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South Pert}

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the City of South Perth Council
held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 24 May 2011 at 7.00pm

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S
The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm and welcomesgtyone in attendance, in
particular Mike Kent as Acting CEO. He then paidpect to the Noongar peoples, past and
present, the traditional custodians of the landanee meeting on, and acknowledged their
deep feeling of attachment to country.

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

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER
3.1 Activities Report Mayor Best / Council Represetatives
Note: Mayor / Council Representatives Activities Repfot the month of April 2011
attached to the back of the Agenda.

3.2 Public Question Time
The Mayor advised the public gallery that ‘Publioeltion 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 ‘proced for question time’ and stated that it
is preferable that questions are received in advafthe Council Meetings in order for the
Administration to have time to prepare responses.

3.3 Audio Recording of Council meeting
The Mayor reported that the meeting is being awdanrded in accordance with Council
Policy P673 *“Audio Recording of Council Meetingahd Clause 6.16 of the Standing
Orders Local Law 2007 which statég person is not to use any electronic, visual or
vocal recording device or instrument to record theoceedings of the Council without the
permission of the Presiding Memberand stated that as Presiding 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
P Best

G Cridland

L P Ozsdolay
P Howat

R Grayden

B Skinner

S Doherty

K Trent, RFD

Officers:

Mr M Kent

Mr S Bell

Ms V Lummer
Ms D Gray

Mr R Kapur

Mr P McQue
Ms P Arevalo
Mr R Woodman
Mrs K Russell

Gallery

4.1 Apologies
Cr C Cala
Cr | Hasleby
Cr T Burrows
Mr C Frewing

Civic Ward

Como Beach Ward
Como Beach Ward
Manning Ward
McDougall Ward
Mill Point Ward
Mill Point Ward
Moresby Ward
Moresby Ward

Acting Chief Executive Office

Director Infrastructure Services

Director Development and CommunityvBess
Acting Director Financial and InformatiServices
Manager Development Services

Manager Governance and Administration
Marketing Officer

Corporate Projects Officer

Minute Secretary

There were 10 members of the public present amdrber of the press.

McDougall Ward - ill health

Civic Ward ) -
Manning Ward ) - LGMA Conference
Chief Executive Officer )

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

Nil
5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
Nil
6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
At the Council meeting held 3 May 2011 the follogiiquestion was taken on notice:

[6.1.1 Mr Chris Gorrill, 25/8 Darley Street, South Rerth |

Summary of Question

In relation to Amendment No. 25 - How much has iy spent on professional
consultants’ reports to support the case for intenisigh rise development in a South Perth
CBD in the guise of a station precinct?
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6.2

Summary of Response
A response was provided by the Chief Executive ¢effi by letter dated 6 May 2011, a
summary of which is as follows:

The planning in this precinct is not carried out o the guise or pretext of a station
precinct, rather is a genuine and proactive regpomghe future development of the train
station in this location.

Accordingly, the City, together with the (then) R&ment of Planning and Infrastructure
engaged the services of Syme Marmion & Co to uallerthe South Perth Rail Station
Precinct Study and produce the required plan. Qibepaid $40,000 towards this study.

The City has currently engaged the services ofrdillgy and Associates (Town Planners,
Advocates and subdivision designers) to run thecge® of the scheme amendment.
Consultants are required in this instance undem@ts policy P687 as there is land within
the precinct which is owned by the City. The afghis work is $65,000.

Public Question Time : 24.5.2011

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor stated that in accordance with theal Government Aategulations question
time would be limited to 15 minutes. He said thakesjions are to be in writing and
guestions received prior to this meeting will bevaered tonight, if possible or alternatively
may be taken on notice. Questions received in agivah 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 thenapPublic Question Time at 7.06pm.

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

[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 20@¥ declare a financial interest. The CEO

now has the Legal advice advising | did nothing mg@nd the recent document from the

Department of Local Government that was partialyled at the 03 May 2011 meeting that

advises they withdraw the caution issued against me

1. Does the CEO believe the condition from the repo September 2007there is no
information to support a conclusion that Cr Jamiesalid not act unlawfully” has now
been met?

2. The legal advice from McLeods in March 2007 addithe City to not pay municipal
funds based on the Motion, yet concluded that allir€il Member participants had a
financial interest to declare. Does the CEO billieve that advice, and the subsequent
report to Council is still correct?

3. The response at Agenda ltem 6.2.4 of the 03 @1 Council meeting indicates
information was made available to Council Membersrahe meal prior to the Council
meeting, but was not made available to the pubticto Council members not at the
meeting. Is this considered a suitable exampl@aP and Council openness, visibility
and accountability?
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4. On 03 May 2011 prior to the commencement of @oencil meeting | advised Mayor
Best verbally that | would accept a meeting wittnfand the CEO. Subsequently | sent
an emalil, left two voice messages, and had a pboneersation with Mayor Best with
the same message, yet | am still to have a mestihgduled. When will the Mayor or
his administrative assistant contact me to schesluheeting?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded that this is an ongoing mattech has been the subject of significant

correspondence between Mr Jamieson and the Cityhease questions are an extension of
that process. He further stated that under Stgn@iders s.6.7(7) part (a) that the questions
would be ‘taken as correspondence’ and that aemritesponse would be provided by the

Administration.

[6.2.2 Shelah Perrot, Residents’ Committee Collierd&k Village
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. Inregard to the application by Lifestreams &tmn Church for Amendment No. 26 to
the City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Ne- 6 s it the intention of this
Council to make a site visit to McNabb Loop befoomsidering submissions?

2. If this is not the intention of the Council aepent, will you please give consideration
to such a site visit?

3. Is the Council able to put any conditions on en€ept Plan before development
applications are lodged?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1. The City's Director Development and Communityrvi®es, the Strategic Urban
Planning Adviser and the Senior Strategic Plani@fficer all visited the site prior to
assessing the submissions. It is the prerogafivadividual Council Members as to
whether they wish to visit the site prior to th@duWouncil meeting to better familiarise
themselves with the locality.

2. As above.

3. It is the intention that Amendment No. 26 to ToRlanning Scheme No. 6 will be
framed in such a way that any additional develogmentitlements will be
performance-based. The proponent will need tsfyasi range of site-specific criteria
in order to "qualify" for the particular entitlemisnprovided for in the Amendment.
The particular provisions of the Scheme Amendmeatb&ing re-examined in light of
submissions received, and it is likely that somettef performance criteria will be
modified as a result of submissions.

It is not possible to impose actual conditions @f@lopment approval until such time as
a development application is received and fullyneixed, should Amendment No. 26
be approved by the Minister. However, it is pogstb identify particular development
issues which will need to be examined at the tinfeany future development
application.
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|6.2.3 Barrie Drake, Scenic Crescent, South Perth |
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

1. Is the house at No. 9 Lamb Street, south PeBlstarey house or a 2 storey house

with an attic?

What is the wall height of the house at No. thhéStreet, South Perth?

What is the minimum ceiling height of a mulisty house?

Is it acceptable to the City for a house to bi#t below natural ground level in order

to reduce the overall height ie to be built in #&ho the ground?

5. Has the Building Licence been issued for the heuse at No. 9 Lamb Street, South
Perth?

6. If the Mayor corresponds to Councillors and @O using the computer supplied
by the City do these emails form part of the Citgsords?

PN

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1-2.  As previously advised, please refer to therept Item 10.3.2 of the August 2010
Council meeting, which answers these questions.

3. Different types of rooms have different heigleguirements. Please check the
Building Codes of Australia 2011 Part 3.8.2
4, Dwellings built below natural ground level woulibt be desirable from the

streetscape perspective, and will adversely atfectamenity of the future residents
of the dwelling.

5. No.

6. Yes

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

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

7.1

MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 3 May 2011

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.1

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meetindche3 May 2011 be taken as read and
confirmed as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (10/0)

7.1.2 Audit and Governance Committee Meeting Heldl1.5. 2011

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.2

Moved Cr Doherty, Sec Cr Skinner

That the Minutes of the Audit and Governance CoreriMeeting Held 11 May 2011 be
received.
CARRIED (10/0)
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7.2 BRIEFINGS
The following Briefings which have taken place grhe last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to Couineblicy 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 Dgvelent’s“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on pulgtord.

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - April Ordinary Council Meeting, Feedback on Fiesta 2011
and an Update on the Old Mill Proposal - Held:19.£2011
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the April Council Agenda. TManager Community Culture
and Recreationprovided feedback on the Fiesta 2011 Event andhitect Garry
Lawrence gave a progress update on the Old Milgsal. Notes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum: South Perth Precinct AmendmestMeeting Held: 11.4.2011
Consultants, Allerding and Associates provided amrdew of the proposed
Scheme Amendment No. 25 for the South Perth St&rmecinct. The Consultant
and City Officers responded to questions raisethbyElected Members.

Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAischment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum - Review Public Places and Citiyroperty, Parking and Dogs
Local Laws - Meeting Held: 12.4.2011
Consultant, Chris Liversage provided backgroundrimition on the review of the
local laws and Phil McQue facilitated a workshop tbe Public Places and City
Property Local Law. The Consultant and City Offsceesponded to questions
raised by the Elected Members.
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAischment 7.2.3.

7.2.4 Concept Forum — Budget Overview/Capital Inittives Meeting Held: 27.4.2011
The Director Financial and Information Servicesvyiled a presentation on the
Budget and Capital Initiatives. Elected Membersedi questions and points of
clarification which were responded to by officeates from the Concept Briefing
are included aéttachment 7.2.4.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.2.1TO 7.2.4 |
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Howat

That the comments and attached Notes under Itedik 0. 7.2.4 on Council Briefings held
since the last Ordinary Council Meeting be noted.

(CARRIED 10/0)

8. PRESENTATIONS

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

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




MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 MAY 2011

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 Held17 May 2011
A Deputation in relation to Agenda Items 10.3.1 vesrd at the May Council
Agenda Briefing held on 17 May 2011.

8.3.2 Request for Deputation — Mr Lindsay Jamiesos former Councillor
Request received from Mr Jamieson on 17 May 20tk f®eputation to Address
Council’, at its meeting on 24 May, on Agenda It8m of the March 2011 Council
Meeting.

MOTION TO ACCEPT DEPUTATION

The Mayor referred to concerns in relation to cdkmaiting a meeting between the
Mayor, CEO and Mr Jamieson and asked that Mr Jamipsovide some clarity in
relation to identifying the issues to be discussed the outcome hoped to be
achieved. He then called for a Motion in suppdrivio Jamieson’s request for a
‘Deputation to Address Council’ on Item 3.4 of tdarch 2011 Council Meeting.

ICOUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.3.2 |

There was no Motion put forward by Members at [&&12. LAPSED

Deputations Closed
The Mayor closed Deputations at 7.15pm

| 8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS |
Nil

| 8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS |
Nil

9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS
The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exoeptf the item identified to be withdrawn for
discussion that the remaining reports, including afficer recommendations, would be adopted en
bloc, ie all together. He then sought confirmatimm the Acting Chief Executive Officer that all
the report items had been discussed at the Ageridfrig held on 17 May 2011.

The Acting Chief Executive Officer confirmed thhi¢ was correct.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS
The following item was withdrawn for discussion:
e Item 10.3.3

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 9.0 - EN BLOC RESOLUTION
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the officer recommendations in relation to Agg Items 10.0.1, 10.0.2, 10.3.1, 10.3.2, 10.3.4,
10.3.5,10.4.1, 10.6.1, 10.6.2, 10.6.3, 10.6.4.5010.6.6 be carried en bloc.
CARRIED (10/0)

10
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10.

REPORTS

10.0

MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Karoo Street, South Perth - Request For TimRestricted Parking (Petition
referred February 2011 Council Meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Virginia Limberg (Petitioner)

File Ref: LE/101

Date: 20 April 2011

Author: Paul Edwards, Traffic and Design Cooadian
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell Director Infrastture Services
Summary

At the Ordinary Council meeting held 22 FebruarylP0a petition was ‘tabled’ from
Ms Virginia Limberg of 3 Karoo Street, South Perthhe petition requested that the City
implement 2 hour time restricted parking in Kardme8t, from Onslow Street to Labouchere
Road, between the hours of 8:30am to 4:30pm, Mota&yiday.

This report details the investigation undertakerCity Officers and recommends to Council

that:

* hour time restricted parking, between the hour3.00 am to 4.00 pm Monday to Friday,
be implemented on the southern side of Karoo Stiesiveen Labouchere Road and
Onslow Street;

» the "No Standing” zones at the intersection of Kafireet and Labouchere Road be
extended and formally marked to improve sight liraesl

 the petitioners be advised of the Council’s dedcisio

Background

At Council's 22 February 2011 ordinary meeting &tms was received from Ms Virginia
Limberg of 3 Karoo Street, South Perth, togethéhwieven signatures. The petition read
“We, the residents of Karoo Street from Onslow Steekabouchere Road, respectfully request
that the parking regulations there be changed fromrestricted parking’ to 2 hour parking
from the hours of 8.30am to 4.30pm Monday througthaly.”

Since implementation of time restricted ticket pagkin the vicinity of Richardson Park,
commuters have tended to migrate into the locaektdrto avoid the parking restrictions and
associated fees. The commuters have migratedsirdgets such as Karoo Street, Hensman
Street, and Riverview Street which are all timeestnicted parking areas.

In February 2011, a parking survey was undertakelaroo Street, between Labouchere
Road and Onslow Street, in response to local resicencerns. The results of the survey
highlighted that on any given weekday about ei§htvehicles parked in the subject section
of Karoo Street for the entire day. It is reasoaabl expect that most of these vehicles are
owned by commuters who park in the area to acagsiécgransport.

Introducing time restricted parking is one way dftadring all day parking without
necessarily causing inconvenience to the other usads and local residents who have need
for street parking. Imposition of time restricte@rking has been very successful in
managing the limited kerbside parking in areas wh#ve parking demand exceeds
availability.

11
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All residents of Karoo Street (with the exceptioh Mo.2 Karoo Street who was not
contactable by the petitioner), agree that time#ipg would not adversely effect them and
consequently have signed the petition.

Comment

The petition requested that consideration be giwethe introduction of two hour time
restricted parking in Karoo Street between Onslomee® and Labouchere Road. While it is
accepted that time restricted parking will relighe problems associated with commuter
parking in Karoo Street, the resultant outcome @d@gle commuters park in other streets in
the local area. Introducing time restricted pagkin one side of the street is a standard
practice of managing the available kerbside parkangll users of the road network.

The suggested arrangement for Karoo Street is 4 tiaed parking on the south side only
with no change to the north side. The requestenl? limit places an unrealistic expectation
on enforcement by the City’s Rangers and is likelympact on visitors and tradespeople
having a legitimate need to access the streetvidu® experience has shown that 4 hour
time restricted parking removes all day parkingrfran area whilst having less of an impact
on local residents and their visitors.

It is considered that the recommended outcomeredllce the concerns of local residents
by addressing the issue of all day parked vehioledoth sides of the road while still
allowing for a certain amount of unrestricted timpdrking within the local streets.
Retaining some unrestricted timed parking redutes likelihood of the problem being
transferred to other local streets such as HenStraet and Riverview Street.

There is no doubt that the natural tendency ofedlsivs to group as close to the intersection
as possible. This creates an environment whemrsittions become very crowded,

reducing the available sight distance for vehidasthe approach to the intersection. To
address this problem, the “No Standing” zones airtersection will be increased in length

and marked appropriately.

