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South

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA

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

2. DISCLAIMER
Chairperson to read the City’s Disclaimer

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

4. ATTENDANCE
4.1 Apologies
4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

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

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE

At the Council meeting held 27 March 2012 the feflog questions were taken on notice:

[6.1.1 Mr Lindsay Jamieson, Tralee Way, Waterford |

Summary of Question

At the Council Meeting held 27 March 2012 the CEDised that four questions, relating to
an alleged incident / Code of Conduct issue thatiwed at a meeting in July 2011 between
an officer and Mr Jamieson, had been retrieved fileenPublic Question Time in-tray. He

further stated that the questions were taken oiten@nd a response would be provided
accordingly.

Summary of Response

A response was provided by the Chief Executivedeffiby letter dated 30 March 2012. A
summary of the response is not provided in the lgeas it relates to &onfidentialstaff
matter
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6.2

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 24.4.2012

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

7.1

7.2

MINUTES

7.1.1

Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 27 March 2012

BRIEFINGS

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

7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

Agenda Briefing - March Ordinary Council Meding Held: 20.3.2012

Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the March Council Agenda. téfrom the Agenda Briefing
are included aéttachment 7.2.1.

Concept Forum : Integrated Financial Planningand Major Capital Initiatives
Overview Meeting Held: 13.3.2012

Officers of the City provided and update on the=¢mated Planning Management
Framework and the City'draft 10 year Long Term Financial Plan. Notes from the
Concept Forum are included Agachment 7.2.2.

Concept Forum : CSIRO Bentley Technology Parkipdate and Cygnia Cove -
Amended Submission Meeting Held: 21.3.2012

Representatives from CSIRO provided an update @n attivities in Bentley
Technology Park and the Consultants for Cygnia Cpuvavided an amended
submission on a modified proposal for selected siteCygnia Cove. Notes from the
Concept Forum are included Agachment 7.2.3.

8. PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1

An ‘informal’ Petition dated 31 March 2012 reeived from Paul and Mandy
Gebhard, 52a Griffin Crescent, Manning together wih 44 signatures, in
relation to proposed tree signage in Griffin Crescet, Manning.

Text of Petition reads:

“We the residents of Griffin Crescent, Manning dooh wish to have our
streetscape tarnished with any signage by the ©itysouth Perth on the verge of
52a Griffin Crescent in relation to the recent trg@isoning.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 31 March 2012 received fRaul and Mandy Gebhard,
52a Griffin Crescent, Manning together with 44 siymes, in relation to proposed
tree signage in Griffin Crescent, Manning be reedivand forwarded to the
Infrastructure Services Directorate for investigati
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9.

8.1.2 Petition dated 17 April 2012 received from Adrew Morton, Collier Park
Village, together with 30 signatures, in relation @ the proposed changes to the
Billiard Room.

Text of Petition reads:

“We the undersigned residents of the Collier Parkllelge, City of South Perth,

request that a Special General Meeting be convemedhe Village under the

Chairmanship of the Administering Body to hold arpen and fair discussion of
the proposed removal of the Billiard Table and Eguient to facilitate the re-

positioning of computers and library shelves frorhet Reception area and the
Leisure Centre to the Billiard Room.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition dated 17 April 2012 received frAmdrew Morton, Collier Park
Village, together with 30 signatures, in relatiam the proposed changes to the
Billiard Room be received and forwarded to the Depment and Community
Services Directorate for action.

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

Nil

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 April 2012
8.3.2 Deputations at Council Meeting Held: 24 Aprik012

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS

8.4.1. Council Delegate : Perth Airports Municipalties Group Meeting 22 March 2012.
A report from Cr Hasleby, Cr Skinner and the CE@msarising their attendance at
the Perth Airports Municipalities Group Meetingdhein 22 March 2012 at the Shire
of Kalamunda is aittachment 8.4.1.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegates’ Report Attachment 8.4.1 in relation to the Perth Airport
Municipalities Group Meeting held at the Shire ail&munda on 22 March 2012 be
received.

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS

METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 APRIL 2012

10. REPORTS

10.0

MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING S
10.0.1 Request for increase in density coding anduiding Height Limit for sites in
Cygnia Cove, Waterford (Amendment No. 33 to TPS G)tem 10.3.3. Council
meeting 28 February 2012 refers)
Location: Cygnia Cove Estate, Waterford
Applicant: Development Planning Strategies (DPS) Richard Noble and
Company, representing the Christian Brothers
Lodgement Date: 12 March 2012
File Ref: LP/209/33
Date: 2 April 2012
Author: Rod Bercov, Strategic Urban Planning Adwise
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develommt and Community Services
Summary

To consider a request for a modified and ‘scaledrdocAmendment to Town Planning
Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) in relation to the Cygnia Chetate, eastern Waterford, for the
following purposes:

(a) to increase the density coding of three devetq sites from R20 to R60;

(b) to increase the density coding of two developinsées from R20 to R80;

(© to increase the Building Height Limit for thed ‘R80’ sites and portion of one
‘R60’ site from 7.0 metres to 10.5 metres;

(d) to correct minor inconsistencies in zoning gldine common boundary between the
Clontarf Aboriginal College site and the Cygnia €oftstate, arising from a
previous realignment of the boundary, to ensuré ttie zoning coincides with the
latest cadastral boundary.

It is recommended that the request be supportatiffeat Amendment No. 33 to TPS6 be
initiated and endorsed for community advertising.

Background
This report includes the following attachments:

» Attachment 10.0.1(a) Scheme Amendment request report by DPS

» Attachment 10.0.1(b) Appendix 1 to DPS report: Certificate of Titledabeposited
Plan 70746

» Attachment 10.0.1(c) Appendix 2 to DPS report: WAPC subdivision apjaiov

» Attachment 10.0.1(d) Appendix 3 to DPS report: Traffic Implicationgoet by Riley
Consulting

» Attachment 10.0.1(e) Cygnia Cove Estate plan taken from Policy P351Qypnia
Cove Residential Design Guidelines’

» Attachment 10.0.1(f) Draft Amendment No. 33 document for advertising
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(@)

(b)

Original proposal considered at February 2012 Guncil meeting

The Cygnia Cove Estate is situated between thet&foAboriginal College and

Centenary Avenue. At its February 2012 meeting,Gbancil considered a request

for a Scheme Amendment relating to five developrséas in Cygnia Cove. At that

time, the applicants request was to:

» increase the density coding of three sites from R2R80 ;

» increase the density coding of two sites from R2B60;

* increase the maximum permissible building heightabffive sites from 7.0
metres to 10.5 metres; and

* to correct minor inconsistencies in zoning alorg ¢bmmon boundary between
the Clontarf Aboriginal College site and the Cyg@iave Estate.

The Council resolved not to initiate a Scheme Annegt in the manner requested
by the applicants. Council further resolved to ievihe applicants to submit a
different Scheme Amendment to increase the demsiting of the five selected

sites to R40, with no change to the Building Heighmit; and also to correct the

zoning inconsistencies referred to above.

Applicants’ modified and ‘scaled down’ Amendmem proposal

Being mindful of the concerns expressed at the Welpr Council meeting the
applicants have modified their proposal. While thaye not reduced the proposed
density coding to R40 as suggested by the Counith, no change to the building
height limit, their proposal has been ‘scaled dowm’'a significant degree. The
applicants say that the modified proposal is egtimmpatible with proposed
development in the remainder of Cygnia Cove. Thdifisations are as follows:

» The density coding for the development site inrtbgh-east corner of the estate
is reduced from R80 to R60.

* The height limit for the ‘edges’ of the developmesité in the north- east corner
of the estate is retained at 7.0 metres (2 stdeypatch the height of future
buildings on the adjoining R20 coded lots. Themdire height limit will apply
to 14 metre wide portions of the site at the irsteef with adjoining lots. This
dimension is similar to the width of the adjoinisiggle house lots on each side.

* The building height limit for the two developmeites in the south-eastern area
of the estate is retained at 7.0 metres. This agdirensure compatibility with
the future two storey dwellings on the adjoiningdR®ded lots.

At the Concept Forum held on 21 March 2012, thdiegmts provided justification
for their modified proposal. While they contendttiiae original proposal would
produce compatible development, the form of thaltast development based on
the modified Scheme Amendment, would be even maongatible.

The plan below shows the Cygnia Cove subdivisigoug with the five development sites
and the affected portions of land along the Cldritaundary, shown shaded. The proposed
density coding of the five development sites i® alsown:
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For the site situated at the corner of Manning Raad Centenary Avenue, the proposed
reduction in the building height limit for portio$ this site is depicted on the plan below:

2 storey (7 metres) building
height immediately abutting
R20 allowing for transition
within the development site
from 2 to 3 storeys. The
width of the 2 storey
building height limit area is
14 metres - equivalent to
the average width of a
single residential lot.

3 storey (10.5 metres) building height restricted to the

inner area of the site, separate from adjacent 2 storey

R20 lots. This allows for a landmark development at
the corner to create identity.

Comment

The report to the February Council meeting citae freasons why the original Scheme
Amendment proposals warranted support. Those ream@neven more valid in relation to
the modified ‘scaled down’ proposal now under cdesation. The reasons are again set out
below:
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® The Cygnia Cove subdivision follows sustainatdsign principles, both in terms of
density, housing design and site planning;

(i) No lots within Cygnia Cove within proximity othe five sites have yet been sold
and purchasers will be made aware of the applicdetesity coding and building
height limit at the time of purchase;

(iii) Building design of the future developmentslivide controlled by normal TPS6 and
R-Codes requirements, as well as Policy P351.14gnleguidelines for Cygnia
Cove;

(iv) During the various times of consideration ok tsubdivision and related design
guidelines Policy, the Council did not express aoypcerns or limitations on the
proposed density coding or building height thatusttaltimately apply to the five
sites;

(v) In assessing the merits of the proposal, Cificers are satisfied that the proposal
would have minimal impact on the surrounding ldgalihaving regard to the
following:

(A) No adjoining residential development - The Cygnia Cove Estate site is
bounded by road reserves to the north and eastivéireto the south, and the
Clontarf institutional site to the west. Therene existing development
adjoining any of the Amendment sites within Cyg@ave, and no residential
development immediately adjoining the estate its@lhe nearest residential
land is in the Waterford Triangle, which is sepadafrom Cygnia Cove by
Manning Road.

(B) Council Policy P351.14 ‘Cygnia Cove Design Gudines’ - The
performance criteria associated with the Counclickd?351.14 have been
formulated to achieve not only visually attractidesign but also design
which incorporates sustainability principles. Sypcimciples are supported by
the City.

Other justification is provided in the applicant&port @ttachment 10.0.1(a).

Consultation

The Officer’s report to the February meeting camgdi information relating to consultation
with the City’'s Manager, Engineering Infrastructianed the neighbour consultation which
will be implemented when the draft Scheme Amendrhastbeen endorsed for advertising.

Subsequent to the February meeting, City officerngeHiaised further with the applicants.
This led to their submission of the modified Schefneendment proposal.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The Scheme Amendment would have the effect of mjodjfthe City’s operative Town

Planning Scheme No. 6 in terms of the density aqpdamd building height controls
applicable to the five development sites. Althoubgke Council may initiate a Scheme
Amendment at its discretion, once it has beenaitatl, the final decision will be made by
the Minister for Planning.

The current proposal would be progressed as Amemnidhe. 33 to TPS6 The statutory

Scheme Amendment process is set out below, togeditieran estimate of the likely time
frame for each stage:

10



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 APRIL 2012

Stage of Amendment Process

Estimated Time

Scheme Text for advertising purposes

Council decision to initiate Amendment No. 33 to TPS6 24 April 2012
(Note: This is the stage of the current request)
Council adoption of draft Amendment No. 33 Report and | 24 April 2012

Payment of Planning Fee by applicant following Council
decision to initiate Amendment No. 33

Immediately following Council decision to
initiate Scheme Amendment process

Referral of draft Amendment No. 33 documents to EPA for
environmental assessment, and to WAPC for information

End of April 2012

Public advertising period of not less than 42 days

Anticipated to be June-July 2012 - the City

normally allows a slightly longer period than
the minimum 42 days to provide for mail
delivery and slightly late submissions

At the first available Council meeting
following full assessment of submissions
received during the statutory advertising
period - anticipated to be September or

Council consideration of Report on Submissions in relation to
Amendment No. 33 proposals

October 2012
Referral to the WAPC and Minister for consideration of: Not yet known, but usually within two weeks
« Report on Submissions; of the Council meeting at which

« Schedule of Submissions; submissions are considered

Copy of original submissions;

« Council's recommendation on the proposed Amendment
No. 33;

« Three signed and sealed copies of Amendment documents
for final approval

Minister's final determination of Amendment No. 33

Publication by the City of Notice of the Minister's approval of

Amendment No. 33 in the Government Gazette and a local

newspaper; and notification to all submitters

Not yet known.
Not yet known - following receipt from
WAPC of the Minister’s final approval

Depending on the complexity of issues raised byrstiérs and the time taken to assess and
research those issues by City and WAPC officers,tthal Scheme Amendment process
usually takes 12 to 18 months.

