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MINUTES

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S

The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm and pajzeoe$o the Noongar peoples, past and
present, the traditional custodians of the landane meeting on, and acknowledged their
deep feeling of attachment to country. He then w@mled everyone in attendance, in
particular Vicki Lummer as Acting CEO and Ricky Wiman as Acting Minute Secretary.

DISCLAIMER

The Mayor read aloud the City’s Disclaimer.

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1

3.2

3.3

Passing of Tom Hungerford

The Mayor extended deepest sympathies on behatieoCouncil to the family of Tom,
Hungerford, who recently passed away aged 96. lda thave a brief history of Mr
Hungerford, who was born and raised in South Pamthwas an author, best remembered
for writing “Stories of Suburban Road”.

Public Question Time

The Mayor advised the public gallery that ‘Pulflaestion Time’ forms were available in
the foyer and on the website for anyone wantingutamit a written question. He referred to
clause 6.7 of the Standing orders Local Law ‘proices for question time’ and stated that it
is preferable that questions are received in advahthe Council Meetings in order for the
Administration to have time to prepare responses.

Audio Recording of Council meeting

The Mayor reported that the meeting is being audanrded in accordance with Council
Policy P673 “Audio Recording of Council Meetingshda Clause 6.16 of the Standing
Orders Local Law 2007 which states: “A person istoause any electronic, visual or vocal
recording device or instrument to record the prdoess of the Council without the
permission of the Presiding Member” and stated #mtPresiding Member he gave
permission for the Administration to record prodagd of the Council meeting.
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4., ATTENDANCE

Mayor J Best (Chair)

Councillors:

V Lawrance Civic Ward

Cr | Hasleby Civic Ward

P Best Como Beach Ward

G Cridland Como Beach Ward

L P Ozsdolay Manning Ward

T Burrows Manning Ward (until 10:31 pm)

P Howat McDougall Ward

Cr C Cala McDougall Ward

R Grayden Mill Point Ward (until 10:30 pm)

B Skinner Mill Point Ward

S Doherty Moresby Ward

K Trent, RFD Moresby Ward

Officers:

Ms V Lummer Acting Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Bell Director Infrastructure Services

Mr M Kent Director Finance and Information Sendgdentil 10:05pm)

Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services

Mr R Kapur Manager Development Services (untiDprh)

Mr P McQue Manager Governance and Administration

Mr M Taylor Manager City Environment (until 8:4mp

Ms S Watson Manager Community, Culture and Reianedtintil 8:47pm)

Mr R Bercov Strategic Urban Planning Adviser (L@x8)

Ms P Arevalo Marketing Officer (until 9:58pm)

Ms J Hess Recreation Development Officer (undi7gm)

Mr R Woodman Acting Minute Secretary

Gallery There were approximately 33 members efghblic present and 1 member
of the press.

4.1 Apologies

Nil
4.2 Approved Leave of Absence
Nil
5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST

The Mayor advised that he has a Declaration oérral Interest in relation to Agenda ltem 21.1
Notice of Motion — Royal Perth Golf Club Parkindrichardson Reserve Car Park. He also advised
that two Declarations of Interest Affecting Impalitly were received from Councillor Lawrance on
Items 10.6.6 and 12.1.

He further stated that in accordance with thieal Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulations
2007that the Declaration would be read out immediabeffipre the Item in question was discussed.
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6.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1

6.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE

At the Council meeting held 24 May 2011 four (4)itten questions submitted by
Mr Lindsay Jamieson, 14 Tralee Way, Waterford wialeen as correspondence’. A written
response to those questions was provided by the G¥@tter dated 27 May 2011.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 28.6.2011

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 thaestions are to be in writing and
questions received prior to this meeting will bevaered tonight, if possible or alternatively
may be taken on notice. Questions received in agvaf 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 thenagpBublic Question Time at 7.07pm.

Note: Written Questions submitted prior to the meetingeweovided (in full) in a
powerpoint presentation for the benefit of thibli gallery.

| 6.2.1 Mr Lindsay Jamieson, Tralee Way, Waterford
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

With regard to the matters arising from the allegadure by all Council member

participants in a motion to Council in March 2007declare a financial interest:

The CEO now has the Legal advice from Douglas oE&dels in March 2007, advice from

Douglas of McLeods from September 2007, Legal avrom Zilkens advising | did

nothing wrong and the recent document from the Bt of Local Government that was

partially tabled at the 03 May 2011 meeting thatises they withdraw the caution issued
against me.

At the May 2011 Council | asked: “Does the CEO deti the condition from the report in

September 2007 for which he is accountable th&stéhere is no information to support a

conclusion that Cr Jamieson did not act unlawfultgs now been met, and how does this

condition correlate with the right to be considenedocent until proven guilty?” to which
the CEO replied in a letter “I see no reason tangkamy view on this topic”, which now
locks in the CEO's view.

0. In the CEQ’s response he has failed to indiedig the advice from Zilkens does not

meet his criteria to change his view, and he h#edfao respond to: “how does this

condition correlate with the right to be considemdocent until proven guilty”. | number
this as question zero because this is carryoven filee question that was asked at the
previous meeting but not answered. Can the CE&spladvise on both matters?

1. Noting that even in a court a person can onlyfdumd Not Guilty (as distinct from
Innocent), noting that | advised DLG to take theterato court on multiple occasions but
they refused, and noting that the legal advice fiitkens is clear that | did nothing
wrong, can the CEO please advise what is neededstablish that | did not act
unlawfully?

2. In March 2007 Douglas of McLeods provided legdVice that all Council members
present should have declared a financial intergiranot doing so were in breach of the
LGA. Since Douglas had already declared his pmsithow is it possible for Douglas to
be independent in assessing my claim for legal fées September 20077
As Zilkens said to me “what did they think he wodla, change his mind”.
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3. In the March 2007 meeting on the agenda item wibich Douglas of McLeods
subsequently advised every Council member presenild have declared and interest,
prior to the vote did the CEO advise all Councilmiers that they should declare a
financial interest?

Summary of Response

The Mayor advised that as this is an ongoing matted the subject of significant
communication between Mr Jamieson and the Cityelation to the 2007 Report into the
City of South Perth, that the questions are annsid@ of that process and as such, under
section 6.7 of the City’'s Standin@rders Local Law, cannot be answered at a Council
meeting. Mayor Best then rule that under part {Affase four questions will be treated as
correspondence for a response by the Administration

| 6.2.2 Bill Marchbank, Bill Marchbank Waste Management |
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. If selected as the City’s Waste and Recyclingtreator, is it not true that alternative
contractors would be contractually bound to perfdhm services at the rates tendered,
irrespective of market vagaries; which Cost Privgek table were used as the basis for
any Profit Sharing arrangement; and how the NeteReg figure were derived by the
contractor? The report also explains that thesitifeArmadale, Gosnells and South Perth
tendered similar works, with some differences timer&Vhile the cities of Armadale and
Gosnells provide their own Refuse collections, thetain external contractors for the
provision of Recycling Collections. While the Arnade and Gosnells councils continue
to operate under this model, i.e. two separateiceerproviders, the City’s Council
Officers seem to question this approach and useptbspect of “The uncertainty
surrounding community acceptance of separate adotel as grounds for supporting
the recommendation, as it stands before you toBaged on our calculations, were
everything to go in Council’'s favour, the City midhenefit by an amount approximating
$15,000 over the initial 5-year term of the corntrawere they to adopt the
recommendation, as it stands. However, as poiotedn the Agenda Report, the City
may well be 9%, or $218,000 worse off over the stema.

2. In considering this item, are Councillors corntdibie adopting a recommendation with a
risk that such an outcome, as that outlined abomey disadvantage the City to that
extent, as outlined in the agenda report?

3. As Councillors considering this item, is thisismlered fair and reasonable?

Summary of Response
The Manager of Infrastructure Services providedftiewing answer to all three questions:

Tender assessment involved consultation with thg'€Cof Gosnells and Armadale, a site
visit to the PEM North Coogee Materials Recoveryilitg, and considerable collaboration
between City Officers who made up the Tender EvelnaPanel to arrive at the Officer
recommendation.

Panel Members acknowledge that the recommendainatiwithout risk, that the weighted

score is based on the profit share alternativeaieatfered by TransPacific Cleanaway, and
that the Council report does not attempt to disgulse variance in cost should in the
unlikely event recyclable material values remaatis or fall below the “average value of a
basket of recyclables” as at March 2011. Howevend is high probability that the value of
recyclables will exceed the nominal increase usdtie profit share calculation. Hence, any
increase on the March 2011 “basket”, as indexe@Bl is a half share to the City.
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Panel Members are of the view that the alternaémneer offered by Transpacific Cleanaway
involving both Collection and Receival of Recyclkbbased on a profit share arrangement
is the tender bid that provides the best servickvaitue for money to the City.

| 6.2.3 Carol Rowe, Manning Tennis Club |
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

Will Councillors and City staff give the benefit tife doubt to my contention that the City's
closing date for July CSRFF small grant applicagioras not made clear to me and other
Manning Tennis Club Committee Members by [a] foremployee?

Summary of Response
The timeframes and need for the required infornmaticas made clear to the Manning
Tennis Club on several occasions by more than dnheo City's employees starting in
March and on a number of occasions, the City askedManning Tennis Club to hurry
along their application.

| 6.2.4 June Davis, 123/43 McNabb Loop, Como |

(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. Will Council consider formulating a future pglién relation to Community and Social
Housing developments in the City of South Perthhgpant to 5.9.6 of the Town Planning
Scheme No. 6 [TPS6] ) to complement the policies @efinitions in relation to Student
Housing & Aged or Dependent Persons Dwellings 58P

2. Clarification sought — Is Student Housing “arpiéted use in a Private Institution Zone”,
or is it “a Discretionary use” as stated on the sitgbunder TPS6?

3. Referring to the proposed Management Plan bedlegmmended for future multiple
dwellings on the site, would the National Commurityusing Standards Manual (3rd
edition May 2010) apply to any Community and Sotialusing development (on the
site)?

Summary of Response

1. No. There is no restriction on who may occ@ygle Houses, Grouped Dwellings or
Multiple Dwellings on any suitably zoned land.wibuld not be appropriate to introduce
a Council Policy with the object of preventing eémtpeople from occupying approved
dwellings of these kinds.

2. "Student Housing" is a "D" (discretionary) lande in the Private Institutions zone.
However, clause 4.8(2) of Town Planning Scheme ®Nprohibits Student Housing in
Multiple Dwellings on the Amendment site.

3. The purpose of the National Community Housingn8ards Manual is to offer guidance
to "Community Housing" providers. The Council dogst administer the National
Community Housing Standards. Therefore, any ManagérRlan that may be required
by the Council would not make reference to the &daas or the associated Manual.

Independently of the Council's role, it would the tresponsibility of Lifestreams
Christian Church to carry out their obligations, ahy, under the National
Community Housing Standards and any other relelegiglation or regulations.

| 6.2.5 Mike Pennington, Perth Engineering and Mainteance |
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question
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1. It appears that Council Officers are preparegunt on the likelihood of the value of
recyclables increasing at a rate of around 13%apeum, over each year of the contract
term, to justify this recommendation. Our calcuat indicate that the Council Officer’s
calculation of the Sales Price for Recyclables m&suthat the price would rise between
$14.00 and $16.50 per tonne to enable an additimudit of $16.40 per tone, allowing for
an amount of $8.20 to be returned to the City at gfathe Profit Share arrangements. Are
Councillors confident that a price rise of such mfagle as this will occur each and every
year of the contract, such that it ensure thatréeemmended tender is financially superior
to the others?

2. Page 35 of the Agenda Report states that 8sisnated that approximately 5,000 tonnes
of recyclable materials per annum are collectethftioe city of South Perth.” Page 36 of the
Agenda Report goes on to use a figure of $41,009 g8sume that this equates to 5,000
multiplied by $8.20) as the amount of profit shatibutable to the City. This suggests that
the City will receive a share of $8.20 per tonneeddyclable material collected, rather than
per tonne of recyclable material recovered and $oldhe market, at the significantly
increased rate, as explained in question 1. Aren€blors confident that the worked
examples, as provided in the Agenda Report, aloitly thie information provided as the
basis that supports the recommendation, are aecarat will eventuate in the City being
better served financially under the recommendatismut?

3. Having based their recommendations on a sigmifiand sustainable increase in the Sale
Price for Recyclables, it then appears that Counftiters are prepared to call the future
value of the recyclable materials into questioragsstification not to select an alternative
MRF contractor. In summarising a scenario (othantthat recommended) on Page 37 of
the Agenda report, Council Officers state “Howeshould the value of recyclables fall to
levels present two years ago it may not be posdiddethe company to continue an
arrangement of “cash back” for recyclables. If etdd as the City’s contractor, is it not true
that alternative contractors would be contractubfiynd to perform the services at the rates
tendered, irrespective of market vagaries?

Summary of Response

The Mayor noted that Mike Pennington was not inahdience and that the questions would
therefore not be answered. he then noted thatrievea to the questions was similar to
those in 6.2.2.

| 6.2.6 Warwick Boardman, 20 Unwin Crescent, Salter &int |

Summary of Question

1. Given the felling of mature pine trees in thelli@o Golf Course and given their
usefulness to the endangered Carnaby’s CockatddhilCouncil see fir to ensure new
pines are planted to replace them for future useookatoos?

2. If so can the Council be open and transparemitaheir location?

3. Could the Council consider a long term replacars&ategy for pines in the Collier Golf

Course.

Summary of Response

Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment, respondedt tGouncil adopted the Collier Park
Golf Course Master Plan, which entails a reductiopine trees to make way for theming of
the new 9 hole course. He also noted that extemstige planting will occur around the
new course to compensate for the loss of the mainestrees. The Mayor confirmed with
Mark Taylor that Mr Boardman may contact the Cithé wishes to view the Collier Park
Golf Course Master Plan. The Mayor also thanked®gardman for his commitment to the
community and environment.
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| 6.2.7 John Stewart, 7 Keaney Place, Waterford |

Summary of Question

Is there any information available for public redeapertaining to the City, arising from the
meeting of Mayors, CEO's and Minister Castrillitlagek? | believe there was a radio item
regarding Council numbers but have not heard ar aagthing further.

Summary of Response

The Mayor informed Mr Stewart that Mayors and CEf@&se invited to a meeting with the
Premier and Minister of Local Government to discussal Government Reform and a fifty
year plan for the future. He then stated that ttezeSGovernment believe that Perth’s
population is set to double within the next thiygars, and that Local Governments need to
consider maintaining amenity given the increasgensity. The Mayor stated that the City’s
community visioning allows us to identify what weead to protect and enhance within the
City moving forward. The only information about tineeeting that the Mayor said was
available, was that a panel has been establishddtteat the terms of reference were
available on Minister Castrilli's website. The Mayooted that he and the Deputy Mayor
have been invited to a meeting with WALGA to idénthe impact, if any, of the Minister’s
decision.

| 6.2.8  Mark Brogan, 14 Market Street, Kensington |

Summary of Question

1. Will the City explain why a survey of 30 houskl®win Kensington is considered
sufficient for assessing Kensington community @dk#s toward re-zoning of Lot 30
(no. 14) Collins Street?

2. Shouldn't a larger sample size have been used?

Summary of Response

The Mayor notified Mr Brogan that the City’'s Corstiion Policy (P301) had been used to
consult neighbours and interested stakeholders. Adting CEO reiterated the extensive
nature of the consultation surrounding planningliappon. She advised that the application
in question was subject to Area 2 consultation,cWwhiequires the City to consult within a
150m radius within the subject site.

2. arrie Drake, 2 Scenic Crescent, South Pert
6.2.9 Barrie Drake, 2 Scenic C South Perth
(Faxed but not received by officers)

Summary of Question

1. Who is responsible for keeping the City’s Rees@rd

2. If an employee or Officer of the City commun&savia the email system (with cc records
for filing) do these emails form part of the City&cords?

3. Is it possible for emails which are a part @& @ity’s records to be lost from the system?
4. How often are the City’s computer records baake®

Summary of Response

Michael Kent, Director and Finance and InformatiServices, provided the following
answers to Mr Drake’s questions.

1. The City itself is responsible.

2. Yes, if something is sent to recordsforfilingvitl form part of the City’s records.

3. Not likely.

4. Every night.

Close of Public Question Time
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There being no further written questions the Maglosed Public Question Time at 7:21pm

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: 24.5.2011

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetingch24 May 2011 be taken as read and

confirmed as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (13/0)

BRIEFINGS

The following Briefings which have taken place sinthe last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to Couneolicy P672 “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 Deyvalent's“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on putglcord.

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - May Ordinary Council Meethg - Held: 18.5.2011
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the May Council Agenda. Nofeom the Agenda Briefing are
included asAttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum - Capital Projects / FinancialProjections Meeting - Held:
18.5.2011
The Executive Management Team gave a jointly dedivgoower point presentation
covering Capital Projects as part of the 2011/28aggested Budget. During the
presentation Members raised questions which weporeled to by the officers.
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAsischment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum - Detailed Infrastructure Bud@t - Meeting Held: 2.6.2011
The Director Infrastructure Services provided aspregation on the proposed
2011/2012 Capital Works Infrastructure Program.ribyithe presentation Members
raised questions which were responded to by theeo$f Notes from the Concept
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.3.

7.2.4 Concept Forum -draft Budget - Meeting Held: 8.6.2011
The Director Financial and Information Servicesviled a presentation on thleaft
Budget. During the presentation Members raisedtipres which were responded
to by the DFIS. Notes from the Concept Briefing iaduded a#ttachment 7.2.4.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.2 |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Doherty

That the comments and attached Notes under Iteth4 o 7.2.4 on Council
Briefings held since the last Ordinary Council Meegtbe noted.

CARRIED (13/0)
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8.

PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1.

8.1.2.

Petition dated 1 June 2011 received from Mex Gherardi, 231 Manning Road,
Waterford, together with 35 signatures in relationto the Waterford Triangle
Study.

Text of Petition reads:

“We the undersigned request that the City of Sdehth considers an alternative

plan to the Waterford Triangle Study that:

< would not jeopardise the safety of children by hgva road go through our
beautiful park;

« does not include any resumption of land from prtperabutting the park; and

¢ does not include a through road connecting withegrStreet.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 1 June 2011 received froaniaGherardi, 231 Manning
Road, Waterford, together with 35 signatures iatieh to the Waterford Triangle
Study be forwarded to the Development and CommuBégvices Directorate for
investigation.

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1.1 |
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Best

That the Petition dated 1 June 2011 received fiktemia Gherardi, 231 Manning
Road, Waterford, together with 35 signatures iatieh to the Waterford Triangle
Study be forwarded to the Development and CommuBégvices Directorate for
investigation.

CARRIED (13/0)

Petition dated 3 June 2011 received from $teen and Shirley Dix, 20 Klem
Avenue, Salter Point, together with 14 signaturesiirelation to the Salter Point
Underground Power Project.

Text of Petition reads:

“We the undersigned are lodging this petition irspense to the transformer and
switchgear proposed for installation at site 6 i@ltS8r Point. We are deeply

concerned about having these boxes so close tonaujoresidences based on the
following objections:

* Possible health risks for local residents;

* Noise emissions;

» Potential radiation from the boxes;

« The electrical boxes are large and unsightly;

» Local residents will be deterred from continuingetgoy the use of this space

» House values in the vicinity of these boxes meagdbersely affected.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 3 June 2011 received freapl&n and Shirley Dix, 20 Klem
Avenue, Salter Point, together with 14 signaturegelation to the Salter Point
Underground Power Project be forwarded to the $tfueture Services Directorate
for investigation.
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8.1.3

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1.2

Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Burrows

That the Petition dated 3 June 2011 received fBtephen and Shirley Dix, 20 Klem
Avenue, Salter Point, together with 14 signaturegdlation to the Salter Point
Underground Power Project be forwarded to the $tfueture Services Directorate
for investigation.

CARRIED (13/0)

Petition dated 8 June 2011 received from KeyrDavey - Chairman of Trustees -
The May Gibbs Trust, together with 210 signaturesn relation to the future use
of Heritage House.

Text of the Petition reads:

“We the undersigned residents of the City of SoettthPpetition the Council in
accordance with Section 5.28(1) of the Local Gowent Act to convene a Special
Meeting of the Council for the purpose of -

Facilitating community input into the developmehbptions for the future use and
preservation of Heritage House as an Historicalrikégye and Exhibition Centre for
the community of South Perth”.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 7 June 2011 received froenrKDavey, Chairman of

Trustees - The May Gibbs Trust, together with thé gignatures in relation to the
future use of Heritage House be received and ihdited that in response to the
petition that a Special Electors Meeting will béchen 13 July 2011.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1.2
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Skinner

That the Petition dated 7 June 2011 received froenrKDavey, Chairman of

Trustees - The May Gibbs Trust, together with thé gignatures in relation to the
future use of Heritage House be received and ihdited that in response to the
petition that a Special Electors Meeting will béchen 13 July 2011.

CARRIED (13/0)

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

8.2.2 Bronze Award — Australasian Reporting Awards

The Mayor presented an award to the City in redagmniof excellence displayed in
the City of South Perth Annual Report 2009-2010e TMayor commended the
Administration on such a significant achievement.

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

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

8.3.1 Deputations at Council Agenda Briefing Held21.6.2011

Deputations in relation to Agenda Items 10.0.1010 10.1.1, 10.2.1, 10.7.1, 10.6.6
and 12.1 were heard at the June Council Agenddilyibeld on 21 June 2011.
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8.3.2 Request for Deputation — Mr Lindsay Jamiesor Former Councillor
Request received from Mr Jamieson on 19 June £8¥14 ‘Deputation to Address
Council’, at its meeting on 24 May, on Agenda It8m of the March 2011 Council
Meeting.

MOTION
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Skinner

That Council hear Mr Jamieson’s deputation.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Councillor Ozsdolay Opening for the Motion

« Mr Jamieson approached Council at the beginnintp@fyear to seek assistance
to provide a response to a claim he made agaiestitly.

* No response has been received.

Councillor Skinner for the Motion
Councillor Skinner agreed with the points raiseddmyncillor Ozsdolay.

The Mayor referred to concerns in relation to cditaiting a meeting between the
May, CEO and Mr Jamieson and asked that Mr Jamigsovide some clarity in
relation to identifying the issues

Councillor Hasleby against the Motion

« Not a clear cut case of hearing the deputation

* No clarification on the specifics of the deputation

« recommended that the deputation not be heard antdport was tabled at a
Council meeting and advised that he would be rgi#irs matter as new business
of an urgent nature at the appropriate point imtleeting.

FORESHADOWED MOTION

Councillor Hasleby foreshadowed that...

(a) Council determines that, in accordance withnditeg Order Local Law
clause 6.7 (7) (a) that any questions of Counail enaccordance with the 2007
Report of the Inquiry into the City of South Peshall not be responded to until
such time as an Officers Report or Notice of Motimabled for consideration at a
future Ordinary Council Meeting.

Councillor Ozsdolay closing for the Motion
Councillor Ozsdolay advised that he was no lortgapy to wait for the deputation
of Mr Jamieson.

The Mayor put the Motion.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.3.2
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Skinner

That Council hear Mr Jamieson’s deputation.

LOST (4/9)

14



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 JUNE 2011

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS |

8.4.1.

8.4.2.

8.4.3.

Council Delegates’ Report: Perth Airport Muricipalities Group (PAMG)
Meeting Held: 16 March 2011

Crs Hasleby and Burrows attended the Perth Airplhiicipalities Group Meeting
held at the City of Cockburn on 16 March 2011. Miautes of the meeting are at
Attachment 8.4.1and are also available on ti@ouncil website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Minutes, atAttachment 8.4.1,0f the Perth Airport Municipalities Group
Meeting held 16 March 2011 at the City of Cockbbenreceived.

|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.1 |
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Doherty

That the Minutes, atAttachment 8.4.1,of the Perth Airport Municipalities Group
Meeting held 16 March 2011 at the City of Cockbbenreceived.
CARRIED (13/0)

Council Delegate: WALGA South-East Metropotan Zone Meeting Held:

30 March 2011.

A report from Mayor Best, Cr Trent and the CEO suariging their attendance at
the WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting ha@dMarch 2011 at the City
of Gosnells is aAttachment 8.4.2. The Minutes of the meeting have also been
received and are available on tBeuncil website.

RECOMMENDATION

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.2
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Burrows

That the Delegates’ Report dttachment 8.4.2in relation to the WALGA South
East Metropolitan Zone meeting held on 30 March12étlthe City of Gosnells be
received.

CARRIED (13/0)

Council Delegate: WALGA South-East Metropotan Zone Meeting Held:
25 May 2011.

A report from Mayor Best, Cr Trent and the CEO suariging their attendance at
the WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting held 25 May 2011 at the
City of South Perth is attachment 8.4.3. The Minutes of the meeting have also
been received and are available oni@®suncil website.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegates’ Report dttachment 8.4.3in relation to the WALGA South
East Metropolitan Zone meeting held 25 May 2011hat City of South Perth be
received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.3
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Burrows

That the Delegates’ Report dttachment 8.4.3in relation to the WALGA South
East Metropolitan Zone meeting held 25 May 2011hat City of South Perth be
received.

CARRIED (13/0)
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8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS |

8.5.1. Conference Delegate: LGMA National Conferemc “Best Practice to Next
Practice” held in Cairns between 22 — 25 May 2011.
A report from Crs Burrows and Hasleby and CEO,f@®iewing summarising their
attendance at the LGMA National ConferefiBest Practice to Next Practiceheld
in Cairns between 22 and 25 May 2011 ist@hchment 8.5.1.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the LGNiational ConferencéBest

Practice to Next Practice”held in Cairns between 22 and 25 May 2011 at
Attachment 8.5.1be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.5.1
Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Howat

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the LGNilational ConferencéBest
Practice to Next Practice’held in Cairns between 22 and 25 May 2011 at
Attachment 8.5.1be received.