Consultation
There has been no consultation in respect to t@mmended action.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil

Financial Implications
Minimal costs will be incurred in purchasing anéamg three parking signs and installing
approximately 30 metres of yellow line marking tideate the No Standing zones.

There will be staff resource implications assoclateith Rangers Services needing to
periodically enforce the new timed parking restoics at Karoo Street.

Strategic Implications
This project compliments the City’s Strategic P2210 — 2015 and in particular:

Direction 1.1 - Community
“Develop, prioritise and review services and delverodels to meet changing community
needs and priorities”

Direction 5.2 - Transport

“Ensure transport and infrastructure plans integeatvith the land use strategies and
provide a safe and effective local transport networ
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Sustainability Implications
Providing both time restricted and time unrestdcparking provides opportunity for local
residents and commuters to the area to co-exitielocal road system.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

That....

(@) four (4) hour time restricted parking, betwebe hours of 9.00 am to 4.00 pm
Monday to Friday, be implemented on the southede sif Karoo Street between
Labouchere Road and Onslow Street;

(b) the “No Standing” zones at the intersectiorKafoo Street and Labouchere Road
be extended and formally marked to improve sigiddj and

(c) the petitioners be advised of the Council’sisien.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.0.2 Davilak Street, Como - Request For Timed Phking (Petition referred from
April 2011 Council Meeting)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: David Kennedy (Petition)

File Ref: TT/302

Date: 2 May 2011

Author: Paul Edwards, Traffic & Design Coordioiat
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell Director Infrastture Services
Summary

At Council’'s April ordinary meeting, held on 3 M&p11, a petition was ‘tabled’ from Mr
David Kennedy of 10 Davilak Street, Como. The ti®ti requested the City to review
placement of 4 hour Parking signs on the south siléhe Davilak Street, between
Edgecumbe Street and Lockhart Street and instditiadal signs on the north side.

This report details the investigation undertakenQity Officers and recommends to the
Council that the north side of Davilak Street betwé ockhart Street and the crossover to
10 Davilak Street (a total of 5 parking bays) balloezated to 4 hour time restricted parking
between the hours of 9.00 am and 4.00 pm, Mond&yitlay inclusive.

Background

At Council’'s April ordinary meeting, held on 3 M&p11, a petition was received fravir
David Kennedy of 10 Davilak Street, Como togethéhvseven (7) signatures in relation to
parking signs on the south side of Davilak Stréetween Edgecumbe Street and Lockhart
Street The petition readWe, the undersigned request that Council reviewplasement of 4
hour parking signs on only the south side of thevid& Street road segment between
Edgecombe and Lockhart Streéts

On 12 January 2011 the City introduced 4 hour tiestricted parking within selected areas
of Davilak Street, Robert Street and Lockhart $tteecombat the growing problem of
commuter parking within close proximity to Canniigyidge Railway Station and to
improve sight lines at all road intersections. Taied these parking measures have been
widely accepted by the local residents and are ingrlextremely well to combat the
commuter parking problems.
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Introducing time restricted parking is one way dftadring all day parking without
necessarily causing inconvenience to the other usads and local residents who have need
for street parking. The arrangement that is in @lat Davilak Street permits 4 hour time
restricted parking along one side of the streel wi restrictions applying on the other side.
This arrangement provides parking for visitors gadespersons as well as meeting some of
the demand generated by commuters. It is also Iaestablished parking practice for
managing the limited kerbside space for all roagtsus

Comment

The City is aware that a small number of residangsbeing inconvenienced by the current
parking arrangement. This has been validated ¢iraegular inspections to the area.
Consequently, additional time restricted parkindgwilak Street, between Lockhart Street
and Edgecumbe Street could be implemented withidwgraely affecting adjacent streets in
the local area. It should be noted however thatratigh of commuter parkers from one
street to another is the likely outcome of incregdime restricted parking within the area,
an outcome that has the potential to substantiatipact on more residents than the
proposed action to relieve the parking situatioDavilak Street.

The installation of time restricted parking on therth side of Davilak Street between
Lockhart Street and the crossover to house numbddavilak Street (5 parking bays) is
recommended as an appropriate action to addregsetit®oners concerns. The remaining
section of Davilak Street, up to Edgecumbe Strngeyld be retained as time unrestricted
parking.

To resolve safety and obstruction concerns at ok@ss etc, the section of Davilak Street
would also be restricted by adjusting the “No Stagt markings. The resultant kerbside
space would then accommodate five vehicles.

Consultation
There has been no consultation with the local ezg&lregarding this matter.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil

Financial Implications
Minimal costs will be incurred in the purchase amdction of the necessary parking signs
and installation of line marking.

There will be staff resource implications assoclateith Rangers Services needing to
periodically enforce the new timed parking resioies at Davilak Street.

Strategic Implications
This project compliments the City’s Strategic P2810 — 2015 and in particular:

Direction 1.1 - Community
“Develop, prioritise and review services and delverodels to meet changing community
needs and priorities”

Direction 5.2 - Transport

“Ensure transport and infrastructure plans integeawith the land use strategies and
provide a safe and effective local transport networ
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10.1

10.2

10.3

Sustainability Implications
Providing both time restricted and time unrestdcparking provides opportunity for local
residents and commuters to the area to co-existetocal road system.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.2

That the north side of Davilak Street between LeckIStreet and the crossover to No.10
Davilak Street (a total of 5 parking bays) be @zdted as 4 hour time restricted bays
between the hours of 9.00am and 4.00pm, Mondayitiayinclusive.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1: COMMUNITY
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES
10.3.1 Proposed Three-Storey Mixed Development - £td08 (No. 2) Downey Drive
Como
Location: Lot 408 (No. 2) Downey Drive, Como
Applicant: Peter Jodrell Architect
Lodgement Date: 29 December 2010
File Ref: 11.2010.717 DO4/2
Date: 19 May 2011
Author: Chris Schooling, Snr Planning Officer, Diamment Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval dathree-storey mixed development on

Lot 408 (No. 2) Downey Drive, Como. The mixed deyghent comprises:

» 3 two-bedroom dwellings and 9 single-bedroom dwghi in a multiple dwelling
configuration;

« 3 shops/ offices; and

« A shop / café-restaurant.

Council is being asked to exercise discretion iati@n to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Car parking provision Clauses 6.3 and 7.8(1) TPS6
Plot ratio Table 3 and Clause 7.8(1) TPS6

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsito conditions.
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Background

The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Highway Commercial
Density coding R80
Lot area 1,110 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Plot ratio limit 0.5

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Plan and elevation drawings of the proposal.

Attachment 10.3.1(b) Site photographs.

Attachment 10.3.1(c) Notes from the concept forum held on 6 October
2010.

Attachment 10.3.1(d) Applicant’s supporting report.

Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(e) Schedule of submissions.

The location of the development site is shown below

Development Site

y

Manning Road

Downey Drive T

NORTH

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

2. Major developments
(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metrek bighigher, or comprises 10 or
more dwellings; and
3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(b) Applications which in the opinion of the delegatefficer, represents a
significant departure from the Scheme, the Resiaemesign Codes or
relevant planning policies.

Comment

(&) Background
The applicant presented the proposal for a threegtbuilding on Lot 408 (No. 2)
Downey Drive, Como, the subject siteefore the Elected Members at a forum held in
October 2010. In December 2010, the City receilredsubject planning application,
as described above.

16



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 MAY 2011

(b)

()

(d)

Existing development on the subject site

The subject site is located at Lot 408 (No. 2) DewiDrive, Como. The former
development on the site consisted of a single haaseancillary outbuildings. This
development has recently been demolished andtéssiurrently vacant, as depicted
in the site photographs Attachment 10.3.1(b)

Description of the surrounding locality

The site has a frontage to Downey Drive to thelsauid Ley Street to the west. The
property shares common boundaries with a two-stemymercial building to the
north and an existing single house to the easteas inFigure 1 below. Across Ley
Street to the west are shops, and across Downese Bwi the south is the Manning
Senior Citizens Centre.

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the construction of a mixegvedopment on the site,
comprising 3 two-bedroom dwellings and 9 singlerbech dwellings in a multiple
dwelling configuration, 3 shops / offices, and at café-restaurant, as depicted in
the submitted plan and elevation drawingsCamnfidential Attachment 10.3.1(a)
Additionally, the photographs show the relationsbighe site with the surrounding
built environment afttachment 10.3.1(b)

The applicant’s letteAttachment 10.3.1(c)describes the proposal in more detail.

The proposal generally complies with the requiretsi@i the Scheme, the R-Codes
and relevant Council policies in relation to fireshground and floor levels (minimum
and maximum), boundary walls, landscaping and Velhiwvements. The remaining
aspects requiring exercise of discretion along witter noteworthy matters have been
discussed below.
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()

(f)

(9)

(h)

Land use

The proposed land uses of single-bedroom and twlosben dwellings in a multiple
dwelling configuration, shop, office and café /teesant are classified as “D”
(Discretionary) land uses on Highway Commercialexbtand in Table 1 “Zoning -
Land Use” of TPS6. In considering this discretignase, it is observed that the site
adjoins residential and non-residential land usesa location with a streetscape
comprising mixed-use developments. Accordingly, tlse is regarded as complying
with Table 1 of the Scheme.

Street setbacks - Ground and % floor, south and west

Tables 3 and 5, when read in conjunction with tb&oaiated Clause 5.1(4) of TPS6,
prescribe setbacks for mixed development in thehWay Commercial zone.
Accordingly, the street setbacks for the proposedeibpment have been assessed on
the basis of the performance criteria while takimigp consideration the streetscape
amenity and the outlook from adjoining properties.

The proposed setbacks are 1.141 metres and 0 neetreswest and south boundaries
respectively. Both the south and west elevatioasufe architectural elements, such
as awnings and balconies, which project forwardhef building line and serve to
articulate the Downey Drive and Ley Street frontage

The adjoining development to the north is set bhd8 metres from the Ley Street
boundary. It is considered that the proposed sktbht.141 metres is consistent with
the setback of the existing building to the north.

The adjoining development to the east is set b@d& thetres from the Downey Drive
boundary. This development is subject to a redgweént proposal for six multiple
dwellings and one shop across a two-storey mixedldpment. The applicant for the
proposal on this adjoining lot has had prelimindigcussions with the City. It is
considered that the nil setback to the south bayndgdl be consistent with setbacks
of buildings visible from the street.

Wall setback - Ground and f'floor, north

The northern walls of the building are set backveetn 0.4 and 2.75 metres from the
boundary in lieu of 4.5 metres required by Tablef IPS6. Therefore, the proposed
development does not comply with the setback pitestrby Table 3 of TPS6.
However, Clause 5.1(4)(b) of TPS6 permits the 4ebrenrear setback to be reduced,
provided loading and unloading of delivery vehictesl the removal of rubbish from
the site is achieved without the need for vehitbe®verse from or to a street.

Given the location of parking bays within the raaderve in close proximity to the
commercial tenancies along both sides of Ley Stiees considered that separate
delivery bays dedicated solely to this developnaeatnot required, and the communal
car parking bays should suffice. Therefore, oficemnsider that the proposed setback
complies with the Clause 5.1(4)(b) of TPS6, andmemend approval.

Wall setback - Ground and f'floor, east

The prescribed east side setback is 0 metres uratge 3 of TPS6. The proposed
setback is 0 metres, therefore the proposed dawelopcomplies with Table 3 of
TPS6. Also noting that the side boundary alignnwitih the adjoining property has
been proposed as a part of this application; th@irdadg property owner has plans to
develop the lot in the near future. The applicamtthe proposal on this adjoining lot
has had preliminary discussions with the City.
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(i)

0)

Building height

The building height limit for the site is 7.0 medr¢l2.5 metres AHD), and the
proposed building height is 7.0 metres (12.5 me&E®). A small portion of the
curved roof protrudes through the nominal 25 degoeé envelope on the Ley Street
elevation. In accordance with Clause 6.2 “Buildidgight Limit” of TPS6, since
building heights are measured to the highest paithe external wall of the building
which rises to the highest altitude, the roof ftsah be located outside the planes that
form a notional 25 degree hip roof. Therefore, pineposed development complies
with the prescribed building height limit.

Plot ratio

The maximum permissible plot ratio is 0.5 (555mnder Table 3 of TPS6, and the
proposed plot ratio is 1.088 (1227mTherefore, the proposed development does not
comply with the prescribed plot ratio.

Council has discretionary power under Clause 708 TPS6 to approve the proposed
plot ratio if Council is satisfied that the follomg requirements of this clause have
been met:

(&) Approval of the proposed development would dreststent with the orderly and
proper planning of the precinct and preservatiothefamenity of the locality;

(b) The non-compliance will not have any adverdeatfupon the occupiers or
users of the development or the inhabitants ofptieeinct, or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and

(c) The proposed development meets the objectvethé City and for the precinct
in which the land is situated as specified in theciict Plan for that precinct.

In this instance, officers are of the view that #pplicant has demonstrated that the
abovementioned requirements have been met. In daooe with the provisions of
Clause 7.8 of TPS6, Council has approved variationglot ratio for the following
recently approved developments:

Plot ratio variations granted by Council Proposed
variation
3
7 =2l o = 2
5 £8 g | g 5
© © — T N = >
< =) ©g |£2 g
8z QS Z S8 |gs82 =
. . ;= - T py
s8 | 22 | 25 (288 | S8
Permissible under TPS6 0.750 0.5 05 0.50 0.50
Existing plot ratio - - - 1.40 -
Approved 0.814 0.992 1.2 201 1.088
) ) ) ) (proposed)
Variation - Plot ratio 0.064 0.492 0.7 0.61 0.58
Variation - Percentage 8.5% 98% 140% 122% 116%

Plot ratio variation needs to be assessed undeydteatial impacts upon amenity and
the streetscape. In assessing this variationlyfitsshould be acknowledged that there
are contrasting planning controls for non-residdraind residential developments in
the Highway Commercial zone. Whilst non-residerdiedelopments have a plot ratio
control of 0.5, a residential development is petenito build a plot ratio of 1.0. This
serves to indicate that a plot ratio in the ordel® will be compatible with the
amenity of the locality.
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(k)

The character of “Highway Commercial” streetscapms the west and south
boundaries (in the immediate vicinity) is consisteith the proposal. Ley Street is a
busy local distributor with existing single-storegmmercial buildings dominating its
character on both sides. The building immediatelthe north of the site is a recently
constructed two-storey commercial building of thens scale as that proposed in this
application.

Downey Drive features original and new housing lstcend the Manning Senior
Citizens Centre opposite the site. The applicastifegen in consultation with the City
regarding a proposed mixed development at 4 Dowbeye. A development

application for this property has been submittedhi® City and is currently being
assessed. The proposed development on 4 Downeg Brinf a similar scale to that
proposed in this application. It is considered thla¢ bulk and scale of the
development is consistent with existing developmienthe Highway Commercial

zone of this locality.

A direct outcome of building bulk is overshadowiigsurrounding properties. Due to
the orientation of the lot and Downey Drive beiog/ards its south, it is observed that
the impact in this regard will be acceptable. Baspdn the discussion presented
above, officers consider that the proposal compliéls the discretionary clause and is
therefore supported by the City.