Financial Implications

Financial costs incurred during the course of tatutory Scheme Amendment process will
be covered by the Planning Fee which is payablactcordance with th&@lanning and
Development (Local Government Planning Fees) Réguaka 2000and the City’s adopted
‘Fees and Charges Schedule 2011/2012n this case, the estimated Planning Fee is
$15,000, payable upon initiation of the Amendmenthe Council. The actual fee will be
based on officers’ time and other actual costsriecliby the City. While the estimated fee
is calculated as closely as possible to cover tttaah cost of the Amendment, at the
completion of the Amendment process, the fee wilatjusted to reflect the actual costs.

Having regard to the above, it is recommended #maestimated total Planning Fee of
$15,000 be imposed for Amendment No. 33, to be igaeb immediately following
Council’s resolution to initiate the Amendment.

Strategic Implications

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

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

11
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Sustainability Implications

The City is required to facilitate construction adlditional dwellings to accommodate
population increases over the next 20 years. Thesity increases proposed via
Amendment No. 33 contribute in a small way in tieigard.

Policy P351.14Cygnia Cove Residential Design Guidelingsntains requirements for all
dwellings to incorporate sustainable design prilesip This will ensure that any proposed
development will achieve an outcome that demoresgtratiherence to the sustainable design
principles.

Conclusion

Having regard to the discussion contained in thport and in the applicant’s submission at
Attachment 10.0.1(a)and related appendices, City officers are satidfied the modified
Amendment proposals should be supported and dratnriment No. 33 be endorsed for
advertising. The Scheme Amendment process is dmsidly statute to be open and
accountable, and inclusive of community input. eAfthe Amendment has been advertised
for community comment, the Council will consideryaresultant submissions and decide
whether to recommend to the WAPC and the MinisterHlanning to proceed with the
Amendment, modify it, or not proceed with it. Theal decision will be made by the
Minister.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1 |

() the Council of the City of South Perth undex gowers conferred by ti&anning
and Development Act 200Bereby resolves to amend the City of South PeotlnT
Planning Scheme No. 6 for the following purposes:

0] with respect to the Cygnia Cove Estate in Watel, within Lot 9002, to:

(A) increase the density coding of three develognséaes from R20 to
R60;

(B) increase the density coding of two developnsatas from R20 to
R80;

(© increase the Building Height Limit for the tviR80 coded sites and
portion of the R60 coded site situated at the aoonfeManning
Road and Centenary Avenue, from 7.0 metres torheites;

(ii) to correct minor inconsistencies in zoning rajothe common boundary
between the Clontarf Aboriginal College site and @ygnia Cove Estate,
arising from a previous realignment of the bounddoy ensure that the
zoning boundaries coincide with the cadastral banyydand

(i)  to amend the Scheme Maps accordingly.

(b) the Report on the Amendment containing thetdkaiendment No. 33 to the City
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme NoAachment 10.0.1(f)be adopted and
forwarded to the Environmental Protection Authofity environmental assessment
and to the Western Australian Planning Commissoonnformation;

(© upon receiving clearance from the EnvironmePRtatection Authority, community
advertising of Amendment No. 3% implemented in accordance with thewn
Planning Regulationsand Council Policy P301 ‘Consultation for Planning
Proposals; and

(d) the following footnote shall be included by wa§ explanation on any notice
circulated concerning this Amendment No. 33:

FOOTNOTE: This draft Scheme Amendment is currently only a proposal. The Council welcomes
your written comments and will consider these before recommending to the Minister for Planning
whether to proceed with, modify or abandon the proposal. The Minister will also consider your views
before making a final decision. It should not be construed that final approval will be granted.

(e) the applicants be invoiced for payment of thg/'€ estimated Planning Fee of
$15,000 including GST.
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10.1

10.2

10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES
10.3.1 Proposed Additions (Balconies and Courtyardl&nd Alterations To Multiple
Dwellings - Lot 501 (No. 9) Parker Street, South Rth.
Location: Lot 501 (No. 9) Parker Street, South Pert
Applicant: Allan Davies & Trevor Chudleigh Architisc
Lodgement Date: 8 September 2011
File Ref: 11.2011.392.1 PA2/9
Date: 2 April 2012,
Author: Mark Scarfone, Senior Planning Officer, BBpment Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt and Community
Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval Acdlditions (Balconies and Courtyards)
and Alterations to Multiple Dwellings on Lot 501 ¢N9) Parker Street, South Perth.
Council is being asked to exercise discretion latien to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Addition to existing building which does not comply | TPS6 Clause 6.1
with building height limits

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsiuio conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R80/100
Lot area 5698 sq. metres

Building height limit 28.0 metres
Development potential | As per the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R-Codes)
Plot ratio limit 1.0/1.25

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

Attachment 10.3.1(b) Applicant’'s supporting report dated 26 August
2011 and letter dated 21 March 2012.
Attachment 10.3.1(c) Photomontage.

The location of the development site is shown below
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Development Site

In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, thappsal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesci#ed in the delegation:

2.

Major developments

This power of delegation does not extend to appg\applications for planning

approval in the following categories:

(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metreh bighigher, or comprises 10 or
more dwellings.

Comment

(@)

(b)

Background

On 5 September 2011 the City received an applicdtio additions and alterations to
the existing multiple dwellings at Lot 501 (No. Barker Street, South Perth (the
“subject sit€). On 8 November 2011, a further information requeas sent to the
applicant outlining a list of preliminary issues ialih required resolution. The
applicant provided the requested additional infaromaon 20 March 2012 and this
information forms the basis of this recommendation.

The subject site is occupied by 79 multiple dwelirwithin a 21-storey star shaped
building known as “Windsor Towers”. The existingilding has four wings, referred
to respectively as north, south, east and wess Hyiout is shown irConfidential
Attachment 10.3.1(a) As a part of the current application, the frooydr will be
upgraded, courtyards will be provided to the eastth and west ground floor
dwellings, and balconies will be provided to eadhtlee apartments on Floors 1
through to 21. In order to facilitate the use oégh balconies and courtyards,
modifications to existing windows will be requiredhile the provision of screening
will ensure the privacy of occupants is maintained.

Description of the surrounding locality

The subject site has a frontage to Parker Strént.stirrounding area is characterised
by high density residential development.
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Figure 1 below provides an illustration of the locality:

3
COODE ST

2931m*

1813m*

#1849m?*

(c) Description of the proposal
As stated above, the proposed development invoheeapgrade of the existing foyer,
courtyard and balcony additions, the provision aivgry screens, and the
modification of internal windows as depicted in swmitted plans ilConfidential
Attachment 10.3.1(a) Each of these aspects is described in greatail detow.

() Foyer upgrade
Removal and replacement of existing wall and rogjdrtico.

(i) Courtyards
Provision of a 3.5 metre x 7.1 metre courtyarchidround floor dwellings on
the north, east and west wings of the building. Mest wing private courtyard
will be located on the western side of the buildiagensure it does not impact
on the existing communal pool facility. Each of thteer courtyards will be on
the northern side of the building.

(i) Balconies
Provision of a 3.6 metre x 7.2 metre balcony tortbegh face of the north, east
and west wings. The balcony to the southern winlj & located on the
southern face of the building and have the samesmions as each of the
others. Each of the proposed balconies will be igex with an aluminium
framed glass balustrade and an “air conditioningcmure cabinet with work
surface top”.

(iv) Privacy screens
The east and west balconies will be provided withllaheight privacy screen.
A privacy screen will also be attached to the wiestegall of the north wing.
The proposed privacy screens will minimise diregerpoking of habitable
spaces in accordance with Clause 7.4.1 cf the Ratsédl Design Codes of
Western Australia.

(v) Internal modifications
Internal windows will be modified and new doorstaied in order to provide
access to each of the proposed balconies frommadtéving spaces. In addition,
the kitchen window to each dwelling in the northnwiwill be modified to
improve access to views, minimise direct overlogkiand ensure the bulk
impact of the adjoining balcony is reduced.
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(d)

(€)

The applicant’s letter dattachment 10.3.1(b),describes the proposal in more detail.

The proposal generally complies with the City otioPerth Town Planning Scheme
No. 6 (TPS6), the R-Codes and relevant Councicpedi

The following factors have been assessed and fdonde compliant with the
provisions of the R-Codes, and therefore do natiredurther discussion in the body
of this report:

* Plot ratio;

e Open space; and

e Solar access for adjoining sites.

Issues relating to land use, additions to an oegght building, visual privacy, and
significant views, while considered acceptable,diseussed further below.

Land use

The proposed existing land use of “Multiple Dwall#i is classified as a “P”
(Permitted) land use in Table 1 (Zoning - Land UseJPS6. Accordingly, the use is
regarded as complying with the Table 1 of the S&hem

Additions to an existing over-height building

The existing development on the subject site himah height of approximately 57.0

metres, while the current height limit applicabtethe subject site is 28.0 metres.
Therefore, the existing building does not complyhwine existing building height

limit.

Clause 6.1 of TPS6 gives Council the power to appredevelopment of buildings
which do not comply with the density, plot ratigeuor height limits of TPS6 where it
is satisfied the proposed redevelopment will cooteé more positively to the
character of the streetscape, and will presernmmprove the amenity of the area.

“Windsor Towers” is the tallest building in the €ivf South Perth and is a prominent
feature in the South Perth skyline. The proposddobsy additions and modified
windows will give the existing building a more moddacade, as can be seen in the
photomontages (1 to 10) provided Atachment 10.3.1(c) The proposed balcony
additions will also break up the elevation, a kegtmod of reducing the overall bulk
of a building. Various airconditioning units curtgndot each elevation and are
located in a haphazard manner. The airconditiooaimnets provided on each balcony
will allow owners to remove these units and cont¢keim, improving the look of the
building. Each of these improvements is consideedh positive impact on the
surrounding streetscape.

The proposed additions will improve the amenityttedf occupants of this building by
providing access to an outdoor living area accedsedtly from an habitable room of
the dwelling. This will bring the dwellings into empliance with the provisions of
Clause 7.3.1 of the R-Codes.

The proposed additions are considered to contriposgtively to the streetscape, and

will improve the amenity of the area. It is themeforecommended that Council
exercise discretion and approves the proposediasliand alterations.
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(f)

9

Visual privacy

Visual privacy has been assessed and is consitiereamply with the provisions of
Clause 7.4.1 of the R-Codes. The required minimusual privacy setbacks for
balconies to the property boundary are 7.5 metvkge the proposed minimum to the
setback western boundary is 9.5 metres. Thereftire, proposed development
complies with the visual privacy element of the Bd€s.

With regard to the protection of privacy betweenediwgs within the subject
building, the applicant has utilised full heightivaicy screens to the eastern and
western balconies and the addition of a privacgestrattached to the western wall of
the north wing dwellings. The full height screerthie eastern balconies, as shown on
the drawings “Sectional elevation - East balconyamy screen” and “East wing
balcony facing north wing” (Drawing 9 and Perspeetil of Confidential
Attachment 10.3.1(a)respectively), prevents overlooking from the balcai the
adjacent bedrooms as well as from the bedroomseabov

The screening of the western balcony and modifiedlaw layout, as shown on the
drawing “West wing - Proposed new kitchen windowidd'View from west wing
balcony facing north wing” (Drawing 8 and Perspeaeti2 of Confidential
Attachment 10.3.1(a)espectively), ensure there is no direct overlogketween the
north wing kitchen windows and the proposed westvdalcony.

Finally, the proposed visual privacy screen towhsstern wall of the north wing, as
shown on the drawings “Floor plan” and “View fronest wing balcony facing north
wing” (Drawing 4 and Perspective 2 dfonfidential Attachment 10.3.1(a)
respectively), prevents overlooking of the nortmgviining room from the proposed
west wing balcony.

Despite the provision of the privacy screen, thereome opportunity for a visual
privacy impact from the proposed west wing balctmyhe living area of the north
wing dwelling on the drawings “Floor plan” and “Wefrom west wing balcony
facing north wing” (Drawing 4 and Perspective 2 ©bnfidential Attachment
10.3.1(a) respectively). While an opportunity for overlookiraxists, the distance
between the proposed balcony and the subject winsl@neater than 7.5 metres, and
as such complies with the acceptable developmantiatds of Clause 7.4.1 of the R-
Codes. A site visit undertaken on 20 March 201%eabs overlooking between
properties within the existing building currentlgonirs and will be minimised through
the use of the screening measures proposed asaf gas application.

