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South Pert}

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

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

held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 22 February 2011 at 7.00pm

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

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

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Activities Report Mayor Best / Council Represetatives
Note: Mayor / Council Representatives Activities Repfot the months of December
2010 and January 2011 are attached to the batle &fgenda.

Public Question Time

The Mayor advised the public gallery that ‘Publioeltion Time’ forms were available in
the foyer and on the website for anyone wantingutomit a written question. He said that if
anyone required help in this regard the ManagereBwnce and Administration, Phil
McQue is available to assist. He referred to cla@i3eof the Standing orders Local Law
‘procedures for question time’ and stated tha ppreferable that questions are received in
advance of the Council Meetings in order for themiastration to have time to prepare
responses.

Audio Recording of Council meeting

The Mayor reported that the meeting is being awdanrded in accordance with Council
Policy P517 *“Audio Recording of Council Meetingahd Clause 6.1.6 of the Standing
Orders Local Law which state$A person is not to use any electronic, visual ooocal
recording device or instrument to record the prodaggs of the Council without the
permission of the Presiding Membkerand stated that as Presiding Member he gave his
permission for the Administration to record prodegd of the Council meeting and for the
Marketing Officer to taken a photograph during §@etations’.

Condolences to Christchurch

The Mayor on behalf of the Council extendsmhdolences to the people of Christchurch,
New Zealand in light of the recent earthquake anithé¢ people of Roleystone and Armadale
on the recent bushfires.
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4, ATTENDANCE

Present:

Mayor J Best (Chair)

Councillors:

| Hasleby Civic Ward

V Lawrance Civic Ward

P Best Como Beach Ward

G Cridland Como Beach Ward

T Burrows Manning Ward

L P Ozsdolay Manning Ward

C Cala McDougall Ward

P Howat McDougall Ward

R Grayden Mill Point Ward

B Skinner Mill Point Ward

K Trent, RFD Moresby Ward

Officers:

Mr C Frewing Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Bell Director Infrastructure Services

Mr M Kent Director Financial and Information Sergi
Ms V Lummer Director Development and CommunityvBess
Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services

Mr R Kapur Manager Development Services

Mr P McQue Manager Governance and Administration
Ms P Arevalo Marketing Officer

Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary

Guest

Dr Nicola Howe CEO, Southcare

Gallery There were 9 members of the public present andrlmer of the press.

4.1 Apologies
Cr S Doherty Moresby Ward — jury duty

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence
Nil

5. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The CEO advised that Declarations of Financial rege had been received from all Elected
Members in relation to Agenda Item 10.7.1 part‘{&€gal Representation” policy. He also reported
on the receipt of correspondence dated 8 Febri@y from the Department of Local Government
giving its approval for Members to participate e tdiscussion/decision making process relating to
the proposed review of the “Legal Representationticyg at Item 10.7.1(e) on the Agenda
conditional on there being no discussion on regoBpe payments. A copy of the correspondence
was circulated to the Elected Members present.

The Mayor advised that a Declaration of Interest baen received from the CEO in relation to
Agenda Item 15.1.1
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6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1

6.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
At the Council meeting held on 14 December 201@etinere no questions taken on notice.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 22.2.2011

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor stated that in accordance with tloeal Government Aategulations question
time would be limited to 15 minutes. He said thakesfions are to be in writing and
guestions received prior to this meeting will bevaered tonight, if possible or alternatively
may be taken on notice. Questions received in agvar the meeting will be dealt with
first, long questions will be paraphrased and samsimilar questions asked at previous
meetings will not be responded to and the persdnbeidirected to the Council Minutes
where the response was provided. The Mayor thenexpPublic Question Time at 7.08pm.

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

[6.2.1 Mr Chris McMullen, 80 Elderfield Road, Waterford |
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. Does Council believe the City has met its oltiayes to City residents under the
2010/11 Mosquito Management Plan?

2. What does the Council expect the City will do diffetly between now and next
mosquito season to improve effectiveness of thd/A@1mosquito controls?

3. How will Council, and Waterford residents, asséssdffectiveness of the City’s
mosquito management programme in the summer of/2221

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded as follows:

1. The City is currently undertaking all actionsaccordance with the agreed 2010/2011
Mosquito Management Plan (MMP).

2. The City has committed to a full review of th@squito Management Plan at the end of
this mosquito season taking into account legisfatiacidents of notifiable mosquito
borne disease within the City and best practicequits control.

3. As with the current years Plan, the 2011/2012 Will have clear KPI's outlined in
the document and the City will report regularlytbese indicators.

|6.2.2 Mr Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South Pdr |
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

Questions relate to Agenda Item 8.2.1

1. Who alerted the Council to the fact that Kevierit was nominated for Australian of
the Year for 2011 and that James Best was nomiriatdtie Australian of the year for
2010?

2. Is a Certificate of Congratulations presentedthy City of South Perth to only
Councillors and Mayors?

3. Does the City intend to have these presentatatended to all residents of the City
who are nominated for Australian of the Year?
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Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1.
2.

3.

The Mayor advised Council.

Yes - any Certificate of Congratulations frone tNational Australia Day Council
awarded to Elected Members is presented to thema @&ouncil Meeting in
recognition of their community commitment and agbiments.

No.

Close of Public Question Time

There being no further written questions the Maglosed Public Question Time at 7.10pm

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

7.1

7.2

MINUTES

7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 14.12.2010
7.1.2 Special Council Meeting Held: 20.12.2010
7.1.3 CEO Evaluation Committee Meeting Held: 0822011
7.1.4 Audit and Governance Committee Meeting Held: 08.02.2011

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.1.1 TO 7.1.4

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That....

€)] the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting chdl4 December 2010 and the
Special Council Meeting Held 20 December 2010,dken as read and confirmed
as a true and correct record; and

(b) the Minutes of the CEO Evaluation Committee dNregheld 8 February 2011 and
the Audit and Governance Committee Meeting hel@l@réary 2011 be received.

CARRIED (12/0)

BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place sinthe last Ordinary Council meeting, are

in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to Couineblicy P516 “Agenda Briefings,

Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document t@tibdic the subject of each Briefing.
The practice of listing and commenting on briefiagssions, is recommended by the
Department of Local Government and Regional Dgvalent’'s“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on pulgtord.

721

7.2.2

Agenda Briefing - December Ordinary CounciMeeting Held: 14.12.2010
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the December 2010 Council Adg. Notes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

Concept Forum — Feedback on Peninsula Comméat Parking Survey, Old
Mill Proposal Public Advertising and No. 6 Ray Stret Land Proposal - Meeting
Held: 1.2.2011

Officers of the City gave presentations on feedlmtkomes on the Peninsula
Commercial Parking Survey, the Old Mill Proposdldaing public advertising and
options for land at No. 6 Ray Street, South Pevtbmbers raised questions which
were responded to by officers. Notes from the @phdriefing are included as
Attachment 7.2.2.
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1 AND 7.2.2 |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the comments and attached Notes under Itetn$ &nd 7.2.2 on Council Briefings
held since the last Ordinary Council Meeting besdot
CARRIED (12/0)

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 2 February 2011 from Virgifa Limberg, 3 Karoo Street,
South Perth together with eleven (11) signatures irrelation to parking
regulations in Karoo Street.

Text of petition reads: “We, the residents of Karoo Street from Onslowe&trto
Labouchere Road, respectfully request that theipgmegulations there be changed
from ‘unrestricted parking’ to 2 hour parking fraitme hours of 8.30am to 4.30pm
Monday through Friday.

RECOMMENDATION

That the petition received 2 February 2011 frongWiia Limberg, 3 Karoo Street,
South Perth together with eleven (11) signatureeletion to parking regulations in
Karoo Street be received and passed to the Admatimh for investigation and a
report to the earliest available Council Meeting.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1.1 |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Grayden

That the petition received 2 February 2011 fromgWiia Limberg, 3 Karoo Street,
South Perth together with eleven (11) signaturggletion to parking regulations in
Karoo Street be received and passed to the Admatimt for investigation and a
report to the earliest available Council Meeting.

CARRIED (12/0)

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

8.2.1 Australian of the Year Awards 2011 - NationaRustralia Day Council
The Mayor provided background on the Australiarthef Year Awards. He then
presented Cr Kevin Trent with a Certificate of Cratglations from the National
Australia Day Council in recognition of Cr Trentismination for the ‘Australian of
the Year Awards 2011".
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8.3 DEPUTATIONS - A formal process where members of the community may, with prior permission, address

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

8.3.1

8.3.2

Deputations at Council Agenda Briefing 15 Febary 2011
Deputations in relation to Agenda Items 10.0.1110.and 10.3.2 were heard at the
February Council Agenda Briefing held on 15 Feby2011.

Request for Deputation — Mr Barrie Drake, 2 8enic Crescent, South Perth
Request received from Mr Drake on 17 February Z0L A ‘Deputation to Address
Council’ on Agenda Item 10.0.1 at the February Qiuvieeting.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.3.2

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That the request received from Mr Drake on 17 Fatyr@011 for a ‘Deputation to
Address Council’ on Agenda Item 10.0.1 at the FatyuCouncil Meeting be

approved.
CARRIED (7/5)

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

Mr Drake spoke against the officer recommendatioitean 10.0.1 on the following

points:

* have experienced neighbouring development as tmeioaf 67 units comprising
12 buildings in South Perth

« practice of mailing “Neighbour Information” noticebould continue for at least
another 12 months — then review and if necessadifynar discontinue

¢ reasons against this practice do not outweigh lisrefcontinuing with it

« acknowledge subject is complicated — believe openigimportant — neighbours
need to know what is happening next door

¢ neighbour consultation an important area of localegnment

« cost of sending neighbour information notices isymowell spent

Close of Deputations

The Mayor closed Deputations at 7.30pm.

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS |

8.4.1. Council Delegates: Rivers Regional Council &&ting : 9 December 2010

A report from Council Delegate Cr Cala and Deputgldgate Cr Ozsdolay
summarising their attendance at the Rivers Regi@wlncil Meeting held on
9 December 2010 at the City of Gosnells istdhchment 8.4.1.

Note: The Minutes of the Rivers Regional Council Ordin@guncil Meeting of

9 December 2010 have been received and are awaitabltheiCouncil
website.

10
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8.4.2.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report Attachment 8.4.1in relation to the Rivers Regional
Council Meeting held 9 December 2010 at the Cit¢gosnells be received.

| COUNCIL DEICISON ITEM 8.4.1 |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Cala

That the Delegate’s Report Attachment 8.4.1in relation to the Rivers Regional
Council Meeting held 9 December 2010 at the Citgoénells be received.
CARRIED (12/0)

Council Delegates’ Report: Perth Airport Muricipalities Group Meeting
(PAMG) : 18 November 2010.

Crs Hasleby and Burrows attended the Perth Airpuhicipalities Group AGM
and OGM Meetings held at the City of Gosnells orNt&ember 2010. The Minutes
of the meetings are attachments 8.4.2and8.4.2(a).

Note: The Minutes of the PAMG AGM and OGM Meetings helgl llovember
2010 at the City of Gosnells have been received aardavailable on the
iCouncil website.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Minutes of the Perth Airport Municipalgi€&roup Meetings held at the
City of Gosnells on 18 November 2010 Attachments 8.4.2and 8.4.2(a) be
received.

COUNCIL DEICISON ITEM 8.4.2 |
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Burrows

That the Minutes of the Perth Airport Municipalgi€&sroup Meetings held at the
City of Gosnells on 18 November 2010 Attachments 8.4.2and 8.4.2(a) be
received.

CARRIED (12/0)

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS |

8.5.1.

Council Delegates’ Report: Perth Airport Muricipalities Group - Australian
Mayoral Aviation Council - 28th Annual Conferencel0 — 12 November 2010.
Crs Hasleby and Burrows attended the Perth Airptuhicipalities Group 28
Annual Conference held at the Burswood Entertainr@amplex between 10 to 12
November 2010. The Conference Notes areAtachment 8.5.1 and are also
available orCouncil.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Conference Notes relating to the atterelagdCrs Hasleby and Burrows at
the Australian Mayoral Aviation Council #8Annual Conference held at the
Burswood Entertainment Complex between 10 — 12 kibez 2010 aAttachment
8.5.1be received.

11
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.5.1
Moved Cr Lawrance, Sec Cr Trent

That the Conference Notes relating to the atterelagaCrs Hasleby and Burrows at
the Australian Mayoral Aviation Council 98Annual Conference held at the
Burswood Entertainment Complex between 10 — 12 kibez 2010 aAttachment
8.5.1be received.

CARRIED (12/0)

9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS
The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exoeptf the items identified to be withdrawn for
discussion that the remaining reports, including afficer recommendations, would be adopted en
bloc, ie all together. He then sought confirmatfomm the Chief Executive Officer that all the
report items had been discussed at the AgendaiByib€ld on 15 February 2011.

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this veasrect.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

The following items were withdrawn for discussion:
e Item 10.0.1

e Item 10.0.3

e Item 10.3.3

e Item 10.7.1

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Cala

That with the exception of Withdrawn Items 10.01D.0.3, 10.3.3 and 10.7.1 which are to be
considered separately, the officer recommendationglation to Agenda Items 10.0.2, 10.1.1,
10.2.1,10.3.1, 10.3.2,10.4.1, 10.5.1, 10.6.16.2010.6.3, 10.6.4, 10.6.5. 10.6.6., 10.6.7, 80aBd
10.6.9 be carried en bloc.

CARRIED (12/0)

10. REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Planning Policy P35%onsultation for Planning Proposals Further Review of
Neighbour Information Procedures (Item 10.0.1 referred December 2009
Council Meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: AICM/7

Date: 1 February 2011

Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning ¢effi

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

As part of the Council's ongoing consideration @fi€ P355‘Consultation for Planning
Proposals’,in December 2009 Council resolved that an additiggrocedure was to be
tested for 12 months, being an additional ‘inforim@tservice for neighbours of certain low
density development proposals, and that the resiltthe trial were to be reported to
Council in February 2011. This report details tfiedings of that trial. The
recommendation is that, due to other City-wideatiites that the City is implementing, this
process be discontinued.

The December 2009 Council resolution also calladafdrial reduction in the geographic
extent of consultation for ‘Area 2’ from 150 metteslO0 metres.

For reasons explained throughout this report, itetiommended that at this stage, Policy
P355 not be amended to include either the new hieigr information’ practices, or a
reduction in the geographic extent of ‘Area 2’ adtegion from 150 metres to 100 metres.

Background

The City’s first Planning Consultation Policy P10&eighbour and Community
Consultation in Town Planning Processegs adopted in July 2005. Following a major
review and expansion of P104, Council workshops emehmunity consultation, a new
Policy P355'Consultation for Planning Proposalsvas adopted in June 2009 to replace
Policy P104. At that meeting, the Council resoltkdt the new Policy P355 was to be
further reviewed, following examination of other@wils’ consultation policies.

As required by the June 2009 resolution, City efficundertook the following actions:

. five other local governments were surveyed regagrdireir consultation polices and
practices;

. a Council Members’ workshop was held on 29 SeptenZ®9 to consider the
findings of that survey;

. a Council Members’ briefing was held on 10 NovemB@f9 (following the local
government elections) to consider the outcome efSptember workshop; and

. the matter of a ‘neighbour information service’ veamsidered at the December 2010
Council meeting, and a 12-month trial processatetil.

The Council report of December 2009 contained &rrtiackground regarding these events.

The main matters under consideration by the Couvesié:

. neighbours of imminent low density development psgls who are not specifically
invited to submit comments, should be informed akibe proposals and given the
opportunity to view the plans; and

. the need to consult the community to the most gffe@xtent, neither too widely nor
too narrowly.

To satisfy these goals, while streamlining the adshiative process as far as reasonably

possible, officers suggested that the followingbmesidered:

. reduce the geographic extent of ‘Area 2’ neighboomsultation from 150 metres to
100 metres;

. after approval has been granted, provide writtancadof the approved development
to adjoining neighbours in R15 and R20 areas fostdey (or higher) building
proposals;

. as Policy P355 was adopted comparatively recenilynd 2009), to gauge the
effectiveness of the expanded consultation meadarésat Policy, it be properly
trialled and tested for a reasonable period wittiober modification; and

. during the trial period, data be collected by Calukizmbers and Officers regarding
‘consultation process’ complaints received fromgheiurs of development sites.
This data was to be transmitted to the StrategbabliPlanning Adviser.
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All of these suggestions were discussed in the iDbee 2009 Council report.

Consequently, in December 2009, the Council resiohgefollows:

“That ...

(@) Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning Proposahot be modified at this stage;

(b) for a trial period until 30 December 2010, tliellowing procedures are to be
implemented:

(i) the geographic extent of ‘Area 2’ consultatiomder Policy P355 is to be
reduced to a distance of 100 metres on both sifléseodevelopment site rather
than the 150 metres specified in the Policy;

(i) in R15 and R20 coded areas, in the case of @sydential development other
than minor additions or alterations as describedtam 1.6.1 of the Consultation
Matrix in Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning &posals’, whether single
storey high, two storeys high or higher, adjoiningighbours including those
properties diagonally adjoining at a corner poirdre to be informed of a
planning application that has been received byGitg. Communication will be
made by correspondence explaining the planning ggedhat will take place
and what input will be invited from them should réheébe any statutory
opportunities they may have, to have a direct imslent in this process. In
addition they will be invited to view the plansthée City’s Office should they
wish, but copies would not be made available.

(i) data is to be compiled regarding ‘process quaints’ relating to neighbour
consultation, received by both City officers andiG@l Members.

(c) afurther report be presented to the Februad 2 Council meeting on the results of
the trial and data collection referred to in Partb)( above, including a
recommendation as to whether or not these triakpdures be adopted into Policy
P355 or any other modifications be made.”

The Council Members did not support the officensggested new practice of informing
certain neighbours after development approval tesh lyranted.

A report on the trial is now presented in respaiospart (c) of Council’'s December 2009
resolution.

Comments
In summary, the 12-month trial period tested tHfang:

(a) effectiveness of the operation of Policy P358nsultation for Planning Proposals’
as adopted in June 2009;

(b)  reduction of ‘Area 2’ consultation from 150 mext to 100 metres;

(c) additional neighbours adjoining proposed retiidé¢ developments in R15 and R20
coded areas being ‘informed’ of the developmentiegiion and invited to view the
plans at the City’s Office; and

(d) any ‘process complaints’ relating to neighboonsultation, received by both City
officers and Council Members.
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Attachment 10.0.1contains the outcome of the trial. Further disaussin each of the
matters that were trialled is provided below.

(@)

Effectiveness of operation of Policy P355

The ‘new’ Policy P355 is different from the formolicy P104 which it replaced,
in a number of respects, most significantly in tiela to the expanded extent of
consultation now required. The areas of differeameee fully described in previous
Council reports.

Policy P355 has now been operating for 18 mon@#icers have identified several
details which will be re-examined at the time of tiext review. In addition to this,
senior officers who most closely administer the i®olhave provided some
feedback regarding the effectiveness of its adrmnation. Those officers have
expressed the following opinions:

Policy P355 is unusually long and complex compaséti similar policies of
some other local governments, causing officerpémd lengthy periods of time
to ensure that all aspects of the intricate prowisiare properly examined for
each application. Despite the time spent in waykhrough the Policy, there is
still a risk that some more intricate aspect of tthetailed consultation
requirements may be overlooked occasionally. Tbesefurther expansion of
Policy P355 to deal with additional neighbour “infaation” processes is not
favoured.

The time spent by officers on all aspects of cdasioh is generally in
proportion to the number of development applicatioaceived. Statistics for
the past eight years show the total number of dgweént applications per year
as follows:

YEAR | NO.OF NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS RECEIVED
APPLNS 2003 - 2010
RCD || ooy -
2003 692 700
2004 631 600
500

2005 625 200

2006 624 300

200
2007 672 100

2008 616 0

2009 600 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2010 722

During these years, the number of applicationsnoagallen below 600 and for
the first time on record has exceeded 700 appticatiper year in 2010, an
increase of around 20% above the previous year.

Based on the relatively small number of responsegived fromconsulted
neighbours during the 12-month trial period, araltiipe of comments provided
by those neighbours, officers are of the view thatsmall degree of resultant
improvement to the built outcome does not warrhet éxtensive consultation
being implemented by the City.
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(b)

» Particularly since the introduction of the 2010 Bd€s, there is less scope for
the City to refuse or modify development proposdlse R-Codes grant a
considerable degree of “as of right” and “discretiy” entitlements to
developers. In such cases, the Council has minimpalortunity to refuse
development applications, or require modificatidnsapplicants’ plans. In
cases where there is no opportunity for neighbtucontribute to the decision-
making process, it is not beneficial to consulindorm the neighbours.

* Having regard to the above comments, officers &theoview that Policy P355
and related administrative tasks should not be mmaolee complex, but should
be simplified and the extent of consultation shdaddeduced.

Reduction of ‘Area 2’ from 150 metres to 100 ntees

One of the objectives of the 12-month trial wagest whether or not the reduced

extent of ‘Area 2’ mail consultation from 150 mestte 100 metres, still provides:

» residents with adequate opportunity to be inforread to make comment on
proposed major developments; and

» officers and Council Members with a sufficient lewé understanding of any
community concerns with respect to the proposakurdnsideration.

‘Area 2’ consultation is required for the potergiahigher impact kinds of

development proposals including:

» higher density development adjacent to lower dgmigtelopment;

» replacement of ‘over-sized’ buildings under claGskof TPS6;

* major non-residential development;

« specific land uses, such as Child Day Care Ceflimema/Theatre, Hospital,
Hotel, Night Club, Reception Centre, Tavern, andrist Accommodation.

It is important to note that in addition to mail nswiltation for such proposed
developments, ‘Area 2’ consultation also involvhee placement of signs on the
development site, and a longer consultation pesfa?il days, instead of the 14-day
period required for ‘Area 1’ consultation. Consentlly, a reduction in the

geographic extent of ‘Area 2’ mail consultation Wwbnot disadvantage residents in
the vicinity of the development site.

