in accordancethétihequirements of Section 58 of the
Land Administration Acfas amended) and Council Policy P355 “ConsultafmorPlanning
Proposals”. Submissions were invited during a mgerad 65 days, commencing on 9
February 2010 and concluding on 14 April 2010.

Sign on site
As per Council Policy P355 “Consultation for PlampiProposals”, two signs were placed

on the site during the advertising period invitsudmissions.

City website
As per Council Policy P355, the City placed infotima regarding the closure on the City’s

website during the advertising period.

Public Notice

A Notice was published in the City Update columntie Southern Gazetteewspaper on
Tuesday, 9 February 2010. The Notice is only reglio be published once in a newspaper
circulating within the district.

10
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Submissions from adjoining landowners

Approximately 70 property owners within the focuga of the affected portion of road
reserve have been consulted by the City regardireg proposed closure. During the
advertising period, a total of five submissions eveeceived in relation to the proposed
closure. These submissions are summarised in tlestialow:

Submitter Submitter’s Comment Officer’'s Comment
Submitter 1 Support Noted
Submitter 2 Support Noted
Submitter 3 Support Noted
Submitter 4 Supports, however is concerned the As noted in the Comments section of this

closure may increase parking on verges. | report, in the short term, pending completion of
the integrated Manning Hub proposals, the
“closed road” land can be used for car parking
to alleviate the existing parking congestion
which occurs at times of “peak use” of existing
facilities. When the Manning Hub development
is completed, additional car parking will be
provided as part of that development.

Submitter 5 Does not support as:

» concerned with the extra traffic that » Ofthe 70 consulted property owners, this is
will be channeled through Ley Street; the only submission expressing concern
and about extra Ley Street traffic. There is no

»  closure will disrupt daily activities evidence to support the submitter’s claim
(Submitter uses this portion of the and in any event, any increase in Ley St
road daily to access local businesses traffic would be minimal.
and main roads).  Again, this is the only submission objecting

to disruption of their normal travel route.
Alternative roads can be used with
negligible inconvenience.

The submission is NOT UPHELD.

Response from service authorities
The services authorities were notified on 21 Jan@84.0 and no objections to the proposed
closure were received as set out below:

Service Provider Comment
Western Power No objection, but the City to note that if the existing
infrastructure needs to be relocated then there will be additional
costs.
Westnet Energy No objection
Telstra No objection
Water Corporation No objection

Infrastructure Services

The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure has pralidetailed comments relating to the
proposed closure design. It has been identifiedt tilae design shown in
Attachment 10.0.1s desirable. This will provide sufficient road eege to realign Jarman
Avenue to link into Bradshaw Crescent and Duckeivéto link into Conochie Crescent.

11
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A request was placed with “DIAL BEFORE YOU DIG” (Atralia's National Reference

Service for Information on Underground Pipes anbl€s) to ascertain services that may be
affected by the proposed closure. From informatsupplied, there appear to be no
underground services within the affected sectioroafl reserve. However, this information
comes with a disclaimer and a formal approach wided to be made to each service
authority and a response will need to be receivedoat of the closure process. The
information supplied does not include the Westeawét overhead network that would

require removal.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The road closure is being implemented in accordamite the provisions of the Land
Administration Act.

Financial Implications

Costs could potentially be significant if Landgaggjuires the City to purchase the land
following the road closure. This would not evenguitthe “closed road” land remains in the
ownership of the Crown.

Additionally, there was a cost involved in placiag advertisement in the newspaper to
notify the public of this proposal. The cost of rmg the overhead power lines also needs
to be included in the 2010/2011 budget.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Haogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan which is expressed in fillowing terms: Accommodate the
needs of a diverse and growing population with amhed mix of housing types and non-
residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications

It is considered that this proposal satisfactoghyntributes to the City’s sustainability
objectives by removing a section of road whichas essential for local traffic movement,
and by facilitating improvement to James Miller Ogad more effective integration with
the proposed Manning Community Hub.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1

That....

€))] Submissions 1 to 4 in support of the proposed closure, be noted;

(b) Submission 5 be not upheld;

(c) the submissions be forwarded to the MinisterLfands for consideration, together
with the Council resolution relating to the roadstire; and

(d) the Minister for Lands be requested to apprthe public road closure for the
curved portions of Bradshaw Crescent and Conochiesd@gnt road reserves
between Jarman Avenue and Duckett Drive, Manninght® extent shown in
Attachment 10.0.1.

12
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10.0.2  Proposed Change of Use (Shop and Single Heu® Shop and Café
Restaurant) and Associated Extensions to the Existy Building - Lot 3
(No. 333) Mill Point Road, South Perth

Location: Lot 3 (No. 333) Mill Point Road, SouthriPe

Applicant: Private Horizons — Planning Solutions

Lodgement Date: 8 December 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.539 MI3/333

Date: 3 May 2010

Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Statutory Planninfficgr

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

This application for planning approval was consédieat the April 2010 Council meeting.
A decision was deferred to the May 2010 Council tmgeto allow the applicant to
undertake further neighbour consultation to fuldeess issues relating generally to noise
and amenity.

The application relates to the conversion of arstéag Shop and Single House to a Shop
and Café / Restaurant. Under Table 1 of the Citgwn Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6),
the proposed Café / Restaurant is classified aD@” “use (Discretionary use with
Consultation) on the subject lot zoned local conuiaér Neighbour consultation has
resulted in several supporting as well as opposiogyments received by the City. Council
consideration is sought in regard to this discretig use, the concerns expressed by
neighbours, and variations requested to car parkieguirements. The officer
recommendation is for approval, subject to a nurolbetandard and special conditions.

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

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Discretionary land use TPS6 Clause 3.3(3) and Table 1
Car parking TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Background

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Local Commerecial

Density coding R15

Lot area 562.0 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential The proposed Café / Restaurant is a “DC” use (Discretionary use with

Consultation) in the local commercial zone - The existing Shop is a “D’use
(Discretionary use).
Plot ratio limit 0.5

The City's property file does not have a recordwdfen the existing development was
originally built, and it is possible that it wasilaluring the first half of the 2Dcentury. The
subject premises originally operated as a Housle aviBhop front and continued to operate
in this form until recently. The use of the premsiser commercial purposes in part therefore
is not new, even though the site is adjoined by d®nsity residential development on both
sides and at the rear. Approval is now sought émversion of the entire building to a non-
residential use, namely Café / Restaurant.

13
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This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.0.2(a) Revised plans of the proposal received 5 May 2010.
Attachment 10.0.2(b) Extract Council Minutes 27 April 2010.

The application was received on 8 December 201Qvas$ advertised for neighbours’
comments during December 2009 and January 2010séeplans requested in February
2010 were received in March 2010, and the propweaalreferred to a Council meeting held
on 27 April 2010. At the meeting, the Council resal to defer the item to its May 2010
Council meeting. This deferment allowed the appliceo undertake further neighbour
consultation to fully address the issues, whicluited:

(a) suggested inversion of the toilet / ablutioresaaat the rear of the plan to realign along
Banksia Terrace;

(b) height and construction materials of the divigdfences;

(c) proposed hours of business (especially at hiyd

(d)  minimisation of noise and odour effects on aityen

A meeting on 3 May 2010 was held at the City's e attended by Ms Adele Johnson
(adjoining neighbour at No. 331A Mill Point), Benciarthy (applicant), Louise Beekink
(owner), Councillors Lawrance, Doherty and Haslebyicki Lummer (Director
Development and Community Services) and Lloyd Asder(Senior Statutory Planning
Officer). Aspects discussed in detail were desfgngcing, hours of operation and noise.
Whilst agreement could not be reached in all arsase design improvements and changes
have been made to the plans and can be viewed bycCaeferred to aonfidential
Attachment 10.0.2(a) These plans are available for neighbours to vawhe Council
offices. All of the matters listed above are disadsbelow.

The location of the development site is shown below

334
MILL POINT RD

343
MILL POINT)

MILL POINT RD

MILL POINT RD

Development site

337
MILL P RD

1
BAMNKSIA TCE

3

3214 BANKSIA TCE

JILL POINT RD

33
329 ILL POINT RO

5
WILL POINT RD: BANKSI

2
BANKSLA TCI

328
MILL POINT RD 4
BANKSLA TCI

384

Ow 36 RV 8
BANKSLA TCE

2
BRANDON ST, G

8
BANKSIA TCI

"y

As explained in the April 2010 report Attachment 10.0.2(b) in accordance with Council
Delegation DC342, the proposal was referred to Cibuipecause it falls within the
following categories described in the delegation:
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6.

Amenity impact

In considering any application, the delegated eifishall take into consideration the
impact of the proposal on the general amenity ef @ahea. If any significant doubt
exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Coungkting for determination.

Issues raised by neighbours include late tradiegisg of alcohol on the premises, noise,
car parking and traffic generated.

7.

Neighbour comments

In considering any application, the assigned detegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected landowner or occupééore determining the
application.

The City advertised the proposal and neighboursiroents are discussed in the April 2010
report.

Comment

(@)

(b)

Suggested inversion of the toilet / ablutionsrea at the rear of the plan to realign
along Banksia Terrace

Concerns have been raised relating to the noisesaretl from the use of the toilets
and bin enclosure along the property boundary o dtjoining property. It was
suggested that the inversion of this would leskerirhpact.

As per Confidential Attachment 10.0.2(a) the applicant has moved the bin
enclosure, however has not moved the toilets asctinge would be undesirable to
patrons that are seated in the alfresco area. Ppcant has installed internal
ventilation systems for the toilets, and as suchwioedows would be along the
common boundary. City officers support these charngghe aim of minimising the
impact of noise and odour from the toilet / ablntareas.

Height and construction materials of the dividng fences

The adjoining neighbour had some concern regardireg construction materials
proposed for the fencing, however no agreemenbbas met between the applicant
and neighbour within the timeframe between Coumgktings. There was also some
disagreement relating to the height of the fenche Tollowing condition is
recommended which now relates to a suitable femaeis finished to the satisfaction
of the adjoining neighbour before a building licens issued for the development:

“In order to minimise the noise related amenity aopupon the adjoining residential
properties at No. 331A Mill Point Road and No. nBsia Terrace, the owner of the
proposed development is required to consult withatjoining property owners and
provide a suitable fence on common boundaries dth these properties. The finish
of the wall is to be to the satisfaction of thegidiour, or in the case of a dispute, to
the satisfaction of the Director Development andn@unity Services. The cost of the
fence and its installation is to be borne by theemof the proposed development.”
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(©)

(d)

The applicant has submitted revised plans refetoeds Confidential Attachment
10.0.2(a) showing a 2.1 metre high fence which is solid cdiond metal sheet
fencing. In relation to the noise effect and thditgbof the fence to ameliorate the
noise, Manager Environmental Health Services hased that a fence of 2.1 or 2.2
metre height will reduce the noise impact on theiathg properties. A difference of
100mm in the fence height will have a negligiblegpant. In terms of materials, the
denser the material the more it reflects noise awayever the unevenness of the
colorbond surface also breaks up sound waves s@adhml material will make a
difference, but only minimal difference.

Proposed hours of business (especially at nigh

Hours of operation of the proposed Café / Restauam be set by way of a condition
of planning approval under Clause 7.5 of TPS6 asraenity consideration. The
applicant’s proposal is to operate from 7:00am:@®8m, seven days of the week.

In light of neighbours’ comments and other apprevat Café / Restaurant within the
City, the officer's recommendation is to confineeajng hours to between 8:00am
and 9:00pm, seven days of the week. The generigl alagrations would need to fit
within these core hours. It is not suggested toifpdde hours of operations as these
hours have been researched and found to be caorisigth other similar uses within
the locality.

However, a condition could be imposed that woulgirxat the end of twelve months
from the date of granting planning approval. Tovgatde end of this period, the
applicant could apply to the Council pursuant tause 7.9(7) of the Scheme to vary
the conditions of approval with the object of hayithe operational effect of this
“twelve-month” condition extended for a further jpek as may be agreed by the
Council at that time. The Council could then takiaccount the manner in which
the operation of the extended trading hour’s camdlihad impacted on the amenity of
the locality and any related social issues, asigeavby Scheme Subclause 7.5(i) and
7.5(p), during its consideration of the applicatiom vary the conditions of the
approval. The following condition is recommended:

“The maximum opening hours of the Café / Restaushall be 8:00am to 9:00pm,
seven days a week. Should any noise complaintsrfedghbours be received within
the first 12 months of operation, the Council widtermine whether the complaints
are valid and if so, will impose an earlier closiigne or other requirements to
address the complaints.”

Minimisation of noise and odour effects on ameaty

It is considered that issues discussed in Items(@)and (c) assist in minimising

noise and odour effect on amenity. However, inti@ato noise it is ultimately the

owner’s responsibility to ensure that patron bebtawiis acceptable. Therefore the
following note is recommended to be placed on gpreval:

“It is the owner’s responsibility to manage patrbehaviour to reduce disturbance to
neighbours.”

In addition, the Building Codes of Australia (BCAyescribes a capacity of one
person per square metre for a Café / Restaurantirey in a maximum of 50 patrons
at any time for the current proposal. A recommenciatdition of planning approval
relates to a maximum 50.0 sg. metres of floor area.
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()

Other matters discussed in the April 2010 repar

Various other issues were also discussed in detathe officer's August report
referred to afttachment 10.0.2(b) Most of the comments on these issues are still
valid and the previous report should be referrefibtdhe relevant discussion on each.
For convenience however, the matters are summareledy:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

Change of use
The current proposal involves the conversion ofHloeise to Café / Restaurant

while retaining the existing Shop. Extensions t® éiisting building have been
proposed to accommodate the additional enclosesaas shown on the plans.

Consumption of liguor

As TPS6 does not contain any provisions dealingh iguor, legal advice
obtained by the City advises that it is unlikelattithe City would be able to
impose a condition preventing the consumption ofDBacohol on the premises
where that occurs in accordance with Section 5df{(®8)eLiquor Licensing Act

Plot patio
Table 3 of TPS6 prescribes a maximum plot rati®.6f(281.0 sq. metres) for

the subject proposal. The plot ratio proposed s (281.0 sq. metres) which
complies with the relevant provisions.

Landscaping and fencing

Table 3 of TPS6 requires 10% (56.2 sq. metresh@Btibject local commercial
zoned lot to be landscaped. The proposal entaidstzaping 12.2% (68.5 sq.
metres) of the site, which complies with the pribgsad requirement.

Car parking bays
A total of 10 car bays are available on site. Bstué of the parking ratio

contained in Table 6 of TPS6, the 10 proposed egs lvould support up to
50.0 sg. metres of dining area. This would be altdining area, whether
located inside or outside the building.

The on-site car parking is seen to satisfy the sehmaquirements for staff and
customers. To ensure that the proposed dimensibriseocar parking bays
comply with Clause 6.3 of TPS6, a standard comdlitm this effect has been
recommended.

Bicycle parking
The bicycle parking requirement for a Café / Restatin Table 6 of TPS6 is

one bay per 40.0 sq. metres of dining area. Thilkeeelmys have been provided
to comply with this requirement.
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(f)

(9)

(h)

(vii) Setbacks
In view of the building having existed with a zesetback for many years as a
non-residential use, it has become well establistitin the streetscape of Mill
Point and this part of the precinct, and therefiitse comfortably within the
orderly and proper planning of the locality for tiype of building that it is and
the function it fulfils. Noting that the use of shportion of the building as a
Shop remains unchanged, it is considered that xtstirey zero setback of the
front wall of the building should be accepted.

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

All Scheme objectives were examined in the offeekpril 2010 report referred to as
Attachment 10.0.2(b)and it was found that, with appropriate conditiafisplanning
approval, the objectives would be satisfactorily.me

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

In addition to any other matter, the Council isuiegd to have due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters listec€Ciause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbdevelopment. These matters were
considered in the officer's April 2010 report regel to asAttachment 10.0.2(b) and
the recommendation reflects those matters.

Local Commercial Strategy

The proposal has been assessed against to theggtfat local commercial centres set
out in the Council’'s Local Commercial Strategy (DGghich was adopted in March
2004. The proposal is considered to meet the fatigwelevant statements:

“Objective for local centres

To recognise, reinforce and retain the importankerthat small corner stores and
local centres play in fulfilling the daily shoppirapnd commercial requirements of
residents of the City.

Recommended actions for local centres

In considering a change from one commercial useatother within a local
commercial zone, Council should aim to ensure sath use will not adversely
impact on adjoining residential amenity and can fprably be demonstrated as
serving local shopping needs or aspirations. Thaur@d will have regard to the
impact of the development on adjacent residentiebs, as well as the demand for
such facilities to serve the adjacent local comryuhi

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants
The proposal to convert the existing House and Sbap Café / Restaurant was not
required to be referred to the Design Advisory @itasits for comment.
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(b) Neighbour consultation
Neighbour consultation has been undertaken fargloposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 “Neighbour and ComityuConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. All of the submissions havenb&immarised and responses
provided to all comments referred toAttachment 10.0.2(b)to this report.

(c) Engineering comments
Supporting comments have been received from thgsCiEngineering Department
and will be attached to the determination of thaping application.

(d) Environmental Health comments
Comments have also been received from the CityisrBnmental Health Department
and will be attached to the determination of th&ping application.

In relation to the noise effect and the abilitytloé fence to ameliorate the noise, the
Manager Environmental Health Services has advisatla fence of 2.1 or 2.2 metre
height will reduce the noise impact on the adjainproperties. A difference of
100mm in the fence height will have a negligiblegpant. In terms of materials, the
denser the material the more is reflects noise alWwawever the unevenness of the
colorbond surface also breaks up sound waves s@adhml material will make a
difference, but only minimal difference.

A condition to this effect has been recommendethbyofficers.

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

Financial Implications
There are no financial implications in relatiorthis development.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

Since the proposal is observed by officers to cgmpith relevant statutory planning
requirements and not have an adverse amenity imgaah the surrounding residential
development, the proposed development is obseovkd sustainable.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application glanning approval for the proposed

change of

use from Shop to include Café / Restawiahot 3 (No. 333) Mill Point Road,

South Perthbe approvedsubiject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

349
352
353
351
354
390
393
410
425

Car parking bay dimensions 455  Standard feaights

Approved bays marked on site 456 Removal dtieg fencing
Designated visitors’ bays 508 Landscaping ptguired
Screening of parking bays 555 Revised drawiegsired

Hard standing area for bays 550 Concealed phgnilitings
Crossover specifications 615  Visual privacesning details
Reinstating verge and kerbing 625  Sightlineglfivers

Crossover effects infrastructure 660  Validitypproved construction
Colours and materials 661  Validity of approusd

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

during normal business hours.

(b) Specific Conditions

(i)

(ii)

(i)

(iv)
v)

The dining area including the proposed alfreseating area of the proposed
Café / Restaurant shall not exceed 50.0 sq. metresder to comply with the
car parking requirements of TPS6.

The maximum opening hours of the Café / Restati shall be 8:00am to
9:00pm, seven days a week. Should any noise contpliom neighbours be
received within the first 12 months of operatiohe tCouncil will determine
whether the complaints are valid and if so, wilpimse an earlier closing time or
other requirements to address the complaints.

Adequate measures shall be taken to ensuateath-site parking is not accessible
to the public outside the hours of operation of pheposed use. Barriers shall
be installed to block access to on-site parkingidetthe approved operating
hours.

The external materials and finish of the existingding shall be upgraded to a
standard that matches with the proposed buildimgitaruse.

In order to minimise the noise related amenity iotpapon the adjoining
residential properties at No. 331A Mill Point Roaicd No. 2 Banksia Terrace,
the owner of the proposed development is requezbhsult with the adjoining
property owners and provide a suitable fence onntgomboundaries with both
these properties. The finish of the wall is to letlhe satisfaction of the
neighbour, or in the case of a dispute, to thesfsatiion of the Director
Development and Community Services. The cost oféhee and its installation
is to be borne by the owner of the proposed devety.
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(©)

(d)

Standard Advice Notes

645 Landscaping plan required 648  Building licence required

646 Landscaping standards — General 649  Signs licence required

646A Details of any brick fence 649A Minor variations - Seek approval
647 Amended drawings 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.

Specific Advice Notes

The applicant is advised that:

(i) The applicant / owner are advised of the needlidise with the City's
Environmental Health Department in order to complth all relevant health
requirements.

(i) The applicant / owner are advised of the ndedliaise with the City’s
Engineering Infrastructure Department in order tomply with all relevant
infrastructure requirements.

(i) It is the applicant’'s responsibility to lias with the City’s Environment
Department prior to landscaping the street vergasar

(iv) All activities conducted on the premises will ne&a comply with the
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1993all times.

(v) It is the owner's responsibility to manage patroehdviour to reduce
disturbance to neighbours.
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10.0.3 Review of Policy P519 “Legal Representatior(ltem 12.1 October 2007 and
Iltem 12.1 November 2009 Council Meetings refer)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/108

Date: 3 May 2010

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

Summary

This report considers the Department of Local Gowemt’'s response to the Council's
request in 2007 for the Minister for Local Govermmt grant an exemption under Section
5.69A of theLocal Government Act 1996r Council members to participate in the review
of Policy P519 Legal Representation.

Background

The issue of legal representation and reimburseofdegal expenses for Council members
emerged following the City of South Perth Inquiry 2006, specifically as a number of

applications for legal representation were receigadng 2007. Within this context, the

Council considered that it was an appropriate timeeview and broaden the scope of the
policy and resolved at the 16 October 2007 meeting:

“That....