CARRIED (13/0)

16



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 JUNE 2011

9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS
The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exoeptf the items identified to be withdrawn that
the remaining reports, including the officer recoemdations, would be adopted en bloc, i.e. all
together. He then sought confirmation from theidgtChief Executive Officer that all the report
items had been discussed at the Agenda BriefirdydreR1 June 2011.

The Acting Chief Executive Officer confirmed thais was correct.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS
The following items were withdrawn:

* Item 10.0.1 Amended Motion

* Item 10.0.2 Alternative Motion

e Jtem 10.1.1 Alternative Motion

* Item10.2.1 Withdrawn for discussion

e Item 10.6.6 Amended Motion / Alternative Motion
e Jtem 10.7.1 Alternative Motion

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

That with the exception of Items 10.0.1, 10.0.2,110 10.2.1, 10.6.6 and 10.7.1 which are to be
considered separately, the remainder of the repuaritsding the officer recommendations in relation
to Agenda Items 10.1.2, 10.1.3, 10.2.1 10.31,.20.80.6.1, 10.6.2, 10.6.3, 10.6.4 and 10.6.5 be
carried en bloc.

CARRIED (13/0)

10. REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Proposed Amendment No. 26 to Town Planninglseme No. 6 to Increase
the Density Coding and Maximum Permissible BuildingHeights for Lot
3298 Murray Street, Como. Report on Submissiongltem 10.3.4 Council
meeting 14 December 2010 refers)

Location: Lot 3298 Murray Street, Como

Applicant: The Planning Group, on behalf of Lifestms Christian Church
File Ref: LP/209/26

Date: 1 June 2011

Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning ceffi

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmie& Community Services

Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Adviser

Summary

The purpose of Amendment No. 26 to Town PlanningeB8e No. 6 (TPS6) is to increase
the density coding for the site referred to abor@mf R30 to R40 and to provide for
increased maximum permissible building heights wilated performance criteria. The
Amendment also provides for approval of reciprocat parking arrangements for non-
residential uses, with residential car parking ge@xcluded from this arrangement. The
extent of reciprocity would need to be calculatgdieans of a Parking Needs Study. The
draft Amendment proposals were endorsed by the @loimnDecember 2010 and have been
advertised for community comment. The submissitias were received are discussed in
this Report and in more detail in the accompangittgchments. The recommendation is that
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Amendment No. 26 proceed to finalisatieith modification and that this recommendation
be forwarded to the Minister for Planning for firsgdproval.

Background

This report includes the following attachments:

« Attachment 10.0.1(a): Report on Submissions (for referral to the Minister

« Attachment 10.0.1(b):  Schedule of Submissions

» Attachment 10.0.1(c):  Modified Amendment No. 26 document for final adopti

The location of the Amendment site is shown ingla below:

Soutlh I‘:\’e?rth Lawn
i S

Collier Pﬁﬂg
Village

Lifestré'éms\.f
Christian Collier Park
Golf Course

Prior to this Amendment request, the Council enelbrg Master Plan for the Lifestreams
Christian Church development in 2008. At that tithe Master Plan concept complied with
TPS6 provisions without the need for a Scheme Ammamd. Further planning by the
Church has led to the desire for greater buildiemlht and residential density, in order to
better provide the facilities needed. The Churctenstands that performance criteria will
apply to the additional development entitlements.

Amendment No. 26 was initiated at the December 20&0ncil meeting. The statutory
process requires that the draft Amendment propbsalreferred to the Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA) for assessment priorittobeing advertised for community
comment. The prerequisite clearance from the ERA veceived on 11 January 2011,
allowing community advertising and consultatiorptoceed.

Comment

The community consultation in relation to the pregad Amendment No. 26 was initiated on
25 January and concluded on 11 March 2011. Thposad was advertised in the manner
described in the ‘Consultation’ section of thisarpand resulted in 41 submission§he
actual submissions are confidential, but are avdila for Councillor scrutiny in the
Council Members’ lounge prior to the Council meetin However the submissions are
discussed in detail in the Report on Submissiongtechment 10.0.1(a)and in the
Schedule of Submissions Attachment 10.0.1(b) The Report and the Schedule contain
recommendations on each issue raised by the s@bsnitor consideration and adoption by
the Council. After considering the submissions, @wincil will need to resolve whether to
recommend to the Minister that the Amendment shoptdceed, with or without
modification, or should not proceed. When the @ilishrecommendations have been

18



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 JUNE 2011

conveyed to the Minister for Planning, he is resiole for the final determination of the
proposal.

Consultation

The statutory advertising required by thewn Planning RegulationsTown Planning

Scheme No. 6 and Council Policy P301 “Consultatfon Planning Proposals”, was

undertaken as follows:

e acommunity consultation period of 46 days, theiregd minimum period being 42 days;

* letters mailed to landowners within 150 metredhiefAmendment site;

* Southern Gazetteewspaper notice in two issues: ‘Peninsula Snapsblumn, on 25
January and 8 February 2011,

* notice on the notice-board;

* notices and documents displayed in the Civic Cerustomer foyer, Libraries and web
site (on the ‘Out for Comment’ page); and

» placement of three signs in strategic locationthenrAmendment site.

During the 46-day advertising period, 41 submissiaere received. These are categorised

as follows:

* Objection - 39 submissions (29 were from residents of @mdlier Park Village,
including a petition from 93 signatories).

* Support- 1 submission.

* Neither support nor objection 1 submission.

The submissions have been assessed accordingrtsubject matter. In many cases, issues
were raised by more than one submitter. Every camhrhas been recorded, but only one
response provided by the City in the Schedule dh8ssions. The objections covered a wide
range of subjects which were investigated by Cliigers before appropriate recommendations
were formulated. The main issues raised by obei@:

1. Proposed use and occupancy of proposed dwellings
« Residential use contrary to previous advice
* Poor access from Lot 3298 to services
* Inappropriate location for student accommodation

2. Need for management of dwellings in relatiobébaviour of occupiers
3. Incompatible character and built form (inclgliesidential density, building height
and scale)

* Proposed increase in maximum permissible build@igtt
» Proposed increase in permissible density
¢ Narrow width of McNabb Loop (west) and need foragee building setback

4, Reduced Amenity
¢ Value to the locality
» Construction disturbance
e Visual pollution
* Loss of trees
« Traffic and parking

5. Traffic, car parking congestion, access — gérsafety and amenity issues
¢ Use of McNabb Loop (west) for Lot 3298 uses
¢ Need for a traffic study

6. Jackson/Murray/ Henley road link
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7. Sustainability

8. Maintenance standard and aesthetics of existiigings on Lifestreams Christian
Church site

9. Effect of residential development on neighbogiffennis Club

10. Security

11. Process issues

* Need for a model to assist understanding
* Predetermined outcome

* Need for environmental study

* Wider consultation needed

Many of the submissions raised issues that wowddifably arise as a result of the further
development of Lot 3298 with additional church-teth facilities, irrespective of the

proposed Scheme Amendment. The Amendment is prapds increase the permissible
dwelling density from R30 to R40, and to incredsermaximum permissible building height
subject to all of the related performance critééng met. Without Amendment No. 26, a
similar form of development would be permissible.

The purpose of advertising the draft Amendmenbitest the proposals for acceptance and
‘fine-tuning’ by the local community who are intitedy familiar with the particular
circumstances of the area. Several of the submsiitteomments have resulted in
recommendations to modify and improve the Amendrpenposals, or to give early notice
to the applicant of matters which will be given gfie consideration, among others, at the
time of any future development application. Alltbe submissions have contributed to a
more appropriate outcome. However, while raisieigosis issues, none of the submissions
were considered to warrant a recommendation that Amendment be completely
abandoned. The final decision is not made by ienCil, but by the Minister for Planning.

Detailed discussion of the submissions is containeithe Report on Submissions and the
Schedule of SubmissiondAtfachments 10.0.1(a)and 10.0.1(b) respectively). These
documentswill be provided to the Western Australian Plannidgmmission (WAPC) for
further consideration and for recommendation toNfeister for Planning. In anticipation
of the Minister’s support, the final, modified Amiment document will also be provided to
the WAPC and the Minister. This includes the redisenendment Text.

The actual submissions, in full, will also be pard to the WAPC and the Minister.

Policy and Legislative Implications

When approved, Amendment No. 26 will have the effefc providing for the further
development of the Lifestreams Christian Church, sitcluding a range of residential and
institutional buildings. The Church intends toaretownership of all buildings. To achieve
development at a higher density and building heighh are currently permitted by TPS6,
each of the listed performance criteria must be met
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The statutory Scheme Amendment process is sehdhéTown Planning Regulationslhe
process as it relates to the proposed Amendmen2®l itemised below, together with the
time frame associated with each stage of the psoceBhose stages which have been
completed (including consideration at the June 20ddncil meeting) are shown shaded:

Stage of Amendment Process Time
Council decision to initiate Amendment No. 26 to TPS6 14 December 2010
Council adoption of draft Scheme Amendment No. 26 proposals for 14 December 2010
advertising purposes
Referral of draft Amendment proposals to EPA for environmental 20 December 2010
assessment during a 28 day period
Receipt of EPA’s response 10 January 2011
Public advertising period of not less than 42 days (the actual consultation 25 January to 11 March 2011
period was 46 days)
Council consideration of Report on Submissions on Amendment No. 26 28 June 2011

Referral to the WAPC and Minister for Planning of the following documents: | Early July 2011 (estimated)

* Report on Submissions

* Schedule of Submissions

» Copy of submissions

 Council's recommendations on the proposed Amendment No. 26

 Three signed and sealed copies of the modified Amendment No. 26
documents for final approval

Minister’s final determination of Amendment No. 26 Unknown

Publication by Department of Planning of the approved Amendment No. 26 | Unknown

notice in Government Gazette

Following the Council's decision to recommend te tMinister that Amendment No. 26
proceed with modifications, three copies of thedified Amendment document will be
executed by the City, including application of tigy Seal to each copy. Those documents
will be forwarded to the WAPC with the Council’ssenmendation.

Financial Implications

Scheme Amendment requests attract a City Plannéeg Hhe fee for Amendment No. 26
was calculated under the City&chedule of Fees and Charges 20094rd was based on
the estimated time of involvement of City officemad other costs incurred by the City
during the processing of the requested Scheme Amemd Amendment No. 26 was
initiated in December 2010, and the City's Plannieg, estimated at $15,000, was paid at
that time. Any portion of the fee not ‘spent’ hetCity will be refunded to the applicant at
the conclusion of the process.
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However, due to the number of complex and detasigoimissions received, the City has
incurred considerably higher costs than expectedthi examination, discussion and
processing of these submissions. This has resinit¢ioe City’s actual costs significantly
exceeding the expected costs on which the initi@hfitng Fee was calculated. Therefore,
an additional amount d$7,527 should be added to the Planning Fee already paithéo
applicant to cover the additional costs. This amotmmprises the exact ‘over-run’ of
expenditure incurred to date, plus $1000 estimetexdver the cost of remaining processing,
including officers’ time and overheads associatétl & range of tasks, including production
of advice to all submitters and the applicant fellog the Council’s decision, any additional
changes to Amendment documents required by the WAMRGIication of notices of the
Minister’s final approval in th&sovernment Gazettend theSouthern Gazetteupdate of
Scheme Text and Maps (as required), and updatinthefCity's website. No further
additional fees would be charged to the applicagbhd the currently proposed increase.

Under Regulation 52 dPlanning and Development Regulations 208%cal government
may refund or waive the whole or part of a Plannifee for a planning service, at its
discretion. Alternatively, if the Council imposeset additional fee, the applicant, under
Division 3 of the Regulations, may dispute the Rlag Fee through a 'Fees Arbitration
Panel'.

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed Amendment No. 26 will have some impad¢erms of sustainability. The
Amendment proposes to increase the residentialityestling to enable a greater number
of affordable housing units to be provided on tite.s The project will also contribute
benefit to the local community in a number of waysby providing facilities for the whole
community with exceptional building and landscapdesign, among others. The further
development of the site will cause the removal istdnic pine trees which are no longer
seen to be environmentally sensitive due to thégh hwater consumption and acidic
qualities. In their place, native plants will kequired to provide a more sensitive ecology
for native birds and other wildlife.
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Conclusion

To date, the proposed Amendment No. 26 has begmosed by the Council. During the
public consultation period, a number of commentseweceived from submitters expressing
concerns and objections to the proposals. Marexfe concerns relate to issues that would
arise from the further development of the sitegdpective of the proposed Amendment.
However, some of these as well as other commeat® baused the City to reconsider and
to recommend modification of some elements of theeAdment.

Having regard to all of the submitters’ commentd assessment of them by relevant City
officers, the proposenhodified Amendment should now be finally adopted by the @dun
and a recommendation that the Amendment proegttdmodification be forwarded to the
Minister.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10 .0.1 |

That ...

(@) the Western Australian Planning Commission dhased that Council recommends
that:

0] Submissions 1.1 to 1.39, inclusive, opposing elaiment No. 26, be
UPHELD to the extent indicated in the Report on Submission
(Attachment 10.0.1(a))

(i) Submission 2.1, neither opposing nor suppartihe proposed Amendment
No. 26 beNOTED;

(iii) Submission 3.1 supporting Amendment No. 26\62TED; and

(iv) Amendment No. 26roceed with modification to the extent and in the
manner recommended in the Report on Submissifhgachment
10.0.1(a))and the Schedule of Submissig¢Astachment 10.0.1(b))

(b) Amendment No. 26 to Town Planning Scheme N Bereby finally adopted by
the Council in accordance with tiewn Planning Regulations 1967 (as amended),
and the Council hereby authorises the affixinghef Common Seal of Council to
three copies of thenodified Amendment No. 26 document, as required by those
Regulations;

(c) the Report on SubmissionsAttachments 10.0.1(a)the Schedule of Submissions
at Attachment 10.0.1(b),a copy ofthe submissions anithree executed copies of
themodified Amendment No. 26 documentAttachment 10.0.1(c) be forwarded
to the Western Australian Planning Commission fiolf determination by the
Minister for Planning;

(d) the applicants be advised that in additiontteeo Scheme (Modified Amendment)
provisions, owing to the strength of concern expedsby nearby residents and also
felt by the Council, any application for planningpaoval which might be submitted
if Amendment No. 26 should reach finality
0] would need to include a Management Plan incigdihouse rules’ for

residents of Lot 3298, to be implemented by theaipe in order to protect

the amenity of residents on neighbouring land. Mlamagement Plan is to

address, in addition to any other matter that thaeril or the Church may

consider appropriate, management of:

(A) the behaviour of residents and guests, inclgdinles relating to
social gatherings and appropriate noise control;

(B) car parking, to ensure that residents utilibe bn-site parking
provided for them and refrain from parking in areesigned for
users of other facilities on Lot 3298;

©) bicycle parking on Lot 3298 and the use of bleg in nearby
streets; and

(D) unauthorised entry to the Collier Park Villagand
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(€)

(f)

(i) would be determined by the Council having nefyan addition to any other
matter that the Council may consider, to the needhie following measures
to be implemented:

(A) preventing vehicular access to Lot 3298 fromNdbb Loop (west)
because of the narrow road pavement and regulasfubés portion
of the street by residents of the Village, in effeonverting this
portion of the road into a Village access road pnly

(B) constructing McNabb Loop (south) as a cul-de-sxtension of
Murray Street, not linked to the McNabb Loop (west)-de-sac, to
service both Lot 3298 and Como Secondary Collegdesit drop-
off/pick-up; and

©) at the corner of McNabb Loop (north), and Mchdwop (west),
installing a sign facing towards Murray Street, aher traffic
management measures, to discourage motorists frieimgibeyond
the corner and to imply that McNabb Loop (westyges only the
Collier Park Village;

the applicants also be advised that owing éektent of expenditure incurred by

the City during the processing of this Amendmentadditional amount d§7,527

is now payable as part of the Planning Fee cakedlahder the City's adoptéges

and Charges Schedule 2010/14and

the Submitters be advised of the above resmiugind be thanked for participating in

the process.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Mayor called for a mover of the officer recoemdation at Item 10.0.1. The
officer recommendation Lapsed.

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Howat

That the officer recommendation be amended in fb#owing manner:

(a) A new part (c) is inserted as follows:
“(c) the Council's comments and recommendationghia Report on
Submissions and the Schedule of Submissions befiembih  relevant
areas, to clarify that under clause 4.8(2) of Tdanning Scheme No. 6,

the use ‘Student Housing'’ in the form of Multiple  Dwellings is
currently prohibited on the subject site and on lamgl throughout the City,
other than the land between Kent Street and Walann Drive in
Karawara,

(b) all of the subsequent parts of the resolutienranumbered accordingly;

(c) the former part (c) now renumbered as (d) i®raed to read as follows:
“(d) the Report on Submissiofattachments 10.0.1(a)the Schedule of
SubmissiongAttachment 10.0.1(b) three executed copies of the
modified Amendment No. 26 documefittachment 10.0.1(c) all as
modified by this resolution, and a copy of the sigsions, be forwarded
to the Western Australian Planning Commission foalfdetermination by
the Minister for Planning;”; and

(d) the former part (e) now renumbered as (f) ieaded to read as follows:
“(N) the applicants also be advised that:

() with respect to the occupancy of the proposeditiple
Dwellings, the Council is mindful of the need tmfact the
amenity of the nearby residents. In this regdrd,Council
is concerned that a concentration of ‘student aocab
housing’ could have a negative impact on the Mesand
security of the Collier Park Village residents. Gequently,
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the Council expects the Church to select occupuwiis
would be more compatible with the quiet lifestylarently
enjoyed by Village residents; and

(ii) owing to the extent of expenditure incurred the City
during the processing of this Amendment, an additio
amount of $7,527 is now payable as part of the
Planning Fee calculated under the City's adoptex$ ad
Charges Schedule 2010/11;".

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OFLARIFICATION

Cr Cala for the Motion

» Purpose of consideration is for Council to consitter submission received on
this proposed development

* Number of submissions shows depth of concern felt

* The management plan will not discourage peoplegu€iollier Park Village as a
thoroughfare

» There are foreseeable problems for Village res&lanith a diverse grouping of
resident, including financial implications of mogin

* Residents are concerned about the uncertaintyeofyibe of occupants planned
for the new development

* Amendment seeks to eliminate dedicated studentimgpus the form of multiple
dwellings - the City should advise Lifestreams loé thegative effects of such
developments in the past

Councillor Howat for the Motion

» Concentration of Social Housing has the potenialdtiplication of situation
similar to the old Homeswest high density accomntiodain Karawara, which
leads to higher crime rates

» Social housing needs to be integrated throughouthPend not in any one
residential area

* Residential areas adjoining the proposed developragnready have a high
concentration of social housing, 24% Homeswest iaravara and 14%
Homeswest in Manning

« Curtin University have proposed affordable housfag approximately 15,000
people in their long term plan

Councillor Hasleby against the Motion

» Concerns over the legality of the City mandating tiipes of occupants the
applicant may house

» This type of discrimination is not appropriate

* Perhaps we should put in provisions to addressendimffic and parking
management

Councillor Skinner point of Clarificatior How enforceable is the wording “Council
expects the Church to select” and does the situatiange over time?

Acting Chief Executive Officer what is recommended here is that the applicaets
“advised”, which will still be considered at thengé that the application is submitted.
However, the wording is not being put into the SsheAmendment, which means it
will not hold any force of law or policy.

Councillor Doherty point of clarificatiorr Where does affordable housing fit within
the context of social housing?
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Councillor Cala- Social housing includes accommodation for thvaisie disabilities,
aged care and affordable housing. The amended mistit specifying the type of
social housing.

Councillor Ozsdolay against the Motion

* The wording of the amended motion doesn’t go too fa

» Council is duty bound to protect the residents olli€r Park Village

* We are advising the applicant of these concernsaaskihg that they take them
into account moving forward

Councillor Best against the Motion

» Visited the site with a Collier Park Village reside

» Paraphrased the amended motion as “We don't wantyanng people around
here”

» Deeply concerned with expressing this sentimemhf@ouncil

Councillor Cridland against the motion
* Not happy to show support to a motion that referypes of people
» We're not about exclusion in South Perth

Councillor Grayden

» Have an issue section (f)(i) about compatibility

* No concerns of statement about student housinghiads already not allowed
within the provisions of the State Government polic

AMENDMENT

Councillor Grayden foreshadowed that the Amendedidviobe edited at (f) (i) to
remove the words, “Consequently, the Council expettte Church to select
occupants who would be more compatible with thesiglifiestyle currently enjoyed
by Village residents. This amendment became thstanotve motion as Councillors
Cala and Howat, as mover and seconder supportertaedment.

Councillor Cala closing for the Motion

» Concentrations of students and social housing beasted problems in the past

* Responsibility of Council to prevent potential issuand to identify the
aspirations of our community potential
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ICOUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

The Mayor put the Motion

That

@

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

the Western Australian Planning Commission dhased that Council recommends

that:

0] Submissions 1.1 to 1.39, inclusive, opposing elaiment No. 26, be
UPHELD to the extent indicated in the Report on Submission
(Attachment 10.0.1(a))

(i) Submission 2.1, neither opposing nor suppgrtine proposed Amendment
No. 26 beNOTED;

(iii) Submission 3.1 supporting Amendment No. 26N6&@TED; and

(iv) Amendment No. 26roceed with modification to the extent and in the
manner recommended in the Report on SubmissiPhsachment
10.0.1(a))and the Schedule of SubmissigAstachment 10.0.1(b))

Amendment No. 26 to Town Planning Scheme N Bereby finally adopted by

the Council in accordance with thewn Planning Regulations 1967 (as amended),

and the Council hereby authorises the affixinghef Common Seal of Council to
three copies of thenodified Amendment No. 26 document, as required by those

Regulations;

the Council’'s comments and recommendationsiénReport on Submissions and

the Schedule of Submissions be modified in  relbwagas, to clarify that under

clause 4.8(2) of Town Planning Scheme No. 6, the ‘8tudent Housing’ in the
form of Multiple Dwellings is currently prohibitedn the subject site and on
any land throughout the City, other than the laatileen Kent Street and Walanna

Drive in Karawara;

the Report on Submissiof&ttachments 10.0.1(a) the Schedule of Submissions

(Attachment 10.0.1(b) three executed copies of the modified Amendment

No. 26 documen(Attachment 10.0.1(c) all as modified by this resolution, and a

copy of the submissions, be  forwarded to the WiastAustralian Planning

Commission for final determination by the Minister Planning;”; and

the applicants be advised that in additiontteeo Scheme (Modified Amendment)

provisions, owing to the strength of concern expedsby nearby residents and also

felt by the Council, any application for planningpaoval which might be submitted
if Amendment No. 26 should reach finality

0] would need to include a Management Plan incigdihouse rules’ for
residents of Lot 3298, to be implemented by theaipe in order to protect
the amenity of residents on neighbouring land. Mlamagement Plan is to
address, in addition to any other matter that tharCil or the Church may
consider appropriate, management of:

(A) the behaviour of residents and guests, inclydinles relating to
social gatherings and appropriate noise control;

(B) car parking, to ensure that residents utilise bn-site parking
provided for them and refrain from parking in areesigned for
users of other facilities on Lot 3298;

© bicycle parking on Lot 3298 and the use of bieg in nearby
streets; and

(D) unauthorised entry to the Collier Park Villagand

(i) would be determined by the Council having nefyan addition to any other
matter that the Council may consider, to the needhie following measures
to be implemented:

(A) preventing vehicular access to Lot 3298 fromNdbb Loop (west)
because of the narrow road pavement and regulasfubés portion
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of the street by residents of the Village, in effeonverting this
portion of the road into a Village access road pnly
(B) constructing McNabb Loop (south) as a cul-de-satension of

Murray Street, not linked to the McNabb Loop (west)-de-sac, to

service both Lot 3298 and Como Secondary Collegéesit drop-

off/pick-up; and

© at the corner of McNabb Loop (north), and McNdmop (west),
installing a sign facing towards Murray Street, aher traffic
management measures, to discourage motorists frieimgibeyond
the corner and to imply that McNabb Loop (westygeas only the

Collier Park Village;

) the applicants also be advised that:

0] with respect to the occupancy of the proposeditiple
Dwellings, the Council is mindful of the need tmtarct the
amenity of the nearby residents. In this regdrd,Council
is concerned that a concentration of ‘student aodab
housing’ could have a negative impact on the kiesand
security of the Collier Park Village residents; and

(ii) owing to the extent of expenditure incurred the City
during the processing of this Amendment, an additio
amount of $7,527 is now payable as part of the
Planning Fee calculated under the City's adoptex$ ad
Charges Schedule 2010/11;".