During the trial period, only two applications idved ‘Area 2’ consultation. Both
were for Tourist Accommodation and one of these wathdrawn prior to
determination. In both cases, it was deemed apiptepto consult to the extent of
150 metres. Therefore, the smaller consultatiea aras not trialled.

Clause 8(c) of Palicy P355 currently gives the €hirecutive Officer or Director

discretion to require the geographic extent, methroduration of consultation to be
increased where they consider that a particulapgsal could have wider amenity
impact than would ordinarily be experienced fronogmsals of the kind under
consideration; where the proposal is not listedhim Policy Matrix; or where the
proposal is identified as not requiring consultatio

Having regard to:

* only two ‘Area 2’ development applications beingeied during 2010;

* both of these being deemed to require the full disre extent of neighbour
consultation; and

» the fact that the reduction to 100 metres wasegietl during the past 12 month
period;

it is suggested that no permanent change be maeeuce the geographic extent of

Area 2 consultation at this time.
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(©)

“Neighbour information” letters

The Council's December 2009 resolution required, tfta neighbours not already

consulted under Policy P355:

 in R15 and R20 coded areas; and

* in the case of any residential development (otf@n tminor additions or
alterations), whether single storey, two storeykigher;

the City was to “inform” neighbours of any develogmh application on an

adjoining lot (including diagonally adjoining atcarner point), and invite them to

view the plans at the City’s Office. These addisibneighbours were not invited to

lodge written submissions.

As required, additional procedure has been triditedl2 months. A complete list
of development applications for which ‘neighboufoimation’ notices were sent
has been prepared and is provideditachment 10.0.1 A summary of the trial,
together with the ‘consultation’ implemented in aaance with Policy P355, is
presented below for the development applicationsgssed during 2010:

‘CONSULTATION’ | ‘INFORMATION’ TOTAL
NOTICES NOTICES
Total number of DAs received by the City - - 722
during 2010
Number of DAs involving ‘consultation’ or 175 259 259
‘information’ notices to neighbours
Total number of notices sent 350 978 1328
(26% of all notices) | (74% of all notices)
Average number of notices sent to 2 3.8 5.1
neighbours per DA
Time spent by officers in processing Not logged 111.75 hours
‘neighbour information’ notices and (incomplete - not all
dealing with resultant neighbours’ time was logged)
enquiries
Number of incomplete applications which - - 31
could continue to be the subject of
neighbour enquiry after conclusion of the
trial

In addition to logging the numbers and types ofigest sent to neighbours of
development sites, assessing officers also recadett of the comments made by
neighbours when they enquired at the office regardbarticular development
proposals. For those comments that were loggedethre categorised into a range
of ‘typical’ compliments and complaints, for eader@cording. It is likely that not
all comments were logged. The outcome is as falow

Compliments

A. | Thank you for sending the information notice. 1

B. | Thank you for explaining the proposal and the approval process on the phone. 2

C. | Thank you for showing the drawings of the proposal and explaining the approval 11
process at the Council Offices.

D. | Thank you for providing the opportunity to make comments. 1
TOTAL 15
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Complaints
X. | Why can't | see the plans? (Already approved - privacy reasons.) 8
Y. | Should have received the ‘consultation’ notice instead of the ‘information’ notice. 2
Z. | There was no need for being informed at all. 2
TOTAL 12

In addition to the ‘standard’ compliments and coanis, other neighbours made
‘non-standard’ comments. These are not logged.

The total number of logged responses is 15 complisnend 12 complaints. The 27
responses represents 2.8% of the total numbemédrmation’ notices sent out.
The small number of comments recorded in respomsaeighbour information’
notices are too few to gain a meaningful understendf how the process was
valued by the community.

In terms of officers’ opinions of the trialled ‘mgibour information’ process, the
following comments have been provided:

The ‘neighbour information’ process introduced amfoveseen delay in the
planning approval process. While tHeonsultation’ process provides
neighbours with either 14 days (if ‘Area 1’) or @ays (if ‘Area 2’) in which to
examine development application documents and lagigaments with the
City, no time period was specified in the Couna&baolution as part of the
‘neighbour information’ process. However, in order to give validity te th
practice of informing neighbours of impending deyghentprior to approval
being issued, the City augmented the process bwialty 14 days from the date
of mailing, before applications were determinedhisTprovided a convenient
and functional timeframe in which neighbours coatdange to view plans at
the City offices, but at the same time, in the aaséast-track’ and ‘super-fast-
track’ applications (those which comply with all tdre major development
requirements and can be approved within days), dbiayed the approval of
those applications by one to two weeks.

While the adjoining landowner was provided with toeirtesy of time in which
to view development plans before they were approvbe developing
landowner was disadvantaged to the extent of thea edelay in issuing the
approval. This was not foreseen when initiating @ouncil’s ‘information’
process. On the other hand, if time was not pral/ifde neighbours to visit the
City office prior to determination of the applicati this would have been
similar to the ‘City of Belmont model’ of informingeighboursafter approval
has been issued, as advocated by officers in taedeDecember 2009 Council
report. (The Council Members did not support thaggestion).

Officers are concerned that the trialled ‘neighbdoformation’ process
absorbed a considerable amount of time, not onthénhours taken to prepare
the notices and respond to enquiries, but by inptimg processing of the
applications lodged by those landowners who had thes compulsory Planning
Fee for the City’s development assessment sernvigme was spent by officers
in providing a free service that did not contribtdgean improved built outcome.
While the total number of hours logged during thal tperiod, being 111.75
hours (2.15 hours per week) might not seem large am annual period of 250
working days (not deducting 20 days of annual legpez officer), the
interruption to officers’ concentration and thougitbcesses also consumed
time. This detracted from the efficiency of thay& well-engineered approval
system.
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(d)

« The process added a further layer to the alreadyptex development
assessment process. With staff turnover, this sdlaat, should the process
continue, another layer of training is requiredriewv officers.

* Many customers were confused by the process. éffisometimes spent
longer in explaining and discussing the purposthef‘neighbour information’
process than they spent in explaining the developnmoposal to the
neighbour. Some neighbours were angry that thdyblean brought to the City
under ‘false pretences’, while others were mildlyieus about the neighbour’s
intentions without being concerned.

* The assumption of most neighbours was that, haveen informed, they were
entitled to make a written submission to the Gifyhough this was an incorrect
assumption. Where they did make comment even Igg, necessitated the
assessing officer spending more time in reading &egponding to the
submission, without being able to take the comments account in the
assessment of the application.

* In light of the trial experiences outlined abovdie tassessing officers
recommend that the practice of sending ‘informatiariices to neighbours who
are not invited to comment on the proposal, beotisoued.

Should Council be of the view that notificationddvelopments is still required, an
alternative to City officers undertaking the nai#fiion would be for the onus to be
placed on the applicant for notifications. Thigyhtiencourage greater community
conversation, less instances of City officers bglaged in the unenviable position
of having to explain developments, but not ableake notice of comments and may
result in better social outcomes.

Receipt of ‘process complaints’

As part of the 12-month trial of Policy P355, indilng the information letters and
the reduced ‘Area 2’ consultation, City officersda@ouncil Members were to
advise the Strategic Urban Planning Adviser of @oynplaints received from
members of the public regarding the consultatiatess generally.

City officers have logged a number of complaintsoatined above in relation to
the ‘neighbour information’ process, but not inatén to the City’s consultation
practices generally.

The Strategic Urban Planning Adviser has receivaedimal information from
Council Members regarding complaints received bgnthfrom members of the
public.

This being the case, it must be concluded thaeeittery few complaints were
received, or that no conclusion can be drawn froie¢lement of the trial.
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()

“Authority” tracking

The City is currently in the process of designimgl amplementing an ‘on-line’
tracking system for all developments for which apleation for planning approval
has been lodged. This will be done through thgnam already used by the City
for ‘internal’ logging and tracking of applicatianknown as “Authority”. While
this new service is primarily intended to enablpli@ants to check the progress of
their own applications, it will also enable any nimnof the public to access certain
elements of the tracking process. The followingeass of the assessment and
determination process will be available for viewibyg any person, including
neighbours, via the internet:

Application Details

* Applicant details

* Proposal description
* Property address

*  Workflow (see below)

Planning Assessment

* Acknowledgement

* Neighbour Consultatior{if applicable)

* Neighbour Information referral® applicable)
* Referrals -

0 External - Department of Planning, Department@nsport, Main Roads
WA, Swan River Trust, Heritage Council of Westeras&alia, Department
of Environment and Conservation, Department of Htays Other
(whichever are applicable to the particular applien)

0 Internal (particular departments would be consulted as apgede for the
particular proposal)

* Assessment

* Further Information Requested

* Notify Applicant and Submitters of Council meetitigghere applicable)
» Determinationwhether Council or delegated)

* Notify Applicant and Submitters

* Mail the Determination

This service will need to be regularly advertised the community as being
available for use at any time. The means for atbeg could include prominent
web site notice and periodic or regular noticescguain the City’s ‘Peninsula
Snapshot’ column in th&outhern GazetteA regular item in the column could
include this and other ‘Planning Tips’ of commonemest to the community, in
rotation. With the intended level of detail, astlioed above relating to all
development applications being available for anyntmer of the community to view
at any time, officers are of the opinion that thif eliminate the need to personally
notify neighbours of impending developments.

Consultation

Policy P355 was the subject of community conswutaprior to final adoption in June 2009.
If the Policy is to be modified to give effect toyaof the matters discussed in this report, the
amendment of the Policy will involve further comnityrconsultation, as required by clause
9.6 of TPS6 and Policy P355 itself.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

Clause 9.6 of TPS6 specifies the process for mimdjfgny Planning Policy. If the Council
decides to modify any of the Policy provisions errpanently introduce any new processes,
Policy P355 will need to be advertised again, ingitfurther public submissions. In that
instance, a further report to Council will be pited, together with a draft modified Policy
for Council endorsement prior to being advertissdcbmmunity inspection and comment.

Financial Implications

The cost of the trial of the ‘neighbour informatigmocess has not been accurately assessed
in terms of officers’ time, but has been estimatete around $5,000. The cost of mailing
the notices during this 12 month period was $56Mpmared with $203 for ‘consultation’
notices. Should the process continue, the costalso continue.

The ongoing costs of implementing the “Authorityiformation on-line will be minimal
after the service is implemented. Implementatwaifi,involve the cost of a consultant from
Civica for 2 days and can be met in the currenigbugrovision. Development application
processing information is currently being loggedpast of the City's in-house assessment
procedures.

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Gowerce” identified within Council’s
Strategic Plan which is expressed in the followtemgns:

Ensure that the City’s governance enables it tchb@spond to the community’s
vision and deliver on its service promises in @ansble manner.

Sustainability Implications

Policy P355 contributes to the City’s sustainapility promoting effective communication
and encouraging community participation to the mefective level in all planning

processes. The policy ensures the most appropeat of consultation is undertaken
throughout the community for every kind of plannprgposal.

The trialled ‘neighbour information’ process proviedbe somewhat inconclusive in terms
of its benefit to the community, while providing rimprovement to the built outcome.
Further, due to the imminent introduction of thevri@&uthority” tracking service that will
be available to any member of the public, theré gl no need for individual notices to be
sent to neighbours. The information provided iis thay will be more effective in that it
will be available to the wider community, will erlalihe entire determination process to be
followed, and will eliminate the time and cost agated with the mail service.

Conclusion

Discussion throughout this report shows that tieled ‘neighbour information’ process

was quite demanding without delivering an improvetrte the built form of the City. For

reasons contained in this report, the trialled tololl process should therefore be
discontinued in favour of the new “Authority” traiok) service being implemented by the
City for all developments, available to any persoihe practice of mailing individual

‘information’ notices to neighbours is more costlypuld duplicate the new electronic
service and would provide much less detail of imfation than the wider and more
comprehensive electronic process.

With regard to the trial of the reduced geograpitent of consultation for ‘Area 2’
development proposals, it is suggested that a tieshuto 100 metres is not appropriate at
this time, due to the fact that the reduction wasable to be tested during the trial period
and that consequently, no conclusion could be drawn
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IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1 |

That ...

(@) the practice of mailing ‘neighbour informationotices advising of development
applications that was trialled during 2010, be dligmued for reasons contained in
report Item 10.0.1 of the February 2011 Agenda; and

(b) Policy *P355'Consultation for Planning Proposalsiot be modified at this time to
reduce the geographic extent of ‘Area 2’ consutatfrom 150 metres to 100
metres.

Note: *Policy P355 is recommended to be re-numbdP8@1 at Agenda Item 10.7.1 as
part of bringing policy numbers into line with tBérategic Plan Directions.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer recormaation at Item 10.0.1.

Cr Hasleby Moved the officer recommendation.
The officer recommendation Lapsed for Want of acBder. LAPSED

MOTION
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Howat

That....

€)] the officers recommendation not be adopted;

(b) the practice of mailing ‘neighbour informationbtices advising of development
applications in R15 and R20 coded areas, whethegtesstorey or higher, that was
trialled during 2010, be continued and form parhe# Policy P360 “Informing the
Neighbours of Certain Development Applications” @es Attachment 10.0.1(a)
and

(c) Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning Propasalot be modified at this time to
reduce the geographic extent of “Area 2" consigdiafrom 150 metres to 100
metres.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Cala opening for the Motion

» acknowledge officers received thanks for ‘inforroathotices’ sent to residents

* notice to neighbours to view plans was made clerit was for ‘information only’

» believe advantages of continuing the practice efghbour information’ notices advising
of development applications of the type describad éutweigh the reasons for
discontinuing the practice.

 officers’ view is the practice of ‘information noéis’ cease and only inform neighbours if
required under conditions of the Town Planning &uleand Consultation Policy P355

» Deputation at Agenda Briefing stated only FOI resjs€if application compliant) would
result in neighbours viewing plans

* on one hand we state neighbours cannot see the, gbah on the other hand if a
neighbour wants to put in a request under FOI aydgafee they can see the plans

» believe costs that would be incurred in contindingprmation notices’ is a small price
to pay - there is no better way of showing that @ity values its residents than having a
process in place that brings to the attention @hi®urs a proposed nearby development

» the argument put forward that the ‘notice’ may @wgenfusion can be overcome by
clarifying the ‘information notice’ - the countargument of advising ‘after the event’
causes more difficulties
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the Authority Tracking System referred to is nce u® neighbours — geared for
applicants/developer

suggestion of placing onus on applicant to noti&ghbours is unfair to either party —
believe it would be more confronting and an addgidinancial burden

other local governments such as the Town of Vinoagite all plans available

suggest proposed Policy P36Mhforming the Neighbours of Certain Development
Applications”is a better way of informing residents on whdiesg proposed next door
ask Councillors support the Motion and proposed pelicy

Cr Howat for the Motion

important adjoining owners are notified in advantdevelopments

communication to neighbours on what is proposedbyeaill save a lot of hassles in the
future

refer to previous instances where communication rizdstaken place and issues have
arisen

support alternative Motion and proposed new policy

Cr Hasleby against the Motion

a lot of study / data gone into 12 month trialadlet! in officer report

the 2010 R Codes give the City very little roomntove — either to refuse or modify
development proposals most doors are closed teetiize rights of applicants

Council has less opportunity to refuse developrapplications so why should we inflate
the expectations of neighbours by sending inforomaind giving them an expectation
that they can have input when they can not

we talk about being honest but then send out neighimformation notices where there
is an expectation the neighbours have some rigtiamevelopment

legally speaking the owner or builder who has tleng owns that property — there is
nothing a builder is required to do to make thdsegpublicly available

having developers sign some type of ‘release fdripélieve will meet with a lot of
objections - people regard their intellectual @ry very highly — if someone has to put
in a FOI request to get that information then sdt be

propose we look very closely at the on-line tragkoption against setting up a situation
of false expectation by putting out there a systémere neighbours think they will have
an opportunity to make a difference to a develogméren in fact they will not

suggest the practice of mailing out these inforamatnotices is time consuming and
costly and is not achieving what we want

against the Motion

Cr Best for the Motion

note our Four Values at the front of Agenda documéirust — Respect — Understanding
— Teamwork

believe by making information available to neighteown developments we will be
gaining the trust of those neighbours

in terms of respect — to just pour concrete withamtising neighbours is not acceptable
communication between developers and neighboyoaramount

believe Council can show leadership in opening comioations

believe FOI is to make information ‘open’

it is hoped from this comes a ‘conversation’ tovgadkveloping a communications
strategy

support the Motion and proposed new policy
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Cr

Ozsdolay for the Motion

Cr

acknowledge it is ‘information’ not ‘consultatior’ perhaps we need to fine tune advice
believe it is an opportunity for neighbours to haveay rather than just take what is
given to them

when you have just spent $1 — 2m on a house ygugstlone crack at it — if we get it
wrong then the neighbours are stuck with whateseh

support alternative Motion and new policy

Cridland against the Motion

Cr

response to people receiving this correspondentiebwithat they believe they have
rights and can change decision / take part in deveént

the reality is the reverse — it makes no differemdeether neighbours receive the
information before or after the development is appd as they cannot change anything
against the Alternative Motion

Cala Closing for the Motion

believe people can be informed and the process rlade to them - they then have the
opportunity to talk to the applicant - at leastkeauggestions which could create change
by allowing conversation to occur

point made about on-line tracking which is an éafthe event” notice — generally a
person does not continually look at the City websgit check on what is going to happen
next door to them

do not agree that there would be a false expeat&ioinput by sending the ‘information
notice’ which saysit is just to keep them informed and following asseent by planning
officers a decision will be made perhaps it could be fine-tuned further

having an on-line system does not take away theesie of surprise whereas the
Alternative Motion does — ask Members support Alative Motion.

‘ COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

The Mayor Put the Motion

That....

€)] the officers recommendation not be adopted;

(b) the practice of mailing ‘neighbour informationbtices advising of development
applications in R15 and R20 coded areas, whethegtesstorey or higher, that was
trialled during 2010, be continued and form parte#v Policy P360 “Informing the
Neighbours of Certain Development Applications” ey Attachment 10.0.1(a)
and

(c) Policy P355 ‘Consultation for Planning Propasalot be modified at this time to

reduce the geographic extent of “Area 2" consigdiafrom 150 metres to 100
metres.

CARRIED (9/3)

Reason for Change

Council were of the view the advantages of contiguhe practice of mailing ‘neighbour
information’ notices advising of development apalions of the type described far
outweigh the reasons for discontinuing the practice

Note: *Policy P355 is recommended to be re-numbePaD1 at Agenda Item
10.7.1 as part of brining policy numbers into liwéh the Strategic Plan
Directions.
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10.0.2 Proposed Amendment No. 24 to Town Planningi&eme No. 6 — Additional Use
‘Office’ Lot 5 (No. 52) Manning Road, Como(ltem 10.0.2 referred September
2010 Council meeting)

Location: Lot 5 (No. 52) Manning Road, Como

Applicant: Whelans (WA) Pty Ltd on behalf of thetiowner, Mr J Winspear
File Ref: LP/209/24

Date: 1 February 2011

Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning c@ffi

Reporting Officer:  Vicki Lummer, Director Developmteand Community Services

Summary

At its meeting on 24 August 2010, Council resoltednitiate Scheme Amendment No. 24
to the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme ®l¢TPS6). On 28 September, the
Council adopted the draft Amendment for advertismgposes. The Amendment will

include ‘Office’ as an Additional Use for Lot 5 (N®2) Manning Road, Como. The

statutory 42-day advertising period has resulteddrsubmissions. Council now needs to
recommend to the Western Australian Planning Comsiorisand the Minister for Planning

that the Amendment proceed without modification.

Background
This report includesttachment 10.0.2: Amendment No. 24 Report.

The Amendment site details are as follows:

Current zoning Residential (current zoning will not change)

Current density coding R20/30 (current coding will not change)

Lot area 914 sq. metres

Building Height limit 7.0 metres (current height limit will not change)

Existing development Single House

Development potential - One single house.

prior to Amendment Note: The R20 coding prevails. It is not possible to meet the required
minimum of 8 Performance Criteria in order to qualify for the R30 density
development.

Development potential - Office plot ratio: 0.17 = 155sq.m

following Amendment (20% larger than the size of the existing house)

The following plan shows the location of the Amerimsite, and also the extent of the
mail-out undertaken at the commencement of thetstat advertising period as discussed in
the ‘Consultation’ section below:
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The Amendment report d&ttachment 10.0.2discusses the rationale for the proposal. The
principal purpose of the Amendment is to facilit&féfice’ use on the subject site as an
‘Additional Use’. The underlying ‘Residential’ zimy and R20/30 density coding will
remain unchanged. The Amendment provisions wilLea that the scale and appearance of
any new building on the site will be compatiblemwilhe surrounding ‘residential’ character.

Consultation

Prior to endorsement for advertising purposes, @ig’s Engineering Infrastructure
Department was consulted regarding the effect @& pinoposed land use on traffic
movement. The advice obtained was that any resuli@ffic movements would be
manageable without disruption to “through” traffic.

Immediately following Council endorsement of theoposals for public advertising, the
Amendment was forwarded to the EPA for environmlesdaessment. The EPA responded
on 18 October 2010, advising that it was considénat the proposed Scheme Amendment
should not be assessed under Part IV Division Bi®Environmental Protection Act 1986
and that it was not necessary to provide any adeiceecommendations. This decision
enabled the community advertising process to consmen

The statutory community advertising required by thewn Planning Regulationsvas
undertaken in the manner required by TPS6 and Y@IR55 ‘Consultation for Planning
Proposals’, as follows:

(i) Method:

e personally addressed notices mailed to 67 neightguland owners, and
government agencies (Department of Housing, TelS%astern Power, WA Gas
Networks Pty Ltd, Main Roads WA, and Water Corpiorat

e Southern Gazetteewspaper notices (two issues, on Tuesday 16 Noseana 30
November 2010);

¢ sign on the Amendment site; and

* notices and documents displayed in Civic Centrerdries, web site.

(i) Time period:

¢ More than 42 days, being the period between 16 hbee and 31 December

2010.
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The extent of mail-out consultation is shown in pten above.