€)] a review of Policy P519 “Legal Representatiaa’undertaken by the Council
Officers as soon as possible;

(b) the review to include, but not limited to th#owing:

0] inclusion of Departmental and Panel Inquiriesthe context of the Policy,
and contained within the definitions;

(i) a broader Policy than is currently in place;

(i)  clear delineation between “legal advice” arftegal representation;”

(iv) specific reference to a limit on the amounfinéncial assistance requested
with provision for a further application to Counadil further assistance
required;

(v examination of other Council’s Legal RepresedntaPolicies as part of the
review process, with particular reference to théy@if Cockburn’s policy;

(vi) reconsideration of the current area “Paymdiriteria” particularly the use
of the word “will” and replacing it with the word rhay;”

(vii)  scope for inclusion of retrospectivity inlagon to financial assistance with
a time associated with same; and

(viii) reference to a legally binding agreement rggidrawn up regarding the
financial assistance being granted, which covéesns such as pro-rata
payments and conditions of repayment to the Citthenevent of adverse
findings against the recipient; and

(c) a draft of the proposed modified Policy P51%fal Representation” be
presented to the Audit and Governance Committeedosideration before
the end of February 2008”

The Chief Executive Officer subsequently wrote he Department of Local Government
advising of the Council’'s October 2007 resolutiseeking an exemption from the Minister
in accordance with Section 5.69A of thecal Government Act 199fr Council Members
to review Policy P519 Legal Representation. Thex® $ince been ongoing communication
with the Department of Local Government and they @i 6 December 2007, 18 January
2008, 25 January 2008, 15 February 2008, 24 ApAB26 August 2008 and 30 November
2009 as well as a number of meetings taking place.
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The Department of Local Government advised the ©iy15 February 2008 that its
application had been put aside until a review waisdacted by the Department. The
Department of Local Government again wrote to thty Gn 24 April 2008 advising that
“the Department has sought advice on the issues# examining and | am advised that the
receipt of the advice to the Department is immihent

The City received correspondence from the Departroehocal Government on 6 August
2008 which stated that it had received legal adfice the State Solicitors Office to the
effect that it was'prudent to put aside the City’s earlier request fGouncillors to be
allowed to participate in the Legal RepresentatRuoiicy until the SSO advice has been fully
considered”.

Following several further discussions and itemsafespondence this matter continued to
remain unresolved by the Department of Local Gowennt, and the Council resolved on 24

November 2009:
“That:
(@) in the matter of the claim for legal expensgdMy Lindsay Jamieson the CEO write

to the Director General of the Department of Lo&@dbvernment asking her to
expedite the response to the requests made prévioudir Jamieson; and

(b) the City’s representatives be granted the ssagy approvals for the Council to
discuss and decide on Mr Jamieson’s claim”.

Comment

The City met with the Executive Director Governaaoel Legislation from the Department
of Local Government in March 2010 to progress thiter. As a result of this meeting, the
City received written advice dated 20 April 2010f@fows:

| refer to previous correspondence and discussiongelation to your request to

assist the City when reviewing its Legal Repredemtd’olicy and the Department’s
subsequent advice that it was examining issuesceded with local government

members participating in discussion and votinglmdevelopment/review of policy
that confer benefits to them.

As you know the Department sought its own advictherissues it was examining
and has since informed the City that it is not e to approve the application
presently before it. However, should the City wishmake a new application
confirming that it would not be reviewing the issoé retrospectivity and

retrospective claims, the Department will consither new request.

The Department of Local Government have expredsediew that they will only grant the
Council an exemption to review the legal repred@naolicy, if the issue of retrospectivity
and retrospective claims is not considered. ShiwddCouncil be agreeable to not reviewing
retrospectivity and retrospective claims as parhdf review, it is recommended that a new
application be made to the Department of Local Guwent requesting an exemption based
on their suggested proposal.

Claim by former Councillor Lindsay Jamieson

The 24 November 2009 Council resolution dealt spadly with former Councillor Lindsay
Jamieson and his claim for legal expenses. Then€b has already considered
Mr Jamieson’s claim for legal expenses at the 2ptedeber 2007 meeting where it
determined that the application did not fall withime Policy and subsequently resolved
“That Council, having considered the applicatiorr fegal representation at Attachment
15.1.4(b), in accordance with Policy P519, has dedito refuse the application”.
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Given that the Department for Local Government hageised that it will not permit the
Council to consider the issue of retrospectivityd aetrospective claims as part of any
proposed future review of Policy P519, Mr Jamieisamot and will not be entitled to make a
claim for legal expenses into the foreseeable éutur

Consultation

The City has been in ongoing communication with Erepartment of Local Government,
WALGA and its solicitors in respect to progressiagd resolving this matter to a
satisfactory conclusion.

Policy and Legislative Implications

This matter relates to the review of Council POR%19 “Legal Representation”. Section 3.1
and 6.7(2) of thd.ocal Government Act 199%ontain provisions that allow a Council to
expend funds to provide legal representation fancd members and employees, as long as
it believes that the expenditure falls within tlcege of the local government’s function.

Section 5.95A of théocal Government Act 199®ntains provisions for local governments
to make application to the Minister for Local Gawerent seeking exemptions for Council
members relating to the disclosure of interests.

Given the view now expressed by the Departmenhimnnbatter, it is recommended that the
Council convene a workshop to informally reviewiPplP519 “Legal Representation” prior
to the Council then writing to the Minister for LalcGovernment seeking an exemption to
formally review the Policy.

Financial Implications

The proposed review of Council Policy P519 “LegakpResentation” has financial
implications, as the revised Policy could potehtiabntain broader provisions in relation to
the payment of legal expenses for Council memivetise future.

Strategic Implications

The proposed review of Council Policy P519 “LegapResentation” is consistent with
Strategic Direction 6 of the Strategic PlanGovernance — Ensure that the City's
governance enables it to both respond to the comityis vision and deliver on its service
promises in a sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
The proposed review of Council Policy P519 “LegapResentation” contributes to the
City’'s sustainability by ensuring good and propeveynance of the City.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.3 |

That the Council....

(@) note the advice from the Department of Locav&oment dated 20 April 2010;

(b) convene a workshop to review Policy P519 L&gbresentation; and

(c) write to the Minister for Local Government aetappropriate time requesting an
exemption under section 5.69A of thecal Government Act 1996 review Policy
P519 “Legal Representation”, subject to the issue retrospectivity and
retrospective claims not being considered.
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10.1

10.2

10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY
Confidential Report

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES

10.3.1 Application for Planning Approval for a Charge of Use to 12 Multiple
Dwellings within a Six-Storey (plus Terrace) Buildhg, Expansion of Existing
Tourist Accommodation Use (The Metro Hotel) with 48Rooms within a
Four-Storey Building & Relocation of Existing Ancillary Use of
Café/Restaurant within an Existing Ten-Storey Buildng - Lot 10 (No. 61)
Canning Highway, South Perth

Location: Lot 10 (No. 61) Canning Highway, SouthtRe

Applicant: Hart Architects

Lodgement Date: 13 October 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.424 CAG6/61

Date: 7 May 2010

Author: Matt Stuart, Senior Statutory Planning Csdfi

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

To consider an application for planning approval & proposed change of use to 12
Multiple Dwellings within a six-storey (plus termgcbuilding, expansion of existing Tourist
Accommodation use (The Metro Hotel) with 48 roomishim a four-storey building and
expansion of existing ancillary use of Café/Restatiwvithin an existing ten-storey building
on Lot 10 (No. 61) Canning Highway, South Perthe noposal conflictsvith the City’s
Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6), specifically:

1. Plot ratio;
2. Car parking; and
3. A Building setback (a minor variation).

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

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Plot Ratio TPS6 clause 7.8(1)

Car parking

Building setback (for a small section)

It is recommended that the proposal be apprewdgect to conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Highway Commercial
Density coding R80
Lot area 3,834 sq. metres

Building height limit 10.5 metres
Development potential | 30 dwellings
Plot ratio limit Non-Residential 0.5, Residential 1.0
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This report includes the following attachments:

. Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Plans of the proposal

. Attachment 10.3.1(b) Site photographs

. Attachment 10.3.1(c) Applicant’s supporting report

. Attachment 10.3.1(d) Justification letter

. Attachment 10.3.1(e) Transport report

. Attachment 10.3.1(f) Car parking survey by the Applicant

. Attachment 10.3.1(g) Neighbour’s vehicular observations

. Attachment 10.3.1(h) Typical objectors letter

. Attachment 10.3.1(i) Letter drop

. Attachment 10.3.1(j) Engineering referral

. Attachment 10.3.1(k) Photographic/  electronic  streetscape
assessment

. Attachment 10.3.1(1) Traffic management plan

The location of the development site is shown below

\ 51
NNING HWANY

22A
BANKSIA TC)

24
BANKSIA T

26
BANKSLA T

71
28 CANNING HW
RANDOM ST

Development site

30
BRANDON ST

meters

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

2. Large scale development proposals

(i) Proposals involving non-residential developmerttich, in the opinion of the
delegated officer, are likely to have a significeffect on the City;

(i)  Proposals involving buildings 9.0 metres highhigher based upon the Scheme
definition of the term “height”. This applies tooth new developments and
additions to existing buildings resulting in thellding exceeding the nominated
height.
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NOTE: Any proposal in this category shall be nedfd to the Design Advisory
Consultants prior to referral to a Council meetifay determination; and
(iif) Proposals involving 10 or more dwellings.

Based on the ground level reference point sele¢texdwall height of the proposed
building is approximately 10.5 metres.

3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(iii) Proposals representing a significant deparuirom the Scheme incorporating
the Residential Design Codes, relevant Planningid®d and Local Laws
where it is proposed to grant planning approval.
7.  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) Description of the Surrounding Locality
The subject site has frontages to Canning Highwsoutheast), Banksia Terrace
(southwest) and Hovia Terrace (northeast). Theisi@so located adjacent to two
residential properties (northwest), as seen below:
P 5 XD 7, OF
(b) Existing Development on the Subject Site

The existing development on the subject site ctigrdaatures land uses of ‘Tourist
Accommodation’ (the Metro Hotel), as depicted ie #ite photograph#\ftachment
10.3.1(b].
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(©)

(d)

Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves a proposed change of use tMdltiple Dwellings within a
six-storey (plus terrace) building, expansion osgng Tourist Accommodation use
(The Metro Hotel) with 48 rooms within a four-stgréuilding and expansion of
existing ancillary use of Café/Restaurant withinearsting ten-storey building on Lot
10 (No. 61) Canning Highway, South Perth (the si¢es) depicted in the submitted
plans Attachment 10.3.1(a). The site photograph#ftachment 10.3.1(b} show the
relationship of the site to the surrounding deveiept.

The following components of the proposed develognaennot satisfthe Scheme
requirements:

0] Plot ratio;
(i) Car parking; and
(iii) Building setback (minor variation).

The Applicant’s letterAttachment 10.3.1(c)describes the proposal in more detail.

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

Plot Ratio

The maximum permissible plot ratio is 0.5 (1,9fynas a non-residential
development, whereas the proposed plot ratio id Z0691m). Therefore the
proposed development does not compith the plot ratio element of the Scheme.

There is a disagreement between plot ratio calomgtdue to the intricacies of the
contrasting definitions of residential and non-desitial plot ratio. The City is of the
opinion that the proposed plot ratio is 2.01 iwlgf the suggested 1.96, however as a
variation is being requested by the Applicant, dditzonal plot ratio variation of 0.05

is not pivotal in the assessment of this applicatio

Council discretion- cl. 7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under clause 7@&.1TPS6 to approve the
proposed plot ratio, if Council is satisfied théitraquirements of that clause have
been met. In this instance, it is recommended thatproposed plot ratio be
approved, as the applicant has satisfied the Gityrelation to the following
requirements of that clause (emphasis added):

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

(b) the non-compliance will not have amglverse 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 tgectives for the City and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as specified inghecinct Plan for that
precinct.
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Applicant’s response

The maximum plot ratio for ‘mixed development’ threv ‘non-residential’ is 0.5 as
prescribed in Table 3 of TPS6. Combined, the pregddetro Hotel redevelopment
and the new multiple dwellings will result in a ptatio of 1.96. In the March 2006
Council report, the City of South Perth Council ewbthe existing development had
been approved with a measurement of 2.2, basedeoméasurement requirements
of that time. The current plot ratio measurement tfee existing development is
calculated as 1.4, as determined and agreed be Gbencil during its re-
measurements in August 2006. In this context,atilshbe recognised that the plot
ratio figure for this site will continue to vary earding to the evolving statutory
measurement requirements at that particular time.

The existing plot ratio of 1.4 for the site is ncompliant with the existing Scheme
provision listed within Table 3. Clause 6.1(3) 6f36 states:

The Council may approve redevelopment of thattsitthe same plot ratio and
height or both, as those of the development whiidtezl on the site on the date of
gazettal of the Scheme.

Plot ratio is not considered to be as relevantjrira strategic planning and design
outcome point of view, for a mixed use developnsiet of this nature. The
decisions made regarding the Metro Hotel's futuedevelopment should be
weighted up against the urban design solution mredj rather than the measured
variation in plot ratio figures. This is considerea reasonable and practical
approach to the proposal, particularly when considg the hotel was built a

number of decades ago and the proposed redeveldapameh additions will be

contained within the existing building footprint.

In the context of the site’s existing and propopkd ratio and clauses 7.8(1)(b)
and 1.6(2)(f), it is considered that the proposeatkbscale and site placement of the
additional structures along the busy Canning Highvirtontage is in keeping with
the intent of the Scheme provisions, being a slitdésign solution and location for
the purpose of the ‘Highway Commercial’ zone, aedrimg in mind the historical
context of the Metro Inn development which hagexisere for over three decades.

The proposal will enable the revitalisation of #sdsting hotel structure, which has
been a landmark building in the South Perth aread aemove the vacated
commercial strip along Banksia Terrace which haacheed the end of its economic
cycle.

The proposal is appropriate to enable the redevelept of the site in a
commercially realistic manner, whilst adhering tensible and proper planning
principles by improving the local amenity for resids and visitors alike.

Council has the ability to exercise its discretiarrelation to plot ratio, subject to a
proposal meeting the requirements and objectivestsofplanning scheme. The
proposal has been examined and critically analysedthe context of these
requirements and objectives in the ‘Self Assessmeation of this reporfplease
refer toAttachment 10.3.1(d].

In addition, the Applicant has presented a photagrdelectronic streetscape

assessment of the existing and proposed developnoentmultiple vantage points
along Hovia and Banksia Terrackdachment 10.3.1(d).
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City’s response
It should firstly be noted that it is certainly hilh the Council’'s power to approve

variations in plot ratio, as has been the case witently approved developments
with variations being granted by Council (see tdddkow).

Recent plot ratio variations granted by Council
]
I
) = @
> £ 2
© c c
S [ @ =
T O m 2
O o O ~
Ng | <g | g | 29
S8 | 28 | 28 | 28§
Permissible 0.750 0.5 0.5 0.50
Existing discretion - - - 1.40
Variation- plot ratio 0.064 0.492 0.7 0.61
Approved/proposed 0.814 0.992 1.2 2.01
Variation- percentage 8.5% 98% 140% 122%

There is a significant variations proposed to thg glanning control of plot ratio,
however this control is inherently a ‘one size fa$ measure, with an inbuilt
facility to accept site and land-use specific fegteia a discretionary clause in the
Scheme. This discretion is specifically designedafaplications such as this, where
flexibility in method is required, as long as th&ta@me is within the bounds of a
reasonable impact upon the neighbouring propeatiedocality in general.

In addition, the numerical value of the variatiam,any comparisons of previous
variations granted, is not the source of an assassfor a variation. Technically,

the variation needs to be assessed under the biempacts upon amenity and the
streetscape. Furthermore, there is no upper nuahdiriat to such a variation.

In assessing this variation, firstly it should bekrrowledged that there are
contrasting planning controls for non-residentiad aesidential developments in the
Highway Commercial zone. Whilst non-residential @epments have a plot ratio
control of 0.5, residential development is allovteduild to a plot ratio of 1.0. This

is not to say that non-residential developmentshavight to the higher plot ratio,
however it does go part-way in justifying a gregibat ratio than 0.5 by showing

that plot ratios in the order of 1.0 are not abredrar incompatible with the amenity
of the locality.

The Applicant is correct in saying that existingrelepment on the site has a plot
ratio in the order of 1.4 in lieu of the currentntwl of 0.5, due to previous
approvals under a previous scheme. Given that xgtiregy hotel has recently
undergone a major renovation and is not at theoénts economic life cycle, it is
suggested that a demolition of the site is not tpralc reasonable or desirable. It
would therefore be reasonable to suggest that pvowe the amenity of the three
streetscapes and improve the image of this landnaar&development of the site is
required and will necessitate a plot ratio gretitan 1.4.
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Recently, a property opposite the subject site @goBanksia Terrace) was refused
planning approval by the City (REF: 11.2008.222¢ g part) to an unacceptable
plot ratio variation, with the subsequent appeabmissed by the State
Administrative Tribunal [SATMiktad Holdings P/L v. City of South Perth (2009)
WASAT 7J The reasoning behind this decision (in partjhiat the development
could not be supported without‘a.transitional and sensitive design which has
regard to the residential development of the foatea’. The City suggests that
although a large variation to plot ratio could betsupported on a site adjacent to
the Metro Hotel site, this does not mean that siafations cannot be supported in
the immediate vicinity. To the contrary, a trarsitl and sensitive design should be
granted such a variation, as was the case witlgrafisantly modified design for
No. 26 Banksia Terrace, which was approved by Cibwith a plot ratio variation
of 1.2 in lieu of 0.5 (REF: 11.2009.162).

The proposed plot ratio floorspace of the MetrodHas roughly massed on the
south-eastern half of the site which abuts Canilighway, with significant wall
setbacks to its neighbours from both internal bamdsetbacks as well as road
reservations, both achieving the same effect.

In addition, one of the effects of building bulkasershadow. With the proposed
building bulk massed to the south-eastern portibthe lot, the greatest potential
impact will be upon the southerly road reservatiovisich is an acceptable aspect of
the proposal.

To the north-west, one of the abutting neighboupngperties has been specially
designed with considerable parapet walls interfpouth the Metro Hotel on two
boundaries, as seen in the site photogrgpgtitachment 10.3.1(b]. The other
abutting neighbour has existing multi-level carliag decks at the interface, with
only additional fencing proposed.

The character of ‘Highway Commercial’ streetscapeshe other three boundaries
(in the immediate vicinity) is as follows. Cannittighway is a busy ‘Primary
Regional Road’ featuring a large street reservatiwith existing and recently
approved tall and bulky buildings dominating itardrcter, as does Banksia Terrace.
Hovia Terrace is also dominated by tall and bullkitdings (the Metro Hotel), and
opposite an existing Mixed Development (and theeefoless sensitive land use).

The greatest effect of this proposed developmenpa its abutting and adjacent
neighbours, who lodged supporting written submissiavith no objections (see
section Neighbour Consultation). The greatest dlgedas been received from a
local resident whose property is located greaten th30 metres from the boundary
of the subject site, at which distance the plotoranpacts can be adequately
described as minimal.

It is therefore considered that the current probds@&s have a ‘transitional and
sensitive design’ due to considerable setbacksetghbouring properties, parapet
walls, existing streetscape character and supmprwbmissions from affected
neighbours.

For the objectives of the Scheme, refer to secBoheme Objectives, which has
been satisfied.

It is therefore concluded that the proposal comspligth the discretionary clause;
therefore the plot ratio variation is supportedioy City.
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()

Car Parking- number

The required number aesidentialcar bays is 24; whereas the proposed number of
car bays is 29 (a surplus of 5). Therefore the gsed development compliesth the

car parking requirement of the R-Codes.

Multiple
Dwelling

12 dwellings 2 24.00 29

24.0 29

The required number ofon-residentiakar bays is 146; whereas the proposed number
of car bays is 116 (a shortfall of 30). Therefdne proposed development does not
complywith the car parking requirement of the TPS6.

Existing 98| units/bedrooms

Tourist N.A. 90.00 90

Accom. 67| dining area

Propgsed 48| units/bedrooms | 1.000 48.00

Tourist

Accom. 39| dining area 0.200 7.70 26
145.7 116

It is important to note that the existing bedrooam existing dining area of the
ancillary use of Café/Restaurant, currently enjopravious planning approval (in
accordance with a superseded Scheme). Thereforeedfuéred number of bays for
these uses is as per the existing 90 bays. Cotyetise parking requirement for the
proposed bedrooms and proposed dining area islatdduas per TPS6.

Similar to the plot ratio issue, there is a disagrent between car parking calculations
due to the intricacies of the contrasting defimiticof residential and non-residential
plot ratio. The City is of the opinion that the veégd number of car parking bays is
170 in lieu of the suggested 163, however as atian is being requested by the
Applicant, an additional variation of 7 bays is mitotal in the assessment of this
application.

In addition, two complying disabled bays are inelddin the proposal and
calculations.

In summary, the proposal has a surplus of 5 resalezar bays (+21 percent) and a
shortfall of 30 non-residential car bays (-21 pette

Council discretion- cl. 7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under clause 7@&.1TPS6 to approve the
proposed car parking, if Council is satisfied tahtrequirements of that clause have
been met. In this instance, it is recommended tiwatproposed car parking be
approved, as the Applicant has satisfied the Qityralation to the following
requirements of that clause (emphasis added):

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

(b) the non-compliance will not have amglverse effectupon the occupiers or
users of the development or the inhabitants ofptieeinct or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and
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(c) the proposed development meets thgectives for the City and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as specified inghecinct Plan for that
precinct.