Car parking
The required total number of car bays for the dgwelent is 28 which comprises the
following:

* In accordance with TPS6 provisions for the nondesiial uses, a total of 16 car
bays are required for staff as well as the visitors

* In accordance with Clause 7.3.3 of the R-Codes 200proposed 12 dwellings
are classified as medium-sized (75 -110 sq. melsratio area) and are within
250 metres of high frequency bus routes along Manmoad and Ley Street.
Accordingly, one car bay per dwelling is requiretieh totals to 12 car parking
bays for the residential use required. A mixed tgweent allows reciprocal
parking facilities. Accordingly, an additional 3sitbrs’ bays required for the
residential use have been accounted for withinbidénes required for the non-
residential uses.

The proposed number of car bays is 20, a shodfadlbays (29%). 12 on-site parking
bays have been allocated for the residential coexpoof the development and 8 for
the non-residential component. Therefore, the egaevelopment does not comply
with the car parking requirement prescribed by &ablof TPS6. The applicant’s
letter, Attachment 10.3.1(c) provides written justification for the proposedrc
parking variation.

The applicant has also proposed 3 additional @estparking bays. One bay is
proposed on the north side of Downey Drive direetlijacent to the crossover. Even
though this proposed bay has been marked as aletisplarking bay, it will be
assessed to comply with the disabled parking reqments of the Building Codes of
Australia. If this is an unsuitable location for disabled bay, the bay will be
designated as a standard car bay. 2 car bays@vegad on the south side of Downey
Drive directly opposite the development site, aeljgcto Manning Senior Citizens
Centre. Comments in this regard from the City's iBagring Infrastructure Services
are covered in the relevant section below.
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()

(m)

Clause 6.3(4) of TPS6 provides the discretionarwgroto approve the proposed
variation to car parking for non-residential usésCouncil is satisfied that the

proposed number of bays is sufficient, having rédarthe peak parking demand for
different uses on the development site. Additignaltlause 7.8.1 of TPS6 provides
the discretionary power to approve the proposegaeking if it is satisfied that all of

the following requirements of this clause have bmet

(@) Approval of the proposed development would desistent with the orderly

and proper planning of the precinct and the predim of the amenity of the
locality;

(b) The non-compliance will not have any adverdectfupon the occupiers or

users of the development or the inhabitants optleeinct, or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and

(c) The proposed development meets the objectiveshe City and for the

precinct in which the land is situated as specifiethe Precinct Plan for that
precinct.

In response to the above matters, the applicantphagded written justification
which is supported by the officers:

Orderly and proper planning and the preservatiah@fmenity of the locality

The City is of the opinion that, given the diveraage of land uses in the locality
which offer a facility for reciprocal parking betem uses, i.e. offices and café /
restaurant, and the existence of a significant rernab parking bays within the
road reserve, the full compliment of 28 on-sitekpay bays is not required for
this development. Additionally, many local residentho would use the proposed
services would commute by alternative modes ofsfrart, and may also visit
more than one business during their trip.

Not have any adverse effect upon the occupiersrsusnhabitants

The City observes that the sharing of car parkiagsbin the locality already

exists due to the number of commercial uses alag3treet. As a result, there
would be no adverse impact on the amenity of thelity arising from sharing of

car parking bays within this development.

Clause 6.3(5)(b) of TPS6 relating to cash-in-liégar parking bays cannot be utilised
in this instance in order to seek the cash paynfenthe clause states, Council must
have firm proposals to expand the capacity of pubdirking facilities in the vicinity
of the development site. At this, the City doesimmte any such proposal.

Based upon the comments provided above, officerssider that the proposal
complies with the discretionary clause and is tfeeeesupported by the City.

Visual privacy

The eastern face of the balcony to Dwelling 13enés a 7.5 metre cone of vision
variation to Clause 7.4.1 “Visual Privacy” of thed®des. The proposed development
does not comply with the provisions. Therefore, @ndition of approval is
recommended seeking compliance and thereby addgetbss matter.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Plannif@cheme No. 6

In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Ciause 1.6 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposedealigoment. Of the 12 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevantth@ current application. Officers are
of the view that the proposal demonstrates compdiavith these matters:
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(c) Facilitate a diversity of dwelling styles andndities in appropriate locations on
the basis of achieving performance-based objectivi@ish retain the desired
streetscape character and, in the older areas efiiktrict, the existing built form
character;

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

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

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

(n) Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Clase 7.5 of Town Planning
Scheme No. 6
In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Ciause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposedetigoment. Of the 24 listed matters,
the following are particularly relevant to the ant application and require careful
consideration:

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

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

(H  Any planning policy, strategy or plan adoptgd@ouncil under the provisions of
Clause 9.6 of this Scheme;

(i)  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

() All aspects of design of any proposed developrimeluding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialglegeneral appearance;

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

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

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

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

(@) The topographic nature or geographic locatidrthee land;

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

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

(u) Whether adequate provision has been made fmsady disabled persons; and

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

The proposed development is considered satisfactoslation to all of these matters.
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Consultation
(@) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thes@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in January 2011. Theppsal was favourably received
by the consultants. Their comments and responsasthie applicant and the City are

summarised below:

DAC Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer’'s Comment

The Advisory Architects
acknowledged the need for a café in
this locality as there is none operating
currently, and asked the City to
consider  approving  appropriate
concessions to the associated car
parking requirements.

The City agrees that the cafe
use will contribute to land use
diversity within the locality, as
well as providing casual
surveillance of the sections of
Downey Drive and Ley Street.
The comment is NOTED.

Noting that the development was

The applicant has liaised

It is considered the 3 additional

deficient of approximately 7 to 8 car- | with the City's | parking bays will positively
parking  bays, the architects | Engineering Services | contribute to the availability of
recommended that the applicant | with regards to providing | car parking within the locality.
considers providing additional on- | 3 additional on-street | Additional on-street parking bays
street car parking bays in accordance | parking  bays along | do not require the built form to
with the provisions of Clause 6.3 of | Downey Drive. be modified to the extent that the
TPS6. size of the commercial tenancies
is reduced.
The comment is UPHELD.
A modified design layout was | The  applicant  has | The City considers the revised
recommended to relocate the | incorporated the | plans received with respect to

staircase (provided for fire escape
purposes) outside the security gate
and closer to the Downey Drive
alignment. This will facilitate a direct
connection between the covered car
parking area with the entry foyer.

architects’ comments into
revised plans for the

this comment to be satisfactory.
The comment is UPHELD.

The architects recommended making
the entrance to the building and car
park more defined and placing soft
landscaping (a hedge) along the

development.
The  applicant  has
incorporated the

architects’ comments into
revised plans for the

The City considers the revised
plans received with respect to
this comment to be satisfactory.
The comment is UPHELD.

property boundary. development.
The architects recommended that the | The  applicant  has | The City considers the revised
bedrooms of Dwellings 14 and 15 | incorporated the | plans received with respect to

which adjoined a light well be opened
on to this space with a partition
allowing for exclusive use by these
dwellings. Providing obscure glazing
along the periphery of the corridors
will achieve visual privacy for these
private outdoor areas.

architects’ comments into
revised plans for the
development.

this comment to be satisfactory.
The comment is UPHELD.

Since the  proposed common
staircases go up to the first floor level
only, they are not required to be
isolated or fire rated. Hence, the walls
enclosing these staircases could be
removed, thus opening them up and

make them more visible.

The  applicant  has
incorporated the
architects’ comments into
revised plans for the
development.

The City considers the revised
plans received with respect to
this comment to be satisfactory.
The comment is UPHELD.
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(b)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtoposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Policy P301 “Consultation foarfPing Proposals”. Under the
“Area 1” consultation method, individual propertwmers, occupiers and / or strata
bodies at No 73 Manning Road, Nos. 3, 4, 6 and @wiey Drive and Nos. 56, 61
and 71 Ley Street were invited to inspect the pkams to submit comments during a
14-day period. During the advertising period, alt@f 8 consultation notices were
sent and 2 submissions were received, 1 in favodrlaagainst the proposal. The
comments objecting to the proposal are summarisefblbbows, and they are more
specifically referred to in the Schedule of Subiniss contained inConfidential
Attachment 10.3.1(e)

Clause 5.4(4) of TPS6

Concern about the method and extent of consultatiolertaken;

Precedents for further development of this nature;

Referral of the application to a Major DevelopmBrniefing;

Procedure for reporting to Council;

Number of units proposed;

Plot ratio variations sought (including other véidas cited in the Report);

Overdevelopment of the site;

Car parking variation sought and proposed on-straeparking;

Setbacks proposed;

Bulk and scale of the proposed development incyd@tauses 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 of

the R-Codes;

= Balconies fronting Downey Drive;

= Length of construction period,;

» The City’s Local Commercial Strategy and the amafrdcommercial floorspace;
and

= Manning Hub.

Responses to the comments follow:

+ Clause 5.4(4) of TPS6

Clause 5.4(4) of TPS6 prescribes land use and fouitt requirements for 2
and 4 Downey Drive, and 56 Ley Street. Clause $.d{APS6 relates to Lot
409 (No. 56) Ley Street, Lot 408 (No. 2) Downeyu@riand Lot 407 (No. 4)
Downey Drive. Clause 5.4(4) requires developmemsacthese three sites to
be of an integrated nature; however developmeramh of the three lots has
been undertaken largely independently. Commentardéyy Clause 5.4(4)
and its application to the development application2 Downey Drive are
contained in Part d: Internal Referral - Stratddsiban Planning Adviser.

The development of 56 Ley Street has preceded alielabment application
for 2 Downey Drive by a number of years. Conseduetiie City has

assessed the development application for 2 Downe Bn the basis of how
the propose development integrates with, and asésesthe existing
development on 56 Ley Street.

Clause 5.4(4) does not prescribe further consahatiequirements for
applications the subject of these sites, and tbexePolicy P301 has been
applied to determine the method and extent of dtatgan for 2 Downey

Drive.
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* Method and extent of consultation
Under the Policy P301 *“Consultation for Planningoptsals” the
development application for 2 Downey Drive requif@sea 1” consultation.
Subsequent to the required extent of consultat@ngbcarried out; concerns
were raised regarding the extent of consultatiod #re site’s relationship
with a separate development application on theiridjp lot - 4 Downey
Drive.

Policy P301 prescribes consultation requirements fievelopment
applications on individual sites. The developmepypligation for 2 Downey
Drive was submitted separate to that for 4 Downeyd) and consequently
each application has followed its own assessmahtansultation process.

* Precedents for further development of this nature
Each separate development application is assesseils cown merits. 2
Downey Drive and the lots abutting it are the otdys zoned Highway
Commercial on the eastern side of Ley Street. Topgsed development will
therefore not set a precedent for further develoyprokthis nature.

* Referral of the application to a Major DevelopmBniefing
Major Development Briefings are an optional fagilfior an applicant to
present and explain a proposed development to tleetdd Members.
Additionally, the referral of an application to &@rdinary Council Meeting
does not have to be preceded by presentation cdghbcation at the most
recent Major Development Briefing.

The applicant for 2 Downey Drive elected to prestat application to the
Elected Members at the Major Development Briefieggdhin October 2010.

»  Procedure for reporting to Council
Comments relating to the delivery of the Councpar are procedural in
nature, and do not affect the assessment of thelafmwent application.

¢ Number of units proposed
The R-Codes do not prescribe a minimum site area umét for R80
development. Dwelling yield is controlled by thenmium dwelling sizes
prescribed in Clause 7.4.3 A3.2 of the R-Codeswel as applicable plot
ratio controls.

The proposed development complies with Clause A8.2 of the R-Codes,
and discussion has been provided with regardsotaragtio variations sought.

« Plot ratio variations sought

The maximum plot ratio for the proposed developniet5 under TPS6, and
the proposed plot ratio is 1.088. This representaration of 0.58 (116%).

Discussion regarding the plot ratio variation isnteoned within the

Comments section of this report. It should be nateat if the proposed
development was entirely non-residential, the maxmplot ratio would be

1.0. This serves to illustrate that a plot ratid.d¥ is not out of character with
the Residential zone.

* Overdevelopment of the site
There is no restriction in the City’s planning frawork which limits the
number of single bedroom dwellings on a developrsiat
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» Car parking variation sought and proposed on-straeparking

The required number of car parking bays for theppsed development is 20
bays, and the proposed car parking shortfall i@ysbDiscussion regarding
the car parking shortfall is contained within then@nents section of this
report. Further to locational justifications foretltar parking shortfall, the
applicant has elected to provide 3 additional oeettparking bays on the
north and south sides of Downey Drive to complemexisting on-street
parking in the locality.

The City’s Engineering Infrastructure Services lpasvided comment with
regards to the proposed on-street car parking lzang,s supportive of their
location and development.

* Setbacks proposed
The setbacks proposed for 2 Downey Drive are gépecampliant with
Table 3 of TPS6 as discussed in the Comment sedfidhis report. No
objections were received from the owners of progerdirectly abutting the
development site with respect to setbacks.

Discussion on the proposed setbacks to Downey Daiwk Ley Street are
included in the Comments section of this report.

» Bulk and scale of the proposed development
The proposed development complies with the 7 nimtileling height limit for
2 Downey Drive. The development is also articulaaedhe pedestrian level
through the use of visually permeable frontageshitectural elements and
shadow.

The development plans indicate that the mezzarioa fof the multiple
dwellings is set back from the street, and not o Ibt boundary. This is
necessary to ensure compliance with Clause 6.2|ldBigi Height Limit” of

TPS6.

» Balconies fronting Downey Drive
The balconies along the Downey Drive frontage atended to articulate the
buildings elevation through their projection fordaf the main building line.
The balconies also enable casual surveillance ofiieg Drive and the
surrounding locality.

* Length of construction period
These comments are not relevant to the assessmeértedermination of the
development application.

« The City's Local Commercial Strategy and the amowihtcommercial
floorspace
2 Downey Drive, as well as the lots immediately tdhg it, are currently
zoned Highway Commercial. Development of thesessitdth mixed
development does not result in any increase invighcommercial zoning.
Furthermore the land uses proposed for 2 Downeyelaie all discretionary
uses under Table 1 of TPS6.
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Additionally State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres fortReand Peel

does not place limits on commercial floorspacethasformerState Planning
Policy 4.2 - Metropolitan Centres Policy Statemimtthe Perth Metropolitan
Regiondid. The latter policy was applicable at the tiofielevelopment of the
City's Local Commercial Strategy.

State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres forrtReand Peelspecifically
encourages mixed development of the nature propats2downey Drive.

* Manning Hub
The Manning Community Facility Study is still inetilevelopment phase, and

should not restrict proposed mixed use developnrerdther areas of the
locality.

(c) Internal referral - Engineering Infrastructure Services
The City’'s Engineering Infrastructure Services was fedi to comment on the
provision of 3 car parking bays proposed within ttead reserve as detailed
previously. While no objections were raised, théfeing comments were received:

“(i) A separation between the crossover and theablisd parking bay would be
required, as a crossover to the City’'s standardsidqreclude the disabled
bay from remaining in the proposed location; and

(i) The on-street parking bays should partiallyiliseé both the verge and the
existing road surface. This would in effect deceeti®e impact of the bays on
the verge and also narrow the lane width to theimmirm 3.0 metres, therefore
helping to slow traffic throughout the area and widing a safer road
environment.”

