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South

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA

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

2. DISCLAIMER
Chairperson to read the City’s Disclaimer

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER
3.1 Activities Report Mayor Doherty / Council Representatives(Attached to Agenda paper)
3.2 Public Question Time
3.3 Audio Recording of Council meetingMobile Phones Required to be tudaff)

4. ATTENDANCE
4.1 Apologies
4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
Conflicts of Interest are dealt with in the Locab¥@rnment Act, Rules of Conduct Regulations and
the Administration Regulations as well as the Gigbde of Conduct 2008. Members must declare
to the Chairperson any potential conflict of interéhey have in a matter on the Council Agenda.

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
At the Council meeting held 22 November 2011 thveeee no questions taken on notice:
6.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 13.12.2011

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES AND TABLING OF NOTES OF BRIEFINGS AND
OTHER MEETINGS UNDER CLAUSE 19.1

7.1 MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 22.11.2011

7.2 BRIEFINGS
The following Briefings which have taken place e last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to CounBblicy P672 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document tgtidic the subject of each Briefing.
The practice of listing and commenting on briefisgssions, is recommended by the
Department of Local Government and Regional Dgumknt's“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on pulgtord.
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7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.2.4

Agenda Briefing - November Ordinary CounciMeeting Held: 15.11.2011
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the November Council Agend&lotes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

Concept Forum - City Induction New Councillos Update on Major Corporate
Projects - Meeting Held: 16.11.2011

Officers of the City provided newly Elected Membavih an update on Major
Corporate Projects and responded to questiongraise

Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAtsichment 7.2.2.

Concept Forum - Metropolitan Local GovernmeniReview Workshop - Meeting
Held: 28.11.2011

The CEO and Chris Liversage of CRL Highbury Consglfacilitated a workshop
on the Metropolitan Local Government Review towgpdsparing a submission on
the LG Panel's Issues Paper.

Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedA#techment 7.2.3

Concept Forum - State Government Planning Meeting Held: 29.11.2011
Presentation by Charles Johnson on the WA Plan8ygiem and State Planning
Strategies, Scheme and Policies. Following the egmtasion Members raised
guestions which were responded to by the consultant

Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAtsichment 7.2.4.

8. PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1

Petition received 22 November 2011 from Mursa Fisher, 87 South Perth
Esplanade, South Perth together with 152 signaturesRequesting a Special
Electors Meeting to Discuss Lot 800 Ray Street, SttuPerth which is currently
used as a public Car Park.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 22 November 2011 from Murfésher, 87 South Perth

Esplanade, South Perth, together with 152 signaitxgquesting a Special Electors
Meeting to Discuss Lot 800 Ray Street, South Pegtheceived and it be noted that
a Special Electors Meeting has been scheduledf@rezember 2011.

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

8.2.1 The City of South Perth Volunteer of the YeaAward
The Mayor to present the City of South Perth Vadentof the Year Award.

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.

8.3.1 Deputations at Council Agenda Briefing Held6 December 2011

8.3.2 Deputations at Council Meeting Held: 13 Decener 2011
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8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS

8.4.1. Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropotan Zone: 30 November 2011
A Delegates’ report from Mayor Doherty and Cr Trestmmarising their
attendance, together with that of the CEO, at th_®A South East Metropolitan
Zone Meeting held 30 November 2011 at the City ah@ng is atAttachment
8.4.1. The Minutes of the Meeting are availableiGouncil.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegates’ Report dtttachment 8.4.1from Mayor Doherty and Cr Trent
summarising their attendance at the WALGA Southt Bdstropolitan Zone
Meeting held 30 November 2011 at the City of Cagria received.

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS

9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

10. REPORTS

10.0

MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING
10.0.1 Amendment No. 29 to Town Planning Scheme N&- Fencing. Adoption for
final approval (Item 10.3.1 July 2011 Council meeting refers)
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: LP/209/29
Date: 1 December 2011
Author: Adrian Ortega, Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmt and Community
Services
Summary

The purpose of the proposed Amendment No. 29 t&theof South Perth Town Planning
Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) is to expand clause 6.7 ofSthleeme Text in order to clarify and
refine the application and approval requirementsfémces of various types in specified
locations. Amendment No. 29 will make clear thpety of fences which require planning
approval and other types which require Council’étem consent in the form of a letter as
distinct from a Schedule 8 Notice of Determinatioffurther, Amendment No. 29 will
expand the existing definition of ‘planning apprbva clarify that this term refers to a
Notice of Determination issued ‘in the form prebed in Schedule 8. The Scheme
Amendment will also provide greater clarity regagdihe kinds of fences that are exempt
from the need to obtain planning approval or Cdishairitten consent.

Following Council’'s endorsement of the draft Amemhinin July 2011, the Amendment
proposals were advertised for community commerd.stbmissions were received.

The recommendation is that Amendment No. 29 protedidalisation without modification
and that this recommendation be forwarded to thaswr for Planning for final approval.
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Background
This report includesttachment 10.0.1:Amendment No. 28ocument for final adoption.

Amendment No. 29 was initiated at the July 2011 i@édumeeting. The statutory process
requires that the draft Amendment proposal be mefieto the Environmental Protection
Authority (EPA) for assessment prior to being atlgsed for community comment. The
prerequisite clearance from the EPA was receivetliAugust 2011, allowing community
advertising and consultation to proceed.

The attached Scheme Amendment documeittachment 10.0.1 explains why
Amendment No. 29 has been initiated, expanding upensummary set out above. The
proposed Amendment No. 29 will enable Planning €@f to more effectively deal with
applications for approval of fences.

Comment

Amendment No. 29 will implement the following chasgo the Scheme Text:

< Addition of sub-clauses into existing clause 6.7charify that fencing greater than 1.2
metres in height requires planning approval inftewing locations:

« on the primary street boundary of a lot or withie primary street setback area of a lot;

« on or within 3 metres of a secondary street boyndar

* Replacement of the words ‘approval of the counwith the words ‘prior written consent
of Council’ within the existing clause 6.7.

< Addition of a new paragraph to clause 6.7 outlining procedural requirements which
apply when making a request for Council’s writtemsent, being a request in the form
of a letter signed by the owner of the lot, acconig@ by a scaled site plan and elevation
drawings and any other information or drawings nemliby a planning policy of the
City.

< Addition of a new paragraph to clause 6.7 to esthhthat the Council’'s decision in
response to a request made for Council’'s writtemsent, under paragraph (3) of clause
6.7 shall be issued in the form of a letter addréds the owner of the related lot, and
that consent may be granted with or without condgi

< Addition of words to the existing definition of guhning approval’ within Schedule 1 of

TPS6, specifying that a planning approval is issiirethe form prescribed in Schedule

8.

The detailed design and height requirements focdenagainst which applications for
planning approval or Council’s written consent Wik assessed are contained in the R-
Codes and Council's Policy 350.7 Fencing and Retialls, which remain unchanged.

Consultation

The statutory advertising required by tiiewn Planning RegulationsTown Planning
Scheme No. 6 and Council Policy P301 ‘Consultation Planning Proposals’ was
undertaken in the manner described below:

» Community consultation period of 46 days from 3@Ast to 14 October 2011;

» Southern Gazette newspaper notice in two issue8ug0st and 13 September 2011; and

* Notices and Amendment documents displayed in GBantre customer foyer, in the
City’s Libraries and on the City’s web site (‘Owr fComment’).

The required minimum advertising period is 42 da@n this occasion, the actual
advertising period was 46 days. During the advedisperiod, no submissions were
received. Therefore, no modifications to the ordiAmendment are proposed. Following
the December Council meeting, the final Amendmetudnent(Attachment 10.0.1)will

be forwarded to the Western Australian Planning @asion (WAPC) with a
recommendation that the Minister for Planning grfarel approval.

8
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Policy and Legislative Implications
When approved, Amendment No. 29 will have the eftdcmodifying Clause 6.7 of the
Scheme Text and the definition of ‘planning appfowéhin Schedule 1.

The statutory Scheme Amendment process is sehélbeTown Planning RegulationsThe
process as it relates to the proposed Amendmen8®lds set out below, together with an
estimated time frame associated with each stagheoprocess. Those stages which have
been completed (including consideration at the B 2011 meeting) are shown shaded:

Stages of Amendment Process Time
Council resolution to initiate Amendment No. 29 to TPS6 26 July 2011
Council adoption of draft Amendment No. 29 for advertising purposes 26 July 2011
Referral of draft Amendment proposal to EPA for environmental assessment | 2 August 2011
during a 28-day period, and a copy to the WAPC for information
Receipt of EPA’s response confirming that environmental assessment is not | 17 August 2011
required.
Public advertising period of 46 days (required minimum period is 42 days) 30 August - 14 October

2011
Council adoption of Amendment No. 29 for final approval 13 December 2011
Referral to the WAPC and Minister for Planning for consideration:
«  Council's recommendation on the proposed Amendment No. 29; Mid-December 2011
« Three signed and sealed copies of Amendment No. 29 documents for final
approval

Minister’s final determination of Amendment No. 29 Not yet known
Publication by Department of Planning of final approval notice in Government | Not yet known
Gazette

Following the Council's decision to recommend te tdinister that Amendment No. 29
proceed without modification, three copies of thmehdment document will be executed by
the City, including application of the City Seal éach copy. Those documents will be
forwarded to the WAPC with the Council’'s recommeiata

Financial Implications

The proposed Scheme Amendment has financial imits in relation to statutory
advertising costs (“Southern Gazette” newspaper @ulernment Gazette) and all
operational costs, all of which will be met by Bity.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Directions 3 “Hogsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 which is expedssa the following terms:
Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growing petman with a planned mix of
housing types and non-residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications
There are no sustainability implications in relatto Amendment No. 29.
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Conclusion

Amendment No. 29 will refine and clarify the appabprocesses for fences of various types
and in specified locations, and will expand theirdéédn of “planning approval” by the
addition of reference to Schedule 8. In additidre 5cheme Amendment will clarify the
kinds of fences which do not require approval of kimd.

The Scheme Amendment is of a procedural nature anly is being introduced to eliminate
existing misunderstandings and uncertainty reggrdiequired approval processes for
fencing.

Council should now adopt Amendment No. 29 and fodwthe Amendment documents to
the WAPC for the Minister’s final approval.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1

That...

(@) the Western Australian Planning Commission dhasad that Council recommends
that, no submissions having been received duriegsthtutory advertising period,
Amendment No. 29 to the City of South Perth TowanRing Scheme No. 6
proceed without modification.

(b) the Council of the City of South Perth undee powers conferred upon it by the
Planning and Development Act 2Q0Bereby amends the above Town Planning

Scheme by:

) expanding Clause 6.7 in order to clarify whéptanning approval’ or
alternatively ‘Council’s written consent’ is reqei prior to the erection of a
fence.

(i) expanding the definition of ‘planning approVal

(© Amendment No. 29 to Town Planning Scheme N@ Bereby finally adopted by
the Council in accordance with tiewn Planning Regulations 1967 (as amended),
and the Council hereby authorises the affixinghef Common Seal of Council to
three copies of the Amendment No. 29 documeni@sired by those Regulations.

(d) three executed copies of the Amendment NaldZ@ment contained ittachment
10.0.1 be forwarded to the Western Australian Planningn@ission for final
determination by the Minister for Planning.
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| 10.0.2 Security Patrols(ltem 12.2 referred from July 2011 Council Meeting) |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GOJ/106

Date: 30 November 2011

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

Summary

This report considers the effectiveness, merit eost of implementing a security patrol
service in the City.

Background
The Council at the 26 July 2011 meeting resolvedt th

@) a report be prepared for Council on the praggeand effectiveness of our
Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan for icration by Council no later
than December 2011;

(b) the report include an investigation be carried the effectiveness and cost of
implementing private security patrols within theéyf South Perth.

The December 2011 Council meeting will considertite issues of a security patrol service
and the Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plagress update via separate reports
to Council.

The Council most recently considered the issueecfidgty patrols in July 1999 where it
resolved not to proceed with the implementatiosexfurity patrols due to the effectiveness
and merit of it being unquantifiable at that stage.

The Council resolved to focus on developing strongatnerships with the WA Police,
Neighbourhood Watch, various agencies and commugitups, and to also provide
additional funding for the promotion of crime pretien initiatives. A strengthening of
these partnerships resulted in the Council in 28d6pting the Community Safety and
Crime Prevention Plan 2010-2013, developed in pastnip the Office of Crime Prevention
with a view to fostering a strategic approach tmownity safety issues.

Comment

The City considers that the significant costs imed| with operating a security patrol service
outweigh any benefits that the community would werfrom a security patrol service,
especially given that they do not have powers wagpect to law enforcement. There is no
circumstantial evidence available demonstrating $kaurity patrols are directly responsible
for a decrease in crime rates. The City is ofviegs that funding can be more appropriately
directed to other more effective crime preventiod a&ommunity safety initiatives as
identified in the City’s Community Safety and CrifAeevention Plan.

The City has focused on developing stronger comtpupartnerships with various
stakeholders. This includes an active and effedies on the Streempaign and a strong
alliance and partnership with Kensington Police #rel Neighbourhood Watch Executive
Committee.

The City also undertakes regular community safeityatives such as public safety forums

and information updates in tf@outhern Gazett®w inform and educate the community on
their community safety responsibilities.

11
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The City's most recent annual community satisfacsarvey run by Catalyst in 2010
indicated that

70% of residents are satisfied with the City's sigcwand safety initiatives. 32% of these
respondents were delighted with the service. This isignificant improvement on the
satisfaction rating of 61% in 2008 and comparesextly well against the industry average
of 33% satisfaction with security and safety initias. It could be inferred from the above
survey results that a move towards security paisat®t necessary.

The City's 2010/2011 and 2011/2012 Corporate Plapn details the following priority
initiatives which the City has been working on uihg:

= Work towards a safer city through partnerships waiter agencies and the
implementation of a wide range of community safetfjatives

= Build capacity within the community to increase asveess of personal safety and
property safety through support of the Neighboudch@éatch Program

» Implement effective graffiti prevention and remowatasures

Comparison of other Local Governments with SecuPayrol Service

Local No. of Annual Annual
Governmen  propertie Internal/ No of Service cost per

t H External Cars Shifts Annual Cost Charge property
Belmont 16.368 External 2% 1 x officer 7am - 7pm $600.000 N/A $36.65

1 x officer 7pm - 7am
1 x officer 3pm - 3am

Canning 31.365 Internal 4 4 x officers 6:30am - 6:30pm $2.000.000 N/A $63.76
4 x officers 6:30pm - 6:30am

Cockburn 34,249 External 4* 4 x officers 7am - 7pm $1.600.000 $50 §46.71
4 x officers 7pm - Tam

Joondalup 55.000 External 6 4 x officers 7am - 7pm $1.400.000 $17 $25.45
2 x officers Tuesday &
Wednesday 7pm - 7am
4 x officers Monday, Thursday.
Friday mights 7pm - 7am
5 x officers Saturday & Sunday

Tpm - 7am
Melville 40,299 Internal 3 4 x officers 7am - 7pm $2,000.000 $48.50 $49.62
4 x officers 7pm - Tam
Rockingham 31.617 External 4* 4 x officers 7am - Tpm $1.686.567 $3741 §53.34
4 x officers Tpm - Tam
Stirling 89.602 Internal 6 6 x officers 7am - 7pm $2.331.000 526 $26

6 x officers 7pm - Tam

* Vehicles and fuel provided by the City
The above table does not include the original distabent costs for the security patrol

service, such as purchasing vehicles, digital teldyy, determine incident reporting / patrol
zone set, staff training etc.

12
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As can be seen from the above table, the largésGif Stirling and Joondalup are able to
achieve considerable economies of scale and pravitere cost effective security patrols
service to ratepayers. As the size of the locakgunent decreases, in general the cost of
providing a security patrol service increases, wkdg the City of Belmont, which has a
considerable commercial and industrial rate bagentd their security patrol service.

The average cost per dwelling for the provisioraaecurity patrol service is $34 for the
above local governments. For the City of SouthhPter provide a similar level of security
patrol service to its 22,482 dwellings, this woelgliate to an approximate cost of $764,388
per annum, based on the average of $34 per dweling proposed security patrol service
would have to give consideration to funding thevieer given the considerable expense
involved to the City and ratepayers, as well asdfiectiveness of any such service and
return to the rateypayer. Excluding the Cities fliBg and Joondalup from the above table,
the average cost of providing a security patroliserrises to $50 per dwelling, which
would equate to an approximate annual cost of $110® for the City of South Perth. It
should be noted that these costs do not includeeataplishment costs such as the purchase
of vehicles and related technology.

Should the Council wish to further progress thecemt of implementing a security patrol
service, it is recommended that an independent ehadsearch firm be engaged at an
approximate cost of $15,000 to undertake a compisghe community survey.

Should the outcome of that survey demonstrate @ufable response to a user-pays security
patrol service, it would then be recommended thiatrther report be submitted to Council
for consideration outlining specifics, including:

= costings on setting up a possible security pagnlise (vehicles etc)

= details on a possible security patrol service (hdwmones / patrols / response times /
level of service)

detailed financial costings (including set up cpsts

propose funding arrangements

labour details

consideration of private vs. in-house service

consideration of performance indicators

consideration of resource sharing security pagolise with Town of Victoria Park

Consultation

As part of the development of the Community Safetgt Crime Prevention Plan 2010-2013,
the City distributed 19,000 surveys to identify t@mmunity’s perception of safety and
crime within the City. Less than 10% of respondeiksntified security patrols as a
preferred community safety and crime preventioatsyyy, with improved lighting being

rated very highly by the community.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil.

Financial Implications

The City would be required to fund any securityrplagervice through the municipal budget
or by imposing a service charge on each ratealoepty under section 6.38 of thecal
Government Act 1995 Any funds raised through a service charge egeired to be placed
into a specific reserve account for the provisibthat service, and is only able to be used
for specific purpose of security patrols. Any fungireceived more than required needs to
be refunded or credited for future liabilities @spect to each rateable property.

Strategic Implications
The report is consistent with the 2010-2015 StiatBgan Direction 1 Community “create
opportunities for a safe, active and connected coomity”

The 2008 Our Vision Aheadcommunity consultationprocess also identified the
consideration of introducing security patrols ast paf the broader “Developing Safer
Community Strategies” initiative.

Sustainability Implications
The Community Safety and Crime Prevention fostérsnger partnerships and develops
social sustainability within the South Perth comityn

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.2 |

That the Council note the report considering ségysatrol services and resolve not to
proceed with the implementation of security patfotsthe reasons outlined in the report.
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| 10.0.3  Minor Amendments to City of South Perth Paring Local Law 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LE/120

Date: 30 November 2011

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

Summary

The report considers advice received from the &adntary Joint Standing Committee on
Delegated Legislation requesting the Council makeomdrafting amendments to the
Parking Local Law 2011. The proposed amendmentsotiaffect the operation of the Local
Law and are therefore supported by the City.

Background
The Council on 27 September 2011 resolved to mdkarking Local Law 2011, which was
subsequently published in the Government Gazetts88ddctober 2011.

The statutory local law process required the Cily advise the Western Australian
Parliamentary Joint Standing Committee on Delegéategislation (JSC) of the Parking
Local Law 2011 in a prescribed manner followingegéal. The JSC's role is to oversee the
making of delegated legislation such as regulatems local laws, including investigating
whether the item under consideration is authoriged¢ontemplated by the empowering
enactment.

Comment
The JSC has examined the City’s Parking Local Lat1?and noted the following:

e Clause 1.4 (Application) — the numbering for subsks 1.4(2) and (3) needs to be
inserted.
e There is a full stop after the definition of ‘petyalinit’ in clause 1.5 which should be a
semi colon.
¢ Clause 4.4(General No Parking Zone) — the wordihgub clause 4.4(2) needs to be
amended. This arises from non-deletion of wordsnnda@revious amendment was made
as a result of a query from the Department of Léadavernment when the local law was
originally advertised for public comment. The catre/ording is:
- Where a general no parking zone applies, the lgogernment establishes
a general no parking zonthe local government must erect a sign at entry
points to the general no parking zone indicating -

- iémphasis added)

« The words the local government establishes a general no parkioneg, should be
deleted from this clause.

» Clause 4.13(Parking on private land) — sub claukg(d) contains a reference to a clause
‘0’ which should be clause 1.4(2).

e Clause 4.15 Suspension of parking limitations for urgent, esiséror official
dutieg — contains two paragraphs which should be sulsel@.15(1) and 4.15(2).
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The JSC has resolved to give a Notice of Motioth®oState Legislative Council to disallow
the Parking Local Law 2011, however has advisedibethat it will withdraw this Motion

if the Council provides an undertaking to amend Bweeking Local Law 2011 by 14
December 2011.

It is recommended that the Council amend the Pgikotal Law 2011 as outlined above.

Consultation

Section 3.12(3) of theocal Government Act 199®quires the City to give State-wide and
local public notice stating that it proposes to maklocal law, the purpose and effect of
which is summarised in the notice for a period ofegks after it first appears.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.12 of théocal Government Ad995and Regulation 3 of thieocal Government
(Functions & General) Regulations 19%@t out the procedural requirements to amend a
local law, which are the same as that requiredhfermaking of a local law.

The Act requires the person presiding at a Counegting to give notice of the purpose and
effect of the proposed local law by ensuring tlmet purpose and effect is included in the
agenda for the meeting, and that the minutes ofrtbeting include the purpose and effect of
the proposed local law.

The purpose and effect of the propos§sty of South Perth Parking Amendment Local Law
is:

Purpose:
To amend theCity of South Public Parking Local Law 201® make minor
administrative amendments.

Effect:
Minor administrative amendments to clauses 1.4,4142), 4.13 and 4.15.

The proposed Amendment Local Law isAgtachment 10.0.3

Financial Implications
The proposed new local law will require advertisiiog public submissions, as well as
publishing in the Government Gazette if eventuatippted.

Strategic Implications

The proposal is consistent with Strategic Goal @véenance“Ensure that the City's
governance enables it to respond to the communitgien and deliver its service promises
in a sustainable manner.
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Sustainability Implications
This report is aligned to the City’s sustainabibtyategy and policies.