Applicant’s response

As a response to the above sub-clause, the Appleansubmitted a:
(i)  Transport report;

(i) Car parking survey by the Applicant;

(i) Observations by an adjoining neighbour;

(iv) A supporting argument for the function roomga

(v) A general justification; and

(vii) A parking management plan

Transport report
A transport report has been prepared by suitablglified traffic engineers
[Attachment 10.3.1(€), which supports the Applicant’s justification.

Car parking survey by the Applicant
A car parking survey has been carried-out by thpliéant [Attachment 10.3.1(f],
which supports the Applicant’s justification.

Observations by an adjoining neighbour

A neighbouring Landowner has provided some obsemstwith regard to car
parking, traffic and noiseAttachment 10.3.1(g), which supports the Applicant’s
justification.

Supporting argumerfor the function room

(@) Function rooms are to be reduced from 5 rooms f&iple) to 3 rooms (200
people);

(b) Most functions are held during the day and areusoially attended by hotel
guests;

(c) The type of functions have changed from weddingnégally night-time) to
business seminars (day-time); and

(d) An adjoining neighbour for 24-years has never hauablem with overflow
parking but believes the situation has drasticatigroved over the years the
Metro Hotel changes to more day-time business fonst [Attachment
10.3.1(qg).

General Justification
As per the justification in section Plot Ratio dimking attachments.

Parking Management Plan

The Applicant has submitted a car parking managérmkm in order to better
utilise the existing and proposed bays and thezgioevent ‘overflow’ parking into
the public streetsittachment 10.3.1(k].

City’'s Response
It should firstly be noted that it is certainly hilh the Council’'s power to approve

variations in car parking, as has been the cadenetently approved developments
with variations being granted by Council (see tdigkow).
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(f)

Recent car parking variations granted by Council
g
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Permissible 241 33 33 44 145
Variation- bays 86 5 10 18 30
AUIEIEREEI | e 28 23 26 115
sed
Variation- 36% 15% 30% 41% 21%
percentage

There is a significant variations proposed to tbg glanning control of car parking,
however this control is inherently a ‘one size fa$ measure, with an inbuilt
facility to accept site and land-use specific fagtaia a discretionary clause in the
Scheme. This discretion is specifically designedafaplications such as this, where
flexibility in method is required, as long as theta@me is within the bounds of a
reasonable impact upon the neighbouring propeatiddocality in general.

In addition, the numerical value of the variatiam,any comparisons of previous
variations granted, is not the source of an assassfor a variation. Technically,

the variation needs to be assessed under the jbiempacts upon amenity and the
streetscape. Furthermore, there is no upper nuahdiriat to such a variation.

The City agrees with the spectrum of supportingorimiation and justification
provided by the Applicant and neighbours, whichwvilgaoutweighs the countering
opinion of an objecting neighbour (see section Nleaqur Consultation).

For the objectives of the Scheme, please refeedticn Scheme Objectives, which
has been satisfied.

It is therefore concluded that the proposal comspligth the discretionary clause;
therefore the variation is supported by the City.

Car Parking- dimensions

The dimensions of car bays are controlled by Sdeedlwf TPS6, including (but not
limited to) a requirement that bays be 2.5 metresvidth, with an additional 0.3
metres where a physical obstruction. It is howenaable that the requirement under
previous Schemes has been as per the Australismleé®ts, which is 2.4 metres in
width. Of the total bays existing and proposed t@ysiome bays have a deficiency in
width, as per TPS6.
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(9)

Council discretion- cl. 7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under clause 7&.1TPS6 to approve the
proposed car parking, if Council is satisfied thlhtrequirements of that clause have
been met. In this instance, it is recommended tiatproposed car parking be
approved, as the Applicant has satisfied the Qityralation to the following
requirements of that clause (emphasis added):

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

(b) the non-compliance will not have aylverse 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 thgectives for the City and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as specified inghecinct Plan for that
precinct.

The non-complying car parking bays are all locatethe lower ground level (the
basement). The reason these bays are non-compglyidge to previous Scheme
requirement for bays to be 2.4 metres in widthyliesy a large number of structural
columns positioned to suit. The bays are brokerirtp 32 existing bays and 12
repositioned bays.

Car Bay Dimensions (irrespective of land use)
Complying Non-complying Total
Existing 45 32 77
Repositioned 0 12 12
Proposed 56 0 56
Total 100 45 145

The 32 existing bays currently enjoy a previousapiag approval and therefore
there is no statutory requirement or ability tagspectively assess such aspects of a
development.

The 12 repositioned bays have been moved becaasprtiposed layout is more
efficient and results in a higher yield of bayseTyays could be left unchanged and
therefore fall within the ‘existing bays’ group atiterefore would be similarly left
unchanged, however this would result in a reductbr8 bays, which is not a
desirable outcome. In addition, the relocationhef $tructural columns to achieve an
additional 10 centimetres of width is a particyfadnerous request in existing
circumstances. Furthermore, these bays confornustralian Standards.

It is therefore concluded that the proposal comspligth the discretionary clause;

therefore the car bay variation is supported byGite.

Street Setback

The permissible street setback is 1.5 metres, \adhe proposed building setback is
nil therefore, the proposed development does nopbpwith Table 3 of the R-Codes.
It should be noted that the proposal is predomlpastmplying with wall setbacks,
although a small portion of a basement wall is gotihg above ground, near the

corner of Canning Highway and Hovia Terrace.
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Council discretion- cl. 7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under clause 7&.1TPS6 to approve the
proposed setback variation, if Council is satistieat all requirements of that clause
have been met. In this instance, it is recommeridatthe proposed plot ratio be
approved, as the applicant has satisfied the Qityrelation to the following
requirements of that clause (emphasis added):

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

(b) the non-compliance will not have aylverse 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 thgectives for the City and for the
precinct in which the land is situated as specified inghecinct Plan for that
precinct.

As a response to the above sub-clause, the Applscdmmits the opinion that as the
wall in question is mostly below ground with only0&m long projection of only

2.5nf in area, that the proposed wall will not have awesse effect upon the
locality.

The points raised by the Applicant are consideralilv For the objectives of the
Scheme, please refer to section Scheme Objectitesh has been satisfied.

In assessing this variation, it is concluded tHz proposal_compliesvith the
discretionary clause, therefore the non-compliattiack is supported by the City.

(h) Building Height
The natural ground level datum point is 18.94m AHtizated towards the corner of
Canning Highway and Banksia Terrace. As the hdigtit for the site is 10.5 metres,
the upper height limit is at 29.44m AHD, plus angll& which fit within a notional 25
degree roof envelope.

The proposedon-residentialbuilding is proposed at a height of 29.0m AHD and
therefore compliewith clause 6.2 "Building Height Limit" of TPS6.

The proposedesidentialbuilding fits within the 29.44m AHD wall heightiit, plus
external walls on the roof terrace are within tled2gree roof envelope. Therefore,
the proposed development comphesh clause 6.2 "Building Height Limit" of TPS6.

As a result of community consultation, a landowmethe vicinity of the site has
expressed an opinion that the allowable buildinighiteof the development should be
in relation to the sloping natural ground level.wéwer, it should be noted that the
lower datum point (aka zero point) used to meatwduilding height is the standard
method as per cl. 6.2.1(b)(i) of TPS6. There ighbility to vary this datum point for
various reasons, however this sub-clause is nolicappe for reasons of land use
[6.2(2)(b)(ii); emphasis added]:

Notwithstanding the provisions of subparagraph ifi) cases where the topography would,
in the opinion of the Council, cause the heightaobuilding to be in conflict with the
objectives of any planning policy relating to thesi@jn ofresidential buildingsas referred
to in clause 4.5, the Council shall determine tlénpat ground level from which height
shall be measured.
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(i)

As the application is for a Mixed Development, whis a land use listed as a non-
residential use in Table 1 (Zoning —Land Use) oS&Pthis application in ineligible
for assessment under the variation metlubds.2(1)(b)(ii)] and therefore the standard
method is required [cl. 6.2(1)(b)(i)].

Land Use- Hotel/Tourist Accommodation

As a result of community consultation, a landowmethe vicinity of the site has

expressed an opinion that the current use of teeisinot in compliance with its

approved use of “Tourist Accommodation” as defibgdhe Scheme. The community
member claims that the existing building is nowragiag as a “Hotel”. His further

contention is that by virtue of this nomenclatutee current development proposal
should be subject to the more stringent car parkmgtrol of a Hotel land use and
should therefore be refused for lack of compliance.

Prior to 1972, there was no Town Planning Schemeerang the subject site.
However, in February 1969, under the City’'s By-L&w. 1 “Classification of
Districts”, planning approval was granted for thige in part) to be used for
construction of a “Private Hotel”. Under By-Law Nb, this land use was defined as
(emphasis added):
“land and buildings used for residential purposes riespect of which may be
granted alimited hotel licenseunder the provisions of the Licensing Act, 1914 (a
amended), or any Act in substitution for that Act;”

By virtue of the 1969 planning approval, the sitaswnot approved for use as a
“Hotel”. Under By Law No. 1, “Hotel” is defined ¢emphasis added):
“land and buildings the subject of RBublican’s General Licenseor a Wayside-
house Licence granted under the provisions of theersing Act, 1911 (as
amended), or any Act in substitution for that Actt does not include a motel”

Since that time, the statutory controls (town plagnand liquor licensing) have
undergone significant changes, ultimately resulimthe current TPS6 and théquor
Control Act 1988the Liquor Act) Clause 3.3(7) of TPS6 states that:
“A use not listedin Table 1which cannot reasonably be determined as being
included in the general terms of any of the Us#sfined in Schedule 1 may only be
approved if notice of the development is first gieaccordance with clause 7.3.”

Under TPS6, the land use of “Private Hotel” is higted in Table 1 (Zoning — Land
Use); however an equivalent replacement land wsagly “Tourist Accommodation”
is listed. TPS6 defines “Tourist Accommodation” as:
“any land or building used for human habitation @ temporary basis, with
ancillary amenities such as Café / Restaurant, thyrand cleaning services. The
term includes motel and serviced apartment andikiee but does not include Hotel,
Residential Building or Bed and Breakfast Accomntiodd

Based upon the existing use of the premises antRgstricted” hotel licence, the
existing land use fits within the definition of “linst Accommodation” in TPS6.
According to legal advice that was previously ofstg, this method of land use
classification is correct, where the land usesdisin Town Planning Scheme are
different from the use under which a particular elepment application was
approved. Therefore, having regard to the provisiof cl. 3.3(7) of TPS6, the
existing land use is not classed as a “use netdlisind is therefore not subject to the
relevant statutory implications of this classifioat To further clarify why the
existing land use is properly classified as “TauAscommodation”, the following
information is provided:
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()

(k)

()

(m)

The land use of “Hotel” is defined under TPS6 aseasis added):
“means any land or building providing accommodation the public the subject of
a hotel licencegranted under the provisions of the Liquor Licegsict, 1988 (as
amended), with or without a betting agency situatedthat land or within those
buildings, operated in accordance with thetalisator Agency Board Betting Act,
1960(as amended), but does not include Tourist Accahatian.”

The Liquor Act currently facilitates the issuing afnumber of difference kinds of
liquor licences, including a “Hotel Restricted Lim®” and a “Hotel Licence without
Restriction”.

By examining the definitions under the previoussSification of Districts By-Law,
the current Planning Scheme and Liquor Acts, thaution of land uses and their
terms can be ascertained as shown below:

By-Law No. 1 TPS6

Land Use Liguor Licence Liguor Licence Land Use

Publican’s Hotel Licence
Hotel = : | without Restriction Hotel
General Licence 3 _
. _ Limited Hotel Hotel Restricted Tourist
Private Hotel = . — X _ .

Licence = Licence = Accommodation

As officers from the City have sighted the currefdtel Restricted Licence for the

site, it is evident that the existing business p&rating in the manner of Tourist

Accommodation and not as a Hotel. It is therefdearcthat the existing use of the site
is as per the original planning approval. Theretofehange of use” application is not
requiredand the current application should not be assessadHotel in relation to car

parking or any other provisions of TPS6.

Land Use- other land uses
The proposed land use of Multiple Dwelling is cified as a ‘D’ (Discretionary) land
use in Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6.

In considering this discretionary use, it is obserthat the site adjoins residential
uses, in a location with a mixed land uses in tlsteeetscapes. Accordingly, it is
considered that the proposed use compligls the Table 1 of the Scheme.

Residential Density

The permissible number of dwellings is 8@ellings (R80), whereas the proposed
development comprised of 12 dwellings (R31). Thenefthe proposed development
complieswith the density controls in Table 1 of the R-Cade

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- minimum
As the site is suitably elevated above ground amfhse water levels, all ground and
floor levels_complywith clause 6.9.2 “Minimum Ground and Floor Level§ TPS6.

Finished Ground and Floor Levels- maximum

As the proposed ground levels are not proposee witered; and the lowest proposed
floor levels are below natural ground level, thegamsed development complieéth
clause 6.10.3 “Maximum Ground and Floor LevelsT&S6.
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(n)

(0)

(P)

(@)

Solar Access for Adjoining Sites

As the site only overshadows the road reservatdragljoining sites, it is considered
that the proposal compliewith the Acceptable Development standards, and is
supported by the City.

Visual Privacy Setbacks- north / east / southwest

The required minimum visual privacy setbacks fovewing platforms is no greater

than 7.5 metres, whereas the proposed visual $etlzae no less than 17.0 metres,
therefore the proposed development compléhl the visual privacy element of the
R-Codes.

Landscaping

Noting that open space is not a requirement foredievelopments, the required
minimum landscaping area is 5815 percent); whereas the proposed landscaping
area is 708M(18.5 percent), therefore the proposed developmemplieswith the
landscaping requirements of Table 3 of TPS6.

In addition, the application involves further landping in and around the pedestrian
underpass, however this aspect must be removed tlienapplication (see section
External Agencies).

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

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

(@ Maintain the City's predominantly residentiflecacter 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 e@fiitrict, the existing built form
character;

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

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

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

(g) Protect residential areas from the encroachnodmappropriate uses;

(i) Create a hierarchy of commercial centres acaugd to their respective
designated functions, so as to meet the variougpiig and other commercial
needs of the community;

() In all commercial centres, promote an appropgiaange of land uses consistent
with:

(i) the designated function of each centre as setrothe Local Commercial
Strategy; and
(i) the preservation of the amenity of the logalit
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() Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 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_consideratian

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

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

() any planning policy, strategy or plan adoptedthe 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 materialglegeneral appearance;

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

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

(n) the extent to which a proposed building isafigun 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;

(g) the topographic nature or geographic locatidritee land,;

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

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

(u) whether adequate provision has been made fiessdy disabled persons;

(v) whether adequate provision has been made fiahdscaping of the land to
which the application relates and whether any treesther vegetation on the
land should be preserved;

(w) any relevant submissions received on the aic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta7.4; and

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

(&) Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments
The design of the proposal was considered by thes@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in July 2009 (pre-lodgt plans only), November 2009
and February 2010. The proposal was not favoureddgivedby the Consultants.
Their comments and responses from the Applicant thedCity are summarised
below:
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July 2009 (pre-lodgement plans only)

DAC Comments Applicant’s Responses Officer’s
Comments
The conflict between car parking for the | There is no conflict between the | As a statutory
dwellings and the existing non-residential | apartments and the hotel parking — | planning
use needs to be resolved. each is independent apart from the | perspective,
one access via the upper carpark. agreed with the
Access to the car parking for the multiple | Street access to the apartments is | Applicant. The
dwellings is narrow and not desirable. single lane (3m wide). Rather than | comment is
waste space with a two way access, | NOT UPHELD.

a warning light system wil be
implemented to avoid blockages.

Entrances to the multiple dwellings from
Canning Highway are poorly planned and
very narrow. In order to improve the design,
entrances should be wide enough, safe in
use, and located on interactive streets,
rather than on a busy street with a 1.8 metre
fence running along the entire length if the
boundary.

These  drawings  were  not
sufficiently advanced for such
detailed scrutiny. The separate
entries referred to are fire escapes.
It is planned to have a formal
entrance to the apartments adjacent
to the pool concourse at the 19m
level.

The proposed plot ratio is observed to
exceed the existing plot ratio. Accurate
information will need to be provided at the
time of lodging a development application.

The Plot Ratio issues are known.

The comment is
NOTED.

The  Architects observed that the
development was poorly planned on a site
which has a great location and great
potential for development.

Without being privy to the client’s
brief and the arrangements between
the parties, such a comment about
site usage is out of context.

As a statutory
planning
perspective,
agreed with the
Applicant. The
comment is
NOT UPHELD.

Some of the information shown on the plans
and elevations does not correlate.

It was explained at our initial
meeting that the elevation was from
an earlier development.

The comment is
NOTED.

Circulation paths within and around the
buildings should be designed to be
functional.

The functionality of the circulation
paths is a reflection of the
arrangements between the parties.

In conclusion, the Architects observed the
proposed development to be compromised
on all key planning aspects such as car
parking, architecture and design, functional
linkages and entry points. The proposal does
not improve the quality of living in the area.

As stated above, the sketch
drawings were early development
drawings and such comments from
a premature evaluation were
inevitable.

As a statutory
planning
perspective,
agreed with the
Applicant. The
comment is
NOT UPHELD.

41




AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 25 MAY 2010

November 2009 (the Development Application)

DAC Comments

Applicant’s Responses

Officer’s
Comments

The Architects advised that the
proposed development was out of
character and an unacceptable
outcome. Most of the issues
identified at the previous DAC
meeting were still unresolved.

We dispute the claim that the development was
out of character and an unacceptable outcome
and this will be dealt with in responses below to
similar claims.

Regarding the claim that issues raised at the
previous meeting were still unresolved, we
believe that all comments have been dealt with
in our response dated 17" August, '09 and in
later developed drawings.

The comment
is NOTED.

The proposed buildings are
incompatible to the existing
development.  The  proposed
elevations are unacceptable from
a streetscape point of view.

Little attention has been paid to
Banksia and Hovia Terrace
elevations and the built form does

not enhance the existing
streetscape character.
Additionally, a total of three
crossovers for the  subject

development on Hovia Terrace
were observed to be detrimental
to the amenity of the
neighbourhood.

The proposal reflects the surrounding buildings
through the use of sculptural relief on the
building surface, recessed balconies behind
solid balustrades, complimenting colour palette
(as used on the new apartment development
opposite in Banksia Tce) and timber planked
gables used on surrounding single and multi
residential buildings.

The building complies with setback and height
requirements. The building is setback between
12.5 and 17.0 metres from the adjoining
properties at the rear (the requirement is 4.5m or
Nil depending on whether this is seen as a side
or rear setback).

The north-west face of the hotel extension facing
the adjoining neighbour on Banksia Tce is
stepped back from the initial 12.5m to be less
imposing and create an inclined transition to the
final extension height and the adjacent existing
hotel tower.

The adjoining neighbour on Hovia Tce (who is
fully supportive of the development) has built to
the adjoining boundary. There is no visual
overlooking impact on the property by the new
building.

This two storey building shields any view of the
new building extensions from the single
residential further down Hovia Tce.

The building finishes, colours, solid balconies
and relief panels have been used on the new
building to compliment the same architectural
techniques used on the recently completed
Hillcrest Apartment development opposite on the
corner of Banksia Tce and Canning Hwy.

This same architectural style is carried through
to the northern end apartment development.

As the Hillcrest development is already an

imposing building on the streetscape, the

As a statutory
planning
perspective,
agreed  with
the Applicant.
The comment
is NOT
UPHELD.
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intension is to maintain the architectural style
across into the development to give a more
horizontal element and visual continuity or flow
along Canning Hwy.

The north eastern elevation of the apartment
building in Hovia Tce is currently facing,
generally, single residential development with a
small shop on the corner with Canning Hwy.

While the properties opposite in Hovia Tce are
zoned R80, our treatment of the north eastern
elevation of the apartments recognises the
current residential usage and is stepped back
from the allowable nil setback to minimise the
impact of the building and maximise light.

From the boundary walls of the below-ground
parking, the first two levels of residential are
setback from Hovia Tce 2.0m, increasing to
4.3m on the next two levels and to 4.95m at the
roof terrace level.

A concerted effort has been made to minimise
the impact of the development on the adjoining
properties and the streetscape.

Clear distinction should be made
on the drawings with respect to

Streetscape elevation drawing 0833DA3.4
clearly indicates existing and proposed.

Agreed  with
the Applicant.

the proposed and existing The comment
buildings and associated spaces. | To clarify further, future drawings will shade | is NOTED.

existing walls (and associated spaces) that are

planned to remain.
The building height limit needs to | The apartments and the hotel are one | Agreed  with
be carefully assessed as a part of | development on one lot (Lot 10) separated by | Applicant. The
the planning assessment. The | strata title. comment is
heights of the buildings should be NOT
calculated separately, as | Clause 6.2(I)(b)(i) refers “.....point at ground | UPHELD.
measured from the highest | level on a lot from which height is measured
natural ground levels under them. | shall be the highest point under the building......"

A “lot” is defined in TPS6 as the same as the

Act. Therefore the lot in question is Lot 10.

The highest point measured in accordance with

TPS6 Clause 6.2(I)(b)(i) is 18.94m AHD.
Noting the extensive length of Surveillanc | The development will increase the | Amended
blank walls facing the streets, the | € number of people in the area and | plans received
proposed  development  was the windows and balconies | in April 2010
observed to contribute to an overlooking streets and adjacent | show
unsafe street environment and areas. additional
create a design that will not CCTV cameras are planned | balconies,
qualify against the CPTED (Crime around the proposed | windows and

Prevention through Environmental
Design) principles. On  the
contrary, public use areas of the
hotel should open onto the streets
for a better street surveillance.

development monitored by the
hotel security centre and linked to
the police.