(9) the Submitters be advised of the above reswiwdnd be thanked for participating in

the process.
CARRIED (9/4)
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10.0.2 Proposed Amendment No. 27 to Town Planning:l®&me No. 6: Rezoning of
Kensington Child Health Clinic, Lot 30 (No.14) Colins Street, Kensington to
Residential R25 - Report on Submissiondtem 10.3.3 February 2011 Counci

meeting)
Location: Lot 30 (No. 14) Collins Street, Kensingto
Applicant: Council
File Ref: LP/209/27
Date: 3 June 2011
Author: Emmet Blackwell, Strategic Planning Officer
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt and Community Services
Summary

The purpose of the proposed Amendment No. 27 tonTelanning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) is
to rezone the Amendment site from the ‘Public Psegbreserve to the ‘Residential’ zone
with a density coding of R25. The draft Amendmpriposals have been advertised for
community comment and five submissions were receivissues raised by the submitters
include objection to the loss of a local commuridgility and objection in relation to the
possible demolition of the existing Art Deco buildion the subject site. After considering
each of the comments made, the recommendatioraisAimendment No. 27 proceed to
finalisation without modification and that this momendation be forwarded to the Minister
for final approval.

Background

This report includes the following attachments:

« Attachment 10.0.2(a): Report on Submissions.

e Attachment 10.0.2(b):  Amendment No. 27 document for final adoption.

Amendment No. 27 was initiated at the February 2G@blncil meeting. The statutory
process requires that the draft Amendment propbsalreferred to the Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA) for assessment priorittobeing advertised for community
comment. The subsequent clearance from the ERAvedl community advertising and
consultation to proceed.

Comment

The community consultation in relation to the pregad Amendment No. 27 is discussed in
the Report on Submissiorigttachment 10.0.2(a)).The proposal was advertised in the
manner described in the ‘Consultation’ sectionhi$ report, resulting in five submissions.
The submissions have been addressed in the Repddubmissions, concluding that the
Amendment should proceed without modification. Ifet Council supports this
recommendation, it will be conveyed in the formaofecommendation to the Minister for
Planning, who will make the final determinationtbe proposal.
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Following completion of the rezoning process, thmudxil will consider future options for
the land. If disposal of the land is favoureds thill be the subject of a separate process and
report to the Council.

Consultation
The statutory advertising required was undertakethe manner required by theown
Planning Regulations@nd Council Policy P301 ‘Consultation for PlanniRgpposals’, as
follows:
(i) Method and Extent:
«  Personally addressed notices mailed to 33 neigirigpland owners, government
agencies and other interested parties;
¢ Southern Gazettgewspaper notices (two issues);
* Notices and documents displayed in Civic Centilerdries, web site.
(i) Time period:
» 46 days between 18 April to 3 June 2011, the reduninimum period being 42
days.

The details of the advertising process associaiéud Amendment No. 27 are contained in
the Report on Submissions. This Report, includin§chedule of Submissions, contains
discussion and a Council recommendation on eachhef comments raised by the

submitters. The Report will be provided to the Was Australian Planning Commission

(WAPC) for further consideration and for recommaeiatato the Minister for Planning.

Policy and Legislative Implications

When approved, Amendment No. 27 will have the éftdcmodifying the TPS6 Scheme
Map for Precinct 6 ‘Kensington’, by changing thenizg of the land and applying the R25
density coding to the site.

The statutory Scheme Amendment process is sehdheéTown Planning Regulationslhe
process as it relates to the proposed Amendmen2Rs set out below, together with the
time frame associated with each stage of the psoceBhose stages which have been
completed are shown shaded:

Stage of Amendment Process Time
Council adoption of decision to initiate Amendment No. 27 to TPS6 22 February 2011
Council adoption of draft Scheme Amendment No. 27 proposals for 22 February 2011
advertising purposes
Referral of draft Amendment proposals to EPA for environmental 25 February 2011
assessment during a 28 day period
Receipt of EPA’s response 16 March 2011
Public advertising period of 46 days 18 April to 3 June 2011
Council consideration of Report on Submissions on the proposed 28 June 2011

Amendment No. 27
Referral to the WA Planning Commission and Minister for consideration, of: | 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 of Amendment No. 27 to TPS6 and Unknown
publication of the approved Amendment in the Government Gazette
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Following Council’'s recommendation to the Ministeat Amendment No. 27 proceed, three
copies of the Amendment document will be executedhle City, including application of
the City Seal to each copy. Those documents wilfdrvarded to the WAPC with the
Council’'s recommendation.

Financial Implications

This issue has limited financial impact to the akigf the cost of advertising in the Southern
Gazette newspaper and the Government Gazette upisdtion. Under th@lanning and
Development (Local Government Planning Fees) Réguks and the City’'s adopted
schedule of fees and chargeke City may recoup costs associated with the Sehem
Amendment process where the Amendment has beeestequby an external applicant.
However, in this case, the Amendment was the Cityiative, so the costs cannot be
recovered. Expected proceeds from the future shl¢he® land are factored into the
2011/2012 proposed budget. Successful delivery ajbnrcapital works is contingent upon
funds from the sale of this land.

Strategic Implications
This matter relates to Strategic Directions 3 “Hpgsand Land Uses” identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan 2010-2015 which is expeess the following terms:

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed Amendment No. 27 provides an oppaytfoi more effective use of land for
the ultimate benefit of the wider community. Theesndment will facilitate development
that will be entirely compatible with neighbouringsidential development. To that extent,
the Scheme Amendment will have beneficial sustalitabmplications.

Conclusion

The draft Amendment No. 27 has been supported byQbuncil. During the public
consultation period, five submissions were receivEidree of the objecting submissions
raised the same issues and contained almost idemtgrding. The objections relate to the
loss of a local community facility and the possildlemolition of the existing Art Deco
building with perceived heritage value. It is recoended that the objections be not upheld,
on the grounds that the old facilities are beirgaeed by new ones in the Civic Centre and
Manning Hub. Additionally the subject site and binly are not listed within the City’'s
Municipal Heritage Inventory, nor on the WA HeriéaGouncil's State Register of Heritage
Places. The City is of the view that the existinglding on the subject site does not have
sufficient heritage value to warrant protectionnfr@lemolition. Therefore, the proposed
Amendment should now be finally adopted by the @duend a recommendation that the
Amendment proceed without modification be forwarttethe Minister.
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IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.2
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That ....

(a) the Western Australian Planning Commission dhased that Council recommends
that:
0] having regard to all of the discussion contdine the Report on

Submissions contained ittachment 10.0.2(a),Submissions 1.1 and 1.2
supporting the proposed Amendment No. 27 be uph&udbmissions 2.1,
2.2 and 2.3 opposing the proposed Amendment Ndbe2hoted but not
upheld.

(i) Amendment No. 27 to the City of South PerthwioPlanning Scheme No.
6 proceed without modification.

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

0] excising Lot 30 (No. 14) Collins Street frometiPublic Purposes (‘Clinic’)
Reserve and including the lot within the Residérgz@ne with a density
coding of R25; and

(ii) Amending the Scheme Zoning Map for Precinct ‘Bensington’
accordingly.

(c) Amendment No. 27 to Town Planning Scheme N Bereby finally adopted by
the Council in accordance with tiewn Planning Regulations 1967 (as amended),
and the Council hereby authorises the affixinghef Common Seal of Council to
three copies of the Amendment No. 27 documeniegsired by those Regulations;

(d) the Report on Submissions containing the Sdeedfi SubmissionsAttachment
10.0.2(a)and three executed copies of the Amendment No.o2drdent contained
in Attachment 10.0.2(b) be forwarded to the Western Australian Planning
Commission for final determination by the Minister Planning;

(e) the submitters be thanked for participatingthie process and be advised of the
above resolution.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OFLARIFICATION

Councillor Hasleby for the Motion

» Acknowledge Art Deco merit

* No alternative use due to lack of usability andntexiance

» Collins Street Hall and Moresby Hall (which is unddised) are more viable options for
community use

» The City’s new clinic is more than adequate

» If there was such a significant heritage value pheperty would have already been
registered

* Move to next stage and have WA Planning Commis@éAPC) accept the amendment

Councillor Ozsdolay for the Motion
* The motion is about accepting WAPC amendment,meell or heritage list the property
» Heritage issues can continue if the motion is ateckep

Councillor Trent against the Motion

» Kensington clinic serviced a large area of the camity

* R25 rezoning is the only zoning appropriate todaihouse on this block
» Allow submission to Heritage Council before makandecision

Councillor Lawrance for the Motion
» Visited the building and noted the large amountreiance involved
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» Heritage listing potential seems slim
* We have a duty of care if the building was leased

Councillor Grayden against the Motion

* No investigation for future use has occurred

* This report shows the need for a disposal of lasigtypfor disposing of City-owned land

» The property really belongs to the community

* When the Consultation Policy was reviewed, perlapsncil didn't truly consider the
disposal of City-owned land.

Councillor Cala for the Motion

» All of our future capital works projects, such asuvhing hub, rely on this disposal to go
ahead

* We can't change our mind after forward financiand have been set

Councillor Doherty against the Motion

» Defer in order for the heritage assessment to occur

* Council should be listening to the community

» The City needs a more objective way to disposeiyf &sets

Councillor Best point of clarificatior Is there a timeframe around the heritage listing

Acting Chief Executive Officer The earliest we could hear is early to mid-Augater
consideration of pursuing the matter. If a heritagsessment occurs, the timeframe is
unknown (possibly months to over a year).

Councillor Skinner against the Motion

* A report for the Audit and Governance Committee baen drafted on disposal of City
Assets

» Deferring the item for a month is not a big ask

Councillor Hasleby closing for the Motion

» The heritage listing process will not suit a onenthadeferral

e This Motion is about an amendment, not demolition

» The disposal of this property is going to be useprbvide further community facilities

ICOUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.2 |
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That ....

(@) the Western Australian Planning Commission dhased that Council recommends
that:
0] having regard to all of the discussion contdine the Report on

Submissions contained ittachment 10.0.2(a),Submissions 1.1 and 1.2
supporting the proposed Amendment No. 27 be uph&dbmissions 2.1,
2.2 and 2.3 opposing the proposed Amendment Ndbe2noted but not
upheld.

(ii) Amendment No. 27 to the City of South PerthwioPlanning Scheme No.
6 proceed without modification.

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

0] excising Lot 30 (No. 14) Collins Street frometiPublic Purposes (‘Clinic’)
Reserve and including the lot within the Residérzizne with a density
coding of R25; and
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(©)

(d)

(€)

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

Amendment No. 27 to Town Planning Scheme N Bereby finally adopted by

the Council in accordance with thiewn Planning Regulations 1967 (as amended),

and the Council hereby authorises the affixinghef Common Seal of Council to

three copies of the Amendment No. 27 documentgsired by those Regulations;

the Report on Submissions containing the Sdeedfi SubmissionsAttachment

10.0.2(a)and three executed copies of the Amendment No.o2drdent contained

in Attachment 10.0.2(b) be forwarded to the Western Australian Planning

Commission for final determination by the Minister Planning;

the submitters be thanked for participatingthie process and be advised of the
above resolution.

CARRIED (8/5)
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10.1 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY

10.1.1 Community Sport and Recreation Facility FundCSRFF) - July Small Grants
Round 2011 /2012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GS/109 11/12

Date: 8 June 2011

Author: Sandra Watson, Manager Community, Cultur@ Recreation

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Acting Chief Exettue Officer

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

Background

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

Small grants will be awarded to projects involviagoasic level of planning. The total
project cost for small grants must not exceed $XEDOO0. Grants given in this category
must be claimed by 15 June in the relevant findiygar, being 2011/12 for this report.

Examples of projects which may be considered fodiing include:

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

« Safety fences for sport and recreation faciliti@s,motor sports;

» Construction of or upgrade to shade shelters;

» Various planning studies to a maximum grant ameofi§tl5,000;

« Construction of new facilities to meet sport antivacrecreation needs;

» Floodlighting projects; and

* New, resurfacing or replacement of synthetic s@samr courts.

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

The level of financial assistance offered is basedhe overall significance of the proposed
project, including the benefits provided to the commity. There is no obligation on the part
of the local government authority to make any dbntion to a community project, but in
the past the City has matched the contributiorhieyDepartment of Sport and Recreation of
up to one-third of the total cost of successfujguts within its boundaries.
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As stated in the CSRFF guidelines and in accordavitte the City’'s funding guidelines,
grants for this round of applications must be ckdnin the next financial year, in this case
2011/2012. ltis also important to note that tlity’€inclusion of funds for consideration on
the 2011/2012 budget does not guarantee funds cshibel club be successful in its
application to the Department of Sport and Reopeati

Comment
Two (2) applications for funding were received tbe July small grants round by City of
South Perth based sporting clubs. Details arelbms:

Hensman Park Tennis Club (HPTC)

CSRFF Grant Sought $12,070
City’s Contribution $12,070
Club’s Contribution $12,070

Estimated Total Project Cost $36,211 (exc GST)

Manning Tennis Club (MTC)

CSRFF Grant Sought $45,000
City’s Contribution $45,000
Club’s Contribution $45,000

Estimated Total Project Cost $135,000 (exc GST)

Assessment

A panel comprising the Manager Community Culturd &ecreation, Club Development

Officer, Buildings Coordinator, and the Recreatdavelopment Coordinator assessed and
ranked the applications against the following cidteset by the Department of Sport and

Recreation:
A Well planned and needed by municipality
B Well planned and needed by applicant
C Needed by municipality, more planning required
D Needed by applicant, more planning required
E Idea has merit, more preliminary work required
F Not recommended

These results are summarised below.

Applicant Project Ranking Rating City's Total
Contributio | project Cost
n

Hensman Park Remove existing dilapidated | 1 A $12,070 $36,211

Tennis Club perimeter fence and supply (exc GST) | (exc GST)

(HPTC) and install new perimeter

barrier fencing

Manning Tennis Install two (2) new synthetic | 2 D $45,000 $135,000
Club (MTC) courts with floodlights on site (exc GST). | (exc GST)

in vacant playing area
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Hensman Park Tennis Club (HPTC)

This project has been rated ‘AVell planned and needed by municipaleynd in making

this assessment the panel noted:

» The upgrade will assist continued and possibledenaommunity usage throughout the
year by giving a perception of a quality and wellimained facility;

* The upgrade project benefits the club by potentimtipacting on sustainability, growth
and attractiveness of the club including sociay plae to the attraction of new members;

» The precinct will present at a high standard ofnteiance, safety and with a suitable
facility barrier; and

* The proposed upgrade is consistent with the Coadlcpted City of South Perth “Active
Futures Physical Activity Plan 2009 - 2014” inclngistrategic theme 1.8 - namely by
providing support to local sporting clubs to endiner viability and strategic theme 3.1 -
to ensure that City and community buildings andlifaes embrace CPTED principles
(Crime Prevention through Environmental Designjl encourage a healthy lifestyle.

The Hensman Tennis Club is situated on Reservedb6ptR3617, (No.24) Anstey Street,
South Perth. This is a small scale project thatiEnthe removal of the existing dilapidated
perimeter fencing and the supply and installatibnesv barrier fencing with top and bottom
rails. The new fence is planned to be consistédtit ather parts of the fence that were
upgraded when the most recent hard courts andrigyhtere installed in the 2006/2007
financial year, also under the CSRFF funding pnogra

The primary purpose of the project is to ensurdaledity is attractive and welcoming to
existing and new members, as well as to act asfetysmeasure with regard to
projectiles, crime prevention and as a facilityrlzar Given that the club is positioned in
a high profile and high density residential aressthetics are also important and with the
current fence looking unkempt it could give the iegsion that the club, City and
governing bodies do not consider the facility auasle asset.

The Hensman Park Tennis Club is affiliated with AisWWest and is one of Perth’'s most
vibrant and successful clubs. This project, tolaep and upgrade the dilapidated
perimeter fencing is warranted and consistent witter recently upgraded areas of the
facility. Tennis West, fully support the Hensmannmis Club’s application for this
project and from the City of South Perth’s perspectthis minor upgrade project is well
overdue and will benefit the community in termsptdce making and physical activity
opportunities.

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

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

» Submit further detailed specifications of the pebjeo the City and obtain appropriate
approvals;

» Liaise with the City at all stages of the projestldo ensure that the works do not impact
on other regular or casual users; and

» The applicant (HPTC) to bear all pre-site requirsteginstallation and operating costs.
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Manning Tennis Club (MTC)
This project has been rated ‘Dneeded by the applicant, more planning requied in
making this assessment the panel noted:

* Itis the panel's opinion that additional tenniside are not required in the City of South
Perth as there are currently more than forty (4Q)rts available in the City and three
tennis clubs, with none of the clubs being at ¢alpacity in terms of membership;

» The ‘Active Futures 2009-2014 Physical Activity Pldetailed that there has been a
national decline in participation numbers in tenipgdween 2001-2007. This data was
taken from the Exercise, Recreation and Sport 12087 (ERASS), which is a national
survey that collects information on the frequerdiyation, nature and type of activities
of persons aged 15 years and over for exercisesagan and sport during the 12 months
prior to the interview; and

* The application submitted by the Manning TennisbClmas incomplete and lacked
sufficient detail on the medium to long term betseéif adding additional courts and in
addition, there was no letter of support for thejget from the governing body, Tennis
West.

The Manning Tennis Club is situated on Freehold 3@, PO456743 (No.300) Challenger
Avenue, Manning. The proposed project incorpor#itesconstruction of two new tennis

courts including fencing and floodlights. It mumt noted that additional floodlights were

installed at the facility via CSRFF funding in 2008 and two courts were also resurfaced
via CSRFF funding in the 2005/06 financial year.

The primary purpose of the project is to consttwad new courts as the current ten
courts are in use fairly constantly, meaning playeam be turned away plus the club has
reached its limit of ten junior pennant teams. MiEC has advised that due to courts
being decommissioned at private schools includiggifas, they would like to fill that
gap for Aquinas College students and others.

The Manning Tennis Club is affiliated with Tennise®8¥, however no information has
been included in the application as to how thiggmtofits Tennis West objectives and
strategies in the area.

It is recommended that the City rate the applicatar funding from MTC as a low priority,

however it is advisable for the City to allocatepparting funds accordingly. If the
Department of Sport and Recreation support thécghion, the City will be in a position to

the extent of funding 1/3 of the cost of the projesith the Department of Sport and
Recreation to fund 1/3 and the HPTC to fund theaiaing 1/3.

Should the project proceed, strict conditions waapgply, in addition to the standard for all
projects involving the installation of reserve ligly and the upgrading of playing fields
within the City. These conditions include the apatit's requirement to:

» submit further detailed specifications to the City;

» obtain appropriate approvals;

« liaise with the City at all stages of the project;

« forward a letter to all residents in streets adjagElderfield Road) to areas affected by
the proposed lighting advising that as a part efdh-going development of the reserve,
further floodlighting towers would be installed atit the towers would be positioned
so that there is no light spillage on adjacent progs; and

» bear all pre-site requirements, installation, menance and operating costs with no cost
to the City.
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Comments from the City Environment Department

The HPTC project will yield demonstrated benefitsl as supported, given attention to the

following areas:

* The upgrade, given that the Hensman Tennis Clpbsgioned in a high profile and high
density residential area, will support aesthetia$ @assist community usage;

» The project will act as a safety measure with régarprojectiles, crime prevention and
as a facility barrier; and

» Under the current lease agreement, the City hastalpresponsibility to support upkeep
and maintenance on the facility structures andiels s in support of this application.

The MTC project may not be required within the GifySouth Perth, given attention to the

following areas:

* The concern that there seems to be an over suppénois courts within the City given
the fact that there are three (3) tennis clubsemafnwhich are at or nearing maximum
capacity;

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

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

Consultation

Local sporting clubs were advised of the CSRFF ifumdaound via a direct mail-out and

advertisements in the community newspaper, Cityligafions and the West Australian

newspaper. In addition, the City’'s Recreation Depment Coordinator and Club

Development Officer maintain regular contact wigoing clubs in the area ensuring that
opportunities to participate in the CSRFF prograenreotified.

For the HPTC, there will be no impact upon the widemmunity in terms of disturbance
and as such no consultation with the community wetertaken for that project. Should the
MTC project proceed, strict conditions and congidiaprogramming must be applied to
ensure directly impacted community members arefiadtiof the proposal and have an
opportunity to comment accordingly.

Policy and Legislative Implications
This report relates to Policy P110 - Support of Gamity and Sporting Groups.

Financial Implications
A provisional amount of funds is incorporated ithe annual budgeting process to support
CSRFF applications including the amount of $57,@&t. GST) for the proposed projects.
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Strategic Implications
This report is complimentary to Strategic Directon

1. Community -Create opportunities for a safe, active and conregttommunity
1.3 Encourage the community to increase their sd@ad economic activity
in the local  community.
1.4 Develop, prioritise and review facilities anelevant activities, taking
advantage of Federal and State Government funding.

4, Places - Plan and develop safe, vibrant and aatde places
4.1 Identify and ensure activity centres and comnityrhubs offer a diverse
mix of uses and are safe, vibrant and amenable.

Sustainability Implications

The projects will allow the continued and increased of tennis courts within the City and
enhance the social and physical benefits that arey-@roduct of increased active
involvement by the community in sport and leisunespits.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.1 |
Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Best

That the applications for funding for the Commurityort and Recreation Facility Funding
(CSRFF) be submitted to the Department of SportRedreation together with the officer
comments, supporting information and the followasgessment:

Applicant Ranking Rating
Hensman Park Tennis Club 1 A
Manning Tennis Club 2 D

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OFLARIFICATION

Councillor Doherty opening for the Motion

» Club President presented at Agenda Briefing

» Treasurer also attempted to support the deputbiigroviding a completed application

» Itis an unfair request of the officers to reassbesapplication in a short timeframe

» There is another opportunity for the Manning Ter®@ligh to submit an application in the
next round of funding

» The application received a D rating because itiwesmplete.

Councillor Best for the Motion

» Involved in grant application process in the past

» The City’s process is a strong and open applicgironess

* Inappropriate for Council to second guess compesiaft involved

Councillor Grayden left the Chamber at 8:30pm

Councillor Ozsdolay against the Motion

» Not questioning the assessment panel

» The only change to the recommendation is the rdtinlylanning Tennis Club
* New information at hand gives an opportunity fou@ail to make a decision
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» The A ranking proposed for the Manning Tennis Gbelbause the club is at capacity and
requires the new courts proposed in the new apgic@rovided, which is supported by
Tennis West

» Propose that the City reassess the application

Councillor Grayden re-entered the Chamber at 8:33pm

Councillor Cridland against the Motion

» Itis the responsibility of the Manning Tennis Chithat the application wasn’'t complete
» It would be capricious for Council not to take tiew information into account

* Clubs are run by volunteers who contribute to thamunity

» Disappointing that Manning Tennis Club didn’t subthie application on time

Mayor Best for the Motion

» Disappointing that Manning Tennis Club didn’t subthie application on time

» A good system of governance is the only way toéeduations such as this

* Suggest that Manning Tennis Club review their systf governance and be more
prepared next time

» The money from the CSRFF fund is public money

Councillor Doherty closing for the Motion

* Not up to Council to change the rating of an apion

* The panel who assessed the application are profedsofficers, with a combined
experience of up to 80 years in assessing ancpnetang project such as this

The Mayor Put the Motion LOST (4/9)

MOTION
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Burrows

That the applications for funding for the Commurfifgort and Recreation facility Funding
(CSRFF) be submitted to the Department of SportRadreation together with the officer
comments, council comments included in this alté&veamotion, supporting information
and the following assessment:

Applicant Ranking | Rating
Hensman Tennis Club] 1 A
Manning Tennis Club | 2 A

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.1 |
The Mayor put the Motion

That the applications for funding for the Commurfifyort and Recreation facility Funding
(CSRFF) be submitted to the Department of SportRedreation together with the officer
comments, council comments included in this altiéveamotion, supporting information
and the following assessment:

Applicant Ranking | Rating
Hensman Tennis Club] 1 A
Manning Tennis Club | 2 A

CARRIED (12/1)
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10.1.2 Tender 07/2011 - Provision of Services Relag to the Collection of Refuse

Material
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: Tender 07/2011
Date: 31 May 2011
Author: Mickey Danilov, Waste and Fleet Coordora

Les Croxford, Manager Engineering Infrastructure
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services

Summary

This report outlines the tender and assessmenegsofor the submissions received for
Tender 07/2011 Provision of Services relating to the CollectminRefuse Material It will

be a recommendation to the Council that the tesdemitted by Transpacific Cleanaway be
accepted for a five (5) year period, commencinguly 2011. Subject to satisfactory
performance over the five (5) year period therarsoption to extend the Contract by a
further two (2) years.

Background

ThelLocal Government Act 199a8s amended) requires tenders to be called foraks and
services having a value in excess of $100,000.n€lbbas delegated to the Chief Executive
Officer authority to accept tenders for the anraugdply of certain goods and services up to a
maximum value of $200,000.

Tender 07/201% Provision of Services relating to the CollectiohRefuse Materialvas
publicly advertised on Saturday 13 March 2011, inolpson Friday 15 April 2011. The
Tender was advertised in the West Australian nepapa

The City’s current Waste Management Tender for seficollection is delivered by
TransPacific Cleanaway (under Contract). The Gattallows for a weekly collection of
refuse material within the City’s jurisdiction. @lcurrent Contract, which was for a seven
(7) year period, expires on 30 June 2011.

The City’'s waste and recycling collection servitegether with the processing of the
recyclable material, has been undertaken by Tramig®&leanaway. Over this period of
time, the service provided by TransPacific Cleanahas consistently been rated highly by
the City’s residents as evidenced by the Catalysar@unity Perceptions Surveys in 2010.

Documentation for this tender was developed by Gifficers with assistance from Watts
and Woodhouse Solicitors.

Comment
Conforming Tender submissions were received froor {@d) registered companies. The
companies are listed in Table 1 below (in no appeaseder).

Table 1 - Tender Submissions

Company

TransPacific Cleanaway
SITA

Perth Waste

SOLO Resource Recovery

AIWINF
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In addition to the receipt of four conforming Tengldrom companies noted in Table 1
above, an Alternative Tender was received from SbB&ed on the City agreeing to minor
legal changes to the documentation.

