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South
o ———

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 Gigode of Conduct 2008. Members must declare
to the Chairperson any potential conflict of intetréhey 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 November 2012 tlvegee no questions taken on notice:

6.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME :11.12.2012

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

7.1 MINUTES
7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 27.11.2012
7.1.2 Special Electors Meeting Held: 26.11.2012

7.2 BRIEFINGS
The following Briefings which have taken place sirtbe last Ordinary Council meeting, are
in line with the ‘Best Practice’ approach to CounEplicy P672 “Agenda Briefings,
Concept Forums and Workshops”, and document tulwic the subject of each Briefing.
The practice of listing and commenting on briefingssions, is recommended by the
Department of Local Government and Regional Dgweknt's“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on putglcord.
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7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - November Ordinary CounciMeeting Held:20.11.2012

Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the November Council Agend&otes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum - Department of Planning and Meopolitan Redevelopment

Authority Presentations - Meeting Held: 13.11.2012

The Director General of the Department of Plannimgvided a presentation on
Governance and Town Planning decision-making piangs and the CEO of the
Metropiolitan Redevelopment Authority provided averview of the numerous
‘reformation’ projects currently occurring withine City of Perth.

Notes from the Concept Briefing are includeddtschment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum — Swan Canning River Aquatic WsReview - Meeting Held:

14.11.2012

Representatives from Swan River Trust and the Demaaut of Transport provided a
presentation on the Management Framework for theriisg rivers’ project. Notes
from the Concept Briefing are includedAsachment 7.2.3.

7.2.4 Concept Forum — Local Government Reform Dis@sion - Meeting Held:

19.11.2012

The CEO provided an overview of the ‘reform’ pregeand identified the 30
recommendations in the Metropolitan Local Governnfideview Final Report.
Notes from the Concept Briefing are includedAtsichment 7.2.4.

8. PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1

Petition received 3 December 2012 from HeldDavis (also known as Helen Harding)
3 Tate Street, South Perth together with 36 signates in relation to the Proposed
Additions to Baptist Church including a Day Care Ceatre No. 2 Lawler Street,
South Perth approved at Item 10.3.1 November 201200ncil Meeting.

Text of Petition

“We local residents believe that the Planning Apptagranted for the application for

additions to the Baptisit Church at No. 2 Lawlere$t by Council on 27 November 2012
has not satisfactorily consulted with the local oaumity in accordance with Council

Policy P301 and TPS6. We do not believe that titleirhplications and impact of the

development upon the amenity of the local residspéifically relating to the inclusion

of a 56 place Child Care Centre within a residémtiaa. We believe that the location of
the site on an acute angled corner and approvediaveof cars into Tate and Lawler

Streets will create an adverse and permanentdiadizard for all users.”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition received 3 December 2012 fromeri&avis §Iso known as Helen Harding)
No. 3 Tate Street, South Perth together with 36atiges in relation to the Proposed
Additions to the Baptist Church, including a Dayr€&entre, at No. 2 Lawler Street,
South Perth be received and forwarded to the DireBevelopment and Community
Services for investigation.

8.2 PRESENTATIONS -Occasions where Awards/Gifts may be Accepted by Council on behalf of Community.
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8.3 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS ‘

8.3.1.

Council Delegate: Rivers Regional Council @inary General Meeting:
15 November 2012

A report from Crs Cala, Trent and the Director &structure Services summarising
their attendance at the Rivers Regional Counciciapdleeting held 15 November
2012 at the City of Armadale is attachment 8.3.1. The Minutes of the RRC
Meeting of 15 November 2012 have also been recedret are available on the
iCouncil website.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report Attachment 8.3.], in relation to the Rivers Regional
Council Ordinary General Meeting held 15 Novem®@t?2 at the City of Armadale
be received.

8.4 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS

8.4.1.

8.4.2.

8.4.3.

Council Delegate: Local Government CEO Group Conference
21-23 November 2012

A report from the CEO summarising his attendanc#natLocal Government CEO
Group Conference Held between 21 — 23 November 20¥2yndham City Council
in Victoria is atAttachment 8.4.1.

Thriving Neighbourhoods Conference — Melboure 12-14 November 2012

A report from Councillors Hasleby and Gleeson sumisiray their attendance at the
2012 Thriving Neighbourhoods Conference held atMigbourne Convention and
Exhibition Centre between 12 — 14 November 2012 Mdtachment 8.4.2.

Conference Delegate: T3nternational Cities Town Centres and Communities
Society Conference (ICTC) held on the Gold Coast
16-19 October 2012.

A report from Cr Hawkins-Zeeb summarising her atterce at the Binternational
Cities Town Centres and Communities Society Confezeheld on the Gold Coast
between 16 and 19 October 2012 issthchment 8.4.3.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Cr Hawkiteeb’s attendance at the™13
International Cities Town Centres and Communitiesi&y Conference held on the
Gold Coast between 16 and 19 October 2012 be exteiv

9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

10. REPORTS

10.0

MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Proposed Planning Policy P313 ‘Local HeritagListing’. Endorsement for

community consultation (Item 9.3.2 Council Meeting 28 February 2006 refers)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LP/801/17

Date: 3 December 2012

Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning ¢@ffi

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmte8 Community Services
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Summary

This report presents a new Planning Policy P3i&al Heritage Listing, for Council
consideration. The Policy has arisen from a Cdunsiruction at the time of the last major
review of the City’s Municipal Heritage InventoriMAl). Policy P313 now provides the
guidance requested by the Council at that timeglation to ‘heritage listing’ processes.

The recommendation is that the draft Policy P318rmorsed for public advertising.

Background
This report includes the following attachments:

Attachment 10.0.1(a)draft Policy P313Local Heritage Listing’ -for endorsement
Attachment 10.0.1(b)draft Policy P314Heritage List— information only at this stage
Attachment 10.0.1(c)Places listed on Municipal Heritage Inventory 2006
Attachment 10.0.1(d)Town Planning Scheme No. 6 extracts relating tatbige

Policy P313 is the first policy that the Councikh@onsidered in relation to the process for
listing places of heritage significance. Up to ndte heritage listing process has been
undertaken with assistance from a heritage comdulbaut without any supporting Council
guidelines or criteria.

The City’s Municipal Heritage Inventory (MHI) wagiginally adopted in 1994 and was
first reviewed in 2000 by heritage consultantigritage Today Annual updates were
undertaken by City Officers. The second major eavicommenced in 2004, also
undertaken byderitage Today The need for a Council policy became apparefeioruary
2006, when the Council was considering listing tiyemew places as part of the review.
The expanded MHI, including the additional placgas not endorsed at that time. Instead,
the Council requested that a heritage policy b@amedl, to provide guidance and to foster
consistent decision-making regarding the listingnefv places and the deletion of listed
places from the MHI. The preparation of the polegs delayed for some years, owing to
other major strategic projects taking priority. Wyver, the draft Policy P313 is now
presented for consideration and for endorsemergddiormunity advertising.

In 2006, the Council resolved as follows:

(9] the Council is not prepared to consider the @@am of the draft revised Municipal
Heritage Inventory (MHI) until such time as it hagnsidered a ‘heritage policy’,
which would provide the Council, the community &ty officers with guidance
with respect to:
® the process for any person to nominate an ol place for

consideration of possible listing in the MHI by @euncil;

(i) the process for an owner requesting and Coluoensidering the possible
deletion of places from the MHI;

(iir) matters to be considered in the annual updaté the MHI required by the
Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990;

(iv) matters to be considered in the four-yearlyiegvs of the MHI required by
the Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990;

(v) the relationship between the MHI and the He#alist which is to be
prepared and adopted as a supporting document & Glity’'s Town
Planning Scheme No. 6; and

(vi) the role of heritage consultants in all of seeprocesses.

(d) when preparing the ‘heritage policy’ referred in part (c) above, the Director,
Strategic and Regulatory Services, in consultatigth the Chief Executive Officer,
be requested to examine the possible introductiohersitage incentives, and if
deemed appropriate, to include provisions for tpigpose for consideration by
Council within a six month timeframe; and
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(e until such time as the heritage policy refertedn part (c) has been adopted, the
Municipal Heritage Inventory remain in the form rhoscently updated prior to the
current review with the exception of the deletiémplaces identified in parts (b)(i),
(i), (iii) and (iv) above.”

Draft Policy P313 atAttachment 10.0.1(a) meets all of the Council’s requirements
regarding the content of the Policy.

Comment

Draft Policy P313 commences by stating the objestiand status of the Policy as a
planning policy under Town Planning Scheme No. BS®). It provides a description of the
Municipal Heritage Inventory (which is to be renamas the Local Heritage Inventory
(LHD) and Heritage List, their respective purpgsestatus, roles in development
considerations, and main differences.