We acknowledge that the entry

staggered wall
setbacks to the
non-residential
building facing

canopy of the apartments needs | Banksia
to be opened to surveillance. We | Terrace and
suggest a glass canopy to allow | Canning
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surveillance from above. Highway. The
The public areas such as the pool | treatments to
area, sportsman bar and | Banksia

restaurant will all overlook the | Terrace  are

adjoining street. substantial and
Access All areas where ‘undesirables’ | sufficient,
Control could loiter will be secured via an | however  the
access control system. treatments  to
All carparks will be access | Canning
controlled. Highway are

Territorial | Public and private spaces will be | required to be
Reinforcem | clearly defined with CCTV | extended to

ent surveillance  covering  most | include  the
external areas to form a deterrent. P"OPOSf{d
Target Locked  gates,  controlled | residential

Hardening | accesses and other physical | building  as
barriers will be integrated into the | Well,

design. particularly at
CCTV surveillance will be | Pedestrian eye
introduced where natural Ievel.‘ ‘
surveillance is poor. Conqmons
External spaces will ensure clear sightiines, | required
effective lighting and landscaping to maintain | address  this
vision of spaces being approached. ISSue.

The comment
is UPHELD.

to

The Architects observed that the | Drawings will be modified to increase the | The comment
natural and proposed ground | references to natural and proposed ground and | js NOTED.
levels as well as the finished floor | finished floor levels.
levels, including the basement car
parking area should be clearly
mentioned on the drawings.

February 2010 (amended plans)

DAC Comments Applicant's Responses Officer’'s Comments
Noting  detailed comments \é\/:g ave previtoufsly rﬁﬁpin?e(,jot; al q No comment requirec;l.
(stated above) provided by the comments from the July U9 an The  comment s
November '09 meetings. NOTED.

Architects at the previous DAC
meetings held in July and
November 2009, it was
observed that issues identified
at those meetings have not
been adequately addressed.

Previously raised issues in | In response to earlier concerns, the | The raised issues have
relation to vehicular access, | additional crossover and 2 way ramp | now been addressed.
internal  functional linkages | from Hovia Terrace has been removed | Tpe
between spaces and need for | and vehicular access to the lower | NOTED
an entry statement to the hotel | ground apartment parking is achieved '
have also not been addressed. | yia the hotel’'s basement carpark.

comment is
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(b)

The Architects observed that
there is no ceremonial entrance
or entry statement to the hotel
area.

The Hotel has no clientele accessing via
the Canning Highway side of the
building. Guests all arrive by coach, taxi
or car. It is imperative that this vehicular
access is achieved safely, away from
street activities and without increasing
traffic movements on the side streets.

The owners of the hotel have no desire
to provide a ceremonial entry to the
hotel.

A ceremonial entrance is
not required, especially
on Canning Highway
especially given the
comments  from the
Department of Planning
re: limited access only
on Primary Regional
Roads. The comment is
NOT UPHELD.

The hotel faces inside onto the
car park, and not onto the
streets. The design needs to
facilitate interaction with the
streets as well. Double height
spaces could be incorporated
within the building that has
glazed exteriors to facilitate this
interaction.

The Hotel only interfaces with Canning
Highway and Banksia Terrace. Canning
Highway interaction will be dangerous
and ineffectual considering its location
near the brow of a hill.

When considering the interaction with
Banksia Terrace, it was deemed more
important to use the road verge for the
upgrading of the underpass and its
approaches than a grand entrance into
the hotel.

The external walls of some of
the buildings do not show the
location of doors and windows
on the drawings (Refer to the
Level 1 floor plan drawing).
Additionally, limited light and
ventilation has been provided to
some of the areas within the
building.

The Architects also made some
pencil  sketches on the
drawings to enhance
understanding of the concepts
identified above.

Adequate natural light and ventilation
complying with the BCA will be
incorporated when specialist consultants
are engaged during the design
development of the project.

Amended plans received
in April 2010 show
additional balconies,
windows and staggered
wall setbacks to the non-
residential building
facing Banksia Terrace
and Canning Highway.

The  treatments to
Banksia Terrace are
substantial and

sufficient; however the
treatments to Canning
Highway are required to
be extended to include
the proposed residential
building as well,
particularly at pedestrian
eye level. Conditions
required to address this
issue.

The comment is
UPHELD.

To achieve a unified design that

blends the proposed built
portions with the existing
development, some of the

vertical as well as horizontal
elements visible from the
outside should be incorporated
into the proposed buildings.

The proposed development
was observed to be of an
unacceptable standard.

No comment.

As a statutory planning
perspective, agreed with
Applicant. The comment
is NOT UPHELD.

Accordingly, planning conditions and important reotee recommended to deal with

issues raised by the Design Advisory Consultants.

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 bodieimitt50 metres of the site
boundaries were invited to inspect the plans andsubmit comments during a

minimum 14-day period (however the consultationticmred until this report was
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finalised). Due to amended plans being received, dbnsultation process of 23
October 2009 was repeated on 05 March 2010. Irtiaddsigns were placed on site
inviting comment from any other interested person.

During the advertising period, a total of 160 cdtation notices were sent with the
following results:

Consultation Overview

160 letters sent 53 9 9 persons 9 abutting or adjacent properties.
(each submissions | iy favour | 9 properties
consultation received
45 45 persons 0 abutting or adjacent properties.

period) .
against | 35 properties | 1 that is 820 metres away.

43 from the same author.

Of the 9 supporting submissions received, it igificant that 2 submissions are from
the only two properties that abut the developméatand a further 7 submission are
from adjacent properties.

Of the 45 objecting submissions received, it isifigant that none are from abutting
or adjacent properties, with 1 that is 820 metresya (by pedshed method).
Furthermore, 43 were prepared by the same authiwough they are signed by the
owners of other properties in the neighbourhoodhef development site- refer to
attached submissiodftachment 10.3.1(h].

The comments of the submitters, together with @ffiesponses, are summarised as
follows:

Submitter's Comments | Officer’'s Responses

Vehicular Issues

Adjoining neighbour advises that most | Although not a specific planning requirement, the use of
of current traffic from the Metro Hotel | Canning Highway is a desirable outcome for the community.
uses Canning Highway. The comment is UPHELD.
Adjoining neighbour advises that the | The witnessed acceptable level of activity on the site adds to
previous activity of the conference | the argument that there is currently an oversupply of car
facilities was unacceptable in terms of | parking.
traffic and noise, however this activity | The comment is UPHELD.
is no longer present, with the Hotel
now a responsible neighbour.
Resident of over 50 years has only
seen decrease in traffic, mainly due to
Metro Hotel ceasing wedding functions
(etc).
The proposal will add significant | The Applicant has submitted a transport report, car parking
traffic to the area. survey, observations by an adjoining neighbour, a supporting
argument for the function room and a general justification
(see section Car Parking). In addition, it is noted that the road
reserves of Banksia and Hovia Terrace have existing traffic
calming treatments (choke points, chicanes and car parking
restrictions). As a consequence of the above, the City's
Planning and Engineering sections agree with the provided
justification.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.
The combined entrance/exit ramp is | Amended plans depict separate ramps.
not safe. The comment is NOTED.
The Residential visitor car bays are | Amended plans depict residential visitor car bays accessible
secured and thus not accessible from | from the street.
the street. The comment is NOTED.
The car bays in the lower car park | The minutes also state:
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area should be assessed for
compliance with the current Scheme
as per item 5.01 of Council minutes of
26 April 2006.

“..it is important to note that the parking configuration is
pre-existing and was established at a time when parking
requirements were different from those prescribed today. A
large number of these parking bays, while of a lesser
dimension than now prescribed by TPS6 are considered to
be functional and capable of continued use.”
Furthermore, there is no statutory requirement or ability to
retrospectively assess aspects of a development that enjoy
an existing planning approval. To do so is ultra vires (beyond
ones powers) and an invitation to SAT appeal.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

There are no details on how to
manage and improve the condition of
the uninviting lower ground car park,
resulting in an increase in verge
parking.

There is no statutory requirement to retrospectively improve
the condition of an approved car park. In addition, the limited
number of verge car parking bays is an existing engineering
solution to the purported future problem. Furthermore, the
application includes a proposal to reduce the number of bays
in the verge to improve the grade the pedestrian underpass.
The comment is NOTED.

The verge car parking bays should
not be considered in the assessment
of this application.

Verge car parking bays are not used when calculating the
required car bays (and exceptions to this calculation are not
relevant to this application).

The comment is NOTED.

The application should detail how bus
parking will be accommodated on the
site or advise that the deficit in car
parking bays will not result in overflow
into the street.

The transport report suitably addresses this point.
Furthermore, the advice from the City’s Engineering section
supports the transport report (see section Manager,
Engineering Infrastructure).

The comment is NOTED.

Adjoining  neighbour advises that
parking on site and in the street is
available at any given time. Mostly
taxis nowadays.

Availability of car parking inline with the private survey by the
Applicant and traffic report.
The comment is UPHELD.

The proposal will lead to a general
shortfall of car parking, resulting in an
adverse impact upon the amenity of
the area via an increased on the
limited number of verge car parking
bays.

The proposed car parking has been justified in accordance
with the discretionary provisions of the Scheme (see section
Car Parking). In addition, the stated limited number of verge
car parking bays is an existing engineering solution to the
purported future problem. Furthermore, the application
includes a proposal to reduce the number of bays in the
verge to improve the grade the pedestrian underpass.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Adjoining neighbour is of the opinion
that car parking overflowing into the
verge is not possible due to the limited
number of bays.

Availability of car parking inline with the private survey by the
Applicant and traffic report.
The comment is UPHELD.

The proposal will lead to a shortfall of
car parking, in part due to the
conference facilities, however there is
no requirement in accordance with the
planning controls.

It is correct that the conference facility does not require
additional car parking in accordance with the statutory
planning controls (the Scheme).
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The transport report uses WAPC
advice, which has no relevance to the
Scheme. Furthermore, the report uses
the old Rosie O'Grady’s Hotel in
assessing the impact of increased
traffic.

The WAPC Traffic Assessment Guidelines recommends the
use of a spectrum of peer-reviewed publications and existing
surveys as guidance, which is a relevant method when
addressing the discretionary provisions of the Scheme (see
section Car Parking). Although the Rosie O'Grady’s site is no
longer in operation, it does provide empirical data relevant to
the development site, as recommended by the WAPC. In
addition, the report has been prepared by suitably qualified
professionals in the field of traffic engineering. Furthermore,
the advice from the City’s Engineering section supports the
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methodology used (see section Manager, Engineering
Infrastructure).
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proponents previously provided a
car parking survey, which is nothing
more than a series of observations
over a short period.

The complainant has not provided any countering empirical
evidence (only opinions) and in addition, the survey has been
continued over a longer period (see section Car Parking).
Furthermore, a neighbouring Landowner has provided
another car parking survey, which supports the
aforementioned survey, the Transport Report and the opinion
of the City's Engineering section. The complainant has made
a series of statements and requests for information to provide
absolute certainty as to the outcome of the car parking and
traffic generated by this development. This level of
information and certainty is clearly impossible where involving
a large number of variables and unknowns. The best
available information has been provided from a range of
sources, which includes a transport report prepared by
suitably qualified professionals in the field of traffic
engineering. The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Ped

estrian Underpass Issues

The upgrade of the pedestrian
underpass is not possible, practical or
sustainable as the stone batters are
required for stability of slopes.

The design and method of construction is an engineering
issue that is not dealt with at the planning phase. Regardless,
the underpass has been removed from the application due to
ownership issues (see section External Agencies).

The pedestrian underpass does not
current meet current design standards,
nor with the proposed modifications.

The comment is NOTED.

Full support for the proposal as it will
upgrade the pedestrian underpass,
which is a safety measure for all local
residents.

The upgrade to the underpass is a desirable outcome for the
community, however the underpass has been removed from
the application due to ownership issues (see section External
Agencies).

The comment is NOTED.

The proponents advised Council that
the modifications to the pedestrian
underpass where to address
community safety concerns. However,
no record can be found by the CoSP,
Main Roads WA and the WA Police.

This is a matter for the complainant to resolve with the
Applicant, however multiple residents adjacent to the
development site (and the pedestrian underpass) have
submitted written concerns about the safety of local residents.
Regardless, the underpass has been removed from the
application due to ownership issues (see section External
Agencies).

The comment is NOTED.

Land Use

The City should assess this
application as a change of use as per
TPS6.

This application is not a change of use, but an additional use
(see section on Land Use- Hotel/Tourist Accommodation).
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The sign onsite advises of a proposed
additional use, which is not listed in
Schedule 2 of the Scheme, in
reference to cl. 3.4 (ibid).

This clause and accompanying schedule of the Scheme is
not relevant, as the proposed land use of Multiple Dwelling
does not fit within the category of “...for a purpose not
otherwise permitted’, but rather a ‘D’ discretionary use (see
section Land Use).

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The propose land use should be for a
Mixed Development.

Amendments have been made to the title.
The comment is UPHELD.

With a change of use, the existing
land uses must be fully assessed for
compliance with the current Scheme.

There is no statutory requirement or ability to retrospectively
assess aspects of a development that enjoy an existing
planning approval.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Other Issues

Additional plot ratio will adversely

| The immediate area around the existing Metro Hotel is a
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impact the amenity of the locality by
creating excessive bulk, which is
incompatible with the predominately
residential nature of the locality.

mixture of land uses, which is permitted in such Highway
Commercial zones. The proposed plot Ratio has been
justified in accordance with the discretionary provisions of the
Scheme (see section Plot Ratio).
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proposal has inadequate
setbacks to soften the excessive bulk.

The existing and proposed wall setbacks abutting the
residential zone to the northwest are in full compliance with
the Scheme and the R-Codes. In addition, the proposed 6.0 —
16.0 metres of wall setbacks is far in excess of the minimum
requirement of 4.5 metres. Furthermore, all the abutting low-
density residential neighbours are in support of the proposal.
As a consequence of the above, the proposed setbacks
represent a suitable and significant transitional and sensitive
design.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proposal includes building
heights relative to the highest point of
the natural ground of the site.

The proposed method of building height is as per clause 6.2
of the Scheme.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proposal is almost complete
devoid of open space due to the zero
offset to surrounding streets, resulting
in a lack of relief from the excessive
bulk.

There is no requirement for open space in a non-
residential/mixed-use development in either the Scheme or
the R-Codes. There is however a requirement for 15 percent
of landscaping, which complies in full (see section
Landscaping).

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proposal will have negligible
landscaping at ground level, which
will adversely impact the amenity of
the locality by not providing any relief
from the excessive bulk.

There is no statutory requirement on what level(s) the
landscaping is required to be installed (see section
Landscaping).

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The City should only use the
information  provided by the
proponent in making their assessment.

The City (and Council) has and will use all information
available (including comments from the community) to enable
the best possible decisions.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Amenity Issues

The proposal will rejuvenate the now
iconic structure of South Perth.

Full support for the proposal as it will
upgrade the existing buildings, remove
the untidy commercial buildings,
improve the streetscape and adds to
the amenity of the local surrounding
community.

No objection to the proposal, it will
enhance individual and collective
amenity and security.

It is agreed that the Metro Hotel can be classed as a
prominent landmark and as a result, its redevelopment will be
a positive outcome to the local and wider community.

The comment is UPHELD.

The proposal will be a visual eyesore
and detract from the amenity of the
area.

Subjective opinion.
The comment is NOTED.

Removing the derelict shops and
replacing with  active  buildings
improves security to the street and
underpass via ‘eyes on street’.

Agreed.
The comment is UPHELD.

The proposal will invade privacy.

The proposed overlooking is fully compliant with the
Acceptable Development provisions of visual privacy in the R-
Codes (see section Visual Privacy).

The comment is NOT UPHELD.
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(©)

(d)

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure was inviteddmment on a range of issues

relating to car parking and traffic arising frometproposal. As this is a significant

issue, the full referral can be foundAttachment 10.3.1(j) whereas the summary is
as follows:

(i) The upper and lower decks generally in excebsTBS6 and Australian
Standards;

(i) The geometry of ramps appear to comply withskalian Standards;

(i) In relation to the operation of ramp, it isaommended widening the width to a
minimum 6.0 metres;

(iv) The transport report shows actual traffic moeait to be considerably less that
the estimates and the Engineering section hassnegswith the methodology or
the substantive argument for the comparison;

(v) The transport report shows actual car parkimdpeé considerably less that the
estimates and the Engineering section has no isgtlethe methodology;

(vi) The proposed steps in the Canning Highway e@este not supported without
clearance from the relevant service-providing aities (which is highly likely
to be forthcoming);

(vii) The upgrade to the underpass is fully supgartonditional on the upgrade
satisfying all the relevant legislation, includindjsabled assess (i.e. the
gradient);

(viii) The removal of verge car parking bays to iagle the required gradient is
supported; and

(ix) Works in relation to landscaping, paving, rerding and embayed parking is
supported in principle, subject to the constructieing to the satisfaction of the
Director of Infrastructure Services.

Accordingly, planning conditions and important reotee recommended to deal with
issues raised by the Manager, Engineering Infrettre.

Other City Departments
Comments have also been invited from Environmehiglth and the Parks and
Environment areas of the City’s administration:

Environmental Health Services provided commentd witspect to bins, noise,
kitchens and laundries. This section raises no ctibjgs and has provided
standard comments, with a standard important metpsred.

The Parks and Environment section provided commeuitis respect to the

landscaping plan. This section raises no objectmusrecommends that:

(i) A root barrier to be placed around areas t@lbated with Golden Bamboo
(Phyllostachy auregto a depth of 600mm;

(i)  If enough room on the grassed verge areathencorner of Hovia Terrace
and Canning Highway in front of the building, a 100®e Ornamental
Flowing PearPyrus ‘Bradford) is to be planted; and

(i) The Spotted Gum@orymbia macalatpand Western CoolibalE(calyptus
victrix) is not a suitable street tree and should be sutest with a Smooth
Bark Apple Myrtle Angophora costafa

Community Development Services provided comment wéspect to the art

work proposed within the pedestrian underpass. 3&dsion raises no objections
and has requested an appropriate condition to erteer works are carried out,
however this is not possible as these aspectedahlication have been removed
from the proposal (see ‘External Agencies’ sechietow).
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Accordingly, planning_conditions and/or importardtes are recommended to deal
with issues raised by the above officers.

(e) External Agencies
Comments have also been invited from the DepartroeRlanning and Main Roads
of WA:

Main Roads of WA provided comments with respedhtsite being on or abutting
a regional road reservation. This agency requestevant structural and
cycle/pedestrian path_information’ to be submitied order to provide an in-
principle approval.

It is considered that at the planning phase, thellef detail requested is most
suitably dealt with as a separate application (atropelitan Development
Application). For example, the works to be carrged-are on Main Roads land and
therefore will require the involvement of that aggmas a Landowner to the
application. This requires full approval of detdildrawings and costings, none of
which can be reasonably expected prior to thengsaf a planning approval. Whilst
the modifications to the underpass is a desiraliecme to the City and community
alike, all aspects of this application within tteendl controlled by Main Road must
be removed from the proposal

The Department of Planning provided comments wapect to the site being on or
abutting a regional road reservation. This agematyes_no objectionand does not
recommend that standard conditions and/or notgddoed on the approval.

Accordingly, the underpass is removed from thisliappon; and planning conditions
and/or important notes are not requijrad per the issues raised by the above officers.

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

Financial Implications
The determination has a no finangiaplications

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 petan 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. Henceptbposed development is seen to achieve
an outcome that has regard to the sustainablerdpsitciples.
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Conclusion

This proposal is a significant development for @ity of South Perth, which will improve
the amenity of the streetscapes and locality iregggnPredominately, this design complies
with the acceptable standards of the planning otspplicable within the City of South
Perth. There are significant variations proposeihédkey planning controls of plot ratio and
car parking, however these controls are inhereattpne size fits all' measure, with an
inbuilt facility to accept site and land-use spiecfactors via a discretionary clause in the
Scheme. This discretion is specifically designed #&pplications such as this, where
flexibility in method is required, as long as thgéame is within the bounds of a reasonable
impact upon the neighbouring properties and logaiit general. Opposition to this
application has been registered, however the sutxstaf those objections is not considered
to nullify or outweigh the justifications and supiiog evidence submitted by the Applicant
and immediately surrounding neighbours.