‘ OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.3 ‘

That:

@)

(b)

in accordance with s3.12(3)(a)(b) and (3a) ef ltocal Government Act 1995
Council gives Statewide and local public noticeistathat:

(i)

(i)
(iii)

(iv)
(v)
(vi)

it proposes to make Rarking Amendmenitocal Law which:
(A) In clause 1.4, inserts numbering for subclausé€?) and (3);

(B) In clause 1.5, deletes the full stop after tredinition of ‘penalty
unit’ and replaces it with a semicolon;
(© In clause 4.4(2) deletes the wortt®e’ local government establishes

a general no parking zohe
(D) In clause 4.13(4), deletes the wof after ‘clause’ and replaces it
with ‘1.4(2); and
(E) In clause 4.15, inserts numbering for the twavagraphs which
should be sub-clause 4.15(1) and 4.15(2);
and a summary of its purpose and effect;
copies of the proposed local law may be inspaat the City’s offices;
submissions about the proposed local law rhaymade to the City within a
period of not less than 6 weeks after the notiggvien;
in accordance with s3.12(4), as soon as thecexds given, a copy be
supplied to the Minister for Local Government;
in accordance with s3.12(3)(c) of the Act, pyof the proposed local law
be supplied to any person requesting it; and
the results be presented to Council for comsition of any submissions
received.

the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated latji;mn be advised of this
undertaking, and that:

(i)

(i)
(i)
(iv)

all consequential undertakings arising fronsthihdertaking will be made;
the undertaking will be completed within 6 mba of the date of the City’s
advice to the Committee;
it be provided with a copy of the Minutes tbfis meeting; and
where theParking Local Law 2011s made publicly available, whether in
hard copy or electronic from, it will be accompahiey a copy of these
undertakings.

*An Absolute Majority is Required
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10.0.4 Minor Amendment to City of South Perth Publke Places and Local Government
Property Local Law 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LE/120

Date: 30 November 2011

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

Summary

The Parliamentary Joint Standing Committee on [Cakaty Legislation requires Council to
amend its Public Places and Local Government Pipp@cal Law 2011 to delete clause
4.7 which deals with glass containers, to make romadministrative amendment to clause
4.12, and to advise why the City requires approwvatstall a hard surface on a verge area as
detailed in clause 6.4.

Background

The Council resolved on 27 September 2011 to mdlee Rublic Places and Local
Government Property Local Law 2011, which was sqbestly published in the
Government Gazette on 18 October 2011.

The statutory local law process required the Cily advise the Western Australian
Parliamentary Joint Standing Committee on Delegdtedislation (JSC) of the Public
Places and Local Government Property Local Law 2614 prescribed manner following
gazettal. The JSC's role is to oversee the makirtglegated legislation such as regulations
and local laws, including investigating whether iteen under consideration is authorised or
contemplated by the empowering enactment.

Comment

The Committee has examined the City’s Public Pleaed Local Government Property
Local Law 2011 and formed the view that clausewhich deals with glass containers is
unreasonable, and requested its deletion. Thiselprovides that:

4.7Glass containers
Unless authorised by a licence or by the CEO oaathorised person, a
person must not take a glass container—
(a onto a children’s playground; or
(b within any area of Local Government propertyiladicated by a
sign.

The JSC has formed the view that the impact ofdlsigse on the community is unjustifiable
and that this clause is unreasonable in termseofdhtrictions it imposes on ratepayers and
visitors. The JSC has expressed the view thagffieet is so unreasonable that it cannot be
regarded as falling within the contemplation of [Rament when enacting thé&ocal
Government Act 1995t is also of the view that thidtter Actand theLiquor Control Act
provide enough powers to deal with any issuesinglab broken glass in these areas.

The Committee has also requested deletion of asfap that is in the Gazetted version of
the local law after clause 4.12(b).
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The JSC has queried clause 6.4 of the Public PEaed ocal Government Property Local
Law 2011. This clause provides that an owner oupier may install a permissible verge
treatment, a lawn or a garden or an ‘acceptableeniadit which is defined in subclause
6.4(3) as any material which would create a harthsa and which has been approved by
the City. The JSC has queried why City approvaéggiired to install these materials while
the installation of lawns and gardens do not.drcdrrespondence to the City, the JSC notes
that it considers that lawns and gardens ‘are ratemwise surfaces and which require
frequent watering during winter months.’

The JSC has resolved to give a Notice of MotiothtoState Legislative Council to disallow
the Public Places and Local Government PropertyalLbaw 2011, however has advised the
City that it will withdraw this Motion if the Couiilcprovides an undertaking to amend the
Parking Local Law 2011 by 14 December 2011.

The City experiences ongoing problems with brokisgin public places. Clause 4.7 was
intended to act as a preventative mechanism. Whéé.itter Act andLiquor Control Act
can be used to deal with offences, by the timeai bccurred it is too late and their
provisions are of little practical use.

It is disappointing that the JSC has taken thistioos however the alternative for the City is
to risk disallowance of the entire local law, whinhtself replaces eight other local laws and
considerably simplifies some of the regulationto$ area.

As noted above, the JSC also requested deletiarfudf stop that is in the Gazetted version
of the local law after clause 4.12(b), which issoed.

Clause 6.4 of the local law and regulation of ‘hardfaces’ comes from the WA Local
Government Association model. That aside, the sssociated with hard surfaces on
verge areas relate to:

* The use of those materials which will not unduly ol the cost of gaining access to any
services which might be in verge areas (which ar¢ @f the road reserve) such as thick
concrete, bitumen, or other like materials;

« While there is no obligation on the City or any fahutility or service authority to
replace material that may be taken up during worla on a verge area, generally they
will seek to do so providing the material is readady able to be sourced and replaced.
Hard surfaces are particularly problematic but £486.4 gives the City some say in what
the materials might be;

« The City has a duty to ensure that the materisdsadso correctly installed. Uneven
surfaces, pea gravel, slabs, protruding brick gaeinpaving that is too thin for vehicles
or other verge users can all create problems, e 6.4 also gives it the opportunity
to recommend how particular surfaces could be liestaand maintained so as to
minimise any possible future problems;

* A hard or sealed verge area increases stormwadgradye runoff into paved areas (ie the
road surface) and can create problems if therddespread sealing of verges in a street
where the local drainage network does not havedpecity to cope; and

« Nothing in clause 6.4 prevents the installation vediter wise gardens. The City
encourages residents to do so, whereas hard ssidaneactually absorb and retain heat.

The intent of the City is to regulate, not prohibiard surfaces on verge areas. No
amendment to clause 6.4 is recommended.
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Consultation

Section 3.12(3) of théocal Government Act 199%quires the local government to give
State-wide and local public notice stating thatritposes to make a local law, the purpose
and effect of which is summarized in the noticedqueriod of 6 weeks after it first appears.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.12 of théocal Government Act995 and Regulation 3 of th@cal Government
(Functions & General) Regulations 19%@t out the procedural requirements to amend a
local law, which are the same as that requiredhifermaking of a local law.

The Act requires the person presiding at a Counegting to give notice of the purpose and
effect of the proposed local law by ensuring tlmet purpose and effect is included in the
Agenda for the meeting, and that the Minutes ofrtieting include the purpose and effect
of the proposed local law.

The purpose and effect of the propogeitly of South Perth Public Places and Local
Government Property Amendment Local Liaw

Purpose:
To amend theCity of South Public Places and Local Governmerdperty Local

Law 2011by deletion of clause 4.7 which relates to glasgainers and to make an
administrative amendment to clause 4.12(b).

Effect:
That part 4.7 of the local law is no longer opegabl

The proposed Amendment Local Law isAtachment 10.0.4.

Financial Implications
The proposed new local law will require advertisiiog public submissions, as well as
publishing in the Government Gazette if eventuatlppted.

Strategic Implications

The proposal is consistent with Strategic Goal @véenance“Ensure that the City's
governance enables it to respond to the communrtgien and deliver its service promises
in a sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
This report is aligned to the City’s sustainabibtyategy and policies.
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‘ OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.4 ‘

That....

)

(b)

in accordance with s3.12(3)(a)(b) and (3a) ef ltocal Government Act 1995
Council gives Statewide and local public noticeistathat:

(i)

(i)
(iif)

(iv)
(v)

it proposes to make Bublic Places and City Property Amendméotal
Law, which deletes clause 4.7 and the full stop irus#a4.12(b) of the
Public Places and City Property Local Law 20%nd a summary of its
purpose and effect;

copies of the proposed local law may be inspeat the City’s offices;
submissions about the proposed local law rhaymade to the City within a
period of not less than 6 weeks after the notiggvien;

in accordance with s3.12(4), as soon as thecexds given, a copy be
supplied to the Minister for Local Government;

in accordance with s3.12(3)(c) of the Act, pyof the proposed local law
be supplied to any person requesting it; and

the results be presented to Council for considamadf any submissions received.

the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated latfji;mn be advised of this
undertaking, and that:

(i)

(if)
(iii)
(iv)
V)

(vi)

all consequential undertakings arising fronsthndertaking will be made;
Clause 4.7 of th€ublic Places and City Property Local Law 204ill
not be enforced in a manner contrary to this uadery;
the undertaking will be completed within 6 mihis of the date of the City’'s
advice to the Committee;
it be provided with a copy of the Minutes bfs meeting;
the CEO advise the Committee of the rationaleelation to clause 6.4 of
thePPublic Places and City Property Local Law 20&tarding verge
treatments and ‘acceptable materials’ and
where thePublic Places and City Property Local Law 20&Imade publicly
available, whether in hard copy or electronic framwill be accompanied
by a copy of these undertakings.

*An Absolute Majority is Required
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10.1

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1: COMMUNITY
| 10.1.1 Funding Assistance - Round Two
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GS/103/1- 2011/2012
Date: 22 November 2011
Author: Danielle Cattalini, Grants and ConsutmatOfficer
Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager ComtyuBiulture & Recreation
Summary

This report relates to applications in the Commubievelopment category of the Funding
Assistance Program - Round Two - 2011/2012.

Background

In June 2001 Council implemented a Funding AsststalRrogram to enable the City to
equitably distribute funding to community organisat and individuals to encourage
community and personal development, and foster aamtsn services and projects. The
Funding Assistance Program incorporates a numb&vefs and categories in response to
identified areas of need and these are:

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

Community Development Funding

e Community Development Category - Project funding ifiecorporated not for profit
groups which are considered by council in two rauadnually.

e Individual Development Category - Financial assista for individuals attending
interstate or international sporting, cultural oademic activities or events.

Community Grants - Smaller grants up to $1,000 for groups proposiragegts that do not
fit within the Community Development category.

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

1. The demonstrated community need for the prdj@adrity is given to projects that
do not duplicate existing projects or servicesaalyeexisting within the City);

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

3. The expected number of participants who andeass of the City of South Perth;

4. Demonstrated need for financial assistance ttwrCity of South Perth (priority is

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

The level of cash or in kind support committedhte project;

The sustainability of the project and / or thgamisation;

The level of exposure given to the City in tlierpotion of the project (Recipients
are required to promote the City’s support of thgjqzt).

No o

Full details of the funding program can be foundtoa City’s website where information is
available about program guidelines, eligibilityJes#ion criteria and acquittal information,
along with resources to assist with grant seekimtjthe development of grant submissions.
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Comment
Four applications were received in this round retjng a total of $39,900. Details of all
applications are included in the submission sumnaaréttachment 10.1.1 Two of the
four applications comply with the requirements loé fprogram, one application does not
comply and with the final application as it patifaineets the criteria, it is proposed to offer
assistance via in-kind support in the form of sdissid venue hire of the George Burnett
Leisure Centre. The applications cover a rangewofraunity services and projects and were
submitted by:

* Youthcare (Kent Street District Council)

» Gowrie Community Services

» Gowrie Community Services auspicing Kidz Kafe

» Collins Street Centre Playgroup

This report recommends that two of the four eligiblibmissions are fully supported, one is
supported by in-kind support in the form of subsédi venue hire and that one application is
not supported for reasons outlined in the attachdamission summary. Accordingly, the
total recommended funding amount is $9,900 plusna-negotiated subsidised facility hire
of the George Burnett Leisure Centre for the Kiddd<project.

Consultation

This funding round was advertised on the City’s sigband in the Southern Gazette. In
addition, the City's Community Development Officelistributed information at the
Connecting Schools function, the Community Fundiiions Workshop and when liaising
with community groups and schools. In additiore @ommunity Development Officer is
proactive in discussing projects with applicantdd aassisting in the development of
submissions.

Policy Implications
This report refers to the Funding Assistance Pdht92.

Financial Implications
A total amount of $220,000 is allocated in the 20012 budget for the Community
Development, Individual Development, Community Gsaand Community Partnership
categories of the Funding Assistance program. €bemmendation of this report is within
budgetary parameters.

Strategic Implications

This report is complimentary to Strategic DirecipfCommunity’ , and relates to Strategy
1.3:'Encourage the community to increase their sociahéeconomic activity in the local
community’.’

Sustainability Implications

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

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

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.1 |

That $9,900 be distributed to two organisationsnfr@ity funds for Round Two of the
Community Development category of the Funding Aasise Program as detailed in
Attachment 10.1.1.
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| 10.1.2 Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan®.0-2013

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: RC/105

Date: 23 November 2011

Author: Sandra Watson, Manager Community Cul&iRecreation
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Develogmt & Community Services
Summary

To provide an update to Council on the progrestate of the Community Safety and Crime
Prevention Plan 2010-2013.

Background

The State Government introduced the concept of QamitgnSafety and Crime Prevention Plans
(CSCPP) in 2003. The plans are developed in patiiewith the Office of Crime Prevention
and help to foster a strategic approach to ovencgrmommunity safety issues. Developing plans
also helps to foster positive relationships betwisenCity and other state government agencies
to collaborate on the development and implementatiothe identified strategies. Those local
governments who do have plans are also given fyriaccess to funding managed by the Office
of Crime Prevention.

The development of the Community Safety and Crime&htion Plan follows guidelines

determined by the Office of Crime Prevention whéch based around four objectives:

» Make the City of South Perth a safer community agtocommunity connectedness and
ownership of community safety and crime prevensivategies;

» Sustain a partnership between the City, state govemt agencies, community and
business to work towards community safety outcomes;

» Identify community safety and crime prevention gties for the City of South Perth by
researching current criminal and antisocial agti@hd consulting with the community;
and

» Set up a process for monitoring and evaluating e€fpmevention initiatives and strategies
that form part of the Plan

At its meeting in November 2005, Council endorsed City's first Community Safety and
Crime Prevention Plan. This plan was implementechf2005-2009. The development of strong
community networks with local Police, various agesc Neighbourhood Watch and other
community groups was a key outcome of this Plane Ehrrent CSCPP 2010-2013 was
developed between April and November 2009 and dexluan extensive consultation phase.
Over this time, information was gathered regardimg perceptions of safety and crime in the
community, as well as factual data from WA Poliod the Office of Crime Prevention.

Five significant issues in the City of South Pestmmunity were identified as a result of this
process relating to community safety:

Awareness

Property crime

Youth issues

Domestic violence

Crime Prevention Through Environmental DesigRTED).

arONE
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From the five key issues identified by the commyrmibhd other stakeholders, the CSCPP was

then structured around four objectives:

» Objective 1: Increase awareness of safety and qoireention strategies amongst residents
of the City of South Perth.

* Objective 2: Develop positive youth strategies.

» Objective 3: Maintain support for and increase @&awass of community organisations
helping people dealing with domestic violence asgbaiated issues.

» Objective 4: Increase the use of CPTED principlékinvthe City of South Perth.

Comment

The current Community Safety and Crime Preventiam BRas been in place since June 2010
and this report will outline the progress agaihstfour objectives for the period July 2010 -
November 2011. The Community Safety and Crime Rrigwe Plan seeks to inform and
educate City of South Perth residents. This isedda continued monitoring of the latest
crime and safety developments and having regulatimgs with Community Safety officers
in the region, WA Police and the Office of CrimeetRntion, amongst other initiatives.

The City updates the community on a regular basiisgua variety of different methods and
is the conduit when concerns are raised. The CS&Rs on the community capacity

building principle and as such, the activation leé tommunity through increasing ‘get to
know your neighbour’ type events is one of the keysaddressing, for example, the high
burglary rate of South Perth and Como in partiGudar passive surveillance is one of the
greatest tools in terms of combating such crime.

From a community capacity building standpoint, ¢hikave been a number of achievements
recorded in the community safety area and goodrpssgmade already over the past 18
months and this information is listed below agaewth of the four objectives:

Objective 1:  Increase awareness of safety and crinfgevention strategies amongst
residents of the City of South Perth

* Six public Neighbourhood Watch (NHW) meetings wgtlest speakers
on community safety concerns and the Police imd#ace have been
held in this period;

* Five editions of the NHW newsletter have been itisted to 18,000
addresses (per edition) via hand delivery by 16@lleesidents, as well
as electronically via email;

* NHW have held six information stalls at popular meethat included a
Devonshire tea at a Fiesta 2011 event, Austraig P011, sausage
sizzles at the urban art days at Manning Skatepatk at the South
Perth Junior Football Derby;

* There have been three celebratory occasions for NH#ding a
‘thank you’ afternoon tea for the newsletter delers that included
raffle prizes and the State Coordinator of NHW &peaon the new
NHW strategic plan;

* Two safety seminars (seniors and women) were héldiw excess of
300 attendees;

* Crime alerts via email are sent out at least bitfmgrnto those on the
network;

» Three City of South Perth Safety and Crime Preweantheetings have
been held involving elected members, officers, ntdars and various
stakeholders including the WA Police;

* Two South East Metro Community Safety Officer megsi have been
held; and

 Three half page community safety updates in thetl®on Gazette
Community Newspaper and further adverts for thetgageminars and
NHW public meetings have been placed.
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Objective 2:  Develop positive youth strategies

* South Perth Youth Network (SPYN) hold fortnightleetings;

* SPYN are currently organising the new event to ralist and what is
emerging to be incredibly popular ‘Secret Eventyéding 13 -17 year
olds;

e Two urban art painting days at Manning Skate Parkehseen over
forty enthusiastic youth attend, as well as thanepts in many cases;

* SPYN representatives have been interviewed foategbark attendee’s
video documentary for school on the urban art ptpje

* The City continues to work in partnership with Isfeeams Christian
Church to provide holiday programs for youth at @BL

e The City is also working in partnership with Edvems, an
organisation committed to creating life opportwstifor young people
and their families,

» City works in partnership with YouthCare - Chaptirservices; and

* The City is involved with the development of theuBo East Metro
Youth Corridor project in conjunction with WA Padicthat is in its
infancy.

Objective 3:  Maintain support for and increase awaeness of community
organisations helping people dealing with domesticviolence and
associated issues
* The City is in partnership with Southcare /Moordigila who provide
domestic violence support in the local community;

« The City continues to work with the Esther Fourmlativho have six
hostels for girls/women within the City of SouthrfPeboundaries or
close by.

Objective 4:  Increase the use of CPTED principlewithin the City of South Perth

«  Community Development Officer (CDO) attended a s$&mion

CPTED principles;

Officers across various departments including ComityuCulture and Recreation and City
Environment are working together relating to theeager implementation of CPTED
principles in the City of South Perth; and
“Eyes on the Street” training for City Rangers &aks staff is currently being organised.
Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil
Financial Implications
Funding has been allocated in the 2011/2012 budgehe implementation of community
safety initiatives and projects.

Strategic Implications

The Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan ZI11B is complimentary to Strategic
Directions - Community: Create opportunities for a safe, active and conrestt
community.

Sustainability Implications

The CSCPP allows the City to systematically devgbaptnerships and tools to address
antisocial behaviour and the perception of crimgnenCity of South Perth.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.2 |

That Council notes the progress report on the ComiynGafety and Crime Prevention Plan
2010-2013.
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10.2

10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES
10.3.1 Single Storey Additions to a Single HouselLot 1 (No. 93) South Terrace,
Como Review of Condition of Planning Approval
Location: Lot 1 (No. 93) South Terrace, Como
Applicant: SBN Building Contractors Pty Ltd
File Ref: S02/93 11.2011.373.2
Date: 1 December 2011
Author: Mark Scarfone, Senior Statutory Plann@fjcer
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmt and Community
Services
Summary

On 26 October 2011, a conditional Planning Apprdeakdditions to a Single House at Lot
1 (No. 93) South Terrace, Como, was granted unédiegdted authority. The applicant has
since applied for reconsideration and removal ofidition (2)(i) of the Planning Approval
by Council.

Condition (2)(i) relates to the requirement to ease the front setback of a boundary wall of
the proposed garage from 4.5 metres to 6.0 mdtrdsing it into compliance with Council
Policy 350.2 “Residential Boundary Walls”, spedifiy the amenity factor relating to the
existing streetscape character.

The officers recommend to Council that the applisarequest for a review of Condition
2(i) be dismissed and the specific condition ofragpl remains unchanged.

Background
The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R30/R50
Lot area 857 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0
Development potential 2 dwellings at R30; 4 dwellings at R50
Plot ratio limit 0.6 for Multiple Dwellings at R50

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Approved drawings of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.1(b) Notice of determination 11.2011.373.
Attachment 10.3.1(c) Applicant’s supporting letter and photographs.
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The location of the development site is shown below

Development Site
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The applicant has requested removal of the comddfaapproval in accordance with Clause
7.9 of the City of South Perth Town Planning Sché&ne6 (TPS6).

Comment

(@)

(b)

Background

On 30 August 2011, the City received an applicafion “Additions to a Single
House” at Lot 1 (No. 93) South Terrace, Como (thbject site). The proposed
development was conditionally approved under dééshauthority on 26 October
2011. The approved drawings and the Notice of Dateation are included as
Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a)andAttachment 10.3.1(b)respectively.

In accordance with Clause 7.9(7)(a) of TPS6, thplieant submitted a letter in
November 2011 Attachment 10.3.1(c) requesting that Condition (2)(i) of the
approval be reconsidered by Council. This lettesoaprovides the applicant’s
justification supporting the deletion of the comaht from the previously granted
Planning Approval.

Condition (2)(i) of the determination states a$ofok:

“Revised drawings shall be submitted to the sattséa of the City as a part of the

Building Licence application, and such drawingslkhmcorporate the following:

(i) Increase the proposed garage wall setback febB metres to 6.0 metres in
accordance with Council Policy 350.2 “Residentialugdary Walls”.”

The garage wall referred to in the above condittorproposed to be located on the
eastern side of the subject site as shown on tlpFoagd plans contained in
Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) The wall has a total length of 5.9 metres and
height of 3.4 metres. Having regard to Council &oB50.2 “Residential Boundary
Walls” and street setbacks of any existing boundaajls in the street, Condition
(2)(1) has been imposed to achieve consistency thélexisting streetscape character,
and to minimise the visual impact of the boundaajl vas perceived from the street.