The main differences between the two documentsxgained in the Policy as follows:

» the LHI is created as a requirement of the Heritagie- the adoption of a Heritage List
is a requirement of the Planning and Developmentiough provisions of the TPS6;

» the LHI is a celebration of local heritage placed ancludes extensive description of the
listed places; however, it provides no statutomytgetion — the Heritage List is a mere
list of places drawn from the LHI and does providetection of listed places;

» the LHI is not recognised in TPS6 — the Heritagst is given the status of a Council
Policy by TPS6.

Most importantly, Policy P313 provides a comprelhenglescription of current heritage
practices and focuses on the following:

(a) Renaming ‘Municipal Heritage Inventory’ as ‘Local Heritage Inventory’
Although not specifically mentioned in the documetite City is taking the
opportunity to ‘update’ the title of the currentritege document, ‘Municipal
Heritage Inventory’, to better reflect its purpos&he proposed name is the term
referred to in theHeritage of Western Australia Act 1990 — ‘Local limge
Inventory’. This title highlights the ‘local’ emphasis of therltagesignificance of
listed places.

(b) Assessment criteria for possible listing of plees in the LHI
Policy P313 lists the main criteria against whi¢hcps are considered for heritage
listing and explains the role of heritage consu#tan investigating the degree of
significance of a place. The assessment critegaawn from the ‘Burra Charter’,
an internationally recognised set of heritage &ssest criteria. The same criteria
are also used by the Western Australian Heritagen€ib

(© Nomination of places for possible listing in th LHI
Policy P313 explains how places may be nominatetisking, who may nominate a
place, and how the City will process any such retyue
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(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

Process for reclassifying or deleting places ahe LHI

This section of the Policy requires strong justifion by an applicant seeking the
reclassification or removal of places which haverbassessed as having a high
level of heritage significance. These Policy pstis are important, as places with
Management Categories of A+ (listed by the Herit&muncil), A (worthy of
referring to the Heritage Council) and B (high lleeé local significance), will
comprise the Heritage List. Under clause 6.11 @88, places in the Heritage List
may not be demolished. In accordance with the Pobefore the Council would
agree to the de-listing or lower classificatioradfsted place, the owner would first
need to establish, to the Council's satisfactitiat the place no longer has a high
level of heritage significance.

Matters to be dealt with in annual updates

The Heritage Act requires local governments to tgdtneir local heritage
inventories annually. Policy P313 clarifies thetsoof matters that would be
considered as part of this annual update.

Matters to be dealt with in four-yearly reviews

The Heritage Act also requires local governmentsirtdertake a major review of
their local heritage inventories every four yeaPolicy P313 clarifies the range of
matters that would be considered as part of thegermeviews. The City’s local

heritage inventory is overdue for a major review.

Listing of places in the Heritage List

Clause 7 of Policy P313 refers to the creatiorhefileritage List in a future Policy
P314(Attachment 10.0.1(b)),clarifies how places are listed and explains tlosel
link between the two policies.

Clause 7 also includes temporary measures to bdogegpuntil such time as a
Heritage List is adopted by way of a future PolR$14. Having regard to the
extended time period before the final heritageisistidopted by the Council, Policy
P313 states that those portions of the LHI or Mupaic Heritage Inventory

comprising all places classified as Managementdoaites A+, A or B are deemed
to comprise the Heritage List. This will enableitage protection and heritage
incentives under Policy P313 to be effected morekiyy When a final Heritage
List has been adopted, these ‘temporary’ clauskbevideleted from Policy P313.

Heritage protection and development applicatios
The Policy advises that while development on hggitsites is not prohibited, any
development on these sites will be expected teetshe existing heritage place.

Heritage incentives

The 2006 Council resolution requested that the @#gmine possible heritage
incentives for inclusion in the Policy. A numbdriicentives have been examined,
and some dismissed as not being practical at thgept time. In particular, it is

considered that a local heritage grant scheme tdoreoperated effectively by the
City, as it would involve a considerable amountadfinistration and expertise in

advertising for nominations, assessing them andifgdthe most worthy. The City

does not possess the necessary resources to opecat@ scheme. It would also
commit the City to payment of a reasonable grant su a regular basis.

10
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()

Another possible heritage incentive that has bessidered for inclusion in Policy
P313, but was eventually dismissed, is the permanaiving of Council rates for
every (rateable) place on the Heritage List. Api@e, based on the Category A+,
A and B places currently listed in the MHI (befate next major review), this
incentive could cost the City in the order of apgmaately $25,000 every year.
Other ‘rateable’ places might be added in futurarye

The following financial incentives are suggested:

a refund of development application Planning Felaena project on a heritage
site has been completed to the Council’s satigfarti

financial assistance for heritage consultant’s fémpped at $1000 but no
greater than 50% of the consultant's fee) for theppse of providing
conservation advice in support of proposed devedy, or in support of a
request for heritage listing or a higher heritalgssification ;and

for landowners who are preparing a submission foeritage incentive offered
by any other body, Policy P313 also states thaCiltye will provide copies of
any related heritage assessments, building pladsotrer documents held by
the City, free of charge to the applicant.

In addition to the above financial incentives, sk6.11(8) of TPS6 has always
provided for relaxation of development requiremeatassist in the conservation of
heritage places. These provisions have not yet ldgnactivated because they
relate to places on the ‘Heritage List’ which has yet been created. The adoption
of the final version of Policy P313 is the firsegttowards the City ultimately
adopting a Heritage List. (This process is diseds$urther in the ‘Policy,
Legislative and Administrative Implications’ sectiof this report.)

Policy P313 also refers to certain major heritagemtive schemes being offered by
other bodies, one of which is the Heritage LoansBiyb Scheme in which this

Council is a participating local government, havingde a one-off contribution of

$25,000 in 2011 towards the capital funds of thikesne. To date only one

ratepayer has accessed an interest-free loan thislecheme.

Nomination form and reclassification or deletian form

Forms for any person wishing to nominate a place lifgting or to request
reclassification or deletion of a listed place, sr@uded as part of the policy. In
both cases, applicants would need to provide stipgojustification and other
material. In the case of reclassification or detetthe applicant would also need to
provide a heritage assessment report.

Consultation

Council endorsement will enable the draft Policyl®30 be advertised for community

comment. This is a particularly important processelation to heritage, because the local
heritage inventory is seen as a ‘community documeantaining places which are valued

for their heritage significance to both the presentmmunity and future generations.

Therefore, as part of the consultation process, firoposed that, while Policy P313 would
have City-wide effect, the owners of all currerited places would be invited by letter to
comment on the draft Policy, and on all future tedlaprocesses outlined in the ‘Policy,

Legislative and Administrative Implications’ sectiof this report.

11
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Being a planning policy, as a minimum, Policy P31iB be advertised to the extent, in the
manner and for the duration prescribed in Policy0IP3Consultation for Planning
Proposals’. This will involve:

(@ Method:
* Letters to the parties nominated above;
* Newspaper notices (once a week for two consecuteeks);
* Notices and documents displayed in the Civic Cethilgaries, and on the web
site.

(b) Time period:
* Not less than 21 days.

In addition to the above, it is also proposed tmisultation on the draft Policy include
letters to the following:

«  Owners of all places currently listed in the Citylanicipal Heritage Inventory;

» Heritage Council of Western Australia.

Policy, Legislative and Administrative Implications

(@) Heritage List
Endorsement of the draft Policy P313 will be thietfstep in a long series of related
statutory processes in which ‘heritage’ placesiavelved. It has been mentioned,
above, that Policy P313 will be closely alignedhadt proposed future Policy P314
which will create a ‘Heritage List'.

A draft outline of Policy P314 has been preparech @RELIMINARY DRAFT
which is provided for INFORMATION ONLY, at this ga (Attachment
10.0.1(b)) Based on the 2006 Council instruction to prepateeritage policy to
guide the City in the process for listing and daetgtplaces from the LHI and
Heritage List, Policy P313 needs to be adopted poia review of the LHI.

The draft Policy P314, containing the Heritage Lvgill be presented for Council
adoption at a future time. Formal adoption of 80314 cannot take place until a
comprehensive review of the LHI has been completad the new, possibly
expanded LHI has been adopted.

The key steps in this process are set out belayether with a possible time frame
for their achievement:
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(b)

Process Step Estimated Time Frame

Policy P313 ‘Local Heritage Listing’ relating to processes, is 11 December 2012
endorsed by the Council for community advertising.

A preliminary draft Policy P314 re Heritage List is presented for | 11 December 2012
information, to assist in explaining the sequence of events
towards the eventual adoption of a Heritage List.

Community advertising of draft Policy P313 including mail-outto | January-February 2013
all owners of places currently listed in the MHI.