The tender submissions were required to providesragr collection of a range of different
bin sizes from 120L to 1100L and for transport t@rieus landfill or secondary waste
processing facilities within 3 different travel zmn(20kms, 40kms and 60+kms).

The annual contract value includes the weekly ctitbe of 20,000 x 240L bins, 565 x
1100L bins, 1492 public bins and the purchase atgeaty of 300 new bins per year.

The schedule of tendered prices based on tranggihih Zone 1 (as the current disposal
point is located in Welshpool) is listed at Tableetow.

Table 2 - Schedule of Tendered Prices

TransPacific SITA SITA Perth Waste SOLO
Cleanaway ($/Bin Lift) (Alternative ($/Bin Lift) Resource
($/Bin Lift Tender) Recovery
($/Bin Lift ($/Bin Lift)
Refuse Bin (240L) $0.74 $0.82 $0.80 $0.95 $0.92
Refuse Bin $8.25 $8.00 $25.00
(1100L) $8.60 $8.50
Public Bins $2.894 $3.85 $3.80 $3.20 $2.50
éﬂgtl)onal Bins $70.40 $74.50 $74.50 $53.00 $48.00
Total Annual | $1,257,633 $1,426,516 $1,398,899 $1,487,209 $1,899,660
Contract Value

A comparison of the submissions based on the aatieidl Total Annual Contract Value as
developed from the tendered unit rates is includetable 3 below. The tender submissions were
evaluated against the following selection crit@seoutlined in the tender documentation:

» The Tenderer's demonstrated capacity to carrytauservices referred to in the agreement.

* The Tenderer’s relevant past experience, corpstaieture and personnel.

* The rates of payment tendered.

Table 3 - Tender Evaluation

Tenderer Weighted Score
Cleanaway TransPacific (conforming) 10.0
Sita (Alternative) 9.2
Sita (Conforming) 9.1
Perth Waste (Conforming) 8.7
Solo Resource Recovery (Conforming 5.7

In summary, the tender submitted by TransPacifiea@hway provides the best value for
money and service, and meets the requirementseof ¢hder documentation and selection
criteria. In view of the prices submitted and ssoreceived during the evaluation of
Tenders, it is recommended to Council that the €ensubmitted by TransPacific
Cleanaway be accepted. The initial Contract teithbe a period of five (5) years, with
option to extend the Contract by a further twoy@ars subject to satisfactory performance.

43



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 JUNE 2011

Key Provisions of Tender 7/2011
The following are the key provisions of the propbagreement relating to tender 7/2011:
* Weekly collection of waste from residential and coencial properties;
» Weekly collection of all public bins (street, padsd reserves);
» Transport of waste to a disposal site (currently WaAdfill Services);
» Provision of new or replacement bins and repatarhaged bins;
» Provision of special services where a residentnable to place the bin out for
collection due to a disability;
» Provision for collection of waste bins from funetgor other events.;
* Provision to change the disposal location for thspasal of solid waste with
nominated tendered rates provided,
» Provision for general CPI adjustment on an annasish and
* Provision for dealing with customer issues with isect telephone line contact
between the City and the Contractor.

Consultation
Tenders were advertised in accordance with el Government Act (1995).

The tender was advertised in the West AustraliaBaturday 12 March 2011 and closed on
15 April 2011. At the close of the tender period Briday 15 April 2011, four (4)
conforming and one alternative tenders were redeive

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 199%@s amended) requires a Local Government
to call tenders when the expected value is likelgxceed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

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

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

Financial Implications
Collection of refuse is an essential service aed3bhedule of Rates and anticipated Annual
Contract Value for the service is in line with thadget allocation.

Subject to TransPacific Cleanaway being awardedTdreder for the collection of refuse

material, the annual cost to the City is $1,257,6@3ch would be indexed by CPI for each
year the Contract term.
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Strategic Implications

The calling of tenders compliments the City’s Sigat Plan 2010-2015, in particular:
Direction 1.1 “Community” -Develop, prioritise and review services and deliverodels
to meet changing community needs and priorities.

Sustainability Implications

This Tender will ensure that the City is provideidvihe best available services to complete
the operational requirements of the Annual Buddgay. selecting an external provider the
City is able to utilise best practice opportunitiasthe market and maximise the funds
available to provide sound and sustainable ser¢@ds community.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10 .1.2

That....

(a) the Tender submitted by TransPacific Cleanawythe Provision of Services
relating to the Collection of Refuse Material (Tend/2011) be accepted for a five
(5) year period, commencing 1 July 2011; and

(b) subject to satisfactory performance over thie fiear duration of the Contract, there
is an option to extend the Contract by a further (@) years.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.1.3 Tender 16/2011 and 17/2011 - Collection, Ra@l and Processing of
Recyclable Material

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: 7/2011

Date: 3 June 2011

Author Mickey Danilov, Waste and Fleet Coordorat

Les Croxford, Manager Engineering Infrastructure
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services

Summary

This report outlines the tender and assessmenegsofr the submissions received for
Tender 16/2011 Provision of Services relating to the CollectiminRecyclable Materigdnd
Tender 17/2011- Provision of Services relating to the Receivald aRrocessing of

Recyclable Material

It will be a recommendation to the Council that thiéernative tenders submitted by
Transpacific Cleanaway be accepted for a five @gryperiod, commencing 1 July 2011,

with two one year options subject to satisfact@gfgrmance.

Background

The Local Government Act 199s amended) requires tenders to be called fovalks
and services having a value in excess of $100,000uncil has delegated to the Chief
Executive Officer authority to accept tenders foe tannual supply of certain goods and

services up to a maximum value of $200,000.

Tender 16/2011 Provision of Services relating to the CollectiminRecyclable Materigdnd
Tender 17/2011- Provision of Services relating to the Receivald aRrocessing of
Recyclable Materialvere publicly advertised on Saturday 13 March 2@idsing on Friday

15 April 2011. The Tenders were advertised invhesst Australian newspaper.

The City’s current Waste Management Tender forckny collection and the receival and
processing of recyclable material is provided bgrBPacific Cleanaway (under Contract).
The Contract allows for a fortnightly collectiondaprocessing of recyclable material within
the City’s jurisdiction. The current Contract, whiwas for a seven (7) year period, expires

on 30 June 2011.

Comment
Q) Tender 16/2011
Provision of Services relating to the Collection oRecyclable Material

Conforming Tender submissions were received from {b) registered companies.

companies are listed in Table 1 below (in no appaveder).

46



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 JUNE 2011

Table 1 - Tender Submissions
Company

TransPacific Cleanaway
SITA

Perth Waste

SOLO Resource Recovery
Avon Waste

S Bl

In addition to the receipt of five conforming Tensldrom companies noted in Table 1
above, Alternative Tenders were received from Tpaodic Cleanaway and SITA
respectively. The Alternative Tenders are summadrisd able 2 below.

Table 2 - Alternative Tender from SITA and Transpadfic Cleanaway

Company Alternative Tender

SITA The City agrees to minor legal changes to the documentation; and
The City awards Tenders 16/2011 and Tender 17/2011 to SITA.

Transpacific Cleanaway The City awards Tenders 16/2011 and Tender 17/2011 to
Transpacific Cleanaway;

Collection vehicles are not limited to a maximum compaction rate
of 150 kilograms per cubic metre (m3); and

Transpacific Cleanaway offers the City a share in the profit from
the processing of recyclables through the Maddington Material
Recovery Facility (MRF). The offer is for a 50:50 share in the
increase in net revenue obtained from recovered commodities,
where this increase is greater that CPI. If commodity prices fall
below prices at the time of tender, this would be solely at
Cleanaway’s cost. It is a profit sharing arrangement rather than a
profit/loss sharing arrangement.

The schedule of tendered prices is listed at Talelow.

Table 3 - Schedule of Tendered Prices

Cleanaway | Cleanaway SITA SOLO Perth AVON
($/Bin Lift) | Alternative | SITA Alternative | ($/Bin Lift) | Waste Waste
Tender ($/Bin Lift) | Tender ($/Bin Lift) | ($/Bin Lift)
($/Bin Lift) ($/Bin Lift)
Recycling Bin | $0.913 $0.8216 $0.99 $0.80 $1.18 $0.95 $0.86
(240L) )
Additional $70.40 $70.40 $81.10 $74.50 $48.00 $53.00 $65.00
Bins (240L) '
Total $488,840 | $441.312 | $531,020 | $430.900 | $623,200 | $504.600 | $460,200
Annual
Contract
Value

The tender submissions were evaluated againsbtlogving selection criteria as outlined in

the tender documentation:

 The Tenderer's demonstrated capacity to carry tet gervices referred to in the
agreement;

» The Tenderer’s relevant past experience, corpgtaieture and personnel;

* The rates of payment tendered.
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A copy of the evaluation against the SelectioneCiatis provided at Table 4 below:

Table 4 - Tender Evaluation

Tenderer Weighted Score
Cleanaway Transpacific (Alternative Tender) 10.0

Cleanaway Transpacific (Conforming Tender) 9.3

Avon (Conforming Tender) 9.3

Perth Waste (Conforming Tender) 9.0

SITA (Conforming Tender) 8.6

Solo Resource Recovery (Conforming Tender) 6.4

The tender submissions were required to providesrédr collection of 120L & 240L
recycling bins including transport of the recyckabhaterial to a Material Recovery Facility
(MRF). The Annual Contract Value includes fortnigttollection of 20000 (households) x
240L recycling bins and 200 new recycling bins yoesar.

Key Provisions of Tender 16/2011

The following are the key provisions of the propbagreement relating to Tender 16/2011:

» Fortnightly collection of recyclable material framsidential and commercial properties;

» Transport of recyclable material to a Material Reny Facility (MRF);

» Provision of new or replacement bins and repadavhaged bins;

» Provision of special services where a residenh&ble to place the bin out for collection
due to a disability;

» Provision for dealing with customer issues withirea telephone line contact between
the City and the Contractor; and

» Provision for collection of recycling bins from fcions or other events.

2 17/2011

Provision of Services Relating to the Receival anférocessing of Recyclable Material
Conforming Tender submissions were received from {b) registered companies. The
companies are listed in Table 5 below (in no apgaveder).

Table 5 - Tender Submissions

Company

TransPacific Cleanaway

Perth Engineering & Maintenance
Perth Waste

SOLO Resource Recovery

Poly Trade Recycling

IS Bl i I

In addition to receipt of five conforming Tendersrh companies noted in Table 5 above,
an Alternative Tender was received from Transpacieanaway based on the requirements
noted at Table 2.

The Tender submissions have been evaluated aghselection criteria provided to the
Tenderer’s. The selection criteria for this Tentléf2011 is identical to Tender 16/2011.

The Tender submissions were required to providat@ per tonne of recyclable material
delivered to a Material Recovery Facility (MRF) diyon behalf of the City of South Perth.
It is estimated that approximately 5000 tonnes edfyclable material per annum are
collected from the City of South Perth.
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The tendered prices are as follows:

Table 6 - Receival and Processing of Recyclable Maial (Rates - Excl GST)

Perth
Engineerin
Cleanaway Poly Trade Perth
[ I%/I e Alternative CleerEry Recycling 0.0 Waste
aintenan
ce
Wil pay
Rate per tonne the  City | $10.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $40.00
($2.50)
gonual - Contract| 612500 | $50000 | 75000 | $75000 | §75000 | $200,00

The current rate is $27.91 per tonne for the reteiad processing of the City’s recyclables.

Key Provisions of the Tender 17/2011
The following are the key provisions of the progbagreement relating to Tender 17/2011:

Receival of all recyclable material delivered te Materials Recovery Facility (MRF);
Weighing and maintaining records of all recyclatlaterials received at the MRF;
Providing records of all processed material tranggbfrom the site for disposal to
landfill or otherwise than by way of sale;

The rejection of hazardous and/or offensive wastt lhas entered the recyclables and to
dispose in a safe and lawful manner;

Arrange for the disposal of unsaleable recyclabliegwful means; and

Permit access to the MRF for educational purposes.

Summary

TransPacific Cleanaway submitted an alternativeddée for both Tender 16/2011 and
Tender 17/2011 and along with Avon Waste (TendéRdBl) and Perth Engineering and
Maintenance (Tender 17/2011) represents the masiufable tenders received. Three
collection and disposal combinations can be idedtiffrom 16/2011 and 17/2011
respectively:

Cleanaway (Conforming Tender) Collection and TramspPerth Engineering and
Maintenance (Conforming) Receival and Processirrgaio annual contract value of
$476,340 ($488,840 less $12,500);

Cleanaway (Alternative Tender) Collection and Tpamg Cleanaway (Alternative)
Receival and Processing for an annual contractevaii $450,312 ($441,312 plus
$50,000 minus $41,000 profit share); or

Avon Waste (Conforming Tender) Collection and T Perth Engineering and
Maintenance (Conforming) Receival and Processirrgaio annual contract value of
$447,700 ($460,200 less $12,500).
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The above combinations were assessed against tleeti®e Criteria detailed in the
documentation. Table 7 below lists the weightexteséor each.

Table 7 - Tender Evaluation

Tenderer Weighted Score
Cleanaway Transpacific including profit share 9.96
Cleanaway Transpacific excluding profit share 9.32
Avon/ Perth Engineering and Maintenance 9.55
Cleanaway Transpacific/PME 9.15

The strength of the TransPacific Cleanaway altéreaéender is two fold:

» the profit share arrangement whereby the City weniy the benefit of any increase in
the average value of a sample of recyclables. fesséng the annual contract, the
estimated profit share was calculated at $8.20iqrare payable at the end of the year;
and

* proven and reliable service provider, committedfudhering the recycling education
with Officers engaged in that role, and familiaritjth City processes that ensures a
seamless transition into the “new contract”.

The downside to the TransPacific Cleanaway tendemricertainty in the value of

recyclables over the life of the Contract. In timdikely event that recyclable returns remain
constant as at the March 2011 rates the TransPd&cidanaway offer over the life of the
five year contract could be $218,000 (or 9%) gretitan the Avon / PEM combination.

The Avon Waste / Perth Engineering and Maintengf&M) combination is the lowest
tendered combination unless the value of recyctaldrceeds all expectations. The
weighted score of the Avon Waste / PEM combinat®only marginally better than the
TransPacific Cleanaway offer not realising on thafipshare. However should the value of
recyclables fall to levels present two years agmaly not be possible for the company to
continue an arrangement of “cash back” for recyelab

Avon Waste has no current contracts within the HPeretropolitan area, but will use the

PEM North Coogee site as its overnight depot anovige a Perth based contract
supervisor/support person. Minor modifications Wi required to the City’s phone system.
Acceptance of the Avon / PEM combination would teso two separate contractors

servicing the same property each fortnight, oneditect the “green lid” household refuse

MGB and the other to collect the “yellow lid” redgbles MGB. Homeowners may have
some initial confusion separating the two contrectwhen a missed service has to be
reported. While the transition from the currenttcact to the new contract will be seamless
with TransPacific Cleanaway there is likely to emg adjustment issues with any new
contractor.

The uncertainty surrounding community acceptancgepfirate contractors, the potential for
increased demands on the City’s administratiorf $tafm a non local contractor and the
overall proven performance of the existing contva¢i ransPacific Cleanaway) outweighs
any uncertainty in the recyclable market. Furthie profit share expectations that
underpins the Tender provides sound basis to rétairstatus quo and utilise TransPacific
Cleanaway for all three (3) contracts.

The City of Gosnells has recently accepted the @eadbmitted by TransPacific Cleanaway

(their current contractor) over the least cost éentbmbination for reasons not unlike the
comment above.
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Consultation
Tenders were advertised in accordance with_tieal Government Act (1995).

The Tender were advertised in the West Australiataturday 12 March 2011 and closed
on 15 April 2011. At the close of the tender périan Friday 15 April 2011, five (5)
conforming and a number of alternative tenders weceived.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 199as amended) requires a Local Government
to call tenders when the expected value is likelgxceed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local

Government (Functions and General) Regulations 1896 regulations on how tenders

must be called and accepted.

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

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

Financial Implications
Collection and disposal of recyclables is an esslestrvice and the Schedule of Rates and
anticipated Annual Contract Value for the servailine with the budget allocation.

Subject to TransPacific Cleanaway being awarded @meler for the collection and disposal
of recyclables, the annual cost to the City is $858, which would be indexed by a factor
(based on CPI and diesel fuel price fluctuations}fich year of the Contract term.

Strategic Implications

The calling of tenders compliments the City's Stgat Plan 2010-2015, in particular:
Direction 1.1 “Community” Develop, prioritise and review services and delivarodels to
meet changing community needs and priorities.

Sustainability Implications

Tenders 16/2011 and 17/2011 respectively will enshiat the City is provided with the best
available services to complete the operational irements of the Annual Budget. By
selecting an external provider the City is ableutitise best practice opportunities in the
market and maximise the funds available to prowdend and sustainable services to the
community.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10 .1.3 |

(@ the Alternative Tender submitted by Transpecifileanaway Pty Ltd for the
Provision of Services relating to the CollectiohRecyclable Material (Tender
16/2011) be accepted for a five year period comimgnt July 2011, with two one
year options subject to satisfactory performannd; a

(b) the Alternative Tender (incorporating the prafhare arrangement) submitted by
Transpacific Cleanaway Pty Ltd for the Provision dervices relating to the
Receival and Processing of Recyclable Material (Eeri7/2011) be accepted for a
five year period commencing 1 July 2011, with tweeoyear options subject to
satisfactory performance.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.2

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT

10.2.1 Review of Street Verge Policy

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 13 June 2011

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

The City's Street Verge Policy P504 has been raqde® be reconsidered by Council in
light of increasing resident non-compliance. Isp@nse, a newraft Policy P210 and draft
Street Verge Guidelines have been developed fon€@beonsideration and adoption.

Background

The City of South Perth has long been renownedt$deafy green streets. This is due in
part to the many street trees, however street geatp® contribute. The street verge can be
defined as the area of land located between atdtere and boundary of an adjacent

property.

Technically, the street verge is part of the roaderve and as such it is public land.
Traditionally, responsibility for the management stfeet verges has resided with the
adjacent resident, however because it is publid,léme relevant local authority exercises
control over what is permitted on the street verge.

The City has a Street Verge Policy (P504) in platlee policy was originally created for the

following reasons:

» To provide clarity to City residents about the typs treatments permissible on the
street verge (e.g. planted lawn, verge gardensk paving etc);

» To retain vegetation on streetscapes consisteht thvé City’s adopted Green Plan and
Street Tree Management Plan;

* To retain some form of greenery in the City’s diseapes.

The policy permits natural lawn on the street velgé requires prior permission from the
City for other treatments such as paving or a vg@elen. The policy currently does not
permit the use of synthetic turf on street verg&s. provide clarity for the policy a set of
guidelines was produced and made available to éhanwnity via a brochureCaring for
Your Vergg.

The Perth metropolitan area has experienced acpkty dry summer and if climate
change predictions are to be believed, this typeiofate could be more common in future
years. The State government has responded withgsr water restrictions, which have
impacted adversely on suburban gardens.

The water restrictions and the long dry summer hgeen a reduction in the standard of
many street verges in the City. In addition, thiy ®as a relatively large number of

absentee landlords, which in many cases has rdduli@ lower standard of maintenance of
street verges.
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Following an officer audit in November 2010, fottyo (42) street verges in the City where
found to have laid synthetic turf on the adjacameet verge without the knowledge or
approval of the City. In addition, many other wesghave been paved without prior
permission. The City’s initial response was toues} residents to remove the synthetic turf
because it was a non-approved verge treatment, v@owellowing some backlash from

residents this action has been deferred pending@loreconsideration of the street verge

policy.

Comment

It is obvious that many residents have been sedkiwgwater use and easy maintenance

alternatives and a number of verges in the Cityehasen either brick paved or laid with

synthetic turf.  Synthetic turf has been heavilyblmised as a responsible and

environmentally friendly alternative to grass ahddes have some benefits, particularly the

fact that it does not require watering or mowingt. does however have a number of

drawbacks such as:

* High energy use in production (carbon);

» Does not absorb CO2;

* Itis hot compared to grass — can contribute taithan heat island effect;

* It hasto be replaced between 8 and 20 years (deyean the type and quality);

» ltis difficult to recycle;

» It allows for little or no water infiltration to agfer plus the potential for high run off
into the drainage system;

» ltis difficult to access a synthetic verge for mtahance issues — electricity, phone and
water mains are under street verges;

* The potential damage to street trees — compadiemat,and roots.

Despite these concerns, residents are viewing siiotturf as a viable alternative to natural
grass and the City needs to respond with a polasitipn. This has resulted in Council
requesting the City review the verge policy andiglines.

The first stage of the review was to find out wbiter local authorities are doing. The City
surveyed other Perth metropolitan local governmaanthorities (LGA’s) regarding their
policies on street verges and specifically the afsgynthetic turf. It became evident, from
the responses received, that most of the other kGAve not yet formed a policy position
on how to respond to synthetic turf and are lookargsomeone to take the lead.

Without a clear direction from other LGA's, the hdvest thing to do is to ascertain what
makes the City of South Perth a location of choi#éhat is the City renowned for being?
Among other things, the answer is a ‘leafy natusaburb. Does artificial turf or paving on
street verges meet this criterion?

An example of what could happen if the City allovthd widespread use of synthetic turf is
the Forrest Street verge of the St Columba’s poeciThe City became aware of a plan to
replace the grass verges with synthetic turf cargel scale and work had commenced. The
City requested that work cease until the reviewhefstreet verge policy is completed and St
Columba’s has thankfully complied.

This verge provides a good example of why synthéti¢ cannot be considered an

alternative to natural turf, more an alternativebtick paving. In order to lay the synthetic
turf the ground must be firm and level. To achiévie requires a layer of compacted road
base. The result will dramatically change the Way verge behaves. For example, it will
be much hotter during summer and in winter the arhofi run off to the drainage system

will increase. This will in turn reduce the amouwiftwater that is filtered back into the

aquifer as the drainage system will take the staatandirectly to the river.
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In isolation, one could argue that it is insigrairt. On a much larger City-wide scale, as a
result of unrestricted use of synthetic turf ockmpaving, the effect could be dramatic.

Another concern is that of maintenance of undenggloservices. The street verge has been
created in part as an area where services, syobvar, telephone and water can be laid and
maintained relatively easily. A grass verge ordgarcan be dug up and replaced relatively
easily. A synthetic turf or brick paved verge ig so easily or cheaply reinstated.

Despite these concerns it was considered that dessening of the policy is required,
particularly on smaller verges, which are morefioight to maintain and where the impact
of ‘harder’ treatments is reduced.

With these points in mind, the City has producedoraft new Street Verge Policy at

Attachment 10.2.1(a)and adraft new Street Verge Landscape Guidelineat&chment

10.2.1(b). The changes to the policy are as follows:

» Permission is no longer required for establishn@né verge garden as long as the
guidelines are followed;

» The City now permits the use of synthetic turf adraet verge treatment, under certain
circumstances; and

* The City accepts no responsibility on the parthaf City or utility service providers to
reinstate verge paving or synthetic turf affectgdrautine maintenance of services or
projects.

The draft landscape guidelines make it clear that €ity’'s preference for street verge
treatments is either a planted lawn or a streateggar A mulched verge is also permitted.

The use of brick paving and synthetic turf is pétaoi in the following circumstances and

after formal application to the City:

* On street verges of less than 1.5 metres widejnohiding the width of the footpath;
where it is not practical to maintain a naturalteov garden;

* On street verges greater than 1.5 metres widetheuverge cannot contain more than
50% of hardstand area. This includes driveway stresrs plus footpaths plus all
hardstand materials including concrete, asphalingaand synthetic turf.

While this is not a dramatic change to the exispinlicy, the City believes it will allow for
smaller more difficult to maintain street vergeseither paved or laid with synthetic turf.
Larger verges should either be grassed or stredegs, in keeping with the City's leafy
reputation.

In order to support a reasonable standard of stresges, the City plans to support the
creation of a number of street verge ‘demonstratgamdens and increase the amount of
information and support available for best practi@agement of turf.

The draft revised Street Verges policy P210 and traft Street Verge Landscape

Guidelines at Attachments 10.2.1(a) and 10.2.1(b) are recommended to be adopted by
Council.
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Should Council adopt the new policy and guidelirtes, question arises about what to do

with street verges that don’'t comply. The follogiposition is proposed:

» Street verges that contain a non-approved treafraedt laid after 30 November 2010
(the date the City first publicised its opposititmnsynthetic turf) will be requested to be
removed;

* Non-approved street verge treatments laid prid@@0d&November 2010 will be permitted
to remain until the end of their useful life, howewhe City will not permit their re-
laying;

» Street verge treatments that do not meet the stsmdgoorly laid or potentially
dangerous) will be requested to be removed.

Consultation
This matter was the subject of a special briefihGauncil on Tuesday 8 March 2011.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Policy P504 - Street Verges is recommended to bendsd and re-numbered as Policy
P210. The reason for the re-numbering is that & better ‘fit' under Strategic Direction 2
‘Environment’ - against Strategic Direction 5 ‘Tisport’.