Council Policy 350.2 “Residential Boundary Wak”

In assessing an application which proposes bounsalg, the City is to have regard
to the provisions of Policy 350.2 “Residential Bdary Walls” (herein referred to as
Policy 350.2). Specifically, the City should havegard to the amenity factors
contained in Clause 5 of Policy 350.2.
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(©)

Clause 5(a) states:

“A proposed boundary wall will not be approved widhe City considers that such

wall would adversely affect the amenity of an adjaj property or the streetscape in

relation to the following amenity factors:

(i)  Streetscape character;

(i Outlook from:
(A) the front of an adjoining dwelling or its frbgarden if the proposed

boundary wall is located forward of that adjoinidgvelling; or

(B) any habitable room window of an adjoining dingj;

(i)  Visual impact of building bulk where the mased boundary wall is situated
alongside an outdoor living area on an adjoining land

(iv)  Amount of overshadowing of a habitable roomdew, or an outdoor living
area, on an adjoining lot. The amenity impact of thoundary wall will be
deemed to be acceptable where the portion of tlipgsed dwelling which
conforms to the R-Codes acceptable developmerdddettill overshadow this
window or outdoor living area to an equivalent aegter extent than would
the proposed boundary wall.?

It is noted the proposed wall is not consideretiave an adverse impact in terms of
Subclauses (i), (iii) and (iv). However, the impam the streetscape character, as
referred to in Subclause (i) is not considered piad®e. This aspect is discussed in
further detail in Table 1 below.

In addition to providing a list of amenity factots be taken into account when
assessing a boundary wall, Clause 7 of Policy 3&(&@ provides guidance for the
setback of boundary walls from the street.

Clause 7 states:

(&) Subject to Clauses 6 and 8(b) of this poligygpraval will not normally be
granted for a boundary wall, including any “nib” pjection, to be set back
less than 6.0 metres from the street alignmentjess than the setbacks
prescribed by Table 2 of TPS6, whichever is thatgre

(b)  Subject to compliance with the setbacks frpeecilied streets prescribed in
Table 2 of TPS6, a setback of less than 6.0 mdtutsn any case not less than
4.5 metres, may be approved where:

(i)  specified in a precinct-based policy; or

(i)  the proposed boundary wall will abut an ekigt boundary wall on the
adjoining lot, and the proposed wall will not profebeyond the
adjoining boundary wall, either vertically or hodmtally.

The following section will provide detailed discigms with regard to streetscape
character and the boundary wall setback.

Detailed discussion

As indicated previously, Clause 5 of Policy 350r@vides a list of amenity factors to

be considered in the assessment of a boundary Wadl. proposed garage wall is

considered consistent with Subclauses (ii) to ¢fvPolicy 350.2, and as such these
clauses do not require further discussion.

In relation to Subclause (i), the applicant hasvigled the City with a letter,
Attachment 10.3.1(c) detailing the reasons why Condition (2)(i) shobkl deleted
from the notice of determination. The applicantisstification in relation to
compliance with the existing streetscape, alondy wie officer response is provided
below:
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Amenity Factor (i) - Streetscape Character

Applicant’s Submission

Officer Response

There are several precedence, both in
our immediate vicinity and across the
entire city of South Perth, where
boundary walls are set back quite
considerably less than 6.0 metres with a
range in the garages we have observed
being from 2.0 metres to 6.0 metres.

In assessing the existing streetscape character, it is
important to have regard to the focus area. TPS6 defines
“focus area” as the “section of a street extending from one
cross intersection to the next cross intersection, together
with the residential properties fronting both sides of that
section of the street”. In this instance, the focus area is
South Terrace between Coode Street and Canning
Highway. The majority of examples provided by the
applicant fall outside of the “focus area”, and therefore can
not be taken into account when assessing the streetscape
character.

The five (5) grouped dwellings constructed at 66 - 68

Sandgate Street and 126 to 130 South Terrace do fall

within the focus area. These dwellings were approved prior

to the adoption of Policy 350.2, however the following
comment is provided:

e The above development comprises a number of
boundary walls with various setbacks. The majority of
the boundary walls abut other boundary walls of similar
dimensions, and as such, their impact on the
streetscape is minimised. This approach to built form is
also consistent with the acceptable development criteria
of the R-Codes.

The boundary wall on the eastern side of the development
(130 South Terrace) is set back 4.0 metres from the street,
and is approximately 3.6 metres high. This boundary wall
does not abut any other, is highly visible within the
streetscape, and has an impact on the streetscape which
would be considered unacceptable having regard to Clause
5 of Policy 350.2. It is considered that removal of Condition
(2)(i) would result in a boundary wall with a similar impact.

In addition to assessing the character of the focus area, the
developments in the immediate vicinity of the subject site
have been observed, and it is noted that no similar
boundary walls exist.

We believe that the wall will not be
adversely affecting the streetscape of
our immediate vicinity where our block is
characterised  exclusively by units,
apartments, commercial buildings and
designated street parking. In fact,
besides our original 1940’s home, the
only other original old house left on our
block is at No. 95 which has just been
granted subdivision approval, hence will
be demolished to build multiple
residences in the future.

As indicated above, the “focus area” in question runs from
Coode Street to Canning Highway. Within the focus area,
there are many examples of older homes been retained
and restored, as well as recent developments. On the
southern side of the focus area in particular, there are very
few boundary walls and none identified which protrude
forward of the 6.0 metre setback line, as proposed on the
subject development site.
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Amenity Factor (i) - Streetscape Character

Applicant’s Submission

Officer Response

Given that the blocks will only have a
10.0 metre street frontage, any
development at 95 South Terrace will
likely be as far forward on the property
as possible to maximize space, with the
precedent at 91 South Terrace being at
3.0 metres. Hence, these structures will
likely be 1.5 metres forward of our
proposed garage.

There is no certainty that the adjoining lot will be developed
in the manner described by the applicant. No. 95 South
Terrace has a frontage of 20.1 metres and there are a
number of potential development options for this site,
including renovating and extending the original house, or
the construction of grouped or multiple dwellings. In these
instances, the City officers will be required to apply the
boundary walls policy.

Further to the above, the residences and
commercial buildings on our block are
set back an average of 3.0 metres. |
have been informed by Planning that all
residences on South Terrace are
allowed to have a 1.8 metre brick fence
on their front boundary. As such, the
streetscape of our immediate section of
South Terrace can quite conceivably be
one of 1.8 metre brick fences.

The focus area contains a mix of housing types from single
houses to group and multiple dwellings. and the front
setbacks are just as varied. The 2 dwellings to the east of
the subject site have setbacks to South Terrace of 10.0 and
6.0 metres respectively, while the 2 to the right have
setbacks of 3.0 and 5.0 metres. It is important to note that
none of the developments in the immediate area have
boundary walls less than 6.0 metres of the boundary.

Clause 5 of Policy 350.7 “Fencing and Retaining Walls”

does allow for 1.8 metre high solid front fencing along
South Terrace. However, where fences are constructed in
the focus area, they are generally permeable above 1.2
metres to allow inhabitants a view of the street.
Additionally, a 3.4 metre high boundary wall will have a
totally different impact on the existing streetscape
character.

The applicant is correct in their assertion that fbcus area presents a diverse
streetscape with a mix of architectural styles,dimgitypes and setbacks. Despite this
diversity, the focus area, particularly on the beut side of South Terrace, has very
few boundary walls. Where boundary walls have besed, they are generally set
back a minimum of 6.0 metres or integral to theigle®f the development. The
proposed boundary wall, with a setback of 4.5 nseifseconsidered inconsistent with
the existing streetscape, and therefore is notastguh

With regard to Clause 7 of Policy 350.2, it is mbtkere is no precinct policy in place
which covers the subject site, nor does the prapbseindary wall abut an existing
boundary wall. As stated above, the proposed bayndall would be prominent
within the streetscape, and as such, a reducedcketb 4.5 metres is considered
inappropriate.

In discussions with the applicant, the assessifigenfhas provided various design
solutions that will assist in achieving a 6.0 medireet setback for the boundary wall,
while maintaining a garage that complies with thmimum required dimensions

contained in TPS6. These modifications to the gadg not require modification to

the original home. The applicant has stated thasdhdesign solutions are not
acceptable due to the large size of their vehicles.
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(d)

(e)

(f)

Conclusion

Officers observe that the proposed boundary wdll veive an adverse effect on the
neighbouring amenity when assessed against theistegoe amenity test referred to in
Clause 5 of the Policy 350.2. Since the proposathtbary wall is not hidden from
view from the street by any structure on the adijwjnproperty, it will be clearly
visible from the street. Hence, the proposed sktlmdc4.5 metres is considered
inconsistent with Clause 7 of the same policy.

Given the above, it is recommended the applicartjsiest for a review of Condition
2(i) be dismissed and the condition of approvalais unchanged.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Planniggheme No. 6

Having regard to the preceding comments in termghefgeneral objectives listed

within Clause 1.6 of TPS6, the proposal to amemdcthndition is not considered to

meet the following objective:

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

Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Claise 7.5 of Town Planning Scheme

No. 6

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

impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in

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

(@) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeyding the objectives and
provisions of a precinct plan and the MetropoliRRegion Scheme;

(H  Any planning Council policy, strategy or pladapted by Council under the
provisions of Clause 9.6 of this Scheme;

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

()  All aspects of design of any proposed developnieciuding but not limited to
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialeddegeneral 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, orientatigetbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details.

The proposed boundary wall is considered not tigfgahe above listed matters. The
condition aims to bring the wall into complianceatwihese matters.

Consultation

Neighbour consultation was undertaken for this psap to the extent and in the manner
required by Council Policy P301 “Consultation fdamhing Proposals”. Under the standard
consultation method, individual property owners aadupiers at Nos. 1/91 to 3/91 South
Terrace, 95 South Terrace and Nos. 1A to 1D HalzekSwere invited to inspect the plans
and to submit comments during a minimum 14-dayggeri

During the advertising period, a total of 12 cotetidbn notices were sent and no
submissions were received.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisiohd own Planning Scheme No. 6 and
Council policies have been provided elsewhereimrgport.

Financial Implications
The determination has no financial implicationscept that the applicant may decide to
appeal the removal of the condition at the Statmicstrative Tribunal.

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Hogsiand Land Uses” identified within
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

The condition of approval resulting in an amendntenthe street setback of the proposed
boundary wall will assist in achieving visual cortipdity with the existing streetscape
character.

Conclusion

The boundary wall with a proposed 4.5 metre stse#tack is observed to have an adverse
impact on the streetscape character when assegséiistathe streetscape amenity test
referred to in Clause 5 of the Policy 350.2. Iniadd, the proposed wall does not abut an

existing boundary wall, and as such, the proposttask of 4.5 metres is considered

inconsistent with Clause 7 of the same policy. Gitlee above, it is recommended that the
applicant’s request for a review of Condition 2(@ dismissed and the condition of approval

remains unchanged.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.1 |

That, with respect to the applicant’'s request fug teconsideration and removal of
Condition (2)(i) of the Planning Approval dated @gtober 2011 for additions to the
Single House on Lot 1 (No. 93) South Terrace, Cothe, applicant be advised that
Council is not prepared to delete the condition, itasremoval will result in a
development that will conflict with the existingresttscape character provisions of
Clauses 1.5 and 7.5 of the City of South Perth Té&anning Scheme No. 6; and
provisions of Council Policy P350.2 “ResidentialuBoary Walls”.
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10.3.2 Proposed Two Storey Mixed Development (Comiging Shop, Café |/
Restaurant and Dwelling) - Lot 3 (No. 333) Mill Pant Road, South Perth

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

Applicant: Sandra Bransby - Planning & Construct@onsultant
Lodgement Date: 12 August 2011

File Ref: 11.2011.347.1 MI3/333

Date: 1 December 2011

Author: Cameron Howell, Planning Officer, Developth&ervices
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develommt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval fotwo storey Mixed Development
(comprising a Shop, a Café / Restaurant and a ihgelbn Lot 3 (No. 333) Mill Point Road,
South Perth.

In May 2010, Council conditionally approved a changf use from “Shop and Single
House” to “Shop and Café / Restaurant”, and asttiadditions and alterations within the
existing single storey building. In addition to tpeeviously approved “Shop and Café /
Restaurant” uses, this application proposes antiaddi dwelling on the subject site.
Council is being asked to exercise discretion leti@n to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Car parking provision TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Plot ratio TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Landscaping TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Land use TPS6 Table 1

It is recommended that the proposal be approvejgsuio conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Local Commercial
Density coding R15
Lot area 562 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential | 1 dwelling and / or specific non-residential land uses such as Café, Shop
Plot ratio limit 0.50

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.2(b) Site photographs.
Attachment 10.3.2(c) Applicant’s supporting report.
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The location of the development site is shown below

340

251

353

338

3 3 (C | Development Site

"‘.\ ) o 332 | : \ “\w?o\“‘ % = 6

324 \ \ e 341 1

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

1. Specified uses

(h) Uses not listed in Table 1 of the Scheme beamgidered under Clause 3.3(7)
of the Scheme.

4.  Applications previously considered by Council
Matters previously considered by Council where dngs supporting a current
application have been significantly modified frohoge previously considered by
Council at an earlier stage of the development pss¢ including at an earlier
rezoning stage, or as a previous application fanpling approval.

6.  Amenity impact
In considering any application, the delegated eificshall take into consideration the
impact of the proposal on the general amenity ef dnea. If any significant doubt
exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Coungkting for determination.
Concerns raised by neighbouring property ownemngwith officers’ comments,
have been covered under the “Comments” sectioricéd$ consider that, subject to
compliance with the recommended conditions of aygdrathe development should
have an acceptable amenity impact.

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

Comment

(a) Background

Council conditionally approved a change of use frt8hop and Single House” to
“Shop and Café / Restaurant” and associated grflond additions and alterations
within the existing single storey building in Ma@10 on Lot 3 (No. 333) Mill Point
Road, South Perth (the site). In August 2011, thg @ceived an application for a
Mixed Development in a two storey building on thébject site. This application
proposes a residence on the upper floor and a 8hdpCafé / Restaurant on the
ground floor.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

The application was originally referred to the (o 2011 Council meeting.
Following the Council Agenda Briefing, on the requef the Elected Members, the
application was deferred to facilitate direct conmication between the owner &
applicant, and the owners of nearby residentigbgmies in order to address concerns
relating to the proposed development. The apptinatvas referred to the Design
Advisory Consultants in October 2011 and subsedyemmended plans were
submitted to the City in November 2011.

Existing development on the subject site

The existing development on the site is a singleestbuilding that currently features
land uses of “Shop” and “Single House”, as depidtedhe site photographs at
Attachment 10.3.2(b)

Description of the surrounding locality

The site has a frontage to Mill Point Road to tbetthand Banksia Terrace to the east,
located adjacent to single houses to the southvessl. The surrounding locality
predominately consists of single houses, with sgnoeiped dwelling and multiple
dwelling developments:

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the construction of ground apper floor additions to the
existing single storey building, and a change &f ais the site to become a two storey
Mixed Development (comprising Shop, Café / Restatuaad dwelling), as depicted
in the submitted plans a&onfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) The site photographs
show the relationship of the site with the surrdogdbuilt environment at
Attachment 10.3.2(b) The applicant’s letterAttachment 10.3.2(c),describes the
proposal in more detail.

The proposal complies with the Scheme, the R-Caahelsrelevant Council policies

with the exception of the remaining non-complyingpects and other significant
matters, all discussed below.
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(€)

(f)

(9)

Compliant aspects

The following aspects of the proposed developmeatcampliant with the Scheme
requirements:

* Residential density;

* Buildings setback from the street - Mill Point Raatd Banksia Terrace;
* Buildings setback from the boundary - South West&outh East;

* Bicycle parking;

¢ Minimum and maximum finished ground and floor leszel

* Fencing;

¢ Building height;

e Visual privacy; and

e Solar access to adjoining properties.

Land use

The proposed land use of Mixed Development and Sirepclassified as a “D”
(Discretionary) and Café / Restaurant as a “DC"s¢gtionary with Consultation)
land use in Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6e Tasidential component is
classified as a Use Not Listed (dwelling) and does fully fit the definition of
multiple dwelling, since only one dwelling is pragsal. In considering the
discretionary uses and the approval previouslytgchby Council, it is observed that
the site adjoins residential land uses and islotation with a residential streetscape.
Accordingly, the uses are regarded as complying Wable 1 of the Scheme.

Car parking

The required number of car bays is 13, and theqa®g number of car bays on-site is
10; a shortfall of 3 bays (23%) as indicated intdige below. Therefore the proposed
development does not comply with the on-site carkipg requirements of the
Scheme.

Land Use Bays On-site bays Variation Comments
Required Proposed
Shop 2 0 -2 However, 2 bays which exist within

the Mill Point Road reserve, have
provided the required parking for the

shop for many years.
Café / 9 9 0 8.2 bays are required for the
Restaurant proposed 41.0 sq. metre of dining

area. Recommended reduction of
dining area to 40 sq. metres will
require 8 bays, while leaving aside
one additional bay for the dwelling.

Dwelling 2 1 -1 The  modification, recommended
above, will assist in providing an
additional bay for this dwelling.

Total 13 10 -3(23%)

As a part of this application, the applicant is lgpg for a variation of 3 on-site car
parking bays, while 2 car parking bays are avadlablthin the Mill Point Road
reserve, adjacent to the existing Shop.

For the shop use, the variation of 2 on-site bayshfe Shop was approved at the May
2010 Council meeting, while considering that thexisting street car parking bays

within the Mill Point Road reserve, adjacent to t8hop, have been adequately
catering to the parking needs of this shop. Thispeaking variation for the Shop is

still supported by City officers under this apptioa.
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(h)

For the residential use, one bay variation is sbfighthe dwelling as it is intended
that the owner / proprietor of the Café / Restauwgh occupy the subject dwelling
on the site, hence would use one of the bays abigm the Café in a reciprocal
parking arrangement. City officers are of the vigat the dwelling should comply
with the requirement of 2 car parking bays, assingle house or a grouped dwelling
is required to. Reciprocal parking is not considdmebe a feasible option between the
two uses because the Café / Restaurant is proposgzerate for long hours; 7:00am
to 9:00pm. In addition, it is not definite that five life of the building, the ground and
upper floors of the building will be retained iretsame ownership or that a resident
of the dwelling will be employed at the Café / Resant.

Accordingly, officers recommend that one additiooatsite parking bay is allocated
for the residential use to achieve compliance wlih required 2 parking bays. The
resultant shortfall of one parking bay for the mepd Café / Restaurant use is
addressed in the manner explained below.

In the previous application, the Council did nopgort any car parking variation for
the Café / Restaurant. This decision was takergim bf the lack of space within the
Banksia Terrace road reserve to provide additiore parking; and concerns
expressed by the community about potential park&sgies within the residential
neighbourhood. Any modifications to the currenestrdesign will result in a conflict
between the passing traffic and parked vehicless ®hlikely to impact upon the
amenity of neighbouring residences. Adjoining resid have also expressed concerns
with regards to street parking. Additionally, Clau6.3(5)(b) cash-in-lieu of car
parking bays cannot be utilised in this instanceoider to seek the cash payment,
Council must have firm proposals to expand the cipaf public parking facilities in
the vicinity of the development site, and it doed have such proposals. For the
above reasons, officers considered that discresimuld not be exercised in relation
to the shortfall of on-site car parking bays foe tbafé / Restaurant.

Adhering to the same rationale for this applicati@fficers recommend that a
condition of approval limiting the dining area t0.@ sq. metres be imposed to ensure
that all 8 car parking bays, required in accordamitle Table 6 of TPS6, are provided
on-site. A total floor area of 51 sq. metres hasnbgroposed for the Cafe/Restaurant.
The applicant has stated that the space betweeshte and the dining area, which
measures 7 sq. metres, will be used for a coffeghine@, hence does not show any
seating. Areas immediately adjacent to the Kitcpass through window and toilet
door, which measure 3.0 sq. metres, can not be asetining space. This leaves a
dining area of 41 sg. metres. As stated abovegt@mmended condition of approval
limiting the dining area to 40.0 sq. metres wilhiewve compliance with the on-site car
parking requirement of 8 bays, thus not requiringegercise of discretion.

The assessing officer had previously sought consrigoin the applicant with regards to
limiting the dining area to 40.0 sq. metres. Aipeaking with the owners, the applicant
stated in writing thatthey have no issue in receiving an approval for®6q. metres at
this stage” Confirmation was also provided in relation to 8pace between the shop and
dining area, through the statemetite small area to the front of the dining area
(currently a porch) will be used for their coffeachine, therefore no dining is intended”

Plot ratio

The maximum permissible plot ratio is 0.50 (281 regtres), and the proposed plot
ratio is 0.503 (282 sq. metres). The plot ratidatéon is considered to be minor, has
no detrimental impact on the site or the adjoinpperties, and is therefore
supported by the City.
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(i)

()

(k)

Landscaping

The minimum required area of landscaping is 10%2(56. metres), and the proposed
landscaping is 9.3% (51.2 sq. metres), a shodfdl 7% (5 sq. metres). Subject to the
provision of outstanding landscaping, as per clauts#(5) and 6.1(14) of TPS6, the
extent of landscaping proposed on the site is Stgpdy the City.

Significant views

Council’'s Planning Policy P350.09 “Significant VisWwaims at giving a balanced
consideration to the reasonable expectations wipeact to a significant view of both
the existing residents as well as the applicaripgsing a new development.