During the consultation period, no submissions wecreived. Therefore, no modifications
to the Amendment document are proposed.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The statutory Scheme Amendment process is setrotliei Town Planning Regulations
1967. Although there are no public submissions for@aeincil to consider, the Council still
needs to recommend to the Western Australian Rign@ommission and the Minister for
Planning whether to proceed with the Amendmenthwit without modifications, or not
proceed with it. There is no reason to modifydhiginal proposals.

The EPA was consulted under section 48A ofEheironmental Protection Act 1986.

Financial Implications

The issue has some impact on this particular aoetne extent of payment of the required
Planning Fee by the applicant in accordance wighGbuncil’s adopted fee schedule. The
applicant paid the applicable Planning Fee follgptime Council’s initial resolution deciding
to amend the Scheme. Any amount of the fee naswuerd by officers’ hourly rates and
other costs will be refunded to the applicant a& donclusion of the statutory Scheme
Amendment process.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

Currently, there is an unfavourable ratio of empient to population within the City of
South Perth. If Scheme Amendment No. 24 is apgrdwethe Minister, it will make a
small contribution towards increasing employmenparpunities within the City. To this
extent, Amendment No. 24 will have positive susthility implications.

Conclusion

Amendment No. 24 will facilitate a small-scale coeroial proposal which has elicited no
objections from the neighbouring land owners or thider community. It therefore
continues to be worthy of the Council’s support foe reasons outlined in the attached
Amendment report. As no submissions were recethadng the statutory advertising
period, the Council now needs to finally adopt Amendment No. 24 report Attachment
10.0.2,and recommend to the WAPC and the Minister thateAdment No. 24 proceed
without modification.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.2

That...

(a) the Western Australian Planning Commission ddgsad that Council recommends
that, no submissions having been received duriegsthtutory advertising period,
Amendment No. 24 to the City of South Perth TowmanRing Scheme No. 6
proceed without modification.

(b) the Council of the City of South Perth undes fhowers conferred upon it by the
Planning and Development Act 200Bereby amends the above Town Planning
Scheme by:

0] inserting a new Item No. 8 in Schedule 2 tonpierthe Additional Use:
‘Office’ on Lot 5 (No. 52) Manning Road, Como, with maximum plot
ratio 20% greater than the internal floor areahef éxisting dwelling and a
requirement relating to the maintenance of resideadharacter; and

(i) Amending the Scheme Zoning Map for Precinct ‘McDougall Park’
accordingly.

(c) Amendment No. 24 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 affixingtef Common Seal of Council to
three copies of the Amendment No. 24 documenggsired by those Regulations.

(d) three executed copies of the Amendment No.d&ishent contained iAttachment
10.0.2 be forwarded to the Western Australian Plannimgm@ission for final
determination by the Minister for Planning.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.0.3 Commercial Precinct Parking Review (Item 10.0.4 referred September 2010
Council meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: TT/905

Date: 3 February 2011

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

Summary

This report considers the community consultatiomlentaken during November 2010 to
January 2011 in respect to the parking arrangemantthe Commercial Precinct and
recommends that the existing parking arrangemeamsnue without change.

Background
Parking issues initially arose in 2009 at the Commiaé Precinct due to the proliferation of
the “City commuter” and a lack of available parkimays for visitors to local business.

The City subsequently engaged Uloth and Assoctatesnduct a parking study of the area

and Council adopted the majority of recommendatioois their report, with a mix of paid
parking and free restricted time parking introduoad twelve month trial basis.
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Following the conclusion of the trial period, a egpwas submitted to the 28 September
2010 Council meeting recommending that the parkinmgngements be maintained with no
change, as it was viewed as successful in redutiagnumber of City commuters and
providing more parking bays for visitors to busmesthin the precinct.

The Council resolved that:

...(b) the City conducts further community consultan with the community on the
changes to the parking controls implemented folloygithe February 2009 report
to Council after the development of criteria by Eted Members at a Briefing
Session to be held in October 2010 followed by goré to Council for
endorsement.

Consultation

The Commercial Precinct Parking consultation pefrias from 1 November 2010 to 14
January 2011, a period of 75 days. During thisopler434 parking surveys were mailed
directly to all properties within the precinct, inding the Perth Zoo, Royal Perth Golf Club,
South Perth Hocky Club and South Perth Cricket Cliibe survey was also advertised in
the Southern Gazette on 2 November 2010 and pramvaehe City's website.

Comment
A total of 66 survey responses were received repiteyy a low 15% response rate.

Following an Elected Member Workshop on the subjeeb questions were devised. As a
consequence, the Commercial Precinct Parking Swaskegd two questions:

1. Have the new parking arrangements been successfaking the congestion previously
experienced?

All respondents Resident - 29 Respondents
Unsure Unsure
23% 24%
Yes
39%
Yes
52%
No
No 24%
38%
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Business Owners - 21 Respondents Employee - 21 Respondents
Ulngs,(;re Unsure ;;j
° 24% °
Yes
43%
No
38% No
57%

2. Do you have any suggestions or feedback on paddrangements? (54 excluding employees)
Specific stree More signage South Perth
requests (1) Raiway Station
5% 204
More ranger visits Parking Permits
(13)
; @) 31%
School holida: 5%
congestion
©)
7%
All free parking
(4) More free
9% Current parking
arrange ments (10)
appropriate 230
(7)
16%

Royal Perth Golf Club

The Royal Perth Golf Club have a Memorandum of Usid&ding with the City that
provides free parking for Sports Club Members ath&nst Street as well as free parking for
special events at Richardson Reserve car park.

The Golf Club acknowledged that the parking arramgrets had reduced parking congestion
at Richardson Street car park but requested thresideration be given to the City providing
50 free parking bays at Richardson Street for Glgimbers outside of school holidays.
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The City is of the view that there is sufficienédrparking provided to Golf Club Members
at Amherst Street and also understands that thé @ab is intending to increase the
capacity of their own car park on Labouchere Road.

Perth Zoo and Perth Zoo Docents
The City received a 111 signatory petition fromtRetoo Docents requesting free parking
for Docents at Richardson Reserve car park.

The City is of the view that the Perth Zoo shouédresponsible for providing free parking
for Perth Zoo Docents at their own carpark on Rint Road.

Summary of Results
The survey response rate was low indicating thenmminimal demand for changes to the
existing parking arrangements.

From a total of 434 premises within the precinctly® residents and 7 business owners do
not believe that the parking measures have redpegking congestion. A total of 26
respondents (including 11 employees) expressed siredéor parking permits and 8
respondents wanted free parking.

Given the low response and the general satisfagtiinthe current parking arrangements it
is recommended that the existing arrangements letaiteed. The Administration would
consider the introduction of a parking permit sgstas an administrative and financial
burden for all of the City’s ratepayers and unwated in demand as reflected in the survey
results. Research has found that the City of Sobia the only metropolitan local
government with a commercial parking permit systeharging business $10 per permit per
day, which is $2 less than the daily parking ratthe Commercial Precinct.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil.

Financial Implications

The existing Commercial Precinct parking arrangesieearn the City revenue of
approximately $200,000 per annum which contribui@sthe City’s maintenance and
operation of car parks within the Commercial pretin

The introduction of a parking permit system for themmercial Precinct would result in
associated administrative costs increasing thenéiah costs of all ratepayers within the
City.

Strategic Implications

The recommendation to retain the existing parkingigements is consistent with the
Strategic Plan Direction 5 ‘Transport’ “improve accessibility to a diverse and
interconnected mix of transport choices”

Sustainability Implications

The existing parking arrangements improve the enwirental sustainability by reducing the
number of vehicles parking in the precinct and eehcongestion within the City of South
Perth.
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10.1

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.3

Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Cridland

That the Council:

€)] note the feedback received from the Communigndditation undertaken 1
November 2010 to 14 January 2011 on parking irCthamercial Precinct;

(b) endorse the existing parking arrangements witfe Commercial Precinct given the
results of the feedback received; and

(c) advise the community of the results of the camity consultation on parking in the
Commercial Precinct through advertising.

CARRIED (7/5)

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1: COMMUNITY

1 10.1.1 National Disabilities Insurance Scheme

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: RC/105

Date: 4 February 2011

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer

Summary
The purpose of this report is to seek Council supfmpromote the National Disabilities
Insurance Scheme.

Background

Across Australia the majority of families with arpen with a disability do not receive the
support needed for them to function as a normallyaimit. The support differs in each
State and for people with different sorts of difgbiThe current system is totally confusing
so that families often find it difficult to know vne to look for assistance.

The idea for a National Disabilities Insurance $sheame from one of 20 items discussed
at the National 2020 Summit in 2009. It is proposedhllocate all the money from the

present overlapping schemes and use this moneyke & ‘national system’ that supports
people with all types of disability whether throuagtrident, birth, disease or ageing.

On face value, the proposal to create a singlebiliiya scheme that transcends state
boundaries appears to have merit. Normally suckclaeme would be thoroughly
investigated and a Discussion Paper prepareddkelsblder information and comment.

Comment

The proposal for a National Disabilities Insurai@zheme was discussed and unanimously
endorsed at the City of South Perthinclusive Community Action Groupieeting held on
Monday 31 January 2011. A National campaign speliut a new approach to disability is
proposed to be launched on 13 February 2011.

Consultation
Discussed and supported at the City of South P&rtiblusive Community Action Group”
attended by City officers.
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10.2

Policy and Legislative Implications
The “Inclusive Community Action Group” establishiedaccordance with Policy P502.

Financial Implications
The operation of community advisory groups has aimmal financial impact on the
operation of the City.

Strategic Implications
The report aligns to Goal 1 in the City’s Stratelglan“Create opportunities for safe, active
and connected community.”

Sustainability Implications
Supporting the National Disabilities Insurance Sobe contributes to the City's
sustainability by promoting effective communication

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.1

That National Disabilities Services (WA) be adviskdt the City of South Perth supports in
principle the proposal to establish a National Dilgiges Insurance Scheme.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT

10.2.1 Tender 25/2010 - Erosion Control - River Feshore North of Comer Street |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: PR/559

Date: 27 January 2011

Author: Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infragtture Services
Summary

Tenders have been received for the constructiceradion control measures on the section
of river foreshore between the Comer Street peidestiverpass and Milyu Nature Reserve
(Tender 25/2010). This is a joint project betwésn Swan River Trust (50%), Main Roads
WA (25%) and the City of South Perth (25%).

The report outlines the assessment process follanddvill recommend to the Council that
the tender submitted by MMM (WA) Pty Ltd for the aomt of $271,766 plus GST be
accepted.

Background

The river foreshore north of the Comer Street peid@soverpass to Milyu Nature Reserve
has eroded considerably in recent years. In 2009,(4) palm trees, that had been a feature
of the foreshore for many years, were removed dueohcerns that the extent of erosion
around them would result in the trees falling asrt® shared use pathway and freeway. A
series of winter storms in 2009 and 2010 resulteskeveral areas of this foreshore eroding
back to the shared pathway and if left unchecketkrgially threatening the freeway. More
recently, adverse weather conditions from Tropi€siclone Bianca and an unrelated
thunderstorm caused even more erosion at the westershore.
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An assessment of this foreshore by the City’s @b asigineering consultant concluded that
intervention to control this erosion was urgendguired prior to winter 2011, as the risk of
extensive damage to infrastructure was too grdaftibny longer.

The Swan and Canning Rivers Management Act 20i36usses ‘joint responsibility’ for
maintenance of the foreshore between the relewesting agency and the Swan River Trust
(the Trust). In this case, it would be the CitySafuth Perth, however it is evident that Main
Roads WA (MRWA) also has an interest in the prestéon of this foreshore, due to the
close proximity of the shared use pathway and Knén@reeway.

Disagreement about which agency was responsiblgnéomaintenance of this foreshore led
to the formation of a working group to assess thele of the City’s western foreshore from
the Narrows to Mount Henry bridges. Membershighi group comprises representatives
from the City, the Trust, MRWA and Department farServation and Environment (DEC).

Following extensive negotiations, an agreement b@sn reached on the maintenance
responsibility for various sections of the westdaneshore. This will result in the

development of a Memorandum of Understanding (M@Ube signed by all parties in the
near future.

Adherence to th&wan and Canning Rivers Management Act 2@0&ates that the City
has 50% maintenance responsibility with the Tru€bnsidering that this foreshore also
protects significant infrastructure that belongdM@WA, it has been agreed that the area of
foreshore between the Comer Street overpass angu NNature Reserve, maintenance
responsibility should be shared as follows:

Swan River Trust 50%

MRWA 25%

City of South Perth 25%
Comment

Tenders were called on Saturday 4 December 201¢hérconstruction of erosion control

measures on the river foreshore north of the Cdtieet pedestrian overpass. The works

involve, but are not limited to the following:

« Construction of approximately 50 “nof hardstand area for the on-site storage of
materials;

« Off-site filling and night-time delivery of filledseotextile Sand Container (GSC);

» Construction of approximately 280 metres of GSCeteent to provide foreshore
protection; and

» Such other work as shown on the Drawings and/dudiecl in the Specifications.

A compulsory site meeting was held on 10 Decemb&02 The aim of the meeting was to
ensure the contractors were across all issues wittdahe project. Representatives of five
(5) contractors attended this meeting.

At the close of tenders on 21 December 2010, fdutdnders were received as shown in
table A below.

Table A - Tenders Received

Tender Tendered Price (ex GST)
Yarnell Pty Ltd $173,813.00
MMM WA Pty Ltd $271,766.00
DME Contractors $357,247.75
DVH Industries Pty Ltd $447,770.00
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An evaluation panel was established consistingepfasentatives of the three agencies (the
City, MRWA and Trust) and the City’s coastal engineg consultant. This contract was
assessed using the ‘non-weighted cost method’, evtier qualitative criteria are assessed
separately to the price. This is an accepted siss® methodology. A qualitative
evaluation of tenders was completed by the evalngianel based on the criteria noted in
Table B below (and as listed in the request fodégh

Table B - Qualitative Criteria

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
1. Demonstrated ability to perform the tasks as set out in specification 40%
2. Work Methodology 40%
3. Referees 20%
TOTAL 100%

The evaluation process resulted in the followingrss:

Yarnell Pty Ltd MMM WA Pty Ltd DME Contractors DVH Industries
6.0 10.0 8.4 8.0

An assessment was then made on the price scheslbesitted by each company. The
Panel considered the prices submitted by MMM taHheemost appropriate and closest to
market conditions. Yarnell submitted a cheaperal/¢ender price, however more detailed
analysis of the pricing schedules revealed somts dos works that were significantly less
than the other three bids. The Panel concludddliteae prices were unrealistic for the type
of work required.

The tender submitted by MMM WA Pty Ltd has beereased as best meeting the intent of
the specification and is attractively priced. \ghilot the cheapest bid, MMM’s response
was considered to be the most detailed and comntdipdar the best methodology, hence its
high qualitative scores. MMM has experience in ftiing and placement of GSC's
(including undertaking work for South Perth), whigharnell could not demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the evaluation panel. As a rethdttender submitted by MMM (WA) Pty
Ltd it is recommended to Council that this tenderldopted.

The reason why the City has taken the lead rol¢hisnproject is because MRWA and the
Trust are already involved in a tender for workstloe western foreshore between the Cale
Street and Thelma Street overpasses. This proiees not involve any financial or
technical contribution from the City. As a resititywas considered appropriate that the City
take the lead role for Tender 25/2010 in the irstisref cooperation.

Consultation
Public tenders were advertised in accordance Wwehacal Government Act (1995).

Tender 25/2010 for ‘Erosion Control - River ForeghdNorth of Comer Street’ was
advertised in the West Australian on Saturday 4elbdaer 2010. In total, four (4) tenders
were received.

A compulsory site meeting was held on 10 Decemb&02 The aim of the meeting was to
ensure the contractors were across all issues wittdahe project. Representatives of five
(5) contractors attended this meeting.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 1995s amended) requires a local government to
call tenders when the expected value is likely xoeed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

The value of the tender exceeds the amount whiehCthief Executive Officer has been
delegated to accept, therefore this matter isnedfieio Council for its decision.

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

Section 12.3 of th&wan and Canning Rivers Management Act Ziats:

Despite any written or other law to the contraryparson who has the care, control and
management of Crown land in the Riverpark shoreknmintly responsible with the Trust
for the care, control and management of that pdrthe Riverpark shoreline and for the
maintenance of any wall or other structure on tpatt of the Riverpark shoreline.

Financial Implications
The budget for this project has been establishédllasvs:

Activity Amount (ex GST)
Professional fees (consultants, etc) $ 30,000
Preferred tender (MMM) $271,766
Purchase of GSC containers $ 88,794
Contingency $ 39,440
TOTAL $430,000

The respective agency’s financial allocations tasahis project are as follows:

Swan River Trust $215,000
Main Roads WA $107,500
City of South Perth $107,500
TOTAL $430,000

As a result of the western foreshore coastal ptiotecstructures maintenance agreement,
which the City has entered into with MRWA and theust, the City is due payment of
$62.5k from MRWA for the South Canning River Wadlpair project (Tender 20/2010).
This unbudgeted income represents 25% of the tofstl of that project (the Trust funded
50%). In addition, the City has already purchasedcrete slabs for the hard stand area
($8.5K) required for the Comer Street foreshorsierocontrol works (i.e. Tender 25/2010).
As a result, the City only needs to find a furtfid6.5k to commit to the project.

It is proposed that the City’s portion of the fumglibe met by reallocating funds (i.e. $36.5k)
from Account 6224 (SJMP Promenade), which is culyeunexpended at $114k. The

design of the new river wall at SIJMP is completewéver the detailed design and

documentation of the promenade and associatedsinicture (i.e. seats, bins, artwork,

signage etc) has not commenced due to fundingdiioits and the need to progress other
more urgent capital works priorities.
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The construction of the new river wall by itselfeistimated to cost $3 million, of which the
City will need to find $1.5 million as its 50% skaof the cost with the Trust (assuming the
City is successful in attracting a future granit this time, it is extremely improbable that
any work on the construction of a new river walllwiccur this financial year as the City
does not have $1.5 million in Reserve and the SRS ot committed any grant funding
towards this project. It is therefore recommentied the SJIMP Promenade funding be used
to:

« fund the shortfall to Tender 25/2010, being a tofé$36.5k; and

« complete the design and documentation of the prade(i.e. hardstand and

landscaping component).

To implement the SIMP Promenade project, the Ciityoe calling on the SRT to fund 50%
of the total capital cost. It is therefore impottghat the City continues to cooperate with
the SRT on other foreshore restoration projectsh ss the foreshore north of Comer Street,
to ensure that when the City applies for grant fmgdhat the Trust view's the City's
application favourably. For the modest outlay 86 %k, the City can achieve that aim.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 2 “Eomiment” identified within Council’s
Strategic Plan which is expressed in the followiagns: Nurture and develop natural
spaces and reduce impacts on the environment.

Sustainability Implications

Appropriate maintenance of the river foreshorenipadrtant to ensure the reserves and
infrastructure they are protecting are not compseahi Regular preventative and restorative
maintenance will also ensure river foreshores ateatiowed to deteriorate to the point
where they cannot be readily made good.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.1

That ...

(a) the tender submitted by MMM (WA) Pty Ltd foretisonstruction of erosion control
measures on the river foreshore between the Cotneget$edestrian overpass and
Milyu Nature Reserve, for the lump sum tender amair$271,766 plus GST, be
accepted; and

(b) the additional funding for the project be paed by the following amendment to the
adopted Budget.

Alc No Account Title Type | Current Adjustment Amended
Budget Budget
6224.1500.30 | SJMP Promenade Exp | $114,000 ($36,500) $77,500
TBA Erosion Control at westem | Exp | $0 $36,500 $36,500
foreshore north of Comer
Street

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required Absolute Majority
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10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES

10.3.1 Retrospective Change of Use (Shop to Showngo and Additions /
Alterations to the Building - Lot 2 (No. 364) Cannng Highway, Como

Location: Lot 2 (No. 364) Canning Highway, Como

Applicant: Renouf Import Direct

Lodgement Date: 10 August 2010

File Ref: 11.2010.419 CA6/364

Date: 1 February 2011

Author: Emmet Blackwell, Planning Officer

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

To consider a retrospective application for plagnapproval for the change of use (from
Shop to Showroom) and additions / alterations & dkisting building at Lot 2 (No. 364)
Canning Highway, Como. The proposal is for carrymg the sale of health and fitness
equipment. Even though a number of boats and ghireiontainer are currently parked on-
site, the applicant proposes to remove them, haddeessing the key concerns raised by
adjoining residents.

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsito conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Highway Commercial / Regional Road
Density coding R80
Lot area 845 sq. metres
Building height limit 10.5 metres
Plot ratio 05

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Plans of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.1(b) Site photographs.
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The location of the development site is shown below
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380
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesc#bed in the delegation:

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

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

In relation to Item 6 above, the extent of ameribpact arising from the proposal is
considered acceptable by the officers. However, dm@munity is of the view that the
development will have an adverse impact on thehtigrhood.

Comment

(a) Background
In December 2009, the City received an applicatiwrchange of use (from Shop) to
Showroom for health and fitness equipment and Md#dricle / Marine Sales, as well
as additions / alterations to the existing buildiog Lot 2 (No. 364) Canning
Highway, Como (the site). The applicant and comsltfor the 2009 planning
application are the same as for the current agita

In June 2010, the application was cancelled by @iy as the applicant had

commenced major works on-site which had not yetived planning approval, and
due to delays caused by the applicant providingehaired information.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

()

A retrospective planning application was lodgedthy applicant in August 2010. In
October 2010, the applicant requested the Citynteral the retrospective planning
application by removing the previously requestesl ass Motor Vehicle / Marine Sales
premises to be only for use of the site as a Shomrepecifically for the sale of
health and fitness equipment. This request was madeesponse to objections
received as a result of neighbour consultation.

Description of the surrounding locality

As seen inFigure 1 below, the subject site has a frontageCanning Highway
towards its west, is located adjacent to a singlellihg to the north, and a City
owned park to the east. To the south-west of thgesusite, across Thelma Street, is a
real estate office that also fronts Canning HighwRgmaining development along
Thelma Street is residential.