The applicant has made relevant amendments to thstreet parking bays in
accordance with Engineering Infrastructure’s comisien

(d) Internal referral - Strategic Urban Planning Adviser
City’s Strategic Urban Planning Adviser raised objectionsand provided the
following comments:

“This proposal was the subject of a Council Memba&encept forum held on 6
October 2010. At that time, the project architecbyided an overview of the
development concept proposed for No. 2 Downey DManning and responded to
questions from Elected Members. Notes from theemirwriefing are attached to this
report as Attachment 10.3.1(c) Plans, elevations and perspective drawings were
displayed at the concept forum and were favourablyeived. Council Members
encouraged the applicant to submit an application planning approval for the
proposed mixed-use development.

Clauses 5.4(4)(a) and (c) of TPS6 state that:

(4)(a) In this sub-clause, “Site D" means all tleexd comprised in:
(i) Lot 409 (No. 56) Ley Street, Como (Lot 409);
(i) Lot 408 (No. 2) Downey Drive corner Ley @ireComo (Lot 408); and
(iif) Lot 407 (No. 4) Downey Drive, Manning (L497).

(c) None of the land comprised in Lot 408 may sedufor the purposes referred to
in paragraph (b) unless such use is part of an grated development
encompassing:

(i)  both Lots 408 and 409; or
(i)  all of the lots comprised in “Site D".”
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The previous Town Planning Scheme No. 5 was amendegpply Commercial
zoning to Lots 409, 408 and 407 referred to abwverder to expand and “round off”
the local Commercial zone at the Ley Street / MagnRoad intersection. When
implementing the Scheme amendment, Council sawnterl to ensure that any
development on these lots would be designed imi@giated manner, although there
was no requirement for the lots to be amalgamdtked. TPS5 provisions were carried
through into the current Town Planning Scheme NoTl&at is the reason for the
provisions in Clauses 5.4(4)(a) and (c) set outabo

The project architect for the development undeism®ration has been mindful of the
requirement referred to above. The design of tlogept, particularly the Ley Street
elevation, is considered to most satisfactorilggnate with the design of the existing
development on Lot 409 (No. 56) Ley Street.

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

Financial Implications
The determination has no financiadplications

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

Noting the proximity of the subject Highway Commiatdot to Manning Road, as well as to
the surrounding high density non-residential degelents, the applicant has successfully
designed a building that compliments the streetscBpen though all balconies do not have
access to the northern sunlight, they are of aoreddy large size, thus providing the
required balance between indoor and outdoor aietivior each of the dwellings. The mixed
development is observed to be sustainable as ide® active surveillance of the street
during various times of the day and night, pronptinsense of safety and security amongst
the community.

Conclusion

While Council is required to exercise discretionthwregards to various aspects of the
development, officers consider that the proposalcapable of being approved. The
development is observed to meet with the relevastie®e, R-Codes and City policy
objectives and provisions, and not have a detrisdeimpact on adjoining residential
neighbours. Accordingly, it is considered that tagplication should be conditionally
approved.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That pursuant to the provisions of the City of $oRerth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 and
the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this application péanning approval for a mixed
development on Lot 408 (No. 2) Downey Drive, Cob@approvedsubject to:

(@) Standard Conditions
340A Parapet walls - Finish from street 456

Divglfences - Timing

(b)

352 Car bays - Marked and visible 470 Retainindswalf required

354  Car bays - Maintained 508 Landscaping appraenekdcompleted
377 Screening - Clothes drying 471 Retaining wallaning

390 Crossover - Standards 550 Plumbing hidden

393  Verge and kerbing works 578 New titles prioBto

410  Crossover - Affects infrastructure 625  Siglettirfior drivers

416  Street tree - Not to be removed 639  Verge licence required

445 Stormwater infrastructure 660 Expiry of apptova

455 Dividing fences - Standards 664 Inspectiora(jinequired

Specific Conditions

() Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suewihgs shall incorporate the
following:
(A) Separate screened drying areas appurtenaattoresidential dwelling;
(B) The provision of secure clothes lockers to nesidential change rooms
in accordance with Clause 6.4 of Town Planning 8eh6; and
(C) Privacy screening in accordance with Clausel7M of the R-Codes to
the eastern face of the balcony to Dwelling 13.
(i)  In accordance with Clause 7.8(i) of Town Riarg Scheme No., 6 the applicant

shall pay to the Council the full cost of the workghin the public areas to
construct 3 parking bays on Downey Drive prior ke toccupation of the
development.

(c) Standard Advice Notes
646  Landscaping - General standards648  Building licence required
646A Masonry fences require BA 649A Minor variations - Seek approval
647  Revised drawings required 651  Appeal rights - Council
647B Address outstanding matters
(d) Specific Advice Notes

The applicant is advised to liaise with the Citfgisvironmental Health department for
their specific requirements to be addressed.

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 Additional Use (Family Day Care) to Single bluse - Lot 5 (No. 3C) Alston
Avenue, Como

Location: Lot 5 (No. 3C) Alston Avenue, Como

Applicant: Mr P Sutherland

Lodgement Date: 17 March 2011

File Ref: 11.2011.125 AL4/3C

Date: 2 May 2011

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

To consider an application for planning approvaldo additional use (Family Day Care) to
an existing Single House on Lot 5 (No. 3C) AlstoveAue Como. Council is being asked to
exercise discretion is relation to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Family Day Care land use TPS6 Clause 3.3

Landscaping area TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)

External playing area TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsito conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R30/R40
Lot area 264 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential | 1 dwelling
Plot ratio limit Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:

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

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 categoriesdgbed in the delegation:

1.  Specified uses
(@) Non-residential “DC” uses within the Residerti@mne.

6. Amenity impact
In considering any application, the delegated efficshall take into consideration the
impact of the proposal on the general amenity efdtea. If any significant doubt exists,
the proposal shall be referred to a Council meefimrgdetermination.

7. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned deleghall fully consider any comments
made by any affected landowner or occupier befeterchining the application.

Comment

(&) Background
In March 2011, the City received an applicationdarexisting two-storey building to
be used as a Family Day Care on Lot 5 (No. 3C)ohlgtvenue, ComoSite).

(b) Existing development on the subject site
The subject site is located at Lot 5 (No. 3C) Atstsvenue, Como. The existing
development on the site currently features a twoegtresidence with the land use of
Single House, as depicted in the site photograpAttachment 10.3.2(b)

(c) Description of the surrounding locality

The site has a frontage to Alston Avenue to thehnand is located adjacent to
Grouped Dwellings to the east, south and westhénirnmediate locality, the existing
surrounding developments are either Single Hous&rouped Dwellings, as seen in
Figure 1 below:

i s
1115441154
MELVILLE PDESS
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(d)

(€)

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the provision of a Family Di2gre service within the existing
two-storey residence on Lot 5 (No. 3C) Alston Averfdomo, as depicted in the
submitted plans aConfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) The building would continue
to be used as a Single House, with a Family Da ©Gperating as an additional land
use on weekdays. The Family Day Care service ipqaed to be operated by the
owner / applicant, providing services for up to l@ldren, including their own 2
children. The following hours of operation are pregd:

Full Time Care Monday to Friday 7:30am - 5:00pm.
Before and After School Care Monday to Friday 7:30am - 8:30am and
3:00pm - 5:00pm.

The maximum number of children proposed is 4 “Hithe Care” children and 4
“Before and After School Care” children of schogka

It is intended that the sitting and living roomstbe ground floor of the building are
to be used as internal playing spaces, with theaed front courtyards being used as
external playing spaces. The site photographs ghewplaying spaces, fencing and
screening of the site and the relationship of the with the surrounding built
environment af\ttachment 10.3.2(b)

The applicant’s letterd\ttachment 10.3.2(c) describes the proposal in more detail.

The following components of the proposed develognuennot satisfy the City of
South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) anoh€l policy requirements:
(i) The preservation of the amenity of the locality

The proposal complies with the Scheme and rele@mincil policies with the
exception of the remaining non-complying aspectgluding other significant
matters, all as discussed below.

Land use

The proposed land use of Family Day Care is clessds a “DC” (Discretionary with
Consultation) land use in Table 1 (Zoning - LancelUsf TPS6. In considering this
discretionary with consultation use, it is obsertieat the site adjoins residential land
uses, in a location with a residential streetsc&peordingly, the use is regarded as
complying with Table 1 of the Scheme.

As at 1 February 2011, the Department for Commemiitias issued 4 valid Family
Day Care licences for premises within the City afuth Perth. The most recent
applications for planning approval were submittedCouncil for properties within

Lansdowne Road, Kensington and Conochie CresceahnMg. Both applications

were conditionally approved by Council at the 24gast 2010 meeting. Lansdowne
Road was approved with a maximum of 4 children ketw7:30am and 6:00pm on
Monday to Friday. Conochie Crescent was approved awimaximum of 3 children

between 7:00am and 4:00pm on Monday to Friday. dtmer Family Day Care

premises are located in Todd Avenue, Como and @esiigget, Kensington.

For this application, City officers recommend ttte proposed number of children be
reduced to minimise the amenity impact upon neighing properties. The proposed
operating conditions are seen to create an unadaepevel of traffic and noise from
the site. In addition, the internal and externalyplg spaces are seen to be an
inadequate size for the number of children propoBecdther details of these matters
are discussed below.
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(f)

City officers recommend that a maximum of 4 “Fuling Care” children be approved
with no modification to the applicant's proposedemding hours. It is also
recommended that the maximum number of approvetbtBeind After School Care”
children be reduced from 4 to 2, with the hours ified to between 7:30am and
9:00am and 2:30pm and 5:00pm on Monday to Fridaytha school hours of the
“Before and After School” children may result iretbhildren not leaving the site by
8:30am or arriving prior to 3:00pm.

Playing spaces - Internal and external

Clause 2 of City Policy P307 “Family Day Care andil€ Day Care Centres”
(previously numbered P380) requires the interngbuh of a Family Day Care to
minimise noise penetration on neighbouring dwedlinghe sitting and living rooms
on the ground floor are intended to be used asnak@laying areas. The living room
opens towards Alston Avenue while the sitting roopens towards the common
driveway of the western adjoining property. Consitethe dwelling’s setbacks from
the neighbouring properties, being located adjatcentommon driveways on the
western and eastern side boundaries, a garageeosotithern boundary and the
provision of fencing and tall trees, City officene satisfied this requirement has been
met.

Table 4 of TPS6 requires a minimum external playgpace of 40fwith a minimum
dimension of 6.0 metres. The development propdsesant and rear courtyards be
used as external playing spaces. The courtyardg thee minimum 6.0 metre
dimension in a north / south direction but do naemthe minimum 6.0 metre
dimension in an east / west direction. The fromirt@rd is 30.5rh and the rear
courtyard is 32.7f totalling 63.2m.

The previously approved Family Day Care at LansdoWioad has an external play
space of 112mfor 4 children, and Conochie Crescent has an eatgilay space of
86nTt for 3 children.

City officers considered the provided areas todexjaate for a Family Day Care with
up to 6 children and support a variation to the imum external playing space
requirements being granted.

In addition, Clause 1(a) of City Policy P307 regsithe external playing space to be:

()  Fully fenced;

(i) For the exclusive use of the dwelling in whitle Family Day Care is situated,;
and

(iif) Arranged so as to minimise noise penetratimnneighbouring dwellings.

The site has adequate fencing provided, with am spgde fence surrounding the front
courtyard and a brick boundary wall for the reanrtgard. The provided external
playing spaces meet exclusive use requiremenhese tareas are not accessible from
adjoining properties. The location of the extenplalying spaces adjacent to common
driveways, and being screened by boundary fenamtytall trees, are considered to
minimise noise penetration to the neighbouring tngs.

Therefore, the proposed development complies with TPS6 and Council policy
requirements.
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(9)

Landscaping

The required minimum landscaping area is 105.640%) and the proposed
landscaping area is approximately 16°4i6), therefore the proposed development
does not comply with the landscaping requiremehfBable 3 of TPS6. The existing
provision of open space is 116.2(M4%).

The previously approved Family Day Care at Lansdo®pad has a landscaping area
of 41% (115rf), while Conochie Crescent was considered to mbet 40%
requirement as the site’s open space exceeds 50%.

Council discretion - Clause 7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under Clause 708 TPS6 to approve the proposed
landscaping, if Council is satisfied that all regonents of that clause have been met.
In this instance, it is recommended that the pregdandscaping be approved, as the
applicant has satisfied the City in relation to filléowing requirements of that clause:

(i)  Approval of the proposed development would doesistent with the orderly and
proper planning of the precinct and the preservatiof the amenity of the
locality;

(i)  The non-compliance will not have any adveréeat upon the occupiers or
users of the development or the inhabitants ofptteeinct, or upon the likely
future development of the precinct; and

(iii) The proposed development meets the objectorethe City and for the precinct
in which the land is situated, as specified infmecinct Plan for that precinct.

In particular, there are existing pot plants anatr@posed vegetable garden on top of
the existing paving within the external playingaseas well as many existing large
trees planted within the provided landscaped ansée

As a response to the above sub-clause, the applstdomits the opinion that the
provided landscaped area meets the requiremenectexp by families caring for
young children.

For the objectives of the Scheme, please refeettiy Scheme Objectives, which
are considered to have been satisfied.

Council discretion - Clause 5.1(5)

In addition, Clause 5.1(5) of TPS6 permits a varatof landscaping,if the
developer provides outstanding landscaping in aganoce with the provisions of
Clause 6.14(1) ...

(@ Such landscaping shall be designed, developed campleted to a standard
considered by Council to be outstanding;
(b) Such landscaping shall comprise planting andeaist one of the following
decorative features:
(i)  rockeries;
(i) water features;
(iii) sculpture or other urban artwork; or
(iv) other decorative features considered by Cdutwienhance the visual
quality of the streetscape;
(¢) Such landscaping shall not:
(i) be paved other than for vehicular or pedestratess; or
(i)  form part of a private courtyard;
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(h)

(i)

0)

(d) Such landscaping shall occupy the portion efgtie between the primary street
boundary and the principal building on that siteich

(e) No fencing of any kind shall be erected betwsarh landscaping and the
primary street boundary, however Council may perappropriate fencing
forward of the proposed building along the side daries of the site.

The existing landscaping does not fully meet thevablisted requirements to be
considered as outstanding landscaping.

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

Car parking

The required number of car parking bays is nil Imeymormal residential parking
provisions. The Residential Design Codes requiremar2bays for a Single House,
which are provided within the existing double garaghe existing driveway can cater
for 2 vehicles for the dropping off and picking apchildren by parents. Therefore
the proposed development complies with the cariparkequirement in Table 6 of
TPS6.

Traffic

The provision of 4 “Full Time” places will createn@aximum of 8 vehicle movements
per day (dropping off children in the morning arickpng up children in the evening).
However, as 2 places will initially be taken by thgplicant's 2 own children, the
additional 2 places will create a maximum of 4 eéhimovements per day.

The 4 “Before and After School” places will creafe to 4 vehicle movements in the
morning and evening, totalling 8 vehicle movemeres day and at least 2 vehicle
movements per day from transporting the childreantd from school.

In total, the Family Day Care as proposed by thpliegnt is likely to create an
additional 14 vehicle movements per day. The Citgggommended operating
conditions would reduce the number of additionalmavements to 10 per day.

Alston Avenue is subject to some regular on-stpagking by residents and the noise
impacts of heavy traffic from the Kwinana Freewand dhe Perth to Mandurah rail
line, both located approximately 120 metres westhefsite, which was heard from
the street and courtyards of the site during a \@#é. The driveways on Alston
Avenue within the focus area provide vehicle actexl residences.