The neighbouring properties to the south-east ef ghbject site currently enjoy
limited views of the Perth City skyline and havdded written objection to the loss of
those views. The proposed building is complianhwite 7.0 metre building height
limit prescribed by TPS6; as well as the acceptaleieelopment setbacks from the
south-western, south-eastern and north-eastern k§ganTerrace) boundaries
prescribed by Table 3 of TPS6 and the R-Codes.pftygosed setback from Banksia
Terrace is seen to be in visual harmony with tmeesscape as required by Clause
7.5(n) of TPS6. The proposed building is not seeaxceed the normal development
entitlements of the site, and therefore it is coedd that the proposed development
complies with Council policy.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6

In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Clause 1.6 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposedeli@oment. Of the 12 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

(d) Establish a community identity and “sense ahownity” both at a City and
precinct level, and to encourage more communitysaitation in the decision-
making process;

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

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

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnadmappropriate uses;

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

() In all commercial centres, promote an approggi@ange of land uses consistent
with:

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

The proposed development is considered satisfagtomelation to these matters,
subject to compliance with the recommended conditio
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U

Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Claise 7.5 of Town Planning Scheme
No. 6
In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may

impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposedeli@oment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

(a)
(b)
©
G
()
0
(m)

(n)

©)
®

(u)
V)

(w)

The objectives and provisions of this Schemeuding the objectives and
provisions of a precinct plan and the MetropoliRRegion Scheme;

The requirements of orderly and proper plannimigcluding any relevant
proposed new town planning scheme or amendmenhwias been granted
consent for public submissions to be sought;

The provisions of the Residential Design Codad any other approved
Statement of Planning Council Policy of the Comiamsprepared under Section
5AA of the Act;

Any planning Council policy, strategy or pladiapted by Council under the
provisions of Clause 9.6 of this Scheme;

The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

The need for new or replacement boundary fghdraving regard to its
appearance and the maintenance of visual privagynugpe occupiers of the
development site and adjoining lots;

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, orientatigetbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the stie®d architectural details;
Whether the proposed access and egress tor@mdtlie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for tlaglirlg, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

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

Whether adequate provision has been made tmsady disabled persons;
Whether adequate provision has been made éotattdscaping of the land to
which the application relates, and whether anygree other vegetation on the
land should be preserved; and

Any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta7.4.

The proposed development is considered satisfactasfation to all of these matters,
subject to the recommended conditions.
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Consultation
(@) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thesesign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in October 2011. Thepasal was favourably received
by the Consultants. Their comments and responses tine Applicant and the City

are summarised below:

acceptable in view of the existing
streetscape character. The Architects
also commented that they had
observed many other residential
developments that were notably larger
than the subject development.

DAC Comments Applicant’s Response Officer Comment
The Design Advisory Architects | No comment. Officers consider that the
observed that the scale of the design of the proposed building
proposed building and its setbacks is  compatible with the
from the lot boundaries were neighbouring residential

developments. The comment is
UPHELD.

To enhance the built outcome, and to
blend the existing shop with the
proposed two storey building, the
Architects made the following
recommendations:

The applicant’s comments
on this matter are provided
below.

The applicant has amended the
plans to address most of the
DAC's comments, discussed
further below.

o The existing feature wall of the
shop that faces Mill Point Road to
be replicated at the roof top level
of the proposed Bedroom 1 and
study rooms which face Banksia
Terrace.

The existing feature design
to the fagade of the shop
has been replicated on the
Banksia Terrace elevation
as recommended. The
owner has committed to
include the  additional
feature panel to the
secondary street.

The addition of a feature wall
on the Banksia Terrace
elevation matching the existing
Shop feature wall has been
provided, as recommended by
the DAC. The comment is
UPHELD.

o Wrapping the north-east facing
balcony around the proposed
dining area to face the north-west
will assist in the removal of the
small lean-to roof.

Wrapping the north east
balcony to the front of the
building over the lean-to
was difficult to achieve as it
would interfere with the
corner truncation below.
The balcony could not be
linked due to the truncation
and providing a separate
balcony over the lean-to
area is not favourable. To
compensate for this, the
roof to the balcony has
been amended to replicate
a similar roof design to the
ground floor, this provides
a tangible link between the
old and the new.

The north eastern (Dining
room) balcony has not been
extended, though the balcony
roof design has been amended
to replicate the lean-to roof
design of the ground floor level
of the existing building below.
Officers consider the building’s
design as proposed to be
acceptable. The comment is
NOTED.
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DAC Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer Comment

0 Removing the low height boundary

fence and the visually permeable
fence (along the truncation) will
enhance the quality of the north
facing open space (between the
existing shop and the proposed
toilets), by allowing a better visual
and functional connection between
the semi-private  and public
domains.

The front fence has been
amended and cut back to
open the area forward of
the building to provide for a
better visual and functional
connection between the
semi private and private
domains. Portion of the
truncation fence has been
retained due to security
reasons as this abuts the
primary dining area to the
café.

The fencing adjacent to the
Cafe has been amended to
partially address the DAC’s
comments. The proposed
location and design of this
fencing is compliant with the
City’s planning requirements.
The comment is NOTED.

Providing sliding or folding doors in
the enclosed space connecting the
shop and the dining area will open
up the building to the north facing
open space.

The area identified to
incorporate sliding doors to
the front elevation is not a
feasible option as my client
wishes to locate the coffee
making counter in this
location therefore it would
not be possible to relocate
the seats that are currently
located near the toilets.

The applicant has not made
any changes to the building to
address these DAC comments.
Officers considered the layout
of the building design as
proposed to be acceptable.
The comment is NOTED.

Removing the seating from near
the toilet and shifting it into this
space, at the corner of Mill Point
Road and Banksia Terrace, was
also recommended to strengthen
this connection.

Refer to previous
comment.

The applicant has not made
any changes to the building to
address these DAC comments.
Officers considered the layout
of the building as proposed to
be acceptable. The comment is
NOTED.

Providing bike racks at the street
corner would facilitate clearly
visible bike parking for cyclists
travelling along these streets, and
encourage them to stop at the
Café / Restaurant.

The bike racks have been
relocated to the front
landscaping area that is
now open and accessible
to the public.

The bicycle racks are now
located between the Mill Point
Road entrances to the Shop
and Cafe. The comment is
UPHELD.

The bins’ storage area now shifted
from the south-western boundary
adjoining the dwelling towards
Banksia Terrace boundary was
observed to be a better outcome.
In order to conceal its view from
the street, a portion of solid fence,
1.5 metre to 1.8 metre high, in
front of the bins’ storage area was
recommended.

A portion of the side
screen wall has been
made solid to screen the
bin enclosure from the
street. A roller door to the
bin enclosure is also
proposed  which  will
provide more screening
while the café is in use,
particularly — given  the
pedestrian  thoroughfare
from the car park.

A 1.8 metre high brick fence is
provided on the Banksia
Terrace boundary adjacent to
the bin store. The amended
plans relocated the bin store
from the south western side to
the north eastern side of the
building. The comment is
UPHELD.

Accordingly, planning conditions and important reotge recommended to deal with
issues raised by the Design Advisory Consultants.
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(b)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forptiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatimr Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 1” consultation method, individyabperty owners, occupiers and /
or strata bodies at Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4 Banksiaa€erand Nos. 328, 330, 331, 331A,
332, 334, 336 and 337 Mill Point Road, were invitednspect the plans and submit
comments during a minimum 14-day period (howeverdbnsultation continued until
this report was finalised).

During the advertising period, a total of 14 coteibn notices were sent and 4
submissions were received against the proposalpand in favour. The submissions
have been summarised and responses provideddonathents below:

Submitters’ Comments # | Officer Response
Operating hours and deliveries - | 4 | The recommended opening hours are as previously
Opposition to the opening at night, approved by Council, with an additional restriction of
alcohol consumption the hours when deliveries are permitted. A previously
approved condition will permit a review of these
hours after 12 months of operation if any complaints
are received.
The comment is NOTED.
Car parking provision - Opposition to | 3 | A revised drawing condition is recommended so that
the shortfall which will result in consistent with the previous approval, no variation to
congestion, noise and unsafe car parking is granted.
environment in the street The comment is UPHELD.
Number of patrons and resultant | 3 | A conditon and important note has been
noise related issues recommended to address potential noise issues.
The comment is NOTED.
Building design, setbacks - Concern | 3 | Officers and the Design Advisory Consultants
that it is incompatible with the observe that the proposed building demonstrates
existing buildings in the street built form compatibility with the design of the
neighbouring residential buildings.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.
Insufficient reversing space for cars | 2 | The applicant has been advised to consider revising
parked in Bays 5 and 6 - Non- the parking layout. At the same time, the car parking
compliant with Australian meets the minimum dimensions for car bays and
Standards access ways required by the Scheme.
The comment is NOTED.
Delicatessen services should be | 2 | The Shop land use allows the existing delicatessen
retained services to be retained. It is the operator's decision
whether these services will be provided.
The comment is NOTED.
Location of rubbish bins - Smell, | 1 | City’s Environmental Health Services have advised
noise, proximity to neighbouring that the bin store enclosure is required to be
outdoor living area compliant with the City of South Perth Local Laws
2002. With regards to its location, the department
has raised no objection. The applicant submitted
revised plans relocating the bin store to the north
eastern side of the building adjacent to Banksia
Terrace.
The comment is NOTED.
Drawings are not updated to reflect | 1 | The specific conditions of approval from the previous
compliance with issues that were application have been carried over to form part of the
addressed  through specific officer's recommendation to Council for this
conditions of the previous application.
approval - Over-height fence; The comment is UPHELD.
barrier to the car parking area.

43




AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 13 DECEMBER 2011

(c)

(d)

Overshadowing is non-compliant

The total overshadow cast is 25%, which is compliant
with the acceptable development provisions of the R-
Codes.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Concern regarding the residential
land use

Noting that the site is located within a residential
area, the provision of a residence is supported.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Loss of views of the City due to the
proposed two storey development
and proposed setback from
Banksia Terrace

While noting that views are desirable and sought,
they are not a property right in Western Australia,
and not to be used as a means to stop other
landowners utilise their entitlements within the
prescribed building height and setbacks.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Overlooking from the proposed
south-east facing balcony

The balcony and other major openings of the
development have the necessary minimum setbacks
from its lot boundaries in order to comply with the
acceptable development provisions of the R-Codes
for visual privacy.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Landscaping details of vegetation to
be provided Would prefer
landscaping on the south-eastern
boundary to provide screening
(e.g. medium trees or shrubs, low
leaf shedding; conifer or similar)

The comments have been forwarded to the applicant
for consideration. A standard condition of approval
requiring a landscaping plan to be submitted along
with the building licence application has been
recommended.

The comment is NOTED.

Setback from the boundary
Objection to less than 1.5 metres
setback if the existing Kitchen wall is
rebuilt, to support the upper storey
cement slab (request setback as per
R-Codes requirements).

The applicant has indicated that existing wall is being
retained.
The comment is NOTED.

Setback from the boundary - A 1.5
metre setback for the existing
Kitchen wall would help with
concerns of a fire within the
commercial kitchen.

The applicant has indicated that the existing windows
will be removed and are to be replaced with
brickwork. The comment is NOTED.

# - Total number of submissions received.

Engineering Infrastructure Services

This application was not referred to tidanager, Engineering Infrastructure, as
comments had been provided for the previous apjaitaapproved in May 2010.
Accordingly, planning conditions and important reotege recommended to deal with
the planning matters.

Environmental Health Services

Environmental Health Services provided commenth véspect to floor waste, grease
traps, hand basins, exhaust canopies, noise, twia Kication and construction, the
Food Act 2008, sanitary and laundry conveniencesl mechanical ventilation.
Environmental Health have not raised any objectiimghe proposal, subject to
compliance with the applicable legislation and taetjions.

Accordingly, planning conditions and / or importambtes are recommended to
respond to the associated comments.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments have been provided elsewhere in this tr@poelation to the various provisions
of the Scheme, the R-Codes and Council policiegravhelevant.
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Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Hogsiand Land Uses” identified within
Council’'s Strategic Plan which is expressed infthlewing terms:

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

Sustainability Implications

Noting the favourable orientation of the lot, thi&icers observe that the proposed outdoor
living areas have access to winter sun. In additibe Mixed Development is observed to
provide a diversity of dwellings and commercial s1$e the locality and provide active
surveillance of the street during various timeghef day and night, promoting a sense of
safety and security amongst the community. Herlee,proposed development is seen to
achieve an outcome that has regard to the sustaidabign principles.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal demonstrategptiante with the relevant objectives and
provisions of the Scheme, R-Codes and Council eglicTherefore, officers recommend
that the application should be conditionally apgahv

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions of tGay of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Scheméhis application for planning approval for a twtorey
Mixed Development (comprising Shop, Café / Restatuaad Dwelling) on Lot 3 (No. 333)
Mill Point Road, South Pertlbe approvedsubject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

21C [Screenin¢- Permanent 625 [Sightlines for driver- Driveway
50€ [Landscaping approved a 63C  [Sightlines for driver- Street
complete: corne

512 |Landscapin¢- Outstanding standaflE  |Lighting to comnunal areas
512 |Landscaping pla- Details included47C  |Retaining walls (If require:
427 |Colours and materia- Details 471  Retaining walls- Timing
377 |Screenin¢- Clothes drying A5E  Dividing fences- Standards
35z |Car bays- Marked and visible 45€  Dividing fences - Timing
352 |Visitor bays- Marked and visible [55C  |Plumbing hidde

354 |Car bays- Maintained A48 [Stormwater infrastructu
39C |Crossove- Standards 66C  [Expiry of approva- Construction
39 |Verge and kerbing wor 661  [Expiry of approvl - Use

(b) Specific Conditions

()  The dining area, including the proposed alfoeseating of the proposed Café /
Restaurant, shall not exceed 40.0 sq. metres iaerdodcomply with the car
parking requirements of TPS6. A floor plan of thaf&C/ Restaurant, showing
the layout of tables and chairs along with passagewis to be submitted for
approval at the building licence stage.

(i) The maximum opening hours of the Café / Restay Shop and the delivery
hours shall be strictly limited 7:00am to 9:00pm¢d&ys a week. Should any
noise complaints from neighbours be received witthi@ first 12 months of
operation, Council will determine whether the coanpis are valid, and if so,
will impose an earlier closing time or other reguments to address the
complaints.

45



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 13 DECEMBER 2011

(©)

(d)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

In order to minimize the noise related amgnimpact upon the adjoining
residential property at No. 331A Mill Point Roatietowner of the proposed
development is required to provide a 2.2 metre Higtce on the common
south-western boundary extending from the reahefexisting boundary wall
of the Café to the rear lot boundary. The fenceide constructed of either
rendered and painted brickwork or alternative masamaterials as sourced by
the neighbour. The cost of the fence and its ilitah is to be borne by the
owner of the proposed development.

A barrier shall be installed to block accegnh-site parking after the approved
closing time of the Café. The barrier shall be tam$ed of safe and
impenetrable materials with secure fastenings. Airclacross the driveway is
not an acceptable form of barrier.

The car parking bays shall be allocated to pacagies in the following manner
on the approved strata plan and on-site:

(A) Residential dwelling - 2 bays; and

(B) Non-residential tenancies - 8 bays.

End of trip facilities for cyclists shall bergvided for the use of staff. The
design and location of these facilities shall beomporated in the drawings in
accordance with Clause 6.4 of TPS6. The facilisball be provided at the
following ratios:

(A) Number of secure clothes lockers - 3.

The following aspects of the development expressly not part of this planning
approval:

(A) Any signage on-site for the non-residentialaise

In order to minimize the noise related antgnimpact upon the adjoining
residential property at No.2 Banksia Terrace, tlwenay of the proposed
development is required to increase the heighhefexisting boundary wall on
the common south eastern boundary to 2.2 metrégight. The finish of the
extension is to match the existing wall and thst @ the work is to be borne
by the owner of the proposed development.

Standard Advice Notes

700A| Building licence required 762z | Landscaping - Plan required

70t | Revised drawings required 76€ | Landscaping - General standards
70€ | Applicant to resolve issues 717 | Liaise - Landscaping plan

71€ | Fences note - Comply with that AGf9C | Minor variations - Seek approval
70¢ | Masonry fences require BA 795E | Appeal rights - Council decision

Specific Advice Notes
The applicant is advised that:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

The applicant / owner are advised of the needlidise with the City's
Environmental Health Services in order to complthwall relevant health
requirements.

The applicant / owner are advised of the ndedliaise with the City's
Engineering Infrastructure Services in order to plhymwith all relevant
infrastructure requirements.

All activities conducted on the premises willeed to comply with the
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1893all times.

It is the owner's responsibility to manage npat behaviour to minimise
disturbance to the neighbours.

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

Offices during normal business hours.
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10.3.3 Proposed 3-Storey Mixed Development Compnmsgj Multiple Dwellings,
Consulting Rooms, Shop and Office - Lots 390 (No.) 3and 391 (No. 5)
Barker Avenue, Como.

Location: Lots 390 (No. 3) and 391 (No. 5) BarkereAue, Como
Applicant: Park & Barker Unit Trust and Birch Group

Lodgement Date: 5 August 2011

File Ref: 11.2011.335.1 BA3/3 & BA3/5

Date: 1 December 2011

Author: Cameron Howell, Planning Officer, Developth&ervices
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval #domixed development in a 3-storey
building on Lots 390 (No. 3) and 391 (No. 5) Barkeenue, Como. Council is being asked
to exercise discretion is relation to the following

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Car parking provision TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Plot ratio
Landscaping
Boundary walls Council Policy P350.02 Clause 5
Visual privacy R-Codes Performance Criteria 7.4.1 P1 and Council Policy
P350.08
Solar access for adjoining properties R-Codes Performance Criteria 7.4.2 P2

City officers recommend to Council that the propdsaapproved.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Highway Commercial
Density coding R80
Lot area 2077 sq. metres (Lots 390 and 391 combined)

Building height limit 10.5 metres

Development potential | 1.00 plot ratio area (R-Codes Table 4) if solely residential, being approximately 27
medium sized Multiple Dwellings or permissible non-residential land uses (e.g.
Café, Consulting Rooms, Mixed Development, Office, Shop and Take-Away Food
Outlet)

Plot ratio limit 0.50 (TPS6 Table 3)

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) Plans of the proposal.

Attachment 10.3.3(b) 3-dimensional images of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.3(c) Site photographs.

Attachment 10.3.3(d) Applicant’s supporting report.

Attachment 10.3.3(e) Applicant’s parking and traffic study.
Attachment 10.3.3(f) Major Development Concept Forum Notes.

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 categoriesci#ed in the delegation:

2. Major developments
(@) Non-residential development which, in the opinof the delegated officer, is
likely to have a significant impact on the Citydan
(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metrek bighigher, or comprises 10 or
more dwellings.
3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(b) Applications which in the opinion of the delegatefficer represents a
significant departure from the Scheme, the Red@emesign Codes or
relevant planning policies.
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 Counmzkting for determination.
7. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned detegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected landowner or occupséore determining the
application.

Comment

(a) Background

In August 2011, the City received an applicationdanixed development consisting
of 16 Multiple Dwellings, 2 Consulting Room tenagsi 1 Shop tenancy and 1 Office
tenancy in a 3-storey building on Lots 390 (NoaBjf 391 (No. 5) Barker Avenue,
Como (the site). Revised plans were received inedaper and November 2011. The
application qualified for an optional Developmentss@ssment Panel (DAP)
determination, though the applicant did not electthe application to be determined
by the DAP for the City of South Perth.

A Major Development Concepts Forum for this applorawas held on 26 October
2011. The notes of this meeting are included Aatachment 10.3.3(f) The
application was first presented at the Council AtpemBriefing in November 2011,
though was withdrawn by the applicant prior to @a@incil meeting.
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(b)

(c)

A separate subdivision application has been suédito the Western Australian
Planning Commission to amalgamate Lots 390 andr@®lone lot.

Existing development on the subject site

The site is currently vacant, as depicted in the photographs afttachment
10.3.3(c) The previous development featured the land us&eifvice Station”. The
applicant advised at the Major Development ConcEptsim that the service station
was decommissioned in September 1998. A demolli@amce for the single-storey
building was issued in November 2005, and the mgldvas demolished soon
afterwards.

In October 2006, Council refused planning apprdoal3 single bedroom dwellings
within a 3-storey building on the subject sitesb&quently, upon an appeal lodged
by the applicants / owners, this development waprayed by the State
Administrative Tribunal in March 2007. In March Z)0Council granted planning
approval for a 2-storey office building on the sdbjsites. The planning approvals for
both these developments have now ceased to be valid

Description of the surrounding locality

The site has a frontage to Barker Avenue to theéhndtark Street to the east, and
Poppy Lane to the west. The site is located adjadcesingle-storey single houses to
the south. The site is opposite single-storey sitgluses on the eastern side of Park
and Brittain Streets; 2-storey grouped dwellingssiragle-storey single house and
single-storey commercial buildings predominatelgugged by shop tenancies on the
western side of Poppy Lane and the City owned sistirey George Burnett Centre
on the northern side of Barker Avenue, as seembelo
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(d)

(e)

(f)

Description of the proposal

This planning application proposes a mixed develunwithin a 3-storey building
on the subject site consisting of 16 Multiple Dwelk (located on the first and second
floor levels), 2 Consulting Room tenancies (locatedthe ground and first floor
levels), 1 Shop tenancy (located on the groundrflewel), and 1 Office tenancy
(located on the first floor level) with the assdethcar parking located on the ground
floor level, as depicted in the submitted plan€anfidential Attachment 10.3.3(a)
Furthermore, the site photographs show the relsiipn of the site with the
surrounding built environment Attachment 10.3.3(c)

The applicant’s letterAttachment 10.3.3(d),describes the proposal in more detail.
The applicant has indicated that the Consultingri®would operate from 8:30am to
7:00pm on weekdays and 8:30am to 1:00pm on Satsiré&igce the application was
last presented to Council, the applicant has reditive total number of practitioners
from 11 to 8 and has provided a survey of the nundfepatients attending the

consulting rooms located in Mends Street, SoutkhPer

The proposal complies with the Scheme, the R-Caaelsrelevant Council policies,

with the exception of the remaining non-complyirgpects discussed below. Other
significant matters or matters requiring exercide discretion have also been

discussed.

Compliant aspects

The following aspects of the proposed developmest @mpliant with Scheme

provisions:

+ Building Setback from the Southern Boundary - Gayuti and 2° Floor Levels
(TPS6 Clause 5.1(4) and R-Codes 7.1.4).

« Building Height Limit (TPS6 Clause 6.2).

¢ Minimum Dimensions for Car Parking Bays and Acces\TPS6 Clause 6.3(8)
and Schedule 5).

* Finished Ground and Floor Levels (TPS6 Clauses6d6.10).

* Surveillance of the Street (R-Codes 7.2.1).

» OQOutdoor Living Areas (R-Codes 7.3.1).

* Sight Lines at Vehicle Access Points and Streeh@usr(R-Codes 7.3.6).

* Dwelling Size (R-Codes 7.4.3).

« Significant Views (Council Policy P350.09).