Council review of the draft Policy P313 in light of any submission | March or April 2013
received and a resolution to formally adopt the policy with or
without modification, or not adopt the policy.

Major review of the MHI (renamed as ‘Local Heritage Inventory’ During 2013
(LHI) under Policy P313) by a heritage consultant to be engaged
for this purpose. The review will involve further community
consultation.

When the revised LHI has been advertised and adopted by the During 2013
Council, a Heritage List comprising LHI places with Management
Categories of A+, A and B will be prepared.

Draft Policy P314, containing the new Heritage List, will be During 2013
presented to Council for endorsement for community advertising
as a planning policy.

Council consideration of submissions and adoption of Policy During 2013
P314, with or without modifications. The Heritage List must
reflect places contained in the LHI.

When Policy P314 has been finally adopted, all of the City’s During 2013
heritage provisions, including the City’s heritage incentives, will
become fully operative.

To provide a guide as to the possible future cdriéthe Heritage List, a summary
of the places currently contained in the MHI is\pded asAttachment 10.0.1(c).
The actual content of the Heritage List will retlélse places contained in the LHI
following its next major review.

Heritage List as Policy vs. Schedule in TPS6

Considerable thought and discussion among Cityc&f§i has taken place as to the
most appropriate process for adopting a ‘Heritage’.L The result is as outlined
above — that is, as a Council planning policy.

Another option seriously considered but ultimatebt supported, was to create a
Heritage List as a schedule within TPS6. That oetvas employed during the
operation of the City’s previous TPS5. Howeveis thas found to be too rigid as it
does not allow for listed places to be added, niedlibr deleted quickly, requiring
an Amendment to TPS6 for every addition or deletionorder to embed these
changes into the Heritage List. This is not pradfias the LHI is required to be
updated annually and reviewed every four yearsy &dditions, reclassifications or
deletions relating to Category A+, A or B placeshia LHI need to be transferred as
soon as possible into the Heritage List, which gles statutory protection to these
places. A Scheme Amendment could take 12-18 mpmth8e a policy change
undertaken concurrently with the LHI update woull implemented in a much
shorter time.

13
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TPS6 was created in a very specific way with regarderitage listing. The LHI is
not mentioned in TPS6, because the former is ataatder théHeritage of Western
Australia Act 1990 not thePlanning and Development Act 2004nd therefore,
technically is not a ‘Planning’ instrument. Rath8iPS6 clauses 1.5(c) and
9.6(8)(d) specifically identify the Heritage Listdt the LHI) as a ‘policy’ created
under the Scheme. Creation of a Heritage List 8slaedule in the Scheme Text
would require a Scheme Amendment to modify varidasises of the Scheme to
accommodate this method. The ‘Scheme’ approaittersfore not supported.

The ‘Policy’ method is also preferred by the Waestekustralian Planning
Commission (WAPC) as evidenced by the provisionsha Model Scheme Text
(MST), which they prepared. The MST is requiredbt followed by all local
governments preparing new, or modifying existingwh Planning Schemes. It (the
MST) is worded so as to guide adoption of a Heethgst separately from the
Scheme. However, this separate document is tospéaged ‘with’ the Scheme for
public access. Prior to adoption or modificatioh ao Heritage List, the MST
requires the local government to consult with @addandowners for a period of 21
days in addition to any other consultation it thsrfik. By comparison, the minimum
consultation period for a Scheme Amendment wouldbdays. In the MST, there
is no reference to the statutory Scheme Amendmerteps set out in the Town
Planning Regulations. It is therefore clear thatWAPC does not envisage that the
Heritage List would form part of a Town Planninh8me.

The methods used by other local governments viéthguagh the indications are that
the majority of Councils employ the ‘Policy’ methéat adoption of their Heritage
Lists. The following tabulates the methods emptbyy six ‘sample’ Councils

examined for this purpose:

Heritage List not part of Heritage List as a Schedule in Town
Town Planning Scheme Planning Scheme
Cockburn Heritage List comprises 41 Category A and B

places only, created under Part 7 of TPS3
(based on Model Scheme Text provisions). It is
not part of TPS3.

Fremantle Heritage List comprises approx. 2500 places

(no category or grading of places given). Created
under Part 7 of TPS4 (based on Model Scheme
Text provisions). It is not part of TPS4 .

Nedlands - Eight conservation places are listed in

Appendix Il of TPS2.

Heritage Register contains 21 places and
forms part of TPS4 within Schedule 1.

Entire MHI to act as Heritage List until latter is
prepared. Heritage List to be prepared under
Part 7 of TPS17 (based on Model Scheme Text
provisions). It is not part of TPS17.

Heritage list means the entire MHI. Created
under Division 2 of TPS1. It is not part of TPS1

South Perth Heritage List will be drawn from LHI which

currently contains 52 Category A+, A and B
places. Will be created under clause 6.11 of
TPS6, and will have status of planning policy.
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(c)

(d)

(e)

City Officers are therefore satisfied that the psx outlined above for the future
adoption of the Heritage List by way of Policy P3&4planning policy) is the most
appropriate course of action. This method willyide consistency of decision-
making and certainty of protection of listed pladesthe same degree as if
embedded as part of TPS6, but with an appropridsly time-consuming adoption
and modification process.

Management Practice

The heritage incentives proposed in Policy P3L8cal Heritage Listing,

particularly those affecting financial gain to owse will require careful

administration. It is anticipated that at the ajmpiate time, a Management Practice
will be prepared to guide these processes in metaladegarding the City’s and the
owners’ responsibilities. Such a Management Rraatiight cover the following
administrative matters:

) How an applicant is to apply for a heritage incenti a heritage incentive
application form, required justification and suppay information to be
submitted by the applicant for various kinds ofentive.

(i) The determination process — all requests for imeesitand bonuses (other
than supplying documents such as MHI assessmamggscof plans, etc, at
no cost to the applicant), to be determined at@anCib meeting.

(iii) In the case of development incentives, these wdadconsidered at a
Design Advisory Consultants’ meeting and the DACh#ects would
provide a recommendation to the Council.

(iv) Successful applicants’ ongoing conservation respiities — a Heritage
Maintenance Agreement between the City and appcan

It is anticipated that legal advice will be requdirso as to ensure that the City’'s
ongoing interests are protected and that the Ilgeritategrity of affected places is
maintained.

Town Planning Scheme No. 6 provisions

Heritage provisions are contained in a number atgd throughout TPS6, with the
most relevant being clause 6.11. All of these sioms are provided in
Attachment 10.0.1(d). There is no proposal to amend TPS6 in relationetitdge
listing.

Policy process

Clause 9.6 of TPS6 sets out the required procesadfmption of a planning policy.
Public advertising of draft policy provisions is anportant part of this process.
Under clause 1.5 of TPS6, planning policies araudmmts that support the Scheme.
The process as it relates to the draft Policy A8t out below, together with an
estimate of the time-frame associated with eadalestthe process:

Stages of Advertising and Adoption of Policy P313 Estimated Time Frame
Council resolution to endorse draft Policy P313 for advertising 11 December 2012
Public advertising period of 24 days January-February 2013

Council review of the draft Policy P313 in light of any submission | March or April 2013
received and a resolution to formally adopt the policy with or
without modification, or not proceed with the policy.

Publication of a notice in one issue of the Southern Gazette, Within 2 weeks of the relevant

advising of Council’s resolution Council meeting
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Financial Implications
This matter has implications to the extent of thet®f advertising draft Policy P313 in the
manner outlined above. It also has potential firnmplications, following adoption of
the Heritage List at various times in the futurerelation to:
* engagement of a heritage consultant to undertag&eie@v of the LHI;
* legal fees in relation to advice on preparationegfal agreements with owners who
have been granted heritage incentives;
» possible engagement of heritage consultants tage@dvice on:
o the merits of applications by owners are seekingdge incentives;
o future addition, reclassification or deletion oaApés on the LHI and Heritage List;
o the financial heritage incentives discussed eaitiethis report, which will not be
available until the final adoption of Policy P3ldntaining the Heritage List.