The impact of additional traffic from the previoysapproved Family Day Care
services in Lansdowne Road and Conochie Crescerg seen to have a minor
impact, though in the case of Lansdowne Road,gtoperty is located near a local
shopping precinct.

Additional traffic from the Family Day Care will ka some impact upon Alston
Avenue, however the City’'s recommended operatingditmns are considered to
reduce additional traffic on the street to an ataielp level.

Scheme Obijectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirfscheme No. 6

In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Ciause 1.6 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposededigpment. Of the 12 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttih@ current application and require
careful consideration:
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(@ Maintain the City's predominantly residentiabtacter and amenity;

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

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

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

(g) Protect residential areas from the encroachnoémappropriate uses.

(k) Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Claise 7.5 of TPS No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

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

(d) Any other Council Policy of the Commission oy glanning Council policy
adopted by the Government of the State of Westetnafia;

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

(i)  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

(p) Any social issues that have an effect on thengynof the locality;

(s) Whether the proposed access and egress ta@mdtlie site are adequate, and
whether adequate provision has been made for tlglirlg, unloading,
manoeuvre and parking of vehicles on the site;

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

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

(w) Any relevant submissions received on the agiic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undersé&7.4; and

(X)  Any other planning considerations which Counoitsiders relevant.

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

(@)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forgiaposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consulatior Planning Proposals”.

Under the “Area 1” consultation method, individgabperty owners, occupiers and /
or strata bodies at Nos. 2, 2B, 2C, 3, 3A, 3B, d 4A Alston Avenue and Nos. 55,
57, 57A, 57B, 57C and 57D Mary Street were invitednspect the plans and to
submit comments during a minimum 14-day period @y, the consultation

continued until this report was finalised).

During the advertising period, a total of 22 coteitn notices were sent and 7
submissions were received, none in favour and Thsigthe proposal, as well as a
letter objecting to the proposal signed by 17 masig from 10 properties. The
comments from the submitters, together with thdiegpt's and officer response are

summarised below.

Submitters’ Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer Response

The Family Day Care will
create car parking and
traffic issues including:

o Lack of available
parking onsite and on
the street.

o Congestion and

obstructions on the
street, with  vehicle
collisions likely.

0 The noise emitted from
vehicles.

The number of vehicles
using on-street parking will
not greatly increase. The
property has 2 bays onsite
and these bays will be
used for a duration of 5 to
15 minutes for dropping off
and picking up children. It
is expected no more than
2 street bays will be
required at any time.
Additional bays would be
available on the street if
neighbouring  properties
ceased utilising street
parking prior to their own.

The business will establish
a policy informing parents
of the City's Local Parking
Laws. The business will
inform the City of any
breaches of its parking
regulatons and  may
terminate its services to
the client.

The noise from any vehicle
accessing the site should
meet the noise
requirements  of  the
Department of Transport.
Any  excessively noisy
vehicle will be reported by
the business. The area is
already subjected to traffic
noise as some vehicle and
motorcycles  used by
neighbouring  residential
properties are excessively
noisy, and the traffic noise
from the freeway and
railway are audible from
the site.

There is adequate parking onsite to cater
for parents dropping off or picking up
children. In the event that more than 2
parents were onsite at the same time,
Alston Avenue has the capacity for
additional cars to park on the street for a
short period of time.

Any driver parking their car on the street
should not leave their vehicle in a position
that obstructs through traffic or the
driveways of other properties.

The noise impact from additional vehicles
is considered to be minor, especially
considering the site’s close proximity to
the Kwinana Freeway.

The City's officers recommend that the
number of children be restricted to a
maximum of 6, to minimise the impact of
traffic on neighbouring properties.

The comment is NOTED.
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The operation of a non-
residential land use within
a residential area will be

detrimental to the
residents’ amenity. In
particular:

o The loss of the

neighbouring residents’
“privacy” from having a
high number of small
children  within  a
confined area, and
from the arrival and
departure of parents
and their children.

o A loss of property
value.
o The excessive

provision of signage on
the site.

0 This approval may lead
to other non-residential
land  uses  being
approved nearby.

o The noise from the
operaton  of  the
business.

o0 The area will become a
less desirable area to
live as the street would
no longer be
exclusively residential.

o The street should
remain as a quiet
residential area.

The site will continue to be

used primarily as a
residence.
There will be limited

impact to the residential
appeal of the street and
the Family Day Care would
not detract from the value
of property. The provision
of this service may render
the street more favourable
to potential buyers.

No signage is proposed.

Each application for non-
residential land uses is
assessed individually; the
approval of this application
would not influence further
decisions by Council.

The service will be
operated by a qualified
early child care

professional and primary
teacher who has
completed the Family Day
Care  accreditation as
required by the Act. The
operator will take adequate
steps to reduce noise to
neighbours as required by
the Environmental
Protection (Noise)
Regulations 1997. These
steps include scheduled
visits to local playgrounds
and ovals for active play,
quite time, indoor play with
doors closed, scheduled
activities that maintain a

composed noise  free
environment and play in
areas where noise

exposure to neighbours is
limited . The site has high
brick fencing and is
surrounded by driveways.
The maximum number of
children  utilising  the
service is similar to that of
a large family.

The Family Day Care is proposed to
operate predominately during standard
business hours on weekdays only. The
Family Day Care will not be operating
during the evenings or on weekends.
Outside of the nominated operating hours,
the site will operate as a residence. The
external playing areas are surrounded by
driveways, boundary fences and large
trees, which are seen to reduce the noise
impacts to the sensitive areas of the
neighbouring residences. The proposed
hours and the City officers recommended
maximum number of children is seen not
to have a significant detrimental amenity
impact to neighbouring properties.

There is no evidence that the approval of
this application would have any the
impact upon property values.

The applicant is not proposing to install
any signage on the site.

If a non-residential land use is later
proposed at another residential property
near the site, that application will be
assessed on its merits.

The comments are NOTED.
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(b)

Another child care centre
is not required as existing
facilites are  located
nearby.

This service is in high
demand with local child
care facilities having
waiting lists in excess of
12 months, and its
provision is supported by
local schools and the state
and federal governments.

As at 1 February 2011, there are only 4
Family Day Care licences issued by the
Department for Communities within the
City of South Perth. This proposal is not
for a Child Day Care Centre. The
applicant indicates that there is sufficient
demand for additional child care services
to be provided within this area.

The comment is NOTED.

The construction works will
create excessive dust and
noise.

No construction works are
required.

No additions or alterations to the existing
building are proposed.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The site and the existing
building are not suitable for
child care services.

The property will undergo
auditing by an accredited
child care provider as
stipulated in the Child Care
Services  (Family  Day
Care) Regulations 2006.

City officers have recommended that
Council grant discretion to be exercised in
regards to the size and dimensions of the
external playing spaces. City officers
consider the internal playing spaces to be
adequate.

The comment is NOTED.

The existing fencing is

inadequate, potentially
allowing  children  to
escape.

There  will  be no
inadequate fencing. The
existing fencing will be
audited for compliance
(Refer to above).

The existing fencing is adequate to meet
the requirements of City Policy P307.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The applicant’s response to the neighbours’ comsnarg included irAttachment

10.3.2(c)

Internal administration

Comments were invited from the Environmental Headction of the City's

administration. The Environmental Health sectioovited comments with respect to
noise, food and kitchens. This section raises ngectibns and has provided

recommended important notes.

Accordingly, important notes are recommended ipoase to the comments from the

above officer.

Council Policy and Legislative Implications

Comments have been provided elsewhere in this répoelation 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 infélewing terms:
Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growing pemmn with a planned mix of
housing types and non-residential land uses.
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Sustainability Implications

Being non-residential land use of a non-sensitiaume, it is considered that the
development enhances sustainability by providingallobusinesses and employment
opportunities.

Conclusion

It is considered that the applicant’s proposal withmodification does not meet all of the
relevant Scheme, R-Codes and Council Policy oljestiand provisions, as it has the
potential to have a detrimental impact on adjoiniegidential neighbours and streetscape.
Provided that maximum number of children and otlenditions are applied as
recommended, it is considered that the applicatiauld be conditionally approved.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2

That pursuant to the provisions of @&y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemihis application for planning approval for an giddal use
(Family Day Care) to an existing Single House oh 5.dNo. 3C) Alston Avenue Combg
approved subject to:

(b) Standard Conditions
661 Expiry of approval

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

(b) Specific Conditions

The Family Day Care be limited to:

(i) 6 children on Monday to Friday between 7:30and ®:00am and between
2:30pm and 5:00pm;

(i) 4 children on Monday to Friday between 9:00armd 2:30pm on school days;
and

(iii) 6 children on Monday to Friday between 9:00and 2:30pm during school holidays;

Any additional children or additional hours of opton will be subject to an

amendment to the original planning approval.

(c) Standard Advice Notes
651  Appeal rights - Council decision

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

(d) Specific Advice Notes

The applicant is advised to comply with the Citgavironmental Health section

requirements, including the following:

(i) The design of all internal and external plageps are to be in compliance with
the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1987 relation to
surrounding properties;

(i) The business will need to register with théyGn accordance with theood Act
2008 and

(iif) The kitchen facilities are to comply with abplicable Australian Standards.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.3.3 Draft Policy P351.14 “Cygnia Cove ResidentiaDesign Guidelines” —
adoption for advertising for submissions

Location: Lots 83, 829, 9000 & 9001, corner Mannkgad and Centenary
Avenue, Waterford

Owners: Trustees of the Christian Brothers

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LP/801/14/14

Date: 2 May 2011

Author: Emmet Blackwell, Strategic Planning Oéfic

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmieand Community Services

Summary

This report presents to the Council a draft Plagiftolicy P351.14£ygnia Cove Residential
Design Guidelinegdraft policy). The draft policy aims to guideetrassessment and
determination of all residential development amgilamns within Cygnia Cove estate.

The objectives of the draft policy are to:

(&) promote safety, variety and a sense of place;

(b) ensure development is compatible with adjoinindgtage buildings;

(c) permit a variety of housing forms so as to promsteide choice in housing and
satisfy the demand of a variety of household typeslifestyles.

(d) preserve and enhance the local area’s natural g#emsy and waterways, particularly
the Swan River;

(e) promote development which maximises water and gneffficiency;

()  encourage a high standard of sustainable desigohvitas due regard to the needs of
occupants, neighbours and the availability of l@raknities.

Council is requested to adopt the draft policyddvertising for public submissions.

Background
The draft policy (Cygnia Cove Residential Designid&lines) is provided a8ttachment
10.3.3.

Council supported a subdivision proposal at itstingeon 25 July 2006 for the creation of
189 new residential lots at R20 density and appnaiely 5.0 hectares of open space. The
subdivision proposal was subsequently conditionafiproved by the Western Australian
Planning Commission (WAPC) on 29 January 2007. @omd No. 30 which was
recommended by Council requires the applicant ¢alyce residential design guidelines in
consultation with the City to address the followiaghongst other matters:

(&) Architectural compatibility between developmentghivi this subdivision and the
Clontarf Campus;

(b) Ecologically sustainable design initiatives;

(c) Setback requirements from public open space;

(d) Structures permitted in portions of lots that aigble from public open space and
Manning Road or Centenary Avenue;

(e) Crossover locations for corner lots at respectivea@ces to the subdivision and at
roundaboults;

()  Guidelines relating to verge treatment; and

(@) Any other aspect considered to be relevant.
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The landowner applied to the WAPC for renewal & slubdivision approval in May 2010
as the subdivision approval was due to expire odafuary 2011. Council again supported
the subdivision proposal (unmodified) at its 27yJ@010 meeting and the WAPC
subsequently granted a renewal of the subdivisippraval on 17 September 2010.
Condition No. 30 of the original subdivision appabvequiring the applicant to produce
residential design guidelines was again imposetiouit change. The applicant submitted
draft guidelines and following internal review Ryet City’s Planning staff, the residential
design guidelines for Cygnia Cove are now preseagaittachment 10.3.3in the form of
draft Policy P351.14.

Comment
The provisions of the draft policy have been foratedl to ensure that the previously
mentioned objectives are achieved. The draft paticorporates provisions relating to the
following:

(@) Restrictive Covenants
Restrictive covenants are to be placed on theft@atgs of Title of all lots within the
Cygnia Cove area. These will provide prospectivadtavners with sufficient
notification in regard to the additional developmeontrols as well as generally
ensuring a high standard of development througthmuéntire estate.

(b) Approval Process

The draft policy contains details of the requiredgedures in order to apply for both
Planning and Building approvals. A detailed flowadhs included within this section
of the policy to provide a simplified explanatiohtbe required procedures. The roles
of the “developer” Richard Noble and company (agtim behalf of the owners) and
the City of South Perth throughout the approvalcpss are also clearly defined.
Specifically, applicants development plans are ireguto first be endorsed by
Richard Noble prior to lodgement with the City.

(c) Sustainable Living

Both the “developer” (subdivider) and the City ajugh Perth are committed to the
promotion of environmentally sustainable developmbrdividual homes constructed
within the estate must satisfy a range of sociedlgponsible sustainability criteria.
Cygnia Cove is a certified EnviroDevelopment prbojeenviroDevelopment is an

initiative of the Urban Development Institute of tralia which recognises

developments that satisfy a range of sustainabditteria. Certification has been
achieved in the categories of ‘Community’ and ‘B&tems’. Cygnia Cove has been
carefully designed to mitigate the impact of newelepment on the environment and
to use resources responsibly.

A broad range of sustainability related requireraere contained under this heading,
including but not limited to:

* water use and re-use;

» garden design;

* public safety and amenity;

* passive environmental home design; and

* energy use.
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(d)

(€)

(f)

(9)

(h)

Built Form and Materials
Housing in Cygnia Cove is to reflect a contemporamhitecture as informed by the
sustainability-requirements of the design guidaline create a uniquely Australian
urbanism. Dwelling elevations are to feature a cositp of external wall finishes and
be articulated to provide visual interest. Blankades are to be avoided through the
provision of projections and indentations on theofl plans with resultant shadow
effects and corresponding roof elements. The stregiublic face’ of the building is
to be detailed to provide visual richness and ward enhance individual identity.
The following sub-headings are included within thestion:

» Building appearance and streetscape;

* Roofscape;

*  Wall materials;

» Site levels and retaining walls; and

+ Colour.

Fences

Fencing requirements additional to those contaimi¢ioin the R-Codes and Council’s
Fencing Policy P350.7 have been included to enthatea particularly high standard
of streetscape is designed, constructed and maéatalhe provisions establish which
materials are prohibited for a secondary streetdeand impose controls relating to
repairs or works involving a portion of fence oniglly provided by the Developer.

Vehicular Access and Garages

With one exception, all residential on-site carkpay requirements and associated
setbacks are as per the R-Codes and relevant C8pwth Perth planning controls.
The only exception is in those instances wherequéat lots are identified as being
subjected to the alternate requirements prescrimedler section 10.6 Indicative
Development Plans as described below under ‘Sigeip Considerations’.

Site Specific Considerations
Due to varying constraints associated with thetlooaof particular sites, numerous
lots within the subdivision area are subjectedpectic provisions to guide suitable
development. The following sub-headings relatedtaited requirements in response
to relevant site specific constraints:

¢ Minimum setbacks;

¢ Open space;

¢ Clontarf College heritage precinct;

¢ Quiet house design (lots fronting Manning Road ent€nary Avenue);

» Setback requirements from public open space;

¢ Indicative development plans (specific site desigguirements for irregular

shaped and grouped dwelling lots).