Land use

The proposed land use of Mixed Development, Mudtipwellings, Office and Shop

are classified as “D” (Discretionary) land uses @whsulting Rooms are classified as
a “DC” (Discretionary with Consultation) land useTable 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of

TPS6. In considering these discretionary and discrary with consultation uses, it is

observed that the site adjoins residential andresidential land uses, in a location
with a residential and non-residential streetsc&gpeordingly, the uses are regarded
as complying with Table 1 of the Scheme.
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(9)

Car parking

The required number of non-residential car bay&biand the proposed number of car
bays is 38; a shortfall of 37 bays (49%). The resphihumber of residential car bays is
30 (26 occupier bays and 4 visitor bays), and tbegsed number of car bays is 18; a
shortfall of 12 bays (40%). If the residential campnt was assessed using Clause
7.3.3.A3.1 of the R-Codes rather than Table 6 &@,P.3 occupier bays and 4 visitor
bays are required and 16 occupier bays and 2 vis#tgs are proposed; a surplus of 3
occupier bays and a shortfall of 2 visitor bayserEfiore, the proposed development
does not comply with the car parking requiremenfable 6 of TPS6 and Clause
7.3.3 of the R-Codes.

Car Parking
Required
Land Use Rate Value Bays Provided | Variation
Shop 1 per 20m? GFA 122.6m? 7(6.13)
Office 1 per 20m2 GFA 127.3m? 7(6.37)
Consulting Rooms | 1 per 19m2 GFA 948.0m2 | 50 (49.89)
Consulting Rooms | 1 per staff member 11 11
Non-Res. Total TPS6 Table 6 75 38 -37
Multiple Dwelling 0.75 per small dwelling 14 11 14 +3
Multiple Dwelling 1.00 per medium dwelling 2 2 2 0
Multiple Dwelling 0.25 per dwelling (visitors) 16 4 2 -2
16
occupier +3
13 occupier and 2 occupier
Residential Total | R-Codes 2010 7.3.3 and 4 visitor | visitor | -2 visitor

The applicant has calculated that the non-residilaind uses require 70 (69.76) bays,
based upon a maximum of 6 and 2 practitioners tipgrérom Tenancies 3 and 4
respectively. The main discrepancy between theiagyl and officer calculation is
that the applicant has not calculated each landseparately, as required by Clause
6.3(3) of TPS6 and a lesser shared gross floor isreacorded. The officer's car
parking calculation for the non-residential lanésigs based upon the gross floor area
measurements provided in the table below. The dh@mponent of the building has
been proportionally shared with each tenancy baped the total gross floor area of
each land use.

Gross Floor Area (Non-Residential)
Land Use Ground Floor | First Floor Total Total + Proportional

Shared

Shop (Tenancy 1) 104m? Om? 104m? 122.6m2

Office (Tenancy 2) Om? 108m? 108m? 127.3m2

Consulting Rooms (Tenancy 3) 16m2 642m? 658m? 948.0m?

Consulting Rooms (Tenancy 4) 146m? 0m? 146m?

Shared areas 74m? 108m? 182m?

The applicant has proposed that 8 of the 30 nademrsal surface car bays provided
have car stackers installed. Each car stackertoam 2 vehicles, resulting in a total of
38 car parking bays being provided. The numberagklproposed with a car stacker
is not seen by City officers to prevent visitorsite building being able to park their
vehicles on site.
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In addition to the on site parking, the applicardgmses the construction of 2 street
car parking bays on Barker Avenue, adjacent tcsitee The construction of the street
bays is supported by the City’s Engineering Infiature Services, subject to the
bays being used for short stay set down and pickagpconcerns have been raised
about the impact on the flow of traffic in peakipds. Clause 6.3(5)(b) cash-in-lieu
of car parking bays can be utilised in this inseaifithe applicant or Council proposes
to expand the capacity of public parking facilitiasthe vicinity of the development
site.

Council discretion - Clause 6.3.4

Council has discretionary power under Clause 6©8.BPS6 to approve the proposed

car parking if Council is satisfied that all reqritents of that clause have been met.

Matters relevant to this application are listecblel

(@) Council is satisfied that the proposed numlbdrags is sufficient, having regard
to the peak parking demand for different uses erdévelopment site.

Council discretion - Clause 7.8.1
Council has discretionary power under Clause 708.1PS6 to approve the proposed
car parking if Council is satisfied that all rearitents of that clause have been met.

The proposed car parking provided on site for tlem-residential component
presented a concern, as there is a significantfah@ompared to the requirements of
TPS6 Table 6. The applicant has applied for digmmeib be exercised, based on the
provision of existing car facilities available nehe development site, the availability
of other transportation options, and that TPS6iregunore car parking than required
by other local governments.

In relation to the car parking bays available agijado the site, and whether they can
be used to compensate for the shortfall on site,dfficer comments are indicated
below:

* Some of the total 10 available bays in the Brittdtneet car park (identified by
the applicant as Car Park 3) could be availablerwdned if the car park is not
fully utilised.

* Some of the 65 available bays in the 2 Brittaire&trcar park (identified as Car
Park 2) can be used for this development. The Kty leased part of this site to
the South Perth Bridge Club, which includes the rGedurnett Centre and 20
car bays. The remaining 45 car bays on this séeagailable for anyone to park
in. It is noted that objecting comments were madeing the neighbour
consultation period for vehicles using this carkp#o utilise the proposed
premises on the development site. The City hasacted the Bridge Club and
explained that the availability of these 45 bayH k& considered by Council in
determining this development application.

» 1 Barker Avenue / 368 Canning Highway car parkr{idied as Car Park 1) can
not be used for this development, as the adjoipnoperties have limited on site
parking available and a limited amount of excesgipg bays are available in this
car park. These properties may later be redevelopedopose a change of use of
land to one that requires a greater parking denfeugd Café / Restaurant) and the
developers of these properties would have an eapestto use these bays. The
number of bays in this car park may need to be aedf Barker Avenue is
redesigned to cater for the proposed widening ofn@ey Highway and likely
resultant changes to the traffic light intersection
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No0.370 Canning Highway (identified as Car Park dh mot be used for this
development, as the car park is located on priyatperty and the bays are
required for the businesses operating on this site.

Vehicles can not be permitted to park on Barker rAmg Brittain Street, Park
Street or Poppy Lane, as they will interfere witfftc flow and cause nuisance to
the adjoining property owners and occupiers.

Based upon the applicant’s Parking Study conduletgdeen Monday 1 August and
Saturday 6 August 2011, the minimum number of uopisd car parking bays
available at any time in car parks 2 and 3 combisel/ bays (Thursday 12:30 PM -
2:00 PM).

The applicant has provided justification that thebjsct site has access to the
following range of alternative modes of transpotticthh can compensate for the
shortfall of on site car parking bays:

Canning Bridge Station is located approximately Kn7 to the south west via
Canning Highway; Bus 106 stops at this station.

Bus route 106 (Perth to Fremantle and Fremantl®dih) has bus stops on
Canning Highway and currently operates on an apprate 15 minute frequency
during the day, on weekdays and Saturdays.

Bus route 31 (Perth to Salter Point and Salter tPminPerth, via Labouchere
Road, Talbot Avenue, eastern Manning and eastdtar $int) has bus stops on
Barker Avenue adjacent to the site and currentrafes on an approximate 10 to
15 minute frequency in peak periods in peak flod/,ndinutes during the day on
weekdays, and 60 minutes on Saturdays.

Barker Avenue is part of a continuous signed beydute (SE29) and bicycle
lanes are provided on the road adjacent to thesidesome other nearby roads.
The applicant has indicated that some users ofithanay walk if located within
close proximity of the site.

The applicant has indicated that many elderly pi&tieof medical centres use
subsidised taxis rather than private vehicles.

Bus Rapid Transit Infrastructure is indicated omi@ag Highway by 2031 in the
Department of Transport’s Draft Public TransportPerth in 2031 (July 2011).

The following justification supports the statemehat the actual demand for car
parking on the site is likely to be less than fhratscribed under Table 6 of TPS6:

The gross floor area requirement for Consultingm®eavould provide parking for

50 patients, which with 8 practitioners is 6.25igrats per practitioner. It is

unlikely that this number of patients would be dte @t any one time, unless
appointments were running significantly behind sithe.

If no alternative transport modes were used, antieleparking demand for the

Consulting Rooms based upon 8 practitioners, 3 ataf 3 patients each is 35 car
bays (61 bays required by Table 6). The 3 patiewatsld cater for the current

patient and the 2 next waiting patients, as appwnts could finish late and / or
patients arrive early. However, as 15 minute cdatohs are indicated by the
applicant, the potential parking demand would iasee if appointments are
running late by more than 10 to 15 minutes.
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The applicant conducted a survey of the numberatiepts within the waiting
room of the Mends Street Medical Centre (locatetilal5 Mends Street, South
Perth) at 15 minute intervals between Monday 21 evuser and Thursday 24
November 2011. During the survey period, there araaverage of approximately
2 waiting patients per practitioner on duty at éinye, with usually no more than
2.5 waiting patients per practitioner and a maximin8.5 waiting patients per
practitioner. It was assumed that one patient wagach consulting room in
addition to the waiting patients. Approximatelyaarquarters of all patients used
a car to visit the practice. Details of the appiita survey are included in
Attachment 10.3.3(d)

The following information has been offered by thgplecant in support of the

application:

The site has been unoccupied for many years amtewslopment would provide
a better built outcome.

The development would provide valuable servicaiéocommunity.

The car parking being based on the gross floor araa not be considered the
most appropriate method to calculate the requitedber of parking bays. For the
Consulting Rooms, the actual parking demand igylitee be based on the number
of practitioners operating on site at any one time.

A range of alternative transport options to privaghicles, particularly public
transport (buses) and cycling are available foh lvatrkers and clients to the site.
These transport options are more sustainable thizate vehicles. The number of
car bays on site could be limited, to encourageemmeople to utilise these
alternative transportation options.

The provision of bicycle parking and end of trigcifdies in excess of TPS6
requirements may reduce car parking demand.

If permitted car parking is difficult to find on aorear the site, clients may choose
an alternative transport option to private vehicgegh as the bus, or choose not to
visit the premises.

There is a sufficient number of parking bays oe $it cater for the Consulting
Room staff and the requirements for the Shop arit€tfenancies. The manager
of the building could potentially start a programeincourage, or provide the use
of, alternative transportation options for staffldror clients of the site.

Additional car parking bays are available near ghe that could be utilised by
visitors to the non-residential premises. The nundfeoff site bays available is
seen to be able to cater for the shortfall of é&car parking.

The development of this site could lead to othenmercial buildings within the
Barker Avenue precinct being refurbished or redgyed, which would provide a
better visual outcome and provide local employnogortunities.

Canning Highway is identified in the longer termthg Department of Transport
to provide rapid bus transit. The provision of masisible bus facilities on
Canning Highway should encourage more people lisaifpublic transport.

However, the following information does not suppbe proposed development:

Consulting Rooms have a high parking demand. Pedgitng the doctors, due

to an illness or physical ailment, are less likelycatch a bus, walk or ride a bike
to the premises. An insufficient number of parkimays are provided on site to
cater for this demand. It could be considered thate are not enough spare
parking spaces available near the site to catahéshortfall of on site parking.
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* The applicant has indicated that each practitiovauld have up to 4 clients per
hour. When appointments are running late, the nunolbewvaiting clients and
vehicles on site are likely to increase.

« Officers are not convinced that people will staging alternative transport modes
if less on site car parking bays is provided. Rattiee situation will result in cars
being parked on verges adjacent to adjoining pt@seor on adjoining residential
streets, thus adversely impacting upon the ameaftythe neighbourhood,
residents and shop operators alike. Additionalig, tehicles parking off site are
likely to cause management issues for the occupfdtte site, as well as the City.

* Reciprocal use of car parking bays can not be densi to ameliorate the impact
of this car parking shortfall because the peak dehi@r all of the proposed
commercial land uses will occur at the same tinee during the standard business
hours on weekdays.

* No future development has been taken into accolihe other commercial
properties in the Barker Avenue precinct may rebigvéheir properties at a later
date, potentially resulting in a greater demand dar parking. It may not be
considered equitable for one property to utilisestaf the public car bays in the
precinct that are not currently being utilised.

Noting the development requires a variation frora frable 6 requirements, City
officers would be prepared to support the develogniethe number of car bays
proposed on site and legally available off siteassidered to be adequate to cater for
the site’s peak parking demand. Officers note tlewing:

« On the basis that the required 7 bays for the S&oancy, 7 bays for the Office
tenancy and 11 bays for the Consulting Room stafpeaovided on site, 13 on site
parking bays are available for Consulting Roomnte

e The Mends Street survey indicated a maximum of Bdting clients per
practitioner at any time (rounded up to 4 waititigrids). Including the client in
the consulting room, the maximum demand is 5 digmér practitioner. As a
maximum of 8 practitioners are proposed to opeaatany time, the maximum
number of clients expected at Barker Avenue willbe

« The Mends Street survey indicated that 75% of Wi¢ravelled to the practice by
car. Noting the availability of alternative transpto private vehicles, a similar
ratio of private vehicle use is expected at Bakeznue. The 40 clients at Barker
Avenue are expected to require 30 car bays.

e As a result, the proposed Barker Avenue consultiogns are seen to require 30
car bays for clients and 13 car bays are availablsite, a shortfall of 17 car bays.
The Parking Study indicated that the minimum numbérpublic car bays
available in Car Parks 2 and 3 combined is 17 bays.

Therefore, the 17 bays available in the publicpzaks are seen to be able to cater for

the 17 bays that cannot be provided on site dutiegoroposed development’'s peak

parking demand.

In considering the above stated information pradide support and against the
proposal, City officers are of the opinion that thenber of car bays proposed on site
and legally available off site are adequate tordatethe site’s peak parking demand.
However, a cash-in-lieu payment is recommendedpayp for the installation of
appropriate traffic and parking regulatory signag¢hin the City’s car parks and
street parking bays, adjoining streets and PoppyelLand for the upgrade and
maintenance of the George Burnett Centre car park.

In this instance it is considered that the nondesiial component of the proposal
does comply with the discretionary clauses, aridasefore supported by the City.
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(h)

(i)

Council discretion - Clause 7.3.3 P3

The applicant has satisfied Performance Criter&a37P3 of the R-Codes, as more
occupier bays are proposed than required and théspn of 2 visitor car parking
spaces, rather than 4 bays required, is considerdik adequate during business
hours. Outside of business hours, visitors coultt paunoccupied bays in the non-
residential component of the site, in the 10 baypeak adjacent to the roundabout, or
on Park Street.

In this instance it is considered that the residértomponent of the proposal
complies with the performance criteria, and is ¢ff@ere supported by the City.

Plot ratio

The maximum permissible plot ratio is 0.50 (103&)5mnd the proposed plot ratio is
1.06 (2209r0). Therefore, the proposed development does noplyowith the plot
ratio element of the Scheme. If the development sedaly residential, the permitted
plot ratio would be 1.00 (2077yin accordance with Table 4 of the R-Codes.

Plot Ratio
Limit Proposed
Floor Site Area Residential Non-Residential Total
[effective] Variation
(sq.m) Plot Ratio Total | Plot Ratio
(sq.m) sg.m ratio | sgq.m ratio | Ratio (sq.m)
G 0.50 99m2z | 0.05 | 226m2 | 0.11 0.16
1 2077m? (1038.5m2) 608m2 | 0.29 | 668m2 | 0.32 0.61
2 608m2 | 0.29 Om2 | 0.00 0.29 +0.56
Total 0.50 (1038.5m2) | 1315m2 | 0.63 | 894m2 | 0.45 1.06 | (1170.5m?)

Council has discretionary power under Clause 708.1PS6 to approve the proposed
plot ratio if Council is satisfied that all requmnents of that clause have been met.

City officers consider that the proposed plot ratih not have a significant impact to

the amenity of the development or the adjoiningpprties. The non-residential

component of the development complies with Schemaguirements and the

residential component is generally considered toptg with the performance criteria

of the R-Codes, as excluding the ground floor stamas the development’s plot ratio
exceeds a plot ratio of 1.00 by 33rfihe development is compliant with the building
height limit and the street and boundary setbagliirements of the Scheme.

In this instance it is considered that the propasahplies with the discretionary
clause, and is therefore supported by the City.

Street setback - Ground, 1 and 2 floors, north and east

The prescribed minimum street setback is not stesdBarker Avenue and Park
Street are not listed in Table 5 of TPS6. The psedominimum building setback is
0.0 metres to Barker Avenue and 2.0 metres to Btmdet, therefore the proposed
development complies with Table 3 of TPS6. If tlesidential component of the
development was assessed using Clause 7.1.3 and Zatf the R-Codes, which

requires a 2.0 metre setback from the street, thikelibg's setback from Barker

Avenue is not fully compliant, though the setbaaunf Park Street is compliant.
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()

(k)

The building’s proposed setback from Barker Aveisieseen by City officers to
demonstrate compliance with Clause 7.5(n) of TR&6the adjoining commercial
buildings also have a nil setback to Barker Averittee building’s proposed setback
from Park Street is seen by City officers to dem@ts compliance with Clause
7.5(n) of TPSG, as the external walls of the botdare setback further from the street
adjacent to the single houses to reflect the gresgtbacks required by Residential
R20 / R30 zoning.

In this instance it is considered that the proposahplies, and is therefore supported
by City officers.

Boundary wall - Ground floor, south (Residentid store rooms)

Under Council Policy P350.02, the permitted heightresidential boundary walls
(parapets), adjacent to neighbouring outdoor Ihangas is a maximum of 2.7 metres
high from the neighbour’s ground level, and theposed wall does not abut an
outdoor living area. Therefore, the proposed dgraknt complies with Clause 6 of
the Council policy.

In addition, the permitted setback for boundarylsvid 6.0 metres and the proposed
wall setback is 6.0 metres from the front boundafherefore, the proposed
development complies with Clause 7 of the Coundlicy.

Finally the wall, being 25.8 metres in length an8@ @etres in height, has been found
to not have an adverse effect on neighbouring amewinen assessed against the
following “amenity test” referred to in Clause 5tbe Council policy:

* No significant detrimental effect on the existingestscape character.

« The outlook from the front of the adjoining dwedlior garden is considered to be
minor, considering the height of the existing britikiding fence.

¢ The outlook from habitable room windows, being @dgtwindows at a 2.3 metre
setback and dining room at a 1.5 metre setbaclcomsidered to be minor
considering the height of the existing brick divigifence.

« Minor overshadowing of adjoining habitable room @émvs or outdoor living
areas, and no additional overshadowing comparethdoupper storeys of the
proposed development.

* No impact of bulk on adjoining outdoor living areast being located adjacent to
the central courtyard.

e The height and length of the boundary wall has reduced by the applicant to
address objecting comments from the neighbour (seetion “Neighbour
Consultation”).

In this instance it is considered that the propasahplies with the Council policy,
and is therefore supported by the City.

Visual privacy setback - ' and 2“floor, south

Most major openings to active habitable spacessatéback the minimum distance
required by Clause 7.4.1 of the R-Codes, or promdfeetive screening to prevent
overlooking of the neighbouring residential projeext

The required minimum visual privacy setbacks fe& bledroom window of Apartment
Type C on the first and second floors to the sauth5 metres, and the proposed cone
of vision setback is 3.4 metres. Therefore, theppsed development does not comply
with the visual privacy element of the R-Codes.
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()

(m)

The proposal demonstrates compliance with Coundlicy? P350.08 “Visual
Privacy”, as the 25.0 metre cone of vision fromltedroom windows do not overlook
any sensitive areas of the southern adjoining eesial property (1 Park Street), being
the side setback area, the front verandah andahé darden, all of which are visible
from the street.

In this instance it is considered that the propasahplies with the performance
criteria, and is therefore supported by the City.

Landscaping

The required minimum landscaping area is 311.46%), and the proposed
landscaping area is 144n6.9%). Therefore, the proposed development da¢s n
comply with the landscaping requirements of Tabtd BPS6.

Landscaping
Site Area Landscaped Area
[effective] | Required [Proposed| Proposed | Variation
Level m2 % (m2) m2 % % (m2)
Ground 15% 112m? 5.4%
1stFloor | 2077m? (311.6?712) 29m? 1.4%
2nd Floor 3m? 0.1% -8.1%
Total 15% (311.6m?)| 144m? 6.9% (167.6m?)

Council has discretionary power under Clause 708.1PS6 to approve the proposed
landscaping if Council is satisfied that all regurents of that clause have been met.
In addition, Clause 5.1(5) of TPS6 permits a vamabf landscaping if the developer
provides outstanding landscaping in accordance thihprovisions of Clause 6.14(1)
of TPS6.

The applicant has indicated they will conform te tlequirements of Council on the
basis of discretion to the provision of landscagieing provided.

The landscaping plan did not provide sufficienbmfation for the City Environment
department to provide comment (see section “Otlitgrzpartments”).

In this instance it is considered that the propasahplies with the discretionary
clause, and is therefore supported by the Cityherbasis that a condition is included
requiring the provision of outstanding landscaping.

Solar access for adjoining sitesLot 950 (No. 1) Park Street

The maximum site area of the southern adjoining@ry permitted to have shadow
cast at midday on 21 June is 128®@5%), based on the R20 density coding, and the
proposed shadow cast is 31%6(61.7%). In addition, the maximum site area of the
outdoor living area of the southern adjoining prop@ermitted to have shadow cast
at midday on 21 June is 21.351f50%), and the proposed shadow cast is 15.8m
(837%). Therefore, the proposed development doescoatply with the Clause
7.4.2.A2 of the R-Codes.

The applicant has provided plans indicating therexof overshadowing in autumn,
winter, spring and summer, as showrCionfidential Attachment 10.3.3(a)
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The extent of overshadowing can be approved if Cibeonsiders the development is
compliant with the R-Codes performance criteria,iclvhtakes into account the

potential to overshadow outdoor living areas, majmnings to habitable rooms, solar
collectors, balconies and verandahs. Based onhididosy cast at midday on 21 June,
the impact of the building at 1 Park Street isados:

« The outdoor living area (the central courtyard) pties with the acceptable
development requirements and has limited solarsacdeie to the metal patio
roof.

* One north facing and one west facing habitable reandow (dining / living
room, setback 1.5 metres from the northern boundaith access to sunlight is
overshadowed, while the other habitable room wirglave already shadowed by
the building itself from either the patio roof, thient and side verandahs, or being
located on the southern side of the building.

e The adjoining property has no solar collectorsalhedl.

* The front and side verandah is overshadowed.

« The adjoining property has no balconies.