Financial Implications
Nil

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 2 “Eomiment” identified within Council’s
Strategic Plan (2010 - 2015) which is expressedhin following terms:Nurture and
develop natural spaces and reduce impacts on tharenment

Sustainability Implications

A sustainable City requires water efficiency howeatso the maintenance and enhancement
of biodiversity, a healthy living environment andogl street amenity. The City has
attempted to find a balance between these factdts the draft Street Verge Policy and
Landscape Guidelines.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 1 0.2.1 |
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That Policy P210 “Street Verges” dtttachment 10.2.1(a)and the Street Verge Landscape
Guidelines atAttachment 10.2.1(b)be adopted.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OFLARIFICATION

Councillor Best opening for the Motion
» Community Consultation and discussion on this maitece November 2010
» The developed document recognises the diversehilitgss and uses of street verges

Councillor Ozsdolay for the Motion

» Asked for withdrawal to make note of the changethéoguidelines of the policy
« Community interest of policy over the consultatmsriod

» | support the changes and urge Council to suppertdcommendation

The Mayor put the Motion.
CARRIED (12/1)
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10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES

10.3.1 Proposed Change Of Use of Ground Floor Tenaies (from Showroom &
Café / Restaurant) to Office. Lot 51 (No. 123) Melile Parade, Como.

Location: Lot 51 (No. 123) Melville Parade, Como

Applicant: Dart & Garner Enterprises Pty Ltd

Lodgement Date: 05 April 2011

File Ref: 11.2011.150 ME3/123

Date: 14 June 2011

Author: Matt Stuart, Coordinator Statutory PlanniDgvelopment Services

Reporting Officer:  Vicki Lummer, Director, Develommt and Community Services

Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldoChange of Use from Showroom and
Café / Restaurant to Office on Lot 51 (No. 123) Willd Parade, Como. Council is being
asked to exercise discretion is relation to thi¥ahg:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Car parking provision TPS6 clause 7.8(1)

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsito conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Neighbourhood Centre Commercial
Lot area 1,340 sq. metres
Development potential | Various residential and non-residential land uses as per Table 1 of the Scheme

This report includes the following attachments:
« Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Plans of the proposal

e Attachment 10.3.1(b) Site photographs
e Attachment 10.3.1(c) Applicant’'scar parking survey
« Attachment 10.3.1(d) Infrastructure Services comments
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The location of the development site is shown below

COMERST = = S——

il Development Site

19-34| 19-34 | 0-19

19-34 | 18-34 | 18-34 [ B | 1

5

meters

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

3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(b) Applications which in the opinion of the delegatefficer, represents a
significant departure from the Scheme, the Resigleesign Codes or

relevant Planning Policies.

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

impact of the proposal on the general amenity efdhea. If any significant doubt
exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Coun@kting for determination.

The proposed development is considered satisfastaslation to all of these matters,
subject to the recommended conditions.

Comment

(&) Background
In September 2007, the City received an applicafmnproposed Change of Use
(from ‘Showroom’ and ‘Single House’) to ‘Office’ ohot 51 (No. 123) Melville
Parade, Como (th8ite). The Site is commonly known as the ‘Como Furmitiftart’.
Although this matter was presented to Council Btagor Development Briefing, the
application was withdrawn by the Applicant in Ma2b08.

In April 2009, the City received an application the proposed additional land uses
of ‘Office’ and ‘Café / Restaurant’ on the grourddrs of the Site (but not affecting

the Showroom on the first floor level). This apption was approved by Council at
the June 2009 ordinary meeting.
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(b)

()

(d)

()

Existing Development on the Subject Site

The existing development on the Site currentlyuiezt the land uses of ‘Showroom’
and ‘Café / Restaurant’ on the ground floor of tigin building, which is the subject
of this application for a change to ‘Office’ use.

In addition but not subject to this applicatiore #ite also features approved land uses
of ‘Office’ on the upper floor of the main buildingDffice’ in the smaller building to
the east of the site and 26 car parking bays (33 basite and 13 within the road
reserve), as seen in the plan€ohfidential Attachment 10.3.1(a)

Description of the Surrounding Locality

The Site has frontages to Melville Parade to thetvemd Eric Street to the north,
whilst located adjacent to a Single House to ttst @ad an Office block to the south,
as seen ifrigure 1 below.

Description of the Proposal

The proposal involves a Change of Use (from Shomremd Café / Restaurant) to
Office on the ground floor of the main building ¢he Site, as depicted in the
submitted plans atConfidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Furthermore, the site
photographs show the relationship of the Site withsurrounding built environment
at Attachment 10.3.1(b)

The proposed development complies with @€igy of South Perth Town Planning
Scheme No. 6Scheme TPS6E) and relevant Council policies, with the exceptain
requirements in relation to car parking. The nomplying aspect, along with other
significant matters, have been discussed below.

Land Use

The proposed land use of Office is classified @B’a(Discretionary) land use in
Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6. In considerthig discretionary use, it is
observed that the Site adjoins a mix of residertia non-residential land uses, in a
location with a mixed-use streetscape. Accordintiig, use is regarded as complying
with Table 1 of the Scheme.
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() Car Parking
(i) Previous Council Decision
In June 2009, the Council considered a developmerthe Site for a change of use,
resulting in an approval with 26 bays (13 on-sitg'drand 13 bays within the road
reserve in lieu of the required 44 bays. The nstiltevas a shortfall of 18 bays (41
percent). The following information has been exegddrom the earlier report to the
June 2009 Council meeting and is observed to le@aat to this context.

“In assessing the shortfall of car parking baysrih are two considerations:
» Cash-in-lieu of bays (“deficit bays”); and/or
» Discretion to permit variations from the requiredmber of bays.

(i) Cash-in-Lieu of Car Parking Bays
... Clause 6.3(5)(b) of TPS6 contains the provisicglating to cash payment in
lieu of car bays:
‘...where the required minimum number of car pagkibays... is not provided
on the development site, the Council may accepsh payment in lieu of the
provision of some or all of those bays, subje¢hefollowing requirements:
(i) The Council must have firm proposals to exptrelcapacity of public
parking facilities in the vicinity of the developmeite, with the intention
of implementing such proposals within five yearsnirthe date of
granting planning approval. Such proposals may udel one or more
conditions. This proposal includes the following:
(A) the provision of additional public parking balysthe vicinity of
the development site;

...the amount of money paid under the “cash-in"lipuovision of TPS6 is

calculated on the value of land on the developmséatthat would otherwise be
used for parking bays, as well as the City’s camdion cost for bays on City
land. Therefore the amount payable for the parkigigortfall would be

significantly higher than the construction costaufditional parking bays in the
street reserve. Under these circumstances, clati8)fb) cannot be invoked.

(i) Discretion to Permit Variations
Notwithstanding the required number of car parkibgys, the Council may
approval a variation from the requirement as claus8(1) of TPS6 enables the
Council to grant approval to a proposal which doeg comply with the Scheme
with respect to a number of site requirements udiclg car parking. The relevant
provisions of clause 7.8(1)(a) read as follows (kagis added):
“... if a development ... does not comply with siteunesments prescribed by
the Scheme with respect to ... (v) car parking; ... @ijrelated matters ...
the Council may, notwithstanding that non-compl@gncapprove the
application unconditionally orsubject to such conditions as the Council
thinks fit”.
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This situation is safeguarded by paragraph (b) use 7.8(1), which reads
(emphasis added):
“The power conferred by this sub-clause noajy be exercised ithe Council is
satisfied that:

(i) approval of the proposed development would doasistent with the
orderly and proper planning of the precinct and thgreservation of the
amenity of the locality;

(i) the non-compliancavill not have any adverse effect upon the occupiers
or users of the developmeanit inhabitants of the precinct or upon the
likely future developmenof the precinct; and

(i) the proposed developmenteets the objectives for the City and for the
precinctin which the land is situated as specified in thedhct Plan for
that precinct.”

(iiif) Evaluation of parking options:

As an alternative to invoking clause 6.3(5) of TR®@sh-in-lieu” provisions),
with a view to supporting a car parking concess{ohsome magnitude) subject
to appropriate conditions, consideration has nowrbegiven to invoking the more
general discretionary clause of TPS6, being clati$é Consideration has been
given to the extent to which the Applicant miglsisanably be required to make a
cash payment in order to contribute to improvedkag facilities in the general
vicinity, in return for the granting of a car parig concession on the development
site. In this regard, the following comments arevided:

Council has previously required ‘cash-in-lieu’ pagmts in relation to a parking
deficit on three other development sites in ther mé@nity of the site currently
under consideration. The other sites are those piecl by the Broadwater
Pagoda at 112 Melville Parade (Parade (parking diéfof 11 bays), and an office
building - Troika House at 129 Melville Parade (garg deficit of 10 bays). In a
location more distant from the subject developnsitet, a cash-in lieu payment
was also provided in relation to the Broadwater éteat 137 Melville Parade. In
considering the granting of a car parking concessimder clause 7.8 of TPS6, it
would be appropriate to again require a cash paytriewards the improvement
of parking facilities in the general vicinity ofaldevelopment site. As the cash-in-
lieu clause [clause 6.3(5)] is not being invokedtlis instance, the Council is
able to determine the amount of the cash paymehbuti being constrained by
the “formula” prescribed in that clause. Council & have plans to expand the
supply of public parking bays in the general vitginof the development site...,
noting that if the proposed development is approwvetl parking bays less than
the required amount, the proposed development gootientially place increased
stress on existing parking facilities. The previoleash-in-lieu’ payments
contributed to the City’s construction of the feliag works:
* The construction of 45 bays in Comer reserve, asmbdrom Melville
Parade;
 The resurfacing and remarking of those parking badjacent the
Broadwater Pagoda located on Comer Street;
« The formalization of parking bays located in Ertee$t; and
 The widening of Melville Parade to accommodate toees parking,
resulting in a net increase of 10 bays.”
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In examining the previously granted 18 bay (41 eetrvariation, it is noted that the
current application has similarities to the pregiapplication, albeit a larger variation
in percentage, as discussed below.

(i) Car Parking Requirements

Based upon the previous planning approval, anctdoradance with the requirements
of Table 6 of TPS6, the approved Showroom land nespiired 4 bays and the
approved Café / Restaurant land use required %4 &ra the Site, a total of 11.4 car
parking bays. The proposed removal of these usksmate a surplus of a total of
11.4 bay, for use by the proposed office use.

In accordance with the requirements of Table 6 BE®, the required number of car
bays for the proposed office use is 20.2. With Thys already assigned for this use,
there is an additional shortfall of 8.8 bays rouho# to 9 bays (44 percent), as per
the table below.

Industry - Service, Office, Shop (by Zoning; TPS6)
Land Use GFA (sq.m) | Rate | Required | Proposed Shortfall Complies?
N-Centre Comm 404.0 0.050 20.20 11.4 9 I 43.6% No

Therefore the proposed development does not comyty the car parking
requirement in Table 6 of TPS6.

(iii) Discretionary Provisions- cl. 6.3.4

Council has discretionary power under clause 6B #IPS6 to approve the proposed
car parking, if Council is satisfied that all reqaments of that clause have been met.
In this instance, it is recommended that the pregdasar parking be approved subject
to conditions, as the Applicant has satisfied thy @ relation to the following
requirements of that clause (emphasis added):

(@) The Council is satisfied that the proposed nemab bays is sufficient, having
regard to thepeak parking demand for different uses on the development
site.

In support of this application, the Applicant hasyided a car parking survey, as seen
in Attachment 10.3.1(c) In summary:
* The survey was recently carried-out over 2 daysd{week and non-school
holidays);
» Three surveys were completed per day (during nowoaking hours);
» 140 car parking bays were identified in the studyagand
* On average, 97 bays were vacant (69 percent).

This survey was referred to the Manager of Infragtire Services, who supported the
results provided by the survey, subject to a cdaowlitrelating to developer
contributions for car parking [refer to Consultaticsection andAttachment
10.3.1(d).

(iii) Discretionary Provisions- cl7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under clause 708 IPS6 to approve the proposed
car parking, if Council is satisfied that all reggments of that clause have been met.
In this instance, it is recommended that the pregdasar parking be approved subject
to conditions, as the Applicant has satisfied thy @ relation to the following
requirements of that clause:
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(&) Orderly and proper planning and amenity ofitivality

In terms of amenity, the corner of Melville Paraded Eric Street is
predominantly non-residential land uses, whichlass sensitive to the level of
activity than the proposed land use of Office.

(b) Adverse effect upon occupiers/users of the ldpweent/precinct
It is considered that this application is uniqueaton in terms of the effect upon
occupiers or users of the development and predicthe following reasons. The
Site:
0] Is on a street corner,
(ii) Is opposite two parks and a freeway; and
(iii) Is not vulnerable to ‘retail creep’ (i.e. thgradual spread of
intensive land uses) like Preston Street for examgid
(iv) The car parking in the road reservations atbtinese parks are
likely to be used outside of office working houmsdatherefore
become available during the hours of operationtfar proposed
land use. In addition, this situation is permanasitthe park and
freeway reserves cannot be developed.

(c) Ohbjectives of the Scheme
For the objectives of the Scheme, please referetdic;ma Scheme Obijectives,
which are considered to have been satisfied.

In relation to community feedback, Council grantgecar parking variation of 41
percent in 2009. Since that time, the City has wonted 13 car bays in the road
reservation (at the expense of the Applicant); #mel City has not received any
complaints relating to car parking, congestionthieovise (see Consultation section).

In order to assist the Council in making this diecis the table below provides
background information by listing previous variaisothat have been granted by

Council.
Recent car parking variations granted by Council
2003 2009 2010 2011
2 £ 2 g
3 A = ©
g 5 = £
& = = © i g 2
= < < = S S =
S 5 o} 3 = B = ]
B == == = <3+ s T =
x S S © 3 © 3 23
- 2 w 2 0 2 S =5 c = S+
S8 8 |28 s |Es§ © s
Elirm'ss' 241 33 33 44 145 56 20
Proposed | 155 28 23 26 115 44 11.4
Variation | gg 5 10 18 30 12 9
(bays)
Variation
Lercenta 36% 15% 30% 41% 21% 21% 44%
ge)

(iv) Conclusion & Supporting Recommendation

The Site was previously granted an approval foixaaghland uses with an 18 bay (41
percent) variation. Once additional car parking sbayere constructed (at the
developer’'s expense), no complaints have beenvestéiy the City.
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)

The currently proposed land use results in an @it shortfall of 9 bays, and hence
does not comply with the car parking requiremenssgribed by Table 6 of the
Scheme.

The Applicant has now provided a car parking sunwdych suggests that there is an
oversupply of car parking bays in the immediateinig of the Site. The City’'s
Manager of Infrastructure Services agrees in-pplecivith the survey and general
situation in the locality, and recommends thategp’on the number of bays to be paid
at the land plus construction cost could be appligw balance of bays would be at
the lesser on-street rehabilitation / constructawst. Accordingly, Infrastructure
Services recommends that the cost to construdtabititate a street bay without the
provision for land would be in the order of $3,48€& bay; and the cost of land and
construction would be about $18,000 per bay.

As a result of the earlier development applicaté@proval in June 2009, 13 bays
within the road reserve were utilised to accoumttf® car parking shortfall for the
existing development on the subject site. The sumpevided by the applicant
indicates that vacant bays are still available wvithe road reserve for use by various
developments in the neighbourhood. A proportionttese vacant bays could be
assigned to the subject development. Officersmeeend that 2 additional bays in
the road reserve could be counted in favour okthigect development, and the cost to
construct / rehabilitate the remaining 7 parkingsat the rate of $3400 per bay,
which equates to $23,800 should be paid by theagpl/ owner.

It is also important to note that the location loktproposed development is unique,
being in close proximity of vacant bays availablghi the road reserve. Every

application is considered by the Council on itsitsett would not be appropriate for

developers to use the outcome or decision of {hydiGation as a precedent for other
developments in the City.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6

In considering the application, the Council is riegg to have due regard to, and may
impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 1.6 of TPS6, which are, in
the opinion of the Council, relevant to the progbsievelopment. Of the 12 listed

matters, the following are particularly relevanttih@ current application and require
careful consideration (considered not to compligaid):

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed development is considered satisfastastation to all of these matters,
subject to the recommended conditions.
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(k)

Other Matters to be Considered by Council: Clase 7.5 of Town Planning

Scheme No. 6

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

impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in

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

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

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

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

The proposed development is considered satisfastaslation to all of these matters,

subject to the recommended conditions.

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forgiraposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 ‘Consultatimr Planning Proposals’.
Under the ‘Area 1’ consultation method, individpabperty owners, occupiers and/or
strata bodies at No. 5 and Lot 50 Eric Street, Nth Melville Parade and Nos 1 & 7
Mary Street were invited to inspect the plans andsubmit comments during a
minimum 14-day period.

During the advertising period, a total of 13 cotetihn notices were sent and nil
submissions were received. In addition, the Citg hat received any complaints
regarding this site prior to this planning applicat

Internal Administration
Comments were invited from Engineering InfrastruetiBervices of the City’'s
administration.

The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure section wastédvto comment on car
parking and traffic issues generated from the psajpowhich is found in
Attachment 10.3.1(d) This section raises no objections subject talitmms and

has provided the following comments in summation:

“It should be noted that in the absence of any ‘mmmies of scale” the
estimated cost to construct a single parallel pagkibay (with half aisle
provision) excluding any land component would b®ub$3,000 / bay.
Allowing conservatively for the land value to beO8Y square metre the
overall cost of land and bay would be about $18,000

64



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 JUNE 2011

The Scheme enables the City to accept paymerdurofi parking on site for
the construction of parking in the near vicinitin view of the very generous
concession given for the earlier development (ielhel the “contribution”
was approximately $43,000 plus landscaping for agsh, an amount more
closely resembling the actual cost should be agpfiethis instance.”

Arguably, rather than discourage redevelopment @p*con the number of
bays to be paid at the land plus construction aastld be applied while the
balance would be at the lesser on-street rehalbidite/ construction cost.”

Accordingly, and in light of the concluding commemrovided in the section on car
parking, planning conditions and important notegehaeen recommended.

Council Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments have been provided elsewhere in this tieparelation to the various provisions
of the Scheme, the R-Codes and Council policiegrevhelevant.

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed Office is observed to be a land us¢ i compatible to the existing
developments within the neighbourhood. It is aleosidered that the development enhances
sustainability by providing opportunities for lodalsinesses and employment.

Conclusion

A significant variation is being sought in relatitmthe shortfall of car parking bays required
for this development. There are numerous vacant bagilable in the immediate vicinity,
and as discussed in the report, a proportion afeth@cant bays could be assigned to the
subject development. Officers recommend that iitemh to the 13 bays accounted for in
the road reserve under the previous applicatioditiadal 2 bays in the road reserve could
be counted in favour of the subject developmerd, the cost to construct / rehabilitate the
remaining 7 parking bays at the rate of $3400 psr; lvhich equate to $23,800 should be
paid by the applicant / owner..

It is considered that the proposal meets all otklrvant Scheme, R-Codes and Council
Policy objectives and provisions, and it will ncdve a detrimental impact on adjoining
residential neighbours and streetscape. Providedt ttonditions are applied as
recommended, it is considered that the applicationuld be conditionally approved.
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IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions of @&y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemihis application for planning approval for a Charof Use
(from Café / Restaurant and Showroom) to OfficeLob 51 (No. 123) Melville Parade,
Como,be approvedsubject to:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Standard Conditions
661 expiry of approval

Specific Conditions

() Having regard to Clause 7.8 (1) and Clauseg(B)®f Town Planning Scheme
No. 6, the Applicant shall pay to the Council alcgaayment of $23,800.00
towards the estimated cost of constructing andhiétaing parking bays
within the road reserve.

Standard Advice Notes

700A building licence required 790  minor variations-lsepproval
700B signs licence required 795B appeal rights- couwtegiision
706  applicant to resolve issues

Specific Advice Notes
Nil.

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.3.2 Review of a condition of approval for an appved Home Occupation. Lot
222 (No. 30) Kardan Circuit Karawara.

Location: Lot 222 (No. 30) Kardan Circuit Karawara

Applicant: Mr C K Chum

Lodgement Date: 24 March 2011

File Ref: 11.2010.294 KA2/30

Date: 2 June 2011

Author: Mr Adrian Ortega, Planning Officer, Developnt Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt and Community
Services

Summary

To consider a request from the applicant / ownethefSingle House on Lot 222 (No. 30)
Kardan Circuit Karawara, for a review of a conditiof planning approval, granted under
delegated authority, that restricts the numberlieht visits relating to a Home Occupation
(Chinese medicine) granted on 6 July 2010. Theitiondstates as follows:

(1) The number of client visits to the premisedighat exceed two (2) per day, or ten
(10) per week.

The owner has requested permission for the numbelienmt visits to be increased to 6 per
day. Based upon comments received from neighbouniggl consultation, and associated
information provided in the report, the officerscoemmend that client numbers not be
increased, and maintained as previously approved.

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Decision to delete or amend the condition of | Subclause (6) of Clause 7.9 “Determination of Applications
planning approval; or revoke the approval for Planning Approval” of TPS6
Background
Details of the subject site are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R20
Lot area 571 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres

This report includes the following attachments:

» Attachment 10.3.2(a) Photographs of the subject site and surrounds

« Attachment 10.3.2(b) Applicant’'s email dated 4 July 2010, prior to the
grant of approval

« Attachment 10.3.2(c) Planning Approval and the site plan

e Attachment 10.3.2(d) Applicant’s letter dated 21 March 2011 requesting

the review of condition, and a petition in suppafrt
the application

e Attachment 10.3.2(e) A petition lodged by neighbours against the
application
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The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriescgbed in the Delegation:

1.

Neighbour comments

In considering any application, the assigned detegahall fully consider any

comments made by any affected land owner or occupgéore determining the

application.

Amenity impact

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

In view of the comments received from the adjoinipgoperty owners during the
consultation period and opposing comments frompttoperty owner, City Officers are of
the view that the associated condition should rtamended and the restriction on the
number of client visits per week should be mairgdias approved.

Comment

(@)

Background

Following complaints from adjoining property ownerghich were pursued by the
City's Compliance Officer, the property owner lodgan application with the City in
June 2010, for a retrospective Home Occupation @n2P2 (No. 30) Kardan Circuit
Karawara. Following neighbour consultation and aseasment of the application, a
conditional approval was granted on 6 July 20A@tachment 10.3.2(c)is the
associated planning approval. Conditions that beeiwved to be relevant to this report
and consideration by the Council are identifiecbtel

“(1) The number of client visits to the premisealshot exceed two (2) per day
or ten (10) per week.

(2) The hours of operation being limited to 10:00ar8:00pm from Monday to
Saturday.
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(b)

(©)

3) Attention is drawn to clause 7.9 (6)(a) of ToRianning Scheme No. 6,
which states that if Council is of the opinion thlaé Home Occupation is
causing a nuisance or annoyance to neighbours atherwise having an
adverse effect on the residents or amenities oéropitoperties in the
neighbourhood, Council may revoke the Planning Apalr and thereafter
the business activities must cease.

(5) All car parking is to be on site, no on-streztr parking for clients is
permitted. The designated car parking area labelfeaht driveway A’ on
the approved plan shall be permanently retainedsibmin accordance with
the requirements of clause 6.3 (11) of Town PlagiSoheme No. 6.”

The following important note was also placed whiefers to the written confirmation
and agreement by the owner to adhere to the limiclent visits, referred to as
Attachment 10.3.2(h):

“(1) Attention is drawn to previous email corresplamce between the applicant
and assessing planning officer, in which the applicindicated that if
conditional planning approval was granted, the riggments of condition
number 1 would be met and complied with.”

In February 2011, after seven months of approvaé City started receiving

complaints in relation to the breach of conditioakating to the operating hours and
number of client visits to the Home Occupation.b&guently, on 24 March 2011,
the property owner lodged a request with the Gityd review of Condition 1 of the

Planning Approval and removal of the restrictiomtonber of client visits.

The Subject Site and its surrounds:

The subject site currently features a Single Howbéch has an approval to operate a
Home OccupationAttachment 10.3.2(a)is photographs of the existing development.
The dwelling has its frontage to Kardan Circuitteonorth, and has secondary street
access from Condil Court to its east, as seenAftachment 10.3.2(a) The
neighbourhood comprises single residential devetsgm

Description of the Proposal and associated TP$Bovisions:

The proposal requests increasing the number oftalisits per day from 2 to 6, which
will result in 36 client visits over the week, iaatl of the approved 10 visits. The
Applicant’s letter, Attachment 10.3.2(d), providiails in this regard.

The City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) presithe definition for a Home
Occupation.

Only the portions of the definition that are relemaito this report have been stated
below:

“Home Occupation :means an occupation carried out in a dwelling or land

around a dwelling by an occupier of the dwellingahh

(b) will not cause injury to or adversely affelsetamenity of the neighbourhood;

() in relation to vehicles and parking, does mesult in the requirement for a
greater number of parking facilities than normatgquired for a Single House
or an increase in traffic volume in the neighbowtp does not involve the
presence, use or calling of a vehicle more thaworiné tare weight, and does
not include provision for the fuelling, repair oramtenance of motor vehicles;
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(d)

The comments received from the adjoining propewyers during the consultation
period, which are covered under the Consultatictiae below, provide an indication
of the adverse amenity impact of the home occupatio the neighbourhood. City
Officers are of the view that an amendment to thr@ved restriction on the number
of client visits per week will be detrimental fdret neighbourhood. In essence, Home
Occupations are businesses which are intendedhierage low levels of traffic within
a residential neighbourhood, thus blending withrgsdential amenity. It is suitable
for larger businesses of a similar kind to opeeteConsulting Rooms’ as listed in
TPS6, which is a discretionary use with consultatigthin Residential zone, and a
permitted use in commercial zones. It is considehed allowing 6 patients per day
will result in a similar scale operation to Consgt Rooms. Having a dwelling in
addition to a use of similar scale to ConsultingpRs on the same lot is unusual.
Therefore, the proposal is observed to conflicthwiPS6 provisions for a Home
Occupation.