4 /(yr
~
&7

Existing development on the subject site
The existing development on the subject site gddhe current unauthorised land use
consisted of a “Shop” under Table 1 of the City Sduth Perth Town Planning
Scheme No. §TPS6). The Shop was trading for approximately 12 yearsPots R
Us”", selling garden pots.

Description of the proposal

The amended proposal involves a change of use @oop) to Showroom, as well as
site works and additions to the existing building the site, as depicted in the
submitted plans aonfidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) FurthermoreFigure 1 above
and the site photographs show the relationshipnefsite with the surrounding built
environment afAttachment 10.3.1(b)

The proposal complies with the TPS6 and relevantunCib policies, with the
exception of the remaining non-complying aspedtsliscussed below.

Land use
The proposed land use of Showroom is classifiea ‘@¥’ (Discretionary) land use in
Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6.

In considering this discretionary use, it is obsérthat the site adjoins residential and

non-residential uses, in a location with a mixeceetscape. Accordingly, it is
considered that the proposed use complies witheThlolf the Scheme.
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(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

0)

Car parking

Table 6 of TPS6 does not provide specific car payrkiequirements for a Showroom
use, therefore the number of bays required is baged the likely demand determined
by Council as per Clause 6.3(2) of TPS6. The Shomraar parking requirements
from the City of South Perth’s previous scheme, §B8d relevant statutory provisions
of three other adjoining local governments haventiaken into account to estimate the
car parking requirement for the proposed Showrose; as shown in the table below:

Local government standard Number of car bays
City of Canning 8.31

Town of Victoria Park 5.28

City of Melville 8.77

City of South Perth (TPS5) 10.05
Average requirement 8.1

Number of bays proposed 9

The site plan,Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) shows that a total of nine car
parking bays are proposed to be marked on-sitehniconsistent with the average
calculated by the assessing officer.

The City officers believe it is likely that thereillwbe more than two onsite staff

during the showroom’s hours of operation, as wasred by the applicant. However,

due to the presence of three existing on streepagking bays positioned directly

adjacent to the subject lot, the view has beenntakat the proposed nine car bays
contained on the site plan are sufficient, evethéfe are three or four staff on-site at
any one time.

Plot ratio

The plot ratio permitted is 0.5 (422.5 sq. meti@s) the proposed plot ratio is 0.32
(271 sqg. metres), therefore the proposed developemnplies with the plot ratio
element of TPS6 (Table 6).

Building height
This proposal does not include changes to the heighe existing building.

Street setback

This proposal does not include changes to the cetbaf the existing building. The
only slight modification in this regard is the atilol of walls to enclose the patio area
which previously existed along the site’s Thelmae&t frontage. However,
technically the setback is not changing as origpalo support posts and associated
roof were already located on the Thelma Stredbdeindary.

Fences

The proposal includes a 2.1 metre high visuallymgable steel fence along portions
of the north, east and southern boundaries of ubgst lot as annotated on the site
plan,Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a)

Clause 6.7 of TPS6 restricts the height of fencebd no greater than 1.8 metres
above ground level, unless it is considered thaherease in height will not adversely
affect the amenity of any other property in thealdg and will not clash with the
exterior designs of buildings within the precin@ouncil’s Fencing Policy P350.7
states that “the city will not normally approveente height greater than 1.8 metres
without the written agreement of the affected adjmy neighbour. The City will
consult the adjoining neighbour upon receipt ofriitan request for a higher fence”.
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(k)

0

As the City controls the land adjoining the eas{@&ublic Park) and southern (Thelma
Street verge), the only landowner who needs todmsudted under the requirements
of P350.7 in relation to the increased fence heggkthie adjoining northern neighbour
at No. 362 Canning Highway. It is considered that 2.1 metre high fence will have
no negative impact on the City’s adjoining land.résponse to correspondence with
the adjoining northern neighbour, the latest commerceived from the current
tenant on 28 January 2011 support the 2.1 metrefeigce subject to the fence being
solid, hence ensuring visual privacy for his priypeand of a consistent fencing
material all along the length of the boundary, tpussenting a visually acceptable
appearance. The Department of Planning, owner of382 Canning Highway have
communicated that they are happy with the proposettome. Accordingly, a
standard condition is recommended to upgrade theefbetween the two properties.

Landscaping

The required minimum landscaping area is 126.75m&res (15 percent) which has
been met by a proposed total landscaping area of st metres, therefore the
proposed development complies with the landscapamgirements of Table 3 of
TPS6.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirfgcheme No. 6

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

() ensure community aspirations and concerns atéressed through Scheme
controls;

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

(g) protect residential areas from the encroachnoéiimappropriate uses; and

(i) create a hierarchy of commercial centres acaugdo their respective designated
functions, so as to meet the various shopping #mek commercial needs of the
community.

The following general Scheme objective is not met:

(@ maintain the City's predominantly residentiahcacter and amenity.

However, it is unreasonable to expect the subjéet ® maintain residential
character and amenity due to its location frontgnning Highway, zoning as

Highway Commercial and close proximity to other gamable non-residential
developments which also have frontages to Canniggwhy.
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(m)

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 listed in Cladgeof TPS6 which are, in the opinion
of Council, relevant to the proposed developmehth® 24 listed matters, the following
are particularly relevant to the current applicatimd require careful consideration:

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

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

(9) inthe case of land reserved under the Schitrgurpose of the reserve;

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

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

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

(w) any relevant submissions received on the agjic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undersé7.4; and

(X) any other planning considerations which Councihsiders relevant.

It is the officer's view that the development adaigly addresses the above related
matters.

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments
A referral to the Design Advisory Consultants was nequired for this application.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forgtoposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P355 “Consultation faarfiing Proposals”. The owners
of properties at Nos. 359 to 365 and 367 Cannirghway, Nos. 55 to 60 Thelma
Street, and No. 2 Barker Avenue were invited tpéus the application and to submit
comments during a 14-day period. A total of 23 hb@ur consultation notices were
mailed to individual property owners and occupiers.
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During the advertising periods, six submissions evegceived all opposing the
proposal. The submissions have been summarisedresmbnses provided to all
comments by both the applicant and assessing gffilecomments are summarised
below.

Neighbours’ Comment Applicant’s Response Officer Comment
 Thelma Street is currently a | « The proposed use will not | « The applicant's response
quiet residential street; the result in additional traffic UPHELD.

proposed change of use will
ruin this by means of
increased traffic volumes,
related noise and car
parking issues as Thelma

generation as the nature of
the sales (ie. bulky good)
will generate significantly
lower  customer  traffic
numbers than the previously

street cannot be exited back
onto Canning Highway,
therefore all related traffic
(customers, etc) will be
forced to exit east on
Thelma Street.

» The one way accessway
from Canning Highway onto
Thelma Street is right next
to a children’s playground;
an increase in ftraffic
volumes in this location will
jeopardise community
safety.

e The proposal will result in | ¢ The “Marine Sales / Motor
decreased visual amenity Vehicle” use has now been
for  properties  looking withdrawn from this
directly onto the subject application. The

approved “Shop” use. The
hours of operation (being
9:00am to 5:00pm Monday
to Friday and 9:00am to
1:00pm Saturday) means
the business will generate
less traffic than previously
approved uses which were
open seven days a week.

e The applicant’s
UPHELD.

response

property’s proposed “Showroom” use will be self-
Showroom and Car / Marine contained within the building
Vehicle Sales premise. and landscaping will be
» The residential amenity addressed  through a
(aesthetics) of the landscape plan to be
streetscape will be prepared as a condition of
significantly reduced and planning approval. The

therefore so will property development does not result
values  of  surrounding in any substantive
residential properties (x 3). modifications to the existing
building which has operated
for a number of years. The
building has simply been
renovated to improve the
facade.
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* High levels of noise from a
car yard as vehicles are
tuned up and revved in
preparation for sale, as well
as related panel beating and
automotive repairs (ie: air
compressors used for air
powered tools).

If a car yard is approved,
this will attract hoons to
drive  the  surrounding
residential streets at unsafe
speeds. In this regard
customers are also likely to
test drive vehicles at unsafe
speeds.

Unloading of vehicles from
trucks will take place on

Thelma Street next to
residential properties and
cause  noise  pollution,

potentially at early and late
hours in the day.

* Not applicable - The “Marine

Sales / Motor Vehicle” use
has now been withdrawn
from this application. All
unloading of stock will take
place on-site.

e The applicant’s
UPHELD.

response

The boundary “pool” style
fence installed exposes my
backyard to the public view,
my children’s bedroom is
totally open to that side of
the house (amenity and
safety).

* Acknowledged - We would

be happy to accept a
condition on the approval
requiring the fencing be
modified to avoid any visual
impact on the adjoining
property.

* The submitter's comment
UPHELD; a suitable
condition has been
recommended.

The vyellow colour of the
development creates an
“‘eye-sore” (x3)

The building was previously
painted a bright purple
colour and was in poor
conditon. ~ The  current
signage and marketing is
required to identify the
business from  Canning
Highway.

e The applicant’s
UPHELD.

response

Street parking will be an
issue as there are already
many multiple dwellings in
this section of the street,
making entering and exiting
our driveway more
dangerous.

The narrow nature of
Thelma Street at its western
end means customers could
not park opposite the
premises, therefore street
parking will be utilised down
Thelma Street in front of
residential  properties on
verges and footpaths, as
well as in the park adjoining
the property;

The application proposes
the provision of onsite car
parking in accordance with
Council requirements.

» The applicant’s
UPHELD.

response
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(©)

(d)

()

* Marine vessels and a freight |  Not applicable - The “Marine | ¢ The submitter's comment
container parked on the Sales / Motor Vehicle” use UPHELD; a suitable
premises and on several (including  the  freight condition has been
occasions in the street container) has now been recommended.
resulting in staff parking withdrawn from this
their vehicles in the street application. All unloading of
instead of on-site. stock will take place on-site.

Manager, Engineering Infrastructure

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

relating to trip generation, crossovers and stortewvdrainage. His comments are as

follows:

(i)  The trip generation would be comparable toeotsireets that have been subject
to infill and multiple strata dwelling developmewith trip generation in the
order of 150 per day and would be manageable.

(i)  Asphalt is not an acceptable material for avrrossover. Bitumen or asphalt
crossovers have not been approved or constructeabfaut two decades. The
recently constructed asphalt crossover is to beovech and replaced in
concrete. The crossover is to be constructed téooonin shape and to profile
as depicted on Engineering Small Plan SP30.

(i)  All stormwater falling on the site shall betained on-site. A drainage plan will
be required as part of the application process.

Accordingly, planning conditions and important reotee recommended to deal with
matters raised above.

Other City Departments

The Coordinator, Environmental Health Services mled the following comment,
which has been placed as an important note on ¢ésemmended conditional
approval. No objections have been raised:

() To ensure compliance with the EnvironmentabtBction Act 1986 and
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 198@, outboard motors or
motors of any kind shall be sold, serviced or usedhis premises.

External agencies
Comments were also invited from the Departmentlaffing.

The Department of Planning provided comment wittpeet to the site being on or
abutting a regional road reservation. This agermges no objections, however
recommend that the following condition be placedtmapproval:

(i) The proponent agrees to remove all structuréhinvthe road reservation
without seeking compensation from either the CdumiciWAPC for any loss,
damage or expense should the reserved land beredqfar road upgrading
purposes in the future.

Accordingly, planning conditions and / or importartdtes are recommended to deal
with issues raised by the above officers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisioh3own Planning Scheme No. 6, the R-
Codes and Council policies have been provided élsemin this report.

Financial Implications
The determination has no financial implications.
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Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications
The proposed non-residential development is obderee be sustainable, noting its
proximity to other non-residential uses abuttingn@ag Highway.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal complies with thlevant Scheme, R-Codes and policy
objectives and provisions. Subject to compliancehwihe recommended planning

conditions, it is considered that the developmeiit have due regard to the existing

residential amenity. Accordingly, it is recommendédt the application be conditionally

approved.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oBerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this retrospecmgication for planning approval for the
change of use (from Shop to Showroom) and additiaiterations to the existing building
on Lot 2 (No. 364) Canning Highway, Corhe approved subject to:

(a) Standard Conditions
390 Crossover standards
393 Verge and kerbing works
352  Car bays — Marked and visible
354  Car bays - Maintained
445  Stormwater and drainage
455  Dividing fences - Standards
456  Dividing fences - Timing
660 Expiration of approval

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

(b) Specific Conditions

(i) This planning approval does not pertain to sherage and / or sale of marine
vehicles. Any such marine vehicles and the freigntainer currently located
on-site shall be removed within a period of two kgeérom the date of this
approval.

(i) The recently constructed fencing along the them boundary of the site
abutting No. 362 Canning Highway shall be upgradédin eight weeks from
the date of this approval. The fence shall be raaiet at its current 2.1 metre
height while ensuring that the fence is solid, thusviding visual privacy for
the adjoining residents, and of a consistent fenomaterial all along the length
of the boundary, thus presenting a visually acds#ptappearance.

(i) The gate to the onsite car park shall be oped all car bays shall be accessible
to customers and staff during business hours.

(iv) As advised by the Department of Planning, pheponent agrees to remove all
structures within the road reservation without ssglkcompensation from either
the Council or WAPC for any loss, damage or expehseild the reserved land
be required for road upgrading purposes in theréutu
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Iltem 10.3.1 Recommendation (Cont'd)

(©)

(d)

v)

(vi)

The recently constructed asphalt crossovenifd removed and replaced in
standard grey concrete. The replacement crossdwdt Be constructed in
accordance with the approved drawings, associateaditions and the
requirements contained within specification SP3bjctv is available at the
City's website. The existing verge levels at thanfrproperty boundary shall not
be altered.

As advised by the City’s Engineering Infragtture Services, a drainage plan
should be submitted along with an application fouilding Licence /
Certification, demonstrating that all stormwateonfr the property is retained
on-site. The design layout should be in accordanitk the current design
standards, and certified by a hydraulic consultantelation to its adequacy.
The consultant is to review the design for bothghert duration high intensity
storm events as well as the much longer but leesse storm events.

(vii) As advised by the City’'s Engineering Infrastture Services, a traffic

management plan is required to be submitted forwaltks within the road
reserve and lodged for approval with the City a¢ #Building Licence /
Certification stage.

Standard Advice Notes
648  Building licence required 651  Appeal rights - SAT
649A Minor variations - Seek approval

Footnote A full list of Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council Offices during normal business

hours.

Specific Advice Notes

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

It is the applicant’'s responsibility to liaiswith the City’s Engineering
Infrastructure Services to ensure satisfactionllobfathe relevant requirements
including those listed as Conditions (v), (vi) gnd).
Prior to the issuing of a Building Licence /effification, the applicant is
required to comply with the outstanding planning ttera identified as
conditions. Thereforeto avoid delaysin obtaining a building licence, it is
important for the applicant to commence the assediprocesses at the earliest.
As advised by the City’s Environmental HealtBervices, all mechanical
ventilation services, motors and pumps (e.g. aid@ners, swimming pools)
are to be located in a position so as not to craaieise nuisance as determined
by the Environmental Protection Act 198&nd Environmental Protection
(Noise) Regulations 1997.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.3.2 Proposed Change of Use (Tavern to Office Use Lot 10 (No. 1) Preston

Street, Como

Location: Lot 10 (No.1) Preston Street, Como

Applicant: Kasta Nominees Pty Ltd

Lodgement Date: 12 May 2010

File Ref: 11.2010.266 PR1/1

Date: 1 February 2011

Author: Adrian Ortega, Statutory Planning Officer

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

The application relates to the conversion of anreygd Tavern use of the premises to a
proposed Office use. Under Table 1 of the City’sviid®lanning Scheme No.6 (TPS6), the
subject site has been identified as a site witltifipeplanning requirements in accordance

with Subclause (2) of Clause 5.4 “Development Remments for Certain Sites”. The car

parking provisions of Clause 5.4 of TPS6 that eelat the proposed Office use are under
consideration in this report. Additionally, the posed Office is classified as a “D” use

(Discretionary use) on the subject lot zoned Neigithood Centre Commercial. Council’s

consideration is sought in regard to this Discrediy use and variations requested to car
parking requirements.

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

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Number of parking bays Clause 5.4 Subclause (2) and Table 6 of TPS6

Since Clause 5.4(2)(b)(vii) of TPS6 clearly statest car parking will be provided for all
offices, shops and residential dwellings strictly@ccordance with the provisions of the
Scheme, with no reciprocity of use or other forncohcession in respect of the number of
parking spaces provided, and noting that no spebifiys on-site are either identified or
proposed for the Office use, it is recommendedtti@proposal be refused.

Background

In May 2003, Council considered and approved a digevelopment comprising 24
multiple dwellings, offices, café / restaurants anchulti-level car park. The City allowed a
plot ratio of 1.2 and a building height of 14.0 nestas prescribed under Clause 5.4 of TPS6.
The approved use of the subject premises was Gddtaurant.

At the November 2007 Council meeting, the Café ¢tRerant use of the subject premises
was approved as a Tavern subject to standard auifispconditions and important notes.
The proposed Tavern use was observed to demonswaipliance with the car parking
requirements based upon reciprocal use of exidiayg. In March 2009, a change of use
application from the approved Tavern use to Offise was refused by the officers under
delegated authority due to non-compliance withdaeparking requirement. Subsequently
in September 2009, a change of use application ftben approved Tavern use to a
Temporary Office use was refused by the officerdenrdelegated authority, again due to
non-compliance with the car parking requirement.

This matter was previously referred to in the JAGA0 meeting, however withdrawn as
follows:

“It is noted that report Item 10.3.2 is withdrawroi the agenda pending further additional
information being provided by the applicant.”

Since officers have now received the legal advioenfthe applicant as well as from the
City’s own legal consultants, the matter is nownlggieferred back to Council.
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The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Neighbourhood Centre Commercial

Density coding R80

Lot area 4,632 sq. metres - Site already developed with multiple dwellings, offices, café /
restaurant

Building height limit 14.0 metres in accordance with Clause 5.4 of TPS6
Development potential | Clause 5.4 of TPS6
Plot ratio limit 1.2 in accordance with Clause 5.4 of TPS6

This report includes the following attachments:

Attachment 10.3.2(a) Plan of the proposal.
Attachment 10.3.2(b) Site photographs.
Attachment 10.3.2(c) Applicant’s supporting justification.

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(d)  Letter from the applicant.

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(e)  Legal advice from Nicholas Dillon to the applicant.

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(f) Legal advice from McLeods to the City of South
Perth.

The development site is located at the junctiorPdston Street and Melville Parade in
Como. The Preston Street pedestrian bridge is tedudirectly to the north of the
development site. The site is zoned Neighbourhcemtt@ Commercial under TPS6.

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 categoriescébed in the delegation:

1.

Amenity impact

In considering any application, the delegated eificshall 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 Counweting for determination.

The City officers are of the view that, as a resiilthe parking shortfall and noting
that limited street parking is available in theiwrity during business hours, the
proposed use is likely to have an adverse amemipact in the neighbourhood.

In accordance with the July 2010 Council resolytitive application is now being
referred along with additional information provideyl the applicant.

Comment

(a)

(b)

Existing land use

The floor space of the subject premises is 308nsgfres. As stated above in the
“Background” section, the premises on the groumdrflas shown imAttachment
10.3.2(a) are currently approved as a Tavern. As seen @ photographs in
Attachment 10.3.2(b) the subject premises are currently vacant.

Proposed change of land use

The proposed land use Office is classified as a(fiscretionary) land use in Table 1
(Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6. In considering this@etionary use, it is observed that
the site adjoins residential as well as non-residenses. Noting that office spaces
already operate from various other premises inkthiding, the proposed use is
observed to demonstrate compliance with the remgings of Table 1 of TPS6.
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(©)

(d)

()

Car parking

Clause 5.4(2)(b)(vii) of TPS6 states as follows:

“Car parking will be provided for all offices, shepand residential dwellings
strictly in accordance with the provisions of theh&me, with no reciprocity of use
or other form of concession in respect of the nurobparking spaces provided.”

Based upon the car parking requirement of 1 pér 2. metres of gross floor area for
an Office in the Neighbourhood Commercial Centraezal6 car parking bays are
required for the Office use proposed to occupy @sgifloor area of approximately
308.0 sg. metres. Since no parking bays are afidcat proposed for this use, the
proposal is observed to conflict with the abovenwer@d car parking requirement.
Therefore, officers are recommending refusal fergtoposed change of use.

Applicant’s proposed method for providing parking

The applicant proposes to provide the required rwndd car bays, as stated in

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(d) either on-site or off-site through:

“(i) registration of car bays on the strata titler licensing arrangements with the
Strata Body Corporate for the majority of car bagguired; AND

(i) licensing arrangements with residential owseon-site for any additional
number required to meet the TPS requirement; OR

(iii) licensing arrangements with either residertist commercial owners off-site for
any additional number required to meet the TPS ireguent.

In relation to any licensing arrangements off-sitieis would be proposed to be a
temporary measure while an application for an Anmeedt to the Town Planning
Scheme to reduce the number of car bays basedstribal usage, is progressed. If
the proposed amendment to the TPS is not appravedpplication for construction

of additional car parking on-site will be submittéd

Summary of advice provided by the applicant’s legahsultant and that obtained
separately by the City, referred to@snfidential Attachments 10.3.2 (eand (f):

(i) In relation to the proposed change of approvédvern to Office, whether the
associated Scheme provisions require strict adheeeor permit exercise of
discretion in relation to the car parking bay reg@ment?

Advice provided by the applicant’s legal consultant

The basis of the advice provided by the applicarihat Clause 5.4(2) of TPS6
does not apply to the change of use applicatioaumecthe initial development
has already taken place and has fulfilled clauéeHsee attachment 10.3.2¢)

Legal advice obtained by the City

The basis of the City’s advice is that the requinednber of parking bays for
the proposed offices is in accordance with Tabdd the Scheme. Applying the
requirements of Table 6 for the Neighbourhood Ge@mmmercial zone results
in 16 bays being necessary for the proposed offiG#ause 5.4(2)(b)(vii)
requires car parking for offices to be providedctr in accordance with this
requirement with no reciprocity of use or othemfioof concession with respect
to the number of parking spaces provided.