The adjoining dwelling has not been designed te tattvantage of the solar access
available, as most habitable room windows haveirectdaccess to sunlight and the
outdoor living area is predominately covered byo#idsroof. While the proposed
development will cast a shadow over a significambpprtion of the adjoining
property, City officers consider the amenity impecbe minor, as only the windows
of one habitable room is overshadowed. In additibe,applicant’s drawings indicate
the room will have direct sunlight available in suer. In this instance it is
considered that the proposal complies with therdigmary clause, and is therefore
supported by the City.

Bicycle parking

The required number of non-residential bicycle biay$0, and the proposed number
of bicycle bays is 12; a surplus of 2 bays (20%je Tequired number of residential
bicycle bays is nil. The required end of trip famk (clothes lockers and showers)
have not been identified on the plans, though spmesailable in the bathrooms on
the first floor level for the provision of theseciiities.

If the residential component was assessed usings€ld@.3.3.A3.2 of the R-Codes
rather than Table 6 of TPS6, the number of requiiegcle bays is 8 (6 occupier bays
and 2 visitor bays), and the proposed number ofckécbays is 2 visitor bays; a
shortfall of 6 occupier bays. However, the appltdamproposing one bicycle wall rack
to be installed in all 16 residential store roomsthe occupiers (not identified on the
plans), rather than providing 6 shared occupieydiécbays. City officers consider the
proposed residential bicycle parking arrangemebetsatisfactory.

Bicycle Parking
Land Use Rate Value Required Bays | Provided | Variation
Shop 1 per 200m? GFA 122.6m? 1(0.61)
Office 1 per 200m? GFA 127.3m? 1(0.64)
Consulting Rooms | 1 per practitioner 8 8
Non-Res. Total TPS6 Table 6 10 12 +2
1 per 3 dwellings 16 bicycle -6 bays
Multiple Dwelling | (occupiers) 16 6 (5.33) wall racks | +16 racks
1 per 10 dwellings
Multiple Dwelling | (visitors) 16 2(1.60) 2 0
16
occupier +10
6 occupier and 2 occupier
Residential Total | R-Codes 2010 7.3.3 and 2 visitor visitor 0 visitor
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(0)

P

Subject to a condition requiring the provision @fHicycle bays, 12 clothes lockers, 1
male shower and 1 female shower, the proposed @aweint complies with the

bicycle parking requirement in Table 6 of TPS6, antject to a condition requiring

the provision of 16 wall racks, the proposed dewelent is considered to comply
with Clause 7.3.3.P3.1 and P3.2 of the R-Codes.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Planniiggheme No. 6

In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Ciause 1.6 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposedeti@oment. Of the 12 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

(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;

() 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 approgeiaange of land uses consistent
with:

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

The proposed development is considered to be aetiisf in relation to the matters
listed above.

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

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

(@ The objectives and provisions of this Schemeuding the objectives and
provisions of a precinct plan and the Metropolifaegion Scheme;

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

(c) The provisions of the Residential Design Coded any other approved
Statement of Planning Council Policy of the Comiatisprepared under Section
5AA of the Act;

(d) Any other Council policy of the Commission o @lanning Council policy
adopted by the Government of the State of Westetnafia;
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()

(i
0)

(k)
()

(m)

(n)

©)
®

(u)
V)

(w)
)

Any planning Council policy, strategy or pladapted by Council under the
provisions of Clause 9.6 of this Scheme;

The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

The potential adverse visual impact of expgdeahbing 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;

The need for new or replacement boundary fghdraving regard to its
appearance and the maintenance of visual privagynugpe occupiers of the
development site and adjoining lots;

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, orientatieetbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details;
Whether the proposed access and egress tor@amdtlie site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for tlaglirlg, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

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

Whether adequate provision has been made t@msady disabled persons;
Whether adequate provision has been made éotatdscaping of the land to
which the application relates, and whether anygree other vegetation on the
land should be preserved;

Any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa7.4; and

Any other planning considerations which Counoitsiders relevant.

The proposed development is considered to be aetisf in relation to the matters
listed above.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments

The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in September 2011. Tdreposal was generally
favourably received by the Consultants. Their comeand responses from the
applicant and the City are summarised below:

DAC Comments Applicant’s Response Officer Comment

The Design Advisory Architects | Positive  comment  to | The built form of the building,
observed that the built form, as | design articulation noted. the proposed surface finishes

depicted in the perspective drawing, and external colours indicated
is well articulated and should present in the perspective plans are
itself well, when viewed from the considered to be acceptable.
street. The perspective drawing and Some  minor  inconsistencies
the proposed floor plans will need to between the floor and elevation
be consistent. plans, and the perspective

drawings have been noted.
The comment is UPHELD.
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DAC Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer Comment

The Architects noted that lighting and
ventilation of habitable rooms, that
open into the internal courtyards,
could be improved by incorporating
the following design elements into
building:

o Increasing the size of the light
wells, and consolidating the
smaller wells;

o Providing  milky glass  at
appropriate locations along the
periphery of these wells to reflect
sunlight into habitable spaces; and

0 Incorporating south-west facing
scoops into the building design
installed at the roof top level to
direct cool breeze into the internal
courtyards and habitable rooms of
the dwellings.

Comments regarding
lighting and ventilation to
habitable room windows
from the internal courtyard
noted. Specific items have
now been considered and
addressed  within  the
detailed design.

The submitted plans do not
provide enough detail to
determine whether the
building’s design addresses the
architect's comments.

The comment is NOTED.

Success  of  this  proposed
development with habitable rooms
facing the internal courtyards is
largely dependent upon effective
functioning of these light wells. The
Architects recommended that the
applicant submits drawings using a
“solar protractor” which show the
extent of natural lighting of these
internal courtyards, habitable rooms
and light wells at different times of
the day.

Cross-sections  will  be
submitted showing how
light is delivered into the
internal courtyards.

The submitted section plans do
not provide enough detail to
determine whether the
building’s design addresses the
architect's comments.

The comment is NOTED.

The Architects noted the east facing
curved slabs that project out between
balconies of Type “A” and Type “B”
dwellings above the ground, first and
second  floor  levels.  They
recommended that removal of one or
more of these projections should be
considered to enhance the visual
amenity of the proposed wall with the
stone facade.

Curved projections
between unit Types ‘A’
and “B” have been

addressed as suggested.

The curved slab was removed
then later reinstated as a
balcony. The inclusion of the
curved slab is not seen to have
to have a significant detrimental
impact to the visual amenity of
the building.

The comment is NOTED.

Limiting the number of proposed
crossovers to the development site to
a maximum of 2 was observed to
minimise conflict with the traffic on
adjacent streets.

Positive comment on 2
crossovers to main streets
noted.

Noting the constraints of the
site, the location of the
crossovers are considered to
be satisfactory.

The comment is UPHELD.

A sectional elevation through the
proposed vertical car stackers in the
building should be submitted
demonstrating compliance with the
required vertical clearances for the
stacker and permitted overall building
height limit.

Details showing that car
stacker clearances work
have been provided.

These plans have since been
provided.

The comment is UPHELD.
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DAC Comments Applicant’s Response Officer Comment
[t was observed from the | Note regarding parking | The development has a
development plans and | compliance  has  been | significant shortfall of car
accompanying report that the addressed . in the | parking on site.
number of car parking bays proposed | comprehensive The comment is UPHELD.
for the development do not | independent report by
demonstrate compliance with the car | OPUS.

bay numbers prescribed by Table 6
of the City’s Town Planning Scheme.

The applicant submitted revised plans following thesign Advisory Consultants
meeting, to deal with the issues raised.

(b) Neighbour Consultation
Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forptiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatimr Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 2” consultation method, individyabperty owners, occupiers and /
or strata bodies at the addresses listed in tHe tadow were invited to inspect the
plans and to submit comments during a minimum 24 psaiod:

Street Street Numbers of Properties Consulted
Alston Avenue 1/30, 2/30, 3/30, 4/30 and 33
Barker Avenue 1A&B, 1C&D, 2, 4,7, 9, 9A, 10, 12A, 12B, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 17B, 18, 19 and 21
Brittain Street 2,114,214, 3/4, 414,115, 2/5, 3/5, 4/5,6,7,7A, 8,9, 10, 11, 11A and 12
Canning Highway | 365, 367, 368 and 368A, 368B&C, 370A&B, 372, 1/374, 3/374 and 4/374
Park Street 1, 1A, 3A, 3B, 4,5, 1/7,2/7,3/7,4/7,9, 11 and 13
Poppy Lane 15
Thelma Street 45, 1/50, 2/50, 3/50 and 4/50

In addition, 2 signs were placed on site invitimmenent from any other interested
person.

During the advertising period, a total of 106 cdtsion notices were sent and 8
submissions were received; 1 in favour, 6 agamstproposal and 1 not stated. The
comments of the submitters, together with the effilesponse are summarised below:

Submitters’ Comments # Officer Response

The Parking and Traffic Study indicates that this
development will not have a significant impact on
traffic flows on streets adjacent to the site.

Traffic congestion (particularly AM peak) -
Barker Avenue, Park Street and Brittain | 4

Street The comment is NOTED.
Development of the site is supported. However,
Generally support development of the site. 3 the impact of this proposed development is seen

to be detrimental rather than beneficial.

The comment is NOTED.

The proposed building stands out as surrounding
sites have not developed to their maximum
potential. Considering the statutory provisions of
this site, the development is seen to be
sufficiently compatible with the adjoining existing
developments

The comment is NOTED.

Building design - Not compatible with design,
scale, street setbacks, building heights of | 2
existing residential and commercial buildings.
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Submitters’ Comments

Officer Response

The site and surrounding locality is not
suitable for 3-storey developments; out of
character.

This site has a 10.5 metre building height limit,
compared to the 7.0 metre limit for the
residential properties to the south and east. The
design of the building is seen to provide some
transition between the higher and lower density,
and height limits of this site and the adjoining
properties.

The comment is NOTED.

Noise - Number of people using the site.

The site has been zoned to allow commercial
development on the site. The residential
component, which should generate less noise
than the commercial component, is located
adjacent to the adjoining residential properties.
The comment is NOTED.

Objection - Store boundary wall (Blocks
sunlight to verandah and living room
window).

The height and length of the boundary wall has
been reduced to minimise the impact on the
adjoining property. Noting the existing brick
boundary fencing, the store boundary wall does
not overshadow the verandah or living room
window.

The comment is NOTED.

Overshadowing  of adjoining  property
(~100%).

The plans have been revised to reduce the
overshadowing from 87.1% to 61.7%. Noting the
design of the adjoining dwelling, the extent of
overshadowing is considered to comply with the
performance criteria.

The comment is NOTED.

Car parking - Insufficient parking on site;
overflow into nearby privately owned car
parks.

The potential for cars unable to park on site,
parking in the car parks of adjoining properties
presents a concern.

The comment is UPHELD.

Minimal parking should be provided
(Occupiers should use bus services).

Ideally, most people using this site would use
public transportation noting its proximity to
numerous bus routes. Officers are of the opinion
that clients to Consulting Rooms are less likely
to take the bus due to their illness and / or injury.
The number of car parking bays available is
considered to be sufficient to cater for the site’s
parking demand.

The comment is NOTED.

Proposed street parking bays - Increase
congestion (Proximity to roundabout).

Engineering Infrastructure Services has advised
that vehicles using these bays could restrict
traffic flows in peak periods. The bays are
supported on the provision that they are used
short term parking, with the installation of
appropriate regulatory signage. It is not expected
that these bays would be regularly utilised in
peak periods, as sufficient parking would be
available elsewhere during these times.

The comment is NOTED.

Insufficient landscaping proposed (To screen
| soften visual impact of the building from the
street).

The external landscaping is generally located
adjacent to the existing residential development
located to the south and east of the site, and is
visible from the street. The provision of higher
quality landscaping is recommended to cater for
the statutory shortfall proposed on site.

The comment is NOTED.
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(c)

Submitters’ Comments

Officer Response

Excessive building bulk (Proportion of land
built on).

The size and coverage of the building is seen to
be compliant with the objectives of the Scheme
for the Highway Commercial zoning.

The comment is NOTED.

Overlooking residential properties (Facing
east).

As the Park Street balconies overlook a street,
the development is compliant with the R-Codes.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Support development subject to reduce
number of apartments and commercial
tenancies floor space.

Reducing the size of the development would
lessen the impact upon the neighbouring
properties, particularly the car parking impact.
The comment is NOTED.

Traffic impact - Poppy Lane (Road design
suitability: Width, turning points, entry / exit
onto street, road surface).

The development is not seen to have a
significant impact to the existing operation of
Poppy Lane as most non-residential parking is
accessed from Barker Avenue directly. The lane
is a sufficient width for vehicles to pass, for
vehicles to enter and exit the car stacker bays,
and the required 4.25 metre street corner
truncation is provided. The Manager,
Engineering Infrastructure requires the laneway
to comply with paving and drainage
requirements, which may require resurfacing.
The comment is NOTED.

Impacts - Poppy Lane: Potential cars parking
within lane, management of traffic, parking.

The development is not seen to have any
significant traffic impact to Poppy Lane. Vehicles
would not be permitted to park within the
laneway.

The comment is NOTED.

Rubbish collection on Poppy Lane - Number
and location of bins, rubbish truck access.

The location of rubbish collection has not been
identified, though the non-residential bin store is
located to allow rubbish to be collected on either
Poppy Lane or Barker Avenue.

The comment is NOTED.

Congestion - Cars parking on streets and
verges near the development.

The potential for cars unable to park on site,
parking on neighbouring streets and verges,
presents a concern.

The comment is UPHELD.

Single-storey housing development with
fewer people is more suitable for the area

Noting the Highway Commercial R80 zoning, the
underdevelopment of the site from single-storey
residences is not supported.

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

# - Number of submissions received.

City's Engineering Infrastructure Services

City’s Engineering Infrastructure Services was tedito comment on a range of
issues relating to car parking and traffic aridirggn the proposal. The comments are

as follows:

e The upper decks of the car stackers should be fssddw turnover of vehicles
(e.g. commuter parking), allowing the lower bay$éoused for a higher turnover

of vehicles.

e Barker Avenue forms part of the Perth Bicycle Nekwand nothing can be
undertaken in the road reserve that would effegtutility of the shoulder lane for

cyclists.
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« The plan, as originally submitted, identifies 3 guutal on street parking bays.
This number will not be possible. After taking intmsideration the cycle access
guideline and the required clearance to the pedmstaccess through the traffic
island, the location of the bus stop immediatelyhi® west of the crossing and
generally exiting traffic from the roundabout, thhee possible bay and potentially
a second does little to improve overall parking the development, but has
implications for the free and efficient movemertraific along Barker Avenue.

e The Plans as submitted show a two car embayedngpddea in Barker Avenue
between the access ramp at the Roundabout andrdpoged crossing to the
development. The Plan details the embayed aréa@bays 5.5 metres long with
2.5 metre long 45 degree (nominal) "splay" each @asdultant kerb opening is 16
metres). Typically a "closed end" parking bay widoé approximately 6.7 metres
long but a longer kerb opening is desirable if wihispeeds and traffic volumes
are high.

* The embayed parking bay does not appear to beddcadjacent to the "splitter”
island on the northern ("departure") side of theuRdabout and as such is likely
to be at:

e adistance greater than 10 metres from the intdise@s measured from the
extension of the kerb line in Park Street; as asll

» a distance greater than 3 metres to the designattestrian access ramp
through the "splitter" island,

and sufficiently distant from the intersection notbe a concern other than at

morning (and evening) peaks. During the peaksa#isigned access time through

the signalised intersection at Canning Highway medte vehicle queues down

Barker Avenue to possibly the roundabout. Theeefaccessing the proposed

parking bays at these times could have some ingratite "stop / start" nature of

the traffic flow. Even combined with other mattére position of the embayed
parking space is still considered to be tolerable.

» Engineering Infrastructure has a preference for fhreposed parking spaces to
be set aside as short term set down and pick up @aiially without a peak hour
prohibition but should circumstances dictate, cobdintroduced at some future
time).

e In principle Engineering Infrastructure would suppdhe provision of two
embayed parking spaces in Barker Avenue subject to:

« the design and placement of the parking bays bféradised in consultation
with the City;

« the developer meeting all costs associated with dbestruction of the
embayed parking spaces including restoration ofvitige to the satisfaction
of the City; and

* the embayed parking spaces being set aside fot sty set down and pick

up.

66



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 13 DECEMBER 2011

(d)

« Any works within the verge for street parking woble a direct cost to the
developer. The cost to remove the existing pavingthe verge (generally
representing two existing crossings) to constrhettivo short term parking bays,
all works associated with constructing the two magkbays including kerbing
from Park Street through to the proposed crossing asphalt surfacing, and the
supply and laying of brick pavers to the verge anmeanaining after the
construction of the two parking bays is estimaeddst $34,352 plus GST (i.e.
$37,700). The land cost has been previously steges not less than $21,000
per bay. The cost overall to construct the twosbengluding the paving to the
Barker Avenue verge (from Park Street the propasesking) is $79,700.

* The methodology applied and findings obtained e Rlarking and Traffic Study
by Opus International Consultants are satisfacttmyEngineering Infrastructure
and, after reviewing the SIDRA analysis, it accépéstraffic impacts conclusions
as outlined.

* The parking layout appears to satisfy the Austrattiandard AS 2890 Part 1 and
the TPS6 requirements.

e Standard conditions required for stormwater to bentained on site, the
crossover specifications, and Poppy Lane adjacerhé¢ site is to be paved and
drained to the satisfaction of the Director, Infragture Services. The cost to
pave and drain Poppy Lane is estimated to be $&pi@s GST (i.e. $66,800
inclusive).

* The cost to install regulatory parking signs is ®rsigns at $300 per sign all
inclusive or $1,800.

e The cost to construct 17 bays randomly within a gark on City owned land is
estimated to be $3,750 per bay all inclusive. dds to upgrade and maintain 17
bays at George Burnett Centre at some time inuhad is arguably not greater
than the cost of construction today nor less th&e tehabilitation and
resurfacing costs of the same area, estimated t@0P& of the initial construction
cost. Therefore the cost to upgrade and maint&irbdys at some future time is
not greater than $63,750 nor less than $31,875.

Accordingly, planning conditions and important reotee required to deal with issues
raised by the Engineering Infrastructure Services.

Other City Departments
Comments were invited from Environmental HealthtyGtnvironment, Building
Services and Governance and Administration sectibtize City’'s administration.

The Environmental Health Services provided commenith respect to roof
plumbing, car park ventilation, noise, sanitary wamences and bins. This section
raises no objections and has provided recommemadedrtant notes.

The City Environment Services provided commentshwispect to the proposed
landscaping plan. Insufficient details have beavided on the landscaping plan for
the City Environment section to provide comment.

Building Services had no comments to make on tbpgsal at this stage. However, if

approved, the proposal will be the subject of dding) licence application which will
be thoroughly examined at a later stage.
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The Governance and Administration Services hassadvihat the George Burnett
Centre (2 Brittain Street), opposite the Siteemskd to the South Perth Bridge Club.
The Bridge Club lease area extends over the bg#dand a portion of the car park,
however, approximately half of the car park on 160 is outside of the lease area
premises. This portion of the car park is maintdibg the City and is available for

anyone to park in. The Bridge Club has no liabitityrights over these bays.

Matters identified by the above City Departmentsehaeen addressed by way of
planning conditions and / or important notes.

(e) External agencies
This application did not require any referrals xteenal agencies.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments have been provided elsewhere in this tr@poelation to the various provisions
of the Scheme, the R-Codes and Council policiegravrelevant.

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Hogsiand Land Uses” identified within
Council’s Strategic Plan which is expressed infttiewing terms:

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

Sustainability Implications
The proposed development is observed to generalt sustainable design principles.

Conclusion

It is considered that subject to the recommendedlitons, the proposal meets all of the
relevant Scheme, the R-Codes and / or Council ypobbjectives and provisions.
Accordingly, it is recommended that the applicatienconditionally approved.

68



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 13 DECEMBER 201

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.3 |

That pursuant to the provisions of tGay of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemeéhis application for planning approval for a mixe
development in a 3-storey building on Lots 390 (Sp.and 391 (No. 5) Barker Avenue
Como,be approvedsubject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

427 | Colours and materials - Details 398  Verge &keg works

577 | Amalgamation - New titles 625/ Sightlines favdrs

340A | Parapet walls - Finish from street 631  Sightlinesdrivers -

ROW

340B | Parapet walls - Finish from 455 Dividing fence standards
neighbour

508 | Landscaping approved and 456 Dividing fence- Timing
completed

513 | Outstanding landscaping details 470  Retrainalls- If required

510 | Landscaping plan - Private tree 471 RetainialiswTiming

210 | Screening - Permanent 377  Screened clothasgdryi

030 | Final clearance requirements 516 Lighting - @omal areas

352 | Car bays - Marked and visible 550 Plumbing éidd

353 | Visitor bays - Marked and visible 445 Stormwantérastructure

354 | Car bays - Maintained 560 Rubbish storage area

screened

382 | Non-residential bicycle parking - 12650 Inspection (final) required
bays

386 | End of trip facilities - 12 lockers, 1} 660 Expiry of approval
male & 1 female shower

390 | Crossover standards

(b) Specific Conditions

@ The number of staff approved to operate fréva Tenancy 03 premises is
for six practitioners and two support staff at énye.

(i) The number of staff approved to operate frhra Tenancy 04 premises is
for two practitioners and one support staff at ame.

(iii) The hours of operation of the Consulting Raomare limited to the
following:
(A) Monday to Friday - 8:00am to 7:00pm; and
(B) Saturday - 8:00am to 1:00pm.

(iv) The car parking bays shall be allocated tecupancies in the following
manner on the approved strata plan:
(A) Residential dwellings - One bay per dwellingdawo visitor bays (18

bays total);

(B) Non-residential tenancies - 38 bays.
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v)
(vi)

(vii)

(vii)

One wall rack capable of storing a bicycle b installed in the store

rooms of all 16 residential dwellings.

This planning approval does not permit theptty of any signage on the

building or on the site. A new application for phamy approval will be

required if sighage is proposed to be displayed.

The whole of Poppy Lane located between tbetls western boundary of

the Site and Barker Avenue is to be paved and eldaio the satisfaction of

the Director, Infrastructure Services. The applicarall pay to the Council

a cash payment of $66,800 for the cost of thes&avor

In accordance with clauses 6.3(5) and 7.8(i)fown Planning Scheme No.