Additionally, subclause 6 of Clause 7.9 of TPS6,08# as follows, permits amending
or revoking the planning approval:

“(a) If, at any time after the granting of planmjrapproval for a Home Occupation
or for an application for Student Housing, the Coilirs of the opinion that the
development:

(i) has not been, or is not being, carried outotordance with -
(A) the planning approval,
(B) a condition of planning approval; or
(C) this Scheme;
(i) is causing, or has caused, a nuisance or aamee to neighbours or
owners or occupiers of land in the neighbourhoad; o
(iii) is having, or has had, an adverse effecttba residents or amenity of
other property in the neighbourhood,
the Council may give to the owner or occupier & firemises a notice in
writing requiring the owner or occupier, or bothjtkin the period specified in
the notice, to take or refrain from taking the actiset out in the notice.

(b) If the notice referred to in paragraph (a)net complied with within the period
specified in the notice, the Council may, withautHer notice to the owner or
occupier, amend or revoke the planning approval.”

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

In considering the application, the Council is rieggh to have due regard to matters
listed in Clause 1.6 of TPS6, which are, in thenapi of the Council, relevant to the
proposed development. Of the 24 listed matters,folewing are relevant to the
current application and require careful considerati

(@ Maintain the City's predominantly residentialbtacter and amenity; and
(g) Protect residential areas from the encroachnoéimappropriate uses.

Officers are of the view that the proposed amendmiirconflict with the above-stated
matters.
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(€)

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

In considering the application, the Council is rieggh to have due regard to matters
listed in clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in the @pirof the Council, relevant to the
proposed development. Of the 24 listed matters, fllowing are particularly
relevant to the current application and requireftdrconsideration:

(@) 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 planning

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality

(p) any social issues that have an effect on thenéynof the locality;

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

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

The proposed amendment to the approval is obsdovebnflict with all of these
matters.

Consultation

(@)

Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forgiraposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 ‘Consultatimr Planning Proposals’.
Under the ‘Area 1’ consultation method, individpabperty owners, occupiers and/or
strata bodies at Nos 37, 39, 41, 43, 28 and 32dfa@ircuit; 8 Brockmill Avenue and
3, 4, 5 and 6 Condil Court were invited to inspdoe proposal and to submit
comments during a 14-day period.

During the advertising period, a total of 11 coteibn notices were sent and 8
submissions were received, 0 in favour and 8 ag#isproposal. In addition to the
comments received during consultation, two petfiovere submitted, one by the
owner in support of the request [Attachment 108]2@nd the other submitted by
residents against the request [Attachment 10.3.2{&)ese petitions indicated 3
people in favour and 17 people against the proposal
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are summarised below.

Submitters’ Comments

Applicant's Comments

Officer’s Responses

Amenity related

The  neighbours  are
concerned that increased
traffic in the
neighbourhood due to
increased client visits, and

strangers frequently
visiting  the  subject
property will endanger

kids who play in the quiet
cul-de-sac on a regular
basis.

Neighbours,  specifically,
the one at No. 6 Condil
Circuit, go enter and exit
the street 8 to 10 times per
day. The proposal will
create lesser the traffic
than already exists.

Clients’ cars do no enter
the cul-de-sac  (Condil
Court) which is a public
road. There are 2 parks
across Kardan Circuit for
kids and their parents to

play.

The additional client visits may increase
traffic movement in Condil Circuit, in
addition to ftraffic generated by the
residents. Adding more traffic will not
assist.

Children should be supervised when
they play in the streets which are
designed for cars. TPS6 defines Home
Occupation as a use that does not result
in an increase in traffic volume, than
normally expected in a residential
development. All comments are noted.

The home occupation has
resulted in anti-social
behaviour in the street
and has had a detrimental
impact on the amenity of
the neighbourhood.
Multiple neighbours have
witnessed such incidents.

Anti-social  behaviour is
being  generated by
neighbours. The young
man (the client) reacted
angrily to the neighbours,
as the angry neighbours
approached him in the first
instance.

Condition 3 of the Planning Approval
states that if the Home Occupation is
causing a nuisance, or is negatively
impacting the amenity of the
neighbourhood then Council can revoke
the Planning

Residents are concerned
that medicine and cash
kept on the premises
might  invite  criminal
activity into the area.

There are no signs on the
property to indicate this is a
Chinese Medicine home
occupation. There is very
little cash payment
involved, most payments
are made online.

The applicant’s comments are upheld.

Clients to the subject
premises have previously
parked on neighbours’
properties, used their
water taps and allowed
their pets to use the
neighbours’ lawn as a
toilet.

Such an incident has
happened once, and the
client was apologetic for
the mistake.

It appears that the incident may have
occurred due to lack of parking space on
the street whereby one of the clients
decided to use the neighbour’s driveway
for parking vehicle.

Neighbours are concerned
about surveillance
cameras directed at their
properties and public open
space, particularly with
children playing in these
areas.

The police have examined
the recordings three times
to assist them in some
cases Wwhen locals are
fighting. The cameras were
initially installed because
building materials were
stolen when we were
building this house.

This is not relevant to the proposal.
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Parking related

The increased traffic will
disturb the peace in the
neighbourhood and take
away the limited street
parking  available  to
residents of the cul-de-
sac. Clients to the home
occupation tend to park in
the street, and in some
cases, block access to
Condil Court. Parking on
the verges will damage
the lawns and reticulation.

My clients do not park on
the street. They park on my
driveway accessed from
Kardan Circuit, and not
Condil Court. Neighbours
and their Vvisitors are
sometimes observed to
park on my lawn and cause
the damage.

The on-site parking bay, approved for
use for the home occupation, is off
Kardan Circuit. Kardan Circuit being a
busier street than Condil Circuit, it
appears that when this on-site parking
bay is occupied, the clients for the next
scheduled appointment prefer to parks
on the verge along Condil Court. Both
parties are blaming one another in
relation to damage occurring from such
parking. Approving an increase in the
number of clients will result in such
matters arising on a more frequent basis.
Submitter's and applicant’s comments
are noted.

The  residents  have
experienced obstruction to
their ~ driveways  and

crossovers as a result of
irresponsible parking by
clients to the home
occupation.

My clients have not
obstructed Condil Court
over the past 11 months.
This has only happened on
a few occasions, where the
clients have been
apologetic.

It is foreseeable that 6 client visits per
day within a 5 hours period will result in
clients having to wait while the previous
appointment finishes. Additionally, Condil
Court is a small cul-de-sac street serving
6 dwellings, with little space for street
parking. The applicant admits that there
have been problems in the past.
Increasing the number of visitors may
exacerbate the amenity impact.
Submitters’ comments are upheld.

The owner of the subject
property has not been
operating in accordance
with the conditions of
planning approval, and
has been attending to
more than 2 clients per
day.

The neighbours have a
misunderstanding of the
number of clients / patients
who are treated each day.
Many of them are very ill
and are accompanied by
carers or family members
for assistance, hence the
perceived increase in
number.

In light of the several concerns about the
number of client visits to these premises,
and the level of care required for some
very ill clients, it appears that such an
occupation would be more suitable for
location in a non-residential area.
Submitter's and applicant's comments
are noted.

Council Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments in relation to the applicable TPS6 prowsihave been provided elsewhere in
this report.

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implicationsttee City.

Strategic Implications

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

The initial approval granted for the subject honteupation endeavoured to achieve a
balance between the social needs of the residenteineighbourhood, and financial needs
of the subject property owner, who was thinkingsemi-retirement [refer to Attachment
10.3.2(a)]. Further, the owner was satisfied whb tondition restricting the number of
client visits. However, the officers observe thia¢ requested increase in the number of
client visits has a potential to affect the amenityhe neighbourhood.

Conclusion

Based upon the information discussed in the repanich provides an indication of the
adverse amenity impact of the home occupation em#ighbourhood, City Officers are of
the view that an increase in the number of cligsits/per week will conflict with the intent

of TPS6 provisions for a Home Occupation, and has a piaetot have a detrimental impact
on adjoining residential neighbourhood. Accordingtiie officers recommend that the
request for a review of the condition to allow &t visits per day be refused by Council.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM AND COUNCIL DECISION 10.3.2 |

That, with respect to the applicant’s request fomeendment to the condition of approval

to permit an increase in the number of client sigit the premises from a maximum of 2 per

day to 6 per day, and maximum of 10 per week tp&6wveek on Lot 222 (No. 30) Kardan

Circuit, Karawara, the applicant be advised thatr@d is not prepared to approve the

amendment, for the following reasons:

€))] having regard to the intent of the Home Ocdopatefinition in TPS6 which
requires that this use does not result in an iserea traffic volume to the
neighbourhood, the proposed increase will result significant increase in traffic
volume in the neighbourhood; and

(b) the applicant previously agreed to limit theminer of clients to 2 per day and no
more than 10 per week. This was a pivotal reasogy approval for the home
occupation was granted under delegated authorjipraéving the increase in client
visits will adversely impact upon the amenity of theighbourhood.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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104

10.5

10.6

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

‘10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - May 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 13 June 2011

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

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

The attachments to this financial performance repog part of a comprehensive suite of
reports that have been acknowledged by the Depattofie.ocal Government and the City's
auditors as reflecting best practice in financggarting.

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 orgdnisalt structure, reporting lines and
accountability mechanisms inherent within that cice is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iffiemation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detaileddinkne information supplied to the
City’s departmental managers to enable them to tootiie financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their confFbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publi$twethe Annual Budget.

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

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaB8dnrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be identdéied 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 othesdewariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.

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

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

Reviews.

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

A monthly Statement of Financial Position detailithge 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 alsovigled. 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.

Comment

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

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

* Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenud Bmxpenditure 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 MovementsAttachment 10.6.1(6) (Aland10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting StatemenAttachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 31 May 2011 is $41.23M whéghesents 101% of the $40.98M year
to date budget. Revenue performance is close tgdiwgkpectations overall - although there
are some individual line item differences. Meterkpgg is in line with budget expectations

but infringements revenue lag budget by 9%. Interegenues remain slightly ahead of
budget expectations - with earnings from both Mipaicand Reserve funds contributing to
the favourable variance. Interim rates revenueig very close to budget. Property enquiry
revenue remains below budget expectations due tedaced amount of property sale
activity in the area.

Despite an earlier downwards budget adjustmennritig and Building revenues are now
some 4% below budget expectations after a veryt gquggod since January. The planning
area shows a favourable monthly variance due todteipt of the fee for TPS Amendment
No 28. Collier Park Village revenue is slightly alddeof budget expectations whilst the
Collier Park Hostel revenue remains significandydurable even after an upwards revision
to budget expectations - although a modest dowrsvadjlistment is anticipated following
an external review of the commonwealth subsidiedf Gourse revenue is now 2% below
budget target - after the budget figure was revidednwards in the last Budget Review.
Infrastructure Services revenue is largely on budgmost areas. Transfer station entry fees
are now ahead of budget. Additional contributiam&nhgineering Infrastructure from MRD
for drainage / gross pollutant trap cleaning afeatfby higher costs for the same activity.
Comment on the specific items contributing to tlaeéances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant Variancegttachment 10.6.1(5).
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Operating Expenditure to 31 May 2011 is $36.22Malutiepresents 99% of the year to date
budget. Operating Expenditure is 3% under budgahé Administration area, 1% over
budget in the Infrastructure Services area and 3%dew budget for the golf course.
Operating expenses in most administration areasclase to budget other than salary
savings from staff vacancies and favourable (nah)céming differences on depreciation
for the new building which will reverse out whendl project costs are capitalised in June.
A number of earlier timing differences reversed iouMay with the YTD costs back in line
with budget expectations.

Management interventions associated with the parigitenance and streetscapes areas
appear to have resulted in actual costs fallingeatioin line with budget expectations. Plant
use recoveries will require further adjustment imel Timing differences on drainage
maintenance and street sweeping have now reveféaste management costs are close to
budget expectations as is Golf Course expendituréth only minor timing differences
being evident.

There are several budgeted (but vacant) staff ipositacross the organisation that are
presently being recruited for. The salaries budigeiuding temporary staff where they are
being used to cover vacanciés currently around 2.3% 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 Variancestachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $3.10M at 31 Maynaga year to date budget of $2.80M.
The major factor contributing to this variance @m& unbudgeted environmental works
grant funding revenue that can only be claimed befolr the works are completed. This
will necessarily have to be carried forward intdl22012. Details of the capital revenue
variances may be found in the Schedule of Sigmifis&ariancesAttachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 31 May 2011 is $15.38M repnging 88% of the (revised) year to
date budget and 83.3% of the full year revised budafter the inclusion of $4.0M of carry
forward works). The major elements of the capitalgpam delivered to date are $6.73M for
progress claims on the Library & Community Facilppyoject and $6.56M on various
infrastructure projects.

The table reflecting capital expenditure progresssws the year to date budget by
directorate is presented below. Comments on speeiiments of the capital expenditure
program and variances disclosed therein are prdvidemonthly from the October
management accounts onwards.

Table 1 - Capital Expenditure by Directorate

Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget | Total Budget
CEO Office 160,000 40,802 26% 190,000
* Library & Community Facility 6,287,000 6,280,330 99% 6,287,000
Financial & Information Services * 1,037,000 1,045,341 101% 1,152,000
Planning & Community Services 1,019,660 593,034 42% 1,051,100
Infrastructure Services 7,688,961 6,257,317 81% 8,053,961
Waste Management 240,000 317,694 132% 245,000
Golf Course 672,000 679,308 101% 687,000
UGP 380,000 170,628 55% 800,000
Total 17,484,621 15,384,454 88% 18,466,061

* Financial and Information Services is responsibletfie Library and Community Facility
project.
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Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahanformation 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
This report is in accordance with the requiremeotsthe Section 6.4 of thé.ocal
Government Acand Local Government Financial Management Reguic84.

Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable 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’ dimensiosudtainability by promoting accountability
for resource use through a historical reportingpefformance - emphasising pro-active
identification and response to apparent financaiances. Furthermore, through the City
exercising disciplined financial management pragtiand responsible forward financial
planning, we can ensure that the consequences dihancial decisions are sustainable into
the future.

‘OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10 .6.1 |

That ....

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

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

(c) the Schedule of Movements between the Adopteih&nded Budget provided as
Attachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)be received;

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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\10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anbebtors at 31 May 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 12 June 2011

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

This report presents to Council a statement sunsmarithe 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 acrosanfinal institutions.

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

Background

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

In order to discharge accountability for the exseadf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbeaimalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as funds held in ‘cash backed’ Reserves. Amicant holdings of money market
instruments are involved, an analysis of cash hgklishowing the relative levels of
investment with each financial institution is ajgovided.

Statistics on the spread of investments to divensgk provide an effective tool by which
Council can monitor the prudence and effectiveng#s which these delegations are being
exercised.

Data comparing actual investment performance wihchmarks 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 afstanding 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 trendst tihhay impact on future cash flows.

Comment

(a) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $36.63M ($37.97M lasinth) compare favourably to
$35.67M at the equivalent stage of last year. Reskmds are $4.00M higher than
the level they were at for the same time last yaaflecting $3.1M higher holdings
of cash backed reserves to support refundable maieghe CPV & CPH. The
Future Building Projects Reserve is $1.3M more thaMay 2010 as funds have
been applied to the Library & Community facilitygpect but new funds are now
being accumulated towards the Manning Hub projebe UGP Reserve is $0.3M
higher. The Sustainability and Information TechmgidReserves are each $0.3M
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(b)

higher whilst the River Wall Reserve is $0.2M high®ther Reserve balances are
also modestly higher when compared to last yeae Fature Municipal Works
Reserve is $0.5M lower and Waste Management Reder$®.7M lower. The
CPGC Reserve is also $0.4M lower as funds areeppti the Island Nine project.

Municipal funds are $3.04M lower which reflects g cash outflows on the
Library & Community Facility project and major ilfstructure projects. Collections
from rates this year have remained strong and et@ally ahead of last year’'s
excellent performance. Our convenient and custofriendly payment methods,
supplemented by the Rates Early Payment Incentiize$?(with all prizes donated
by local businesses), have again proven very @fgeat having a positive effect on
our cash inflows.

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

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portfiglicontinually 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 avagdbr Municipal use currently sits at
$5.57M (compared to $5.89M last month) It was $BI6 the equivalent time in
2009/2010Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at tmoand was $35.09M
compared to $35.25M 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@edn deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are nateotly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysisiefdcomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 98.6% of the dsrare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

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

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

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

Total interest revenues (received and accruedjhimryear to date total $2.14M -
well up from $1.67M at the same time last year.sTiasult is attributable to the
higher interest rates available during the year laigtier levels of cash holdings -
particularly Reserves.

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

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

investment opportunities as well as recognising @otgntial adverse impact on the
budget closing position. Throughout the year, wédakance the portfolio between
short and longer term investments to ensure treaiCity 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 financisiruments for the year to date is
5.64% with the anticipated weighted average yigldnwvestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.66% (compared with 5.71% last monthisTs as a result of some longer
term maturities being finalised and reinvested $morter terms to meet cash
management needs. At-call cash deposits used amdmaldaily operational cash
needs still provide a modest return of only 4.50%0nehanged since the November
2010 Reserve Bank decision on interest rates.

Major Debtor Classifications

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

(i) Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatiet to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of May 2011 (atter t
due date for the final instalment) represent 97d3%ates levied compared to 96.9%
at the equivalent stage of the previous year.

This provides convincing evidence of the good atanege of the rating strategy and
communication approach used by the City in develpghe 2010/2011 Annual
Budget and the range of appropriate, convenientugied friendly payment methods
offered by the City. Combined with the Rates EdpPlgyment Incentive Scheme
(generously sponsored by local businesses) thesee harovided strong
encouragement for ratepayers - as evidenced bstitieg collections to date.

This good collection result has been supported adtnatively throughout the year
by timely and efficient follow up actions by thetf s Rates Officer to ensure that
our good collections record is maintained. This vedkected in the City reaching its
KP1 of 95% rates collected some 3 months before ged - and bettering last year’'s
overall collection result before year end.
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(i) General Debtors

General debtors (excluding UGP debtors) stand at4$2 at month end ($1.67M
last year) ($1.06M last month). The major changeshie composition of the
outstanding debtors’ balances are the GST Rece&&0l.15M higher), sundry and
balance date debtors ($0.40M higher) and outstangiarking infringements
($0.10M lower). Grant funding invoiced to Swan Rivieust and Main Roads for
environmental projects (yet to be undertaken) actofor almost all of the $0.40M
increase in sundry debtors.

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

The majority of the outstanding amounts are govemirand semi government
grants or rebates (other than infringements) - asdsuch, they are considered
collectible and represent a timing issue rathen gy risk of default.

(iif) Underground Power

Of the $6.74M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustnts), some $6.18M was
collected by 31 May with approximately 81.5% ofghan the affected area electing
to pay in full and a further 17.8% opting to payibgtalments. The remaining 0.7%
(15 properties) represents properties that areutgpbilling amounts. Final notices
were issued and these amounts have been pursuexktésnal debt collection
agencies as they have not been satisfactorily adeldein a timely manner. As a
result of these actions, legal proceedings wergitubsd in relation to three
outstanding debts (Jan & Feb 2011 hearings - twee Isnce been settled). Two
other paid in full, 8 have commenced a payment plath2 others are yet to reach a
satisfactory arrangement and may be escalatedtteeflaction.

Collections in full continue to be better than ectee 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 Chargenbialments continue to be
subject to interest charges which accrue on thstanding balances (as advised on
the initial UGP notice). It is important to recogaithat this isiot an interest charge
on the UGP service charge - but rather is an istecharge on the funding
accommodation provided by the City’s instalmentmagt plan (like what would
occur on a bank loan). The City encourages ratepagethe affected area to make
other arrangements to pay the UGP charges - bist if required, providing an
instalment payment arrangement to assist the naep@ncluding the specified
interest component on the outstanding balance).
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Consultation
This financial report is prepared to provide eviderof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst digihg our accountability to our
ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

The financial implications of this report are agewin part (a) to (c) of the Comment
section of the report. Overall, the conclusion banrdrawn that appropriate and responsible
measures are in place to protect the City’'s firamessets and to ensure the collectability of
debts.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10 .6.2
That Council receives the 31 May 2011 StatementFofds, 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: 10 June 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 authofitgl¢gation DC602) between 1 May 2011
and 31 May 2011 is presented to Council for infdrama

Background

Local Government Financial Management Regulationrédduires a local government to
develop procedures to ensure the proper approdahaiorisation 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 aighdrpurchasing approval limits for

individual officers. These processes and theiriapfpbn are subjected to detailed scrutiny
by the City's auditors each year during the conaddi¢che annual audit.

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

Payments in the attached listing are supporteddagivers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers asttie receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @wling 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 theuteés 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 accouittabilayments 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 Craditmber 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 paymeradglidting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrntapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterffe permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records oftbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

Details of payments made by direct credit to emgdopank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thporefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees whigldiagct 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 Advaaoeunt - whereby each fund had to
periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasurers Advance dwat.

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

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide fin@hcdnformation to Council and the

administration and to provide evidence of the soaisd 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 Inedipproval and Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing buggevisions.

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM AND COUNCIL DECISION 10 .6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of M&@12 as detailed in the report of the
Director of Financial and Information Servicégtachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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| 10.6.4  Use of the Common Seal

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 8 June 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@mn Seal.

Background

At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting thédldwing resolution was adopted:
“That Council receive a monthly report as part of éhAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common,3isting seal number; date sealed;
department; meeting date / item number and reasondse.”

Comment
Clause 21.1 of the City’'s Standing Orders Local L2007 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper ugeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to reaoalregister:

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

(i) the nature of the document; and

(iii)  the parties described in the document to \White common seal was affixed.

Register

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

May 2011

Nature of Document Parties Date Seal Affixed
Surrender of Lease CPV CoSP and Gregory George Buchanan 5 May 2011
Deed of agreement to lease CPV CoSP and Patricia Ann Kelly 5 May 2011
Lease CPV CoSP and Patricia Ann Kelly 5 May 2011
Deed of agreement to lease CPV CoSP and Martha Teresa Edwards 13 May 2011
Lease CPV CoSP and Martha Teresa Edwards 13 May 2011
Resident Agreement (Collier Park | CoSP and Mrs Evelyn Lillian Hamilton 16 May 2011
Hostel)
Resident Agreement (Collier Park | CoSP and Mrs Galina Martyn 16 May 2011
Hostel)
Resident Agreement (Collier Park | CoSP and Mrs Norma Allanson 19 May 2011
Hostel)
Lease CPV CoSP and Betty Joyce Hillier 30 May 2011
Lease / deed of Lease CPV CoSP and Edward Paul Cogan 31 May 2011
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Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local La&¥02 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 respondhe community’s vision and deliver on
its service promises in a sustainable manner.

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

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10 .6.4 |

That the report on the use of the Common Seah®ntonth of May 2011 be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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[10.6.5 Applications for Planning Approval Determinel Under Delegated Authority |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 1 June 2011

Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Sersice

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

The purpose of this report is to advise Councilagplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thetmohMay 2011.

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 delegatéubaity rather than at Council meetings.
This report provides information relating to thepkgations dealt with under delegated
authority.

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme N&O. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City officersrahation 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 May 2011, forty-four (44) dempinent applications were determined
under delegated authority, as listed in Attiachment 10.6.5

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

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

Strategic Implications

The report is aligned to Strategic Direction 6 “@mance” within the Council’'s Strategic
Plan. Strategic Direction 6 is expressed in thiw¥dhg terms:

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

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 .6.5 |
That the report and\ttachment 10.6.5relating to delegated determination of planning
applications during the month of May 2011, be reeei

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.6.6 Disposal of Lots 165 and 602 (No. 15) andtkdl66 and 600) (no. 17) Alsto
Avenue, Como.

=]

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LP/209/22

Date: 10 June 2011

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance and Adstiation

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Acting Chief Exetive Officer

This report recommends that the Council resolvdispose of surplus Lots 165 and 602
(No.15) and Lots 166 and 600 (No.17) Alston AvenQemo by private treaty or auction,
with the Council delegating authority to the CHiefecutive Officer to negotiate the sale and
execute the relevant transfer of land documentatohject to the sale value not being less
than the licensed market valuation.

Background
The City owns the following lots freehold:
= Lots 165 and 602 (No.15) Alston Avenue Como
- Lot 165 on Plan 3352 Volume 2229 Folio 429
- Lot 602 on Diagram 98490 Volume 2171 Folio 68 (atdjm closed right of way)

= Lots 166 and 600 (No.17) Alston Avenue Como
- Lot 166 on Plan 3352 Volume 647 Folio 58
- Lot 600 on Diagram 98490 Volume 2171 Folio 66 (adjm closed right of way)

Lot 166 (No. 17) is occupied by the building forfgensed as a Child Health Clinic and
presently used by the South Perth Historical Spaeta short term lease for meeting and
storage purposes. Lot 165 is presently used by tmo Kindergarten until approximately
August 2011, at which time it will relocate to ti@mo Primary School in line with
Department of Education policy.