The discretion to vary car parking cannot be egert with respect to the
parking requirements of Clause 5.4, as a consequiiClause 7.8(2)(b).

Clause 5.4(2) is intended to provide specific regpaents for the site and ensure
that these requirements prevail over the genegalirements of the scheme.
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(f)

(9)

(ii)

Therefore the proposed offices cannot be approvéldout providing 16 car
parking bays in strict conformity with the parkingguirement of the Scheme.
Attachment 10.3.2.(f)refers.

If there must be strict adherence with the gang requirements of the
Scheme, is the use of five bays pursuant to a Isegranted by the owners of
multiple dwellings, a permissible means of satisfyi the parking
requirements of the Scheme?

Advice provided by the applicant’s legal consultant

The advice given to the applicant is that the owrd@drthe residential lots will
not breach TPS6 if they licence the use of thedpeetive car bays. It may be
different if the proprietor sold or otherwise akded the car bay as, in those
circumstances, the residential lot may be regaatedeasing to comply with
TPS6.

Legal advice obtained by the City

The City's advice is that the provision of five qaarking bays, pursuant to a
license granted by the owners of the dwellingshansite, would be inconsistent
with orderly and proper planning as it would depritiose dwellings of the use
of a car bay which must be provided in accordanitle tie approval issued for
those dwellings.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of TPS6
The officers observe that the following general ok objectives are not met:

0)

In all commercial centres, promote an approfgigange of land uses consistent
with the preservation of the amenity of the logalit

Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Clase 7.5 of TPS6

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 proposedeti@ment. The following are
particularly relevant to the current applicatior aaquire careful consideration:

(@)

(b)
(©

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

the preservation of the amenity of the locaiityd

whether the proposed access and egress toramdthe site are adequate and
whether adequate provision has been made for teliig, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site.

The proposed change of use is considered non-camgh relation to all of these
matters.

Consultation

(@)

Neighbour consultation
The proposed change of use from Tavern to Office'l§a use in Neighbour
Commercial zone) does not require consultatiorcaoedance with Policy P355.
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(b)

Comments from Building Services

In relation to the justification and documentatfovided by the applicant, referred to
asAttachment 10.3.2(c) since the certificate of classification for theilding issued
by the City’s Building Services only identifyinggidential units and offices as the
approved uses, an application for the change ofisiseot required. Noting that
Planning and Building Services have different s#tsnatters for consideration in
accordance with their statutory controls; the @fficdo not support the applicant’s
justification. The following are the comments obtal from the Team Leader,
Building Services:

“The Building Regulations 1989 require that evenyilting shall be classified in
accordance with Part A3 of the Building Code of ttal (BCA) by the Local
Authority. The classification of a building, or paf a building, is determined by the
purpose for which it is designed, constructed ca@dd to be used.

The class of building generally reflects the leskkisk the building presents to the
occupants in the event of a fire or emergency. B8A Part A3 classifies buildings
into Classes 1 to 10.

The BCA considers the structural adequacy and iittegpf the structure, the
emergency services and equipment to protect thieibgj and emergency warning
and evacuation measures for occupant safety foditfierent classes.

A Class 2 building has the purpose of a multi-storesidential building which
presents a high risk to sleeping occupants in treneof a fire and therefore, the type
of construction and the passive and active requangis of the building needs to
reflect that class of building.

A Class 5 building, as defined in the BCA, is ditefbuilding used for professional

or commercial purposes. The occupants of this atddsuilding are assumed to be
awake, alert and ambulatory, therefore the builddags not require the same type of
construction or passive and active building reqmients. The requirements for this
type of building will also depend on other factstgh as the height and area of the
building.

The classification of a building in accordance witart A3 of the BCA groups
building into generic uses and is not aligned te fiermitted uses under the Town
Planning Scheme. The BCA does not take into accangt moral or social
implications associated with the building.

The BCA groups supermarkets, service stations|dhatedertaker establishments and
restaurants as Class 6 buildings as they sell gdndeetail or the supply of services
direct to the public. The BCA has no concern onretibese buildings are located,
however under the City of South Perth Town Plani@egeme Zoning - Land Use,
these groups would not be permitted in all areabuitdings.”

Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to various relevant provisioh§own Planning Scheme No.6, the R-
Codes and Council policies have been provided élsexin this report.

Strategic Implications

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

Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growinglatigu with a planned mix of housing
types and non-residential land uses.
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Sustainability Implications

Due to the shortfall of the required 16 car parkiiays, the proposed change of use will
result in an additional demand on street parking an adverse amenity impact on the
neighbourhood. Therefore, the proposal is seer tansustainable.

Conclusion
It is considered that the proposal does not comptit TPS6 provisions, based upon the
information provided in this report and legal opims presented from both sides.

Small business operations in surrounding areasndiepe parking available in this street. If
the City of South Perth accepted a variation ongrevision of parking bays, which are
already at a premium during business hours, smadinesses would be placed in a
financially vulnerable position because customerulal have less parking available to
them. Additionally, dwellings are required to hawe parking bays as per the Residential
Design Codes. Any shortfall in this respect wilkagresult in parking congestion on the
streets.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this applicationpianning approval for a change of use
on Lot 950 (No. 1) Preston Street, Corbe,refusedfor the following reasons:

(&) Specific Reason
(i) Having regard to Clause 5.4 “Development Regmients for Certain Sites”
Subclause (2)(b)(vii) of the Town Planning Scheme. 8 (TPS6) which
requires car parking for all office spaces to lrectty in accordance with the
Scheme, with no reciprocity of use or other forntofcession in respect to the
number of parking spaces provided, the proposeit®itfse does not comply
with this requiremenfRefer also to the Important Notes)

(b) Important Notes

(i) Discretion was previously exercised by the Gitigh respect to car parking for
the subject tenancy in accordance with the promssiof Clause 5.4 of TPS6,
when the tenancy was initially approved for useaa€afé / Restaurant in
November 2003 and later for use as a Tavern in hbee 2007. Discretion
related to the use of parking bays allocated ficeg to be made available for
the Café / Restaurant after office hours on weekdagd for the full day and
during evening trading hours on weekends and publitidays. Clause
5.4(2)(b)(vii) of TPS6 does not offer discretiortlwviespect to an Office use.

(i) The proposed use would create a deficiencg@®tar parking bays based upon
the parking ratio of one car bay per 20.0 sq. rsetkgross floor area as
prescribed in Table 6 of TPS6.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.3.3  Proposed Amendment No. 27 to Town Planningiseme No. 6: Rezoning of
Kensington Child Health Clinic, Lot 30 (No.14) Colins Street, Kensington to
Residential R25.

Location: Lot 30 (No. 14) Collins Street, Kensingto

Applicant: City of South Perth

File Ref: LP/209/27

Date: 1 February 2011

Author: Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Adwrise

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

This report presents a proposal to initiate Amenmndiio. 27 to Town Planning Scheme No. 6
(TPS6) in order to rezone the site of the Kensing@hild Health Clinic for residential
development. The recommendation is that the Coéumddpt the necessary formal
resolution to initiate the Scheme Amendment praocasg that the draft Amendment No. 27
be endorsed to enable the Amendment to be adwkftseublic inspection and comment.

Background
The Amendment site details are as follows:

Current zoning Public Purposes Reserve specifically for Clinic
TPS6 Amendment Residential R25

proposed zoning and

density coding

Lot area 496 sq. metres

Building Height Limit 7.0 metres
Existing Development Disused Child Health Clinic
Development potential | 1 Single House

This report includesAttachment 10.3.3, being the Amendment report for community
consultation and ultimately for the Minister’s flrdetermination.

The Amendment site comprises a lot on the cornéaliins Street and Pennington Street,
Kensington. To the south-east of the subject tetfaur Single Houses in the section of
Collins Street between Pennington Street and V&taet. Those properties are zoned
Residential with R25 density coding. The rear bauies of the clinic site and the adjoining

residential lots abut a local park known as Davidcént Park. The residential lots on the
opposite side of Collins Street are also zoned deesial R25. The lot on the corner of

Collins Street and Canning Highway opposite thaiClsite (No. 126 Canning Highway) is

partly reserved for Primary Regional Road Purpasespartly zoned Highway Commercial

with R80 density coding.

The operation of the Kensington Child Health Cliii@bout to relocate to the Civic Centre
Child Health Clinic when this becomes operationaiirty February this year. The existing
Clinic at 14 Collins Street will then be surplus ttee City’s requirements. For some
considerable time, the intention has been thatpiahg the relocation of the Clinic the

property would be sold with the funds being used dther community purposes. To

facilitate the sale and alternative use of the extbjand, in the interests of orderly and
proper planning, the Amendment site should be redaa be consistent with the zoning and
density coding of surrounding land.
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The location of the subject site is shown below:

The proposal is for an amendment to TPS6 to zoaesite of the Kensington Child Health
Clinic for residential development, with the propdslensity coding being R25.

Comment

The report to be presented to the Minister is doeth atAttachment 10.3.3.When the
rezoning is finalised, it is proposed to offer thebject land for sale for residential
development. The development potential of thewiliebe one Single House.

(a) Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 Town Rldang Scheme
Scheme Objectives are listed in Clause 1.6 of TPSte proposal has been
assessed according to the listed Scheme Objectisds|lows:

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

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

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

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

Objective (e) Ensure community aspirations and concerns are eskird through
Scheme controls;

Objective (f) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residentéglsaand ensure
that new development is in harmony with the charaahd scale of
existing residential development;
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(b) Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clage 7.5 of No. 6 Town
Planning Scheme
While clause 7.5 is intended to relate to the atersition of development
applications, the proposed Scheme Amendment wilehan effect on future
applications for residential development. To thetent, clause 7.5 is also relevant
to the Scheme Amendment. Clause 7.5 lists a rahgmtters which the Council is
required to have due regard to, and may imposeitboms! with respect to, when
considering a proposed development. Of the 2édishatters, the following are
relevant to this Scheme Amendment, and will alsorélevant when a future
development application is being considered forsites

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

(q) the topographic nature or geographic locatidritee land;

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

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

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

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

Consultation

Community consultation has not yet been undertakerelation to the proposed Scheme
Amendment. Neighbour and community consultatioquirements are contained in the
Town Planning Regulations and in the City’'s Polieg55 “Consultation for Planning
Proposals”. Following Council’s endorsement of dnaft Scheme Amendment, community
consultation will be undertaken as prescribed iliclPd®355. The consultation process will
also involve referral to the Environmental ProteatAuthority for assessment; and also to
the Water Corporation.

Community consultation will involve a 42-day advartg period, during which a sign will
be placed on the site inviting submissions, anécastwill be placed on the City’s web site,
in the Southern Gazette newspaper and in the Cityjgaries and Civic Centre. Any
submissions received during this period will beerefd to a later Council meeting for
consideration.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

Lot 30 (No. 14) Collins Street is owned freeholdtbg City of South Perth. Council Policy
P306 ‘Development of Council Owned Land’ presemis tationale for the Policy in the
following terms:

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

This policy is intended to cover applications inod) significant developments on Council
owned or controlled land for commercial purposekisTpolicy is not intended to apply to
applications involving non-profit services, commurbased services, education services or
recreational pursuits or where the project is thébject of an existing lease, which has
previously been publicly advertised and approvedCoyncil. The policy also does not
apply where the commercial use is ancillary to gredominant use or where State
Government bodies are the final approving authdrity

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

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

« the current proposal does not relate to “commedsaklopment”. It relates to rezoning
of the subject land for future low density residaintievelopment with the density
coding being identical to the existing coding dietresidential land in the vicinity; and

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

When finalised, Amendment No. 27 will have the efffef modifying the Scheme Maps of
the City’s operative Town Planning Scheme No. 6.

The statutory Scheme Amendment process is sehdlieTown Planning RegulationsThe
process as it relates to the proposed Amendmen2Rds set out below, together with an
estimate of the likely time frame associated wahtestage of the process:

Stage of Amendment Process Estimated Time
Council resolution to initiate Amendment No. 27 to TPS6 22 February 2011
Council adoption of draft Scheme Amendment No. 22 proposals for 22 February 2011

advertising purposes
Referral of draft Amendment proposals to EPA for environmental assessment | End of February 2011
during a 28 day period, and copy to WAPC for information

Public advertising period, including Water Corporation, of not less than 42 Commencing end of March /
days early April 2011

Council consideration of Report on Submissions June 2011 Council meeting
Referral to the WAPC and Minister for consideration: Early July 2011

* Report on Submissions;

« Council's recommendation on the proposed Amendment No. 27;

» Three signed and sealed copies of Amendment No. 27 documents for final
approval

Minister's final determination and publication of Notice in Government Gazette | Unknown
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Financial Implications

The Kensington Child Health Clinic facility has loaee redundant with the construction of
the new Child Health Clinic at the Civic Centre.eTtonsolidation of the new Child Health

Clinic facility at the Civic Centre was designed dervice the catchment area that the
Kensington facility covers, as well as other ardd®e disposal of the Kensington property
was intended when the Civic Centre facility is céetgd. Funds will be used to provide

other community facilities (in a similar fashionttte sale of the Como Child Health Centre
and Kindergarten, currently undergoing rezoning @isgosal processes).

Sale options will be considered when the rezonsngpmpleted in the latter half of 2011.

Some minor financial costs will be incurred duritige course of the statutory Scheme
Amendment process. In the case of Scheme Amendrimepismented at the request of an
external applicant, the applicant is required tp {hee Planning Fee, in accordance with the
Council's adopted fee schedule. However, in thitance, since the City is the proponent,
all costs are borne by the City. These includedbst of notices in newspapers and the
Southern Gazette, placement of signs on site, aatingn of notices to neighbouring
landowners.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

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

Conclusion

If Amendment No. 27 is ultimately approved by thanlgter and the subject land is rezoned
and sold for residential purposes, the community still have the benefit of a new Child
Health Clinic located at the Civic Centre. Theoming of the subject land will have
benefits in terms of facilitating more appropriated sustainable residential use of the land.
The money from the sale of the land will contribteeCouncil’s capital works projects
without imposing on the ratepayers of the City.

Following Council’s resolution to initiate the Seche Amendment, the draft Amendment
documents will be made available for community cdtasion before being referred to the
Western Australian Planning Commission and the stamifor final determination.
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10.4

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Cridland

That ...

(@) the Council of the City of South Perth under fftowers conferred by ti&anning
and Development Act 200Bereby amends the City of South Perth Town Plannin
Scheme No. 6 in the manner describedttachment 10.3.3;

(b) the Report on the Amendment containing thetdkafiendment No. 27 to the City
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme NoAiachment 10.3.3 be adopted and
forwarded to the Environmental Protection Authofiy environmental assessment
and to the Western Australian Planning Commissoorirfformation;

(c) upon receiving clearance from the EnvironmeRtattection Authority, community
advertising of Amendment No. 27 be implemented dooadance with the Town
Planning Regulations and Council Policy P355; and

(d) the following footnote shall be included by wa§ explanation on any notice
circulated concerning this Amendment No. 27:

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

CARRIED (11/1)

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES

10.4.1 Manning District Community Facility (Manning Hub)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CS/310

Date: 24 January 2011

Author: Vicki Lummer, Director Development & Conumity Services

Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveffizer

Summary
This report outlines the process to be followedrddevelop the community facilities at
Manning, in what has come to be known as the Manhinb development.

Background

In February 2008 Council resolved to prepare a €pnhelan into the development of a
Manning District Centre (Manning Hub) with inpubfn stakeholder groups. In June 2009
Council adopted a Concept Plan prepared by Troppzhitects for the Manning Hub
following a review of the community facilities.

The Manning Hub revitalisation is Item 4.1.1 o iBity’s Corporate Plan 2010/2011 and is
also listed on the Strategic Financial Plan.
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Comment

There is a recognition that several older facgitiervicing Manning have reached or are
reaching the end of their serviceable life. D#far facilities, with the ability to
accommodate multiple purposes to cater for the sieéd range of groups and activities are
also required by the community.

The study by Troppo Architects in 2009 found thia¢re is real enthusiasm, amongst
community stakeholders and residents, for developroé a vibrant, integrated Manning

Hub — a ‘village centre’ for Manning that incorptea shops, a range of services and
activities within the multi purpose community faiyi] ‘town square’ space, recreational

areas, open space, sporting clubs and the setimamd centre.

Many residents are excited by the idea of theirudnthaving a real ‘heart’; they see the
potential to ease existing problems of parkinguggc and pedestrian safety; they look
forward to improved local shops and cafes. Andaefrse, they look forward to high quality,
integrated community facilities — an expanded owmproved ‘hall space’ and meeting
rooms, spaces for early years experiences; a bettee conveniently located library and so
on.

This project is one of great significance for thigyGnd the community and it is vitally
important that the project be well managed andrgdrfrom the outset.

It is suggested that the best way to do this istlier City to engage an experienced lead
consultant to provide the City with advice throughthe redevelopment of the community
facilities project. It is envisaged this consultambuld be an architectural or project
management company. The recommended processiliardionthat which was followed for
the current redevelopment of the Civic Centre Comityiand Library Facilities.

Initially expressions of interest will be soughtdhgh advertising. Tenders will then be
requested from a shortlist. The process for theiapment of the consultancy service will
be conducted in accordance with thecal Government Acind the tender results will be
decided by the Council. This is anticipated to oaarly in the next financial year.

Following the appointment of a successful tenddhare are a number of significant steps,
which it is anticipated, will span over the nexteth years. These include the revision of the
detailed brief provided by Troppo Architects, whidghvolved consultation with key
stakeholders and user groups, including the communi

Concept Plans will then be developed based on ¢hairements of the brief. Once the
concept, staging and costs have been agreed mvisaged working drawings will be
prepared and tenders for the construction of tieditfas called. Construction is likely to
occur over a period of 12 to 15 months dependingtaging requirements.

Consultation

Extensive consultation has already occurred withkedtolders, user groups and the
community in the work conducted by Troppo Archiseict 2009, culminating in the report to
Council in June 2009. Further community engagemahibccur during the process of the
development of concept plans.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The process for the appointment of the consultaecyice will be conducted in accordance
with the Local Government Act.
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Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are liett to the costs associated with the
appointment of a lead consultant for the projette &rchitectural firms responding to this
EOI will specify a fee schedule for their designriwd consultancy (and their team of

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

once the project proceeds to the construction phase

This report deals not with construction, but onighvihe design phase of the project.

Notional funding has been allowed for this projecd the associated lead consultant's
professional fees in the in the City's forward fic@l 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 thgicCiTriangle site (in accordance with
Council's resolution), access to Commonwealth Guwent and Lotterywest grant funding
and of course Council's future approval to tenderaf builder and commence construction.
However those decisions and costs are not thedutdjéhis report.

The immediate financial implications of this repate therefore limited to the lead
successful architect's professional fees for desigrk / documentation only. These are
accommodated in the funding allocation currentlgcated to this project in 2011.

Strategic Implications
This project relates to Strategic Direction 4 “Rsic identified within the Council's
Strategic Plan which is expressed in the followtemns:

4.1 “Identify and ensure activity centres and comnity hubs offer a diverse mix of uses
and are safe, vibrant and amenable”

It is also identified at item 4.1.1 of the City'®orate Plan 2010/2011 as follows :
4.1.2 “Progress the Manning Community Hub Revitadition”
Sustainability Implications

The development of new facilities allows the oppoity to incorporate sustainable design
elements such as those included on the new lilarzayhall facility.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.4.1

That....
(a) expressions of interest (EOI) be sought foead|consultant to provide advice and
services to enable the redevelopment of the Man@omgmunity Facility; and
(b) a shortlist of suitable consultants from thelbe prepared by the Chief Executive
Officer and tenders be called from shortlisted otasts;
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.5 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT

| 10.5.1 De-Proclamation of Kwinana Freeway Bus Rampst Canning Highway |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Main Roads Western Australia

File Ref: GR/308

Date: 1 February 2011

Author/Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Directofrimstructure Services
Summary

Main Roads Western Australia (MRWA) has writterthie City seeking support for the two
bus ramps located at Canning Bridge Interchandpe tmanaged by the PTA.

It is a statutory requirement that the Council édesany proposal for proclamation of
“highways”. Accordingly, this report provides thadkground to the request from MRWA
and recommends that the proposal be supported.

Background
At its meeting held on 24 February 2009, the Cduesolved....

That....

(a) Council endorse the proposal for the proclamatiof Kwinana Freeway Paths
and Ramps as detailed on Main Road Drawings 0825-37 378 at Attachments
10.4.1(a), 10.4.1(b) and 10.4.1(c); and

(b) it be noted, that the river walls owned by Main Risaare not the responsibility
of the City of South Perth.

By letter dated 14 December 2009, Main Roads Westaistralia (MRWA) advised that
proclamation of the ramps and paths associatedthétfiKwinana Freeway was published in
the Government Gazette of 27 November 2009 andMRAVA were now managers of the
infrastructure.

Since this time, MRWA has reached agreement wighRhblic Transport Authority (PTA)
for the two bus ramps located at Canning Bridgertiiitange to be managed by the PTA.
Accordingly, by letter dated 13 December 2010 MRW&s written to the City seeking
formal endorsement of the Council for the bus ratodse managed by the PTA.

In the event that Council does not support the ghanSection 13A(2) of the Main Roads
Act makes provision for Council to lodge an objestiwith the commissioner of Main
Roads. Any objection needs to be lodged with mRaiads by 28 February 2011.

The proclamation plan showing the location of the tbus ramps at Canning Bridge
Interchange is attachment 10.5.1(a), 10.5.1(band10.5.1(c)espectively.

Comment

This proposal seeks to transfer management of wlee bus ramps at Canning Bridge
Interchange from MRWA to the PTA given they aredusaclusively by buses. Whether
MRWA or the PTA manage the bus ramps is of no aqunesece to the City and hence the
proposal is therefore recommended for support.

Consultation
Not applicable
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10.6

Policy and Legislative Implications

TheMain Road Actequires the Commissioner of Main Roads Westerriralig to obtain
endorsement from the Council for the proclamatibary “main road” within the local
government district. Endorsement is a statutoryiregnent.