The following financial incentives are suggested:

« arefund of development application Planning Felesnia project on a heritage site has
been completed to the Council’s satisfaction;

« financial assistance for heritage consultant’s feepped at $1000 but no greater than
50% of the consultant’s fee) for the purpose ofvigling conservation advice in
support of proposed development, or in support oécquest for heritage listing or a
higher heritage classificatiprand

- for landowners who are preparing a submission foeritage incentive offered by any
other body, Policy P313 also states that the City pvovide copies of any related
heritage assessments, building plans and othernuaas held by the City, free of
charge to the applicant.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates principally to Goal 3 “Enviroamtal Management” identified within the
Council's Strategic Plan. Goal 3 is expressedhia following terms: To effectively
manage, enhance and maintain the City’s unique neabiand built environment.
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Sustainability Implications

The proposed Policy P313 contributes to the Cigylstainability by promoting retention
and conservation of a scarce City resource, narheljtage places. The Policy provides for
effective and consistent decisions with respetistimg, reclassifying and deleting places on

the LHI

and Heritage List.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.1 |

That....
(a)

(b)

(c)
(d)

under the provisions of clause 9.6 of Town Rilagg Scheme No. 6, Council endorse
draft Policy P313Local Heritage Listing’at Attachment 10.0.1(a)for the purpose
of public consultation; and

the draft Policy P313 be advertised in theoflhg manner:

() Extent:
« Owners of all places currently listed in the Citgkunicipal Heritage
Inventory;
¢ Heritage Council of Western Australia.
(i)  Method:

* Newspaper (once a week for two consecutive weeks);
* Notices and documents in Civic Centre, Librariespvsite (Feedback/
Out for Comment page).

(i) Time period:

* Not less than 21 days, commencing after mid-Jan2@i;
following the conclusion of the advertising jper a report on any submissions
received be presented to the first available Cdumeeting; and
the Council endorses the process outlined im réport leading to the preparation
and adoption of the Heritage List.
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10.02 Disposal of Lot 227 (30) Vista Street Kensingto(referred from Item 10.3.8
Council Meeting 25.9.2012)

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Councll

File Ref: GO0/106

Date: 29 November 2012

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance & Admntirsigon
Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, A/Chief ExecrgiOfficer
Summary

This report recommends that the Council approvesedipure related to the Vista Street
drainage works totalling $86,500 (exc GST) and Kensington Kindergarten building

works totalling $88,780 (exc GST) to facilitate tdesposal of Lot 227 (30) Vista Street
Kensington.

Background

Lot 227 (30) Vista Street Kensington is a 422sagm soned residential owned freehold by
the City. A portion of 30 Vista Street is presgntised by the adjoining Kensington
Kindergarten for storeroom and playground purposéh a further portion used as an
informal access way between Vista Street and tjaradg David Vincent Reserve. As part
of their new lease negotiations, the City has béaising closely with Kensington
Kindergarten to relocate their facilities onto th&-28 Vista Street site to facilitate the
disposal of 30 Vista Street Kensington.

The Council resolved at the September 2012 Coumsdting to:
@) dispose of Lot 227 (30) Vista Street Kensingfipauction or private treaty;
(b delegate authority to the Chief Executive Offtoe
0] appoint a real estate agent to auction landbaialf of the City;
(i) negotiate the sale of the land, with the Chietecutive Officer having
regard and consideration to the independent maviahiation obtained by
Garmony and Asscociates; and
(i)  execute the relevant documentation assodiateéh the sale of land; and
(© Consider a further report on estimated costiragsociated with the proposed
building improvements and relocation of the exgtiltainage system prior to any
expenditure on the project.

32VISTAST K.Y
Q0 ':’2_, 407m?
David\VincentiPark
30 VISTAST

422m?

\6\2
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430m?
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Comment

Drainage Works

The City has received a quote to construct a dgairsystem for Vista Street that would
collect all contributing stormwater from the cata@mharea at the natural low point in the
street (approximately 30 Vista Street) and dispiidbe stormwater via a replacement drain
to an improved in-ground infiltration system embingcan overflow discharge to David
Vincent Reserve.

The estimated expenditure to undertake these is®#86,500 (exc. GST) and consists of 75
metres of 600mm drain extending south from 30 VBteeet and replacing (part of) the
existing 300mm diameter pipe from Collins StreAh improved collection system will be
installed at 30 Vista Street and the new outfall b& located south of 28 Vista Street on
David Vincent Reserve.

Kensington Kindergarten Works

The City has received a quote to relocate the iagiskindergarten storeroom and

playground equipment at Kensington Kindergartehe &stimated expenditure to undertake
these works is $88,780 (exc. GST) and primarily poses the demolition and construction

of a new storeroom, erection of new fencing, playgd alterations and pathway changes.

Consultation

The disposal of Lot 227 (30) Vista Street Kensingteas the subject of a Councillor
briefing at a workshop in March 2012 and a Counedolution in September 2012. The
City has also been in continuous discussions wighdthgton Kindergarten in relation to
this matter.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The Local Government Act 199provides that a local government is not to incur
expenditure from the municipal fund if it is notcinded in the annual budget unless an
absolute majority of the Council is obtained ptmexpenditure.

Financial Implications
The Vista Street Kensington drainage works and ketsn Kindergarten works are
proposed to be funded by the budget amendment below

Account No Account Title Type Current Revised Amend
Budget Budget Amount
8001.4500.30 Buildings - Prior Year Residual Cap Exp 20,000 0 20,000
8130.5831 Eco Star Rating for Buildings Cap Exp 40,000 0 40,000
8121.4500.30 South Perth Bowling Club Roof | Cap Exp 35,000 0 35,000
TBA Kensington Kindergarten Cap Exp 0 95,000 (95,000)
5529.1500.30 Melville Pde GPT Cap Exp 75,000 25,000 50,000
5514.1500.30 Drainage Studies Cap Exp 170,000 135,000 35,000
TBA Vista St Drainage Cap Exp 0 85,000 (85,000)
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The 2012/2013 budget provides for the sale of 2 €0) Vista Street Kensington. The
sale proceeds minus the above expenditure will &irategic priority services and facilities
as outlined in the Strategic Plan 2010-2015 ang@rate Plan 2012-2014. There will also
be a ratable income from the property.

Strategic Implications

The recommendation to dispose of Lot 227 (30) V&iteet Kensington is consistent with
the 2010-2015 Strategic Plan - Direction 6— Goveceddevelop and sustain appropriate
human, financial, asset and technological resowapacity to deliver the priorities set out
in the Strategic Plaand the City’s Corporate Plan 2012-2014.

Sustainability Implications
The proposal to dispose of Lot 227 (30) Vista Stkensington will strengthen the financial
viability of the City of South Perth.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.0.2 |
That the Council approve the works to the Vistae&trKensington drainage and the
Kensington Kindergarten, to be funded by way offtil®wing budget amendment.

*Note: Note: *An Absolute Majority is Required

Account No Account Title Type Current Revised Amend

Budget Budget Amount
8001.4500.30 Buildings - Prior Year Residual Cap Exp 20,000 0 20,000
8130.5831 Eco Star Rating for Buildings Cap Exp 40,000 0 40,000
8121.4500.30 South Perth Bowling Club Roof Cap Exp 35,000 0 35,000
TBA Kensington Kindergarten Cap Exp 0 95,000 (95,000)
5529.1500.30 | Melville Pde GPT Cap Exp 75,000 25,000 50,000
5514.1500.30 | Drainage Studies Cap Exp 170,000 135,000 35,000
TBA Vista St Drainage Cap Exp 0 85,000 (85,000)
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10.1

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1: COMMUNITY
10.1.1 Draft Swan and Canning Riverpark, Aquatic Us Review and Management
Framework: Sharing the Rivers — City Submission
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 22 November 2012
Author: Mark Taylor, Manager City Environment
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

City officers have reviewed the draft Swan and QagRiverpark, Aquatic Use Review and
Management Framework: Sharing the Rivers releaseg¢dmment by the Department of
Transport and the Swan River Trust and have prdparesubmission which requires
endorsement from Council.

Background

The Department of Transport — Marine Safety brafiechnsport) and the Swan River Trust
(Trust) have developed and released the draft SwaanCanning Riverpark, Aquatic Use
Review and Management Framework: Sharing the Ragkgachment 10.1.1(a).

The Trust and Transport have completed a systematiew of aquatic facilities and uses
on the Swan and Canning Rivers. The reasons ferrélview is due to the increasing
pressure on the rivers from diverse uses such asimsiug, sailing, nature walking,
motorised boating, paddle craft, water-skiing, ifish and crabbing. These uses are
increasingly competing for river access and usechwvis leading to conflicts, with the
potential for this to worsen in future years.

Previous decision making in response to changedeimand has often been made on a
localised or fragmented way. The Trust and Traridpave recognised that a more strategic
and integrated approach to river uses is requiredce the development of the Framework.

The Trust and Transport believe “there are curyesubstantial opportunities for an increase
in most activities in the Riverpark during non-pdiaes and there are also areas that are not
used to their full potential. The most effectivaywto maximise opportunities for different
uses is to allow general use as far as possibleeaodurage self-regulation. However, as
the diversity and intensity of use increases ther@y be a need for management
organisations to take a more interventionist apgrda avoid any serious conflicts that will
compromise safety or damage the environment”.