These parcels of land are no longer used for theicified purpose and are considered
surplus to the City’s operational and strategiainements. In line with the City’s Strategic
Plan 2010-2015 and Corporate Plan 2010/2011, thei€iproposing to dispose of these
parcels of land with the proceeds proposed to kesl ue fund other strategic priority
community facilities and services. It was previgudetermined that the City would
maximise the sale proceeds from the proposed digpoby disposing of the parcels of land
as residential zoned land, and therefore a schenemd@dment process was commenced in
2010.
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ALSTON AVENUE

Lot LOT 166
600 17 ALSTON AVE
101m2 1012m2
LatT
6d2 LOT 165

15 ALSTON AVE
491h2

advod 343HONO0gv

The Council resolved in July 2010 to initiate Amemaht No. 22 to the Town Planning
Scheme No. 6 excising Lots 165 (No0.15) and 166 IRoAlston Avenue Como from the
Public Purposes (‘Kindergarten’ and ‘Clinic’) Regerand including these two lots in the
residential zone with a density coding of R20/3Fllowing consideration of submissions
received during the Scheme Amendment statutory ultaton process, the Council
resolved to adopt the proposed Scheme Amendm@&eéember 2010.

TPS6 Amendment zoning Residential R20/30
and density coding
Lot areas Lot 165: 1012 sqg. m, plus an additional 52 sq. m allocated to this lot
following the closure of Right-of-Way No. 78 in 1999.
Lot 166: 1012 sg. m, plus an additional 101 sq. m allocated to this lot
following the closure of Right-of-Way No. 78 in 1999.
Building Height Limit 7.0 metres
Description Lot 165: Kindergarten
Lot 166: Disused Child Health Clinic (currently used for storage)
Development potential R20 density: 2 Single Houses or Grouped Dwellings on each lot
R30 density: 3 Single Houses or Grouped Dwellings on each lot

The Minister for Planning on 8 March 2011 gazetfedendment No. 22 to the City of
South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6, excisintg 165 (No.15) and 166 (No.17)
Alston Avenue, Como from the Public Purposes (‘Krgarten’ and ‘Clinic’) Reserve
including these lots in the residential zone wittheasity coding of R20/30.

Comment

The proposed disposition of Lots 165 and 602 (Npatf Lots 166 and 600 (No.17) Alston
Avenue, Como is in alignment with the City’s Stgite Plan 2010-2015 and Corporate
Plans 2010-2011 and 2011-2012. Initiative 3.1.thefCorporate Plan iSAmendment No.
22 Town Planning Scheme No. 6 — rezoning Como Caitynkiindergarten and Child
Health Clinic for residential developméntvith a view to disposition.

In accordance with statutory requirements, the Gliffained a licensed market valuation in

April 2011 from local valuer Garmony Property Coltants. Thisconfidential market
valuation assesses the parcels of land on an "amdhkisive of the rights of way and
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indicates that the parcels of land are very mallet&esidential’ lots that will attract
considerable interest and significant returns fa@ €Council despite the existing property
market conditions. The City also sourced markatiatabns on the parcels of land from three
local real estate agents, all of which are consistgth the licensed market valuation.
Given the complexities and response times requirdand transactions, it is recommended
that the Council delegate the Chief Executive @ffiauthority to negotiate the sale of the
land, with the market valuation to be used as amim basis for any proposed sale.

The City has sourced a number of submissions apthisals from local real estate agents
with the Chief Executive Officer proposing to engamd authorise a real estate agent under
delegated authority to act and auction land on lbaifathe City. The submissions all
recommend that the City would maximise the saleegpaind outcome through an intensive
four week marketing campaign followed by a publiction with both parcels of land sold
individually.

Consultation
The Scheme Amendment for Lots 165 and 602 (No.1f) leots 166 and 600 (No.17)
Alston Avenue, Como was the subject of Council respim July 2010 and December 2010.

There has also been significant community congoltatin respect to the Scheme
Amendment and Business Plan for the proposed digpo®f Lots 165 and 602 (No.15)
and Lots 166 and 600 (No.17) Alston Avenue, Combhe Scheme Amendment statutory
consultation process occurred from 5 October 261®tNovember 2010.

In accordance with Section 3.59 of the Local Gowent Act 1995, the City prepared a
Business Plan at Attachment 10.6.6 and gave stafe-wublic notice via The West
Australian newspaper (16 April 2011) and local publotice via the Southern Gazette
newspaper (19 April 2011) and placed notices onGitg's website advising of the major
land transaction and inviting public submissions doperiod of six weeks, 16 April 2011
through to 30 May 2011.

There was limited community interest during the sdtation period, with only 2
submissions received after the closing of submmssion 30 May 2011 (registered on 31
May 2011). Both submissions recommended that the &hould be maintained for some
form of commercial child care service given theiled provision of services presently
within the City. The points raised in the submissiocare discussed in the table of
submissions which is attachment 10.6.6 (b).

The City has previously recognised that there alienged number of child care service
operators within the City and significant commurdgmand for further child care operators
and the comments in the submissions and deputdimres confirmed this. Cognisant of the
increasing younger child demographic within theyCihe City is of the view that it could
alleviate some of the community demand by utilisiegcess funds over the current
budgetary demands from the proposed land salethéodevelopment of more affordable
Council land for a future child care centre (rdfeancial implications for further detail).

Policy and Legislative Implications

The City is proposing to dispose of the parceléanfl by private treaty or auction, with a

real estate agent to act on behalf of the City aftls Perth. Section 3.58 of th®cal

Government Act 1998etails the process and requirements for dispasfipgoperty:

(@ to the highest bidder at public auction; or

(b) to the person who at the public tender callgdtte City, makes what is, in the
opinion of the City, the most acceptable tendergtivler or not it is the highest
tender; or

(c) by private treaty, as long as before agreeindispose of the property by private
treaty, it gives local public notice of the propdsisposition.
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Section 3.59 of théocal Government Act 199%etails the process governilgpmmercial
enterprisesby local governmentsincluding 'Major Land Transactions’ worth moreath
$1,000,000, where a business plan is required torégared for public consultation. The
City has prepared and widely advertised a Busir®lss incorporating the following
statutory requirements:

» Expected effect on the provision of services andifes by the City;

» Expected effect on other persons providing sendcesfacilities in the district;

» Expected financial effect on the City;

» Expected effect on the City’s Plan for the Futuned

 the ability of the City to manage the undertaking.

In accordance with the City’s procurement proceslufeur local real estate agents were
requested to submit an appraisal and quotatiothBodisposal of No. 15 and No.17 Alston
Avenue, Como. Acton, Esze Berryman and Soco Redlipyrovided submissions to the City
with the fourth not providing a submission.

Based on Garmony Property Consultant’s confidentiatket valuation, Esze Berryman
(inclusive of commission and marketing) provide@ tlowest and most comprehensive
guotation. Esze Berryman is a very reputable ambwned real estate agency with Tom
Esze presently the state’s number one auctionegentEsze Berryman’s quotation and
their outstanding reputation, it is proposed thsteEBerryman be engaged to conduct the
auctions on behalf of the City.

Financial Implications

The City has an obligation to maintain its assetebeafficiently whilst also ensuring that it

appropriately and efficiently funds service delivéws the community. The City’s long term

Financial Strategic Plan and 2011/2012 Budget ples/for projected revenue of $2M from

the sale of the two parcels of land. The City’gotive in disposing of the parcels of land is
to rationalise its assets whilst obtaining the mmaxin financial return for the land with the

proceeds to be used to fund capital works. Iniqdar, the 2011/2012 budget designated
an amount of $2M from the proposed land sale fdumal the Manning Hub development.

The City has received licensed valuation advice tira land in question is very marketable
and the City would maximise sale proceeds withm $2M to $3M range by disposing of
the parcels of land as residential. The placihg caveat on any proposed sale restricting
the usage to a child care centre would signifigargtiuce the sales revenue.

As previously mentioned, the City recognises tlntred is a need for further child care
centres services within the City. The City is mreipg that any sale proceeds in excess of
$2M be quarantined in a Reserve to fund the irstalt of aqua cells on an identified
drainage sump site within the City which could lbeerted to a satisfactory land parcel
that could be made available for the purposes dfl dare facility. The City would then
decide on an appropriate method of leasing ormggeline land for the exclusive use of a
child care centre.

The costs associated with the proposed dispositidh total approximately $50,000,
including real estate agent fees, marketing fegmlIfees, and any associated statutory fees.
Strategic Implications

The recommendation to dispose of is Lots 165 ar@2l ®@.15) and Lots 166 and 600
(No.17) Alston Avenue, Como is consistent with #880-2015 Strategic Plan - Direction
6.4 — Governance “develop and sustain appropriate human, financialsset and
technological resource capacity to deliver the piites set out in the Strategic Plan”.
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Sustainability Implications
The proposal to dispose of Lots 165 and 602 (Noah®l) Lots 166 and 600 (No.17) Alston
Avenue, Como will strengthen the financial vialyilgf the City of South Perth.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.6

That Council....
€)] resolves to dispose of:
0] Lot 165 (No. 15) Alston Avenue and the adjomihot 602 by
auction or private treaty;
(ii) Lot 166 (No.17) Alston Avenue and the adjoigihot 600 by
auction or private treaty; and
(b) resolves to delegate authority to the Chiefdatige Office to:
0] authorise Esze Berryman to auction land on betidghe City;
(i) negotiate the sale of the land, subject todffer not being less than
the licensed market valuation; and
(i)  delegate authority to the Chief Executive Offr to execute the
relevant documentation associated with the salanof.

DECLARATION OF INTEREST AFFECTING IMPARTIALITY

Mayor Best advised that a Declaration of InteAgfecting Impartiality had been received
from Councillor Lawrance, which read:

“In accordance with the Local Government (RulesCohduct) 2007, | declare an interest
affecting impatrtiality as my husband is employedagzart time sales agent for one of the
unsuccessful bidding real estate agents, Soco yReHiftis will not preclude me from
participating in debate and voting on this matteit @ not a financial interest.”

MOTION
Moved Cr Ozsdolay, Sec Cr Cala

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OFLARIFICATION

Councillor Ozsdolay opening for the Motion

* Important part of the City’s long term planningn@ 2004)

» The City needs more day care facilities

» The asset is surplus to the City's needs and ismuitised

* Not disposing of the property will be detrimentalthe City’s finance.

Councillor Cala for the Motion
» Site was rezoned for disposal a year ago
» The Department of Local Government will not lookdarably upon a change of mind

AMENDED MOTION
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Doherty

That the officer recommendation be amended to dlecthe following Part (c):

(c) With the proceeds of this sale, allocate nes lthan $500,000 to be made available
for the development of other alienated, unusednoletused land, such as sumps and other
open spaces, so as to gain additional Day CareuthSPerth. Remaining funds from the
land sale are to be allocated for Manning Hub retigament.

Councillor Best opening for the Motion

» This disposal will allow facilitation of more chilcare

» The City will gain value from underutilised land

» Funds will be switched between assets to allovadisy point
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Councillor Doherty for the Motion

» This disposal allows a win-win situation for Mangitub and service provision to
families and children

* We won't provide childcare, but instead facilitéte

* The value of the would be less than if it were goldpurposes other than residential

Grayden against the Motion

» The City has not explored the alternatives to diapo

» The City has not explored alternative uses forstte

» Alternative would be to defer for more investigatio

* Manning Hub won't be jeopardised by not disposimg tand
» Foreshadowed alternative motion if lost

Councillor Lawrance point of clarificatior If the amendment goes through, what impact
will this have on the Strategic Financial Plan &aanced Budget?

Director Finance and Information Serviceouncillor Best's amendment is similar to the
recommendation. The forward projection in the 20012 budget indicates a requirement
for $2M to the Manning Hub Project. If the land’tstisposed, there will be a $2M hole in
the budget. This is not impossible to fix but Cdlnould have

Mayor Best point of clarificatior- Where was the money from the proposed Kindezgart
going to go?

Director Finance and Information Services The $600,000 transferred into Building
Reserves for future enhancement of George Burmisute Centre.

Councillor Ozsdolay point of clarification As Chief Financial Officer are you comfortable
with the amendment.

Director Finance and Information Serviceswould be happy to make that change.

Councillor_Skinner point of clarificatior- Given that the money from the land disposal
would go into an Asset Enhancement Reserve, valiebe an immediate use of the money?

Director Finance and Information ServicesThere is a timeline for the Manning Hub
Project. Lead consultants will be appointed withimatter of weeks. Other costs include
road closures, undergrounding of power, land adipns community consultation and

design work.

Councillor Cala Against the Motion

» Officer’s report for both issues will be submittaida later time

« The amendment, while innovative, doesn’t need tamfopart of this item and
recommendations

» Disposal of property is a discussion for anothmeti

Councillor Hasleby against the Motion

» Linking the sale of this land with the provisionddfild care isn’t appropriate

* The used of unused land can be addressed as a wltieurse as a Public / Private
Partnership in the future

» more focus needs to be put on the eastern sidamfifg Highway and Manning Hub

Councillor Best closing for the Motion
» A family day care was approved last month, the demsa there
» Public / Private Partnership not allowed in the aicthe moment
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* The amended motion allows the City to go forwardhwianning Hub and plan for
facilitation of child care

Councillor Ozsdolay closing for the Substantive Mot
» Itis important to follow through on business plangn
» This is the best result for the City

The Mayor put the Amended Motion CARRIED/)

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10 .6.6 |

That Council....

€)] resolves to dispose of:

0] Lot 165 (No. 15) Alston Avenue and the adjomihot 602 by
auction or private treaty;

(ii) Lot 166 (No.17) Alston Avenue and the adjoigihot 600 by
auction or private treaty; and

(b) resolves to delegate authority to the Chiefdatige Office to:

(i) authorise Esze Berryman to auction land on Betighe City;

(i) negotiate the sale of the land, subject todffer not being less than
the licensed market valuation; and

(i)  delegate authority to the Chief Executive ©Offr to execute the
relevant documentation associated with the salanof.

(c) With the proceeds of this sale, allocate nss ldhan $500,000 to be made available
for the development of other alienated, unusechdetused land, such as sumps and
other open spaces, so as to gain additional Dag @aSouth Perth. Remaining
funds from the land sale are to be allocated fonitag Hub redevelopment.

CARRIED ABSOLUTE MAJORITY
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10.7 MATTERS REFERRED FROM AUDIT & GOVERNANCE COMMITEE MEETING

10.7.1 Audit and Governance Committee Recommendations fromCommittee
Meeting held 11 May 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/108

Date: 6 June 2011

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awiistration Manager
Summary

The purpose of this report is to enable Councitdasider recommendations arising from
the Audit and Governance Committee meeting heltiloMay 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 11 12@41 are aAttachment 10.7.1 The
background to the Committee’s recommendations, lwimicorporate the officer reports, are
set out in the Minutes.

The following items, considered by the Committegjuire a Council decision:
(@) Proposed Public Places and City Property Lbaal 2011

(b) Proposed Parking Local Law 2011

(c) Proposed Dog Local Law 2011

(d) Provision of Mayoral Vehicle

Comment

€)) Proposed Public Places and City Property Locdlaw 2011 (item 5.1 Audit
& Governance Committee)

Committee Recommendation
That....
(@) in accordance with s3.12(3)(a) and (3a) oflLtbeal Government Act 1995
the Council gives State wide and local public restating that:
0] it proposes to make a Public Places and CitypPBrty Local Law
2011, and a summary of its purpose and effect;
(i) copies of the proposed local laws(amendedinay be inspected at
the City’s offices;
(i)  submissions about the proposed local law rhaymade to the City
within a period of not less than 6 weeks afterrtbice is given; and
(b) the submissions from the statutory consultagp@miod be presented to
Council for consideration.

Comment

The proposed local law was ‘workshopped’ at a Cowreefing held on 12 April
2011 where tharaft local law was reviewed and modified to better gefflthe
City’s requirements. The proposed local law willpleee eight local laws,
simplifying the administration of a number of issukat the City deals with.
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(b)

The Audit and Governance Committee having reviewesl proposed local law
agreed to the following minor amendments, followingnich the Committee

recommends that Council now give state-wide pubditice it proposes to make a
Public Places and City Property Local Law.

Public Places Local Law
3.1 (i) (page 13)
(i) conduct-afunetiomn entertainment evendn City property;

5.14(b) (page 22)
(b) the facilities must not be used for the purpos&underingof clothing

or washing-ay-clethinger of other articles;

Proposed Parking Local Law 201]Item 5.2 Audit & Governance Committee)

Committee Recommendation
That....
(&) in accordance with s3.12(3)(a) and (3a) ofltbeal Government Act 1995
the Council gives State wide and local public regtating that:
0] it proposes to make a Parking Local Law, anduanmary of its
purpose and effect;
(i) copies of the proposed local law may be inspecat the City's
offices; and
(i)  submissions about the proposed local law rbaymade to the City
within a period of not less than 6 weeks afterribice is given;
(b) the submissions from the statutory consultatperiod be presented to
Council for consideration.

Comment

The City’s Parking Local Law has been the subjéskeuiew as part of the process
to review and update the entire City’s Local LalMse proposed Parking Local Law
2011 is based on the Western Australian Local Gowent Association (WALGA)
model local law and modified where appropriateutip the City’s requirements.

The proposed local law and related parking issueewonsidered in detail at a
number of internal workshops and a Council Brigfom 12 April 2011.

The Audit and Governance Committee having now weedethe proposed local law

recommends that Council give state-wide public a@otit proposes to make a
Parking Local Law.
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(€)

Proposed Dog Local Law(ltem 5.4 Audit & Governance Committee)

Committee Recommendation
That the Council....
(a) in accordance with s3.120f thecal Government Act 199adopt the Dog
Local Law 2011, subject to:
0] deletion of text boxes and notes in the versionbe officially
Gazetted; and
(i) various other amendments as ‘marked up’ ondttachment to the
officer report;
(b) after Gazettal, and in accordance with s3.18i@ local public notice:
0] stating the title of the local law;
(ii) summarizing the purpose and effect of the ldaw (as amended -
specifying the day on which it comes into opergtiamd
(i)  advising that copies of the local law may imspected or obtained
from the City Administration office; and
(© following Gazettal send a copy of the Dog Lotaw 2011 and a duly
completed explanatory memorandum signed by the Mayud Chief
Executive Officer to the Western Australian Parksntary Joint Standing
Committee on Delegated Legislation.

Comment

The originally proposed Dog Local Law was adoptedtiie Council for public
consultation in August 2010 followed by an extendedhsultation period and a
further report to Council in November 2010. Givtre considerable community
interest in the proposed local law, Council resdlve December 2010 to hold a
public forum in March 2011 to seek further commurfitgedback. The proposed
Dog Local Law 2011 has been amended following conitpdeedback.

The Audit and Governance Committee having reviewleel Dog Local Law
endorsed the following further Amendment and noworemends that Council
adopt the local law.

Amendment That the Dog Local Law be amended at Clause 4843 which are
dog exercise areas’ and in particular section j2i(lbead:(additions in bold italics)

(2) Subclause (1)dpg exercise areasjoes not apply to:
(b) any areavithin 5 metres of the edge of playing fieltdeing used for
organised sporting or other activities, as permitted by tbeal
government, during the times of such use;
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(d) Provision of Mayoral Vehicle (Item 5.5 Audit & Governance Committee)

Officer/Committee Recommendation

That....

(@) revised Policy P667 “Member Entitlements” -theiut reference to the
Member Vehicle - contained at Attachment 5.5¢ad Policy P649
“Mayoral Vehicle” at Attachment 5.5(b) be adopted; and

(b) with effect from 1 July 2011 the Mayor's Allowee be increased to the
maximum figure of $60,000 which takes into accoant allowance for
reimbursement of private mileage and normal CPlreiase that has
occurred during the past 12 months; and

(c) the Department of Local Government be adviskdt tthe City is
disappointed that proper consultation has not eeduwith respect to this
amendment and that in the Councils’ view there faremore important
legislative changes that warrant priority.

Comment

The Local Government Act Administration Regulatiohave recently been
amended in relation to the provision of the Maydrfahicle and as a consequence
the Council’s policy needs to be changed to retleetnew Legislative requirements
which requires reimbursement of private mileage.

The Audit and Governance Committee having reviethedpolicy recommends that
Council...
» adoptsrevisedPolicy P667 “Member Entitlements” (without refece
to the Mayoral Vehicle) and new Policy P649 “Maydrahicle”; and
» increases the Mayor’'s Allowance to the maximum rggof $60,000
which takes into account an allowance for reimbwesgt of private
mileage.

Consultation

Section 3.12(3) of théocal Government Act 199%%®quires the local government to give
State-wide public notice stating that the local @ovnent proposes to make a local law the
purpose and effect of which is summarised in thé&cao

If adopted by Council, State wide and local pubiitice will be given seeking public
comment for a period of at least 6 weeks and capiade available to interested persons to
inspect. The City will also advertise via its wabshoticeboards and local newspaper.

A copy of the proposed local law must also be pledi to the Minister for Local
Government.

The submissions will be brought back to Councildonsideration, after which it may make
the local law. If as a result of public commentggre are significant amendments to the
proposed local law, then the advertising processt micommence.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The report accurately records the policy and lagig implications of the matters contained
therein. The process required to be used when iagopt amending a local law is set out in
section 3.12 of theocal Government Act 1995.

Financial Implications
There will be some minor administrative expensemvolved in the initial implementation
of the proposed new local law.
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Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6.1 tded 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
This report is aligned to the City’s sustainabibtyategy and policies.

| OFFICER AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.7.1 |

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends Glowedopt the following
recommendations of the Committee Meeting held 1¥ RO 1:

That....
(A) Public Places and City Property Local Law 2011

That....
(a) in accordance with s3.12(3)(a) and (3a) oflLtbeal Government Act 1995
the Council gives State wide and local public restating that:
0] it proposes to make a Public Places and CitypPBrty Local Law
2011, and a summary of its purpose and effect;
(i) copies of the proposed local lavas( amendedpat Attachment
10.7.1(A)may be inspected at the City’s offices;
(i)  submissions about the proposed local law rhaymade to the City
within a period of not less than 6 weeks afterrtbice is given; and
(b) the submissions from the statutory consultagp@miod be presented to
Council for consideration.

(B) Proposed Parking Local Law 2011

That....
(&) in accordance with s3.12(3)(a) and (3a) ofltbeal Government Act 1995
the Council gives State wide and local public re8tating that:
0] It proposes to make a Parking Local Law, anguanmary of its
purpose and effect;
(i) copies of the proposed local law gttachment 10.7.1(B)may be
inspected at the City’s offices; and
(i)  submissions about the proposed local law rbaymade to the City
within a period of not less than 6 weeks afterribice is given;
(b) the submissions from the statutory consultatperiod be presented to
Council for consideration.

© Proposed Dog Local Law 2011

That Council....
(a) in accordance with s3.120f thecal Government Act 199adopt the Dog
Local Law 2011 aAttachment 10.7.1(C) subject to:
0] deletion of text boxes and notes in the versionbe officially
Gazetted; and
(ii) various other amendments as ‘marked up’ ondtiachment to the
officer report;
(b) after Gazettal, and in accordance with s3.18@ local public notice:
0] stating the title of the local law;
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(i) summarizing the purpose and effect of the Idae (as amended -
specifying the day on which it comes into opergtiamd

(i)  advising that copies of the local law may imspected or obtained
from the City Administration office; and

(c) following Gazettal send a copy of the Dog Lotaw 2011 and a duly

completed explanatory memorandum signed by the Mayul Chief

Executive Officer to the Western Australian Parkgntary Joint Standing

Committee on Delegated Legislation.

(D) Provision of Mayoral Vehicle

That....

€))] revised Policy P667 “Member Entitlements” -thwiut reference to the
Member Vehicle - contained a&ttachment 10.7.1(D)(1)and Policy
P649 “Mayoral Vehicle” atAttachment 10.7.1(D)(2)e adopted; and

(b) with effect from 1 July 2011 the Mayor’'s Allowee be increased to the
maximum figure of $60,000 which takes into accoant allowance for
reimbursement of private mileage and normal CPlrease that has
occurred during the past 12 months.

(c) the Department of Local Government be advishdt tthe City is
disappointed that proper consultation has not @eduwith respect to this
amendment and that in the Councils’ view there faremore important
legislative changes that warrant priority.

PURPOSE AND EFFECT OF PROPOSED LOCAL LAW ITEM 10.7
As required, the Mayor read aloud the purpose efett of the Public Places and
City Property Local Law:

The objective of this local law is to regulate tloare, control and management of
property of and under the care, control and managem of the City including
thoroughfares. Some City property is set aside fparticular uses, some activities
are allowed only under a permit or under a deterration, and others are restricted
or prohibited. The local law also establishes oftes for inappropriate behaviour
in or on City property.

As required, the Mayor read aloud the purpose effett of the Proposed Parking
Local Law:

the objective of this local law is to regulate thmarking of vehicles within the
district; and provide for the management and opeaoat of parking facilities under
the City’s care, control and management. A persoarking a vehicle within the
parking region is to comply with the provisions dfie Parking Local Law. he
Proposed Parking Local Law.

MOTION TO SPLIT THE RECOMMENDATION
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Doherty

The Mayor moved a motion to split the officer'scoenmendation into four
individual motions. CARRIED (13/0)
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OFFIC
ITEM

ER AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DE  CISION
10.7.1 (A)

Moved Cr Skinner, Sec Cr Grayden

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends Glowmbopt the following
recommendations of the Committee Meeting held 1¢ RO 1.

That....