Design Guidelines Checklist

A comprehensive checklist containing all relevaesidential design guideline
requirements is included as Appendix 1Asfachment 10.3.3 The checklist will be a
valuable tool for applicants submitting developmapplications and also for the
nominated Richard Noble representative who willrésponsible for endorsing plans
before applications can be submitted to the City.
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Consultation

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Environmental Health Services

The City’s Environmental Health Officers have paed advice on the draft policy,
particularly the requirement that greywater reugstesns must be assessed and
approved by the City’s Environmental Health Offe@rior to installation. The policy
has been modified to include this requirement.

Building Services

The City's Building Services section has providegtadled advice in relation to
particular standards and processes in place rempmhergy and water efficiency
requirements and verification under the Buildingl€of Australia (BCA). The policy
did not require modification in this regard.

Statutory Planning

The City’'s Statutory Planning Officers made sigrafit contributions during the
initial editing stage of the policy. However in geal officers indicated that the draft
policy provisions are appropriate, concise and ightborward for assessing
development applications. They recommended additioarification regarding
development requirements for the grouped dwellingss Subsequently, additional
indicative development plans for the grouped dwglisites (five in total) have been
incorporated into the draft policy provisions.

Public Consultation

Public consultation on the draft policy will be wmthken in accordance with clause
9.6(2) of the city’s Town Planning scheme No. 6 $6 and Planning Policy P301
Consultation for Planning Proposals

Consultation will involve a notice in th&outhern Gazettenewspaper for two

consecutive weeks giving details on the naturesafect of the draft policy, where
the policy can be viewed and in what format subioiss may be made. The policy
will be on display at the City’s libraries, the @vCentre, and on the City's website.
The advertising period will be not less than 21 ddsom the date of the first
newspaper notice being published.

An indicative time frame for the policy to be firsdd is set out in the following table.

Stages of Advertising and Adoption Estimated Time Frame
Council resolution to adopt draft Policy P351.14 for advertising 24 May 2011
Public advertising period of not less than 21 days Commencing early June 2011

Council review of the draft Policy P351.14 in light of submissions | Council meeting
received, and resolution to formally adopt the policy with/without | August 2011
modification, or not proceed with the policy

Publication of a notice in one issue of the Southern Gazette, | August or September 2011

advising of Council’s resolution

Policy and Legislative Implications
A planning policy is adopted under clause 9.6 0§&P Under clause 1.5, planning policies
are documents that support the Scheme.

A planning policy is not part of TPS6 and does hitd the Council in respect of any

application for planning approval but the Counsité have due regard to the provisions of
the policy and the objectives which the policy ssigned to achieve, before making its
determination.
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Planning policies are guidelines used to assistn€bun making decisions under TPS6.
Although planning policies are not part of TPS&ytmust be consistent with, and cannot
vary, the intent of TPS6 provisions, including Besidential Design Codes

In accordance with clause 7.5 of TPS6, in considean application for planning approval
the Council must have due regard to relevant ptappblicies.

Financial Implications
The City will be responsible for costs associatéith wdoption of the policy.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

The draft policy requires that all development withthe Cygnia Cove site is to meet
detailed sustainable development requirements.eEltete has been certified by the Urban
Development Institute of Australia as being an Evibevelopment project in the categories
of ‘Ecosystems’ and ‘Community’, satisfying a rangé related sustainability criteria.
Additionally, a range of other development conts#ek to encourage designs that are both
energy and water efficient.

Conclusion

The policy will provide guidance to the City andpépants for residential developments
within the Cygnia Cove site. The policy complensetiite related provisions within TPS6,
the R-Codes and other Council planning policies.

Council is requested to adopt the draft policyddvertising for public submissions.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
ICOUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3
Moved Cr Best, Sec Cr Trent

That...

(@) in accordance with clause 9.6 of the City ofitBdPerth Town Planning Scheme No.
6, the draft Planning Policy P351.1gnia Cove Residential Design Guidelines
Attachment 10.3.3be adopted for advertising;

(b) public advertising of the draft Policy be implented in accordance with Council
Policy P301Consultation for Planning Proposaland

(c) a report on any submissions received be predetot the earliest available Council
meeting following the conclusion of the advertispeyiod.

CARRIED (10/0)

10.3.4 Disposal of Lot 604, Diagram 98873 Como (foer Right of Way 92) |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: ROW 92

Date: 3 May 2011

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

This report recommends that the Council dispos®mfier Right of Way 92, Lot 604 on
Diagram 98873 to Mr Michael John Sonntag and Msr€lMargaret Sonntag at the
independently licensed market valuation of $8,000.

Background

The City owns freehold Lot 604 on Diagram 98873.ot 1604 is a part of the

decommissioned Right of Way 92 which is now cloaed inaccessible to the public. Lot
604 is an 88 square metre parcel of land adjoiryeldob 2, 11 Barker Avenue (owned by
Mr and Mrs Sonntag) and 34 Alston Avenue Como,andige sump owned by the City of
South Perth.

Mr and Mrs Sonntag approached the City with a viewpurchasing Lot 604 to adjoin to
their Barker Avenue property. The City has in plast disposed of former right of ways to
adjoining lot owners at an agreed value, subjectthtere being suitable easement
protections and there being no further need forGlhe to retain the former right of way
for civic purposes.

Comment

In accordance with théocal Government Act 1994an independent license market
valuation was ascertained in February 2011. Loicehked valuers, Garmony Property
Consultants assessed the market value of the pyoper$8,000. A copy of the
Confidentialvaluation is available for viewing in the CouncibLounge.

Mr and Mrs Sonntag have agreed as part of the sidmomnditions to an easement burden
being created over the City’s drainage line, simitathe existing easement burden over
the Water Corporation Sewer.
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Consultation

In accordance with section 3.58(3) of thecal Government Act 199%he City gave public
notice of the proposed disposition inviting subriwiss for a period of not less than two
weeks. Advertisements were placed in The Westraligh on 31 March 2011 and the
City’s website with submissions closing Friday 1priA2011. There were no submissions
received during this period.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Section 3.58 of theocal Government Act 199%escribes the requirements for disposing of
land.

3 A local government can dispose of property iothen under subsection (2) if,
before agreeing to dispose of the property —
(@) it gives local public notice of the proposedptisition —
0] describing the property concerned; and
(i)  giving details of the proposed disposition;dan

(i) inviting submissions to be made to the logalernment before a
date to be specified in the notice, being a datdess than 2 weeks
after the notice is first given; and

(b) it considers any submissions made to it bettoeedate specified in the
notice and, if its decision is made by the couocé committee, the
decision and the reasons for it are recorded inrfieutes of the meeting at
which the decision was made.

()] The details of a proposed disposition that aeguired by subsection (3)(a)(ii)
include —

@) the names of all other parties concerned; and

(b) the consideration to be received by the loealegnment for the disposition;
and
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(c) the market value of the disposition —

0] as ascertained by a valuation carried out naireithan 6 months
before the proposed disposition; or

(i) as declared by a resolution of the local gavaent on the basis of
a valuation carried out more than 6 months befdie proposed
disposition that the local government believesdahrue
indication of the value at the time of the propodegposition.

Financial Implications

The proposed disposition of property this properilyearn the City $8,000 in revenue. The
proponents have agreed to be responsible for ats@ssociated with the proposed sale of
land, including but not limited to the market valoa, settlement and legal fees, stamp duty
fees etc.

Strategic Implications

The recommendation to dispose of this former Roghway is consistent with Goal 3 of the
Strategic Plan 2010-2015Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growingulabipn
with a planned mix of housing types and non-regidenses”.

Sustainability Implications
This recommendation is consistent with the prirespf the City’s Sustainability Strategy.

OFFICER RECOMMEN DATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.4

That Council .....

€))] resolve to dispose of former Right of Way 98t 604 on Diagram 98873 by private
treaty to Mr Michael John Sonntag and Ms Claire géaet Sonntag at the
independently licensed market valuation of $8,00@h@ condition that Mr and Ms
Sonntag agree to an easement burden being crea¢edhe City of South Perth
drainage line; and

(c) delegate authority to the Chief Executive Qdfito execute the relevant transfer of
land documents.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.3.5 Disposal of Lot 44, Deposited Plan 39639 Cortformer Right of Way 81) |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: ROW 81

Date: 3 May 2011

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

Summary

This report recommends that the Council dispoderafier Right of Way 81, Lot 44 on
Deposited Plan 39639 to Mr Peter Chwall and Ms &lématolievna Smith at the
independently licensed market valuation of $7,000.
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Background

The City owns freehold Lot 44 on Deposited Plan 3306Lot 44 is a part of the
decommissioned Right of Way 81 which is now closéat 44 is a 102 square metre
parcel of land off Greenock Avenue, adjoined bya88 37 Robert Street South Perth.

Mr Chwall and Ms Smith, the owners of Lot 3, 37 RdbStreet Como approached the
City with a view to purchasing Lot 44 to adjointteeir Robert Street property. Mr Chwall
is also keen to purchase the lot to prevent furtimi-social behaviour occurring on this
lot.

The City has in the past disposed of former rightvays to adjoining lot owners at an
agreed value, subject to their being suitable easerprotections and there being no
further need for the City to retain the former tigfiway for civic purposes. There are no
easement requirements on this lot and the Citynlbairther use or requirement for this
former right of way.

Comment

In accordance with théocal Government Act 199%n independent license market
valuation was ascertained in February 2011. Lécahsed valuers, Garmony Property
Consultants assessed the market value of the pyoper $7,000. A copy of the
Confidentialvaluation is available for viewing in the CouncidbLounge.

075m O

Consultation

In accordance with section 3.58(3) of thecal Government Act 1995%he City gave
public notice of the proposed disposition invitisgbmissions for a period of not less
than two weeks. Advertisements were placed inVWest Australian on 31 March 2011
with submissions closing Friday 15 April 2011. Téewvere no submissions received
during this period.

In addition, the City also wrote to the body corter seven individual owners of the
adjoining 35 Robert Street Como seeking comment faedback on the proposal to
dispose of the former right of way. There was amhe response received which was in
favour of the City disposing of the lot to the owsef 3/37 Robert Street Como.

49



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 MAY 2011

Policy and Legislative Implications
Section 3.58 of theocal Government Act 199%escribes the requirements for disposing of
land.

3) A local government can dispose of property iothen under subsection (2) if,
before agreeing to dispose of the property —

(@) it gives local public notice of the proposedpmtisition —
0] describing the property concerned; and
(i) giving details of the proposed disposition;can

(i) inviting submissions to be made to the logal’ernment before a
date to be specified in the notice, being a datdess than 2 weeks
after the notice is first given;

and

(b) it considers any submissions made to it bettoeedate specified in the
notice and, if its decision is made by the couock committee, the
decision and the reasons for it are recorded inrthieutes of the meeting at
which the decision was made.

()] The details of a proposed disposition that aeguired by subsection (3)(a)(ii)
include —

(@) the names of all other parties concerned; and

(b) the consideration to be received by twal government for the disposition;
and

(c) the market value of the disposition —

0] as ascertained by a valuation carried out naireithan 6 months
before the proposed disposition; or

(i) as declared by a resolution of the local gavaent on the basis of
a valuation carried out more than 6 months befdie proposed
disposition that the local government believesd@hrue
indication of the value at the time of the propodegposition.

Financial Implications

The proposed disposition of property this properily earn the City $7,000 in revenue. The
proponents have agreed to be responsible for ats @ssociated with the proposed sale of
land, including but not limited to the market valoa, settlement and legal fees, stamp duty
fees etc.

Strategic Implications

The recommendation to dispose of this former Roghway is consistent with Goal 3 of the
Strategic Plan 2010-2015Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growinguladipn
with a planned mix of housing types and non-redidenses”.

Sustainability Implications
This recommendation is consistent with the prirespf the City’s Sustainability Strategy.
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10.4

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.5

That Council .....

(@) resolve to dispose of former Right of Way 8t B4 on Deposited Plan 39639 by
private treaty to Mr Peter Chwall and Ms Elena Afiatna Smith at the
independently licensed market valuation of $7,00Qhe condition that Mr Chwall
and Ms Anatolievna Smith agree to an easementebubging created over the
Water Corporation sewerage line; and

(b) delegate authority to the Chief Executive Gifito execute the relevant documents.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES

10.4.1 Manning Community Hub — A Class Reserve 233

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 9 May 2011

Author: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer
Summary

This report recommends that the Council seek agprbom the State Government to
acquire a portion of A Class Reserve 24331, situatethe rear of the shops in Welwyn
Avenue, Manning. The projected funds from the pemol acquisition and future disposition
of portions of this reserve are considerable arel @otentially a significant financial
component towards funding the Manning Community Hub

The proposed acquisition of portion of Reserve34®ould be on the basis of purchasing
the land with freehold title from the State Goveemnfor 5% of its value in accordance

with the State Government policy for dealing wigserve land created at sub division. The
land area to be purchased relates to the portibe tesed for commercial purposes.

Should the State Government approve this land aitmu, the Council could dispose of
portions of land that would be used for commerpialposes on the proviso that all funds
received are reinvested for community and recreaparposes, namely the Manning
Community Hub.

Background

The Council originally endorsed the development aoincept plans and community
consultation for the Manning Community Hub in Fedrgu2008. CSD Consulting was
subsequently engaged to undertake a comprehensimenenity survey and develop a
community hub concept plan that incorporated conitpursporting and commercial
activities. A preferred option and the recommeiuaiat of the Manning Community Facility
Study were considered and endorsed by the Councilune 2009 and the Council
commenced the statutory process for associatedctoadres in December 2009.

Reserve 24331 is zoned neighbourhood commercialtiimed in Diagram 1. Diagram 2
details one of the redevelopment options being idensd that incorporates some
commercial development on the site — namely prapasgpermarket, cafe/restaurant and
medical centre.
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The consultant’s report in respect of the commetaia uses on the reserve recommended

that:

» Funds from the sale/lease of the commercial aredddoe used to contribute back to
provision of community facilities in the area.

» That Council investigate, in collaboration with 8t&overnment, potential mechanisms
for ensuring that income from this community agfeClass Reserve) is returned to
the community rather than general State revenue.

Consultants Hester Property Solutions were engagetthe City in April 2011 to provide
professional advice on the associated land tessstes and investigate the possibility of the
City acquiring Reserve 24331. Hester Property Swist are presently working with a
number of local governments on similar projects Aad extensive experience in gaining
freehold titles to reserve land for local authesti

Hester Property Solutions briefed a Council workshan 4 May 2011 outlining the
opportunities and various land acquisition processeilable to Council in respect to the
Manning Community Hub, which is the subject of ttéport.

Diagram 1
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Diagram 2

Comment

Hester Property Solutions have advised that Res#4881 provides the City with a unique

opportunity to raise significant funds for commuynénd recreation purposes within the
Manning Community Hub. The local community has dieadicated its enthusiasm for the

precinct to be redeveloped for community, recreatiod commercial uses which are much
needed in the area.