The proposed development is therefore considerecotoply with the acceptable

development standards of the R-Codes and is swgupdmy officers. Standard

Condition 210 will ensure the proposed screens theetequirements of the R-Codes,
are installed prior to occupation of the proposdditions, and remain in place on a
permanent basis.

Significant views

Council Planning Policy P350.9 “Significant Viewsat times requires the
consideration for the loss of significant view fraraighbouring properties. Clause 5
of this policy indicates Council should have regtrdvarious design considerations
prior to making a determination.
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(h)

(i)

There will be no change to the views for properéidmcent to and behind the existing

development due to:

« Open style balconies being proposed;

* The balconies will not encroach into the view ators;

e The proposed additions are setback a greater destdrom the property
boundaries than required by the R-Codes; and

* The proposed balconies are located behind an mxibtiilding

Therefore, it is considered that the proposed dgweént complies with Council
policy.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Plannir@heme 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 proposededi@oment. Of the 12 listed

matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require

careful consideration:

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

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

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

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

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

(d) Any other Council policy of the Commission ol glanning Council policy
adopted by the Government of the State of Westestnafia;

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

(W) Any relevant submissions received on the ajic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa’7.4.

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

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

summarised below:

drawing or model of the proposal and
its surrounding open space will assist
in a better understanding of the final
built outcome.

DAC Comments Applicant’s Response Officer Comment
The Design Advisory Architects | Provided as part of the | Three-dimensional  drawings
observed that a three-dimensional | application. provided as part of the

application. The drawings are
considered to  adequately
address these concerns and
have been included as a part of
Confidential Attachment
10.3.1(a)

The comment is NOTED.

The site plan showing the existing
development and the proposed
additions on the subject site should

A revised site plan and
additional comment has
been provided as part of

The revised site plan shows the
existing building and those
surrounding it.

kitchen windows of the north wing
dwellings, would result in an adverse
amenity impact on the kitchen area.
The Architects recommended that
these  balconies be  setback
approximately 2.0 metres in alignment
with  Bedroom 1 openings, to
ameliorate any adverse amenity
impact. Additionally, vertical louvres
should be provided along the northern
face of these balconies for a length
that ensures visual privacy for the
adjacent habitable rooms of the north
wing dwellings.

summarised as follows:

o Each balcony is the
same size allowing
residents on each wing

equal opportunity to
enjoy the  outdoor
space;

e The windows to the
west facing kitchen will
be  modified from
landscape to portrait
style to improve views
towards Melville Waters

and  minimise  the
impact of the new
balcony;

* A reduced balcony size
| increased setback,
would still impede upon
views from the kitchen
and would not result in
a significant amount of
additional light entering
this space; and

e« The  applicant is
amenable to providing
additional  screening
along the western
boundary, if required by
the City.

also show the footprint of the | the letter dated 21 March | The commentis NOTED.
development on the adjoining lots, | 2012, referred to in

along with the adjacent major | Attachment 10.3.1(b).

openings and balconies.

The Architects observed that the | Additional comment is | A site inspection was
600mm  setback, between the | provided by the applicant | undertaken on 20 March 2012
proposed balcony additions to the | in Attachment 10.3.1(b). by the assessing officer. This
west wing dwellings and the modified | These comments are | inspection incorporated a tour

of a north, east and west facing
dwelling.

During this inspection, the
location of the additions and
alterations was observed. The
proposed additions are
considered likely to have a
positive impact on the amenity
of each dwelling, and the
reduced setback is not likely to
be observable from within the
kitchen of the north facing
dwelling. Drawing 8 “West wing

- Proposed new kitchen
window” contained in
Confidential Attachment
10.3.1(a).
The reduced setback is
supported.
The comment is NOT
UPHELD.
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(b)

DAC Comments Applicant’s Response Officer Comment

The Architects observed that the | No additional comment | The proposed balconies give
proposed balcony additions to the | provided by the applicant. | residents of the dwellings

north wing dwellings provided solar access to an outdoor living
access to the residents. Bedroom 1 area, directly accessible from a
and the living rooms of these habitable  room, therefore
dwellings continue to gain solar bringing the existing
access through their respective development into compliance
windows that face east and west. with the Residential Design

Codes of Western Australia.
The comment is NOTED.

The proposed balcony additions to the | No additional comment | The comment is NOTED.
east wing dwellings maintain sufficient | provided by the applicant.
distance from the bedroom windows
of the north wing dwellings in order to
achieve privacy and maintain amenity.

The proposed balcony additions to the | No additional comment | The dwellings on the south
south wing dwellings do not overlook | provided by the applicant. | wing receive some direct

into any dwellings on the subject site, sunlight in the mornings and
or on the surrounding sites. At the evenings.  The  proposed
same time, they do not have access to balcony will also receive some
direct sunlight. Extending these of this direct sunlight.
balconies along the eastern face of The comment is NOT
these dwellings will provide access to UPHELD.

the morning sun.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatimr Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 1” consultation method, individyabperty owners, occupiers and /
or strata bodies at Nos. 134, 138 and 144 Mill PBioad, Nos. 2, 8 and 10 Darley
Street, Nos. 97, 99 and 101 South Perth EsplamadeNos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 Parker
Street were invited to inspect the plans and tarstubomments during a minimum
14-day period, (however the consultation continuetil this report was finalised).

No information notices were sent by the City, ads tlevelopment is on a site coded
R80/100, not R15 or R20 prescribed by Council BolR360 “Informing the
Neighbours of Certain Development Applications”.

During the advertising period, a total of 87 cotesibn notices were sent and 3

submission(s) were received, each against the pabpa addition, 2 objections to the
proposal have been received from landowners wittérsubject development.
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responses are summarised below.

» Potential for the footings to

contribute to soil
subsidence; and
» Potential for damage to

adjoining properties if the
structure falls in one piece.

Adjoining Landowner Applicant’s Response Officer Response
Comments
Structural issues: No comment. A building licence will be

required to be submitted to the
City. The building licence will
be accompanied by structural
details certified by a suitably
qualified professional.

The comment is NOTED.

Visual privacy concerns.

The proposed additions have
been designed to ensure impact
on visual privacy is minimised.

As indicated in Section (f)
above, visual privacy has been
assessed and is considered to
meet the acceptable
development standards of the
R-Codes.

The comment is NOTED.

Concerns about the building
design, setbacks and the impact
on the streetscape.

The proposed design  will
increase the amenity of the
landowners, and improve the
external elevations.

The proposal has been
presented to the City'’s Design
Advisory Consultants at their
meeting held in October 2011,
and was generally supported.
The comment is NOTED.

A requirement for the building to
be upgraded to the current
building standards.

No comment.

A building licence application
will be required to be lodged
with the City for approval. This
building licence application will
be assessed against the
relevant legislation, prior to a
determination being issued.
The comment is NOTED.

The potential for the enclosure
of the balconies.

No comment.

Prior to the enclosure of the
balconies, a planning
application will be required to
be lodged with the City. Any
such application would then be
assessed against the
provisions of the relevant
planning legislation.

The comment is NOTED.

The comments of the landowners within “Windsor Tosle together with the
applicant and officer responses are summarisedvbelo
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Owners “within” Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer Response

The impact of the western
balcony screen wall on the
amenity from the kitchen of the
north wing dwellings.

The modification of the kitchen
window will ensure the impact of
the proposed western window is
minimised, and the views
towards the west increased.

The proposed additions are
considered likely to have a
positive impact on the amenity
of each dwelling, and the
reduced setback is not likely to
be observable from within the
kitthen of the north facing
dwelling. Drawing 8 “West wing
- Proposed new kitchen window”

contained in  Confidential
Attachment 10.3.1(a)

The comment is NOT
UPHELD.

Visual privacy concerns.

The proposed additions have
been designed to ensure the
impact on visual privacy is
minimised.

As indicated in Section (f)
above, visual privacy has been
assessed and is considered to
meet the acceptable
development standards of the
R-Codes.

The comment is NOTED.

Concerns about the building
design, setbacks and the impact
on the streetscape.

The proposed design  will
increase the amenity of the
landowners, and improve the
external elevations.

The proposal has been
presented to the City'’s Design
Advisory Consultants at their
meeting held in October 2011
and was generally supported.
The comment is NOTED.

The loss of existing views.

The views from the kitchen
window of the north wing
dwellings will be improved
through the modification of the
window from a landscape
window, with a tall sill height to
a portrait window.

Each dwelling will have
expansive views from the new
balcony. The modifications to
the proposed north wing
kitchen window are considered
to improve the aspect from this
room.

The comment s
UPHELD.

NOT

The loss of natural light.

The balcony section (Drawing 9)
shows the proposed balconies
will have access to northern
sunlight during winter. Minimal
impact on access to the
morning or afternoon sunlight.

Residents will have access to
natural light on the north facing
balconies, as well as being
provided with an outdoor living
area to bring the dwellings into
compliance with the provisions
of the R-Codes.

The comment is
UPHELD.

NOT

Noise disturbance from

neighbouring balconies.

No comment.

The DAC commented the
proposed additions are located
a sufficient distance from other
dwellings to ensure residential
amenity is not impacted upon.
The comment is NOT
UPHELD.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
Comments have been provided elsewhere in this tr@poelation to the various provisions
of the Scheme, the R-Codes and Council policiegravrelevant.

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development involves the upgrade ekemsting building to allow residents to
enjoy access to an outdoor living area, giving tlaress to natural light and breezes. The
upgrade of the building will cause substantiallyslevastage than demolition and rebuilding
occurring on the subject site.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal meets all ofréhevant Scheme, R-Codes and / or Council
policy objectives and provisions, as it will notveaa detrimental impact on adjoining
residential neighbours and streetscape. Accordinglis considered that the application
should be conditionally approved.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10 .3.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions of tGay of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Scheméhis application for planning approval for a dotglis
(balcony or courtyard) to multiple dwellings on Ls®1 (No. 9) Parker Street, South Perth
be approvedsubiject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

21C | Screening - permanent 44F | Stormwater infrastructure
47C | Retaining walls - If required  42F | Colours and materials - Matching
471 | Retaining walls - Timing 427 | Colours and materials - Details
55C | Plumbing hidden 66C | Expiry of approval

(b) Standard Advice Notes
700A| Building licence required 79C | Minor variations - Seek approval
72C | Strata note - Comply with that [795 | Appeal rights - Council decision

Act B

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council
Offices during normal business hours.
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10.3.2 Proposed Two Storey Single House -Lot 20 (N&7) Tate St, South Perth. |

Location: Lot 20 (No. 17) Tate Street, South Perth

Applicant: Webb & Brown-Neaves Pty Ltd

Lodgement Date: 29 September 2011

File Ref: 11.2011.435.1 TA3/17

Date: 2 April 2012

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

Summary

To consider an application for planning approvalddSingle House of two-storeys on Lot
20 (No. 17) Tate Street, South Perth. Council indpasked to exercise discretion in relation
to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Solar access for adjoining sites R-Code Performance Criteria 6.9.1 P1
Maximum ground / floor levels TPS6 Clause 6.10

Building setbacks R-Code Performance Criteria 6.3.1 P1
Open space R-Code Performance Criteria 6.4.1 P1
Visual privacy R-Code Performance Criteria 6.8.1 P1

It is recommended that the proposal be approve@stuip conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15
Lot area 607 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) Applicant’s supporting report.

Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(c)  Plans of the adjoining residential properties.

The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesci#ed in the delegation:

3.

The exercise of a discretionary power

(b) Applications which, in the opinion of the delegateflicer, represents a
significant departure from the Scheme, the Resmlemdesign Codes or
relevant planning policies.

Amenity impact

In considering any application, the delegated efficshall take into consideration the

impact of the proposal on the general amenity ef dhea. If any significant doubt

exists, the proposal shall be referred to a Coumekting for determination.

Neighbour comments

In considering any application, the assigned delegahall fully consider any

comments made by any affected landowner or occupédore determining the

application.

Comment

(@)

(b)

(c)

Background

In September 2011, the City received an applicatoonl x Single House in a two-

storey building on Lot 20 (No. 17) Tate Street, tAdaerth (the site). Amended plans
were submitted by the applicant in December 201 March 2012, in response to
the City officer assessment.

Existing development on the subject site

The subject site is located at Lot 20 (No. 17) Tateet, South Perth (the site). The
site is currently vacant following demolition ofettsingle-storey Single House in
January 2012, as depicted in Figure 2 below.

Description of the surrounding locality

The site has a frontage to Tate Street to the aabtRight-of-Way 20 to the west,

located adjacent to two-storey Grouped Dwellingshi® north, a two-storey Single

House to the south, and the playing fields of Weslellege to the west, as seen in
Figures 1 and 2 below:
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Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the construction of a Sindpeise of two-storeys on the site, as
depicted in the submitted rlans @&onfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) The
applicant’s letterAttachment 10.3.2(b) describes the proposal in more detail.