Financial Implications
Nil

Strategic Implications
This project compliments the City’s Strategic P2910 — 2015 and in particular Direction 5
- Transport

5.1 Improve access and use of railway station pnets and surrounding land
uses.

Sustainability Implications
The appropriate management of “highway” and “intarege” infrastructure is extremely
important to ensure that it meets the current atuté transport needs of the community.

Reporting on the Main Roads’ proposal to procldia bus ramps contributes to the City’s
sustainability by promoting effective communicatioetween key stakeholders.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.5.1

That Council endorse the proclamation of the buspsaat Canning Bridge Interchange to
be managed by the Public Transport Authority asidet on the Main Roads Western
Australia drawings 0821-376-01, 1021-0219-00 and211@220-00 at Attachments
10.5.1(a), 10.5.1(band10.5.1(c)

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

‘10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - January 201

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 4 February 2011

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

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

The attachments to this financial performance repoe part of a comprehensive suite of

reports that have been acknowledged by the Depattofie.ocal Government and the City's
auditors as reflecting best practice in financggarting.
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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 organisalt structure, reporting lines and

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively

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

Reviews.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresifgd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month from September onwditis.schedule reflects a reconciliation
of movements between the 2010/2011 Adopted Budgkttee 2010/2011 Amended Budget
including the introduction of the capital expenditutems carried forward from 2009/2010
(after September 2010).

A monthly Statement of Financial Position detailitige City’s assets and liabilities and
giving a comparison of the value of those assetsliabilities with the relevant values for
the equivalent time in the previous year is alsovjgled. Presenting this statement on a
monthly, rather than annual, basis provides grdatancial accountability to the community
and provides the opportunity for more timely intmion and corrective action by
management where required.
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Comment

The major components of the monthly managementust@mmaries presented are:

»  Statement of Financial Positiottachments 10.6.1(1)(A)and 10.6.1(1)(B)

« Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenud BEmpenditure Attachment
10.6.1(2)

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

e Summary of Capital ItemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

» Schedule of Significant Variance#\ttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovemenisAttachments 10.6.1(6)(A3nd10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting Statemenfttachment 10.6.1(7) -to be circulated separately

Operating Revenue to 31 January 2011 is $36.66Mwtgpresents 102% of the $36.02M
year to date budget. Revenue performance is ofobadget expectations overall - although
there are some individual line item differences.téeparking is in line with budget
expectations - and infringements revenue has ingat@ignificantly following the Aust Day
event. Interest revenues are well ahead of bueggtctations - with higher holdings of
both Municipal and Reserve funds contributing te fhvourable variance. Interim rates
revenue has also improved during the month.

Planning revenues are now in line with budget etgimms after an earlier favourable

timing difference has reversed. Collier Park Vidagevenue is very close to budget
expectations whilst the Hostel revenue remainsuealtle despite a number of downwards
adjustments to commonwealth subsidies. Golf Couesenue is now 3% behind budget

targets. Infrastructure Services revenue is largelybudget in most areas other than a
significant favourable variance from receiving udgeted contributions revenue.- which is
adjusted in the Q2 Budget Review considered in digisnda as Item 10.6.4. Comment on
the specific items contributing to the variancey ha found in the Schedule of Significant

VariancesAttachment 10.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 31 January 2011 is $22.W&lith represents 100% of the year to
date budget. Operating Expenditure to date is 2&eubudget in the Administration area,
3% over budget in the Infrastructure Services areb4% under budget for the golf course.

Operating expenses in most administration areasclase to budget other than timing

differences. Park management costs and plant aegaees are both under investigation by
an external consultant at present to allow cowectneasures to be introduced. Waste
management costs are very close to budget expadatGolf Course expenditure is very

close to budget at this time with only minor timidifferences being evident.

There are a number of budgeted (but vacant) stefitipns across the organisation that are
presently being recruited for. The salaries budigeiuding temporary staff where they are
being used to cover vacanciés currently around 3.8% under the budget aliocator the
223.2 FTE positions approved by Council in the midgocess - after having allowed for
agency staff invoices to month end.

Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant VarianceAttachment 10.6.1(5).
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Capital Revenue is disclosed as $2.35M at 31 Jgnagainst a year to date budget of
$2.11M. The major factors contributing to this sfpant favourable variance are a
favourable timing difference on the lease premiund gefurbishment levy attributable to an
additional re-leased unit at the Collier Park \gkaand an unanticipated grant allocation
from the Swan River Trust for river wall works aadditional insurance recoveries for
storm damaged buildings (which are adjusted in @2 Budget Review). Details of the
capital revenue variances may be found in the Sdbedf Significant Variances.
Attachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 31 January 2011 is $11.18ptasenting 82% of the year to date
budget and 56.0% of the full year revised budgéerahe inclusion of $4.0M of carry
forward works). The major element of the capitabggam delivered so far this year is
$6.0M in progress claims on the Library & Commurigcility project (which brings the
project within 3% of budgeted cash flow expectatjon

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

finalisation of the October management accountsaodsv

TABLE 1 - CAPITAL EXPENDITURE BY DIRECTORATE

Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual | % YTD Budget | Total Budget
CEO Office 79,500 38,133 48% 160,000
Library & Community Facility * 5,875,000 6,062,280 103% 6,175,000
Financial & Information Services * 850,500 807,957 95% 1,533,500
Planning & Community Services 557,220 244,951 44% 1,572,500
Infrastructure Services 5,580,874 3,638,081 65% 9,651,555
Waste Management 330,000 72,055 22% 445,000
Golf Course 387,000 282,568 73% 537,000
Total 13,660,094 11,146,025 82% 20,074,555

*  Financial & Information Services is also respbies for the Library & Community
Facility building project.

Consultation

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

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

Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

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

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

(a) the monthly Statement of Financial Position &mhncial Summaries provided as
Attachment 10.6.1(1-4)e received,;

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

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

(d) the Rate Setting Statement provided astdchment 10.6.1(7)be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anDebtors at 31 January 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 05 February 2011

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

This report presents to Council a statement sunsingrithe effectiveness of treasury
management for the month including:

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

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

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

Background

Effective cash management is an integral part op@r business management. Current
money market and economic volatility make this aenremore significant management
responsibility. The responsibility for managememid ainvestment of the City’s cash
resources has been delegated to the City’s Dirdétmncial and Information Services and
Manager Financial Services - who also have respiitgifor the management of the City’s
Debtor function and oversight of collection of dateling debts.
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In order to discharge accountability for the exezadf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbeimalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as funds held in ‘cash backed’ Reserves. Amiicant holdings of money market
instruments are involved, an analysis of cash hgklishowing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is alpoovided. Statistics on the spread of
investments to diversify risk provide an effecti®l by which Council can monitor the
prudence and effectiveness with which these detagatire being exercised.

Data comparing actual investment performance wehchmarks in Council’s approved
investment policy (which reflects best practicenpiples for managing public monies)
provides evidence of compliance with approved itmesit principles.

Finally, a comparative analysis of the levels 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 tihhay impact on future cash flows.

Comment

€))] Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $44.12M compare faviolyrdo $43.39M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds ai@7%6 higher than the level they
were at for the same time last year - reflectind®¥higher holdings of cash backed
reserves to support refundable monies at the CR3P&. The balance of the Future
Building Projects Reserve is $0.9M less than atidgn2010 as funds have been
applied to the Library & Community facility projeebut the UGP Reserve is $1.0M
higher. The Waste Management and Plant ReplaceRes¢rves are both $0.2M
higher and most other Reserve balances are alsestiptiigher when compared to
last year.

Municipal funds are $5.44M lower which reflects g cash outflows on the
Library and Community Facility project. Collectiorisom rates this year have
remained strong and are still close to last yeaxtzellent performance.

Our convenient and customer friendly payment methsdpplemented by the Rates
Early Payment Incentive Prizes (with all prizes aed by local businesses), have
again proven very effective in having a positivieef on our cash inflows.

Funds brought into the year (and subsequent cdittions) are invested in secure
financial instruments to generate interest untiisth monies are required to fund
operations and projects during the year Astutectiete of appropriate investments
means that the City does not have any exposurendevik high risk investment

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portfislicontinually 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 ava#édbr Municipal use currently sits at
$12.46M (compared to $13.53M last month) It was.$aW¥ at the equivalent time
in 2009/2010Attachment 10.6.2(1)
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(b)

(€)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at tmoand was $42.55M
compared to $41.93M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Reserve Funds as investments (but less as MuathiEunds) as described above.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@edm deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are nateatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysisiefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 96.4% of the dsnare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

The City’s investment policy requires that at 1688% of investments are held in
securities having an S&P rating of Al. This ensuihes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&93 the Dept of Local

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

Invested funds are responsibly spread across sagpproved financial institutions
to diversify counterparty risk. Holdings with eddfancial institution are within the
25% maximum limit prescribed in Policy P603. Coupésty mix is regularly
monitored and the portfolio re-balanced as requitepkending on market conditions.
The counter-party mix across the portfolio is shawAttachment 10.6.2(2).

Total interest revenues (received and accruedjhferyear to date total $1.41M -
well up from $1.02M at the same time last year.sThasult is attributable to the
higher interest rates available during the year laigtier levels of cash holdings -
particularly Reserve funds.

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

interest rates to ensure that we pro-actively iflerstecure, but higher vyielding

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

Treasury funds are actively managed to pursue nsdiple, low risk investment
opportunities that generate additional interestenexe to supplement our rates
income whilst ensuring that capital is preserved.

The weighted average rate of return on financisiriiments for the year to date is
5.59% with the anticipated weighted average yieldnwvestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.87% (compared with 5.82% last monitjestment results to date reflect
prudent selection of investments to meet our imatedcash needs. At-call cash
deposits used to balance daily operational casdsneerrently provide a modest
return of only 4.50% since the early November Res@&ank decision on interest
rates.

Major Debtor Classifications

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

The level of outstanding local government rateatig to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of January 201 %&r(aft
the due date for the third instalment) represen2®8of rates levied compared to
89.0% at the equivalent stage of the previous yBais is not considered to be a
significant difference.

Feedback from the community suggests a good acteptH the rating strategy and
communication approach used by the City in develpghe 2010/2011 Annual
Budget. The range of appropriate, convenient am friendly payment methods
offered by the City, combined with the Rates Edflgyment Incentive Scheme
(generously sponsored by local businesses) hasdpastrong encouragement for
ratepayers - as evidenced by the strong collectmnste.

The good initial collection result is being supgariadministratively throughout the
year by timely and efficient follow up actions HetCity’s Rates Officer to ensure
that our good collections record is maintained.

(i) General Debtors

General debtors (excluding UGP debtors) stand @284 at month end ($1.66M

last year) ($2.36M last month). Major changes & ¢bmposition of the outstanding
debtors’ balances relate to a higher GST Receivé@deto payments on the Library
& Community Facility project and other capital prcfs ($0.2M higher) but lesser
amounts for outstanding parking infringements arahgfunding. This represents a
very positive collection result over the last 2 rifn

Excluded from these figures is the Pension Rebateverable amount which can
not be collected from the Office of State Revenao#l eligible pensioners qualify
for their entitlement by making a payment of the mebated amount.

The majority of the outstanding amounts are goveming semi government grants
or rebates (other than infringements) - and as,diely are considered collectible
and represent a timing issue rather than any fislefault.

(i) Underground Power

Of the $6.74M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustnts), some $6.03M was

collected by 31 January with approximately 79.4%thaise in the affected area
electing to pay in full and a further 19.8% optitg pay by instalments. The

remaining 0.8% (15 properties) represents propertiat are disputed billing

amounts. Final notices were issued and these asbame been pursued by external
debt collection agencies as they have not beesfaetiirily addressed in a timely
manner. As a result of these actions, legal prangedhave been instituted in

relation to two of the outstanding debts (Jan 2B&aring), 3 have commenced a
payment plan in November and 10 others negotiatsditable payment plan that
commenced in December.

Collections in full continue to be better than ested 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).
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It is important to recognise that thisngt an interest charge on the UGP service
charge - but rather is an interest charge on thdifig accommodation provided by

the City’s instalment payment plan (like what wouolttur on a bank loan). The City

encourages ratepayers in the affected area to willez arrangements to pay the
UGP charges - but it is, if required, providingiagtalment payment arrangement to
assist the ratepayer (including the specified egecomponent on the outstanding
balance).

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

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agetbin part (a) to (c) of the Comment
section of the report. Overall, the conclusion bardrawn that appropriate and responsible
measures are in place to protect the City’s firgrmssets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 31 January 2011 Monthbtegnent of Funds, Investment &
Debtors comprising:
* Summary of All Council Funds as per Attachment 10.6.2(1)
» Summary of Cash Investments as per Attachment 10.6.2(2)
Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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‘10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 03 February 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 authoripel¢gation DC602) between
1 December 2010 and 31 January 2011 is presenteouacil for information.

Background

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

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aughdrpurchasing approval limits for

individual officers. These processes and theiriapfibn are subjected to detailed scrutiny
by the City’s auditors each year during the conadi¢che annual audit.

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

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

Comment

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

The report format now reflects contemporary practic that it now records payments
classified as:
¢ Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsibass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.@heayments show both the
unigue Cheque Number assigned to each one andstgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughloe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothER& Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Cradlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party. For instance, an Eiyimpnt reference of 738.76357
reflects that EFT Batch 738 included a payment ted@or number 76357
(Australian Taxation Office).
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* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe aot listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymenddijgting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfde permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records oftbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

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

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

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

Consultation

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

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

ratepayers.

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

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btggevisions.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the months of &weber 2010 and January 2011 as
detailed in the report of the Director of Financald Information Services atttachment
10.6.3 be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.6.4 Budget Review for the Quarter ended 31 Decéer 2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 1 February 2011

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

A comprehensive review of the 2010/2011 Adopted datdor the period to 31 December

2010 has been undertaken within the context oafipgoved budget programs. Comment on
the identified variances and suggested fundingooptifor those identified variances are
provided. Where new opportunities have presentethselves, or where these may have
been identified since the budget was adopted, lag also been included - providing that
funding has been able to be sourced or re-deployed.

The Budget Review recognises two primary groupsdpdistments:
» those that increase the Budget Closing Position
(new funding opportunities or savings on operaticosats)
» those that decrease the Budget Closing Position
(reduction in anticipated funding or new / addiibnosts)

The underlying theme of the review is to ensuré¢ ghdalanced budget’ funding philosophy
is retained. Wherever possible, those service aseaking additional funds to what was
originally approved for them in the budget develeptprocess are encouraged to seek /
generate funding or to find offsetting savingshigit own areas.

Background

Under thelLocal Government Act995 and the Local Government (Financial Managémen
Regulations, Council is required to review the AmopBudget and assess actual values
against budgeted values for the period at least anear - after the December quarter.

This requirement recognises the dynamic naturead| Igovernment activities and the need
to continually reassess projects competing fortéchifunds - to ensure that community
benefit from available funding is maximised. It gl also recognise emerging beneficial
opportunities and react to changing circumstanesughout the financial year so that the
City makes responsible and sustainable use ofrihadial resources at its disposal.

Although not required to perform budget reviewgyagater frequency, the City chooses to
conduct a Budget Review at the end of the Septenimrember and March quarters each
year - believing that this approach provides mogmathic and effective treasury
management than simply conducting the one statti@ifyyearly review.

The results of the Half Yearly (Q2) Budget Reviere #orwarded to the Department of
Local Government for their review after they arel@msed by Council. This requirement
allows the Department to provide a value-addingiserin reviewing the ongoing financial
sustainability of each of the local governmentsthie state - based on the information
contained in the Budget Review. However, local gomeents are encouraged to undertake
more frequent budget reviews if they desire - &sithgood financial management practice.
As noted above, the City takes this opportunityhequoarter. This review incorporates all
known variances up to 31 December 2010 includiegraprehensive review of the capital
program jointly undertaken by Financial Servicen&astructure Services.
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Comments in the Budget Review are made on variathegshave either crystallised or are
guantifiable as future items - but not on itemst teenply reflect a timing difference
(scheduled for one side of the budget review periogt not spent until the period following
the budget review).

Comment
The Budget Review is typically presented in thragg
« Amendments resulting from normal operations in thearter under review
Attachment 10.6.4(1)

These are items which will directly affect the Mupéal Surplus. The City's
Financial Services team critically examine recordeslenue and expenditure
accounts to identify potential review items. Théeptial impact of these items on
the budget closing position is carefully balancgaiast available cash resources to
ensure that the City’s financial stability and sisfbility is maintained. The effect
on the Closing Position (increase / decrease) andexplanation for the change is
provided for each item.

» Items funded by transfers to or from existing CdRhserves are shown as
Attachment 10.6.4(2).

These items reflect transfers back to the Municipahd of monies previously
guarantined in Cash-Backed Reserves or plannedsteas to Reserves. Where
monies have previously been provided for projeciieduled in the current year, but
further investigations suggest that it would bedamt to defer such projects until
they can be responsibly incorporated within largetegrated precinct projects
identified within the Strategic Financial Plan (Sl until contractors / resources
become available), they may be returned to a Rederwse in a future year. There
is no impact on the Municipal Surplus for thesengeas funds have been previously
provided.

» Cost Neutral Budget Re-allocatidtitachment 10.6.4(3)

These items represent the re-distribution of fualdsady provided in the Budget adopted
by Council on 13 July 2010.

Primarily these items relate to changes to moreusaiely attribute costs to those
cost centres causing the costs to be incurred. 8eeno impost on the Municipal
Surplus for these items as funds have already Ipgevided within the existing
budget.

Where quantifiable savings have arisen from coregdlgirojects, funds may be
redirected towards other proposals which did nateige funding during the budget
development process due to the limited cash resguacailable.

This section also includes amendments to “Non-Casdrhs such as Depreciation
or the Carrying Costs (book value) of Assets Dispas. These items have no direct
impact on either the projected Closing Positiortloe City’s cash resources.

Consultation

External consultation is not a relevant consideratin a financial management report
although budget amendments have been discussedregipionsible managers within the
organisation where appropriate prior to the iteimdgpencluded in the Budget Review.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

Whilst compliance with statutory requirements neitates only a half yearly budget review
(with the results of that review forwarded to thedartment of Local Government), good
financial management dictates more frequent andudjo reviews of budget versus actual
financial performance.

Financial Implications

The amendments contained in the attachment taepizrt that directly relate to directorate
activities will result in a net change of $7,255the projected 2010/2011 Budget Closing
Position as a consequence of the review of opeatibhe budget closing position is
calculated in accordance with the Department ofal @overnment’s guideline - which is a
modified accrual figure adjusted for restrictedrcds does not represent a cash surplus - nor
available funds.

It is essential that this is clearly understoodess than anticipated collections of Rates or
UGP debts during the year can move the budget &taianced budget position to a deficit.

The adopted budget at 13 July showed a ClosingtiBosof $149,265. The changes of
($82,250) recommended in the Q1 Budget Review teduh the estimated 2010/2011
Closing Position being adjusted to $223,191 - atseo allowing for required adjustments of
$156,175 to the estimated opening position, acan@lements and reserve transfers. The
Q2 Budget Review then includes a further net adjest of $7,255 to the Closing Balance.

The impact of the proposed amendments (Q2 Budgeie®Reonly) on the financial
arrangements of each of the City’s directorateisslosed in Table 1 below. Figures shown
apply only to those amendments contained in theclattents to this report (not previous
amendments). Table 1 includes only items direatipacting on the Closing Position and
excludes transfers to and from cash backed resembgh are neutral in effect. Wherever
possible, directorates are encouraged to contrifouteeir requested budget adjustments by
sourcing new revenues or adjusting proposed experdi

Any adjustments to the Opening Balance shown intabies below refer to the difference
between the Estimated Opening Position used abtdget adoption date (July) and the
final Actual Opening Position was determined after close off and audit of the 2009/2010
year end accounts.

TABLE 1: (Q2 BUDGET REVIEW ITEMS ONLY)

Directorate Increase Surplus Decrease Surplus Net Impact
Office of CEO 154,275 (178,625) (24,350)
Financial and Information Services 201,170 (127,125) 89,045
Development  and ~ Community 234,250 (62,320) 171,930
Services

Infrastructure Services 334,076 (563,446) (229,370)
Opening Position 0 0 0
Accrual Movements & Reserve 0 0 0
Transfers

Total $938,771 ($931,516) $7,255

A positive number in the Net Impact column on tmeceding table reflects a contribution
towards improving the Budget Closing Position tpgeaticular directorate.
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The cumulative impact of all budget amendmentsthar year to date (including those

between the budget adoption and the date of thiew# is reflected in Table 2 below.

TABLE 2 : (CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF ALL 2010/2011 BUDGE T ADJUSTMENTS) *
Directorate Increase Decrease Net Impact
Surplus Surplus
Office of CEQ 214,775 (295,125) (80,350)
Financial and Information Services 283,170 (224,725) 58,445
Development and Community Services 332,500 (120,945) 211,555
Infrastructure Services 728,811 (933,456) (264,645)
Opening Position 206,175 0 206,175
Accrual Movements & Reserve Transfers 0 (50,000) (50,000)
Total change in Adopted Budget $1,765,431 ($1,624,251) $141,180

The cumulative impact table (Table 2 above) providevery effective practical illustration
of how a local government can (and should) dynaligicaanage its budget to achieve the
best outcomes from its available resources. Wiiilste have been a number of budget
movements within individual areas of the City's bat the overall budget closing position
has only moved from the $149,265 as determined dyn€il when the budget was adopted
in July 2010 to $230,445 after including all budgetvements to date.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the City’s ongoing finansiatainability through critical analysis of
historical performance, emphasising pro-active fifieation of financial variances and
encouraging responsible management responsess® vaoances. Combined with dynamic
treasury management practices, this maximises canitynoenefit from the use of the City’s
financial resources - allowing the City to re-dgpgavings or access unplanned revenues to
capitalise on emerging opportunities.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4

That following the detailed review of financial pemmance for the period ending
31 December 2010, the budget estimates for RevandeExpenditure for the 2010/2011
Financial Year, (adopted by Council on 13 July 2@I@ as subsequently amended by
resolutions of Council to date), be amended asheefollowing attachments to the February
2011 Council Agenda:
« amendments identified from normal operations in Qearterly Budget Review
at Attachment 10.6.4(1)

« items funded by transfers to or from Reservestachment 10.6.4(2) and
» cost neutral re-allocations of the existing Budgietttachment 10.6.4(3).