6, the applicant shall pay to the Council a caghant of :

(A) $1,800 for the installation of regulatory fiafand parking signage
within the City's car parks and street parking hadjoining streets
and Poppy Lane;

(B) $63,750 for the upgrade and maintenance of Gleerge Burnett
Centre car park; and

(C) $39,700 for the construction works and $42,6@0the land within
the public areas to construct 2 parking bays onvdrge of Barker
Avenue,

prior to the issuing of a building licence for tw@posed development.

(c) Standard Advice Notes

700A | Building licence required 766 | Landscaping - General
standards

706 | Applicant to resolve issues 709 | Masonry fences requires BA

708 | Boundary wall surface finish 025 | Verge storage licence

Process

715

Subdivision procedure 790 | Minor variations- Seek approyal

725

Fence note - Comply with that795 | Appeal rights- Council decisign
Act B

762

Landscaping plan required

(d) Specific Advice Notes

(i)

(ii)

The applicant is advised of the need to complith the relevant

requirements of the City’s Environmental HealthtyCEnvironment and

Engineering Infrastructure Departments.

The applicant is advised that, prior to theuimg of a building licence,

certification is required to be provided that thee $1as been remediated
(soil and groundwater) to the satisfaction of theep&tment of

Environmental Protection.

Footnote

A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council
Offices during normal business hours.
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10.4

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES

104.1 Tender 27/2011 - Manning Community Facility

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: Tender 27/2011

Date: 25 November 2011

Author: Vicki Lummer, Director Development & Caonunity Services

Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveffizer

Summary
This report considers the invited submissions kexkifor Tender 27/2011 for Manning
Community Facility.

This report will outline the assessment procesd dseing evaluation of the tenders received
and recommend acceptance of the tender that potidebest value for money, experience
and outcomes for the City.

Background
In February 2011 a report on the Tender/Expressfoimterest Process was considered by
Council and it was resolved:

That....

(a) expressions of interest (EOI) be sought fdead consultant to provide advice and
services to enable the redevelopment of the ManmBorgmunity Facility; and

(b) a shortlist of suitable consultants from the IH&® prepared by the Chief Executive

Officer and tenders be called from shortlisted cotamts;

The Expression of Interest (EOI 1/2011) was adsedtiin the West Australian newspaper on
Saturday 28 May 2011 and closed on Friday 8 Julyi20At the close of the advertising period
thirteen (13) submissions had been received.

The assessment panel shortlisted 5 companies dedviaws were held with those
companies. From the five shortlisted companiegethvere invited to tender, with tenders
closing on 31 October 2011.

The tenders called for a lump sum fee for the engiroject from design through to
construction, including administration of the aaiat.

The comparative fees from the tenderers are |listdalv.

Tenderer Fee (GST Exclusive)
Bollig Design $468,900
Gresleyabas $766,228
Christou Design $733,679

Comment

Tenders were invited as a Lump Sum amount. Theifedude the following stages: Stage 1
- Master Planning and Concept Design, Stage 2 ailedt Design, Approval and Tenders
Documentation and Stage 3 - Tender Administratimh@onstruction.
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The Tenders were reviewed by an evaluation pareebasessed according to the qualitative
criteria outlined in the Request for Tender. Faegdhe qualitative criteria are noted in Table
A below.

TABLE A - Qualitative Criteria

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
1. Respondent's resources and skills and experience of key personnel 20%
2. Demonstrated understanding of the required tasks/methodology 15%
3. Demonstrated experience in completing similar relevant projects 15%
4. Communication and liaison skills 10%
5. Quality Assurance 5%
6.  Lump sum fee 35%
Total 100%

The weighted score and estimated contract valwach tender received is noted in Table B
below.

TABLE B - Weighted Score and Estimated Tender Rrice

Tenderer Fee (GST Exclusive) Weighted Score
Bollig Design $468,900 7.6
Gresleyabas $766,228 6.82
Christou Design $733,860 6.17

The tender received from Bollig Design containsoéithe completed schedules and satisfies
in all respects the qualitative and quantitativiteda listed in the Request for Tender.

The tender submitted by Bollig Design was the ldwiee of all tenders received and
recorded the highest score of 7.6 in the evaluatiatrix. The recommended tenderer has
previously undertaken work for the City, that beihg design of the George Burnett Leisure
Centre in 2001.

The recommended tenderer has previously undertaeilar work for the City of
Rockingham, City of Cockburn, and the City of Mébi The responses received from other
local government referees confirm that Bollig Desigas demonstrated an ability to
undertake all that is required by the tender tivdel high quality, innovative multi purpose
facility that the City requires. Further, Bollig Bign demonstrated an impressive resume of
similar sized local government projects and hasalginderstanding of library design.
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Bollig’'s fee was significantly lower than the felgem the other two tenderers. Whilst this
initially caused some concern for the evaluationgbafurther clarification revealed that the
fees for the sub consultants had been revised lms#tkir actual involvement in the project
rather than the base percentage of cost of work.

Based on the assessment of all tenders receivetkfater 27/2011, this report recommends
to the Council that the tender from Bollig Designdxrcepted.

Consultation

EOI 1/2011 was advertised in the West AustrabanSaturday 28 May 2011 and closed on
Friday

8 July 2011. At the close of the advertising pettinirteen (13) submissions had been received.

The assessment panel shortlisted 5 companies dedviaws were held with those
companies. From the five shortlisted companiegethvere invited to tender, with tenders
closing on 31 October 2011.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theéocal Government Adas amended) requires a local government to call
tenders when the expected value is likely to exc$2€0,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

The following Council Policies also apply:
» Policy P605 Purchasing and Invoice Approval
» Policy P607 Tenders and Expressions of Interest

The Chief Executive Officer has delegated authadtgccept annual tenders where the value
is less than $200,000 (GST Exclusive).

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are ligtt to the costs associated with the
appointment of a lead consultant for the projetie &rchitectural firms who have tendered
have specified a fee schedule for their design woronsultancy (and their team of

professional consultants including quantity surveyoechanical, electrical, hydraulic and
structural consultants) based on a % of the prajest Most of this cost will be incurred if /

once the project proceeds to the construction phase

Notional funding has been allowed for this projecid the associated lead consultant's
professional fees are included in the City's fooMamancial plan. Actual expenditure of this
funding (other than the design related costs) isafrse contingent on a number of other
factors including the successful disposal of theicCiTriangle site (in accordance with
Council's resolution), access to Commonwealth Gowent and Lotterywest grant funding,
land purchase from the WA State Government andake fer commercial purposes at the
Manning Hub site, and Council's future approvalténder for a builder to carry out the
construction phase. However those decisions artd aos not the subject of this report.
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The immediate financial implications of this repate therefore limited to the lead
successful architect's professional fees. Thesea@emmodated in the funding allocation
currently allocated to this project in 2011/2012 &012/2013.

Strategic Implications

The provision of high quality and cost effectivevsees underpins the City’s Strategic Plan
2010-2015. By seeking tenders externally so asgage a Lead Consultant to undertake the
Design and Development of the Manning Communityilifgc this enables Strategic Plan
objectives detailed at:

Direction 4 “Places” - Strategy 4Itlentify and ensure activity centres and community
hubs offer a diverse mix of uses and are safe, aifirand amenable.

This project is also contained within the 2011/2@@&porate Plan at 4.1Rrogress the
Manning Community Hub Revitalisation Project.

Sustainability Implications

The sustainability implications in the Manning H&evitalisation project are many and
diverse. At a physical level, the development Wil designed with an emphasis on ESD
principles and be a showcase for sustainable desigra community level, the strategy of
creating a multi use activity hub incorporating theeary, child health clinic, sports groups
and others provides a sustainable development wieidices car trips and will encourage
public transport use and social interaction.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.4.1 |

That Council accepts the Tender submitted by B@agign for the lead consultant for the
Manning Community Facility in accordance with Tenbleimber 27/2011 .
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10.5 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT

| 10.5.1 South Perth Bike Plan 2011-2016

Location: City of South Perth

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 18 November 2011

Author: Catherine Deady, Traffic Technical O#ic
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

The purpose of this report is for the Council topithedraft South Perth Bike Plan 2011-
2016 for consultation purposes.

Background

In July 2010, the City engaged a Consultant to kdkgva new bicycle plan for South Perth.
The purpose of the study is to develop an intedratetwork of bicycle routes that will
provide greater opportunity for people to use daarahtive mode of transport other than
being dependant on the motor vehicle.

The Bike Plan 2011-2016 outlines the vision andl@ithes the steps to achieve it over the
next five years. Both the vision and the stepsirieebe practical and achievable in order
for the Bike Plan objectives to be realised.

The City sought comment on the Draft Bike Plan fribve South Perth Bicycle User Group
(BUG). The South Perth BUG provided valuable fee#tbahich identified a cross-section
of ideas relating to network planning, on road asfructure and path infrastructure. All
comments have been considered and included inutteecf actions in Bike Plan.

The draft South Perth Bike Plan 2011-2016 i&ttdchment 10.5.1

Comment

The existing bicycle network (infrastructure audit):

The Consultant and three members of the South PG undertook an audit of the
existing bicycle network within South Perth. Thedé identified a number of
improvements that needed to be undertaken and gbthese have been scheduled into the
City's 5-year capital works program, with othersferenced and considered for
implementation in future years.

Ten designated local bicycle routes were auditkmhgawith a section of the Recreational
Shared Path on the Swan River Foreshore betweemNah®ws Bridge and Sir James
Mitchell Park. The Principal Shared Path (PSP)eofRecreational Shared Paths and the
District Distributor Roads were not included in gmpe of the audit.

Planning Considerations:
In August 2010, the Department of Planning releasgdstrategic blueprint for Perth,
Directions 2031 and Beyond.

Within Directions 2031, the City has three Activi@gntres that include:
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In August 2010, the Department of Planning releasgdstrategic blueprint for Perth,
Directions 2031 and Beyond. This documisra high-level spatial framework and strategic
plan that establishes a vision for Perth and thel Rsgion to manage the housing and
employment needs of an estimated population ofdaifllion by 2031, and to prepare for a
City of nominally 3.5 million people around 205Jh&aim of Directions 203is to increase
the functionality of activity centres across Peiticrease residential densities within activity
centres and the central suburbs of the City, arehsure that employment is created within
close proximity to where people reside.

The City has three Activity Centres that include:

» Bentley Technology Precinct and Curtin University
» Canning Bridge

» South Perth Station Precinct

One of the key priorities of the South Perth BikanP2011-16 is to create an identified
cycle route from Canning Bridge interchange to pheposed Bentley Technology/Curtin
University precinct. In doing so, this will cread@ efficient transport network to service
planned growth at Bentley Technology / Curtin Unsity, and more particularly, to
encourage access to the precinct by bicycle rdktzer the motor vehicle. The South Perth
Station Precinct and adjacent areas are also fidehdis key priority areas for cycle routes.

The Vision:

The main focus of the South Perth Bike Plan 20116218 on consolidating and making
routes more effective for bicycle use, rather tbegating new routes. The following routes
are recommended for upgrade in the five year flamg:

e SEZ28: South Perth Station Precinct and Angelo Btree

e SEZ27: Douglas and Hayman Streets - Coode Streeskaire to Curtin

* SEZ29: Northern section Coode Street - Thelma Stodebreshore

» SE31: Northern section Labouchere Road - ThelnmeeSto Perth Zoo

e SE33: Canning Bridge to Curtin University

» SE35: Thelma Street - PSP to Hayman Road.

Another important aspect of the bicycle networkonsfor 2011-2016 is the development of

site specific plans and designs, and audits ofipdanctions to enhance the network for

the longer term that includes, among other things:

* The investigation and design of bicycle facilitas Mill Point Road to form a commuter
bike route to separate high speed cycling fromifees on Sir James Mitchell Park;

» Investigation and design of bicycle facilities oaldouchere Road adjacent to the Perth
Z0o (to be undertaken as part of South Perth Rreplanning);

» Impact of the South Perth Precinct proposal onctiveent PSP to the Perth CBD (for
pedestrians and cyclists);

» Partnership with Main Roads WA and Public Transparthority to plan and prioritise
the improvements of facilities in and around Cagridnidge Station; and

* Incorporation of bicycle facilities on the proposammiendment of the Canning Highway
MRS (Worley Parsons engaged by Department of Tatisp
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Project Delivery:
Subject to the funding being included in future fgetd, the following bicycle routes are
identified for improvement in the following finaradiyears:

2011/2012

SE33:Canning Highway to Davilak Street - Upgrade therstiaise path

Mill Point Road: Harper Street to Coode Street - Traffic study aadigh of bicycle
provision.

Labouchere Road: Angelo Street to Mill Point Road - traffic study dardesign of
bicycle provision.

2012/2013

SE33:Henley Street crossingRelocate crossing and construct a shared use path;
SE33:Henley Street to Jackson Road - Upgrade the shesegath;

SE33:Jackson Road - Design for bicycle provision;

Bike Parking: Mends Street - Install six (6) U-Rails;

Bike Parking: Overall network - Undertake audit of the City TP8.1§;
Schools:Overall network - Audit of Schools bicycle parkiagd path network.

2013/2014

SE29: Coode Street South Terrace to Thelma Stre®Reconstruct road to provide
bicycle lanes;

Mill Point Road - Douglas Avenue to Way Road - Install bicycle lanes

Mill Point Road - Crossing at Way Road (westbound) - Green asprasing;

Mill Point Road - Connection to Heppingstone Street - Green edgs;lin

SE?29: Sir James Mitchell Park - Bicycle Signage;

SE29: Coode Street/Mill Point Road - Improve interseesi@long the route to facilitate
a safe cycling environment;

Bike Parking: Preston Street - Install bicycle U-Rails.

2014/2015

SEZ27:Douglas Avenue/Mill Point Road/Lawler Street - lrope intersection to facilitate
a safe cycling environment;

SE27: Tate Street - Mill Point Road to Lawler Street -sRdace the bicycle lane and
improve signage;

SE27: Douglas Avenue/Canning Highway (Southern approackxtend the bicycle

lane;

SE27:Hayman Road - South Terrace to Kent Street - Upggtlael bicycle lane;

SE27: Kent Street - Hayman Road to Jackson Road - Undentaaintenance of the
bicycle lane.

2015/2016

SEZ28:Richardson Park - Improvement to bicycle paths;

SEZ28: Angelo Street/Coode Street - Improve intersectionfdcilitate safe cycling
environment;

SE31: Labouchere Road - Angelo Street to Cale Streetpldment red asphalt bicycle
lanes;

SE31:Leonora Street - Connection from Canning Highw&gath upgrade;
SE35:Thelma Street - Melville Parade to Lockhart Strdestall bicycle lanes;
SE35:Thelma Street - Labouchere Road to Canning HighviRegsurface bicycle lanes;
SE35:Thelma Street - Canning Highway (Western approaéxtend the bicycle lane;
Bike Parking: Angelo Street Install bicycle U-Rails;

SE35:Improve the intersection to facilitate a safe ayglenvironment.
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When the Bike Plan is ultimately adopted by the i@y the above findings will form part
of the City’s annual Capital Works Program. Furtliee South Perth Bicycle Plan 2011-
2016 will allow the City to apply for grants froralevant State agencies (i.e. Department of
Transport) to implement recommended actions.

Consultation

The City consulted the South Perth BUG in regaodthé South Perth Bicycle Plan 2011-
2016. In addition, the BUG assisted the Consultanindertake an audit of the existing
bicycle network in South Perth.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil

Financial Implications

The City engaged a Consultant to undertake an afidite bicycle network and to prepare
the draft South Perth Bicycle Plan 2011-2016. ®Boeth Perth Bicycle Plan 2011-2016
was partly funded by a grant from Bike West, witatahing funding from the City's annual
budget.

The identified priorities in the South Perth BigydPlan 2011-2016 will be progressively
implemented in future annual budgets.

Strategic Implications
This project compliments the City’s Strategic P10 — 2015 and in particular:

Direction 5.2 - Transport
“Ensure transport and infrastructure plans integeatwith the land use strategies and
provide a safe and effective local transport networ

Sustainability Implications

Bicycles have a critical role in moving Perth todaustainable transport. The bicycle is an
accessible, low cost, non-polluting and healthy en@d travel. It has the potential to
significantly reduce road congestion, oil use, aid water pollution and greenhouse
emissions, and improve road safety, community heailid exercise levels. It can also
improve the amenity and safety of neighbourhoodbanace general mobility and contribute
to tourism.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.5.1 |

That....

(a) the City seeks community feedback on dinaft South Perth Bicycle Plan 2011-
2016, with the plan being advertised for public coent from mid January 2012 for
a period of 6 weeks ending 29 February 2012; and

(b) following consideration of submissions, teft South Perth Bicycle Plan 2011-
2016 be brought back to Council for adoption.
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10.6

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - November 201
Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 4 November 2011

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

Summary

Monthly management account summaries comparingityes actual performance against
budget expectations are compiled according to thgmfunctional 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 repog part of a comprehensive suite of
reports that have been acknowledged by the Depattofid.ocal Government and the City’'s
auditors as reflecting best practice in finanogglarting.

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 orgaoisalt structure, reporting lines and
accountability mechanisms inherent within that dtriee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. ififi@mation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detailedbinkne information supplied to the
City's departmental managers to enable them to tootte financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their conffbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publdiethe Annual Budget.

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

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaB&nrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be idehtdied comment provided on those
variances. The City has previously adopted a defmiof ‘significant variances’ of $5,000
or 5% of the project or line item value (whichevsrthe greater). Notwithstanding the
statutory requirement, the City provides commenothrer lesser variances where it believes
this assists in discharging accountability.

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

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

Reviews.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresiggd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month from September onwats.schedule reflects a reconciliation
of movements between the 2011/2012 Adopted Budgetlree 2011/2012 Amended Budget
including the introduction of the capital expend#utems carried forward from 2010/2011
(after September 2011).

A monthly Statement of Financial Position detailithge City’s assets and liabilities and
giving a comparison of the value of those assedsliabilities with the relevant values for
the equivalent time in the previous year is alsovigled. Presenting this statement on a
monthly, rather than annual, basis provides grdatancial accountability to the community
and provides the opportunity for more timely intmtion and corrective action by
management where required.

Comment

The major components of the monthly managementust@ummaries presented are:

e  Statement of Financial Positiodttachments 10.6.1(1)(Aland 10.6.1(1)(B)

« Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenud Bmpenditure Attachment
10.6.1(2)

« Summary of Operating Revenue and Expenditure-Itrfrasire ServiceAttachment
10.6.1(3)

* Summary of Capital ltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

* Schedule of Significant Varianceg\ttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovementsAttachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting Statemenfttachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 30 November 2011 is $35.74 Wtlwrepresents 100% of the
$35.77M year to date budget. Revenue performaneeris close to budget expectations
overall - although there are some individual libem differences. Meter parking is 4%
ahead of budget but infringement revenue is 18%nlebudget expectations. Reserve
interest revenues are close to budget expectattodate but municipal interest revenue is
slightly behind budget. Interim rates revenue &atgr than anticipated at this stage and pre-
interest charges from ratepayers opting for ingalrpayments for rates were adjusted
upwards in the Q1 Budget Review.

Planning revenues are 18% below budget whilst BudlGervices revenues were adjusted
down in the Q1 Budget Review - but this is comp&stsdy using lesser levels of staff

resource in these areas. Collier Park Village rageis in line with budget expectations
whilst the Collier Park Hostel revenue is just 280w budget following the phasing in of

anticipated adjustments to some commonwealth selssid

Golf Course revenue remains some 4% below budgegetta even after a significant

downwards budget adjustment as revenues were agpacted by disruption to the course
during the major 9 hole course upgrade.
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Infrastructure Services revenue largely relatewaste management levies at this stage of
the year and these are now on budget after redogresiditional revenues from billing a
higher number of services than was anticipated wherbudget modelling was done. Road
grant revenues have been adjusted downwards iQthBudget Review following the re-
distribution between general and road grants by\¥ia¢ GGC.

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

Operating Expenditure to 30 November 2011 is $2a@. #¥Hhich represents 98% of the year
to date budget. Operating Expenditure is 2% undeigét in the Administration area, 6%
under budget for the golf course and 2% under dudigthe Infrastructure Services area
after a major (non cash) adjustment to the depieniabudget attributable to major

infrastructure revaluations.

Cash operating expenses are typically favourablautiget due to a combination of factors
including approved but vacant staff positions agbftirable timing differences on invoicing
by suppliers. Relevant adjustments were made iQth8udget Review for costs associated
with signage for the new dog law, demolition of 8wan St property and election costs etc.
The Financial Services area currently presentseasylunfavourable to budget but this is
attributable to the November allocation of corperabsts not being processed until early
December. The Planning Services area reflects deuof favourable variances in relation
to salaries (vacant positions), timing differenoasconsultants and savings on legal fees.

Most infrastructure maintenance activities inclgdipark and grounds maintenance and
roads and paths maintenance are broadly in liné Wwitdget expectations or slightly
favourable whilst building maintenance activitiee aurrently quite favourable due to
programs being readied for implementation pendiogtractor availability and suitable
weather conditions. These variances are all expeciaeverse back in line with budget
expectations in the next few months. Waste manageroests are close to budget
expectations. Golf Course expenditure is currerd favourable due to timing
considerations. Overheads in both the City Enviremimand Engineering Infrastructure
areas are higher than expected due to somewhathissanticipated overhead recoveries.
This issue is currently being further investigabydnanagement.

There are several budgeted (but vacant) staff ipnsitacross the organisation that are
presently being recruited for. The salaries budigetuding temporary staff where they are
being used to cover vacandias currently around 1.3% under the budget aliocator the
227.2 FTE positions approved by Council in the midiyocess. The factors impacting this
include vacant positions yet to be filled, staff leave and timing differences on agency
staff invoices.

Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant Variancéstachment 10.6.1(5).
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Capital Revenue is disclosed as $2.64M at 30 Noeerabainst a year to date budget of
$2.62M. This variance is attributable to the retefpa small unbudgeted capital grant from
the Swan River Trust and slightly higher than aptited capital revenue from turnover of
units at the Collier Park Village. Details of tbapital revenue variances may be found in
the Schedule of Significant Variancégtachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 30 November 2011 is $8.28Fresenting 83% of the year to date
budget of $9.86M. At this stage almost half of éixpenditure relates to the CPGC work.

The table reflecting capital expenditure progresssus the year to date budget by
directorate is presented below. Comments on speeifiments of the capital expenditure
program and variances disclosed therein are prdvidemonthly from the October
management accounts onwards.