The following components of the proposed develognaea compliant with th€ity
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme N¢Séheme; TPS6) thResidential Design
Codes of WA 201(R-Codes) and Council policy requirements:

e Single House land use - “P” (Permitted) (TFS6 (#a®8 and Table 1).

e Building height (TPS6 Clause 6.2).

e Minimum floor and ground levels (TPS6 Clause 6.9).

e Streetscape requirements - Tate Street and ROWR-ZIbfles 6.2).

e Buildings setback from the boundary - Upper floevdl; north and south (R-
Codes 6.3.1 and Table 2).

» On-site car parking provision and vehicular acq&€odes 6.5.1 and 6.5.4 and
TPS6 Clause 6.3(8) and Schedule 5).

« Significant views (Council Policy P350.09).
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(€)

(f)

The following components of the proposed develogmehich will be discussed in
detail within this report, are recommended for apgt:

¢ Maximum floor and ground levels (TPS Clause 6.10).

¢ Open space (R-Codes 6.4.1).

¢ Buildings setback from the boundary - Ground flterel, north and south (R-
Codes 6.3.1 and Table 2).

The following components of the proposed develogmehich will be discussed in
detail within this report, are recommended for appt subject to the implementation
of the recommended conditions:

e Visual privacy - North (R-Codes 6.8.1).
e Solar access to adjoining sites - South (R-Cod&4)5.

Finished ground and floor levels - Maximum

Based upon the equal cutting below and filling ab@alculations, the maximum
finished ground level permitted is RL 9.50 metrad #he proposed finished ground
level is 9.61 metres. Therefore, the proposed deweént does not comply with
Clause 6.10.3 “Maximum Ground and Floor Levels” T®S6. In addition, the
maximum finished floor level permitted is RL 9.4&tmes and the proposed finished
floor level is 9.70 metres. Therefore, the propodedelopment does not comply with
Clause 6.10.1 “Maximum Ground and Floor LevelsTefS6.

Council has discretionary power under Clause 6fIDRS6 to approve the proposed
ground / floor levels, if Council is satisfied that requirements of that clause have
been met. In this instance, it is recommended tti@proposed ground / floor levels
be approved, as the applicant has satisfied theifitelation to the requirements of
that clause, as outlined below:

« The proposed residence has essentially the saroe ldwel proposed as the
previous residence, and similar building footptmthe previous residence.

e The higher floor level than the “equal cut and’filvel is seen to have a minor
contribution to the overshadowing of 19 Tate Strébe proposed levels have no
overshadowing impact to 15 Tate Street, being &ztd the north.

« No comments were received from the neighbours dagguthe proposed raised
ground levels.

e The retaining on the northern boundary of the witeld not exceed 1.0 metres in
height, as per Clause 10(b)(i) of Council Policys@87.

e The boundary fencing will maintain privacy betwetbie site and the adjoining
properties.

In this instance, it is considered that the propasanplies with the discretionary
clause, and is therefore supported by the Cityndgtal conditions are recommended
for the provision of retaining on the lot boundariehere required.

Open space

The required minimum open space is 50% (303.5 s#res) of the site, and the
proposed open space is 48.9% (296.6 sq. metresgrefbine, the proposed
development does not comply with the acceptableldement open space element of
the R-Codes.
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9

The applicant has satisfied all of Performanceetiet6.4.1 P1 of the R-Codes. The
assessment of the proposal against those criteréals the following:

There are unenclosed outdoor areas that surrowndutding that function as
open space, but are not defined as open spacartloytar, most of the alfresco is
located under the upper floor of the residencduding a roofed balcony. The
acceptable development requirement would be métafopen area under the
roofed balcony was defined as open space in thede<

An attractive streetscape can be provided, asuhiditg is setback more than 6.0
metres from the front property boundary. The visogdact of the building’s bulk
is not seen to be excessive for this street.

The available open space is seen to sufficientigrdar the resident’s needs.

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

Wall Setback - Ground floor

(i)

(ii)

South - Theatre, study and planter box

The proposed wall setbacks from the southern bayndanerally comply,
however the wall to the theatre, study and plabter is setback by 1.0 metre
from the boundary in lieu of 1.5 metres. Therefdhe, proposed development
does not comply with Table 2a of the R-Codes. Irtigaar, this wall which
has no major openings, is 0.5 metres longer tha® anetre length wall that is
permitted to be setback 1.0 metre from the boundary

North

The proposed wall setbacks generally do not comjity Table 2a or 2b of the
R-Codes, as the wall height of the building beingasured from the adjoining
property as per the R-Codes, exceeds 3.5 metréswalls are setback to
comply with the acceptable development setbacksafawall height of 3.5
metres or less. The proposed wall heights meaduoed the site’s proposed
ground level do not exceed 3.5 metres.

The applicant has satisfied all of Performancee@at6.3.1 P1 of the R-Codes. The
assessment of the proposal against those critaréals the following:

The proposed setbacks enable adequate ventilattbaum to the subject site.

The proposed setbacks enables adequate sun amdti@nto the neighbouring
properties, with no shadow being cast over the hswat adjoining property’s
habitable room windows and no shadow being cast thee northern adjoining
property.

The building bulk to the southern adjoining propéstseen to be minor.

The building bulk to the northern adjoining propeis seen to be acceptable, as
the proposed floor and ground levels are seen tiaplyowith TPS6 and Council
Policy P350.07, and the building’s setbacks hawnliesigned to meet standard
setbacks based upon the site’s natural grounddevel

Visual privacy is not an issue as the boundary ifenevill provide sufficient
screening.

No objecting comments from the neighbour were rexki(see the “Neighbour
consultation” section).

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

28



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 APRIL 2012

(h)

(i)

Visual privacy setback - Upper floor level

The building generally complies with the minimunswal privacy setbacks for active
habitable spaces or has proposed screening tomreverlooking of the adjoining
residential properties, as per the acceptable dprnent provisions of the R-Codes
(6.8.1).

To ensure compliance with the visual privacy primns, conditions are recommended
for the balcony privacy screen on the northern siflehe building. In particular,
revised drawings requiring the bottom of the scrieeight to be lowered; as well as
providing a cross section plan of the partiallyugispermeable screening to confirm
that this screen sufficiently prevents overlookafighe northern adjoining property.

Solar access for adjoining sites

The maximum area of permitted overshadowing is Z8%2.5 sq. metres) of the
adjoining southern lot (19 Tate Street), and theppsed overshadowing is 29.9%
(182.3 sq. metres). Therefore, the proposed denedop does not comply with the
acceptable development solar access element &-edes.

The applicant has not satisfied Performance CaitérbD.1 P1 of the R-Codes. The
assessment of the proposal against those criteréals the following:

e The building overshadows a north facing outdodngvarea and the north facing
habitable room windows on the ground floor level.

* No overshadowing of solar collectors or balconies.

« The overshadowing of the front verandah is not seerhave a significant
detrimental impact, as this space does not funa®an outdoor living area and
the structure provides shade to the adjoining wivelo

* Objecting comments from the neighbour have beegived (see the “Neighbour
consultation” section).

« If the proposed residence was single storey, tbpgsed shadow cast would be
23.3% or 142.3 sq. metres. (The shadow cast frenuiper storey only has been
calculated to be 40.0 sg. metres.)

The plans of the existing residence on the southdjoining property are included in
Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(c) Based upon the winter sun calculation used in the
R-Codes, the master bedroom, walk-in robe and &nsui the upper floor of the
proposed residence casts a shadow over the winalothe main living area (family /
dining / kitchen rooms) on the ground floor of gmuthern adjoining property, as well
as the adjacent courtyard area. Shadow is alsdroasbther portions of the proposed
building over the lounge room windows and the geaden area.

The winter shadow is cast approximately 2.5 meimgs the dining room, with the
height of the shadow on the windows being calcdlats being approximately 1.7
metres in height. The winter shadow is cast appnatély 4.0 metres into the family
room, with the height of the shadow being calculass being approximately 1.0
metre higher than the top of the window.

The adjoining lounge room windows, setback 1.0 enftsm the boundary, will have
some sunlight available. The upper storey complatgbrshadows one window (the
eastern north facing window), though the other wimdthe western-north facing
window) will only be partially overshadowed by tgeound floor and the sunlight
available to these windows is similar to the presioesidence. The adjoining owner
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has not raised objections regarding the impachi® room. Noting the difficulty in
enabling winter sunlight to these windows due scsettback from the boundary being
less than the current R-Codes Table 2b requirenamishaving a similar impact as
previously, City officers can support this aspddhe proposal.

The applicant is of the opinion that the proposaindnstrates compliance with the
performance criteria. The comments of the applicagether with officer response
are summarised below:

Applicant’s Comments

Officer Response

The development site is constrained by the
1219 metre lot width and meeting
overshadowing requirements is difficult due to
the same lot width for the southern adjoining
property and lot orientation.

All properties have constraints on development
potential. The size and orientation of the site, the
adjoining lot, and the existing development on the
adjoining property are not seen to prevent the
construction of a two-storey residence that can
achieve compliance with the solar access
objectives.

The adjoining dwelling has a similar

overshadowing impact to 21 Tate Street.

The two-storey Single House at 19 Tate Street was
approved in 1999. This residence was not
assessed against the current  planning
requirements.

The shade sail positioned over the outdoor
living area limits the potential for the proposed
development to impact upon the adjoining

property.

The existing shade sail over the courtyard will cast
shade over the courtyard and adjacent habitable
room windows, though the design of the sail should
allow some sunlight to reach the outdoor living area
and habitable room windows.

The setback of the building exceeds the
requirements of R-Codes Table 2.

The upper floor setbacks from the side boundaries
are greater than the minimum required by Table 2
of the R-Codes.

Greater setbacks would not result is any
substantial improvement to the extent of
overshadowing proposed.

Increasing the setback of the building from the
southern boundary will reduce the extent of shadow
cast over the southern adjoining property.

A similar pattern of overshadowing from the
new garage is proposed compared to the
previous garage on the site.

The adjoining rear garden area has shadow cast
from the proposed garage and walkway. Additional
overshadowing compared to the previous garage is

proposed, however noting that this proposed
development is single storey, setback to comply
with Table 2a of the R-Codes, and some winter
sunlight will remain available, City officers can
support this aspect of the proposal.

City officers do not support the proposed extenbwedrshadowing of the adjoining
residence’s main living areas, and have advisedppécant to make modifications to
the upper level to address this issue. In resptmeencerns raised after assessment of
the plans originally submitted, the applicant sekbiéie master bedroom, walk-in robe
and ensuite walls and roof eaves an additionahfef®e from the southern boundary.
This modification is not seen to be sufficient,taalows only limited winter sunlight
into the adjoining dining windows and no winter kgint into the adjoining living
windows. To resolve this issue, City officers poaigly recommended to the applicant
that the upper level should be relocated to thetfad the building with the upper
level facing Tate Street, as overshadowing of thatfof the adjoining property does
not have a significant detrimental impact. Notihg aipplicant did not elect to pursue
this option, City officers could alternatively supp a greater setback from the
boundary to reduce the shadow cast over the adgpmabitable room windows.
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()

(k)

City officers consider that allowing sunlight intbe upper half of the dining and
living room windows of the adjoining property coldd seen as to be protecting solar
access of major openings to habitable rooms. Tolersufficient winter sunlight to
the adjoining habitable room windows based upon pheposed height of the
residence, the wall of the master bedroom and walobe, with a 0.5 metre wide
roof eave, should be setback at least 4.0 metoas fhe boundary, an additional 1.0
metre than currently proposed. In addition, thel wakthe ensuite, with a 0.5 metre
wide roof eave, should be setback at least 5.0asdétom the boundary, an additional
2.5 metres than currently proposed. The abovemmadiagreater setbacks would
result in the lower 1.0 metre of the dining andnigel windows being shaded, and the
upper 1.0 metre of these windows receiving wintatlight, as well as enabling more
sunlight into the adjoining courtyard area. Thealtatvershadowing of the adjoining
property would also decrease by approximately X80 metres, though the total
overshadowing would still be greater than 25% efddjoining property’s site area.

In this instance, it is considered that the propad@es not comply with the
performance criteria, and is therefore not suppdotethe City. However, a condition
to increase the setbacks of the upper storey fr@southern boundary of the site is
recommended to demonstrate compliance, and theeelify this matter.

Sustainable design

City Council Policy P350.01 “Sustainable Desigrtosgly encourages all proposed
development to incorporate measures of sustairddsign to enhance the quality of
life of occupants while minimising any adverse efée upon the occupants,
neighbours and wider community. It is acknowleddgieat Council Policy P350.01
does not override other TPS6, R-Codes and Countityprequirements via Clause
5(h). As a consequence of the development withadification not complying in all
other respects (see relevant sections of this tepbis considered that the proposal
does not comply with Council policy.