(A)

Public Places and City Property Local Law 2011

That....
(a) in accordance with s3.12(3)(a) and (3a) oflLtbeal Government Act 1995

the Council gives State wide and local public restating that:

0] it proposes to make a Public Places and CitypPBrty Local Law
2011, and a summary of its purpose and effect;

(i) copies of the proposed local lavas( amendedpt Attachment
10.7.1(A)may be inspected at the City’s offices;

(i)  submissions about the proposed local law rhaymade to the City
within a period of not less than 6 weeks afterrtbgce is given; and

(b) the submissions from the statutory consultagp@miod be presented to

Council for consideration.
CARRIED (13/0)

ITEM

OFFICER AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DE CISION

10.7.1 (B)

Moved

Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Skinner

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends Glowmbopt the following
recommendations of the Committee Meeting held 1§ RGA1:

That....
(B)

Proposed Parking Local Law 2011

That....
(&) in accordance with s3.12(3)(a) and (3a) ofltbheal Government Act 1995

the Council gives State wide and local public r@8tating that:
0] It proposes to make a Parking Local Law, anduanmary of its

purpose and effect;
(ii) copies of the proposed local law dttachment 10.7.1(B)may be
inspected at the City’s offices; and
(i)  submissions about the proposed local law rhaymade to the City
within a period of not less than 6 weeks afterribice is given;
(b) the submissions from the statutory consultateriod be presented to
Council for consideration.

CARRIED (13/0)
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OFFICER AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND COUNCIL DE CISION
ITEM 10.7.1 (C)
Moved Cr Lawrance, Sec Cr Skinner

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends Glowmbopt the following
recommendations of the Committee Meeting held 1¢ RO 1.

That....
© Proposed Dog Local Law 2011

That Council....
(a) in accordance with s3.120f thecal Government Act 199adopt the Dog
Local Law 2011 aAttachment 10.7.1(C) subject to:
0] deletion of text boxes and notes in the versionbe officially
Gazetted; and
(ii) various other amendments as ‘marked up’ ondtiachment to the
officer report;
(b) after Gazettal, and in accordance with s3.1888 local public notice:
0] stating the title of the local law;

CARRIED ABSOLUTE MAJORITY

| OFFICER AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.7.1( D) |
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Lawrance

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends Glowmbopt the following
recommendations of the Committee Meeting held 1¢ R 1.

That....
(D) Provision of Mayoral Vehicle

That....

€))] revised Policy P667 “Member Entitlements” -thwiut reference to the
Member Vehicle - contained &ttachment 10.7.1(D)(1)and Policy
P649 “Mayoral Vehicle” atAttachment 10.7.1(D)(2)e adopted; and

(b) with effect from 1 July 2011 the Mayor’'s Allowee be increased to the
maximum figure of $60,000 which takes into accoant allowance for
reimbursement of private mileage and normal CPlrease that has
occurred during the past 12 months.

(c) the Department of Local Government be adviskdt tthe City is
disappointed that proper consultation has not eeduwith respect to this
amendment and that in the Councils’ view there faremore important
legislative changes that warrant priority.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OFLARIFICATION

Councillor Grayden opening for the Motion

» Simple recommendation to provide the Mayor with pemsation of vehicle
expenses

» No hesitation in proposing that Council this recoemahation be supported

* No additional benefit

Councillor Hasleby point of clarificatior As the item affects the Mayor, should the
Mayor be participating in the discussion?
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Mayor Best— There is a specific provision in thecal Government AdRegulations
that allow all elected members to discuss remuiteraind benefits.
Phil McQue— That is correct.

Councillor Ozsdolay against the Motion

* There has been a change in the rules and therbevdllcost to the Mayor

« Cost is undetermined, but in the order of petra arsmall contribution towards
servicing

» Strongly suggested that Council stick by the rdtallowance set 12 years ago,
which was resolved to be reviewed after two yeased on CPI increase

Councillor Cala for the Motion
» Demeaning for a Mayor to keep a log book
» Administration of this activity will cost the City

Mayor Best for the Motion

* Don’t mind keeping a log book

» The amount of administrative work required to compith Department of Local
Government (DLG) regulations hasn’'t been thougidubh

* Issue is Mayor’s salary is $60,000 (allowed in ltheal Government Apbut the
City has chosen to pay the current Mayor $50,008 plcar allowance.

* Amount paid to Mayor’s position is grossly undethaivhich makes it hard to
attract the right people in the future

Councillor Hasleby against the Motion

» If DLG make prescriptions, it's not the City’s p&ato buck the system
» CPlincrease shouldn’t form part of the officeraeuonendation

» Not so demeaning to keep a log book

FORESHADOWED MOTION
Councillor Hasleby Foreshadowed that he would nasvélternative Motion.

Councillor Ozsdolay point of clarification How long would it take to up a 12 week period
from log book entries?

Director of Finance and Information Service®©nus is on the Mayor to record the log book
entries for the twelve month period. | don't thimky answer would contribute any value to
the debate.

Councillor Grayden closing for the Motion

» Issue is the intent to reimburse the Mayor

» Trivial issue in the scheme of things

e Councillors should vote based on the issues ingblve

The Mayor Put the Motion LOST (3/10)

ALTERNATIVE MOTION
Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Burrows

That...
(a) revised Policy P667 “Member Entitlements” ithout

reference to the Member Vehicle - contained aa¢ktiment 10.7.1(D)(1) and
Policy P649 “Mayoral Vehicle” at Attachment 1AL{D)(2) be adopted; and
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(b) An agreement reflecting the principles of BpliP649 -
Mayoral Vehicle between the City and the Mayoreecuted within
14 days of adoption of the policy.
(© Consistent with ATO principles relating to FIBXgislation, a

logbook be maintained for a period of 12 weeksdtaldish the respective
proportions of private and business use of the amsdy vehicle .

(d) At the conclusion of the 2011/2012 year (antdsequent

years), the mayor reimburse the City for the pavase component on the
mayoral vehicle - and the mayoral allowance be idiately indexed by an

amount equal to the private use reimbursement @wehicle (providing that

the aggregate of the base allowance and indexedirdgmemains less than
the statutory maximum mayoral allowance.)

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OFLARIFICATION

Councillor Hasleby opening for the Motion

» Don't see keeping a log book as an issue

» The Alternative Motion is quite reasonable and reesoseveral elements from the
recommendation

Councillor Burrows for the Motion
* Log book means proper reporting procedures

AMENDMENT
Moved Mayor Best, Sec Cr Grayden

Mayor Best proposed that the Alternative Motionteamthe following part (e):

(e the Department of Local Government be advited the City is disappointed that
proper consultation has not occurred with respethis amendment and that in the
Councils’ view there are far more important ledisia changes that warrant priority.

Mayor Best opening for the Motion

* If DLG didn’'t consult on such a small issue, whall Wappen when Local Government
reform begins

* What other regulations are there that they hauetdtus about?

Councillor Grayden for the Motion
» Advising DLG of the City’s disappointment was agide at the Audit and Governance
Committee meeting

Councillor Hasleby closing for the Motion
* The issues raised have been well enunciated
» Seeking support for the Alternative Motion

The Mayor put the Amendment CARRIED §8/5
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[ COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.7.1 (D)

That...

(@) revised Policy P667 “Member Entitlements” ithout
reference to the Member Vehicle - contained aa¢ttment 10.7.1(D)(1) and
Policy P649 “Mayoral Vehicle” at Attachment 1A.{D)(2) be adopted; and

(b) An agreement reflecting the principles of BwliP649 -
Mayoral Vehicle between the City and the Mayorelyecuted within
14 days of adoption of the policy.
(© Consistent with ATO principles relating to FIBXgislation, a

logbook be maintained for a period of 12 weeksdtaldish the respective
proportions of private and business use of the amsdy vehicle .

(d) At the conclusion of the 2011/2012 year (anthsequent
years), the mayor reimburse the City for the pavase component on the
mayoral vehicle - and the mayoral allowance be idiately indexed by an
amount equal to the private use reimbursement @wehicle (providing that
the aggregate of the base allowance and indexedirgmemains less than
the statutory maximum mayoral allowance.)

CARRIED (12/1)

11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1 Request for Leave of Absence - Mayor Best

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colnbleetings for the period
7 — 15 July 2011 inclusive.

\11.1 Request for Leave of Absence - Councill@est |

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinteetings for the period
12-19 July 2011 inclusive.

11.1  Request for Leave of Absence - Councillbawrance |

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colnbleetings for the period
8-12 September 2011 inclusive.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.7.1 (D) |
Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That Leave of Absence be granted to:

* Mayor James Best for the period 7 — 15 July 20tlugive

» Councillor Best for the period 12 — 19 July 201dlusive

» Councillor Lawrance for the period 8 — 12 Septen#ti¥1 inclusive

CARRIED (13/0)
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12.

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

| 121 Royal Perth Golf Club Parking Richardson Regwe Car Park ...Cr Burrows |

MOTION

That, on a trial basis for 12 months (not duringast and public holidays) Royal Perth Golf Club
members be allowed to use the Richardson Resemvepark on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and
Thursdays as long as the member displays a valahiber Parking Pass’.

MEMBER COMMENT

Many of the members of Royal Perth Golf Club atepayers of the City who have been using the
Richardson Reserve Car park for years. Given tiecar park is generally empty during the times
above | believe it reasonable that members betahlse the car park as they have done in the past
for the three mornings. | believe we should be Ereg the positive impact clubs such as RPGC
has on the community from health benefits to a sa@isbelonging. Council should, | believe, be
promoting community involvement - something RPGG bhaen very good at doing — such as the
fund raising they have done over many years inighog such things such as community buses, etc.
Over th8e last 10 years, the 2 Charity days hdsyatie Club have raised $600,000.

In addition, the Club is involved in assisting &l West Australians and Australians in recent times
with donations being made to the Victorian and haydBush Fire Appeals, Queensland, Victorian
and Carnarvon Flood Appeals. The Club takes pridesupporting and being involved the
community at all levels.

CEO COMMENT
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d) of Standinge@yd.ocal Law 2007 the Acting Chief Executive
Officer comments as follows:

It is not recommended that the club members bengiree use of the carpark, taking into account
the following considerations:

The Royal Perth Golf Club (RPGC) has a long terasdewith the City. The lease of land involves
an area in excess of 30 hectares of prime rivent fpooperty. The Club currently pays a notional
amount of $10,000 in rent to the City pa. In additio operating largely rent free, the Club also
enjoys very low rates. Rates are not payable onahee of the land. Currently the RPGC only pays
rates of $18,500 which is related to the clubhous$gther local governments such as Melville
(Melville Glades) and Fremantle (Royal Fremantlk)have considerably higher leasing fees than
South Perth have with Royal Perth, even though RBgeth is more prestigious and internationally
recognised, with international tournaments etc.

The City has recently conducted a community wideesyiof parking in the area. A comprehensive
briefing on the review was conducted December 20t@ugh to January 2011 and a report (Iltem
10.0.3) was submitted to the Council in Februar§2@ouncil resolved to retain the status quo in
regard to car parking in the locality. In theibaussion in the survey RPGC requested an additional
50 bays (from the Richardson Street Car Park) égullar additional free parking. The Council
however, was satisfied with existing arrangementsrasolved to maintain the status quo.

The City has generously made available all lanéritherst Street for ‘sports club parking' at no cost
- without payment of rent, rates or fees. A tofal 85 parking bays are available for this purpdse.
addition, the Club has its own parking area whiak b capacity of 39 parking cars - resulting in a
total capacity of 164 bays. There is also a reapptoval to extend the club's car park which should
be implemented shortly. It is known that the crickad hockey clubs do not use the bays in the
mornings when the golfers use the car park. Théags are available for golf club purposes.

If 25 members take advantage of the free parkin@ fdays each week from 8.00am till 1.00pm for
50 weeks each year this amounts to an annual csionesf $28,125 to Club members of the Golf
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Club which approximates the value of the donatioasle to local community groups by the golf
club . Effectively the Council will be making theomhtion but the Golf Club would receive the
credit.

Parking charges apply from 8.00am at RichardsoeeSt€ar Park. The City has already agreed, in
May 2009, that no infringements will be issued ptm 9.00am in this area. This arrangement was
entered into to benefit the (very) early mornindgfgs and those who attend breakfast functions at
the Club. It is considered that the small parkieg of $1.50 per hour (after 9.00am) will not deter
members from participating in the club’s activities

The City has recently entered into a MOU with tHeGT which details parking arrangements over a
five year period. The need for permanent parkingsidar three days a week was never mentioned
by the Club. What the Operational Agreement does isathat when there is an approved
competition, the City agrees to provide additiopatking at no cost to the Club. This is because
many of these competitions are ‘charity days' amdl$ raised are largely distributed to South Perth
charities.

If a free parking arrangement is entered into It ereate a precedent for other sports clubs toemak
similar requests. There may be similar claimsdoncessions from members of the South Perth
Bowling Club who may want to park in nearby City garks free of charge where bays might be
available. Such a precedent could also be regasi¢éavouritism or bias by the general public.

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS

Mayor Best advised that a Declaration of Interefeding Impartiality had been received from
Councillor Lawrance, which read:

“In accordance with theocal Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulation¥2@&clare an interest
affecting impartiality as | am the Chairman and niition Coordinator for South Perth Learning
Centre, an association which is the recipient ohe-off donation from the Royal Perth Golf Club.
This will not preclude me from participating in @ and voting on this matter as it is not a
financial interest.

He then also advised that

Councillor Trent advised that he is a committee fpenof the South Perth Learning centre and
therefore would need to Declare an Interest Affectmpartiality. Mayor Best asked that the Acting
Minute Secretary forward a Declaration of Interedffecting Impartiality memorandum to
Councillor Trent for signing to that effect.

Councillor Ozsdolay advised that he is a board menob Southcare who has been the recipient of
funding from Royal Perth Golf Club and thereforewebneed to Declare an Interest Affecting
Impartiality. Mayor Best asked that the Acting MiewSecretary forward a Declaration of Interest
Affecting Impartiality memorandum to Councillor Qlrday for signing to that effect.

Councillor Doherty advised that he is a board mandfeSouthcare who has been the recipient of
funding from Royal Perth Golf Club and thereforewdbneed to Declare an Interest Affecting

Impartiality. Mayor Best asked that the Acting MieuSecretary forward a Declaration of Interest
Affecting Impartiality memorandum to Councillor Dety for signing to that effect.

Councillor Trent advised that he is a board mendfeBouthcare who has been the recipient of
funding from Royal Perth Golf Club and thereforewdbneed to Declare an Interest Affecting
Impartiality. Mayor Best asked that the Acting MiewSecretary forward a Declaration of Interest
Affecting Impartiality memorandum to Councillor tefor signing to that effect.

Mayor Best then read aloud a Declaration of Firelroterest from himself:
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“In accordance with thd.ocal Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulations72D@leclare a
‘Proximity Interest’ in Agenda Item 12.1 “Royal BeiGolf Club Parking — Richardson Reserve Car
Park” on the Agenda for the Ordinary Council megtio be held 28 June 2011 as | am an Honorary
Member of the Royal Perth Golf Club. As | have aterest in the Royal Perth Golf Club | believe
the issue of subsidised parking to members providegperception that | may not be impartial and
provides a legitimate basis for me to leave ther€dhamber during the discussion/debate on this
item at the Council Meeting on 28 June 2011”

MOTION TO SUSPEND STANDING ORDERS
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Best

The Mayor called a motion for a five minute meetiagess at 9:58pm.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Mayor Best left the chambers in accordance wittCigslaration of Interest.

MOTION TO RECONVENE STANDING ORDERS
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

Deputy Mayor Doherty called for a motion to resuime meeting at 10:05pm.
CARRIED (12/0)

MOTION
Moved Cr Burrows, Sec Cr Ozsdolay

That on a trial basis for 12 months (not duringosttor public holidays) Royal Perth Golf
Club members be allowed to use the Richardson Reser park on Tuesdays, Wednesdays
and Thursdays as long as the member displaysa ‘Wdimber Parking Pass’.

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF GQRIFICATION

Councillor Burrows of the Motion

» Adverse affect of previous Council decision to demmuters in the peninsula

« Approximately 700 of 1400 members reside in thg Cit

* Inresponse to CEO comment, member fees are mgbletthan golf club Melville

« No financial impact considering the car park engsyly in the morning and for most of the week

* Royal Perth Golf Club is an active member of oommunity, having maintained the reserve
and raised money for charity

» Issues with parking is deterring members from plgyi

* Female members have expressed safety concernskaigéar away from the club

Councillor Ozsdolay

¢ Club is an outstanding community member
» The City isn’t forgoing any revenue

* After 12 month trial, we will know the issues

Councillor Best against the Motion

» Shortage of free parking, not parking on the panas

e This is a direct benefit to members

» This decision may set a precedent that we can tout

*  What about the other sporting clubs in the area?

¢ Council must maintain our integrity and trust of oesidents
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Councillor Cala for the Motion
» Paid parking was to stop commuters, not as a revesising exercise
e Parking should be provided for people partakingdtivities within the City

Councillor Skinner for the Motion

¢ The City currently receives 8% of the potentialerewe

» The car park should be put to use — it is a comtpdacility
e Car park is often empty, which is a waste

Councillor Lawrance point of clarification Who will look after the trial and how many petsnvill
be issued?

Councillor Burrows- 6000 tickets are printed for daily use by normhbers. The club already keep
a register of numbered tickets, so rangers couiq ke eye on it.

Acting Chief Executive Office— There will be some amount of work by the Adntirsison
involved in measuring the trial. The motion doegmtipose any of the logistics of the trial.

Councillor Burrows— Abuse of the trial will be obvious to see, githat that not many people park
in the car park.

Councillor Lawrance point of clarification Has the club put together a commitment to mesathe
trial?

Councillor Burrows The club will encourage the car park only beduag an overflow.

Councillor Trent for the Motion
e Car park is unused
» No issues offering the car park to other commugityups in the peninsula

Deputy Mayor Doherty point of clarification Where do the Perth Zoo docents park?

Manager Governance and AdministratieDocents park at the Eastern end of the zoo &éyap of
the hill.

Deputy Mayor Doherty point of clarification Is there any parking arrangement with the Bogvlin
Club?

Manager Governance and Administratiotaken on notice.

Councillor Grayden for the Motion
» Cricket Club and Hockey Club use the car park dyfiee parking periods
* Number of club members parking aren’t thousandse-car park won't be full

Councillor Skinner point of clarificatior- While Western Australian Planning Commission are
building the approved extra car parking allocataijacent to the golf course, will the City need to
provide parking to the Club anyway?

Acting Chief Executive Office There has been an approval, but the implicatiwosld be the
responsibility of the Golf Club.

The Deputy Mayor put the Motion. CARRIEDD(2)

The Mayor re-entered the chamber at 10:29pm. CBondGrayden retired from the meeting at
10:30pm. Councillors Burrows and Cridland retireshi the meeting at 10:31pm.

110



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 JUNE 2011

13.

14.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS
13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Membergalen on Notice
Nil

13.2  Questions from Members

| 13.2.1 Strategic Financial Plan - Councillor Trent |
Was the Strategic Financial Plan put out to thelipdbr comment, and if so, how many
comments were received?

In the absence of the Director Finance, the questias taken on notice.

NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

The Mayor reported to Members that in accordanch Wilause 3.8 of the City’s Standing Orders as
follows:

In cases of extreme urgency or other special circstance, matters may, by motion of the person
presiding and by decision of the members presestrdised without notice and decided by the meeting.

COUNCIL DECISION — NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE ITEM 14
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Best

That Council accept the item of New Business ARRIED (10/0)

| 14.1 Council Dealings with Mr Lindsay Jamieson in elation to the 2007 Report of the Inquiry |
| hereby give notice that | intend to move the daling Motion of “New Business of an Urgent
Nature” at the Council Meeting held on 28 June 2011

MOTION

That Council determines that, in accordance withan@ing Orders Local Law Clause
6.7 (7) (a) that any questions of Council and icoagance Standing Order Local Law Clause 6.9 (2)
(b) requests for deputation associated with the7 2ZR6port of the Inquiry into the City of South
Perth shall not be responded to until such timara®fficers Report or Notice of Motion is tabled
for consideration at a future Ordinary Council Megt

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

¢ Resolution process has been proposed between Miestam Mayor and Chief Executive
Officer, which should hopefully bring about closure

« Deputy Chief Executive Officer and Acting Chief EEx¢ive Officer rejected by Mr Jamieson for
the meeting

e Council is unaware of the settlement between theJdmnieson and the Department of Local
Government

Councillor Doherty for the Motion

» Good faith needs to prevalil

¢ Understand Mr Jamieson’s frustration

* Mr Jamieson should have his say, but there areegagsues

* The meeting between Mr Jamieson, the Mayor andfE&xiecutive Officer needs to occur first
¢ Council is flying blind without knowing the Deparémt of Local Government decision
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Mayor Best for the Motion

* Meeting arrangement has been frustrating

¢ This Council does want to meet with Mr Jamieson

¢ Council needs to have a discussion about the kegss
» 2007 was a particularly difficult time for Council

¢ Not cutting opportunity to talk to Council

The Mayor put the Motion CARRIED (9/1)

15. MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC
15.1  Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.
Nil
15.2  Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madeublic.
Nil

16. CLOSURE
The meeting was closed 10:40pm.

17. RECORD OF VOTING
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ITEM 3.1 REFERS

South ‘erth

Mayors Activity Report - May 2011

Date

Tuesday, 31 May

Monday, 30 May

Friday, 27 May

Thursday, 26 May

Wednesday, 25 May

Tuesday, 24 May

Monday, 23 May

Friday, 20 May

Thursday, 19 May

Wednesday, 18 May

Activity

Kensington Community Engagement Focus Group - + Deputy Mayor
Cr Sue Doherty + Crs lan Hasleby, Pete Best, Travis Burrows, Les
Ozsdolay, Peter Howat, Kevin Trent.

Attend workshop: Inside Innovation and Making Innovation Happen
@ Institute of Public Administration

Attend Zoo Board meeting
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Swan Canning River Policy meeting with Melville Mayor, Russell
Aubrey & CEO Shane Silcox

Meeting on Sustaining Community Visioning with Helen Doran-Wu

Thanksgiving Community Leaders Breakfast with South Perth
Christian Churches Network + Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty + Crs
Betty Skinner, Kevin Trent, Pete Best

Meeting on LG commercial ventures + Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue
Doherty + CEO and Ray Davy, Conway Davy Pty Ltd

Attend South East Metro Zone meeting of WALGA + Cr Kevin Trent
Chair May Council meeting
Mayor/Acting CEO weekly meeting

Interview on Climate Commission “The Critical Decade” with
Beatrice Thomas - The West Australian

Present flowers for 100" birthday Mrs Joanne Heath @ McDougall
Park Aged Care

Attend WA Budget Briefing @ Institute of Public Administration WA
+ Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty

Attend John Curtin Leadership Academy presentation by Julie
Bishop keynote address

Interview and photo with Southern Gazette re tree restoration
program

Attend Clontarf Aboriginal College Opening of new BER facility

Chair briefing: Capital Projects Program/Rates Modelling/Financial
Projections

Host workshop: Cities as Water Supply Catchments Info Session @
WALGA
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Mayor/CEO weekly meeting
Tuesday, 17 May Chair May Agenda briefing

Attend workshop: Actionable Evaluation for Real World Decision
Makers @ Institute of Public Administration WA

Monday, 16 May Attend Pearse Ward's funeral on behalf of Council.

Speech “what does the future of South Perth hold?” at Combined
Como Probus Club

RPGC Charity Golf Day Discussion + Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue
Doherty and representatives Wilf Sontag & Peter Currall - RPGC

Saturday, 14 May Attend Amanda Young Meningococcal Foundation Charity Ball
Thursday, 12 May Attend Whole of LG Forum :LG in WA - Planning for Change + CEO
Wednesday, 11 May Attend Audit & Governance Committee Meeting

Meeting on OIld Mill concept meeting with Government architect +
Deputy Mayor Cr Sue Doherty + CEO

Chair JCLA Board meeting
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting + Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty

Monday 9 - Tuesday 10 May Attend Population WA Forum at Australian Institute of Urban Studies

+ CEO

Monday 9 May Attend Indigenous River Trails Launch of Report and DVD @
Aboriginal Land and Sea Council

Friday, 6 May Attend Cedric Wyatt MP presentation at Rob Riley Memorial Lecture
2011 @ Curtin University

Wednesday, 4 May Presentation on Swan Canning Policy Forum to Regional
Development Australia, Perth Advisory Committee

Tuesday, 3 May Chair April Council meeting.

Monday 2 May Conduct Citizenship Ceremony + Cr Kevin Trent

Monday 2 - Friday 6 May Attend Australian Institute of Company Directors Course
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Council Representatives’ Activity Report -

May 2011

December 2010

Monday, 30 May
Thursday, 26 May

Monday 23 - Wednesday 25
Wednesday, 25 May
Sunday, 22 May

Wednesday, 18 May
Monday, 16 May
Wednesday, 4 May

Wednesday, 4 May

Sunday, 1 May
1-5 May

Activity

Attend USA Memorial Day Service - Cr Kevin Trent

Open Arlington Community Engagement Focus Group - Deputy
Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty + Cr Peter Howat

Attend Local Government Managers Australia National Congress -
Cairns - Crs Travis Burrows, lan Hasleby + CEO

Open Seniors’ Safety Session @ CoSP - Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue
Doherty

Attend 7th Annual Symphony of Peace Prayers - Deputy Mayor, Cr
Sue Doherty

Open Simply Busting Conference - Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue Doherty
Attend Planning and Climate Change - Cr Pete Best

Chair Briefing - Land Development & related issues & Ward
Boundary Review.

Attend CEDA: Demographics & Social Change - Cr Pete Best

(Committee for Economic Development of Australia)
Open Australian Doctors for Africa Little Feet Walk - Cr Pete Best

Attend Mainstreet Conference - Adelaide - Deputy Mayor, Cr Sue
Doherty
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