TABLE 1 - CAPITAL EXPENDITURE BY DIRECTORATE

Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Total Budget
Budget

CEO Office 100,000 91,802 82% 290,000
Financial & Information 285,000 314,164 110% 1,355,000
Services

Development &  Community 370,000 300,203 81% 1,215,000
Services

Infrastructure Services 3,517,632 2,345,320 67% 8,809,924
Waste Management 160,360 147,281 92% 245,360
Golf Course 4,432,460 4,031,449 91% 5,548,760
UGP 1,000,000 998,737 99% 4,766,000
Total 9,865,452 8,228,956 83% 22,230,044

Consultation

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

Policy and Legislative Implications
This report is in accordance with the requiremeotsthe Section 6.4 of thé.ocal
Government Acand Local Government Financial Management Regui&#.
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Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘financial’ dimensiosustainability by promoting accountability
for resource use through a historical reportingpefformance - emphasising pro-active
identification and response to apparent financaiances. Furthermore, through the City
exercising disciplined financial management prasti@and responsible forward financial
planning, we can ensure that the consequences dihancial decisions are sustainable into
the future.

|OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.1 ‘

That ....

(@) the monthly Statement of Financial Position &mhncial Summaries provided as
Attachment 10.6.1(1-4)e received,

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

(© the Schedule of Movements between the Adopted &Amended Budget
Attachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)be received;

(d) the Rate Setting Statement providedaachment 10.6.1(7)be received.
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|10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anDebtors at 30 November 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 4 December 2011

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

This report presents to Council a statement sunsingrithe effectiveness of treasury
management for the month including:

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

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

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

Background

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

In order to discharge accountability for the exszaf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbeimalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as funds held in ‘cash backed’ Reserves. Asiicant holdings of money market
instruments are involved, an analysis of cash hgklishowing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is afgovided.

Statistics on the spread of investments to divwersgk provide an effective tool by which
Council can monitor the prudence and effectivendts which these delegations are being
exercised.

Data comparing actual investment performance wi#hchmarks in Council’'s approved
investment policy (which reflects best practicenpiples for managing public monies)
provides evidence of compliance with approved itaest principles.

Finally, a comparative analysis of the levels dfstanding rates and general debtors relative
to the same stage of the previous year is providethonitor the effectiveness of cash
collections and to highlight any emerging trends thay impact on future cash flows.

Comment

(@) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $50.94M ($51.43M lasnth) compare to $48.65M at
the equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funeds$ardM higher overall than the
level they were at the same time last year - reéflgc$1.5M higher holdings of cash
backed reserves to support refundable monies aCt#é and CPH. The UGP
Reserve is $0.9M lower. The Sustainability and Rivall Reserves are each $0.3M
higher whilst the Technology Reserve is $0.3M higfgpiarantined funds for the
new corporate document management system). TheeFBtulding Works Reserve
is $1.0M higher when compared to last year. The CHR&zserve is also $0.7M
lower as funds are applied to the Island Nine ptojgarious other reserves are
modestly higher.

84



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 13 DECEMBER 2011

(b)

Municipal funds are at the same level as the puesvigear with collections from

rates so far only slightly behind last year's resulvith a clearer indication of

collections having emerged after the second ingtatrdate in November. Progress
to date suggests that our convenient and custonmdfy payment methods,

supplemented by the Rates Early Payment Incentized>(with all prizes donated

by local businesses), have had a positive effectur cash inflows.

Funds brought into the year (and subsequent cditiions) are invested in secure
financial instruments to generate interest untidsth monies are required to fund
operations and projects during the year Astuteciele of appropriate investments
means that the City does not have any exposurendavik high risk investment

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portislidynamically monitored and re-
balanced as trends emerge.

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cashkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddbl Municipal use currently sits at
$17.63M (compared to $18.53M last month). It wag.62M at the equivalent time
in 2010/2011Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments
Total investment in money market instruments at ttmoand was $49.78M
compared to $48.00M at the same time last yeas Bhdue to the slightly higher
holdings of Reserve Funds as investments — antitlglidess Municipal Funds
investments.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@adn deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are natatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysihiefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 99% of the fural® invested in securities
having a S&P rating of A1l (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

The City's investment policy requires that at 1e88% of investments are held in
securities having an S&P rating of Al. This ensubhes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&03 the Dept of Local

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

Invested funds are responsibly spread across w#dpproved financial institutions
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with eafoiancial institution are within the
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603. Coupssty mix is regularly
monitored and the portfolio re-balanced as requileggending on market conditions.
The counter-party mix across the portfolio is shawAttachment 10.6.2(2).

85



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 13 DECEMBER 2011

(©)

Total interest revenues (received and accruedjh®ryear to date total $0.97M -
compared to $0.98M at the same time last year. 3ivthie City has slightly higher
levels of reserve cash invested at this time a# been invested for shorter terms so
far.

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

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

investment opportunities as well as recognising @igntial adverse impact on the
budget closing position. Throughout the year, wéakance the portfolio between
short and longer term investments to ensure tleCity can responsibly meet its
operational cash flow needs.

Treasury funds are actively managed to pursue ns#pge, low risk investment
opportunities that generate additional interestenere to supplement our rates
income whilst ensuring that capital is preserved.

The weighted average rate of return on financisiruments for the year to date is
5.82% with the anticipated weighted average yigldnwestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.80% (compared with 5.83% last mongki}call cash deposits used to
balance daily operational cash needs still pro@deaodest return of only 4.50% -
unchanged since the November 2010 Reserve Bangidean interest rates.

Major Debtor Classifications

Effective management of accounts receivable to edritie debts to cash is also an
important part of business management. Detailsaoh ef the three major debtor’s
category classifications (rates, general debtodsusnderground power) are provided
below.

(i) Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatine to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of November 2011
(after the due date for the second instalment)essmt 79.7% of rates levied
compared to 81% at the equivalent stage of thequewear.

This again provides convincing evidence of the ge@mdeptance of the rating
strategy and communication approach used by theilCdeveloping the 2011/2012
Annual Budget and the range of appropriate, comvdrand user friendly payment
methods offered by the City. Combined with the RaEarly Payment Incentive
Scheme (generously sponsored by local businestesje have provided strong
encouragement for ratepayers - as evidenced bgolletions to date.

This collection result is being supported admimistely throughout the year by

timely and efficient follow up actions by the CitsyRates Officer to ensure that our
good collections record is maintained.
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(i) General Debtors

General debtors (excluding UGP debtors) stand at2$1 at month end ($2.96M
last year) ($1.22M last month). GST receivableame $0.4M lower, the prompt
collection of Pension Rebate Claims ($0.40M lowgght management of Parking
Infringement debts and sundry debtors have allliein a pleasing change in the
composition of the outstanding debtors’ balancétive to this time last year. This
is particularly important with respect to effectiwenaintaining our cash liquidity in
the light of the less than anticipated budget apgpiosition for 2011/2012.

The majority of the outstanding amounts are govemtnand semi government
grants or rebates (other than infringements) - asdsuch, they are considered
collectible and represent a timing issue rathem gy risk of default.

(i) Underground Power

Of the $6.74M billed for UGP Stage 3 project, (aflog for adjustments), some
$6.36M was collected by 30 November with approxehat83.9% of those in the

affected area having now paid in full and a furth@5.4 % opting to pay by

instalments. The remaining properties were dispbittithg amounts. Final notices

were issued and these amounts have been pursuezktésnal debt collection

agencies as they had not been satisfactorily aslellaa a timely manner. As a result
of these actions, legal proceedings were institutecklation to three outstanding
debts (two have since been settled). 2 other paitull, 8 have commenced a
payment plan. Only 1 other has yet to reach afaatmy payment arrangement -
and this continues to be pursued as a delinquénode

Collections in full continue to be better than estpe as UGP accounts are being
settled in full ahead of changes of ownership oamslternative to the instalment
payment plan.

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

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

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

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

|OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 30 November 2011 StatewieRunds, Investment and Debtors

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

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

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 3 December 2011

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 authoftglégation DC602) between 1 November
2011 and 30 November 2011 is presented to Coumdihformation.

Background

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

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aighdrpurchasing approval limits for

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

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

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

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 accouitiailayments made under this delegation
can not be individually debated or withdrawn.

The report format now reflects contemporary practie that it now records payments
classified as:
* Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsibass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.u@heayments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one anddlgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party througliee duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothER& Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party.
For instance, an EFT payment reference of 738.7688&cts that EFT Batch 738
included a payment to Creditor number 76357 (Aliatnal axation Office).
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* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe not listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradijdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfle permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records oftbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

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

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

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

Consultation

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

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

ratepayers.

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

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.3 ‘

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Nobem2011 as detailed in the report of
the Director of Financial and Information ServicAEachment 10.6.3, be received.
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| 10.6.4  Use of the Common Seal

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 28 November 2011

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Audistration Manager
Summary

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

Background

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

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

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to regoaliregister:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

Delegation DC346 “Authority to Affix the City’'s Comon Seal” authorises the Chief
Executive Officer or a delegated employee to dfiix common seal to various categories of
documents.

Register

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

November 2011

Nature of Document Parties Date Seal Affixed
Loan Agreement City of South Perth & Treasury Corporation 16 November 2011
Deed of Agreement to Lease x2 | City of South Perth & Miriam Estelle Fardon (CPV) 17 November 2011
Lease x2 City of South Perth & Miriam Estelle Fardon (CPV) 17 November 2011
Deed of Agreement to Lease x2 | City of South Perth & Ruby Jayne Langhorst (CPV) 17 November 2011
Lease x2 City of South Perth & Ruby Jayne Langhorst (CPV) 17 November 2011
Town Planning Scheme No. 6 - | City of South Perth & Minister for Planning 25 November 2011
Amendment No. 28 x3
Deed of Variation x3 City of South Perth & John Albert Clancy and Anthea | 25 November 2011

Margaret Clancy (Renewal of short-term lease for a
further 12 months)
Deed of Variation x3 City of South Perth & John Albert Clancy and Patricia | 30 November 2011
Jean Millman (Renewal of short-term lease for a further
12 months)
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Consultation
Not applicable.

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

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 6 of theafegic Plan Governance — Ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to both respondie 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 10.6.4 |

That the report on the use of the Common Seal Herrhonth of November 2011 be
received.
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1 10.6.5 Applications for Planning Approval Determingl Under Delegated Authority |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 1 December 2011

Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Sersice

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

The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thetmohNovember 2011.

Background

At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, widuresolved as follows: “That
Council receive a monthly report as part of the Agka, commencing at the November
2006 meeting, on the exercise of Delegated Authofiom Development Services under
Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as currently providedthe Councillor’'s Bulletin.”

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

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme N&O. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City officersrétation 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 November 2011, forty five (48gvelopment applications were
determined under delegated authorithichment 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 thimfghg terms:

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

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

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.5 |

That the report and\ttachment 10.6.5relating to delegated determination of planning
applications during the month of November 201 1idueived.
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110.6.¢ Metropolitan Local Government Review

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 30 November 2011

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance and Adstiation

Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveffizer

Summary
This report considers the City’s response to thdrdpelitan Local Government Review
announced by the State Government in June 2011.

Background

The Minister for Local Government on 24 June 20hfcainced an independent review of
Perth Metropolitan Local Government and broaderegoance structures. Aindependent
Metropolitan Governance Review Par®ls been established comprisiRgpfessor Alan
Robson AM, Dr Peter Tannock and Dr Sue van Leeutwegxamine the social, economic
and environmental challenges facing metropolitanthPand to recommend appropriate
boundaries and governance models for Perth Mettapdlocal Government.

The Panels Terms of Reference are:

« Identify current and anticipated specific regiorgdcial, environmental and economic
issues affecting, or likely to affect, the growtinaetropolitan Perth in the next 50 years.

« Identify current and anticipated national and in&ional factors likely to impact in the
next 50 years.

* Research improved local government structures,gavernance models and structures
for the Perth metropolitan area, drawing on nati@ral international experience and
examining key issues relating to community repreg@n, engagement, and
accountability and State imperatives among othilgghthe panel may identify during
the course of the review.

« Identify new local government boundaries and altasureduction in the overall number
of local governments to better meet the needseo€tmmunity.

« Prepare options to establish the most effectiveallogovernment structures and
governance models that take into account mattertifoed through the review including,
but not limited to, community engagement, patte&irdemographic change, regional and
State growth and international factors which &elji to impact.

« Present a limited list of achievable options togetwith a recommendation on the
preferred option.

The Independent Metropolitan Governance Review IPaheased an Issues Paper together
with a series of questions in October 2011, ingitpublic submissions by 23 December
2011. The Panel is proposing to release its daaftlcisions in March 2012 and seek further
public comment prior to presenting a final reparthe Minister for Local Government by
30 June 2012.
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Comment

The Chief Executive Officer and several Councillateended a Public Information Session
with the Independent Metropolitan Governance RevRamel at the University of Western
Australia on 12 November 2011 and the Mayor andefCEkecutive Officer will also be
meeting with the Panel on Friday 16 December 2011.

The Chief Executive Officer has prepared a draficDgsion Paper addressing the key points
and questions in the Issues Paper. The draft Bssmu Paper was circulated to Councillors
on 25 November 2011 together with the City’s pragi®009 Local Government Reform
submission.

A Councillor Briefing Session was held on 28 NovemB011 where the Chief Executive
Officer provided an overview of the Metropolitandad Government Review including the
process and an overview of the draft DiscussiorePdpeedback and options were sought
from Councillors which will be incorporated in té#ty’s submission.

The next Council meeting is scheduled for 13 De@m011, which would not permit
sufficient time for the Council to finalise its sulssion. The consensus from the Councillor
Briefing Session was that the Chief Executive @ifiavould circulate the City's draft
submission on 9 December 2011 to Councillors fanmoent. The revised draft would then
be re-circulated to Councillors on the 16 Decenfbefinal comment.

With these time lines in mind, the Council will me® consider at the 13 December 2011
Council meeting delegating authority to the Chigk€&utive Officer to finalise the City's
Submission to the appointed Panel. The followinwetable is therefore proposed:

9 December Draft submission circulated

13 December Council to delegate to CEO to finadisemission based on Elected
Member input

16 December Revised draft submission circulated

21 December Submission finalised

23 December Submission to Local Government Panel

Financial Implications
The possible outcome of the Metropolitan Local Gowgent Review could have significant
financial implications for the City of South Perth.

Strategic Implications

The proposal is consistent with Strategic DirectioriGovernance’ of the Strategic Plan
2010-2015"Ensure that the City’s governance enables it topead to the community’s
vision and deliver its service promises in a sustdle manner”.

Sustainability Implications

This report and draft Discussion Paper has begraped directly in response to the Western
Australian State Government Metropolitan Local Gameent Reform process, which is
aimed at making the industry more sustainable &modger into the future.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 10.6.6

That the Council note the report on the Metropnlitazocal Government Review and
authorise the Chief Executive Officer to finalige tCity’s submission to the Independent
Metropolitan Governance Review Panel by 23 Decergbét.
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11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1  Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Howat \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Counbeetings for the period
10 January to 28 January 2012 inclusive.

11.2 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Lawrance \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinbleetings for the period
18 - 27 December 2011 inclusive.

11.3 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Hawkirgeeb \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Counbeetings for the period
4 December 2011 to 21 January 2012 inclusive.

11.4 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Trent \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colnbleetings for the periods
7 to 22 January and 24 to 28 February 2012 inatusiv

12. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

13. QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS
13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Memberakien on Notice
Nil

13.2  Questions from Members

| 13.2.1 Mosquito Management Plan - Waterford........... CP Howat |

Summary of Question
1. At the presentation on 10 November 2011 by MmrrppaMcGinn from Mosquito
Consulting Services Pty Ltd, the mosquito constdt@mgaged by the City, a number of
verbal commitments were made, namely:
e that the ‘new’ breeding sites which the consultamése identified are and will
continue to be treated;
« that notwithstanding the report to Council in Felsyuthe City will invest in some of
the new equipment for lavacide distribution as dais be done administratively and at
a relatively low cost; and
e that a summary of key points from the presentatidhbe posted on the City’s web
site.
What is the status of those commitments?

2. At the presentation it was advised that the nteplould be available to the City
within 2 weeks and that a copy would be providedite Waterford Mosquito
Group. Has the report been received and if so whitra copy be made available
to the Mosquito Group? If not, when is it expected?

3. What action has the City taken to date with eespgo implementation of the
recommendations contained in the report?

4. At the presentation the consultants made itrdleat it is important to identify and

treat all breeding sites to effectively manage mthesquito problem? Is the City

doing this?

How many complaints have been received thisosealsout mosquitoes?

What did the City learn from its survey of resits conducted in August?

Is the City confident that the aims of the 2QP1IMMP will be achieved?

No o
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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  City of South Perth 2012 Australia Day Citien of the Year and
Premier’s Australia Day Active Citizenship Awards Confidential- Not
To Be Disclosed Report

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CR/108

Date: 22 November 2011

Author: Natasha Hughes, Community Developmeic&f
Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager Commutititure & Recreation
Confidential

This report is declare@onfidential under Section 5.23 (h) of th@cal Government Ads it relates
to the selection of community members as the rentpdf an Award to be announced and prese
at the 2012 Australia Day Citizenship Ceremony.

Note: ConfidentialReport 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

SouthPertl

Mayors Activity Report - November 2011

Date

Wednesday, 30 November

Tuesday, 29 November

Monday, 28 November
Friday, 25 November

Thursday, 24 November

Wednesday, 23 November

Tuesday, 22 November

Monday, 21 November

Sunday, 20 November

Saturday, 19 November

Activity

Attend SEMZ Meeting + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent
Meeting CAG

Attend Presentation by Charles Johnson, Planning Context - State
Government Planning

Discuss partnership with Perth Writers & Hardie Grant
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Attend Opening of Collier Primary School Kitchen Garden
Attend Metropolitan Local Government Review Workshop

Attend St Vincent de Paul Society Christmas Lunch @ Government
House

Photo shoot for South Perth Out of School Care with John McGrath
MLA + Susanna Durston

RPGC meeting with President and General Manager + Manager
Legal and Governance

ALGWA WA Planning session + Cr Veronica Lawrance

Attend Local Housing Strategy Community Engagement + Deputy
Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent, Crs Colin Cala, Peter Howat and Fiona Reid

Attend GHD’s Property and Buildings Technical Seminar + Deputy
Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Royal Perth Golf Club Photo shoot -Charity Day + Amanda Hunt
(Gowrie) Wilf Sonntag (RPGC)

Chair November Council meeting

Attend Committee for Perth AGM and Food for Thought Luncheon +
CEO

Attend South Perth Historical Society AGM + Deputy Mayor, Cr
Kevin Trent, + Crs Betty Skinner, Fiona Reid, Colin Cala, Peter
Howat, Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb

Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Attend Civic Service@ St George’s Cathedral hosted by Lord Mayor
of Perth + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent + Crs Colin Cala, Bill
Gleeson, Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb

Attend WA Australian of the Year Awards 2012 + Deputy Mayor, Cr
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Friday, 18 November

Thursday, 17 November

Wednesday, 16 November

Tuesday, 15 November

Monday, 14 November
Sunday, 13 November

Saturday, 12 November

Friday, 11 November

Thursday, 10 November

Tuesday, 8 November

Monday, 7 November

Sunday, 6 November

Kevin Trent

South Perth Hospital Christmas Celebration Dinner @ Royal Perth
Golf Club + CEO + Deputy Mayor Cr Kevin Trent + Crs Betty
Skinner, Fiona Reid, Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb, Colin Cala, lan
Hasleby, Peter Howat and Bill Gleeson

Attend Kensington Secondary School Class & Community Awards
presentation

Attend ALGWA Networking event - The role of women in the future
of Perth - Marion Fulker - Guest speaker + Crs Veronica Lawrance
and Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb

Attend ‘5 Choices to Extraordinary Productivity’ Seminar at Ascot
Quays

City induction for Councillors - Update on Major Corporate Projects

Attend Clontarf Trade Training Centre Briefing Session at Clontarf
Aboriginal College

Chair ICAG meeting

Chair Council Briefing
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting
Meeting Prof Jeanette Hacket
Attend Sonshine FM Radiothon

Attend Manning Primary School 75" anniversary celebrations +
Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Attend Metropolitan Local Government Review Panel - Consultation
Forum + CEO + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent, Crs Betty Skinner,
Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb and Colin Cala

Attend 20th Anniversary of McHappy Day @ Berwick St restaurant
RPGC Charity Golf Day Dinner

Attend Mends St parking Meeting + Crs Betty Skinner, Rob
Grayden,

Attend Remembrance Day Service + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent,
Crs Betty Skinner, Veronica Lawrance, Colin Cala, Rob Grayden,
lan Hasleby and Bill Gleeson

Attend Mosquito Management Review Presentation + Deputy
Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent, + Crs Colin Cala, Veronica Lawrance, Fiona
Reid, Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb and Peter Howat.

Attend Ngala - event to introduce the new CEO Mr Ashley Reid

Chair Audit and Governance Committee & Special Council meeting -
Review of Dog Law 2011

Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Conduct Citizenship ceremony - + Deputy Mayor Cr Kevin Trent, +
Cr Fiona Reid

Attend Aboriginal Engagement Strategy Meeting @ Moorditj Keila

Open Waterford Plaza Shopping Centre re-development launch +
Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent, Crs Colin Cala, lan Hasleby, Bill
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Saturday, 5 November

Friday, 4 November

Thursday, 3 November

Gleeson, Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb and Peter Howat

Attend South Perth Arts and Crafts Society Open Day
@ Hazel McDougall House + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Attend Kensington Primary School 85" anniversary fete + Deputy
Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Attend Boronia’s Annual Gala Day
Attend Gowrie + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Attend Badge cocktail party

Council Representatives’ Activity Report -

November 2011

November 2011

Friday, 25 November

Thursday, 24 November

Thursday, 24 November
Friday, 18 November

14-16 November

Monday, 14 November

2-4 November

Activity

Como Secondary College Valedictory ceremony - Deputy Mayor, Cr
Kevin Trent

WALGA: An introduction to Local Government - Cr Sharron
Hawkins-Zeeb

Aquinas College 2011 Presentation Night - Cr lan Hasleby

Perth Airport Aircraft Noise Management Consultative Committee
meeting at Perth Airport - Cr lan Hasleby

AAA Airports Aviation Outlook 2011 in Brisbane - Cr lan Hasleby

Attend ‘How our tax system affects housing affordability presentation
- Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

LGMA Annual state conference - Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent +
Crs Betty Skinner, Veronica Lawrance and lan Hasleby
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