The proposed building is generally designed to &deantage of the northern solar
access available. However, the upper storey is deeradversely affect the
neighbouring properties in terms of access to mahtlight. The recommended
modifications to the upper storey are seen achiednmore sustainable design.
Therefore, the proposed development with modifacativould comply with Council
Policy P350.01.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirf&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 proposededi@oment. Of the 12 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

(d) Establish a community identity and “sense ahownity” both at a City and
precinct level and to encourage more community Wtation in the decision-
making process;
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(e) Ensure community aspirations and concerns atdressed through Scheme
controls; and

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

Subject to compliance with the recommended comnbtiof approval, the proposed
development will be satisfactory in relation to@ithese matters.

(h  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€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in

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

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

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

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

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

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

(n) The extent to which a proposed building isaligiin 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 $tie®d architectural details;

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

(v) Whether adequate provision has been made éotaihdscaping 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 ajic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa7.4; and

(x)  Any other planning considerations which Counoitsiders relevant.

Subject to compliance with the recommended conufitiof approval, the proposed
development will be satisfactory in relation to@ithese matters.
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Consultation

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The application does not need to be referred ttygsdDesign Advisory Consultants
(DAC), as the proposed design and built form isnsee be compatible with the
existing streetscape.

Neighbour consultation

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

Under the standard consultation method, individpabperty owners and / or

occupiers at Nos. 15 (6 dwellings) and 19 Tateebtreere invited to inspect the plans
and to submit comments during a minimum 14-dayqagrihowever the consultation
continued until this report was finalised). In adii, one neighbour notification

notice was sent to No. 40 Coode Street (Wesleyege)l

During the advertising period, a total of 12 coteibn notices were sent and one
submission was received; nil in favour and oneragdhe proposal. The comments of
the submitter, together with officer response ararsarised below:

Submitter’'s Comments

Officer's Responses

The master bedroom, walk-in robe and ensuite on
the upper floor of the proposed residence
overshadow the dining, kitchen and living areas.
The windows overshadowed are the only source
of sunlight available to these rooms. Requests the
upper storey be setback further from the southern
boundary or shifted closer to Tate Street. The
amended plans submitted have made little impact
on overshadowing.

The applicant submitted amended plans that
increased the setback of these walls by an
additional 1.0 metre from the boundary. The
shadow cast is not seen to sufficiently protect
solar access to the adjoining property’s major
openings to habitable rooms. The revised
drawings conditions of approval recommended
by officers will ensure compliance with the
associated performance criteria.

The comment is UPHELD.

The theatre / study wall side setback variation has
no impact.

This wall's setback from the boundary is seen to
be compliant with the performance criteria.
The comment is UPHELD.

Objection to the garage boundary wall, particularly
due to the overshadowing of the rear garden.

The applicant submitted amended plans that
increased the garage’s setback from the
boundary from 0.0 metres to 1.0 metres, to
comply with Table 2a of the R-Codes.
The comment is UPHELD and
APPLICABLE.

NOT

Internal administration

This application did not require comments from tBagineering Infrastructure,
Environmental Health, City Environment or Buildiggrvices sections of the City’s
administration.

External agencies
This application did not require comments from arternal agencies.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications
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Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

City officers observe that the proposed outdoang\areas and the main indoor living areas
have access to winter sun. Hence, the proposedogevent is seen to achieve an outcome
that has regard to the sustainable design prirgipefficers are recommending a

modification to the upper storey to achieve a snatde outcome for the southern adjoining

property.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal, without modiiicn does not meet all of the relevant
Scheme, R-Codes and / or Council policy objectasms provisions, as it has the potential to
have a detrimental impact on adjoining residemniifhbours. However, provided that the
conditions are applied as recommended, it is censd that the application should be
conditionally approved.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM  10.3.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions of t@#y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemthis application for planning approval for a Se¢louse
of two-storeys on Lot 20 (No. 17) Tate Street, §deerthbe approvedsubject to:

(b) Standard Conditions

21C | Screening - Permanent 625 | Sightlines for drivers

427 | Colours and materials - Details 39C | Crossover - Standards
41€ | Street tree - Not to be removed 39: | Verge and kerbing works
47C | Retaining walls - If required 44t | Stormwater infrastructure
471 | Retaining walls - Timing 377 | Screening - Clothes drying
455 | Dividing fences - Standards 660 | Expiry of approval

45€ | Dividing fences - Timing

(b) Specific Conditions
(i) Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suetwihgs shall incorporate the
following:

(A) The wall of the master bedroom and walk-in ralmethe upper floor level,
with a 0.5 metre wide roof eave, shall be setbad&ast 4.0 metres from
the southern boundary of the site, an addition@lmetre than currently
proposed.

(B) The wall of the ensuite on the upper floor leweith a 0.5 metre wide
roof eave, shall be setback at least 5.0 metras the southern boundary
of the site, an additional 2.5 metres than curygmbposed.

(C) The bottom of the balcony screen shall be legddrom the 34c level to
be no higher than the 30c level, to prevent ovéatap of the northern
adjoining property from the balcony using a velttmane of vision.
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Recommendation 10.3.2 cont’d

(i)  Additional drawings shall be submitted, prite the issuing of a building
licence, that demonstrate the balcony visual pyivacreening prevents
overlooking in accordance with the visual privacgquirements of the
Residential Design Codes of WA and Clause 8 of Cibupolicy P350.08
“Visual Privacy”.

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

(iv) The proposed Tate Street crossover is not phthis approval and shall be
deleted from the plans; refer to Important Not€iid)

(c) Standard Advice Notes

700A| Building licence required 70€ | Masonry fences require BA

70t | Revised drawings required 76€ | Landscaping - General standards
70€ | Applicant to resolve issues 79C | Minor variations - Seek approval
71€ | Fences note - Comply with that AGf95E | Appeal rights - Council decision

(d) Specific Advice Notes
(i) The applicant is advised that the external adoshown on the perspective
elevation plans are seen to demonstrate compliaitbeCondition 427 of this
approval.
(i) The proposed Tate Street crossover is not @amal, as it does not provide
access to any approved car parking bays and dite pooximity to an existing
street tree.

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

35



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 24 APRIL 2012

10.4

10.5

10.6

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

|10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - March 2012

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 April 2012

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

Summary

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

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

Background

Local Government (Financial Management) Regulat®dnrequires the City to present
monthly financial reports to Council in a formafleeting relevant accounting principles. A
management account format, reflecting the orgaoisal structure, reporting lines and
accountability mechanisms inherent within that dtriee is considered the most suitable
format to monitor progress against the budget. iflfi@mation provided to Council is a
summary of the more than 100 pages of detailedbinkne information supplied to the
City’s departmental managers to enable them to tootthe financial performance of the
areas of the City’s operations under their conffbis report also reflects the structure of the
budget information provided to Council and publihethe Annual Budget.

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

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

To be an effective management tool, the ‘budgetireg which actual performance is
compared is phased throughout the year to rethectyclical pattern of cash collections and
expenditures during the year rather than simplyndpei proportional (number of expired
months) share of the annual budget. The annualdidds been phased throughout the year
based on anticipated project commencement dategxgmetted cash usage patterns. This
provides more meaningful comparison between actndlbudgeted figures at various stages
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of the year. It also permits more effective managetinand 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 ahgeld circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principlesresponsible financial cash management.
Whilst the original adopted budget is relevantdy vhen rates are struck, it should, and
indeed is required to, be regularly monitored aendewed throughout the year. Thus the
Adopted Budget evolves into the Amended Budget thia regular (quarterly) Budget

Reviews.

A summary of budgeted revenues and expendituresiggd by department and directorate)
is also provided each month from September onwatus.schedule reflects a reconciliation
of movements between the 2011/2012 Adopted Budgkttee 2011/2012 Amended Budget
including the introduction of the capital expendititems carried forward from 2010/2011
(after September 2011).

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

Comment

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

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

 Summary of Non Infrastructure Operating Revenud Empenditure Attachment
10.6.1(2)

« Summary of Operating Revenue & Expenditure - Irniftagure ServiceAttachment
10.6.1(3)

* Summary of Capital ltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

» Schedule of Significant Varianceg\ttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovementsAttachment 10.6.1(6) (A) & (B)

* Rate Setting Statemenfttachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 31 March 2012 is $40.523 Mciwhépresents just over 100% of the
$40.45M year to date budget. Revenue performaneeris close to budget expectations
overall - although there are some individual libem differences. Meter parking is on
budget but infringement revenue is around 15% lkHlindget expectations. Reserve
interest revenues are 5% under budget expectabaeste whilst municipal interest revenue
is 8% behind budget expectations. The full yeargetidarget for municipal investments is
still considered attainable. Interim rates reveisustill ahead of the revised budget figures
even after a substantial ($100K) upwards revismthe revenue budget in the Q2 Budget
Review. A further adjustment is proposed in theBp8get Review.

Planning revenues are now 3% below budget — afsggraficant downwards adjustment to
the revenue budget - but this is compensated mgussser levels of staff resource in the
area. Building Services revenues remain 3% belhiaddvised target (adjusted down in the
Budget Review) but they are relatively resilienttle current economic climate. Collier
Park Village revenue is in line with budget exp&otegs whilst the Collier Park Hostel
revenue is now 1% ahead of target following anothetrospective adjustment to
commonwealth subsidies.

Golf Course revenue remains some 7% below budgegetta even after a significant
downwards budget adjustment.
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Infrastructure Services revenue largely relatewaste management levies at this stage of
the year and these are now ahead of budget aftegmesing additional revenues from
transfer station entries and from billing a higinember of services than was anticipated
when budget modelling was done. A windfall gaimifra delayed vehicle trade-in and the
forfeiting of the event bond for use of SIMP fostogation costs have also had a positive
effect on Infrastructure Services revenues. Thaesadjusted in the Q3 Budget Review.

Comment on the specific items contributing to theiances may be found in the Schedule
of Significant Variance#ttachment 10.6.1(5).

Operating Expenditure to 31 March 2012 is $36.28McW represents 99% of the year to
date budget. Operating Expenditure is 2% under d&udy the Administration area, 1%
under budget for the golf course and on budgdiénnfrastructure Services area.

Cash operating expenses are typically favourablautiget due to a combination of factors
including approved but vacant staff positions aagbftirable timing differences on invoicing
by suppliers.

Most infrastructure maintenance activities areefd as broadly in line with budget
expectations or slightly favourable whilst buildin@intenance activities are currently quite
favourable due to contractor availability. Savirmyspark and ground maintenance will be
redeployed to offset over expenditure on tree prgiaind tree watering programs.

Waste management costs are slightly under budgetcéations with savings on landfill and
transfer station costs offsetting over expenditwmethe bulk rubbish collections — due to
higher than anticipated volumes. Golf Course exjteralis currently favourable to budget
and must be closely monitored for the rest of thearygiven the weaker revenue
performance from this area.

Overheads in both the City Environment & Enginegfiimfrastructure areas are higher than
expected due to less than anticipated overheadeges. Some corrective action occurred
in Engineering Infrastructure in March. Howeveristlissue is likely to require further
remedial action before year end.

There are several budgeted (but vacant) staff ipositacross the organisation that are
presently being recruited for. The salaries budigetuding temporary staff where they are
being used to cover vacandjas currently around 1.2% under the budget aliocafior the
227.2 FTE positions approved by Council in the midgocess. The factors impacting this
include vacant positions yet to be filled, staff leave and timing differences on agency
staff invoices.

Comment on the specific items contributing to tiperating expenditure variances may be
found in the Schedule of Significant Variancéstachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $7.82M at 31 Magdhinst a year to date budget of
$7.61M. All items are close to budget expectatiabgpresent other than UGP service
charges which are ahead of budget at present tiubevadjusted down for some contested
charges. Details of capital revenue variances neafobnd in the Schedule of Significant
VariancesAttachment 10.6.1(5).
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Capital Expenditure at 31 March 2012 is $13.83Mresenting 85% of the year to date
budget of $16.2M. At this stage, almost 48% of élkpenditure relates to the CPGC work
and the UGP project. A special review of the cagitagram was undertaken in March and
is reflected in the Q3 Budget Review Report presg:td Council.

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

management accounts onwards.

TABLE 1 - CAPITAL EXPENDITURE BY DIRECTORATE

Directorate YTD Budget | YTD Actual | % YTD Budget | Total Budget
CEO Office 260,000 228,351 88% 690,000
Financial & Information Services 507,500 440,492 87% 1,355,000
Development & Community Services 725,000 709,822 98% 825,000
Infrastructure Services 6,394,636 4,502,809 70% 8,349,924
Waste Management 200,360 214,975 93% 245,360
Golf Course 5,512,760 5,135,172 93% 5,548,760
UGP 2,600,000 2,603,411 100% 4,766,000
Total 16,200,256 13,835,032 85% 21,780,044

Consultation

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

Policy and Legislative Implications
This report is in accordance with the requiremeotsthe Section 6.4 of thé.ocal
Government Acand Local Government Financial Management Reguieg4.

Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

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

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

|OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

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

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

(c) the Schedule of Movements between the Adoptekh#&nded Budgefttachment
10.6.1(6)(A) & (B) be received;

(d) the Rate Setting Statement providedaachment 10.6.1(7)be received.
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|10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anbebtors at 31 March 2012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 April 2012

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

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

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

. An analysis of the City’s investments in suitabl@may market instruments to
demonstrate the diversification strategy acrosanionl institutions.

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

Background

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

In order to discharge accountability for the exszaf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbeimalf of the Municipal and Trust Funds as
well as funds held in ‘cash backed’ Reserves.

As significant holdings of money market instrumeate involved, an analysis of cash
holdings showing the relative levels of investmeimih each financial institution is also
provided.

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

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

Finally, a comparative analysis of the levels ofstanding rates and general debtors relative

to the same stage of the previous year is providethonitor the effectiveness of cash
collections and to highlight any emerging trends thay impact on future cash flows.
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Comment

(@)

(b)

Cash Holdings

Total funds at month end of $44.30M ($46.62M hasnth) compare to $40.27M at
the equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funedsbardM higher overall than the
level they were at the same time last year - reéflgc$2.5M higher holdings of cash
backed reserves to support refundable monies @&e& CPH. The UGP Reserve
is $0.80M lower. The Sustainability and CPH Capkadserves are each $0.3M
higher whilst the Technology Reserve, River Walls&ee and Railway Station
Reserve are each $0.1M higher. The Future BuildMgrks Reserve is $0.3M

higher when compared to last year. The CPGC Resealso $1.1M lower as funds
were applied to the Island Nine project. Futuree@&scapes & Future Parks
Reserves are both $0.2M lower as funds are apmiedrrent year capital works as
planned. Various other reserves are modestly lower.

Municipal funds are $2.6M higher than last yeaprasent as a consequence of the
timing of outflows on capital projects. Collectioftem rates so far are now well
ahead of last year’s excellent result after thalfinstalment date. This suggests that
our convenient and customer friendly payment methedpplemented by the Rates
Early Payment Incentive Prizes (with all prizes @l by local businesses) have
again had a positive effect on our cash inflows.

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

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portislidynamically 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 avaddblr Municipal use currently sits at
$10.50M (compared to $13.24M last month). It waD$M at the equivalent time
in 2010/2011Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at ttmoand was $45.60M
compared to $41.67M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Reserve & Municipal Funds as investments dueldferred cash outflows on
capital projects.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@adn deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are natatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present. Analysih©iefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 98.8% of the darmare invested in securities
having a S&P rating of A1l (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

The City's investment policy requires that at 1e88% of investments are held in
securities having an S&P rating of Al. This ensubhes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&03 the Dept of Local

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

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

Total interest revenues (received and accruedjhi®ryear to date total $1.82M -

compared to $1.78M at the same time last year. &Vitle City now has higher

levels of cash invested at this time, the prevaiiimterest rates have been slightly
lower.

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

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

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

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

The weighted average rate of return on financisirinments for the year to date is
5.74% with the anticipated weighted average yigldnwestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.63% (compared with 5.67% last mon#i}call cash deposits used to
balance daily operational cash needs provide a nagest return of only 4.00%
following the December 2011 Reserve Bank decisioimterest rates.

Major Debtor Classifications

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

() Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatiet to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of March 2012 (after
the due date for the final instalment) represen®%bof rates levied compared to
95.6% at the equivalent stage of the previous year.

This again provides convincing evidence of the ge@mdeptance of the rating
strategy and communication approach used by theitCdeveloping the 2011/2012
Annual Budget and the range of appropriate, comvgrand user friendly payment
methods offered by the City. Combined with the RaEarly Payment Incentive
Scheme (generously sponsored by local businestesje have provided strong
encouragement for ratepayers - as evidenced byotleztions to date.

This collection result has been supported admatis&ly throughout the year by

timely and efficient follow up actions by the CisyRates Officer to ensure that our
good collections record is maintained.
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(i) General Debtors

General debtors (excluding UGP debtors) stand &681 at month end ($1.62M
last year) ($2.29M last month). Most balances idiclg GST receivable and
Pension Rebate Claims are very close to the balafucethe equivalent time last
year. Balance Date Debtors reduced by some $0.8Mriog receipt of the $575K
proceeds of the Kensington CHC land on settlenrearch.

This continuing good result is particularly impartawith respect to effectively
maintaining our cash liquidity in the light of thess than anticipated budget opening
position for 2011/2012.

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

(iif) Underground Power

Of the $7.30M billed for UGP Stage 3 project, (aflog for interest revenue and
adjustments), some $7.05M was collected by 31 Marith approximately 85.1%
of those in the affected area having now paid lhdnd a further 14.1% opting to
pay by instalments. The remaining properties wespulled billing amounts. Final
notices were issued and these amounts have now phesoed by external debt
collection agencies as they had not been satisfiyctmldressed in a timely manner.
Collections in full continue to be better than estpe as UGP accounts are being
settled in full ahead of changes of ownership oamslternative to the instalment
payment plan.

Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Chargenbtalments continue to be
subject to interest charges which accrue on thstanding balances (as advised on
the initial UGP notice). It is important to recogaithat this igiot an interest charge
on the UGP service charge - but rather is an istecharge on the funding
accommodation provided by the City’s instalmentrpagt plan (like what would
occur on a bank loan). The City encourages ratepagethe affected area to make
other arrangements to pay the UGP charges - hst if required, providing an
instalment payment arrangement to assist the ngep@ncluding the specified
interest component on the outstanding balance).

Initial billing for the Stage 5 UGP Project occudrat the end of February with some
$4.43M being levied. $1.56M has already been ctbovith some 35.8% of
property owners opting to settle in full and a lfiert 20.2% paying by instalments so
far.

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide evitkerof the soundness of the financial
management being employed by the City whilst disgihg our accountability to our
ratepayers.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

This report deals with matters of sustainable fal@nmanagement which directly relate to
the key result area of Governance identified in @ig’s Strategic Plan “To ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to respond to t@mnmunity’s vision and deliver on its
promises in a sustainable manner’.

Sustainability Implications

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

|OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 31 March 2012 StatemdnFumds, Investment & Debtors

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

Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)
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|10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 April 2012

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

A list of accounts paid under delegated authoridglégation DC602) between 1 March
2012 and 31 March 2012 is presented to Councihformation.

Background

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

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aighdrpurchasing approval limits for

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

After an invoice is approved for payment by an atifed officer, payment to the relevant
party must be made and the transaction recordethenCity’s financial records. All
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recdrdede 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 supporteddoghvers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers ashe receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @osting have been checked and
validated. Council Members have access to therigséind are given opportunity to ask
questions in relation to payments prior to the @iuneeting.

Comment

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

The report format now reflects contemporary practic that it now records payments
classified as:
e Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsibass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.u@&heayments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one andstgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughlbe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothEREG Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party.
For instance, an EFT payment reference of 738.7688&cts that EFT Batch 738
included a payment to Creditor number 76357 (Aliatnal axation Office).
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* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe aot listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradijdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfile permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records offbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

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

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

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

Consultation

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

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

ratepayers.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with Policy P605 - Purchasing and Inedipproval and Delegation DM605.

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.3 ‘

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Ma@12 as detailed in the report of the
Director of Financial and Information Servicégtachment 10.6.3, be received.
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|10.6.4 Budget Review for the Quarter ended 31 MarcR012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 12 March 2012

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

A comprehensive review of the 2011/2012 Adopteddgador the period to 31 March 2012
has been undertaken within the context of the ajgatdudget programs. Comment on the
identified variances and suggested funding optifos those identified variances are
provided. Where new opportunities have presentechsielves, or where these may have
been identified since the budget was adopted, tlagg also been included - providing that
funding has been able to be sourced or re-deployed.

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

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

Background

Under theLocal Government Act995 and the Local Government (Financial Managéymnen
Regulations, Council is required to review the AopBudget and assess actual values
against budgeted values for the period at least angar - after the December quarter.

This requirement recognises the dynamic natureasllgovernment activities and the need
to continually reassess projects competing fortéohifunds - to ensure that community
benefit from available funding is maximised. It slbalso recognise emerging beneficial
opportunities and react to changing circumstanicesughout the financial year so that the
City makes responsible and sustainable use oirthadial resources at its disposal.

Although not required to perform budget reviewgyagater frequency, the City chooses to
conduct a Budget Review after the end of the SamenmDecember and March quarters
each year - believing that this approach providesendynamic and effective treasury
management than simply conducting the one statinalfyyearly review.

The results of the Half Yearly (Q2) Budget Reviere &rwarded to the Department of
Local Government for their review after they arel@sed by Council. This requirement
allows the Department to provide a value-addingiserin reviewing the ongoing financial
sustainability of each of the local governmentstlie state - based on the information
contained in the Budget Review. However, local goreents are encouraged to undertake
more frequent budget reviews if they desire - &sithgood financial management practice.
As noted above, the City takes this opportunity hegeiarter. This particular review
incorporates all known variances up to 31 March2201

Comments in the Budget Review are made on variathatshave either crystallised or are
quantifiable as future items - but not on itemst themply reflect a timing difference
(scheduled for one side of the budget review perimgt not spent until the period following
the budget review).
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Comment
The Budget Review is typically presented in thrag$p

Amendments resulting from normal operations in thearter under review
Attachment 10.6.4(1)

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

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

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

Cost Neutral Budget Re-allocatiodttachment 10.6.4(3)

These items represent the re-distribution of fualdsady provided in the Budget adopted
by Council on 12 July 2011.

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

Where quantifiable savings have arisen from coreglgtrojects, funds may be
redirected towards other proposals which did nateige funding during the budget
development process due to the limited cash ressuawailable. This section also
includes amendments to “Non-Cash” items such asr@&=ation or the Carrying
Costs (book value) of Assets Disposed of. Thesss iteave no direct impact on
either the projected Closing Position or the Citgash resources.

Special Review of Capital Items to Address Costrouas -Attachment 10.6.4(4)

These items represent a re-distribution and rerfigation of capital projects to
accommodate situations where scope increments dt eamplexity have necessarily
caused additional costs to be incurred on completed projects

Consultation

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

Whilst compliance with statutory requirements reggsiionly a half yearly budget review
(with the review results being forwarded to the &wment of Local Government), more
frequent and dynamic reviews of budget versus &dinancial performance is good
management practice.

Financial Implications

The amendments contained in the attachment todpmrt that directly relate to directorate
activities will result in a net change of ($45,5@0)the projected 2011/2012 Cash Budget
Closing Position as a consequence of the revieapefations and a ($180,000) adjustment
to accrual collections for UGP due to later billitgan was initially anticipated at budget
date.

The budget closing position is calculated in acano$ with the Department of Local
Government’s guideline - which is a modified actrigure adjusted for restricted cash. It
does not represent a cash surplus - nor availahtst

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

The adopted budget at 12 July showed an estimakesinG Position of $208,213. The
aggregate effect of changes recommended in the QB Budget Reviews will result in the
estimated 2011/2012 Closing Position being adjutiek1 40,567 after allowing for required
adjustments to the estimated opening position, uatcmovements, loan principal
repayments and reserve transfers.

The impact of the proposed amendments (Q3 BudgeieReonly) on the financial
arrangements of each of the City’s directorateisslosed in Table 1 below. Figures shown
apply only to those amendments contained in tlaelathents to this report (not any previous
amendments). Table 1 includes only items directipacting on the Closing Position and
excludes transfers to and from cash backed resemvbgch are neutral in effect. Wherever
possible, directorates are encouraged to contritouteeir requested budget adjustments by
sourcing new revenues or adjusting proposed expeadi

The adjustment to the Opening Balance shown intd@hkes below refers to the difference
between the Estimated Opening Position used abtidget adoption date (July) and the
(lesser) final Actual Opening Position as determimdter the close off and audit of the
2010/2011 year end accounts. Adjustments to lomcipal repayments relate to changes in
the timing (deferral) of budgeted borrowings - amavements in loan interest rates.