It is therefore considered that the proposal wilt have a detrimental impact on adjoining
residential neighbours, and meets all of the relevscheme, R-Codes and City Policy
objectives and provisions. Provided that conditi@me applied as recommendat is
considered that the application should be conditlgrapproved

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationpianning approval for a change of use
to 12 Multiple Dwellings within a six-storey (pluerrace) building, expansion of existing
Tourist Accommodation use (The Metro Hotel) withré®ms within a four-storey building
and expansion of existing ancillary use of Caféf®asmnt within an existing ten-storey
building on Lot 10 (No. 61) Canning Highway, Soérth,be approvedsubiject to:

€))] Standard Conditions

470  retraining walls- if required 455  dividing fencstandards
471  retaining walls- timing 456  dividing fence- ting

390 crossover standards 550  plumbing hidden

393  verge & kerbing works 377  clothes drying- sneek

625  sightlines for drivers 425  colours & materiatsatching
354  car parking- maintained 427  colours & materiditails
353  visitor bays- marked 664  inspection (final)uieed

508 landscaping approved & completed 660  expiryppiraval
506 retained trees shown on plans

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

following:

(A) In accordance with the comments from the Designchitect
Consultants, architectural treatments shall be cddethe residential
portion of the development along Canning Highwayd a

(B) In accordance with the comments from the Managgineering
Infrastructure and as per the submitted traffiorgghe vehicular ramp
shall be widened to a minimum 6.0 metres;
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(€)

(d)

(i) Inresponse to the comments provided from@litg’s Parks and Environment
section, the landscaping plan shall be amended saicti drawings shall
incorporate the following:

(A) A root barrier to be placed around areas toplsmted with Golden
Bamboo Phyllostachy aureato a depth of 600mm;

(B) If enough room on the grassed verge area, enctirner of Hovia
Terrace and Canning Highway in front of the buitgira 100 litre
Ornamental Flowing PeaPyrus ‘Bradford) is to be planted; and;

(C) The Spotted Gum Cprymbia macalata and Western Coolibah
(Eucalyptus victrixis not a suitable street tree and should be gutest
with a Smooth Bark Apple MyrtleAhgophora costata

(ii) This approval does not pertain to any landned or under the direct control
of Main Roads Western Australia [see Important Ndie

(iv) This approval does not pertain to any charigelevels to the City's verges
[see Important Note (ii)].

(v) Works in relation to landscaping, paving, rekieg and embayed parking is
supported in principle, subject to the constructi@ng to the satisfaction of
the Director of Infrastructure Services [see ImanttNote (ii)].

(vi) The applicant/developer and the owners areotmply with the requirements
set out in Council Policy P399 "Final Clearance legments for Completed
Buildings’. Policy P399 requires the applicant to engagecentied land
surveyor, drawn from the City's panel, to undertsierey measurements on a
floor-by-floor basis. The surveyor is to submit gressive reports to the City
regarding compliance with the approved buildingtice documents. The City
will not issue final clearance certificates untitisfied that the completed
building is consistent with the building licence cdments and the
requirements of other relevant statutes.

Standard Advice Notes
648  building licence required 649A minor variations- seek approval
647  revised drawings required 651  appeal rights- SAT
646A masonry fence requires BA

Specific Advice Notes

The applicant is advised that:

(i) Itis the applicant’s responsibility to apply Main Road WA for development
of any land owned or under the direct control ofilM&oads Western
Australia.

(i) It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaiseith the City's Infrastructure
Services Section in relation to alterations to leveandscaping, paving, re-
kerbing and embayed parking, all within the Citigsd.

(i) It is the applicant’s responsibility to lisas with the City’'s Parks and
Environment Section prior to designing a landsogypilan for the street verge
areas as required.

(iv) It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaissith the City’'s Environmental
Health Section to ensure satisfaction of all ofrédevant requirements.

(v) Any activities conducted will need to comply thvi the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1987all times.

Footnote: A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council
Offices during normal business hours.
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10.3.2  Proposed Four Grouped Dwellings within a FatStorey Building - Lot 2
(No. 12) Coode Street, South Perth

Location: Lot 2 (No. 12) Coode Street, South Perth

Applicant: SS Chang Architects

Lodgement Date: 8 December 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.542 CO06/12

Date: 3 May 2010

Author: Lloyd Anderson, Senior Statutory Planninigic2r

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmte and Community
Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approval flmur grouped dwellings within a four-
storey building on Lot 2 (No. 12) Coode Street, thdRerth. The proposal complies with the
City’'s Town Planning Scheme No. 6, the 2008 R-Codesl City policies. It is
recommended that the proposal be approved subjecnditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R50

Lot area 1,304 sqg. metres
Building height limit 10.5 metres
Development potential 7 Dwellings

Plot ratio limit Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.2(b) Applicant’s supporting report.
Attachment 10.3.2(c) Street montage.

The location of the development site is shown below

Development site
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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:

2. Large scale development proposals
(i)  Proposals involving buildings 9.0 metres highhigher based upon the Scheme
definition of the term “height”. This applies to tthonew developments and
additions to existing buildings resulting in thellding exceeding the nominated
height.
Note Any proposal in this category shall be referedthe Design Advisory
Consultants prior to referral to a Council meetifuy determination.

Based on the ground level reference point seldméty 2.30 AHD, the external wall height
of the proposed building is 10.5 metres.

6.  Amenity impact
In considering any application, the delegated eifishall take into consideration the
impact of the proposal on the general amenity ef dahea. If any significant doubt
exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Counmkting for determination.

In relation to Item 6 above, the extent of amernihpact arising from the proposal is
considered acceptable (see “Comments” section helow

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.

The City advertised the proposal in accordance with Policy P355. Neighbours’
comments are discussed further in this report agdire Council consideration.

Comment

(@) Description of the subject site and surroundindgocality
The site has a northern frontage of approximatblQ netres to Witcomb Place and a
western street frontage of approximately 34.0 nsetweCoode Street. Over the road in
both directions is Sir James Mitchell Park.

The site is immediately surrounded by medium dgnsitsidential development
(zoned R50). An adjacent two-storey eighteen grdugweellings (zoned R50) to the
east continues in a southern direction. Six sisgbeey grouped dwellings (zoned
R50) are located towards the south.

(b) Description of the proposal
The proposal involves the construction of four gredi dwellings within a four-storey
building on Lot 2 (No. 12) Coode Street, South Pexs depicted in the submitted
plans referred to aSonfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a)

The proposal complies witliown Planning Scheme No.(8PS6), theResidential

Design Codes of WA 20@the R-Codes) and relevant Council policies asudised
below.
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(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

Residential density

The permissible number of dwellings is sewdwellings, whereas the proposed
development comprises four dwellings. Thereforepttposed development complies
with the prescribed density in accordance with &dbbf the R-Codes.

Streetscape / Building design

The proposed development has been considered b¥dhecil Design Advisory
Consultants (DAC). In this respect, detailed commmeare provided in the
“Consultation” section of this report. From a stseape perspective, the design is
considered by the DAC to be:

“a high standard and will make a valuable contritauit to the City, especially to the
quality of development on the foreshore.”

In relation to the design the applicant has pravide streetscape montage photo
showing the adjoining residential properties with proposed development imprinted
onto the photo, referred to Atachment 10.3.2(c)

The DAC has also stated that in relation to the @youped dwellings that:

“the City’s statutory planning controls will factite a coherent development in terms
of the overall design of the dwellings and consisigse of external materials and
colour finishes.”

The following condition is recommended:

“(A) Details of the proposed colours of the extdrmaterials shall be submitted for
approval by the City prior to the issuing of a ldirlg licence. The selected
colours shall demonstrate compatibility with neighling buildings.”

Subject to the above condition relating to the alledesign of the dwellings and
consistent use of external materials and colouristes, the concept is generally
supported by City officers as has been favourablysitlered by the DAC and also
meets with all relevant requirements of the SchdR€pdes and City policy.

Finished ground and floor levels - Minimum

The required minimum finishedabitable room floompermitted is 2.3 metres above
AHD; the proposed finished floor level is 2.3 metrgbove AHD. Therefore the
proposed development complies with Clause 6.9.2nium Ground and Floor
Levels” of TPS6.

Finished ground and floor levels - Maximum
The proposed floor level of 2.3 metres above AHD aarrounding ground level also
complies with Clause 6.10.1 “Maximum Ground andoFlbevels” of TPS6.

Building height

The permitted building height limit for the subjdot is 10.5 metres. The City has
determined the appropriate zero point as 2.3 abastralian Height Datum (AHD)
which results in an external wall height of 12.8tmee above AHD. The proposed
building height is 10.5 metres and the external ¥vaight is 12.8 metres above AHD
(including the 2.3 metres of ground above AHD).

External walls are permitted to project above thesgribed building height limit if
they are within a 25 degree notional hip-roof shajpeated immediately above the
exterior walls of the building which reach to thghest altitude, depicted in the
submitted plans referred to @snfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a)
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(h)

)

(k)

Minor projections such as balconies can extendideisf the building envelope, such
structures include:

“vertical glass planes within the roof structureprdher and saw toothed windows,
and chimneys.”

The applicant has proposed that a chimney and gyisareen project outside of the
building envelope. City officers consider it appriage for the chimney to project
outside of the building envelope, however the mywacreens should be set back so
that they are situated inside the notional roofedmy and building height limit.
Therefore the following condition is recommended:

“Privacy screens to not project outside of the Hinfy height limit as referred to in
Clause 6.2 of TPS6.”

Subject to the above condition relating to privacyeens, the proposed development
complies with Clause 6.2 “Maximum Building Heighinmit” of the Town Planning
Scheme No. 6.

Boundary wall - North / East / South / West

A boundary wall is proposed on the eastern boundétie lot. The wall is observed
not to have an adverse effect on neighbouring amemiien assessed against the
following “amenity factors” referred to in Policy3iR0.2:

» The effect on the existing streetscape character;

* The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwetjior garden if forward of the
proposed parapet wall;

» Overshadowing of adjoining habitable room windowswatdoor living areas;

* Impact of bulk on adjoining outdoor living areaspa

* Nil comments from the neighbour (see “Neighbourstdtation”).

Accordingly, it is recommended that the boundaryisize approved.

Street and side setbacks

The primary street setbacks, secondary street detbaide boundary setbacks and
rear boundary setbacks have been assessed to conmigilythe “Acceptable
Development” of Clause 6.3.1 of the R-Codes.

Significant views

City Planning Policy P350.9 (“Significant Views"gquires the consideration for the
loss of significant views from neighbouring propest The neighbouring properties to
the south of the subject site currently enjoy viefithe Perth City skyline and Swan
River (significant views), and written objection tioe loss of those views has been
lodged with the City.

City officers have considered the design relatmghe views of adjoining properties
having regard to the applicant’'s normal developmemitlements with respect to
density, building height and setbacks and foundntlte comply as mentioned in
Section (a), (g) and (i) of this report. Therefdrés considered that the proposed
development complies with the policy.

Solar access for adjoining sites

The maximum area of overshadowing permitted is §5 metres (50%) of the

adjoining lot, whereas the proposed overshadows@48 sq. metres (42.9%).

Therefore the proposed development compligk the solar access element of the R-
Codes.
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0

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)

(@)

()

Visual privacy and related setbacks - North / st / South / West

The proposed development complies with the visuaivapy “Acceptable
Development” element of the R-Codes. Further det@ée “Standard Conditions”)
are required to ensure that the visual privacyestweomply with Element 8 of the R-
Codes, and protect the neighbour’s visual privacy.

Plot ratio
There is no plot ratio control prescribed for gredpiwellings.

Open space

The required minimum open space is 45% of eachegustrata lot; the open space
provided per proposed strata lot ranges betwee@%and 72.1%. Therefore the
proposed development complies with the open spaceest of the R-Codes.

Landscaping

A landscaping plan is required at the building rice stage which meets with the

requirements of Clause 6.4.5 of the R-Codes. Thkowing condition is

recommended:

“In accordance with the requirements of Clause %.4A5) of the Residential Design

Codes, a landscaping plan shall be submitted fqurayal by the City. No person

shall occupy or use the land or any building, thebjsct of this approval for the

purpose for which this approval is given unless antil:

(i) the City has approved a landscaping plan; and

(i) the landscaping has been completed in accocgawith the plan approved by
the City.”

Fencing

The fencing for the proposal complies with the Ri€o provisions. Even though the
fencing forward of the front setback line (4.0 restfrom Whitcomb Place) is not to

exceed 1.2 metres in height unless 80% visuallynpable above that height, the
associated performance criteria allows a soliddenca height of 1.8 metres as there
is a need to provide screening to the outdoor d¢iveinea and pool within the front

setback area. Such a proposed fence is considetéd have a detrimental impact on

the Whitcomb Place streetscape as the adjoininggreaproperty also has a similar

private outdoor living area in the front setbackhsa high fence.

Car parking, access, siting and design

The required number of car bays is eight; the pseganumber of car bays is eight
(two per dwelling) of the dimensions required bySB? and there are no visitor car
parking bays required for this development. Therefthe proposed development
complies with the car parking requirement of th€&ides.

The sweep path is shown for vehicles entering aitthg as depicted in the submitted
plans referred to agConfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) The entry and exit
manoeuvres are designed to facilitate single falveerd reverse movements into and
from the parking bays.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Planningcheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments in termghefgeneral objectives listed
within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal is congideo broadly meet the objectives.
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(s)

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clage 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€Ciause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsievelopment. The proposal is
considered acceptable having regard to the 24llisisters.

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The proposal was considered by the City’s Desigvigaly Consultants at their
meeting held on 9 February 2009. The proposal walkreceived by the consultants
and their specific comments are summarised below:

» The Architects observed that the proposed develophss an interesting design.
The architecture is of a high standard and will mak valuable contribution to
the City, especially to the quality of developnanthe foreshore.

* It was observed that since building heights arecglgted separately for each of
the dwellings while taking into account the setlsackthe external walls from lot
boundaries of each of the proposed green title, lthte proposed single houses
were significantly above the prescribed buildingghé limit.

* However if these were four grouped dwellings, thélding height will be
calculated considering the setbacks of the extewsdls from the lot boundaries
of the parent lot, and not each strata lot, resudtiin a larger notional roof
envelope.

» If the proposal was amended to being four groupedliihgs on the subject lot,
the City’s statutory planning controls will faciite a coherent development in
terms of the overall design of the dwellings anchsistent use of external
materials and colour finishes.

* The assessing officer should carefully assess é¢anga with the visual privacy
provisions.

* The proposed western elevation as seen from CotrdetSwas observed to be
acceptable in terms of the perceived building bulk.

The applicant has provided information as well aswihgs, referred to in
Attachment 10.3.2(b) to adequately address and resolve all of the ethentioned
issues. The proposal has been amended to groupelind® instead of the single
houses. Information in relation to the externaloco$ and materials to demonstrate
streetscape compatibility has been recommendedasdition of approval.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forgioposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 “Neighbour and ComitguConsultation in Town
Planning Processes”. Five submissions were recealeggainst the proposal.

A petition was also received on 5 January 2009 &@hsignatures objecting to the

proposal. The Council at its March 2010 meetingiedra motion for this to be
considered as part of a report on this proposal.
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The submissions have been summarised below.

Submitter’'s Comments

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

Inadequate setback of the building from
Coode Street and Whitcomb Place
property boundaries.

Setbacks to both street verges comply with requirements
of the R Codes, i.e. 4.0 metre setback to Whitcomb Place
and 1.0 metre to Coode Street. Note that the proposed
setback along Coode Street varies from a small section
at 1.0 metre to 1.8 metres to create a visually interesting
facade.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The proposal is higher than the
surrounding existing developments; and
contrasts to the adjacent public open
space. The height of proposed
development will interfere with the
aesthetics of the foreshore. The
development should keep the integrity of
the existing buildings in the vicinity.

This development complies with the R50 density coding
assigned to the lot and the prescribed building height
limit.

Additionally, the Design Advisory Consultants support the
aesthetics of this development and considers; “The
architecture is of a high standard and will make a
valuable contribution to the City, especially to the quality
of development on the foreshore.”

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The views and outlook to the river from
existing surrounding buildings will be
disadvantaged.

Both adjoining developments have their unobstructed
view corridors to the river and City. 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.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

As a result of the above, the market value
of properties will be decreased.

It is not possible to assess movements in property prices
through the statutory planning controls.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Due to the special nature of this location, if
the development proceeds there will be
economic pressure on the surrounding
sites to develop to the same height.

The redevelopment of adjoining properties to their full
potential, i.e. their maximum permitted density as well as
building height will not be determined solely by whether
the adjoining property has been developed to its full
potential or not. Other factors such as the needs and
financial status of the residents of the adjoining
properties, market conditions and social demands will be
the deciding factors.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

There is already a parking problem in the
area around the Wesley boatshed and
Boatshed Restaurant - An extra four
houses will attract a greater demand for
parking for family and friends / visitors.

Parking for the proposed development has been provided
on-site in accordance with the R-Codes and TPS6.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Creates a precedent for the development
of No. 18 Coode Street, now a vacant
block, and any other properties in the
vicinity that owners may wish to demolish
and develop to a greater potential.

This development conforms to the requirements of the
City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 6 for an R50 zoning
and its prescribed height limits.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

In October 2007 the City of South Perth
advised that height restrictions applied to
the area and that no building could be
replaced with anything higher than what
was already on the site.

The assessing officer has no knowledge regarding this,
however the subject lot has a maximum building height
limit of 9.0 metres as per TPS6, which is being complied
with subject to minor modifications.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.
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From the drawings it appears part of the A culvert will be constructed over the stream with the

building would be over a stream which water flow maintained as was done on the adjoining 14

runs along the east boundary. Coode Street property. The applicant / owner will be
required to liaise with the Water Corporation in this
regard.

The comment is NOTED.

A general objection signed by 26 people | This development conforms to the requirements of the

requesting that Council reject the proposal | City's Town Planning Scheme No. 6 for an R50 zoning,

surrounding the subject site. its prescribed height limits:

(i) the applicant's normal development entitlements with
respect to residential density and building height; and

(i) the objective of maximising any significant view from
existing or proposed dwellings.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

(c) Engineering comments
Supporting comments have been received from thgsCiEngineering Department
and will be attached to the determination of th&ping application.

(d) Environmental Health comments
Comments have also been received from the CityisrBnmental Health Department
and will be attached to the determination of th&ping application.

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

Financial Implications
There are no financial implications in relatiorthis development.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan which is expressed in fiblowing terms: Accommodate the
needs of a diverse and growing population with amhed 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. Henceptbposed development is seen to achieve
an outcome that has regard to the sustainablerdpsitciples.

Conclusion

The proposal is not considered to have a detrirhdntpact on adjoining residential

neighbours, and meets all of the relevant Schem@odes and City policy objectives and
provisions. Provided conditions are applied as meuended, it is considered that the
application should be conditionally approved.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application glanning approval for four x four-
storey grouped dwellings on Lot 2 (No. 12) Coode&t South Perthye approvedsubject

to:

(@) Standard Conditions

615  Screening to be provided 455  Dividing fencéan8ards

616  Screening to be permanent 456  Dividing fentiening

390 Crossover standards 377  Screened clothes drying

410  Crossover affects infrastructure 550  Plumbiidgédn

393  Verge and kerbing works 508 Landscaping apmrév@ompleted
625  Sightlines for drivers 425  Colours and matsridflatching
340  Parapet walls - Finish of surface 427  Coloutsraaterials - Details
470  Retaining walls - If required 664  Inspectiomndf) required

471  Retaining walls - Timing 660  Expiry of approval

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

(b) Specific Conditions

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

(A) Privacy screens to be positioned so as not rmept outside of the
building height limit as referred to in Clause 6f2ZITPS6.

(i) Details of the proposed colours of the extémmaterials shall be submitted for
approval by the City, prior to the issuing of albing licence. The selected
colours shall demonstrate compatibility with neighbing buildings.

(iii) At least one tree not less than 3.0 metrekeight at the time of planting, and of
a species approved by the City, shall be plantédinvihe street setback area or
elsewhere on the site prior to occupation of theslidmg. The tree/s shall be
maintained in good condition thereafter.

(iv) In accordance with the requirements of Clags&5 (A5) of the Residential
Design Codes, a landscaping plan shall be submifittedpproval by the City.
No person shall occupy or use the land or any mgildhe subject of this
approval for the purpose for which this approvajiien unless and until:

(A) the City has approved a landscaping plan; and
(B) the landscaping has been completed in accoedaitb the plan approved
by the City.

(c) Standard Advice Notes
648  Building licence required 646 Landscaping standards - General
647 Revised drawings required  646A Masonry fence requires BA
645 Landscaping plan required 649A Minor variations - Seek 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.

62



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 25 MAY 2010

(d)

Specific Advice Notes

(i)

(ii)
(ii)

(i)

The applicant / developer and the owners areoimply with the requirements
set out in Council Policy P399 “Final Clearance &egments for Completed
Buildings”. Policy P399 requires the applicant tngage a licensed land
surveyor, drawn from the City’s panel to undertakevey measurements on a
floor-by-floor basis. The surveyor is to submit gressive reports to the City
regarding compliance with the approved buildingtice documents. The City
will not issue final clearance certificates untdtisfied that the completed
building is consistent with the building licencecdments and the requirements
of other relevant statutes.

It is the applicant’s responsibility to liaiseith the City’s Environmental Health
section to ensure satisfaction of all of the rei¢vaquirements.

It is the applicant's responsibility to liaissvith the City’'s Parks and
Environment section prior to designing a landsogpilan for the street verge
areas as required.

The applicant / owner are advised of the needliaise with the City’'s
Engineering Infrastructure Department in order tomply with all relevant
infrastructure requirements.
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10.3.3  Proposed Mixed Development (1 Shop, 2 Offg;e2 Multiple Dwellings and
a Single Bedroom Dwelling) within a 3-Storey Buildig. Lot 616 (No. 16)
Bradshaw Crescent, Manning

Location: Lot 616 (No. 16) Bradshaw Crescent, Magni

Applicant: Sacridin Pty Ltd

Lodgement Date: 23 December 2009

File Ref: 11.2009.586 BR1/16

Date: 3 May 2010

Author: Cameron Howell, Statutory Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmie and Community
Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approval dahree-storey mixed development on
Lot 616 (No. 16) Bradshaw Crescent, Manning. Theppsal does not conflict with the
City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 6, the 2008 R-CaetsCity policies.