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

And By Required Absolute Majority
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10.6.5 Capital Projects Review to 31 December 2010

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 1 February 2011

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

A schedule of financial performance supplementedrddgvant comments is provided in
relation to approved capital projects to 31 Decan¥ 0. Officer comment is provided
only on the significant identified variances ashat reporting date.

Background

A schedule reflecting the financial status of @lpeoved capital projects is prepared on a bi-
monthly basis early in the month immediately follog the reporting period - and then

presented the next ordinary meeting of Council. Bobedule is presented to Counclil
Members to provide an opportunity for them to reedimely information on the progress

of capital works program and to allow them to sekkification and updates on scheduled
projects.

The complete Schedule of Capital Projects andlathcomments on significant project line
item variances provide a comparative review of Buelget versus Actual Expenditure and
Revenues on all Capital Items. Although all prgeetre listed on the schedule, brief
comment is only provided on the significant variemadentified. This is to keep the report
to a reasonable size and to emphasise the repbsgtiegception principle.

Comment

Excellence in financial management and good govesaequire an open exchange of
information between Council Members and the Ciadsinistration. An effective discharge
of accountability to the community is also effecbgdtabling this document and the relevant
attachments to a meeting of Council.

Overall, expenditure on the Capital Program reprssé8.0% of the year to date target - and
47.3% of the full year's budget. The Executive Mgement Team acknowledges the
challenge of delivering the remaining capital pesgrand remains cognisant of the impact
of:

» contractor and staff resource shortages

e community consultation on project delivery timekne

» challenges in obtaining completive bids for smapital projects.

It therefore closely monitors and reviews the @gitogram with operational managers on
an ongoing basis - seeking strategies and updabes éach of them in relation to the
responsible and timely expenditure of the capitaids within their individual areas of
responsibility. The City has also successfully iempénted the ‘Deliverable’ & ‘Shadow’
Capital Program concept to more appropriately matgracity with intended actions and is
using cash backed reserves to quarantine fundatfoe use on identified projects.

Comments on the broad capital expenditure categosiee provided atAttachment
10.6.1(5) and details on specific projects impacting on thituation are provided at
Attachment 10.6.5 (1)andAttachment 10.6.5 (2) Comments on the relevant projects have
been sourced from those managers with specifioresbility for the identified project lines
and their responses have been summarised in dohett Schedule of Comments.
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Consultation
For all identified variances, comment has been lsbfrgm the responsible managers prior
to the item being included in the Capital Projé¢view.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with relevant professional pronouncemeént not directly impacted by any in-
force policy of the City.

Financial Implications

The tabling of this report involves the reporting istorical financial events only.
Preparation of the report and schedule requiréntrilvement of managerial staff across the
organisation, hence there will necessarily be seoramitment of resources towards the
investigation of identified variances and preparatdbf the Schedule of Comments. This is
consistent with responsible management practice.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘Financial’ dimensionsaktainability. It achieves this by
promoting accountability for resource use throughistorical reporting of performance.
This emphasises the proactive identification of appt financial variances, creates an
awareness of our success in delivering againsplamned objectives and encourages timely
and responsible management intervention where pppte to address identified issues.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.5

That the Schedule of Capital Projects complemeigdfficer comments on identified
significant variances to 31 December 2010, asAterchments 10.6.5(1and10.6.5(2) be
received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.6 Applications for Planning Approval Determineél Under Delegated

Authority
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 1 February 2011
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager Development Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmieand Community Services

Summary

The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during the thzowof December 2010 and January
2011.
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Background
At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, i@duesolved as follows:

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

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

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme N&O. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City officersréation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatjwocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.

Consultation
During the month of December 2010, fifty (50) deyghent applications were determined
under delegated authority Attachment 10.6.6(a)

During the month of January 2011, fifty-eight (58evelopment applications were
determined under delegated authorithitachment 10.6.6(b)

Policy and Legislative Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Financial Implications
The issue has no impact on this particular area.

Strategic Implications

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

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.6

That the report andttachments 10.6.6(apnd10.6.6(b)relating to delegated determination
of applications for planning approval during thentits of December 2010 and January
2011, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 10.6.7  Use of the Common Seal
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 1 February 2011
Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awiistration Manager

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

Background

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

department; meeting date / item number and reasondse.”

Comment

Clause 21.1 of the City’'s Standing Orders Local L2007 provides that the CEO is

responsible for the safe custody and proper ugeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to reao@register:
0] the date on which the common seal was affixed tlocument;

(ii) the nature of the document; and
(iii)
Register

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an elgctdata base and is available for

the parties described in the document to Wwhite common seal was affixed.

inspection. Extracts from the Register on the afsthe Common Seal are provided each
month for Elected Member information.
December 2010
Nature of document Parties Date Seal
Affixed
Lease Agreement City of South Perth and South Perth | 8 Dec 2010
Cricket Club Inc.
Deed of Variation - Collier Park Village City of South Perth and Myra Olsson 8 Dec 2010
Deed of Variation - Collier Park Village City of South Perth and Gay Dawn | 8 Dec 2010
Richards
Collaborative Arrangement - Riverbank Grants | City of South Perth and Swan River Trust | 8 Dec 2010
Scheme 11SP02 (Maintenance of Cloisters
Reserve)
Collaborative Arrangement - Riverbank Grants | City of South Perth and Swan River Trust | 8 Dec 2010
Scheme 11SP03 (Salter Point Lagoon Foreshore
Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan)
Collaborative Arrangement - Riverbank Grants | City of South Perth and Swan River Trust | 8 Dec 2010
Scheme 11SP01 (Restoration of Riverwall South
Of Canning Bridge)
Collaborative Arrangement - Riverbank Grants | City of South Perth and Swan River Trust | 8 Dec 2010
Scheme 11SP04 (Restoration of Milyu Reserve)
Removal of Notification: Lot 556 (No. 1) Henning | City of South Perth and Garrick Andrew | 14 Dec 10
Crescent Manning McCammey and Brooke Joanne
McCammey
Certificate - City of South Perth Honorary Freeman | City of South Perth 17 Dec 10
of the City
Amendment No. 22 Rezoning Lot 165 (No. 15) and | City of South Perth 24 Dec 10
Lot 166 (No. 17) Alston Avenue cnr Labouchere
Road
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January 2011
Nature of document Parties Date Seal
Affixed
Resident Agreement for Low Care (Hostel) | City of South Perth and Mrs Elsie | 6 Jan 2011
Residents at Collier Park Village Frances Davies
Resident Agreement for Low Care (Hostel) | City of South Perth and Mrs Mary | 6 Jan 2011
Residents at Collier Park Village Groessler
Lease Agreement for James Miller Pavilion City of South Perth and Manning Rippers | 10 Jan 2011
Football Inc.
Deed of Agreement - Cygnia Cove City of South Perth and Trustees of the | 10 Jan 2011
Christian Brothers in Western Australia
Deed of Variation - Collier Park Retirement Village | City of South Perth and Ms Liliana Turner | 11 Jan 2011

Consultation
Not applicable.

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

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.7

That the report on the use of the Common SealHHermonths of December 2010 and
January 2011 be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.6.8 Proposed Subdivision of Lot 114 (No. 6) R&treet, South Perth

Location: Lot 114 (No.6) Ray Street, South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: LP/601

Date: 3 February 2011

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance and adntisin
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveffizer
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Summary

This report recommends that the Council considerstibdivision of (Lot 114) 6 Ray Street
South Perth into four separate lots, with the dbjecof eliminating a number of issues
presently being experienced with the site, anptioeeeds from the sale of part of this asset
being used to assist in the funding of improvenafrdther City facilities for the benefit of
the City of South Perth community. It also recomdesh that the construction works to
realign the South Shore Centre vehicle ramps with &reet commence this financial year

Background

The City owns freehold Lot 114, No.6 Ray Streetut8dPerth, a site zonddends Street
Centre Commerciahnd depicted in red in the aerial photograph beldie. 6 Ray Street is
a 1,828sqg.metre site which essentially compriggésumncil car park bounded by the Windsor
Hotel, Ray Street and the South Shore Centre, Eweh ramp to the South Shore Centre,
part of the western side of Ray Street, and pathefnorthern laneway adjacent to the
South Perth Esplanade.
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Comment
It is proposed to subdivide (Lot 114) 6 Ray Strie#d four lots as detailed in the diagram
below for the reasons as outlined.

* Area A-176sgm
e AreaB-1,116 sgm
* Area C-152sgm
* Area D -384sgm

Area A

The City entered into a deed with Hardie FinancepGaation in 1991, the owner of the
adjoining South Shore Centre, granting exclusivé angoing access to the vehicle ramps,
allowing vehicles to park on the second and tHdrfof the Centre.

The existing ramping configuration requires thdt \ahicles access the vehicular ramp
through the City's car park via Mends Street orl Mibint Road, causing traffic congestion
particularly on Mends Street and also creating temg@l pedestrian hazard in the car park
adjacent to the Windsor Hotel.

It is proposed that Area A (176sq.metres) of Lot bé subdivided with a view to selling the
land to Hardie Finance Corporation thereby givihgn ownership and security of the
vehicular ramps. This proposed subdivision woul allow the redesigning of access to the
vehicular ramps from Ray Street, decreasing veaiaudngestion on Mends Street and in the
City’s Windsor Hotel car park and increasing pedastsafety.

Area B:

The City’s car park on Ray Street is immediatelyaeent to the Windsor Hotel car park,

which is operated by Wilsons. The City’s car parkd Wilson’s car park both operate

separately of each other with different parkingsfemd conditions. This arrangement has
created much confusion with many parking tickesuésl where commuters inadvertently
bought tickets from the City’s parking machine Iparked in the Wilsons car park, or vice

versa.

It is proposed to subdivide Area B comprising 1ddré with a view to a future rationalisation
of the car parking arrangements.

Area C

Area C is the northern part of Lot 114 which istidistly separate for the remainder of the lot
and in the laneway that adjoins the South PerthaBage. It is proposed that Area C
comprising 152sg.metres be retained by the Cigllitiaw for the ongoing continuation of the
public laneway to the South Perth Esplanade.

Area D

Area D comprises that part of Lot 114 which is prely Ray Street. It is proposed that Area
D comprising 384sq.metres be retained by the @itgliow for the ongoing continuation of
Ray Street as a public road.
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To alleviate the existing problem of vehicles aso®s the South Shore Centre vehicle ramp
through the Ray Street car park, it is recommerntatithe construction works to realign the
vehicle ramps with Ray Street be completed thiarfaial year. A diagram of the proposed
reconfiguration is detailed below.

The estimated $30,000 capital works would involemoving the existing island and trees,
excavating and disposing of all waste materialpmstructing road pavement forming the up
ramp, placing kerbing as required, installing attplisland to provide down ramp access to
Ray Street and a clear separation from througfidraf the laneway.
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Y. RAY'STREET b
Y (Bxtended) !
A

Consultation

The Western Australian Planning Commission is neglito comply with the statutory
consultation process prescribed in #lanning and Development Act 2086d Strata Titles
Act 1985 Any proposed disposition of land by the City Wwbbe required to a consultation
process in compliance with Section 3.58 and 3.58efocal Government Act 1995.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Following subdivision approval from the Western #aban Planning Commission, the
process for the proposed disposition of two of ltte by private treaty would be subject to
Section 3.58 and 3.59 of tHeocal Government Act 1995ncluding the preparation of a
business plan and a statewide public submissidnger

Financial Implications
The City considers the present use of No. 6 RageBtis a 20 bay car park earning $140,000
per annum (gross) as an underutilised asset ob¢aiminimal revenue.

The proposed construction works to align the Sdltbre Centre vehicle ramps with Ray
Street is estimated to cost $30,000. It is reconted that the $30,00&kpenditure be funded
by reducing the current 2010/2011 budget closirgtipm by $30,000.

It is estimated that the subdivision process waast approximately $30,000. The proceeds
from the proposed sale of part of No.6 Ray Streqirovided for in the 2010/2011 Budget,
however given the timeframe estimated for the stibidin process to be completed, any
proceeds from funding will occur in the 2011/20kahcial year.
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Strategic Implications
The recommendation to subdivide No.6 Ray StreeyttsdPerth is consistent with the
2010-2015 Strategic Plan - Direction 6.4 — Goveceandevelop and sustain appropriate
human, financial, asset and technological resourcapacity to deliver the priorities set out
in the Strategic Plan”.

Sustainability Implications
The proposal to subdivide No. 6 Ray Street wilksgthen the financial viability of the City
of South Perth.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.8

That the Council:

(@ make application to the Western Australian Rilegn Commission for approval to
subdivide Lot 114 on Diagram 67744 (No. 6 Ray ${r8euth Perth) as follows:
* Area A— 176sgm
e AreaB- 1,116 sgm
e Area C—152sgm
e Area D - 384sgm; and

(b) approve the construction works commencing finsncial year to realign the South
Shore Centre vehicle ramps with Ray Street at imated cost of $30,000, funded
by reducing the current 2010/2011 Budget closirgjtfmm by $30,000.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required Absolute Majority

| 10.6.9 Tender 04/2011 - Upgrade to Lyall Street Stmwater Pump Station

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: Tender 04/2011

Date: 7 February 2011

Author: Les Croxford Manager Engineering Infrasture
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infragtture Services
Summary

Tenders have been called and received for the pegpopgrade to Lyall Street Stormwater
Pump Station. The contract is of short duration aatates to the provision, installation and
commissioning of below ground structures and egdeptimping equipment. This report

outlines the assessment process and recommendgsiaatz of the tender that provides the
required level of service and best value for maweye City.

Background

The City has four below ground stormwater pumpitagiens to dispose of stormwater from
the Mill Point Peninsula area to the Swan RiveroTuwits are located on the South Perth
Esplanade and two are located on Melville Paratle.fumping stations are an integral part
of the drainage system in the area and have bee@peénation since the opening of the
Kwinana Freeway. Over the past decade three Umait® been replaced and fully re-
equipped with pumping and control equipment. Thgraged/replacement units now have
after hours remote sensing and performance momngori
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The fourth unit located at Lyall Street underwenmhaintenance overhaul about four years
ago but now needs to be relocated away from thewse. In its present location it is
squeezed between the Serpentine Trunk Main anK#fieana Freeway. Access to the
Pump Station for anything other than minor mainteeamust be from the Freeway and this
requires out of hours work and substantial traffi@nagement to close part of the Freeway.
The pumping station accepts stormwater from fomcoete pipes that either rest on or are in
very close proximity to the Water Corporations Tkuviain. The very close proximity of
the drainage pipes to the Main reduces the effagiesf the “cathodic” protection fitted to
the Main. This protection is intended to reduce likelihood of corrosion and potential
failure.

The Water Corporation has contributed initial furgldf $71,090 for works associated with
the relocation of pipe work adjacent to or crosdimg Trunk Main. The funds have been
applied to the investigation study and drainage efiod) of the catchment area to support
an upgraded pump station and pipe replacementgrogfhe catchment study identified the
stormwater line in Melville Parade north of Lyatk&t to Bowman Street as undersized and
needed to be increased in size and relocated efftink Main. The upgrade of this pipe
work does not form part of the pump station upgradiewill be included in future budgets
as shared funding with the Water Corporation.

The new pumping station will be located away frdra Serpentine Trunk Main and under
the Melville Parade road pavement

Tenders were invited on Saturday"lEnuary 2011 and during the advertised tendeogberi
twenty eight (28) sets of documents were distrihute Contractors. At the close of tender
period only one (1) tender had been received fromMA(WA) Pty Ltd Civil Contractors
for the GST exclusive amount of $259,830.

Comment
Tenders received having met all the complianceaitwere assessed using the following
qualitative criteria with the tender price assessguhrately.

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
1. Demonstrated ability to perform the tasks as set out in the 40%
specification
2. Work methodology 40%
3.  Referees 20%
TOTAL 100%

The tender of MMM (WA) Pty Ltd Civil Contractorsatsfied all of the criteria for
assessment. The tender was a lump sum contratief@rescribed works with the contractor
providing itemised schedules for each relevanwigtas supporting documentation. In the
absence of any other tender a rated score wast@tmined for the above.

A review of the companies who had sought / receihedtender documents but omitted to
finalise the submission identified eight compartiest had the capacity to do the work as
compared to the majority who were simply consufamt suppliers of equipment and not
installers.
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Of the Civil contractors interviewed post tendemsainindicated that they had sufficient

commitments for the immediate future and were nailable to undertake the proposed

work. It should be noted the installation of tlemcrete structures represents about 40% the

expected contract value with the supply and iresialh of electrical control equipment,

traffic management and dewatering operations makimghe balance. Generally the civil

contractors who collected the documents, but didsnbmit a tender, would be involved in

laying stormwater and sewerage mains on subdiasiorks or large street runs where the

works representing their expertise would be in egcef 80% of the contract value i.e.

ancillary works represent only a portion of the kvoit was always acknowledged that the

project may have difficulty in attracting more thémree contractors for the following

reasons:

« small in size but relatively complex;

* involved deep excavation into the water table;

* located in close proximity to the Trunk Main; and

» the uncertainty associated with aspects of the walkding dewatering, coordination of
a number of subcontractors.

However, MMM (WA) Pty Ltd Civil Contractors have menstrated in their relative short
history to be a company willing to attempt any nuipal type project irrespective of the
size. The Company has undertaken works for the @itluding but not limited to:

» the supply and installation of a steel stairwa@aman Reserve;

» the supply and installation of a mass bloc retgimill at Redmond Reserve;

» limestone walls and landscaping at David Street;

» car park construction at Preston Street;

* pump station installation at South Perth Esplamgp®site Frasers Lane; and

» groyne and river wall works including drainage etglat Como Foreshore.

On the basis of the above experiences, the Companid on assessment have rated very
highly.

MMM (WA) Pty Ltd Civil Contractors are also retachdy the City on a separate contract to
provide labour and plant hire for minor projectsasated with the City’s capital and

operations budgets. The Company regularly supgligporting staff and appropriate plant
to undertake minor drainage works, road wideningebareparation and earthmoving
activities.

The Pump Station upgrade is an important first estag the overall upgrade of the

stormwater drainage system in this immediate afeth® Peninsula. The Upgrade will

provide this location with the same constant momtpthat has become the norm at the
other three sites. Progressing the works fulfilsceammitment given to the Water

Corporation, following the Judd Street trunk marnpgion, to work with them to remove

and/or negate the impact of City infrastructuragrmmain.

Recalling tenders will not necessarily increaselitedinood of other contractors putting in a
bid, and more likely result in the deferment ofstipiroject until November (after the wet
season) and the real possibility of price increasesss all activities. It is recommended that
MMM (WA) Pty Ltd Civil Contractors be awarded theathage upgrade works with the
Chief Executive Officer having the delegated autiido negotiate with the contractor prior
to entering into a contract, to clarify particuéampects of their pricing structure.
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Consultation
Tenders were advertised in accordance withLtieal Government Act (1995).

Tenders were invited on Saturday 15 January 20#l1daning the advertised period twenty
eight (28) sets of documents were distributed. th&t close of tenders one submission had
been received.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 1995s amended) requires a local government to
call tenders when the expected value is likely xoeed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

The value of the tender exceeds the amount whiehCthief Executive Officer has been
delegated to accept, therefore this matter isnedfieio Council for its decision.

The following Council Policies also apply:
* Policy P605 Purchasing & Invoice Approval;
» Policy P607 -Tenders and Expressions of Interest.

Financial Implications

An allocation of $175,000 has been provided in @ahaual budget for the Pump Station
upgrade. This allocation was prior to a detailedigie being completed by Consultant PJ
Wright and Associates and a detailed estimate pedpdhere was an expectation that on
receipt of the design and pricing for the electriead pumping equipment and the
assessment of tenders for the installation of tmeiete structures that a budget amendment
would be required. The works had been estimat&B88,000 with the contract component
expected to be $224,000.

To fund the projected shortfall it is suggested tha funds currently allocated to Mill Point

Road Drainage Structures and the City’s contrilbutio the MRRG road grant project at
Mill Point Road between Mends Street to Coode Etbeere-allocated to the Lyall Street
Pump Station project. A review of the estimate, @htbugh negotiations with the

recommended contractor, it is envisaged that amstefj] budget of $308,000 is required to
complete the work. The above adjustments wouldigeothe shortfall.

The reason why the Mill Point Road resurfacing gcbjs identified for deferral is because it
has specific design issues that will require greabnsultation than simply resurfacing and
will not be able to be completed in sufficient tiree have the works scheduled prior to
30 June this year. Both deferred projects willised for consideration in the 2011/2012
annual budget.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6 “Gowerce” identified within Council’s
Strategic Plan 2010-2015, which is expressed irfidi@wving terms: Ensure that the City’s

governance enables it to both respond to the comityis vision and deliver on its service
promises in a sustainable manner.
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10.7

Sustainability Implications

This tender will ensure that the City is provideifimthe best available service to complete
the capital works identified in the Annual BudgBiy seeking the services externally the
City is able to utilise best practice opportunitiasthne market and maximise the funds
available to provide sound and sustainable assetenance of the Cities Infrastructure

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.9

That:

€))] the tender submitted by MMM (WA) Pty Ltd Civllontractors for the upgrade to
Lyall Street Stormwater Pump Station in accordamdétn Tender 04/2011 be
accepted;

(b) Council delegate to the Chief Executive Offiegithority to negotiate with MMM
(WA) Pty Ltd Civil Contractors, prior to enteringito a contract, to clarify
particular aspects of their pricing for this prajeand

(c) additional funding for the project be provided the following amendment to the
adopted Budget.