The subject portion of land was created as an As<laserve in 1955. Hester Property
Solutions have advised that the City can make mdbrequest to State Land Services (SLS)
to purchase the portion of land highlighted in gellin Diagram 3 for 5% of the assessed
market valued as determined by the Valuer Genefaifge (estimated at approximately
$150,000). The area of land to be acquired is afifroximate and will be further refined
once more detailed design and planning for theipcebas been done.
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Diagram 3

The process will require State Parliament apprasait will require the extinguishing of an
A Class reserve. The process is relatively sttefigtwvard with the submission requiring to
be tabled for fourteen sittings days in Parliame8upport from the community and local
members of State Parliament will be required anltl imvolve further public consultation

and individual meetings. The process will also megliaising and support from relevant
government agencies and service providers sudted3d¢partment of Planning.

Hester Property Solutions have had preliminaryudismns with SLS officers, who although
not in a position to predict the Parliament’s diecis have encouraged the City to lodge a
purchase of land submission due to the strong camtynbenefit that could potentially be
achieved.

Should the Council proceed with this proposal, eleBrroperty Solutions would be engaged
to manage the process on behalf of the City giteir tsignificant experience in this area.
The City has been advised that the reserve acdguigirocess would take approximately
twelve months.

Consultation

The Manning Community Hub has been the subjectxténsive community consultation
since 2008, inclusive of residents, community geugpovernment agencies and other key
stakeholders. The existing concept plan includimg proposed commercial development
has been developed in close cooperation with themaanity and with community support.
Further community consultation will be requiredvesll as consultation with and support
from local members of Parliament for the purchasihgart of the reserve for commercial
purposes.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

The proposal, process and legislative requiremientquire and dispose of portions of A
Class Reserve 24331 is subject to the provisiontbelfand Administration Act 199@nd
theLocal Government Act 1995

Financial Implications

The acquisition and subsequent sale of portiorhefréserve for commercial purposes will
realise significant income that will be used a®atibution to the proposed redevelopment
of the Manning Community Hub. The exact amount widi¢ determined by the area of land
set aside for commercial development and valued liyensed valuation professional.

Should the Council proceed with this proposalsirécommended that $150,000 (5% of
estimated valued) be included in the 2011/2012 butly the acquisition of the land. It is

anticipated that the land could be subdivided @ceassary) and sold for commercial
development consistent with community wishes. Abgeeds from future sales would be
expended on the provision of community facilities tbe site, consistent with Council and
community expectations.

Hester Property Consultants have quoted a fee &,080 to undertake the reserve
acquisition process on behalf of the City.

The 2009 preliminary costs for the Manning Commyuiiub were estimated in excess of
$16.3M. The progress and development of the Man@Giommunity Hub is also contingent
on proposed land sales within the Civic Triangle.

The proposed acquisition and future subsequenbsligspns within Reserve 24331 would
contribute significantly towards funding these coomity facilities. In particular,
acquisition of the reserve by the City would fdeie commercial infrastructure to be
developed on freehold land by prospective devetoper

Strategic Implications

The recommendation to acquire portion of Resend324s consistent with Goal 4.1 Places
of the Strategic Plan 2010-201%dentity and ensure activity centres and commuihityps
offer a diverse mix of uses and are safe, vibrawt amenable”.

Sustainability Implications

The creation of a community hub such as the Man@iaghmunity Hub is consistent with
the concept of building strong sustainable comnemitoy strengthening community
networks and creating more opportunities to interac
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10.5

10.6

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.4.1

That....

(@) Council consult with the local community ande thocal members of State
Parliament in seeking support for Council to acgiortion of Reserve 24331 — the
area to be determined for commercial purposesgpatt findings back to Council.

(b) subject to recommendation (a) being succesStulincil apply to the Department of
Regional Development and Lands (State Land Seriodsion) to obtain approval
from both the Minister for Lands and the WA Statell@ment to acquire portion of
Reserve 24331 for 5% of the assessed valuation;

(c) subject to recommendation (b) being apprp@miincil relinquish the Management
Order over Reserve 24331 and accept a new Managebmder over portions of
land to be designated for community purposes; and

(d) all funds derived from the sale or lease ofldr&l acquired are to be placed in the
City’s Asset Enhancement Reserve and reinvesteddommunity and recreation
purposes solely within the Manning Community Hub.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

\10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - April 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 08 May 2011

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

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

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

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 ctiee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iffi@mation 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 tooiiie financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their confFais report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publitirethe Annual Budget.
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Combining the Summary of Operating Revenues anceidifures with the Summary of
Capital Items gives a consolidated view of all epens under Council’s control. It also
measures actual financial performance against hegectations.

Local Government (Financial Management) RegulaB8&nrequires significant variances
between budgeted and actual results to be idehtdéied comment provided on those
variances. The City has adopted a definition grigicant variances’ of $5,000 or 5% of the
project or line item value (whichever is the greateNotwithstanding the statutory
requirement, the City provides comment on othesdesariances where it believes this
assists in discharging accountability.

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

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtveill necessarily be progressively

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

Reviews.

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

A monthly Statement of Financial Position 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 alsovjgled. Presenting this statement on a
monthly, rather than annual, basis provides grdatancial accountability to the community
and provides the opportunity for more timely in&mion and corrective action by
management where required.

Comment

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

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

 Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenue Bmgenditure Attachment
10.6.1(2)

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

* Summary of Capital IltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

» Schedule of Significant Variancegttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovemenisAttachments 10.6.1(6)(Apnd 10.6.1(B)

* Rate Setting StatemenAttachment 10.6.1(7)
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Operating Revenue to 30 April 2011 is $40.00M whiepresents 100% of the $39.90M
year to date budget. Revenue performance is ofobadget expectations overall - although
there are some individual line item differences.téeparking is in line with budget
expectations but infringements revenue lag budgdid8s. Interest revenues remain slightly
ahead of budget expectations - with higher holdioigboth Municipal and Reserve funds
contributing to the favourable variance. Interinegarevenue is now very close to budget.
Property enquiry revenue is low due to a reducedusrinof sales activity in the area.

Despite a downwards budget adjustment, Planningness are now some 11% below
budget expectations after a very quiet period sitzomiary. Building revenue now also lags
budget by 2% despite a downwards budget adjustnt&uitier Park Village revenue is
slightly ahead of budget expectations whilst theli@o Park Hostel revenue remains
significantly favourable even after an upwards s&ri to budget expectations - although a
modest downwards adjustment is expected after iaweof the commonwealth subsidies.
Golf Course revenue is now 1% above budget targdter the budget figure was revised
downwards in the last Budget Review. InfrastructBesvices revenue is largely on budget
in most areas - although transfer station entrg f@ere adjusted down in the Q3 Budget
Review. Comment on the specific items contributioghe variances may be found in the
Schedule of Significant Variancégtachment 10.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 30 April 2011 is $32.64Mieh represents 98% of the year to
date budget. Operating Expenditure is 4% under &udy the Administration area, on
budget in the Infrastructure Services area and Aéeubudget for the golf course.

Operating expenses in most administration areasclase to budget other than timing
differences and staff vacancies.

Pleasingly, management interventions associatech wite parks maintenance and
streetscapes areas have resulted in actual coltitsg falosely in line with budget
expectations. Plant use recoveries are being rexduwy an external consultant to allow
corrective measures to be introduced next yearté\faanagement costs are close to budget
expectations. Golf Course expenditure is also ctoseudget at this time with only minor
timing differences being evident.

There are a number of budgeted (but vacant) stefitipns across the organisation that are
presently being recruited for. The salaries budigeiuding temporary staff where they are
being used to cover vacandjes currently around 3.3% 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 VarianceAttachment 10.6.1(5). Themajority of
disclosed variances are the result of bringing Q8det Review adjustments to account.

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $2.52M at 30 Aggdlinst a year to date budget of $2.75M.
The major factor contributing to this variance @& environmental works grant funding
revenue that can only be claimed back after thé&ksvare completed and a timing difference
on CPV units leased. Details of the capital reverarégances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant VariancesAttachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 30 April 2011 is $14.26Mnegenting 87% of the (revised) year to
date budget and 77.2% of the full year revised budafter the inclusion of $4.0M of carry
forward works). The major elements of the capitalgpam delivered so far this year are
$6.73M in progress claims on the Library & Commuriacility project and $5.96M on
various infrastructure projects.
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The table reflecting capital expenditure progresssws the year to date budget by
directorate is presented below. Updates on speeifiments of the capital expenditure
program and comments on the variances disclosedithare provided bi-monthly from the

finalisation of the October management accountsandsy

TABLE 1 - CAPITAL EXPENDITURE BY DIRECTORATE

Directorate YT Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget | Total Budget
CEOQ Office 135,000 40,802 48% 190,000
Library & Community Facility * 6,287,000 6,215,859 97% 6,287,000
Financial & Information Services * 1,037,000 1,038,373 100% 1,152,000
Planning & Community Services 988,200 512,679 52% 1,051,100
Infrastructure Services 6,751,689 5,594,020 83% 8,053,961
Waste Management 235,000 207,488 38% 245,000
Golf Course 492,000 489,307 99% 687,000
UGP 380,000 161,368 42% 800,000
Total 16,305,889 14,259,896 87% 18,466,061

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

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahanformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial agament. It also provides information
about corrective strategies being employed to add@ny significant variances and it
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.

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

Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report primarily addresses the ‘financial’ @insion of sustainability by promoting

accountability for resource use through a histbnieporting of performance - emphasising
pro-active identification and response to appafieancial variances and, secondly, through
the City exercising disciplined financial manageimeractices and responsible forward
financial planning, we can ensure that the congerpee of our financial decisions are
sustainable into the future.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

€)] the monthly Statement of Financial Position &tncial Summaries provided as
10.6.1(1-4)be received;

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

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

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

‘10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anDebtors at 30 April 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 08 May 2011

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

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

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

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

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

Background

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

In order to discharge accountability for the exezadf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbeimalf 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 afsovided.

Statistics on the spread of investments to divenssk provide an effective tool by which

Council can monitor the prudence and effectiveng#s which these delegations are being
exercised.
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Data comparing actual investment performance wehchmarks in Council’s approved
investment policy (which reflects best practicenpiples for managing public monies)
provides evidence of compliance with approved itmesit principles.

Finally, a comparative analysis of the levels dfstanding rates and general debtors relative
to the same stage of the previous year is providethonitor the effectiveness of cash
collections and to highlight any emerging trends tihhay impact on future cash flows.

Comment

(@)

(b)

Cash Holdings

Total funds at month end of $37.97M compare faviolyrdo $37.88M at the
equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funds arg0%6 higher than the level they
were at for the same time last year - reflectingd®® higher holdings of cash
backed reserves to support refundable monies aiCth¢é & CPH. The Future
Building Projects Reserve is $0.3M more than atilAp®10 as funds have been
applied to the Library & Community facility projetiut new funds are now being
accumulated towards the Manning Hub project. ThePUR&serve is $0.9M higher.
The Waste Management, Information Technology amahtFReplacement Reserves
are each $0.3M higher whilst the River Wall Reseiweb0.2M higher. Other
Reserve balances are also modestly higher whenarechpo last year.

Municipal funds are $5.48M lower which reflects tnég cash outflows on the
Library & Community Facility project and major imstructure projects. Collections
from rates this year have remained strong and @tevery close to last year’s
excellent performance.

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

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

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portfiglicontinually monitored and re-

balanced as trends emerge.

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to casbhkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash ava#édbr Municipal use currently sits at
$5.89M (compared to $7.90M last month) It was $3043t the equivalent time in
2009/2010Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at tmoand was $37.02M
compared to $35.84M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Reserve Funds as investments (but less as MhahiEunds) as described above.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@edm deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are nateotly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysisiefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 97.2% of the dsrare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.
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(©)

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 figjkto respond to possible future
positive changes in rates.

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

Total interest revenues (received and accruedjhferyear to date total $1.97M -
well up from $1.51M 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 iflerstecure, but higher yielding

investment opportunities as well as recognising @otgntial adverse impact on the
budget closing position. Throughout the year, wdaknce 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 yieldnvestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.71% (compared with 5.76% last moniityestment results to date reflect
prudent selection of investments to meet our imatedcash needs. At-call cash
deposits used to balance daily operational casdsneerrently provide a modest
return of only 4.50% since the November 2010 Res&ank decision on interest
rates.

Major Debtor Classifications

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

(i) Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatie to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of April 2011 (aftex
due date for the final instalment) represent 96af%ates levied compared to 96.3%
at the equivalent stage of the previous year.
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This provides convincing evidence of the good ataoege 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 EdPlgyment Incentive Scheme
(generously sponsored by local businesses) thesee harovided strong

encouragement for ratepayers - as evidenced kstiiieg collections to date.

The good collection result has been supported ddtratively throughout the year
by timely and efficient follow up actions by thets Rates Officer to ensure that
our good collections record is maintained. Thiseidected in the City reaching its
KPI of 95% collections some 3 months before yeak en

(i) General Debtors

General debtors (excluding UGP debtors) stand €684 at month end ($1.64M
last year) ($1.62M last month). The major changeshie composition of the
outstanding debtors’ balances are the GST Receiv@.1M higher), sundry and
balance date debtors ($0.60M lower) and outstanplémging infringements ($0.1M
lower). Grant funding outstanding is broadly inelirwith the previous period
balance. This represents a very positive colleatisult over the last 4 months.

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

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

(i) Underground Power

Of the $6.74M billed for UGP (allowing for adjustmts), some $6.15M was

collected by 30 April with approximately 80.7% diose in the affected area
electing to pay in full and a further 18.6% optitg pay by instalments. The

remaining 0.7% (15 properties) represents propertieat are disputed billing

amounts. Final notices were issued and these asbame been pursued by external
debt collection agencies as they have not beesfaeirily addressed in a timely

manner. As a result of these actions, legal prangedhave been instituted in

relation to the 3 outstanding debts (Jan & Feb 20ddrings - one has since been
settled). Two other paid in full, 8 have commenegohyment plan and 2 others are
yet to reach a satisfactory arrangement.

Collections in full continue to be better than esed as UGP accounts are being
settled in full ahead of changes of ownership oammlternative 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 recognise that thisngt an interest charge on the UGP service
charge - but rather is an interest charge on thdifig accommodation provided by

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

encourages ratepayers in the affected area to ez arrangements to pay the
UGP charges - but it is, if required, providingiastalment payment arrangement to
assist the ratepayer (including the specified @gecomponent 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 agetbin 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 firgrmssets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable farnmanagement which directly relate to
the key result area of Governance identified inGitg’s Strategic Plan “To ensure that the
City’s governance enables it to respond to the caonity'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 managernoeaffeéctively 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 30 April 2011 Monthlyt8taent of Funds, Investment & Debtors

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

Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 08 April 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 April 2011
and 30 April 2011 is presented to Council for imfiation.
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Background

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

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aigbhdrpurchasing approval limits for

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

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

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

Comment

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

The report format now reflects contemporary practic that it now records payments

classified as:

» Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsibass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT. u@pgyments show both the
uniqgue Cheque Number assigned to each one andssignad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughbe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show both Bk Batch Number in which the
payment was made and also the assigned Creditob&tuthat applies to all payments
made to that party. For instance, an EFT paymdpterece of 738.76357 reflects that
EFT Batch 738 included a payment to Creditor numi@857 (Australian Taxation
Office).

* Non Creditor Payments

(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe aot listed as regular suppliers in the
City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).