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

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Car parking TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Landscaping (Where non-residential) TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Setbacks TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsito conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Neighbourhood Centre Commercial

Density coding R20

Lot area 1,455 sq. metres (1,473 sq. metres including street corner truncation area)
Building height limit 7.0 metres

Plot ratio limit 0.75 (Mixed Development)

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.3(b) Site photographs.
Attachment 10.3.3(c) Applicant’s supporting report.
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The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesciébed in the delegation:

2.  Large scale development proposals
(i) Proposals involving non-residential developmerttich, in the opinion of the
delegated officer, are likely to have a significaffect on the City.
3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(i) Proposals representing a significant departdrem the No. 6 Town Planning
Scheme incorporating the Residential Design Codgsyant Planning Policies
and Local Laws where it is proposed to grant plagrapproval.

Comment

(a) Background
In December 2009, the City received an applicatfon a three-storey mixed
development on Lot 616 (No. 16) Bradshaw Cresckfdanning (the site). The
applicant has submitted amended plans during thesemf the assessment in order to
demonstrate compliance with relevant statutory igious.

The application was referred to the February 20B3igh Advisory Consultants’
meeting, Engineering Services, Environmental Hedhrvices and Parks and
Environment. Consultation of neighbouring properties also been conducted. The
application was referred to Council’'s Major Devatent Briefing on 5 May 2010.
Further information about the referrals is provideg@r in this report.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

()

(f)

Description of the surrounding locality

The subject site has a frontage to Bradshaw Cresoeh Welwyn Avenue, located
adjacent to a single-storey grouped dwelling dgwalent to the north and a single-
storey veterinary clinic to the east. The WelwyneAue Neighbourhood Shopping
Centre is located diagonally opposite the site amghysiotherapy clinic (consulting
room) is located on the north-western side of thelwyn Avenue and Bradshaw
Crescent intersection. The remainder of the sudimgnlocality comprises single-
storey residential development. The site photoggapbferred to afttachment
10.3.3(b)show the relationship of the site to the surrongdievelopment.

Existing development on the subject site

The existing development on the subject site ctigrefeatures the land use of
“Service Station”, as depicted in the site photpbgreferred to a&ttachment
10.3.3(b) A single-storey converted service station buidis located on site and is
currently used as a vehicle maintenance workshop.

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the construction of a thteeey mixed development on Lot
616 (No. 16) Bradshaw Crescent, Manning (the site)depicted in the submitted
plans referred to aSonfidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) The proposed development
incorporates a shop, a lobby and car parking orgthand floor, offices on the first
floor and two multiple dwellings and one single tme on the second floor.

Exercise of discretion is requested in relatiortite following components of the
proposed development:

(i) Car parking;

(i) Landscaping; and

(i)  Buildings setback from the boundary.

The applicant’s letter, referred to Atachment 10.3.3(c)describes the proposal in
detail.

The proposal complies witliown Planning Scheme No.(8PS6), theResidential
Design Codes of WA 2008he R-Codes) and relevant Council policies witle t
exception of aspects identified above where digoreis sought. All key planning
matters are discussed below.

Land use

The proposed land use of mixed development is iiledsas a “D” (Discretionary)
land use in Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPSA. dlthe individual land uses
proposed as part of the development are also fitabsis “D” (Discretionary) land
uses.

In considering this discretionary use, it is obsdrthat the site adjoins residential and
non-residential uses in a location with a combimesidential and non-residential
streetscape. Accordingly, it is considered that gheposed mixed development use
complies with the Table 1 of the Scheme.

Car parking

The required number of car bays is 56, whereapriy@osed number of car bays is 44
in accordance with Table 6 of TPS6. The requirethier of parking bays for the
non-residential component is 49 bays and sevenfoayke residential component of
the development. If approved, the residential aad-mesidential parking bays will
need to be marked on the site plan and on site.
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All of the parking bays are of sufficient size ® @dompliant with Schedule 5 of TPS6.
If approved, the City will require the dimensiomglasetbacks of the support columns
to confirm compliance with Figure 2 of Schedule 5.

In relation to the bays required for the residdrdtanponent of the development, the
R-Codes require five car parking bays whereas TB@fes that a residential
component of a mixed development requires an aohdititwo visitor parking bays.

Five bays, as per the R-Codes, have been allo¢atetthe proposed development.
Officers are of the view that where a resident&lelopment is built independently or
within a mixed development, there is no marked eddhce that should require
additional visitor bays. Furthermore, a residenti@velopment within a mixed

development has the benefit of additional baysrigtg to the non-residential office
use which will be vacant in the evenings as welbaghe weekends. Therefore five
bays, as required by the R-Codes, should be seiftitct meet with the requirements
of the residential component of the developmentic&fs are recommending that the
Council support this variation which actually coieplwith the R-Codes provisions.

The shop and office components of the developmequire seven and 42 bays
respectively, a total of 49 bays in accordance Widlhle 6 of TPS6. The proposed
development provides 39 parking bays while see&ingriation of 10 parking bays.

The Council has a firm proposal to expand the dapa€ public parking facilities in
the vicinity of the development which will resuitofm the closure of a portion of
Bradshaw Crescent, and future plans to developinmaréareas for the library and
community hall facilities in the Manning Districte@tre. This proposal has been
discussed in detail in the Council report item 1D.presented at the June 2009
meeting. This future proposal is observed to prexdditional parking required in the
vicinity of this development. Additional bays casabe provided in the road reserve
as advised by Engineering Infrastructure.

Accordingly, Council can utilise Subclause (5)()Qause 6.3 of TPS6 which allows
the acceptance of cash-in-lieu of car bays. Foligws a summary of the comments
provided by the Manager, Engineering Infrastructorsupport of the variation:

“The availability and exact location of parking tmyn the road reserve can only be
identified after having conducted a thorough ingjgecof the site and its surrounds,
and preparing a detailed design. There is a liketitl that three bays could be
provided within the Welwyn Avenue and Bradshaw c¢emgisroad reserves, and a
number of bays within the Jarman Avenue road reserv

While utilising the cash-in-lieu provisions of TR#te approximate cost of providing
street bays is calculated as $24,500 + GST per fapd cost of $21,000 +
construction cost of $3,500). Therefore for 10 b#élys estimated cost is $245,000.”

While noting that three bays can be provided withi& adjacent street reserve and a
number of bays (at least four) can be provided iwitthose proximity of the site on
Jarman Avenue (within 400.0 metres of the propakadlopment), this arrangement
results in a variation of three car parking bays tlee non-residential use. The
proximity of the subject site to public transpousers to the Welwyn Avenue
Shopping Centre visiting the proposed shop, loeaidents visiting the offices and
shop not requiring to travel by car are observedetnove the need for these three
deficit bays while not adversely affecting the aiteaof the locality. Furthermore, the
future proposal to develop the Manning District €envill provide additional parking
bays.
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(9)

(h)

Officers recommend that the Council support thisateon and ask$or a cash-in-lieu
payment of $171,500 for seven parking bays proptséx provided within the road
reserve, or the nearby Manning Community Hub deprekent.

The Council may consider asking for cash-in-lieyrpant by the owner for all of the
7 bays being provided within the road reserve esmenended by officers, or a lesser
number of bays than 7, as it deems appropriateerddtively, the Council may
consider waiving the cash-in-lieu payment compietel

Landscaping

The required minimum landscaping area is 221.0nsetres (15%); whereas the
proposed landscaping area is 148.0 sq. metres Y9.4%erefore the proposed
development does not comply with the landscapiagirements of Table 3 of TPS6.
The applicant is seeking a variation to the minimiamdscaping area by providing
outstanding landscaping of the site, in accordamite Clause 5.1(5) of TPS6. The
applicant has provided a landscaping plan whichireq further information as stated
by the City Environment Department. A conditionapproval has been recommended
that a plan showing outstanding landscaping be #tdamin liaison with the City
Environment Department, prior to obtaining a buigli licence. Outstanding
landscaping will be able to compensate for the fiigent area of landscaping
provided. Officers recommend that the Council supthis variation.

Wall setback - North

The wall setbacks generally comply, however thetheon wall to the fire escape
staircase for the first floor is set back 0.75 metirom the boundary, in lieu of the
required 1.2 metres. The fire escape staircase iwél7 metres in length and 6.6
metres in height. The site has a common boundatly avresidential property on its
northern side. In accordance with Clause 5.1(4)TBE6, the setback from that
common boundary is required to be in accordanck thi¢ R-Codes requirements in
order to have no adverse amenity impact upon tidaetial amenity.

It is noted that the reduced set back is adjacers tommunal driveway for the
dwellings, and not any sensitive or habitable spad@e applicant has satisfied the
associated Performance Criteria 6.3.1 P1 of theoBe€. Assessment of the proposal
against those criteria reveals the following:

* The proposed structure provides adequate ventilatiml sun to the subject site.

* The proposed structure provides adequate sun artdiaten to the neighbouring
property as no overshadowing of the northern aifjgiproperty is proposed.

« Building bulk is not a significant issue as thed#n of the wall is only 2.71
metres and is separated from the neighbouring dwellby a communal
driveway.

* Visual privacy is not an issue as the staircasé¢ el infrequently used as it
provides an emergency exit only and a staircaseotsdefined as an active
habitable space in the Residential Design Codes.

In assessing the wall setback, it is concluded thatproposal complies with the
Performance Criteria.

The rest of the building is observed to comply with setback requirements. The fire

escape passage is set back 3.4 metres and theatxtatls of the rest of the building
are set back at least 4.5 metres from the nortbeundary of the site.
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(i)

)

(k)

()

(m)

(n)

Wall setback - Other

The building is required to be set back 1.5 mefremn a street boundary and is
permitted to have a nil setback from other bourdariith a non-residential use in

accordance with Table 3 of TPS6. The proposed imgjlis set back at least 1.5

metres from the Bradshaw Crescent street alignm@ueditan average of 1.5 metres (a
minimum of 1.2 metres) from Welwyn Avenue. The Hing is set back more than

10.0 metres from the eastern boundary with the Jiteerefore the development

complies in this respect.

Building height

In accordance with Clause 6.2 of TPS6, the buildieght limit for the site is 7.0
metres. The external walls of the second-storeycargained within the notional 25
degree hip roof shape, as permitted by Subclawdd)h)(ll) of TPS6. Only a few
minor roof or eaves projections are projecting iokgtshe permitted building height
limit which is permitted under TPS6. Building heighare measured to include the
wall heights. Therefore the proposed building caegWith this requirement.

Floor levels

The floor and ground levels of the site are slighigher than the minimum floor and
ground levels permitted by TPS6. The equal cuttiepw and filling above level for
the ground under the building is a relative datdrt@50m. The proposed floor level
of the ground floor is a relative datum of 10.60rhe 100mm additional floor height
is observed to demonstrate compatibility with tRisteng streetscape character, hence
compliant with performance criteria provision Clau$.10(1)(a) of TPS6. The
gradient of the proposed car park and access whetiieve the gradient permitted
by Clause 6.10(2) of TPS6. The rest of the siteegaly achieves equal cutting below
and filling above the natural ground level and @snpliant with Clause 6.10(3) of
TPS6. The building, car parking and ground levetss@mpliant with the maximum
floor levels permitted by TPS6.

Residential density

The density coding of R20 requires an averageasia of 500.0 sg. metres for the
multiple dwellings and 333.33 sq. metres for thegld bedroom dwellingg of 500
sg. metres). Noting that the site area is 1,473vsgjres, the development complies
with the acceptable development provisions of G&d and Table 1 of the R-Codes.

Plot ratio
TPS6 permits a maximum plot ratio of 0.75 for thenmesidential and residential
components. The proposed plot ratio is 0.71, heaogliant with Table 3 of TPS6.

Visual privacy

The R-Codes require openings of active habitabéeepto be set back at least 4.5
metres for bedrooms and studies, 6.0 metres far dthbitable rooms and 7.5 metres
for balconies and elevated outdoor active habitapees. The residential component
of the proposed development has been set back feienf distance from the
boundaries of the site and complies with the aa®ptdevelopment provisions of
Clause 6.8.1 of the Residential Design Codes.

The first floor of the building (offices) is set dbaless than 6.0 metres from the
northern boundary. However, noting that the adigniesidential development has a
communal driveway adjacent to this developmentadnordance with the R-Codes
notes associated with Clause 6.8.1, line of sigtitexk distance includes the width of
this communal street / driveway serving the grougedilings.
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(0)

(P)

(@)

Bicycle parking

TPS6 requires at least four bicycle parking bagsbe provided on site. The
development proposes to provide seven bicycle pgiays. The provision of bicycle
parking is compliant with Table 6 of TPS6.

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

Having regard to the preceding comments in termghefgeneral objectives listed

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

objectives:

(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 @fiiltrict, the existing built form
character.

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

(g) Protect residential areas from the encroachnaodimappropriate uses.

(h) Utilise and build on existing community fa@i and services and make more
efficient and effective use of new services arititiee

(i) Create a hierarchy of commercial centres acaugd to their respective
designated functions so as to meet the variouspiig@and other commercial
needs of the community.

() Inall commercial centres, promote an appropgiagange of land uses consistent
with:

(i) the designated function of each centre as getrothe Local Commercial
Strategy; and
(i) the preservation of the amenity of the logalit

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 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€Ciause 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 relevantth@ current application and require
careful consideration (considered not to compligaid):

(@ The objectives and provisions of this Schemeuding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the MetropoliRegion Scheme.

(c) The provisions of the Residential Design Codad any other approved
Statement of Planning Policy of the Commissiongmezh under Section 5AA of
the Act.

() Any planning policy, strategy or plan adoptegt the Council under the
provisions of Clause 9.6 of this Scheme.

(i)  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

()  All aspects of design of any proposed developnigcluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialsdegeneral appearance.

(n) The extent to which a proposed building isaligun 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 $ties®d architectural details.

(0) The cultural significance of any place or aedéected by the development.
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(P)
(@)
(s)

®

(u)
V)

(w)
)

Any social issues that have an effect on thenéynof the locality.

The topographic nature or geographic locatidrhe land.

Whether the proposed access and egress tor@mdtlie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for tleglirlg, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site.

The amount of traffic likely to be generated thg proposal, particularly in
relation to the capacity of the road system inltwality and the probable effect
on traffic flow and safety.

Whether adequate provision has been made tmsady disabled persons.
Whether adequate provision has been made @fathdscaping of the land to
which the application relates and whether any treesther vegetation on the
land should be preserved.

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

Any other planning considerations which the @uiconsiders relevant.

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

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in February 2010. Thrmdmments and responses from

the applicant and the City are summarised below:

DAC Comments Applicant’'s Response Officer Comment
The architects observed that | The applicant has included the | The applicant has since
the proposed development did | building height envelope on all | submitted amended  plans

not comply with the prescribed
building height limit, hence will
require  modifications  to
achieve compliance.

elevation plans to demonstrate
compliance with TPS6.

demonstrating compliance with
the building height limit.

The comment is NOTED and
the proposal amended
accordingly.

The proposed built form and
design was observed to be
incompatible to the existing
streetscape character.

All existing buildings in the
neighbourhood are diverse in
terms of their design, built form
and use. The proposal aims to
remove the existing workshop
and provide a better facility for
the community with a mix of
uses.

Modifications were made to
reduce the building height and
incorporate exceptional
landscaping to improve the built
form compatibility. The
applicants ~ comments  are
observed to be valid.

The comment is NOTED and

the proposal amended
accordingly.
The proposed elevation at the | The area is zoned to promote | The proposed mixed

comer of Welwyn Avenue and
Bradshaw Crescent does not
address  the  streetscape
character, or have regard to
other buildings facing the
roundabout.

connections diagonally across
the intersection. Residential
properties are not the dominate
attribute of the streetscape;
designed to compliment the
dominant non-residential
developments at the intersection
including the Welwyn Avenue
Shopping Centre.

development use is observed to
provide a transition between the
existing purely non-residential
and residential developments.
The comment is NOTED and
the development observed to be
compatible.
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(b)

DAC Comments Applicant's Response Officer Comment
The proposed elevation with | The first floor windows from the | The comment is NOTED.
blank walls visible from | offices to provide surveillance of

Welwyn Avenue will result in
an unsafe street, which is not
desirable and also conflicts
with the principles of CPTED
(Crime  Prevention Through
Environmental Design).

the street. The height of the car
park wall is lower than the floor
of the first floor and has a
greater street setback to reduce
its visual impact.

There was no architectural
relationship  between  the
residential and non-residential
components of the
development. The proposed
development looks like two
separate buildings.

Separation deliberately
achieved - The design of the
building is influenced by
planning  controls  (building
height, car parking).

The second floor will be visible
to a very negligible extent from
the street and immediate
surrounds as it is set in from the
sides to comply with the building
height limit and keep the walls
within the notional roof pitch.
The comment is NOTED.

Even though the Scheme
definition of plot ratio for the
non-residential portion of the
development  states  that
passages are not to be taken
towards the plot ratio area, the
officers should carefully assess
whether the proposed
passage(s) are really required
or they have been simply
incorporated into the design to
obtain an exemption in this
regard.

The passage provided to
comply with building code
requirements  intended  to
provide for multiple tenancies
based upon the tenancy size of
other suburban office
developments and to allow
effective occupation.

Detailed assessment of the
proposal identified that the plot
ratio requirement was adhered
to, hence compliant.

The comment is NOTED and
the proposal amended
accordingly.

The architects observed that
the proposed development had
an uninspiring design.

No direct response - The
applicant has made comment
on the design of the
development elsewhere.

Site inspections conducted by
the assessing officer have
revealed that the proposed built
form is compatible to the
existing development and a
marked improvement  as
compared to the existing
workshop.

The comment is NOTED.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forgiaposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 “Consultation forariPing Proposals”. One

neighbouring property to the north of the site (16.Welwyn Avenue) was initially

consulted for the proposed boundary wall. No conimerere received from the

landowner. The plan has since been amended toateldhis wall away from the

boundary.

The owners of 14 residential properties surroundlegsite (Nos. 1/17, 2/17, 19, 19A
and 22 Bradshaw Crescent, Nos. 11A, 11B, 16 and/@8vyn Avenue and Nos. 17,

23, 23A, 1/25 and 2/25 Henning Crescent) were dtetas the applicant proposes
development adjacent to residentdalelopment.

non-residential

submissions were received by the City during thasuotiation period. However,

concerns expressed by adjoining residents durimyezgations with the Assessing

Officer have been summarised below along with reses from the City:
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(©)

(d)

Submitters’ Comments

Officer Response

The development will result in additional
vehicles parked within the road reserve
as there is a shortfall of parking bays on
site. These will obstruct traffic movement
to the surrounding residential streets.

The site is zoned neighbourhood commercial and capable
of being developed in the manner proposed. Additional
parking is proposed to be provided within the road reserve
to compensate for the shortfall in the on-site parking.

The comment is NOTED.

The development will result in undesired
levels of noise.

The City's Environmental Health Department has not
identified noise as a matter that will be of concern. Noting
that there are other non-residential developments in the
vicinity which also adjoin Welwyn Avenue, listed as a local
distributor road in the City’s functional road hierarchy, it is
expected that the level of noise will not be unusual to such
a busy area. Additionally, the proposed mixed development
will be required to comply with the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations.

The comment is NOTED.

The scale of the building is not in
keeping with the existing development in
the proximity.

The development of this site will be different to residential
properties as it has a non-residential zoning
(Neighbourhood Centre Commercial) and use. The
proposed building is compliant with TPS6 requirements for
maximum plot ratio, setbacks and building height.

The comment is NOTED.

There will be visual privacy concerns
due to the proximity of the proposed
development to residential
developments.

The proposed development has been set back sufficiently
from the boundary and complies with the relevant
provisions of the R-Codes.

The comment is NOTED.

Engineering Infrastructure comments
Comments were invited from the Manager, Engineehirigastructure in relation to
car parking and traffic generated from the proposak following comments were

provided:

(i) bays 29, 30, 31 and 32 are considered accepttdy small cars only;
(ii) difficult to access bays 30 and 31;

(i)
(iv)

reinstated;

the existing crossovers are to be removed #mel path and kerbing is to be

all materials during construction will need be stored on site;

(v) a Traffic Management Plan is required for albriks within the street system;

(vi)
(Vi)
(viil)

no part of the footpath is to be raised or &red;
soak wells will need to be installed to cater stormwater drainage; and
the driveway crossover is to be construdedhe City’'s specifications.

Acceptable dimensions for small car bays are nemtifled in TPS6. However, the
applicant has since amended the plans to ensurelthear parking bays meet the
minimum dimensions required by TPS6. Planning diorad and important notes are
accordingly recommended to deal with matters raigeEngineering Infrastructure.

City Environment comments

The department provided comments with respectdémtbposed landscaping plan. It

was recommended that:

“(i) atree is to be planted on the street vergdale developer's cost where there is
sufficient space; and

(il some of the selected species as excepti@malskcaping are not considered to
be suitable based upon the City’s Green Plan 02200

Planning conditions and important notes are acaoghgirecommended to deal with
matters raised by City Environment.
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(©)

(d)

()

Environmental Health comments

The Manager, Environmental Health Services providesmments that the
development is to comply with Environmental Heaébislation and regulations. The
department did not raise specific matters that ireqattention. The department
requires compliance with the following requirements

(i) Health Act 1911;

(i)  Health Act (Laundries and Bathrooms) Regulagip

(i) Regulations relating to Sewerage, Lightingeriilation and Construction;

(iv) City of South Perth Health Local Laws 2002;

(v) Health Act (Carbon Monoxide) Regulations 19&#c

(vi) Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulatioi®91T.