A/C No. Description Budget Adjustment Revised Budget
5296 Lyall St. Pump Station 175,000 133,285 308,285
5480 Mill Point Rd. Drainage Pit 50,000 (50,000) 0

Replacements
5461 Mill Point Rd. Mends St. to Coode | 249,856 (83,285) 166,571
St.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required absolute Majority

MATTERS REFERRED FROM AUDIT & GOVERNANCE COMMTEE
10.7.1 Audit and Governance Committee Recommendations fromCommittee
Meeting held 8 February 2011
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/108
Date: 9 February 2011
Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awiistration Manager
Summary

The purpose of this report is to enable Councit@asider recommendations arising from
the Audit and Governance Committee meeting heldt@dary 2011.

Background

The Committee was established by Council in redogmiof the importance of its audit
functions and to monitor and improve the City’spmmate governance framework. As the
Committee does not have delegated authority it roaly make recommendations to
Council.

The Minutes of the Committee meeting held on 8 &akyr 2011 are aAttachment 10.7.1

The background to the Committee’s recommendatiwhgsh incorporate the officer reports,
are set out in the Minutes.
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The following items were considered by the Comraitte

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(€)
(f)
(9)

Membership of Audit & Governance Committee
Compliance Audit Return 2010

Review of Council Delegations

Review of Council Policies

Review of Legal Representation Policy

Local Law Review Update

Proposed Public Places and City Property Lbaal 2011

Comment

(@)

(b)

Membership Audit & Governance Committee (Item 5.1 Audit & Governance
Committee)

Officer/Committee Recommendation

The Audit and Governance Committee having reviewtbe Committee’s
Membership, in relation to an external consultaegal adviser being appointed as
a member of the Committee, recommends that legac@de provided to the
Committee on a ‘needs’ basis only.

Comment

The subject of this report ieThat the Membership of the Audit and Governance
Committee be reviewed to establish whether or moegternal consultant / legal
adviser should be a membewras discussed by the Committee in relation to the
‘history’ of legal advice and a review of the numioé Committee meetings held over
the last two years, the topics under discussidhaste meetings and the need for legal
advice. The committee agreed with the recommeodahat the practice of using
legal representatives on a ‘needs only’ basis bé&rmaed.

Compliance Audit Return 2010(ltem 5.2 Audit & Governance Committee)

Officer/Committee Recommendation

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends tm€b

That....

€))] the 2010 Compliance Audit Return for the perbbdanuary 2010 to 31
December 2010 be adopted;

(b) the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer be autbed to jointly certify the
2010 Compliance Audit Return; and

(c) the 2010 Compliance Audit Return be submittedthe Department of
Local Government, in accordance with Regulation df5the Local
Government (Audit) Regulations 1996.

Comment

The Committee having reviewed the 2010 Return,menends that Council adopt
it. A copy of the Return is &ttachment 10.7.1(b)
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(€)

(d)

Review of Delegationgltem 5.3 Audit & Governance Committee)

Officer/Committee Recommendation

That the Audit and Governance Committee, havingeresd the City’s Delegations,
recommends to Council that the revised Delegatiisied hereunderbe adopted:
 DC353 Issue of Building Licence

« DC354 Administration of Building Controls withinglCity

» DC355 Authority to Issue Strata Title Certificates

« DC511 Partial Closure of Thoroughfare for RepaiMaintenance
 DC601 Strategic Financial Plan & Annual Budget Rragion

+ DC602 Authority to Make Payments from Municipal anaist Funds

» DC603 Investment of Surplus Funds

» DC607 Acceptance of Tenders

+ DC609 Leases and Licences

« DC612 Disposal of Surplus Property

+ DC616 Write off Debts

» DC642 Appointment of Acting CEO

« DC678 Appointment of Authorised Officers

« DC679 Administer the City’s Local Laws

 DC685 Inviting Tenders or Expressions of Interest

 DC686 Granting Fee Concessions

 DC690 Town Planning Scheme 6

Comment
The Committee having reviewed the revised delegaticecommends that Council
adopt them. A copy of the delegations iss@chment 10.7.1(c).

Policy Review(ltem 5.4 Audit & Governance Committee)
Committee Recommendation

That the Audit and Governance Committee, havingievesd the policies,
recommends to Council:

That ....
(a) the officer report detailing the review of euncil Policies be noted;

(b) the following policies having been reviewedwiho change’ taontentbe

adopted:

- Pi101 Public Art

« P103 Communication and Consultation

« P104 Community Awards

« P105 Cultural Services and Activities

« P106 Use of City Reserves and Facilities

 P107 Disability Access

« P108 Honorary Freeman of the City

« P110 Support of Community and Sporting Groups
« P111 Commemoration

« P112 Community Advisory Groups

« P113 Parking for People with Disabilities

« P204 Chemical Use
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+ P205

« P206

« P208

+ P209

« P301

« P302

+ P303

« P304

+ P305

+ P306

« P307

+ P308

+ P309

« P310

+ P311

« P350

« P350.1
*+ P350.2
+ P350.3
« P350.4
* P350.5
« P350.6
* P350.7
+ P350.8
« P350.9
+ P350.10
« P350.11
« P350.12
+ P350.13
« P350.14
« P350.15
+ P352

« P356

+ P357

+ P358

« P359

+ P402

+ P501
 P502
 P503

+ P506

+ P507
 P508

+ P509

+ P510

« P601

+ P602

« P603

+ P604

+ P605

Tree Preservation Orders

Street Trees

Ecologically Sustainable Building Design

Shade Structures

Consultation for Planning Proposals

General Design Guidelines for Residential [gment
Design Advisory Consultants

Narrow Lot Design Guidelines

Land Reserves for Road Widening

Development of Properties Abutting River Way
Family Day Care Centre and Child Day Care i@ent
Signs

Satellite Dishes

Telecommunications Infrastructure

Subdivision Approval - Early Release From Giioras
Residential Design Policy Manual (P350.1 -1935
Sustainable Design

Residential Boundary Walls

Car Parking Access, Siting and Design

Additions to Existing Dwellings

Trees on Development Sites and Street Verges
Safety and Security

Fencing and Retaining Walls

Visual Privacy

Significant Views

Ancillary Accommodation

Aged or Dependent Persons’ Dwelling

Single Bedroom Dwellings

Strata Titling of Dwellings Constructecoptio TPS 6
Use or Closure of Rights-of-Way

Bed and Breakfast Accommodation

Final Clearance Requirement for CompleteddBgk
Electricity Substations

Right of Way (ROW) Maintenance and Development
House Numbers on Kerbs

Toilets on Building Sites

Alfresco Dining

Paths - Provision and Construction

Cycling Infrastructure

Crossovers

Road Rehabilitation Prioritisation

Path Replacement

Bus Shelter Provision and Replacement
Stormwater Drainage Requirements for PropBsédings
Traffic Management Warrants

Preparation of Strategic Financial Plan & Aairdudget
Authority to make payments from the Municipat Trust
Funds

Investment of Surplus funds

Use of Debt as a Funding Option

Purchasing & Invoice Approval
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(©)

(d)

()

(f)

P606
P607
P608
P609
P610
P611
P612
P613
P632
P633
P648
P661
P662
P665
P666
P667
P668
P669
P670
P671
P672
P673
P674
P677
P687
P688
P689

P691

Continuous Financial Disclosure

Tenders and Expressions of Interest
Dividend Policy — Collier Park Golf Course
Lease of City Buildings

Collier Park Village — Financial Arrangements
Collier Park Hostel — Financial Arrangements
Disposal of Surplus Property

Capitalisation of Fixed Assets

Equal Employment Opportunity

Elimination of Harassment in the Workplace
Motor Vehicles

Complaints

Advertising on Banner Poles

Use of Council Facilities

Local Government Resource Sharing
Member Entitlements

Mayoral Portraits

Travel

Delegates from Council

Governance

Briefings, Forums and Workshop

Audio Recording of Council Meetings
Management of Corporate Records

State Administrative Tribunal

Development of Council Owned Land

Asset Management

Applications  for  Planning  Approval:  Applicants
Responsibilities

Business Excellence Framework

the following policies as reviewed and the emtrevised, be adopted;

P102
P201
P202
P203
P207
P401
P636
P692

Community Funding Program
Sustainable Procurement
Energy Conservation
Groundwater Management
Natural Areas

Graffiti Management
Occupational Safety and Health
Sustainability Policy

the following policies as revieweble deleted;
Policy P410 “Microcell Transmitters”

Policy P507 “Employee Separation Payments”
Policy P508 “Injured Workers Rehabilitation”
Policy P520 “Employee Recognition”; and

Policy P504 “Street Verges” be the subject Goancil Member Workshop;
and

any ‘work in progress’ town planning policies lrirculated to Elected
Members for information.
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(€)

(f)

Comment

The Policies, identified under part (c) of the Raceendation, were considered to
have major changes to content. A discussion, in particutardlation to these
policies was held and resulted in the additionashe further minor amendments by
the Committee. The content changes have beenidghgid in red with the
additional refinements being green These policies have also been renumbered to
now align to the current Strategic Plan.

The proposed ‘Deletions’ under part (d) of the Receendation were supported by
the Committee.

Policy P504 “Street Verges” —following discussion the Committeecommended
that Policy P504 be the subject of a future Eledtednber Workshop. Submissions
on Policy P504 submitted by Members will be consdeat that Workshop.

Part (f) of the Recommendation is the result okquest from the Committee to
view any ‘work in progress’ town planning policieéThese policies will be
circulated separately).

Review of Legal Representation Policfitem 5.5 Audit & Governance Committee)
Officer/Committee Recommendation

The Audit and Governance Committee recommendsttigaCouncil adopt Policy
P675 (old number P519) “Legal Representation”.

Comment

The Committee having reviewed Policy P675 “LegapiRsentation” (renumbered
from P519 to align with the current Strategic Plgommends that Council adopt
it.

A copy of the Policy is aAttachment 10.7.1(e).

Proposed Public Places and City Property LocaLaw 2011 (Item 5.7 Audit &
Governance Committee)

Officer/Committee Recommendation

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends tn@bthat the proposed
“Public Places and City Property Local Law 2011"fbether considered at a future
Council Member Workshop.

Comment

The Committee acknowledged the Council Member Brigheld on 1 December
2010 to provide background on the proposed Locual, lleowever were of the view
thedraft Public Places and City Property Local Law 201 lunesgl ‘workshopping’
of each clause before the document is approvepulblic comment.

Consultation

N/A

Policy and Legislative Implications
The report accurately records the policy and lagig implications of the matters contained

therein.

Financial Implications

Nil
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Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6.1 tdied within Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-
2015, which is expressed in the following termsnplement management frameworks,
performance management and reporting systems tovelrand improve organisational
performance.

Sustainability Implications
Nil

DECLARATIONS OF FINANCIAL INTEREST : ITEM 10.7.1 PRT (e)

The CEO read aloud the following Declaration ofdfiaial Interest. He reported that he had
received identical Declarations of Financial Ingtrisom all Elected Members present and
from Cr Doherty who is not present.

In accordance with the section 5.65(1)(a) of thedad Government Act 1995 | wish to
declare a Financial Interest in the City of South dfth Policy P519 “Legal

Representation”, for consideration at the Audit anGovernance Committee Meeting
scheduled for 8 February 2011 and the Ordinary Cailn Meeting scheduled for22
February 2011.

All Elected Members remained in the Council Chamber

OFFICER AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.7.1
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Skinner

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends Glowmdopt the following
recommendations of the Committee Meeting held 8uaely 2011:

That....

(@) Legal Advice
The Audit and Governance Committee having reviewtbe Committee’s
Membership, in relation to an external consultaegal adviser being appointed as
a member of the Committee, Council resolves thgalladvice be provided to the
Committee on a ‘needs’ basis only.

(b) Compliance Audit Return 2010
The Committee having reviewed the Compliance ARditurn 2010 aAttachment
10.7.1(b)Council resolves to adopt the Return so as tolerniabo be submitted to
the Department of Local Government and Regionaleyment.

99



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 22 FEBRUARY 201

(c) Review of Delegations
Council resolves that the following revised Delégas atAttachment 10.7.1(c) be
adopted,;
 DC353 Issue of Building Licence
« DC354 Administration of Building Controls withinglCity
 DC355 Authority to Issue Strata Title Certificates
« DC511 Partial Closure of Thoroughfare for RepaiMaintenance
 DC601 Strategic Financial Plan & Annual Budget Rragion
» DC602 Authority to Make Payments from Municipal anaist Funds
» DC603 Investment of Surplus Funds
» DC607 Acceptance of Tenders
+ DC609 Leases and Licences
« DC612 Disposal of Surplus Property
 DC616 Write off Debts
» DC642 Appointment of Acting CEO
« DC678 Appointment of Authorised Officers
« DC679 Administer the City’s Local Laws
+ DC685 Inviting Tenders or Expressions of Interest
 DC686 Granting Fee Concessions
« DC690 Town Planning Scheme 6

(d) Review of Policies
Council receives the Review and resolves that:

0] the following policies having been reviewed lwiho change’ to content be
adopted:
« P101 Public Art
+ P103 Communication and Consultation
« P104 Community Awards
« P105 Cultural Services and Activities
« P106 Use of City Reserves and Facilities
« P107 Disability Access
« P108 Honorary Freeman of the City
 P110 Support of Community and Sporting Groups
« P111 Commemoration

« P112 Community Advisory Groups

« P113 Parking for People with Disabilities

« P204 Chemical Use

+ P205 Tree Preservation Orders

+ P206 Street Trees

 P208 Ecologically Sustainable Building Design
 P209 Shade Structures

« P301 Consultation for Planning Proposals

« P302 General Design Guidelines for Residential [gpment
« P303 Design Advisory Consultants

« P304 Narrow Lot Design Guidelines

 P305 Land Reserves for Road Widening

 P306 Development of Properties Abutting River Way
 P307 Family Day Care Centre and Child Day Care i@ent
 P308 Signs

+ P309 Satellite Dishes

« P310 Telecommunications Infrastructure

« P311 Subdivision Approval - Early Release From Giioras
« P350 Residential Design Policy Manual (P350.1 -1935
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« P350.1 Sustainable Design

« P350.2 Residential Boundary Walls

« P350.3 Car Parking Access, Siting and Design

« P350.4  Additions to Existing Dwellings

« P350.5 Trees on Development Sites and Street Verges

« P350.6 Safety and Security

 P350.7 Fencing and Retaining Walls

+ P350.8 Visual Privacy

« P350.9 Significant Views

 P350.10 Ancillary Accommodation

e P350.11 Aged or Dependent Persons’ Dwelling

« P350.12 Single Bedroom Dwellings

+ P350.13 Strata Titling of Dwellings Constructedopttio TPS 6
« P350.14 Use or Closure of Rights-of-Way

*+ P350.15 Bed and Breakfast Accommodation

« P352 Final Clearance Requirement for CompleteddBgb

« P356 Electricity Substations
« P357 Right of Way (ROW) Maintenance and Development
 P358 House Numbers on Kerbs

« P359 Toilets on Building Sites
« P402 Alfresco Dining

+ P501 Paths - Provision and Construction

 P502 Cycling Infrastructure

 P503 Crossovers

* P506 Road Rehabilitation Prioritisation

 P507 Path Replacement

 P508 Bus Shelter Provision and Replacement

 P509 Stormwater Drainage Requirements for PropBsddings

 P510 Traffic Management Warrants

« P601 Preparation of Strategic Financial Plan & Aairdudget

« P602 Authority to make payments from the Municipatl Trust
Funds

 P603 Investment of Surplus funds

« P604 Use of Debt as a Funding Option

P605 Purchasing & Invoice Approval

+ P606 Continuous Financial Disclosure

« P607 Tenders and Expressions of Interest
 P608 Dividend Policy — Collier Park Golf Course
 P609 Lease of City Buildings

 P610 Collier Park Village — Financial Arrangements
« P611 Collier Park Hostel — Financial Arrangements
« P612 Disposal of Surplus Property

« P613 Capitalisation of Fixed Assets

« P632 Equal Employment Opportunity

« P633 Elimination of Harassment in the Workplace
 P648 Motor Vehicles

« P661 Complaints

« P662 Advertising on Banner Poles
 P665 Use of Council Facilities

+ P666 Local Government Resource Sharing
+ P667 Member Entitlements

 P668 Mayoral Portraits
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(€)

(f)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

+ P669 Travel

« P670 Delegates from Council

« P671 Governance

« P672 Briefings, Forums and Workshop

« P673 Audio Recording of Council Meetings

« P674 Management of Corporate Records
« P677 State Administrative Tribunal
 P687 Development of Council Owned Land

 P688 Asset Management

 P689 Applications  for  Planning  Approval:  Applicants
Responsibilities

+ P691 Business Excellence Framework

Council resolves that the following revisedlipies set out inAttachment
10.7.1(d)(ii) be adopted;

P102 Community Funding Program
+ P201 Sustainable Procurement
« P202 Energy Conservation
« P203 Groundwater Management
« P207 Natural Areas
+ P401 Graffiti Management
 P636 Occupational Safety and Health
* P692 Sustainability Policy

Council resolves that the following policiess reviewed atAttachment
10.7.1(d)(iii) be deleted;

» Policy P410 “Microcell Transmitters”

» Policy P507 “Employee Separation Payments”

» Policy P508 “Injured Workers Rehabilitation”

» Policy P520 “Employee Recognition”; and

Policy P504 “Street Verge$ be the subject of a Council Member
Workshop; and

any ‘work in progress’ town planning policie® lrirculated to Elected
Members for information.

Legal Representation Policy
Council resolves that Policy P675 (old number P51Bggal Representation” be
adopted; and

Proposed Public Places and City Property Locdlaw 2011
Council resolves that the proposed “Public Plages$ @ity Property Local Law
2011" be further considered at a future Council MemWorkshop.

CARRIED (12/0)
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11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1 Request for Leave of Absence - CrK Trent

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colnbleetings for the period
18 — 29 April 2011 inclusive.

‘11.2 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr L Ozsdgl |

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinteetings for the period
15 April to 22 May 2011 inclusive.

‘11.3 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr T Burrosv |

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all ColiMegetings for the period:
» 23 February to 3 March; and
e 21 April to 1 May 2011 inclusive.

‘11.4 Request for Leave of Absence - Mayor Best

I hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all ColiMeetings for the period:
7 April to 24 April 2011 inclusive.

11.5 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr P Howat

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all ColiMeetings for the period:
12 April to 15 May 2011 inclusive.

11.6 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr G Cridha

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all ColiMegetings for the period:
18 March to 10 April 2011 inclusive.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 11.1 TO 11.6 INCLUSIVE
Moved Cr Lawrance, Sec Cr Burrows

That Leave of Absence from all Council Meetingggbented to:

 CrTrent forthe period 18 — 29 April 2011 inchssi

» Cr Ozsdolayfor the period 15 April to 22 May 2(0bglusive;

* Cr Burrows for the period 23 February to 3 Marod @1 April to 1 May 2011 inclusive;
* Mayor Best for the period 7 April to 24 April indive;

» Cr Howat for the period 12 April to 15 May 2011 lusive; and

» Cr Cridland for the period 18 March to 10 April 20ihclusive.

CARRIED (12/0)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

Nil

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1.

13.2

Response to Previous Questions from MemberaKen on Notice
Nil

Questions from Members

NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

Nil

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

151

15.2

Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : ITEM 15.1.1 : CEO
The Mayor reported that the following Declaratidnimterest had been received from the
CEOQ in relation to Item 15.1.1:

| wish to declare a Conflict of Interest in Ageritiam 15.1.1 “Recommendations from
CEO Evaluation Committee Meeting 8.2.2011 onAgenda for the Ordinary Council

Meeting to be held 22 February 2011. As | am thgect of the report in question |

will leave the Council Chamber while this item &g debated.

Note: The Mayor sought an indication from Members awg/i@ther they wished to discuss
Confidential Item 15.1.1. As there was no debate proposed bynibérs the
meeting was not closed to the public. The Chieddttive Officer did not leave the
Council Chamber.

15.1.1 Recommendations from CEO Evaluation Commitee Meeting Held
8 February 2011CONFIDENTIAL Not to be Disclosed REPORT

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

Date: 9 February 2011

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Confidential

This report has been designatedCasmfidential under thd_ocal Government AcBections
5.23(2)(a) as it relates to a matter affecting rmpleyee.

Note: Report/Attachment circulated separately

‘ COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 15.1.1

Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Burrows
The CEO Evaluation Committee recommendation Itein 4.
That Council endorses the 2010/2011 CEO Key Pedoo®m Indicators for the period

ending 31 August 2011.
CARRIED (12/0)

Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madrublic.
The Council decision at Item 15.1.1 was not readal
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16.

ELECTED MEMBER COMMENDATION

The CEO addressed the meeting, stating that ovemany years in local government he had
attended many, many committee and council meetings.said that he wished to record that the
quality of debate and the respectful way in whitdmbers responded to each other is a credit to all
and that he intended writing to the Department @fdl Government in this regard recommending
that the City of South Perth Council be used an@del’ for other local governments.

CLOSURE
The Mayor thanked everyone for their attendanceigmat and closed the meeting at 8.22pm.

DISCLAIMER

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

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

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 22 Mah 2011

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

22/02/2011 7:10:08 PM

Item 7.1.1 - 7.1.4 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 7:11:02 PM

Iltem 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 7:12:38 PM

Item 8.1.1 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 7:17:03 PM

Item 8.3.2 Deputation Request Motion Passed 7/5

Yes: Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala
No: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Peter Best, Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 7:26:58 PM

Item 8.4.1 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 7:27:32 PM

Item 8.4.2 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 7:28:22 PM

Item 8.5.1 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 7:30:01 PM

Item 9.0 En Bloc Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote
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22/02/2011 7:57:28 PM

Item 10.0.1 Motion Passed 9/3

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr Peter Best, Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob
Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Kevin Trent

Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 8:05:55 PM

Item 10.0.3 Motion Passed 7/5

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala
No: Cr Travis Burrows, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 8:14:30 PM

Item 10.3.3 Motion Passed 11/1

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

No: Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 8:17:16 PM

Item 10.7.1 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 8:17:59 PM

Item 11.1 — 11.6 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote

22/02/2011 8:19:23 PM

Item 15.1.1 Motion Passed 12/0

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

No: Absent: Cr Susanne Doherty, Casting Vote
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