TABLE 1: (Q3 BUDGET REVIEW ITEMS ONLY)

Directorate Increase Surplus Decrease Surplus Net Impact
Office of CEO 37,500 (90,000) (52,500)
Financial and Information Services 222,000 (160,000) 62,000
Development and Community Services 37,000 (81,000) (44,000)
Infrastructure Services 776,313 (787,313) (11,000)
Opening Position 0 0 0
Accruals & Loan Principal Movements 0 (180,000) 0
Special Review ltems 204,333 (204,333) 0
Total $1,277,146 ($1,502,646) ($225,500)

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

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

TABLE 2: (CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF ALL 2011/2012 BUDGE T ADJUSTMENTS) *
Directorate Increase Surplus Decrease Surplus Net Impact
Office of CEO 213,500 (271,000 (57,500)
Financial and Information Services 738,500 (403,000) 335,500
Development and Community Services 492,500 (566,000) (73,500)
Infrastructure Services 1,669,024 (1,839,524) (170,500)
Opening Position 0 (192,787) (192,787)
Accruals & Loan Principal Movements 20,000 (180,000) (160,000)
Special Review ltems 449,333 (204,333) 245,000
Total change in Adopted Budget $3,582,857 ($3,656,614) $73,787

The cumulative impact table (Table 2 above) praviderery effective practical illustration
of how a local government can (and should) dynaltyicaanage its budget to achieve the
best outcomes from its available resources. Witiste have been a number of budget
movements within individual areas of the City’s gat] the overall estimated budget closing
position has only moved from the $214,384 determined by Council when the budget was
adopted in July 2011 to $140,567 after includindatiget movements to date.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the City’s ongoing finansiadtainability through critical analysis of
historical performance, emphasising pro-active fifieation of financial variances and
encouraging responsible management responsess® vhoances. Combined with dynamic
treasury management practices, this maximises canityrioenefit from the use of the City’'s
financial resources - allowing the City to re-dgpsavings or access unplanned revenues to
capitalise on emerging opportunities. It alsowafigoroactive intervention to identify and
respond to cash flow challenges that may arise esnaequence of timing differences in
major transactions such as land sales.

|OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.4

That following the detailed review of financial femance for the period ending

31 March 2012, the budget estimates for Revenue Eqmenditure for the 2011/2012

Financial Year, (adopted by Council on 12 July 2@k as subsequently amended by

resolutions of Council to date), be amended aghgefollowing attachments to this Council

Agenda:

* Amendments identified from normal operations in tQearterly Budget Review;
Attachment 10.6.4(1);

« Items funded by transfers to or from Reserv&gachment 10.6.4(2) and

« Cost neutral re-allocations of the existing Budggtachment 10.6.4(3).

« Special Review of Capital Itemattachment 10.6.4(4)

* Note Absolute Majority Required
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| 10.6.5 Use of the Common Seal

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 9 March 2012

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awistration Manager
Summary

To provide a report to Council on the use of then@mn Seal.

Background

At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting thdldwing resolution was adopted:
“That Council receive a monthly report as part of ghAgenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the use of the Common,Sisting seal number; date sealed;
department; meeting date / item number and reasondse.”

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

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to retoalregister:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

Delegation DC346 “Authority to Affix the City's Comon Seal” authorises the Chief
Executive Officer or a delegated employee to affix common seal to various categories of
documents.

Register

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

March 2012
Nature of document Parties Date Seal Affixed

Lease Agreement (Unit 5, 2 Bruce Street Como) | City of South Perth & Margaret Lilian | 7 March 2012
x3 Beaton
Deed of Lease (Unit 134, 45 McNabb Loop, | City of South Perth & David Dover | 26 March 2012
Como) x3 Miller and Glennys Constance Mary

Miller
Deed of Agreement to Lease (Unit 134, 45 | City of South Perth & David Dover | 26 March 2012
McNabb Loop, Como) x3 Miller and Glennys Constance Mary

Miller
Resident Agreement for Low care (Hostel) | City of South Perth & Mrs Dorothy | 30 March 2012
Residents x3 Mavis Hurst
Amendment No. 31 to Town Planning Scheme 6 | City of South Perth & the Minister for | 30 March 2012
as adopted by Council on 27 March 2012 Planning
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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 theafegic Plan Governance — Ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to both respondite 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 ITEM 10.6.5 |

That the report on the use of the Common Seahfontonth of March 2012 be received.
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10.6.6 Applications for Planning Approval Determingl Under Delegated

Authority
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Councill
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 2 April 2012
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 thetmohMarch 2012.

Background

At the Council meeting held on 24 October 2006, i@iuesolved as follows:

“That Council receive a monthly report as part ohé Agenda, commencing at the
November 2006 meeting, on the exercise of Delegatedhority from Development

Services under Town Planning Scheme No. 6, as cuthe provided in the Councillor’s

Bulletin.”

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

Comment

Council Delegation DC342 “Town Planning Scheme M. identifies the extent of
delegated authority conferred upon City officersratation to applications for planning
approval. Delegation DC342 guides the administeatijyocess regarding referral of
applications to Council meetings or determinatioder delegated authority.

Consultation
During the month of March 2012, thirty-nine (39) vdpment applications were
determined under delegated authoritAtithchment 10.6.6

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

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

Strategic Implications

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

Ensure that the City’s governance enables it to lbeespond to the community’s vision
and deliver on its service promises in a sustair@bianner.

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

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.6 |

That the report andttachment 10.6.6relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the month of March 20e received.
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10.6.7 Request for Extension of Lease : Surfcat Omor Sir James Mitchell
Park
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: CP/603/5
Date: 13 April 2012
Author: Ricky Woodman, Corporate Project Officer
Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Manager Governaand Administration
Summary

This report considers a request from the potengal proprietors of the Funcats Catamaran
and Sailing School for the Council to grant angssient of the licence and to also grant an
extension of the licence term for a further tenrygaxiod, from 1 July 2015 to 30 June 2025
on the same terms and conditions as provided imttsting licence.

Background

The Council first entered into a licence with Mckdreeman to operate a catamaran hire
business on the South Perth foreshore in Augus8,1fi# a period of 5 years. Council
subsequently resolved in June 2005 to extend tkade for a period of ten years, expiring
30 June 2015.

Comment
The licence permits the licensee to use an areReserve 34565 Sir James Mitchell Park
(zoned parks and recreation) to operate a catanh@@operation.

A R B & SR

The current licensee is wishing to retire and hasassed an interest in selling the business
and assigning the licence. A potential propriefordrew Partington has been identified who
is interested in being assigned the licence arml ladéng granted a licence extension for a
further ten year period. Given the considerablétabpequired to purchase the business, the
potential proprietor would like the reassurancd tha business will be able to continue to
operate beyond June 2015. On this basis, a fugktansion of licence of 10 years is
considered reasonable and would facilitate contraperation of this leisure facility for the
community.

Mr Partington is very keen to assume responsitititythis business and ensure that visitors

to Sir James Mitchell Park are provided with a fuatisure experience. Mr Partington has
over 30 years involving in recreational boatingliling having owned and operated a boat
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hire business in Albany, comprising 24 craft fdiive year period. More recently, he has
owned and operated a physiotherapy practice, gyiomaasnd hydrotherapy pool at Albany
and North Beach.

This leisure operation is considered by the Citpéanvaluable in attracting visitors to Sir
James Mitchell Park with the unique and wonderiglezience of sailing on the Swan River
from the South Perth foreshore.

Consultation
The City has discussed the extension and assignwitnthe current and potential future
owner of the Funcats Catamaran and Sailing School.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Policy P609 Lease of City Buildings provides thigtases will be offered for a sufficient
period of time to give the commercial entity an ogipnity to establish the business. This
should be taken into consideration when makingi#i@sion to extend the lease.

The licence extension is subject to the provisiohsection 3.58 of théocal Government
Act 1995 Section 3.58 of theocal Government Aaequires that the City give local public
notice of the proposed disposition for a periodhaif less than 2 weeks, and the Council is to
consider any submissions received. Should themoledverse submissions received during
the notice period, it is proposed to proceed with teasing of the property as per the
Council resolution.

Financial Implications

The current licence fee is $45,000 per annum paysidl monthly in advance. There is a
potential earning of $450,000 by extending thengeefor a further ten year period. The
value of the licence fee is considered reasonabd@mparison to other licence fees charged
by the City and other local governments and ndch&rincrease is proposed other than an
annual rent review indexed to CPI Perth.

Costs relating to the assignment of the licence@mpgaration of the new licence would be
borne by Mr Partington.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 1 of theeatgic Plan -Community — Create
opportunities for a safe active and connected commityl It also aligns with Strategic
Direction 6 -Governance — Ensure that the City’s governance elealit to respond to the
community’s vision and deliver its service promisesa sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
The sustainability implications arising out of nesst discussed or recommendations made in
this report are consistent with the City’s Susthilitg Strategy.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.7 |

That subject to the provisions of section 3.58 hf Local Government Act 1995the

Council:

(a) agree to an assignment of the existing licdacéhe operation of Funcats from Mr
Jack Freeman to Mr Andrew Partington;

(b) offer a 10 year extension of licence followthg expiry of the existing licence, from
1 July 2015 to 30 June 2025, to Mr Andrew Partingtm the same terms and
conditions as provided in the existing licence watliurther provision to be added
incorporating an annual rent review indexed to (Eeirth)
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110.6.8 Request for Extension of Lease : RSL No. Bhgelo Street, South Perth |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CP/601/1

Date: 13 April 2012

Author: Ricky Woodman, Corporate Project Officer
Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Manager Governaand Administration
Summary

This report considers a request from the Returredi@s League of Australia, Western
Australia Branch to extend their lease for 57 Ang8treet South Perth for a period of 5
years following the expiry of the existing leaselime 2012.

Background

The Returned Services League of Australia, Wegkestralian Branch (RSL) entered into a
lease with the City of South Perth for 57 Angeloe8t South Perth in October 1989 for a
period of 21 years, expiring 30 June 2012.

A 182sgm building constructed in the 1960's and/éHicle parking bays are situated on the
property. The RSL subleases part of the property s vehicle parking bays to a

settlement agency and real estate agent, from whelCity receives 50% of the income,
totalling $18,527 per annum.

Comment

57 Angelo Street South Perth is a strategicallyortgnt parcel of land on the corner of
Angelo and Anstey Streets South Perth. The land58sgm in total and is zoned
Neighbourhood Centre Commercial R50. Permitted wseker this zoning include cafe /
restaurant, consulting rooms, local shop, industigrvice, take away food and home office.
The land is estimated to be valued at approxim&eIgM.
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In recent discussions, there has been a generakgsus that the RSL and the City in the
longer term would benefit from the RSL being retechto the new pavilion proposed for
Ernest Johnson Oval as part of the City’s masgamrphg process.
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The City is currently working on the development afmaster plan for replacement of
community buildings on Ernest Johnson Oval andduld be appropriate to consider the
relocation of the RSL to part of the new facility this location.

This relocation would then allow the City to deygleither directly or indirectly this parcel
of land for a more suitable development for thisnpinent location. Given the strategic
location and the financially low return on the pedp, it is considered timely to commence
planning towards putting the land to a higher aatldo use and this lease proposal would
assist in achieving this outcome.

An extension of lease term for a period of 5 yaessld allow investigations to occur and if
necessary plan for the relocation of the RSL ontmremsuitable accommodation. The
development of the Ernest Johnson Oval master \wtanid occur at about the same time
that proposals could be considered in relatiorhéoredevelopment of the existing property
on the corner of Angelo and Anstey streets.

Consultation
The City has been in ongoing discussions with ti& k respect to the extension of the
lease.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Policy P609 Lease of City Buildings is designecisure that the City provides maximum
benefit to the community of South Perth throughuke of City-owned buildings as well as
obtaining an appropriate level of rental return.

The lease extension is subject to the provisiorseofion 3.58 of theocal Government Act
1995 Section 3.58 of théocal Government Acatequires that the City give local public
notice of the proposed disposition for a periothaif less than 2 weeks, and the Council is to
consider any submissions received. Should themoledverse submissions received during
the notice period, it is proposed to proceed with teasing of the property as per the
Council resolution.

Financial Implications

The City receives approximately $18,500 per annuiméome from the rental. However, it
is prudent for the City to plan for the future amndrk towards maximising the value of its
investment in the property at a later time for ble@efit of the greater community.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 1 of thieatgic Plan -Community — Create
opportunities for a safe active and connected commityl It also aligns with Strategic
Direction 6 -Governance — Ensure that the City’s governance eleslt to respond to the
community’s vision and deliver its service promisesa sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
The sustainability implications arising out of nesst discussed or recommendations made in
this report are consistent with the City’s Susthilitg Strategy.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.8 |

That subject to the provisions of section 3.58 i tocal Government Act 1995the
Council approve the extension of the lease for RoAbhgelo Street, South Perth to the
Returned Services League of Australia Western AligtBranch for a five (5) year period,
1 July 2012 to 30 June 2017, on the same termsa@mditions as provided in the existing
lease.
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11.

12.

APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

12.1 Underground Power Charges — Warner Court : CIC McMullen

| hereby give notice that | intend to move thedwling Motion at the Council Meeting to be held on
24 April 2012:

MOTION
That....