Building Services comments

The Team Leader, Building Services had no comnentake on the proposal at this
stage, however if approved, the proposal will be subject of a building licence
application which will be thoroughly examined dater stage.

External agencies
No comments from external agencies have been thvite

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

Financial Implications
The determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Goal 3 “Housing and Land dJsdentified within the Council’s
Strategic Plan which is expressed in the followtemns:

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development is observed to be subtaila it proposes a mix of housing
types and non-residential uses within the arealwitl potentially cater to the social needs
while adding vibrancy in the locality. The outdcaneas for the dwellings have access to
north-easterly sunlight, hence sustainable.

Conclusion

The proposal is observed to be compatible with tieégghbouring development and
compliant with either the acceptable developmertiseretionary provisions of the Scheme,
R-Codes and policies. Accordingly, it is considetedt the application should be granted
planning approval subject to conditions. Where titeposal requires the exercise of
discretion, it is considered that the applicant &dsquately demonstrated that there will be
no adverse amenity impact.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.3 |

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of ®oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationdanning approval for a three-storey
mixed development on Lot 616 (No. 16) Bradshaw €¥e Manningbe approvedsubject

to the following conditions:

(b) Standard Conditions

427 External materials - Colours 508 Landscapiag pl

353  Car parking - Marking of bays 512 Landscapi@utstanding

354  Car parking - Maintenance 513 Outstanding leenpisg - Detalil
375  Clothes drying - Provision 550 Plumbing fittsng

377  Clothes drying - Screening 470 Retaining walls

390  Proposed crossover - Construction 471 Retainimog boundaries

393  Existing crossovers - Removal 560 Bin storagbbish

416  Street trees 660 Validity - 24 Months

457  Boundary fencing - Replacement

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

(b) Specific Conditions

() Revised drawings shall be submitted and sua@wihgs shall incorporate the
following:

(A) the dimensions and setbacks of the supportnaotufor the upper stories
of the dwelling within the ground floor car parkedo be provided to the
City on a site plan to demonstrate that all cakipgrbays comply with
the minimum dimensions listed in Figure 1 or Fig@ref Schedule 5 of
Town Planning No. 6; and

(B) the store rooms for the multiple dwellings (t$nil and 3) are to be
increased in size to have a minimum dimension &f rhetres and a
minimum area of a least 4.0 square metres, in daoge with Clause
6.10.3.A3.1 of the Residential Design Codes.

(i)  The applicant is to pay the City a cash-iedlipayment of $171,500.00 for the
provision of seven car parking bays off-site, ptiorthe issuing of a building
licence.

(i) End of trip facilities for cyclists shall bprovided for the use of staff of the non-
residential tenancies. The design and location hafse facilities shall be
provided at the following ratios:

(A) number of secure clothes lockers - Seven; and

(B) number of showers - One male shower and onaleshower;

in separate change rooms, in accordance with thérements of Clause 6.4(5)
of Town Planning Scheme No. 6.
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(iv) The on-site car parking bays shall be allogate occupancies in the following
manner on the approved strata plan:

(A) residential dwellings - Two bays per multiplevelling and one bay per
single bedroom dwelling; and

(B) non-residential development - 37 bays for @ftenancies and two bays
for the shop tenancy.

(v) This planning approval does not permit the ldigpof any signage on the
building or on the site. A new application for ptémg approval will be required
if signage is proposed to be displayed.

(vi) A tree is to be planted on the street verga@aht to the site in liaison with the
City Environment Department. The selected locatamd species of the
proposed street tree is to be included in the lzaquiag plan for the site.

(vii) A Traffic Management Plan is to be submitteal the City for any works
conducted within the street system.

(viif) This planning approval does not permit arlieration to the existing levels of

the footpaths.
(c) Standard Advice Notes
648  This is not a building licence 649AVariations
647 Revised drawings 651  Appeal rights - SAT

645 Landscaping plan

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

(d) Specific Advice Notes
(i) The applicant is advised of the need to compilyr the relevant requirement of
City’s Environmental Health, City Environment anddieering Infrastructure
Departments.
(i) The applicant is advised that insufficient nogs available on the street verges
for the storage of construction materials. Thestenas will need to be stored
on-site.
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10.3.4  Proposed Two-Storey Single House - Lot 15Bid. 93) Banksia Terrace,

Kensington
Location: Lot 155 (No. 93) Banksia Terrace, Kensging
Applicant: Ms | Langenbach
Lodgement Date: 4 January 2010
File Ref: 11.2010.2 BA2/93
Date: 3 May 2010
Author: Cameron Howell, Statutory Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approval dawo-storey single house on Lot 155
(No. 93) Banksia Terrace, Kensington. The propasahplies with the City’s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6), the 2008 R-Code£#ggolicies.

However, the proposed skillion roof form on the grd floor towards the rear of the
dwelling conflicts with Clause 7.5(i), (j) and (o) TPS6. The skillion roof is not compatible
with the significantly visible pitch roof over theo-storey dwelling. The roofs for all of the
neighbouring dwellings have a hip / pitched / gafolen and are constructed from either
metal sheeting or tiles.

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

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Design of the dwelling TPS6 Clause 7.5 and to a lesser extent, the intent of
Policy P350.4 “Additions to Existing Dwellings”

It is recommended that the proposal be approvejesutn standard conditions, and the
skillion roof be replaced with a pitched roof asstis considered compatible with the upper
floor roof and adjoining properties.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15

Lot area 847 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential 1 Dwelling
Plot ratio limit Not applicable

This report includes the following attachment:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.4(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.4(b) Letter of justification from the applicant
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The location of the development site is shown below

Development
site s

31

20
50.00 100.00

meters

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

6.  Amenity impact
In considering any application, the delegated eifishall take into consideration the

impact of the proposal on the general amenity ef dhea. If any significant doubt
exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Counwkting for determination.

In relation to Item 6 above, the extent of advexseenity impact arising from the skillion
roof component of the proposal is considered unaeabe (see “Comments” below).

Comment

(a) Description of the surrounding locality
The subject site has a frontage on Banksia Tertacated adjacent to single-storey
single houses to the north, east and south of itee She roofs for all of the
neighbouring dwellings have a hip / pitched / gaflolen and are constructed from
either metal sheeting or tiles.
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(b)

(d)

()

Existing development on the subject site
The subject site is currently vacant. The formerettgoment on the site featured the
land use of single house.

Site photograph : Lot 155 (No. 93) Banksia Terr&mnsington

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the construction of a twoestasingle house on Lot 155 (No.
93) Banksia Terrace, Kensington (the site), asafegiin the submitted plans referred
to asConfidential Attachment 10.3.4

The following component of the proposed developnui@s not satisfy the Scheme,
Residential Design Codes and planning policy respants:
“(iy The skillion roof on the ground floor of thenatlling.”

The proposal complies witfiown Planning Scheme No.(BPS6), theResidential
Design Codes of WA 2008he R-Codes) and relevant Council policies witie t
exception of the remaining non-complying aspedtsliscussed below.

Design of the proposed dwelling

The dwelling is proposed to have different roof iges for each storey of the
building. The upper floor roof has a hip / pitchedm, whilst the rear section of the
ground floor roof has a skillion form. The skillioroof will be visible to all
neighbouring properties. The roofs are to be coongd using colorbond metal
sheeting.

The skillion roof is not compatible with the desighthe upper storey of the dwelling
and is not compatible with the design of neighbagirdwellings. The skillion roof

will have a detrimental impact upon the visual aityeof the neighbouring properties.
Therefore the proposed development does not comifyClause 7.5(i), (j) and (n) of
TPS6.
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(f)

(9)

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

Having regard to the preceding comments in termghefgeneral objectives listed

within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal does naitrie following objective:

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

The proposed skillion roof and pitched roof comtorafor the dwelling is observed to
have an adverse visual amenity impact when viewaah the adjoining properties.
Since the complete dwelling is being designed arildl & the same time, unlike some
other existing dwellings where additions may be enaida later date, it is the officer's
view that a consistent roof form should be maimdinThe Design Advisory

Consultants have recommended that the proposdibrskibof form over the single

storey portion at the rear should be amended twfaform that is consistent with the
proposed pitched roof form over the front two siquertion.

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 liste€Ciause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in

the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsievelopment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the proposal does not meet the following:

(i)  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(n) The extent to which a proposed building isaligun harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area in ternfsite scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientatieetbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $ties®d architectural details.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held on 10 May 2010. Theibe#\dvisory Consultants have
recommended that:

“The proposed skillion roof form over the singlersly portion at the rear should be
amended to a roof form that is consistent withghaposed pitched roof form over the
front two storey portion. Even though the propaoskitlion roof will not be visible from
the street or have an adverse amenity impact orexisting streetscape character, it is
important for the development to have roof fornad #re consistent and complimentary
to each other, as it will have a visual impact be &djoining developments.”

Attachment 10.3.4(b) provides applicant’s justifima with regards to the proposed roof
form, as it is considered to maximise energy edfficy, whilst maintaining the visual
aspects consistent with the area.

The officers recommend that the skillion roof fdsmamended to a pitch roof form.
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(b) Neighbour Consultation
Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forgtoposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 “Consultation faarfling Approvals”. The owners
of properties at Nos. 91 and 95 Banksia Terrace, N&ixth Avenue and No. 4
Seventh Avenue were invited to inspect the apptingor information purposes only.
A total of four neighbour information notices wengailed to individual property
owners during the advertising period; no submissioare received.

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

Financial Implications
The determination has no financial implications.

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 fatien with a planned mix of
housing types and non-residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development is observed to be subtaiimaterms of its access to sunlight
and ventilation. The design however, is observedawaflict with the existing streetscape
character, hence not supported by officers.

Conclusion

The proposal will have an adverse visual impadhenadjoining residential neighbours, and
does not meet all of the relevant Scheme, R-Codwk @ity policy objectives and
provisions. Provided that the recommended conditiare applied, it is recommended that
the application should be conditionally approved.
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| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.4 |

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 a two-storey
single house on Lot 155 (No. 93) Banksia Terracendfhgton,be approved subject to
following conditions:

(c) Standard Conditions
427  Colours and materials - Details 471  Retainiafjs¥ Timing
410  Crossover affects infrastructure 457  Dividiagde - Replacement

390 Crossover standards 377  Screened clothes drying

393  Verge and kerbing works 625  Fencing - Drivewapcation
area

470  Retaining walls - If required 660  Expiry of apyal

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

(b) Specific Conditions
() Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suewihgs shall incorporate the
following:
« The proposed skillion roof over the single storeytipn at the rear is to be
modified to a pitched roof form to keep it consigtavith the roof design
over the two storey portion of the dwelling at fhant.

(i) The site plan shall include at least one tmeeless than 3.0 metres in height at
the time of planting, and of a species approvethbyCity, shall be planted
within the street setback area or elsewhere ositeerior to occupation of the
dwelling. The tree/s shall be maintained in gooddiiion thereafter.

(i) Unless otherwise approved, fences of bricknber, capped manufactured
precoloured metal sheet, capped corrugated fibmeene sheet or brushwood
construction, maximum 1.8 metres in height, shellpbovided along the side
and rear boundaries of the site. Any fencing fodwvaf the building line shall
not be of fibre-cement sheet or metal sheet coctsbny and shall not exceed
1.2 metres in height unless “visually permeable”otherwise required and
approved by the City. The fence height at any psirall be measured from the
natural ground level of the street adjacent to fdmece, or where abutting a
neighbouring property to the side / rear, thehéf ground levels on each side of
the fence are not the same at any point alongothieoundary, the fence height
at that point shall be measured from the highee.sid

(c) Standard Advice Notes
648  Building licence required 649A Minor variations - Seek approval
647 Revised drawings required 651  Appeal rights - SAT
646 Landscaping standards - General
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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104

10.5

10.6

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

‘10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - Apti2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 07 May 2010

Author / Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Directinancial and Information Services
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 I&tcellence in Local Government Financial
Reporting awards.

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulatdnrequires 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 detaileddinkne information supplied to the

City’s departmental managers to enable them to tooiie 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 publitirethe Annual Budget.

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

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaB8dnrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be idehtdéied comment provided on those
variances. The City has adopted a definition @rigicant variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the
project or line item value (whichever is the greateNotwithstanding the statutory
requirement, the City provides comment on othesdesariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.

To be an effective management tool, the ‘budgetirssi which actual performance is
compared is phased throughout the year to rethectyclical pattern of cash collections and
expenditures during the year rather than simplyde proportional (number of expired
months) share of the annual budget. The annualdiuds been phased throughout the year
based on anticipated project commencement date®xetted 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.
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The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively
amended throughout the year to take advantage ahgell circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principlesresponsible financial cash management.
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevant iy vhen rates are struck, it should, and
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored aedewed throughout the year. Thus the
Adopted Budget evolves into the Amended Budget thia regular (quarterly) Budget

Reviews.

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

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

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

opportunity for more timely intervention and comiee action by management where

required.

Comment

The major components of the monthly managementst@mmaries presented are:

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

« Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenue Bmgenditure 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 Variance#ttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovemenisAttachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting StatemenAttachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 30 April 2010 is $37.04M whiepresents 100% of the $37.12M
year to date budget. Revenue performance is ofobadget expectations overall - although
there are some individual line item differenceslldwing the Q3 Budget Review, interest
revenues are within 2% of budget expectations piteesveak investment rates in the early
part of the year. Rates revenue is right on bud@eiperty management revenue shows a
small favourable variance after the Q3 Budget mevéeljustment for the final settlement
sum for disputed prior year rental adjustments omagor commercial lease was finally
agreed after very protracted negotiations.

Reflecting the positive tone of WA’s economic climaPlanning & Building Services
revenues are now right in line with the (upwards)iged revenue budget expectations after
the Q3 Budget Review. Recreation revenue is slighitiead of expectations due to a higher
than expected use of the recreation centre. Cdatiggk Village revenue is now 2% behind
budget expectations due to several units beingntagailst the Hostel revenue is now
slightly favourable after an unanticipated retrasppe adjustment to commonwealth
subsidies. The Q3 Budget Review adjustments fantguanding for events is now reflected
in the management accounts — there will be offsgitixpenditure on the related programs /
events, meaning that there is no net financial fitet® the City as a consequence of
receiving the larger grant allocations. Meter pagkievenue is comfortably ahead of budget
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and infringement revenue is now on target follomihg downwards revision to the budget
in the Q3 Budget Review. Golf Course revenue is A8wahead of budget targets after the
upwards revision to the target in the Q3 Budgeti®ev Similar adjustments to the plant
nursery revenue and infrastructure engineering mes® are also now reflected in the
accounts.

Comment on the specific items contributing to theances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant Varianceéttachment 10.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 30 April 2010 is $30.59Mieh represents 97% of the year to
date budget of $31.38M. Operating Expenditure tte da 3% under budget in the
Administration area, 1% under budget in the Infiagtire Services area and 6% under
budget for the golf course. For a portion of tharyihere have been budgeted (but vacant)
staff positions (currently covered to some extegt donsultants) in the CEO Office,
Building Services and Rangers areas. The lateofwibese have recently been filled. Waste
collection site fees have resulted in a favourafaléance against budget to date due to the
City having (correctly) budgeted for the increastdte Waste Levy from 1 Jan 2010 but a
lesser charge was incurred to date. Allowance tssteeen made in this area for $40K for
tub grinding of mulch but this cost has yet to teurred.

Golf Course expenditure is impacted by a staff magaand favourable timing differences
on promotions, pest and weed control activities anthe minor maintenance activities.
Most other items in the administration areas renwddse to budget expectations to date
other than minor timing differences.

Following the (cost neutral) re-distribution of karmaintenance budgets in the Q2 Budget
Review to better reflect the in-use maintenancemreg at SJMP, EJ Oval and in the

Manning Ward, this area is how on target. Strepisgaaintenance reflects the Q3 budget
review adjustment to allow for cleanup costs after severe storm damage in late March
As previously noted, a complete summary of thensteelated costs and any recoveries
made against them will be prepared at a later dbté it will take some months before the

various suppliers, agencies and insurers havedettid tallied these expenses.

Currently there are favourable variances relatindgrainage maintenance but as these works
are seasonal the variance is of a timing naturg amd will reverse in the future. There are
also favourable variances on street lighting anekestsweeping but these are also expected
to reverse later in the year. Cash fleet and mqgtidet operating costs are very close to
budget — but are currently being slightly underoxexred. Operating overheads in the
Infrastructure area are currently showing some aw@ment following adjustment during
March and April.

The salaries budgetin¢luding temporary staff where they are being udedcover
vacanciey is now around 2.50% 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 VarianceAttachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $2.94M at 30 Agdlinst a year to date budget of $2.89M.
Following the Q3 Budget Review adjustments to aodil revenue from the UGP project
and, the removal of the capital contribution toveal@hdscaping at the Judd St on ramp, the
major component of the variance is the favouraldeiamce on lease premiums and
refurbishment levies attributable to re-leasedauaitthe Collier Park Village. This is after
three units were settled during the month - witbrégher three vacant at present.
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Comment on the specific items contributing to theital revenue variances may be found
in the Schedule of Significant Variancédétachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 30 April 2010 is $10.22M rnegenting 83% of the year to date
budget and some 56% of the full year budget (dfterinclusion of carry forward works
approved by Council in August). Management contnieeclosely monitor the delivery of
the capital program - and is again using the staggital program approach of running a
‘Deliverable’ and a ‘Shadow’ capital program to eres that organisational capacity and
expectations are appropriately matched. Delaysbatable to public consultation and
clashes with major events on certain high profieations (eg: SJIMP) have had an adverse
impact on completion of some projects. The Librannd Community facility project is
currently showing a favourable variance of some5B0(approximately 3% of the total
capital expenditure ‘under-spend’) but this is aehea timing difference because we have
not yet been billed for some structural and roofivayks. Updates on the individual capital
project progress are included as Item 10.6.4 sf@uuncil Agenda.

The table reflecting capital expenditure progresssws the year to date budget by
directorate is presented below. Updates on speelftfments 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 3,820,000 3,204,961 84% 7,130,000
Financial & Information Services * 367,000 252,799 70% 655,000
Planning & Community Services 642,500 455,215 1% 930,350
Infrastructure Services 7,148,868 5,954,703 83% 9,034,490
Golf Course 368,200 349,852 95% 418,200
Total 12,346,568 10,217,530 83% 18,168,040

* Financial & Information Services is also respdmaifor the Library building project which
constitutes the majority ($6.96M) of the capitabemditure 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 add@ny 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.

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’.
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Sustainability Implications

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

two levels. Firstly, it promotes accountability fieasource use through a historical reporting
of performance - emphasising pro-active identifaatand 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 ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

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

(b) the Schedule of Significant Variances provided 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 Adopteldfanended Budget provided at
Attachment 10.6.1(6)(A)andAttachment 10.6.1(6)(B)be received; and

(d) the Rate Setting Statement providedts@chment 10.6.1(7)be received.
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10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anBebtors at 30 April 2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 7 May 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 suitablenay market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanioml 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 Dirddtmancial & Information Services and
Manager Financial Services - who also have respitgifor the management of the City’s
Debtor function and oversight of collection of datsling debts.

In order to discharge accountability for the exezadf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbelmalf 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 effectite®l by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which these det@gatre being exercised.

Data comparing actual investment performance wehchmarks in Council’s approved
investment policy (which reflects best practicenpiples for managing public monies)
provides evidence of compliance with approved itmest 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

€))] Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $37.88M compare faviolyrdo $31.88M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds amees80.75M lower than at the
equivalent stage last year - reflecting higher imgsl of cash backed reserves to
support refundable monies at the CPV & CPH ($1.lighér) but $2.3M less
holdings in the Future Building Works Reserve asi@® are applied to the new
Library & Community Facility project. The Waste Magement Reserve is $0.3M
higher and several other Reserve balances are thodeanged.
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(b)

Municipal funds are $6.7M higher due to the addiio$1.9M in restricted funds
(IAF & Lotteries grant relating to the Library & @uonunity Facility) and the
transfers back from Reserves for the same progxdi) - plus very favourable
timing of cash outflows for other capital major jewis (we still have $7.9M of
programmed works to be completed or carried forjva@dllections from rates and
reimbursements from the Office of State Revenueptarsioner rebates are also in
advance of last year’'s cash position thanks to gseocessful and timely follow up
actions from the Financial Services team.

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

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

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

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cashkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash ava#édbr Municipal use currently sits at
$11.35M (compared to $13.84M last month) It was68B! at the same time in
2008/2009Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at tmoand was $35.84M

compared to $31.53M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Municipal Funds as investments as described @blovthe current year we also
have higher cash holdings in bank accounts as nemfjdy the grant funding

obligations - although these were transferred acgeneral funds in May as we
have passed the requisite expenditure thresholdtheriibrary and Community

Facility project..

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@edm deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are nateatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysisiefdcomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 95.6% of the dsnare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

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

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

Invested funds are responsibly spread across wepproved financial institutions

to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with eddfancial institution are within the
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603.
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(©)

Counterparty mix is regularly monitored and thetfwdio 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 t@ date total $1.51M - well

down from $1.94M at the same time last year. Thsult is attributable to the

substantially lower interest rates early in theryeaotwithstanding higher levels of

cash holdings. Rates were particularly weak dudaly and much of August but

have strengthened progressively (albeit modesityeslate September as banks
undertook capital management initiatives and theeRe Bank lifted cash rates
throughout the year.