They consider “a whole of systems approach to Rar management is required to ensure
that use in any part of the river does not negbtivaepact on other parts of the river in terms

of the overall health and amenity of the river sgst Effective management requires
balancing the needs of different users as welhasunderlying health of the rivers. The

technical input and stakeholder consultation waslaoted in the context of increasing use
in a closed and mainly shallow river system”.
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As a result of this process, a number of improveahagement processes have been
developed and are recommended in the Frameworky aie:

1. Speed
(a) Creation of a maximum speed limit in the mawarmels of the Riverpark
(30 knots)
(b) Reduction of the existing 8 knot areas to 5tkno
(© Introduction of additional 5 knot areas
(d) Speed limits apply only to motorised vessel#h wome exemptions
2. Sighage —
(a) Improvements to signage, navigational aids ratidnalisation of markers

of gazettal boundaries

3. Congestion
(a) Minimise the existence of exclusive use areas
(b) Further restrictions on key areas to de-confliquatic use and improve
safety

© Accommodate future increases and respond togingeissues

4. Behaviour
(@) Improve education and enforcement efforts
(b) Enhance opportunities / regulations to fad#iteoluntary compliance
(©) Increase engagement with user groups and aseos
5. Aquatic Events
(a) Better public information on aquatic event &gilon and approval
processes
(b) Improved coordination in regard to aquatic eésen

(© Possibility of lighting for events at Burswood
6. Personal Water Craft (PWC) Use
(@) Retain current restrictions on free styling
(b) Prohibit PWC’s from operating in water ski aseand upstream of the
Windan and Canning Bridges
(© Designate new PWC water ski area
(d) Improve education and enforcement
7. Water Skiing
(a) Revoke the Chidley Point Water Ski areas
(b) Redefine ski areas to address safety envirotaheoncerns
(© Impose further restrictions on some ski areas
(d) Improve education and enforcement.

It is proposed that a formal review of the Swan ragy Riverpark Aquatic Use Framework
will be undertaken by the Trust and Transport etilrge years.

Comment

The impact on the City of South Perth of these psed changes has been tabled in
Attachment 10.1.1 (b). The table contains the locations and/or activitieat are relevant to
the City only, the current situation, proposed genand finally City officer comment on
the changes. Maps of the current and proposed gian be viewed in the draft report at
Attachment 10.1.1(a)in Appendix 6b (current situation) and Appendix(pboposed future
plan).
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City officers concur with most of the changes prgaband in particular under “R — Canning
River — Mount Pleasant Ski Area North”. It is reaoended that Personal Water Craft
(PWC) are banned upstream of Canning Bridge anexrsting water ski area is proposed
to be redefined. These recommendations will befity residents, particularly those living

upstream of Canning Bridge with PWC no longer p#edito operate and by not allowing
water skiing too close to shorelines. This props$muld also significantly reduce the

impact of erosion from boat wake on City foresharethis area.

The proposed change that officers do not fully supis under “V — Perth Water”. Officers
support revoking the existing commercial water atéa immediately to the east of the
Narrows, but do not support the proposal to chahigeto a PWC ski area. The City has
long held a position of not wanting PWC activity Berth Water. This position led to the
creation of the PWC Freestyle area west of thedwaaBridge and the subsequent banning
of PWC freestyle activity on Perth Water. RetugnPWC activity to Perth Water, albeit in
a smaller designated ski area, is not considersidadide.

The only other proposed change that officers haweiged additional comment on is under
“A — Public Water Transport”. Officers have requess the addition of the following
recommendation — “Consider opportunities to extinedpublic ferry service to Coode Street
jetty.” This is in-line with the City’s existinggsition on this issue.

In conclusion, officers are generally supportive Rriaft Swan and Canning Riverpark,
Aquatic Use Review and Management Framework: Sgdha Rivers and congratulate the
Trust and Transport on its preparation. It is ¢fi@e recommended that the table forming
Attachment 10.1.1(b)be approved as the City’s submission on the @rafinework.

Consultation

The Draft Swan and Canning Riverpark, Aquatic Usei®&v and Management Framework:
Sharing the Rivers has been developed with extensbnsultation undertaken with key
stakeholders and the wider community.

The Department of Transport and the Swan River tTpussented a briefing to Elected
Members on 14 November 2012 and provided the f@gyopportunity to comment on the
draft Framework, prior to it being completed.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Not applicable for the City, however the relevatdait® legislation and regulations for the
Trust and Transport are:

* Swan and Canning Rivers Management Act 2006

* WA Marine Act 1982

* WA Navigable Waters Regulations 1983,
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Financial Implications
Nil

Strategic Implications

This item is consistent with Strategic Directiod df the City of South Perth Strategic Plan
2010 — 2015 Review, prioritise and develop facilities and relev activities, taking advantage of
Federal and State Government funding.

Sustainability Implications

Effective management of potentially conflicting atjo uses on the Swan and Canning
Rivers, developed with key stakeholder and communjiut by the State Agencies charged
with managing river transport and protecting thegeRpark, is an effective and sustainable
solution.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.1 |

That the City of South Perth submissionAdtachment 10.1.1(b)on thedraft Swan and
Canning Riverpark, Aquatic Use Review and Managdrfeamework: Sharing the Rivers
be endorsed.
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| 10.1.2 Review of Policy P101 — Public Art

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: RC/402

Date: 21 November 2012

Author: Julia Robinson, Arts and Events Coordinato

Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager Communi@ulture and
Recreation

Summary

The purpose of this report is to seek Council eselment of the reviewed and amended
Policy P101 - Public Art.

Background

The City values public art as a means of celelgatime identity and history of the
community, enhancing the environment and contnitgutd a sense of place. In this regard,
it is relevant to have a policy in place to providdramework for the development and
management of public art within the City of Sou#TtR. .

Comment

The review of the Public Art Policy was a strategitiative in the2011- 2012 Corporate
Plan however due to other commitments within the ComityurCulture and Recreation
department; it was carried over to 2@12-2013 Corporate PlanA comprehensive review
of the current policy and the area of public ag@meral has now been undertaken, including
an inventory of existing City artworks, researctoiother local government’s policies and
practices relating to public art, as well as rede@mto contemporary best practice in public
art policy.

From this review, it is recommended that in terrhthe public art element of City building
projects applicable under the public art policye #ilocation of 2% of the total project cost
still be allocated to public art; however the apatile threshold is to be raised from
$100,000 project costs to projects over $2 milliom addition, the definition of these
projects is to be revised from the current one éwW municipal above ground and non-
maintenance constructions” to “New above groundamrbesign, public open space and
public building construction and redevelopment @cts”.

The policy at Attachment 10.1.2has been amended to reflect this recommendatioraand
additional statement that the City will ensure “pailart is adequately resourced in order to
acquire, maintain and promote a public art coltactithat represents a high quality
investment” has also been introduced to the reyisidy. Otherwise, only minor changes
to the policy sequence and terminology have beetema

Consultation

No community consultation was undertaken as patti@fublic Art Policy review however
extensive internal consultation with relevant afie was undertaken. There is special
provision in the policy for community consultatiand/or involvement in future City public
art projects.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
There is no specific policy or legislative impliiats that relate to this policy.

Financial Implications
There has been a change to the financial thregbolgublic art projects within the relevant
policy from a total cost of $100,000 building prciieto $2 million.

Strategic Implications

The Policy P101 Public Art aligns with the followirgoals in theCity of South Perth

Strategic Plan 2010-2015

1. Community — Create opportunities for a safdyva@nd connected community.

2. Environment — Nurture and develop natural spacel reduce impacts on the
environment.

4. Places — Plan and develop safe, vibrant and aloheplaces.

Sustainability Implications

There are no specific sustainability implicatiohattrelate to this policy. Future public art
projects will be considered in line with ti@ity of South Perth Sustainability Strategy 2012
— 2015

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.2

That Council adopt the revised Policy P101 - Puldticat Attachment 10.1.2.
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| 10.1.3 Minutes Special Electors Meeting 26 Novembg&012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/109

Date: 27 November 2012

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer
Reporting Officer: P McQue, Manager Governance Ahahinistration
Summary

The purpose of this report is to note the Minutesnfthe Special Electors Meeting held on
Monday 26 November 2012.

Background

The Special Electors’ Meeting was called followrageipt of a Petition organised by Ms
Marnie Tonkin, Bradshaw Crescent, Manning togetivéh 110 signatures requesting a
Special Electors Meeting to discuss the proposechr@anity Centre at No. 9 Bradshaw
Crescent Manning.