(@) Councll, in its deliberations in September 204&s unaware of the specific circumstances
relating to Warner Court properties, where all 28pgrties in the subdivision are already
connected to underground power and would not recatirect benefits from the
Manning/Salter Point SUPP initiative;

(b) Warner Court owners are not expected to recaivbrect benefit from the underground
power installation project, but will share in thense indirect benefit received by the wider
community, including those outside the zone to wihinstallation fees apply; and

(c) Manning/Salter Point SUPP charges be waivedhlloproperties connected to the existing
Warner Court underground power system.

MEMBER COMMENT

Warner Court residents are each being charged 6@,890 for a share of the Underground Power
Project in the Manning/ Salter Point area. Evewnpprty in Warner Court already has underground
power, installed as part of the area’s initial Suisibn.

Warner Court borders Manning Road and is on théheommost boundary of the Salter Point UGP
area. The only power-lines visible in the areatheshigh voltage lines servicing much of the South
Perth area. These power-lines are not being placédrground and there will be no visible changes
in the street that will confer additional valueéwarner Court property values.

Warner Court does not receive a direct benefit ftbenSalter Point UGP. Properties do receive an
indirect benefit however this is common with mamgperties in Manning and Waterford outside the
UGP area. This indirect benefit is insufficient wa@rrant levying a substantial fee against the
properties, and it appears that the only reas@easflevied on Warner Court properties is because
the properties are inside an arbitrary boundargeueed to Council.

Council agreed in September 2011 that charges teebe levied against all properties within the
Salter Point UGP zone. This motion had the intentf recovering costs from properties obtaining
a direct benefit from the implementation programmid.the time of the motion, the City informed
Council that Warner Court owners received a beffiefin the programme as the isolated system is
only as good as the above ground network surrognaind servicing the subdivision, however this
is an indirect benefit enjoyed by properties owghte implementation zone.
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It is unreasonable to charge owners up to $2,9@@muthe premise of creating a wider net under
which to share a cost. Such a proposal represemds, not a service fee. Despite this figure
representing a 30% discount on the full fee, the sharged is excessive for persons that have

already contributed to providing underground poimetheir local neighbourhoods and who receive
no direct benefit from the programme.

This Council needs to correct a past oversightsuee that the City remains flexible and responsive
in delivering customer service.

COMMENT CEO

In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d) of Standingleds Local Law 2007 the Chief Executive
Officer comments as follows:

Under the current arrangement with the State Gowem the State Undergrounding of Powerlines

Program (SUPP) in a designated area is a sharpdn@bility between the Local Government and
the Office of Energy/Western Power.

The Council from the inception of the program hasrbaware that the shared arrangement is the
only way the City could participate in the SUPR.tHe three completed underground power areas to
date every property owner within the respectiveagrgave each contributed proportionately to the
cost of the required works. The Service Chargdame$alter Point was set with this basic principle
in mind. The expectation was that every propemyn@ (without exception) and within the
designated Salter Point UGP area, including then@fa€ourt properties, would contribute to the
cost of the Underground Power Program (UGP). Gletirproperty owners within the area became

‘exempt’ from payment of the service charge, otheithin the area would have to pay a higher
charge to compensate.

In fact the report presented to Council at its Seyer 2011 meeting clearly referenced the
particular circumstances of the properties off Véai@ourt who derive a benefit from the UGP. The
following is an extract from the report:

“In addition, as part of the subdivision of a smafiarcel of land off Henning Crescent at

Elderfield Road (prior to 1990) the power supplypuse, and street connections in Warner Court
were all placed underground with the cost of sucltonk being absorbed into the land price.

Arguably some discount needs to be applied to thpegperty owners who have already made
some contribution to the Western Power infrastructualthough either side of their properties the
supply into the area is still overhead.”
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The Council was therefore made aware of the spediftumstances of the Warner Court properties
at the time the fee structure was adopted. Fur@euncil set concessions up to a maximum of 55%
to take into account the particular circumstandgzraperties in Warner Court. The concessions are

as follows:

» Special Warner Court concession 30%

* Pensioner Concession 25% (where applicable)
* Registered Seniors Discount 15% (where appl@abl

Note: Concessions are capped at 55% maximum

The Council has acknowledged that Warner Courtieésw~; ground powerlines and that each of the
properties is connected by an underground lead-thé meter box. There is also a single property
located within Warner Court that is still servidegthe overhead network at Manning Road.

The whole power network, however, does not staditfarish at the interface of Warner Court with
Henning Crescent. As a percentage of the coshefproject, the undergrounding of the aerial
conductors and the provision of new and increasguhaty transformers and switching units
throughout the network within the area is far anéyathe greatest component of the works. The
house connection contract is one of the smalletraots associated with the program.

As a community-based project where the benefitsuacto the widest possible area, the cost of
carrying out the network costs must be distribudgditably across all of the properties located
within the area affected by lowering the aerial@yp Warner Court is connected to the overhead
network at Henning Crescent.

The proposal involves upgrading the power supplsagtructure in Manning Road to service the
Manning / Salter Point area (all but the high vgdtaransmission lines). The upgrade will also
connect Warner Court to the proposed undergroumdank at Henning Crescent following the

removal of the overhead power lines. Henning Gresm turn will be connected to the proposed
underground power supply in Elderfield Road.

One of the objectives of the UGP program is toease the reliability of electricity supply and this
is achieved by upgrading all relevant infrastruetwithin the approved UGP area. Properties within
Warner Court therefore also receive this benefgnethough there are no powerlines that are
required to be placed underground in this street. (ihe direct benefit is achieved via the
undergrounding of power at Henning Crescent, thgrage to power distribution in the area
generally and removal of the unsightly power litteeughout the area).

The benefit of having an upgraded facility with wgrds of a 50 year life is undeniable as compared
to currently being serviced by an overhead systelimided capacity and at the end of its usefua lif
Further, the upgraded facility will provide all perties, including those within Warner Court, with
continuity of power supply which is designed toecdbr the current and future energy requirements
of the area.

The network charge set for Warner Court is in inth the general principle of all property owners
within the UGP area contributing to the cost of warks. The network charge is set at the lowest of
the three levels and a 30% discount is applied.eM/applicable, a pensioner or eligible seniors
discount is also be applied (refer to the breakdeantier in this response).

As properties within Warner Court are serviced framexisting overhead street supply, albeit in
Henning Crescent, the special discount offeregeognition of the early costs incurred as part of
the subdivision and is considered to be both fa@t seasonable. The service charge as previously
advised remains unchanged.
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The Council in setting the Service Charge acknogédedthe circumstances of the Warner Court
properties through a 30% discount on the netwodegdr The report presented to Council at its
September 2011 meeting made reference to otheoutit that need to be applied to certain
properties.

The principle that every property owner regardlessvhether it is a direct or indirect benefit
(compare commercial properties, utilities, scha@ld sporting fields) must contribute to the cost of
the undergrounding of power within an area shoeldipheld. The cost to the project of waiving all
charges is a major concern both in fairness andyetuall residents within the precinct and of the
financial impact upon the City’s budget. In thegard, if the Council elected to waive all charges
associated with the Salter Point UGP for the regglef Warner Court (which is not supported by
the Administration), then this would result in &y needing to write off an amount of $55,180.12
and at the same time, would create an undesirabtegent.

UNDERGROUND POWER - WARNER COURT

Photograph 1

Existing Overhead Power Lines
at the intersection of Warner
Court and Henning Crescent
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Photograph 2

_——

Electricity Conduit attached
to the pole which feeds the |
properties at Warner Court

Existing Overhead Power Lines
at the intersection of Warner
Court and Henning Crescent

Note:

Whilst there is underground cabling
within Warner Court, power supply to
all Warner Court properties is via a
direct connection to the overhead
power network located at the
intersection of Warner Court and
Henning Crescent (see orange
electricity conduit attached to existing
pole); and

Any improvement to the overhead
power network in Salter Point will only
improve the reliability and quality of
power supply in the area for the next
50 plus years, of which Warner Court
receives a direct benefit from any
improvements.

13. QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS
13.1. Response to Previous Questions from MemberaKen on Notice
13.2  Questions from Members

14. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

15. MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC
15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.
15.2  Public Reading of Resolutions that may be madeublic.

16. CLOSURE

17. RECORD OF VOTING
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ITEM 3.1 REFERS

Mayors Activity Report - March 2012

Date

Friday, 30 March

Thursday, 29 March

Wednesday, 28 March
Tuesday, 27 March

Sunday, 25 March

Friday, 23 March

Wednesday, 21 March

Tuesday, 20 March

Monday, 19 March

Sunday, 18 March

Friday, 16 March

Activity

Meeting with Mayors interested in vision for Metropolitan Perth -
Steven Ames

Photo opportunity - Southern Gazette with Bill Grayden & Margaret
Evans

Chair Plenary session @ 66" Annual WA Environmental Health
Conference

Discussion re Men's Shed@ Manning Senior Citizens + CEO + Cr
Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb

Entry of Canning Bridge in the State Register
Chair March Council meeting
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Committee for Perth - Invitation to Participate in Shaping Perth's
Future

Perth Zoo Docent Association's 30th Birthday Gala Cocktail Party
Fiesta Unwrapped: the marketplace Angelo St + Cr Fiona Reid
SPSCC Gopher Muster

Esther Fiesta Fun Run

Recognition of 2011 Retired Councillors + CEO + Deputy Mayor, Cr
Kevin Trent OAM RFD, Crs Colin Cala, lan Hasleby, Chris
McMullen, Fiona Reid, Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb,

Bentley Tech Park Update and Cygnia Cove Amended Submission
Meeting at St Martin's in the Field Priest Joanna

Photo Opportunity - MOU Signing for the McDougall Farm
Community Garden

Chair Safety and Crime Prevention meeting

Chair March Council briefing

Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Youthcare Ruby Anniversary Dinner

Wesley College meeting with Principal + Chair School council
Fiesta — Millpoint Fresh Music and Munch

Fiesta - Fit n Fun Day + Cr Fiona Reid

Fiesta Moorditj Keila Dreaming
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Thursday, 15 March

Wednesday, 14 March
Tuesday, 13 March

Monday 12 March

Sunday, 11 March
Saturday, 10 March

Friday, 9 March

Thursday, 8 March

Wednesday, 7 March

Tuesday, 6 March

Friday, 2 March

Speak on ABC'’s Geoff Hutchison’s program The Last Word
Meeting Manning Primary School Principal
Fiesta Speaking Sustainability — Perth Zoo Conference Centre

Meeting with Curtin Uni Vice Chancellor + Mayors and CEOs of
South Perth, Victoria Park and Canning - to discuss similar issues

Open Fiesta - Morning Melodies Concert - Windjammers + Deputy
Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent OAM RFD

IPWEA: Local Government Reform Dialogue

Special Audit & Governance Committee meeting & Integrated
Financial Planning Overview and Major Capital Initiatives for 10 Year
Financial Plan

Committee for Perth: Perth in Focus

Red Cross photo shoot 'Battle of the Burbs" + Mayor Victoria Park
Aboriginal Engagement Strategy Working Group meeting

Perth Waters vision meeting with Urbis + Manager City Environment
Town of Victoria Park Music By Moonlight @ Burswood

Fiesta Opening Concert

Fiesta - Nike SBA AM Series Skateboarding competition

Flesh Wounds @ Old Mill Theatre

CEDA: Economic & Political Overview conference

International Women’s Day Breakfast + Crs Betty Skinner, Fiona
Reid and Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb + Director Development and
Community Services

Royal Perth Golf Club AGM

Meeting re Penrhos College with lan Harris & chair of Penrhos
College Council + CEO

Meeting Curtin Primary Principal
Chair Land Transaction Update Briefing

City Conversations: Governance in the Night-Time Economy - An
international perspective

Photo shoot re poisoned Manning tree @ 52 Griffin Crescent,
Manning

Audit & Governance Committee meeting
Southcare - Purchase of the Church Property celebration
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

Meeting Indigenous Land Corporation future ownership of Clontarf
Campus meeting +CEO

RAC Leadership series lunch -
Meet with the Community

Mill Point Rotary Club Breakfast
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Council Representatives’ Activity Report -

March 2012

March 2012

Thursday, 29 March
Saturday, 17 March

Friday, 16 March

Friday, 9 March

Thursday, 8 March

Friday, 2 March

Activity

IAP2: A Conversation with Steven Ames - Cr Fiona Reid

2012 Football West Season Launch - Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent
OAM RFD

Local Government Emergency Management Forum - Cr Veronica
Lawrance

WALGA: Ethics & Conduct of an Elected Member - Cr Sharron
Hawkins-Zeeb

South East Regional Recreation Advisory Group (SERRAG)
Regional Sport & Rec Facility Strategy - Cr Peter Howat

Inaugural Local Chambers Perth City Business Dinner of the Year
‘Under the Stars' - Cr lan Hasleby + Director Development &
Community Services
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