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

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

investment opportunities as well as recognising potgntial adverse impact on the
budget closing position. Throughout the year, wdakance the portfolio between
short and longer term investments to ensure thaiClity can responsibly meet its
operational cash flow needs. Treasury funds arévedgt 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 financisirinments for the year to date is
4.59% with the anticipated weighted average yieldnwestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.32% (compared with 5.30% last moniityestment results to date reflect
careful and prudent selection of investments totroaeimmediate cash needs. At-
call cash deposits used to balance daily operdtzash needs continue to provide a
modest return of only 4.00% - although this is gngicant 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.

(i) Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatie to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of March 2010 (after
the due date for the fourth instalment) represe®i3% of total rates levied
compared to 95.8% at the equivalent stage of teeiquis year. This means that the
year end KPI of 95% has already been achieved elthéfenge now is to see how
much it can be bettered by at year end.

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

General debtors stand at $1.64M at month end ($1186t year) excluding UGP
debtors - and compared to $1.82M last month. Meli@anges in the composition of
the outstanding debtors balances (year on yeag $620M decrease in the amount
of GST refundable - and additional invoices raigedconfirmed) grants associated
with the Australia Day Youth & Family Zone & Fiestdhe balance of parking
infringements outstanding is now similar to lasalyeDebtors relating to pensioner
rebates, outstanding CPH fees and other sundnpidebte substantially less than
the previous year balances. The majority of thetantling amounts are government
& semi government grants or rebates - and as thels,are considered collectible
and represent a timing issue rather than any fislefault.

(i) Underground Power

Of the $6.77M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustmts), some $5.64M was
collected by 30 April with approximately 74.9% diose in the affected area
electing to pay in full and a further 24.3% optitg pay by instalments. The
remaining 0.8% has yet to make a payment. Howewest of these 18 remaining
properties are disputed billing amounts and are rbg subject of escalating
collection actions by the City as they have notnbseatisfactorily addressed in a
timely manner. Collections in full are currentlyttee than expected which had the
positive impact of allowing us to defer UGP relatsatrowings until late in June
2009 but on the negative side, resulted in someleisatrevenue than was 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 apprag that this igiot an interest charge
on the UGP service charge - but rather is an isteoharge on the funding
accommodation provided by the City’s instalmentrpagt plan (like what would
occur on a bank loan). The City encourages ratepagethe affected area to make
other arrangements to pay the UGP charges - hbst if required, providing an
instalment payment arrangement to assist the naep@ncluding the specified
interest component on the outstanding balance).

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide eviterof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst diggihg our accountability to our
ratepayers.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agetbin part (a) to (c) of the Comment
section of the report. Overall, the conclusion bardrawn that appropriate and responsible
measures are in place to protect the City’s firgera$sets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable fai@nmanagement which directly relate to
the key result area of Governance identified in @lity’s Strategic Plan “To ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to respond to twenmunity’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 &timanner.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.2 |
That Council receives the 30 April 2010 Monthlyt8taent 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)
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10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 7 May 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 April 2010
and 30 April 2010 is presented to Council for imfiation.

Background

Local Government Financial Management Regulationrédduires 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 anvoice 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 conadi¢che annual audit.

After an invoice is approved for payment by an atied 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 Coeditegular 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 asthe receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @wuling 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 peri®grepared 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 @frpents is for information purposes only
as part of the responsible discharge of accouittalilayments 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.&hegyments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one andslgnead Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughloe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothER& 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 Efmeat reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 included a payment ted@or number 76357
(Australian Taxation Office).
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* 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 isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfle permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records oftbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

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

Payments made through the Accounts Payable funate®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 Advaaoeunt - 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 disclkarfinancial 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 btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable farnmanagement 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 twenmunity’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 ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Al detailed in the report of the Director
of Financial and Information Servicesttachment 10.6.3, be received.
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10.6.4 Capital Projects Review to 30 April 2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 May 2010

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

A schedule of financial performance supplementedrddgvant comments is provided in
relation to approved capital projects to 30 ApflL@. Officer comment is provided only on
the significant identified variances as at the répg date.

Background

A schedule reflecting the financial status of gdpeoved capital projects is prepared on a
bi-monthly basis early in the month immediatelyldaling the reporting period - and then

presented the next ordinary meeting of Council. Bobedule is presented to Council
Members to provide an opportunity for them to reedimely information on the progress

of capital works program and to allow them to sekkification and updates on scheduled
projects.

The complete Schedule of Capital Projects andlathcomments on significant project line
item variances provide a comparative review of Buelget versus Actual Expenditure and
Revenues on all Capital Items. Although all prgjeetre listed on the schedule, brief
comment is only provided on the significant variemadentified. This is to keep the report
to a reasonable size and to emphasise the repbsgtiegception principle.

Comment

Excellence in financial management and good govesaequire an open exchange of
information between Council Members and the Ciadsinistration. An effective discharge
of accountability to the community is also effecbgdtabling this document and the relevant
attachments to a meeting of Council.

Overall, expenditure on the Capital Program repnss83% of the year to date target - and
56% of the full year's budget. During the earliartpof the financial year, capital works are
designed, tendered and contractors appointed bsat awtual expenditure occurs from the
second quarter on.

The Executive Management Team acknowledges théealgal of delivering the remaining
capital program and has recognised the impact of:

» contractor and staff resource shortages

e community consultation on project delivery timekne

« challenges in obtaining completive bids for smapital projects.

It therefore closely monitors and reviews the @agtrogram with operational managers on
an ongoing basis - seeking strategies and updabes éach of them in relation to the
responsible and timely expenditure of the capitaids within their individual areas of

responsibility. The City has also successfully iempénted the ‘Deliverable’ and ‘Shadow’

Capital Program concept to more appropriately matgracity with intended actions and is
using cash backed reserves to quarantine fundatfome use on identified projects.
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Comments on the broad capital expenditure categoai® provided inAttachment
10.6.1(5)of this Agenda - and details on specific projaaotpacting on this situation are
provided inAttachment 10.6.4(1)and Attachment 10.6.4(2)to this report. Comments on
the relevant projects have been sourced from thn@seagers with specific responsibility for
the identified project lines and their responsesehbeen summarised in the attached
Schedule of Comments.

A number of projects have commenced but are unliteebe fully expended by 30 June - as
such have been recognised as likely carry forwandksy - the most significant of these
being the ‘in progress’ construction work associatéth the Library and Community

Facility.

Consultation
For all identified variances, comment has been lsbfrgm the responsible managers prior
to the item being included in the Capital Projétview.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with relevant professional pronouncemént not directly impacted by any in-
force policy of the City.

Financial Implications

The tabling of this report involves the reporting laistorical financial events only.
Preparation of the report and schedule requiréntiivement of managerial staff across the
organisation, hence there will necessarily be sooramitment of resources towards the
investigation of identified variances and prepamatof the Schedule of Comments. This is
consistent with responsible management practice.

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 twenmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘Financial’ dimension saktainability. It achieves this by
promoting accountability for resource use throughistorical reporting of performance.
This emphasises the proactive identification of appt financial variances, creates an
awareness of our success in delivering againsplamned objectives and encourages timely
and responsible management intervention where pppte to address identified issues.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.4 |

That the Schedule of Capital Projects complemeigdfficer comments on identified
significant variances to 30 April 2010, as p&ttachments 10.6.4(1)and 10.6.4(2) be
received.
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[10.6.5 Applications for Planning Approval Determinel Under Delegated Authority |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 3 May 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 thetmohApril 2010.

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

“That Council receive a monthly report as part ohe Agenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the exercise of Delegatedhority from Development
Services under Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as 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 officersréhation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatprocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.

Consultation
During the month of April 2010, fifty-eight (58) delopment 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 thievdhg terms:

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

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

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.5 |

That the report anédittachment 10.6.5relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of April Z)be received.
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| 10.6.6  Use of the Common Seal
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 6 May 2010
Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awiistration Manager
Summary
To provide a report to Council on the use of then@mn Seal.

Background

At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting théld@ing resolution was adopted:
“That Council receive a monthly report as part of éhAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common,3isting seal number; date sealed,;

department; meeting date / item number and reasondse.”

Comment

Clause 21.1 of the City’'s Standing Orders Local L2@07 provides that the CEO is

responsible for the safe custody and proper uigeodommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to reao@register:
0] the date on which the common seal was affixed tiocument;
(i) the nature of the document; and

(iii)
Register

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

month for Elected Member information.

the parties described in the document to white common seal was affixed.

April 2010
Nature of document Parties Date
Seal affixed
Deed CoSP and Edna Mary Bailey 8 April 2010
Deed CoSP and Ruby Joyce Pollard 8 April 2010
Withdrawal of Caveat CoSP 14 April 2010
Section 70A CoSP and 16 April 2010
Deed of Lease CoSP and Robert William Tuffin 29 April 2010
Deed of Agreement to Lease | CoSP and Robert William Tuffin 29 April 2010
Deed of Agreement to Lease | CoSP and Leslie Charles Allen and Linda Elizabeth Allen | 29 April 2010
Deed of Lease CoSP and Leslie Charles Allen and Linda Elizabeth Allen | 29 April 2010
Deed of Agreement to Lease | CoSP and William Leslie Marrable and Roma Dawn | 29 April 2010
Marrable
Deed of Lease CoSP and William Leslie Marrable and Roma Dawn | 29 April 2010
Marrable
Collier Park Village Hostel | CoSP and Phyllis Semini 29 April 2010

Deed

98




AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 25 MAY 2010

Consultation
Not applicable.

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

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 6 of 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 contributeshe City's sustainability by
promoting effective communication.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.6 |

That the report on the use of the Common Seahfontonth of April 2010 be received.
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10.6.7 Recommendations from CEO Evaluation Commitee Meeting Held
30 March 2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 13 May 2010

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

The purpose of this report is to consider recomratods arising from the CEO Evaluation
Committee meeting held 11 May 2010 in relation togpess of the CEO performance
review which require a Council decision.

Background

This Committee oversees the reviews of the CEO'fopmance. The functions of the CEO
Evaluation Committee are to:

0] review and ratify agreed performance areas;

(ii) establish timelines for quarterly review pedig

(i)  establish timelines for achievement of Perfiance Focus Areas;
(iv) conduct first quarterly Evaluation Committeeetings;

(v) conduct Annual Performance Reviews;

(vi)  review the remuneration package of the CEO;

(vii)  discuss performance issues with the CEO; and

(viii) make recommendations and establish outcomes.

The Committee meets to progress and provide recomatiens to Council in regards to:
» the CEO’s annual performance review period,;

» the development of Key Performance Indicators; and

* any appropriate remuneration changes for the CEO.

Comment

The Committee does not have Delegated Authoritymike decisions but may make
recommendations to Council to enable it do so. fiflewing recommendations from the
Committee Meeting held 11 May 2010 require Courabnsideration:

Committee Recommendation (CEO Evaluation Committee Minutes 11.5.2010 Iterm 4.1

That Council adopt the following Terms of Referefmethe CEO Evaluation Committee:

 To oversee Council's only staff function, that keithe performance review and
management of the Chief Executive Officer.

« At all times to act in the best interests of they@ihilst ensuring the principles of natural
justice and procedural fairness are met.

* To ensure the appropriate leadership is in placalleav the City’s strategic planning
processes to be realised through the setting obpppte performance criteria.

* To ensure equity and transparency in all dealingk the Chief Executive Officer’s
performance outcomes and remuneration obligaticmsnaet.

» To provide a safe forum for Council and the Chigé&utive Officer to air any concerns
or to discuss variances in any timelines that Hasen set as part of the performance
criteria.

* To oversee the development of robust performaniterier that has a measurable return
to the City.

* To set and oversee any changes in performancetexipes for the review period
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* To make recommendations to Council on all mattersaming to the Chief Executive
Officer Annual Review.

Comment

Following the review of the CEO Evaluation ComnettéTerms of Reference’ by
Consultant Anne Lake the Committee supported thaified functions list suggested by the
Consultant and endorsed the Terms of Referencesasmged by the Consultant.

Committee Recommendation(CEQO Evaluation Committee Minutes 11.5..2010 |te2h 4.

That the ‘six monthly’ progress report on the CE@099/2010 KPlIs be received.

Comment
Following the report presentation by the CEO on@heonthly progress of his KPI's for the
2009/2010 period the Committee endorsed the report

Consultation
Recommendations adopted by Committee for Counasiceration.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The report and recommendations are made in acomedaith the requirements of thecal
Government Act 1995

Financial Implications
Costs incurred by the City in relation to the rernation for the Consultant.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 6 of tlieategic 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
This report addresses the City’s ongoing sustdiytihrough the review of the CEO
Evaluation process.
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| COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.7 |

That Council adopt the following Recommendationstied CEO Evaluation Committee
Meeting of 11 May 2010.

That
(a)

(b)

the following Terms of Reference for the CEQalation Committee be adopted:

To oversee Council’s only staff function, that lgethe performance review and
management of the Chief Executive Officer.

At all times to act in the best interests of théy@vhilst ensuring the principles
of natural justice and procedural fairness are met.

To ensure the appropriate leadership is in placelltmv the City’s strategic
planning processes to be realised through thengetfi appropriate performance
criteria.

To ensure equity and transparency in all dealingd the Chief Executive
Officer’'s performance outcomes and remuneratioigatibns are meet.

To provide a safe forum for Council and the Chigké&utive Officer to air any
concerns or to discuss variances in any timelinashave been set as part of the
performance criteria.

To oversee the development of robust performariterierthat has a measurable
return to the City.

To set and oversee any changes in performance teipes for the review
period

To make recommendations to Council on all mattemamning to the Chief
Executive Officer Annual Review; and

the ‘six monthly’ progress report on the CEQ@09/2010 KPIs be received.

| COUNCIL DECISION 10.6.7 |

That Council adopts the CEO Evaluation CommitteedRemendations as contained in
Report Item 10.6.7 of the May 2010 Council Meeting.

11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

111

Request for Leave of Absence Mayor Best |

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinteetings for the period
15 to 19 June 2010 inclusive.

11.2

Request for Leave of Absence Cr Skinner

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colideetings for the period 1 June and
6 to 17 September inclusive.
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12. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

12.1  Naming of Roads/Rights-of-Way Within the Cityof South Perth Cr K Trent

MOTION
That the CEO develop a list of suitable names & on future roads and Rights-of-Way
within the City of South Perth and the list be praed to Council for adoption.

MEMBER COMMENT

» The names suggested by Landgate in response tersfforesenting a name for a Street
or ROW or Street do not relate to South Perth.

» Landgate suggest that a ‘theme’ be used, shipdtbaght the early settlers to WA, war
heroes, dignitaries in the City who have passed/awa

» Acknowledge that there is a theme in the nameézdlea, Lily, Daisy, Iris, Poppy etc
- suggestions that have come from Landgate.

» Landgate have guidelines to prevent the same naing lised in a neighboring suburb
to help eliminate confusion for Emergency Servied the public.

» Residents could be asked for suggestions to dksisifficers in recommending names to
Landgate.

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

The suggestion to develop a list of possible steswl right-of-way names for further
consideration by the Council in due course, isigidytsupported. Streets and rights-of-way
within the City already follow many themes, inclogj among others:

Rights-of-way:
» floral/plants

Roads:

* war heros (Como Avenues and others)

* Aboriginal words (Karawara)

» lIrish/Christian Brothers names (Waterford)

» past Road Board/Council members and officers (Mag)ni
» early Town Planning and surveying (Salter Point)

» early South Perth settlers (various)

Names within most parts of the City follow a pautar theme, developed as those areas
developed, many years ago. The City’s Senior Sfi@t®lanning Officer maintains a
document containing all street and place nameg&gihe background and meaning of each
name. An updated document can be provided foreefe at any time.

Most of the new names that the City will be consitgin the future will relate to right-of-

ways. It would be a relatively simple matter tovelep a list of future right-of-way names,
following the current floral theme.
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New public streets are created only very rarelthasCity is almost fully developed and the
location of future streets is unknown. Thereforay, iames of streets, it would not be
practicable to develop a list of names for futuse,being mindful of the need to follow the
theme for the particular location. Under theseuwirstances, it is suggested that the list to
be provided to Council for adoption should be coadi to right-of-way names only. If the
Motion is modified to this effect, following its agtion, in consultation with Landgate City
officers would undertake research relating to létdloral names for rights-of-way. As far
as possible, the names selected would reflecbtta flora of the City of South Perth.

13. QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

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

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

15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

15.1.1 Review of the Collier Park Golf Course Leas€ONFIDENTIAL Not to be
Disclosed REPORT

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: PR/301

Date: 3 May 2010

Author: Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Confidential

This report has been designatedCamfidential under thd_ocal Government AcSections
5.23(2)(b)(c) as it relates to the personal affafra person and a contract entered into.

Note: Confidential report circulated separately.
15.2  Public Reading of Resolutions that may be mad@ublic.

16. CLOSURE

17. RECORD OF VOTING
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ITEM 3.1 REFERS

South ‘erth

Mayors Activity Report - April 2010

Date Activity

Friday, 30 April Attend Zoo Board meeting

Official opening of Recreational Shared Pathway, Waterford with Maxine
McKew MP + Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty & Cr Les Ozsdolay & Cr
Pete Best + CEO and Director Infrastructure Services.

Thursday, 29 April Host John Curtin Leadership Academy Function @ WA Club
Attend Swan River Trust Local Government Forum + CEO

Attend WALGA (WA Local Government Assoc) South East Zone issues
meeting @ City of Gosnells

Attend CEDA infrastructure Conference: Building Sustainable International
Gateways.
(CEDA = committee for Economic Development Australia)

Wednesday, 28 April Karawara Community Vision Stakeholders Workshop No. 2 - Presentation
of design options for discussion by stakeholders

Give talk to Wesley students: South Perth: future role out of infrastructure
and its implications?

Tuesday, 27 April Chair Council meeting
Attend Investiture Ceremony for Curtin's new Chancellor Dr Jim Gill AO

Allen St antisocial Homes west meeting with John McGrath MLA &
resident

Mayor/CEO weekly meeting + Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty ?

Sunday, 25 April Give address and lay wreath @ Anzac Day Service, Civic Centre War
Memorial + Deputy Mayor Cr Sue Doherty, Crs Kevin Trent, Pete Best,
Travis Burrows, Colin Cala, Glenn Cridland, Rob Grayden, Veronica
Laurance, Les Ozsdolay, Betty Skinner

Friday, 23 April Attend Canning Bridge Pedestrian Safety meeting with Minister S O'Brien,
John McGrath,_ Cr Pete Best, Main Roads WA representatives, Public
Transport Authority + CEO

Present at LGMA Training Session — Discourse with the Mayors and
Presidents.  (LGMA = Local Government Managers Assoc)

Curtin student interview - Rebecca Sweeny on Moving the Ferris wheel to
South Perth
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Thursday, 22 April

Wednesday, 21 April

Tuesday, 20 April

Monday, 19 April

Sunday, 18 April
Saturday, 17 April

Friday, 16 April
Thursday, 15 April

08 - 16 April
Wednesday, 7 April

Tuesday, 6 April

Thursday, 1 April

Meeting with Neighbourhood Watch Executive Committee + Councillors
Kevin Trent, Les Ozsdolay, Veronica Lawrance

MEETING with residents from Market Street, Kensington: how can
residents protect our streetscape and amenity ? + Cr Kevin Trent and
Director Planning.

Discussion on Swan River with Shelley Taylor-Smith of Champion Mindset
Consulting + CEO

Briefing : 2010/11 Budget - 'Setting the Scene' / Budget philosophy
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Informal Discussion on Community visioning - Where to from Here? + Crs
Sue Doherty, Veronica Lawrance, & Pete Best

6PR interview on Ferris Wheel and Mosquito control program
Chair Agenda Briefing

Attend South Perth Senior Citizens Centre Anzac Day lunch + Cr Kevin
Trent and CEO

Present deputation at Department of Planning WAPC meeting - Right of
Way 15/. River View Street South Perth + CEO

Attend C21 Swan Canning Rivers LG Policy Forum event @ WALGA
Climate change meeting with Hon. Cheryl Edwardes + CEO
Attend Red Bull Race Club -- Sir James Mitchell Park

Open Richardson St Pavilion at Wesley South Perth Hockey Club Shirt
Presentation night

Attend UNSEEN Art Exhibition 2010 - Esther Foundation

Meeting with Alternative Waste Treatment Technologies + CEO + Deputy
Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty, Crs Kevin Trent + Manager, Environmental
Health and Regulatory Services.

Approved Leave of absence -- school holidays
Attend WALGA State Council meeting

Attend WALGA State Council Induction Session
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Meeting on Swan River and South Perth Train Station with Robin
Chapple, MLC and Tim Hall, Research Officer + CEO

Collier Village : meeting with resident and Deputy Mayor Sue Doherty

Chair John Curtin Leadership Academy Board meeting
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Council Representatives’ Activity Report -

April 2010

April 2010

Friday, 23 April

Tuesday, 20 April

Friday, 16 April

Friday, 16 April

Tuesday, 13 April

Monday, 12 April
Friday, 9 April

Activity

Attend Manning Primary School Anzac Day service -- Deputy Mayor, Cr
Sue Doherty

Host Alan Parsons 'Old Mill' recognition morning tea + Manager Libraries
& Heritage + Heritage Services Librarian -- Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty

Attend Red Bull Air Race ‘Prepare for Take Off -- Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue
Doherty

Attend Light rail meeting at City of Fremantle -- Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue
Doherty

Attend Symphony of Sunflowers Garden Party -- Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue
Doherty

Conduct citizenship ceremony - - Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty

Attend Local Chambers Meeting with Hon Nick Sherry MP & Ben Wyatt
MLA -- Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty
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