Text of the petition reads:

“We the undersigned request a Special Meeting ettéls be held to discuss residents’
concerns regarding the consultation process and gbale and scope of the proposed
development of Lot 571 (No. 9) Bradshaw Cresceanrifig for the Manning Community
Centre”

As a result, under a requirement of thecal Government ActSection 528 a Special
Electors Meeting was held on 26 November 20124oudis residents’ concerns.

Comment
The Minutes from the Special Electors Meeting H#8dNovember 2012 are Attachment
10.1.3.

At the Special Electors’ Meeting the followildption was passed:

MOTION

We call on the South Perth City Council to plan ¢éiméire Manning Hub Development as a
single integrated design, rather than separate eghathat reflects the needs of the
community expressed throughout the initial consialitaprocess. Central to this plan must
be the maintenance and enhancement of Manning eitalmunity values and vibrant
village atmosphere. Specifically the resolutionreguire is:

Q) Reduce the overall scale of the proposed Haielopment;

2) Ensure that significant open spaces are prdvatethe heart of the Manning Hub
Development and between built facilities to promgiedestrian activity and
community interaction; and

3) Set a maximum height of 7m or 2 stories ordellelopments on the Manning Hub
site.

RESPONSE TO MOTIONS

A report on the proposed Manning Community CentreNa. 9 Bradshaw Crescent,
Manning also addressing the Motion passed at trexi8pElectors Meeting held on 26
November 2012 will be the subject of report to Hedruary 2013 Council Meeting.
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Consultation

Notice of the Special Electors’ Meeting scheduted?6 November 2012 was advertised:
» in the Southern Gazette newspaper;

» on the City's web site; and

» on the Public Noticeboards at the Civic Centre thied_ibraries.

Policy Implications

The Special Electors Meeting was held in accordanttethe provisions of section 5.28 and
5.29 of theLocal Government Act 199%ection 5.33 of théocal Government Act 1995
provides that:

@ All decisions made at an electors’ meetingtarée considered at the next ordinary
council meeting, or if that is not practicable —
@) at the first ordinary council meeting after thmeeting; or
(b) at a special meeting called for that purpose,
whichever happens first.

If at a meeting of the Council a local governmeakeas a decision in response to a decision
made at an Electors’ Meeting, the reasons for theigion are to be recorded in the Minutes
of the Council Meeting

This issue has no impact on this particular area.

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

Strategic Implications

The Special Electors Meeting was called in accardanith the provisions of theocal

Government ActThe calling of the meeting aligns with the Strategian, Direction 1
‘Community’in particular Goal 1.3 Encourage the community to increase thedarcial and
economic activity in the local community.

Sustainability Implications
This report contributes to the City’s sustainapility promoting effective communication
and community participation. .

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.3. |

That the Petitioner, Ms Marnie Tonkin, be advitisat:

(a) Council notes the Motion carried at the SpecHlectors Meeting on
26 November 2012 in relation to the Manning Comryu@ientre; and

(b) the Motion passed by that meeting will be cdestd together with other
Submissions received in a report to the Febru@iy8Zouncil Meeting.
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10.2

10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES
10.3.1 Proposed Use Not Listed (Dog Day Care) Adih to Single House - Lot 105
(No. 234) Canning Highway, South Perth
Location: Lot 105 (No. 234) Canning Highway, SoEt#rth
Applicant: Ms L Vitas
Lodgement Date: 16 May 2012
File Ref: 11.2012.230.1 CA6/234
Date: 16 November 2012
Author: Cameron Howell, Planning Officer, Devalognt Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt and Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval &Use Not Listed (Dog Day Care)
addition to a single house on Lot 105 (No. 234) iam Highway, South Perth. Council is
being asked to exercise discretion is relatioméofollowing:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Land use TPS6 Clauses 3.3(6)-(7)
Car parking provision TPS6 Clauses 6.3(2) and 7.8(1)

As a result of the inadequate parking and acceasgements, and conflicts associated with
the relevant legislation as described in the repbis recommended that the proposal be
refused.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential and Primary Regional Roads reservation (Metropolitan Region
Scheme)

Density coding R15

Lot area 470 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential | 1 dwelling
Plot ratio limit Not applicable (Minimum 50% open space for a single house)

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

Attachment 10.3.1(b) Site photographs.

Attachment 10.3.1(c) Applicants’ supporting report dated 9 October
2012 (Ms L Vitas).

Attachment 10.3.1(d) Applicants’ supporting reports dated 10 and 24

May and 11 June 2012 (Ms L Vitas), and 30 July
2012 (Planning Solutions).
Attachment 10.3.1(e) Acoustic assessment.

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 categoriescigébed in the delegation:

1.  Specified uses
(h) Uses not listed in Table 1 of the Scheme beamgidered under Clause 3.3(7)
of the Scheme.
3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(b) Applications which, in the opinion of the delegatefficer, represents a
significant departure from the Scheme, Residemiggign Codes or relevant
planning policies.
6.  Amenity impact
In considering any application, the delegated effscshall 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 Counwleting for determination.
7. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned delegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected landowner or occupéfore determining the
application.
Comment
(&) Background

In May 2012, the City received an application fggraposed Dog Day Care business,
proposing up to 10 dogs onsite, operating in aolditd the existing single house on
Lot 105 (No. 234) Canning Highway, South Perth (Hite). This application was
presented to the Council Agenda Briefing on 18 &aper 2012, with the proposal
recommended for refusal (tem 10.3.6). The item wathdrawn from the 25
September 2012 Council Meeting by the applicartherday of the meeting.

In October 2012, the City received a revised praposducing the maximum number
of dogs’ onsite from ten (10) dogs to five (5) do@ke City has conducted neighbour
consultation by readvertising the application amdight comment from Ranger
Services.
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(b) Existing development on the subject site
The existing development on the site currently fesgt the land use of “Single
House”, consisting of a single storey residence axétached garage, as depicted in
the site photographs referred toAtsachment 10.3.1(b) The additions shown on the
plans included inConfidential Attachment 10.3.1(a)do not have a valid planning
approval, as the previous approval for the siteregpon 30 September 2012 since
construction had not substantially commenced ly/dhie.

(c) Description of the surrounding locality
The site has a frontage to Canning Highway to tmthAwest and is located adjacent
to single houses to the north and east, consuitioms to the south, and is opposite a
hotel and shop, as seen below:

(d) Description of the proposal
The proposal involves the use of the rear gardeh amversion of the existing
detached garage on the site as a Dog Day Caredinglinternal modifications to the
garage to become a studio), whilst the residendlecamtinue to be used as single
house, as depicted in the submitted plans refaeals Confidential Attachment
10.3.1(a) Furthermore, the site photograph&ttachment 10.3.1(b) show the
relationship of the site with the surrounding baiivironment.

The property owner proposes to operate the DogCag on weekdays (Monday to
Friday) between 7:30am and 6:00pm. The Dog Day Gaoposes to provide
supervision for up to five (5) small dogs, inclugligrooming, training and
socialisation activities. The dogs would be droppédat the site by their owners in
the morning and picked up in the evening. The applis letter, Attachment
10.3.1(c) describes the proposal in more detail. The appiicaletters for the
superseded ten (10) dogs’ proposal are includedteeschment 10.3.1(d) The
acoustic assessment report prepared for the applisaincluded asAttachment
10.3.1(e)
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(e)

The following components of the proposed develogndennot satisfyCity of South
Perth Town Planning Scheme No. @&cheme; TPS6) and Council policy
requirements:

() Landuse; and

(i)  Car parking and vehicle movements.

The proposal and the planning assessment are sestusfurther detail below.

Land use

The proposed land use of “Dog Day Care” is nostedl land use in Table 1 (Zoning -
Land use) of TPS6. The proposal is not seen to rtieetdefinition of “Home
Occupation”, primarily as the car parking and itaffenerated is greater than a single
house, and the proposal involves the keeping ahalsi In considering this use, it is
observed that the site adjoins residential andrasigential uses.

The proposed land use presents the following cosder City officers:

()  Potential noise impacts to the adjoining residéptiaperties, particularly when
the dogs are outside the studio outbuilding. Theamoise impact depends on
the characteristics of the dogs on the site, theuamof time spent outside of
the noise insulated studio building, and whethaer #pplicant successfully
implements the proposed management practices thahise dogs barking, as
listed inAttachments 10.3.1(cand(d).

(i)  Potential health impacts, particularly if there areaches of th€ity of South
Perth Health Local Law 2002f the applicant successfully implements the
proposed management practices listedttachments 10.3.1(c)and(d), there
should not be any health concerns.

(i)  Conflicts with theDog Act 197@andCity of South Perth Dog Local Law 2Q11
in regards to the number of dogs permitted on ttee $he proposal would
require an exemption to be granted by the Cityxtteed the maximum of two
(2) dogs permitted on the site. A request for tH@edogs on the site may be
able to be supported by the City’'s Ranger Servitesjgh a request for more
than three (3) dogs would not be supported.