Because of the one-off nature of these paymentslisting reflects only the unique

Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there issmoapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterilepermanent record does, of course,
exist in the City’s financial records of both thayment and the payee - even if the
recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

Details of payments made by direct credit to emgdopank accounts in accordance with
contracts of employment are not provided in thorefor privacy reasons nor are payments
of bank fees such as merchant service fees whigldiaect debited from the City’s bank
account in accordance with the agreed fee schedulder the contract for provision of
banking services.
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Payments made through the Accounts Payable funat®mo longer recorded as belonging
to the Municipal Fund or Trust Fund as this practielated to the old fund accounting
regime that was associated with Treasurers Adv&toeunt - whereby each fund had to
periodically ‘reimburse’ the Treasurers Advance dwat.

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

Consultation

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

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

ratepayers.

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

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing buggevisions.

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable 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 dwmmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of A@@11 as detailed in the report of the
Director of Financial and Information Servicégtachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.6.4  Use of the Common Seal |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 6 May 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.
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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 Commorl,disting seal number; date sealed;
department; meeting date / item number and reasondse.”

Comment
Clause 21.1 of the City’'s Standing Orders Local L2@07 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper uigeodommon seal.

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

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

Register

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an elgctdata base and is available for
inspection. Extracts from the Register on the afsthe Common Seal are provided each
month for Elected Member information.

April 2010
Nature of Document Parties Date Seal
Affixed
Surrender of Lease CoSP and Marjorie Doris Girdlestone 5 April 2011
Lease CoSP and Trinity-Aquinas Amateur Football Club Inc 5 April 2011
Lease Agreement CoSP and Michelle Pomery Trustee Trading As “Conon | 6 April 2011
Road Kindergarten
Lease CoSP and Edward Paul Cogan 18 April 2011
Deed of Agreement to Lease | CoSP and Edward Paul Cogan 18 April 2011
Lease CoSP and Betty Joyce Hillier 18 April 2011

Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L&¥@?2 describes the requirements for the
safe custody and proper use of the common seal.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4

That the report on the use of the Common Seahfntonth of April 2011 be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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[10.6.5 Planning Approval Determined Under Delegateduthority

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 2 May 2011

Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Sersice

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

The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thettmohApril 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 Delegatedhority from Development
Services under Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as caothe provided in the Councillor's
Bulletin.”

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

Comment

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

Consultation
During the month of April 2011, thirty-five (35) delopment applications were determined
under delegated authority Attachment 10.6.5

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

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

Strategic Implications

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

Ensure that the City’s governance enables it to lboespond to the community’s vision
and deliver on its service promises in a sustaireabianner.
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Sustainability Implications
Reporting of Applications for Planning Approval Banined under Delegated Authority
contributes to the City’s sustainability by pronmggieffective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.5

That the report anédittachment 10.6.5relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of April 20be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.6.6 Review of Ward Boundaries and RepresentatiorDiscussion Paper |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 9 May 2011

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance and Adstiation

Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveffizer

Summary

This report considers the ‘Review of Ward Boundarend Representation Discussion
Paper’. The Discussion Paper Attachment 10.6.6has been prepared in response to the
State Government’s current local government refgnocess and considers the Council
reducing from thirteen to nine elected members \ittiew to coming into effect for the
2013 ordinary local government elections. The Dis@mn Paper also considers and assesses
four ward options in light of the proposed reductio elected members.

Background

The State Government initiated the voluntary |lggalernment reform process in 2009 with
a view to creating a stronger more sustainabld pa@aernment sector in the future. One of
the four reform initiatives was for each Councilctmsider‘reducing the number of elected
members to no more than six to nine per council”

The City of South Perth’s September 2009 Local Gawent Reform Submission to the
Minister for Local Government resolved that the @cilis preference was for the number of
elected members to be reduced from thirteen to, mamprising eight elected members
utilising a ward system and a Mayor, elected adar

The Minister for Local Government subsequently wréd the City of South Perth in
September 2010 outlining the ward and represeetgiiocess involved for the City to
reduce its elected members from thirteen to ninth & view to coming into effect for the
2013 ordinary local government elections. The Gigain reconfirmed its position to the
Department of Local Government, advising of itsf@rence for eight elected members and
a Mayor elected at large.

The City of South Perth currently has 25,422 elec{as of March 2011) in six wards with
two elected members each, with one elected menakieng every two years. The Mayor is
elected at large. The existing ward structureaisel primarily on Canning Highway, with
two wards north, one west and three south of thevny.
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Comment

Reduction in Elected Members

The Discussion Paper considers reducing the nurob&lected members to a number
between six and nine in line with State Governnpericy. There is anecdotal evidence that
reduced elected member representation still prgvideng balanced representation whilst
resulting in more effective and efficient decisioraking, governance savings and better
value for money service delivery.

Elected member representation affects how muchsageeople and communities have to
their local government and their ability to infleendecisions about what services and
initiatives they value.

The advantages of reducing elected member repeggeninclude:

» Decision making may be more effective and efficient

* Reduction in cost of governance overheads, incydéss meeting fees, allowances,
reimbursements, conferences etc (estimated safiHg0p000)

» Potential for stronger team spirit and team work

» Potential to lead to greater interest in electimmd more candidates

The disadvantages of reducing elected member mpi#on include:

» A smaller number of elected members may resulhimereased workload and demand,
reducing their effectiveness and discouragingpgeosve candidates

» Potential loss of diversity of interests

» Potential for less community participation if thame fewer elected members to contact

» Potential for possible interest groups to domirzdencil

Reducing representation by four elected membersthen South Perth Council would
increase the elected member / elector ratio from2118 to 1 : 2824, an increase of
approximately 32%. This still represents a higlegaresentational balance in comparison to
the metropolitan ‘City’ local governments (inclusief Mayor), which averages 1 : 4280.

Number of Elected Members Elected Member : Elector Ratio
13 1:1955
12 1:2118
11 1:2311
10 1:2542
9 1:2824
8 1:3177
7 1:3631
6 1:4237

Ward Boundary Review Options
The Discussion Paper considers four options onWaed Boundary review, based on
eight elected members and a Mayor elected at large.

When considering changes to ward boundaries, Sth@deiof theLocal Government Act

1995 prescribes the factors that must be taken into watdcby the Council in their

considerations:

e Community of Interest;

e Physical and Topographic Features;

« Demographic Trends;

+ Economic Factors; and

« Ratio of Elected Members to Electors (maximum 108&6iance ratio for elected
members to electors)
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Option 1 — Eight Ward

s with One Elected Member PeiwWard

& oS

Last Updated June 2007

WARD SUBURBS ELECTED ELECTORS ELECTED % RATIO
MEMBERS MEMBER : DEVIATION
ELECTOR
RATIO
1 South Perth 1 3494 1:349%4 0.09%
2 South Perth 1 3443 1:3443 0.08%
3 Kensington 1 2860 1:2860 -0.09%
4 Como 1 2947 1:2947 0.07%
5 Como 1 3524 1:3524 0.10%
6 Como 1 3083 1:3083 -0.02%
Salter Point
7 Manning 11 3163 1:3163 -0.004%
Salter Point
8 Karawara 1 2908 1:2908 -0.08%
Manning
CITY WIDE 8 25,422 1:3177
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The option of creating eight wards proves diffiqultsatisfying all five factors used by the
Local Government Advisory Board in their determioatof Council submissions. To
achieve the required representational balance, disoward boundaries proposed creates a
number of issues in respect to retaining commuoitinterest as it divides every suburb
excepting Kensington and Karawara between wards jraparticular, Como between three
wards. Some ward boundaries are divided upon nphgsical features which could also
create confusion amongst electors (e.g. minor readd as Anstey Street, Goss Avenue,
Challenger Avenue become ward boundaries).

Option 2 — Four Wards with Two Elected Members PeiwWard

=

W e o <

e ()

WARD SUBURBS ELECTED ELECTORS ELECTED % RATIO
MEMBERS MEMBER : DEVIATION
ELECTOR
RATIO

North Ward South Perth

TOTAL 2 6,994 13497 10%
South Ward Karawara

Manning

Salter Point

Waterford

TOTAL 2 6,268 1:3134 -0.01%
East Ward Como

Kensington

TOTAL 2 5,919 1:2959 -0.06%
West Ward Como

Salter Point

TOTAL 2 6,241 1:3120 -0.01%
CITY WIDE 8 25,422 1:3177
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This option as detailed in the above map considersling the district into four wards,
north, south, east and west. The representatioal@nte ratio deviation is within the
Minister for Local Government'’s required 10% deniat

The dividing of the suburbs of Como and Salter Pbéatween the two wards diminishes the
community of interest factor, however the divisiemequired in order to achieve the option
of four wards.

This proposal attempts to retain the respectivenconity of interest within the four wards.
As an example, the South Perth Railway StationiRcecs within the proposed north ward
and the Canning Bridge Station Precinct is withie proposed west ward.

It could be reasonably argued that the suburbs ateYfbrd, Manning, Salter Point together
and to a lesser degree Karawara all have a distommunity of interest whilst the suburbs
of South Perth, Kensington and Como together ads@ la distinct community of interest.

With the future expected growth to occur in the tBoRerth Railway Station Precinct,
Canning Bridge Railway Station Precinct and Cyddave, there is the possibility that the
ratio deviation will alter into the future, but ne¢fore the 2013 ordinary elections.

Should the Council consider that the proposed bagnbetween the north ward and south
ward should be realigned from Coode and HensmaetSio South Terrace to better reflect
the community of interest, it would have to maksudmission to the Minister for Local
Government outlining the extenuating circumstanasst would create a ratio deviation in
the north ward well in excess of the 10% variareed.

Option 3 — Two Wards with Four Elected Members PeiwWard

Giyor I
South Perth ; &)

[ 05 10
Scale (km)

a=// Last Updated June 2007}
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WARD SUBURBS ELECTED ELECTORS ELECTED % RATIO
MEMBERS MEMBER : DEVIATION
ELECTOR
RATIO
North/West Ward South Perth 4
Como
Salter Point
TOTAL 4 13,238 1:3309 0.04%
South/East Ward Como 4
Kensington
Karawara
Waterford
Manning
Salter Point
TOTAL 4 12,184 1:3046 -0.04%
CITY WIDE 8 25,422 1:3177

This option as detailed in the above map considers wards, a northwest ward and
southeast ward, divided by Canning Highway, Hei8&get, Ley Street, Gentilli Way and
Mt Henry Road.

As can be seen from above, the representationaintalratio deviation is within the
Minister for Local Government’s required 10% deiat

The dividing of the suburbs of Como and Salter Pbéatween the two wards diminishes the
community of interest factor, however the divisismequired in order to achieve the option
of two wards.

The proposed ward boundaries follow natural physicandaries, with Canning Highway

being the main feature of distinction. This prop@dws the north west coastal suburbs to
remain together in one ward, which is importanthie City's future planning for the South

Perth Station Precinct and the Canning Bridge &tdrecinct.

There would appear to be strong community of irsterthin the two proposed wards,
divided by Canning Highway. However, this proposalld also perpetuate the already
existing perceptions within the district.

It could be reasonably argued that the suburbs aie¥ibrd, Manning, Salter Point together
and to a lesser degree Karawara all have a distomamunity of interest whilst the suburbs
of South Perth, Kensington and Como together ase la distinct community of interest.

Option 4 — No Ward System
This option considers having no wards within theyGivith all eight elected members being
elected by all electors of the district.
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The advantages of a no ward system include:

* Would eliminate potential ward bias - th@®cal Government Act 199&quires that
elected members represent their interests of etlt@ls, ratepayers and residents of the
district, not just their ward.

* Would achieve more balanced representation adnesSity.

» Smaller populated and sometimes more disadvantaged would be represented by the
whole Council.

» Simpler election process to administer and undedgsta

» Broadens the views and understanding of electedbeestbeyond their own immediate
area.

* Members of the community can speak to any electethlver rather than their usual
ward elected member.

The disadvantages of a no ward system include:

» Electors may feel that they are not adequatelyessprted if the do not have an elected
member within their immediate area.

» There is the potential for an interest group to thate the Council.

» Elected members may not have an affinity for isauggess the district.

» Elected members are expected to have an undenstpofiall issues across the district,
increasing their workload and demand.

* More costly for prospective candidates to contesttns given they need to campaign
across the whole district.

Whilst there are sixty seven local governments ethwards in Western Australia, only
four metropolitan local governments, Perth, KwinaReppermint Grove and Gosnells
currently have no wards.

Consultation

The draft Discussion Paper was the subject of an€ibworkshop, 4 May 2011. Should the
Council endorse the Discussion Paper, there wilab@ainimum 42 day statutory public
submission period, 28 May 2011 through to 11 J0Iy/12

Policy and Legislative Implications

Schedule 2.2 of theocal Government Act 199&escribes the requirements and process for
undertaking a ward and representation review. relew process involves the following
steps:

» Council resolving to undertake a ward and represiemal review

* 42 day public submission period on ward and reprtesen review

» Council considering all submissions and relevaatofis before making a decision

» Submission of a report to the Local Government Adxy Board for consideration

* The Local Government Advisory Board submitting eoramendation to the Minister for
Local Government for determination.

Financial Implications

There are limited financial implications in prepgyiand consulting on the Discussion
Paper. Should the Council resolve to reduce to eleeted members from thirteen, there
would be significant governance savings from Oat@fd 3 onwards.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Strategic Implications

The proposal is consistent with Strategic DirectriGovernance’ of the Strategic Plan
“Ensure that the City’'s governance enables it toasl to the community’s vision and
deliver its service promises in a sustainable mahne

Sustainability Implications

This Discussion Paper has been prepared directhgsponse to the State Governments
local government reform process, which is aimechaking the industry more sustainable
and stronger into the future.

’

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION 10.6.6

That Council...

(@ endorse the Review of Ward Boundaries and Reptation Discussion Paper May
2011;

(b) agree to undertake a review of the City of &oBerth ward boundaries and

representation in accordance with Schedule 2.Bedfdcal Government Act 1995
(c) endorse Option 2 (four wards with two Electedrivbers per Ward with one Mayor
elected at large) as the preferred option;
(d) invite public submissions from 28 May 2011 tbJuly 2011; and
(e) consider all submission and make a determinatiothe Review in August 2011.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Nil

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

Nil

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Membergalen on Notice
Nil

13.2  Questions from Members
Nil

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

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

15.1  Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.
Nil

15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be mad@ublic.

CLOSURE
The Mayor thanked everyone for their attendancecéwabd the meeting at 7.21pm.
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DISCLAIMER

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

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

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 28 Jen2011

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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17. RECORD OF VOTING

24/05/2011 7:08:46 PM

Item 7.1.1 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cn&l€ridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skin@&rRob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat

No: Absent: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, @li€ Cala, Casting Vote

24/05/2011 7:09:33 PM

Item 7.1.2 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cn&l€ridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skin@&rRob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat

No: Absent: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, @li€ Cala, Casting Vote

24/05/2011 7:09:50 PM

ltem 7.2.1 — 7.2.4 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cn&l€ridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skin@&rRob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat

No: Absent: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, @li€ Cala, Casting Vote

24/05/2011 7:10:17 PM
Item 9.0 En Bloc Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cn&l€ridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skin@&rRob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat
No: Absent: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, @li€ Cala, Casting Vote

24/05/2011 7:19:02 PM

Item 10.3.3 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor James Best, Cr Veronica Lawrance, CnGl€ridland, Cr Peter Best, Cr Les Ozsdolay, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Susanne Doherty, Cr Betty Skini@&rRob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat

No: Absent: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Travis Burrows, @li€ Cala, Casting Vote

78