City of South Perth Dog Local Law 2011 - 3.2 Lirtida on the number of dogs

(1) This clause does not apply to premises ingespf which an exemption under
26(3) of the [Dog] Act [1976] applies.

(2)  The limit on the number of dogs which may dggt lon any premises is, for the
purpose of Section 26(4) of the Act, 2 dogs overatlie of 3 months and the
young of those dogs under that age.

However, it is noted that the proposal has berafa@mponents including:

(i)  The provision of a local business catering foralaemand. The applicant has
advised City officers of the strong demand for Oogy Care services from
residents within the South Perth area, particuldryn residents living in
apartments in the Mill Point Peninsular area.

(i)  The potential to reduce dog barking issues in odneas, from dogs that would
otherwise be unattended during the day to the pmgbosocialisation and
training activities provided.

(i) The proposed operating conditions, indicated sdeeand facilities provided,
as advised by the applicant and outlineditachments 10.3.1(cland(d), aim
to minimise noise, odour and other impacts to teighbouring properties. If
successfully implemented, the adjoining propersiesuld not be subjected to
any significant detrimental impacts.
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(f)

If the application was approved, the amenity impactdjoining properties largely
depends on whether the applicant is able to imphrttee proposed management
practices, as listed idttachments 10.3.1(c)and (d), that aim to minimise the
potential detrimental impacts, such as excessige ldoking. A well-structured and
managed facility could eliminate these issues arimise these impacts, however if
the dogs were poorly supervised or managed, thipgsal will likely generate
numerous issues and complaints for City officeneswmlve.

Whilst an approval can condition operating hoursl émne number of dogs, City

officers do not consider that conditions of plamnapproval could be implemented
that adequately address all potential noise antthhessues. Accordingly, the City

would not be in a position to enforce the appliainitended management practices
(e.g. the schedule, provision of training servicasn-acceptance of dogs with
unsuitable characteristics and temperament) asdlist Attachments 10.3.1(c)and

(d).

As a result of the potential amenity issues andcthdlicts with theDog Act 1976and
City of South Perth Dog Local Law 2Q1if is recommended that the Dog Day Care
land use not be approved.

Car parking and vehicle access

As “Dog Day Care” is not listed in Table 6 of TPSHause 6.3(2) of TPS6 requires
car parking bays to be provided to the number detexd by Council, having regard
to likely demand. The maximum demand at any timévis (5) client vehicles plus
residential vehicle(s), though the actual numbeuired is reduced if dogs shared a
vehicle, (e.g. the same owner) walked to the siteclients did not arrive
simultaneously.

The site can contain up to four (4) vehicles indean between the studio and front
boundary, based upon the minimum dimensions fobeags contained in Schedule 5
of TPS6. The applicant proposes that the clientsiicles will park in the driveway.

The minimum car parking requirement for a singles®is two (2) bays, which are
permitted in tandem. The Dog Day Care would notaotpipon residential parking

outside of operating hours.

The applicant has indicated that a set drop-off pio#i-up time (5 to 10 minute
intervals) will be set for each client to minimibe demand for vehicle parking at any
time. Alternatively, the applicant would considedeg collection service where the
dog is picked up and dropped off at their home.

The proposed car parking arrangement presents dih@wving concerns to City

officers:

()  The number of clients could exceed the number sitemays available during
drop-off and pick-up periods, even with the setetmif clients do not run to
schedule.

(i) The second occupier car bay could be used by anatbeupier of the
residence, reducing the number of parking spacésdd?2) bays during drop-
off and pick-up times.

(i)  The site does not have street parking availableeclo the site, if the driveway
is fully occupied (the closest location being Nortstreet), as vehicles would
not be permitted to park on Canning Highway dugh#traffic volumes and a
bus stop. The use of privately owned car parksh(saiscthe Como Hotel site)
cannot be considered.
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(9)

(h)

(iv) Clients are required to reverse onto Canning Highveaprimary distributor
road, to exit the site, noting that new developmeme required to provide the
ability to access the street in forward gear.

(v) The use of cash-in-lieu of car parking bays [TP38u€e 6.3(5)(b)] cannot be
utilised in this instance, as in order to seek ¢heh payment, Council must
have firm proposals to expand the capacity of pupdrking facilities in the
vicinity of the development site. The Council doed have such proposals in
this area.

In this instance, it is considered that the propdsas not comply with the car parking
and vehicle movement requirements of the Schemerefdre, the proposal is not
supported by the City.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Planniiggheme No. 6

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

impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Ciause 1.6 of TPS6 which are, in

the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposedeli@oment. Of the 12 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

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

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

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnadmappropriate uses.

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

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

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

()  Recognise and facilitate the continued presasfcggnificant regional land uses
within the City, and minimise the conflict betwesrch land use and local
precinct planning.

The proposed development is not considered to bsfesdory in relation to all of
these matters.

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€lause 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:
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(@) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeypding the objectives and
provisions of a Precinct Plan and the MetropoliRegion Scheme.

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

(c) The provisions of the Residential Design Codad any other approved
Statement of Planning Policy of the Commission gmexp under Section 5AA of
the Act.

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

(@) Inthe case of land reserved under the Schitia@urpose of the reserve.

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

(p) Any social issues that have an effect on theniynof the locality.

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

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

(v) Whether adequate provision has been made éotaidscaping 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€éa’7.4.

(x)  Any other planning considerations which Counoitsiders relevant.

The proposed development is not considered to tigfagdory in relation to all of
these matters.

Consultation

(@)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forptiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatior Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 1” consultation method, individyabperty owners, occupiers and /
or strata bodies at Nos. 232, 238, 240 and 243 i@gmifighway and Nos. 1, 3 and 5
Campbell Street were invited to inspect the plams @ submit comments during a
minimum 14-day period.

During the advertising period, a total of 14 coteidn notices were sent. The first
proposal (up to 10 dogs) received three (3) subamssnone in favour and three (3)
against the proposal. The current proposal (up dods) was advertised to the same
properties as previously and four (4) submissioaseweceived, two (2) in favour and
two (2) against the proposal. The comments from ghbmitters of the current
proposal, together with the officer responses anmensarised below:
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Submitters’ Comments

Officer Response

1. Excessive barking and noise (x 2 submitters).

The potential impact to nearby residents can
only occur on weekdays, with the operating
hours generally reflecting business hours, when
many residents would be at work or school. The
actual impact, if the proposal was approved,
would be dependent on how the business is run.
It is noted that the applicant's proposed
operation and procedures aim to minimise these
issues whilst the dogs are onsite.

The comment is NOTED.

2. Health concemns, e.g. health of animals,
odours, dog droppings (x 2 submitters).

Part 5, Division 2 of the Health Local Laws 2002
has provisions for the keeping of animals, which
can address these issues, if the site was not
maintained in a satisfactory condition. As a
business, the applicant is likely to be
encouraged by the clients to keep the premises
in a clean condition or they would not continue to
leave their dogs at the site. It is noted that the
applicant’s proposed operation and procedures
aim to prevent these issues.

The comment is NOTED.

3. Impact upon sleeping patterns of shift worker
occupants [at home during the day sleeping;
potential loss of shift work tenant due to the
proposal’s noise impact] (x 2 submitters).

If the proposal was approved and continual dog
barking occurred, the barking is likely to impact
upon the sleeping patterns of shift workers
residing near the site. It is also noted that the
applicant’s proposed operation and procedures
aim to minimise these issues whilst the dogs are
onsite.

The comment is NOTED.

4. In favour of the proposal (x 2 submitters).

The provision of a Dog Day Care facility would
have some benefits for the wider community.
The comment is NOTED.

5. Disrupt students completing homework.

If the proposal was approved and continual dog
barking occurred, the barking could impact
students residing near the site though the
potential clash is over a short period of the day
(e.g. 2 hours each afternoon). It is also noted
that the applicant's proposed operation and
procedures aim to minimise these issues whilst
the dogs are onsite.

The comment is NOTED.

6. Impact upon lifestyle - Adjacent to an outdoor
living area.

The site is located adjacent to the rear gardens
of the adjoining residential properties. There are
no noise impacts from the Dog Day Care during
the evening or weekends when these areas are
most likely to be utilised by the residents. It is
also noted that the applicant's proposed
operation and procedures aim to minimise these
issues whilst the dogs are onsite and once the
dogs have left the site.

The comment is NOTED.

7. Loss of property value.

The City is not in a position to determine whether
the proposal impacts upon property values.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

8. The submitter's pet dog has benefited from a
Dog Day Care facility located in Belmont - The
dog is less likely to indulge in destructive
behaviours or develop problems (e.g. barking).

The applicant's proposal, if approved, should
provide similar benefits to the client’s pet(s).
The comment is NOTED.
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(b)

The applicant’s responses to the neighbours’ consrteat are not in support of the
proposal are included isttachments 10.3.1(ckand(d).

Internal administration

(i)

(ii)

Comments were invited from the EnvironmentabHle Services section of the
City’s administration. Environmental Health Sengqarovided comments with
respect to noise, dog droppings and food wasteir&@mmental Health Services
raises concerns and has provided recommended @mpardtes in relation to
the requirements of tHenvironmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 189d
City of South Perth Health Local Laws 20@vision 2 “Keeping of Animals”.
As requested by the Environmental Health Serviagancents, the applicant
has supplied an acoustic assessment, referrediivaatiment 10.3.1(e)

The following comments have been provided from Emwvinental Health

Services in response to the submitted acoustiatepo

(A) The report lists two scenarios, S1 (five dogsking within the Studio
building) and S2 (one dog barking outside). Bothnseios are shown to
comply with the noise regulations.

(B) No assessment has been provided where five alegsarking outside the
Studio outbuilding, being a worst case scenario.

(C) The report complies with the noise regulatichsugh the report is not
seen to assess the full range of scenarios expéxted undertaken on
the site.

Comments were invited from the Ranger Servieestion of the City's

administration. Rangers Services provided commenits respect to the

keeping of dogs and car parking. Rangers Servitengly objects to the
proposal, as summarised below:

(A) In addition to the relevant provisions of TP3be proposed Dog Day
Care is required to comply with the provisions leé Dog Act 1976and
City of South Perth Dog Local Law 2011

(B) There is not enough parking available onsite @ business to be
operating from 234 Canning Highway.

(C) The location is situated in a residential asee] having several dogs at
the premises and the increased possibility of maisa(barking)
complaints under Section 38 of tHBog Act 1976 Dog nuisance
(barking) complaints would not be reduced by hadegeral dogs on a
property.

(D) TheDog Act 1976Section 26 allows only two (2) dogs per premiges.
Local Government may approve up to six (6) dogsppemises without
a kennel license, but this would be subject torteighbours’ approval.
Since there have been two (2) objections from therosnding
neighbours, Ranger Services would definitely noprape such an
application. Following receipt of the applicatioarrh and fee for an
application for more than two (2) dogs, Ranger Bes/ general
procedure is for the neighbours to be surveyedRdhgers Services
receive any objections from the neighbours, Rar@gwices generally
does not approve the application. In addition, Rar®gervices considers
other factors including the:
= the amount of space available on the propertyferdogs;

» the number of dogs proposed; and
= the breed and other characteristics of the dogzgsex on the site.
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Noting the smaller size of this property and thgeotoons received during this
application’s consultation process, the City’'s Ran8ervices has advised that
more than three (3) dogs would not be supportedthen site. However,
permission could be considered for three (3) dogshe site (this permission
can be revoked at any time).

If the application was to be approved, planningdittens and / or important notes
would be recommended to respond to the commentstiie above officers.

(c) External agencies
Comments from external agencies are not requinethi® application.

The proposal is not seen to impact upon the primegional road reservation, as the
Dog Day Care is located in the residential zoned k&nd no construction work, other
than an internal fit out to the garage, is propodédhe application was to be
approved, a condition would be recommended excfutlie Dog Day Care business
from consideration in determining any land acqigisitcosts or compensation that
may be payable by Council and / or the Western ratiah Planning Commission,
from the future widening of Canning Highway.

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

Financial Implications
If the applicant applies to the State Administmatidribunal for a review of Council’'s
decision, legal and other costs will be coveredhayoperating budget.

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 pefmn with a planned mix of
housing types and non-residential land uses.

Sustainability Implications

The proposal enhances sustainability by providingal businesses and employment
opportunities. However, the proposal is seen toeham adverse amenity impact to
neighbouring properties.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal does not méeaifahe relevant Scheme objectives and
provisions, as it has the potential to have a etntal impact on adjoining residential
neighbours. The use of conditions to achieve arefable outcome is not seen to be
appropriate in this instance. While some componentthe proposal can be conditioned
(e.g. permitted operating hours, maximum numbedagfs onsite), the applicant’s proposed
schedule and management practices listesttachments 10.3.1(cand10.3.1(d)cannot be
enforced as a planning condition. Accordingly, aty ©fficers cannot be assured that the
Dog Day Care will operate as proposed, it is cargid that the application should be
refused.
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IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM  10.3.1 |

That pursuant to the provisions @ity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan® the
Metropolitan Region Schemthis application for planning approval for a Uset Listed
(Dog Day Care) addition to single house on Lot {86. 234) Canning Highway, South
Perth,be refusedfor the following reasons:

@)

(b)

(©)

Specific Reasons

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

The Dog Day Care has the potential to havetdrdental amenity impact upon
the adjoining properties.

The proposed provision of car parking baysitndoes not satisfactorily cater
for the likely demand. There are no suitable lan#iin close proximity to the
development site to provide safe and convenient paaking when all car
parking bays onsite are occupied.

The tandem parking arrangement and the respémt to reverse onto a primary
distributor road are not satisfactory for the preg number of vehicle
movements.

The proposal conflicts with Scheme objectivesntified in Clause 1.6 d€ity
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nosp&cifically Objectives (a), (d),
(€), (0, (9). (), () and ()).

The proposal conflicts with “Matters to be Cmlesed by Council” identified in
Clause 7.5 ofCity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nospgcifically

Matters (), (b), (c), (f), (9). (i), (), (). (V). (w) and (x).

Standard Advice Notes

[795E| Appeal rights - Council decision | | |

Specific Advice Notes

(i)

The City’'s Ranger Services has advised that“tbheg Day Care” proposal
conflicts with the provisions of th€ity of South Perth Dog Local Law 2011
andDog Act 1976

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 Single House (Two-Storeys) - Lot No. 32) Vista Street,

Kensington
Location: Lot 226 (No. 32) Vista Street, Kensingto
Applicant: APG Homes
Lodgement Date: 1 August 2012
File Ref: 11.2012.354.1 VI3/32
Date: 15 November 2012
Author: Mark Scarfone, Senior Planning OfficeeM@lopment Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt and Community Services

Summary
To consider an application for planning approvaldsingle house (two-storeys) on Lot 226
(No. 32) Vista Street, Kensington. Council is be@rsiied to exercise discretion in relation to

the following:
Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Streetscape compatibility P351.5 (Streetscape Compatibility — Precinct 5
“Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”)

The proposed development is not considered to bsistent with Objective 1 and Clause 2,
and Sub-clauses 3(d) and 6(a) of Policy P351.5%e¢8tcape Compatibility — Precinct 5
“Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”) and as sudt is recommended the application be
refused.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential

Density coding R15

Lot area 407 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential Permissible land uses, as listed in Table 1 of TPS6
Plot ratio limit Not applicable to single dwelling

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.2(a)  Plans of the proposal.

Attachment 10.3.2(b) Applicant's supporting letters dated 26 July, 18
October and 12 November 2012.

Attachment 10.3.2(c) Photographs of subject site and surrounding
streetscape.

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 categoriesciébed in the delegation:

3. Developments involving the exercise of discretioy power
This power of delegation does not extend to appopapplications for planning
approval involving a discretionary power in theléaling categories:
(c) Applications which, in the opinion of the delted officer, represent a
significant departure from the Scheme, Residemedign Codes or relevant
planning policies.

Comment

(a) Background

On 30 July 2012, the City received an applicationd single house (two-storey) on
Lot 226 (No. 32) Vista Street, Kensington (the ‘jgab site”). On 21 August 2012, a
further information request was sent to the appticautlining a list of preliminary
issues which required resolution. A revised sedrafvings was provided to the City
on 18 October 2012, however it was considered thase drawings did not
adequately address the City’s concerns, partigulaith regard to the streetscape
compatibility of the house having regard to theerdty adopted Council Policy
P351.5 (Streetscape Compatibility — Precinct 5 itAylon” and Precinct 6
“Kensington”).

(b) Description of the surrounding locality

The subject site has a frontage to Vista Streenskgton, and is located adjacent to
Kensington Kindergarten to the south-west and Dafiittent Park at the rear. It is
proposed in the future to reinstate the adjoiniag 30 to a residential lot. The
remainder of the street is characterised by sihglgses. Figure 1 below depicts the
subject site and surrounds which forms the widesessment area, as per Policy
P351.5 (Streetscape Compatibility — Precinct 5 itAglon” and Precinct 6
“Kensington”):
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(©)

Development Site
and Wider

Assessment Area

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the demolition of the exigtisingle storey house and the
construction of a two-storey single house on thbjexi site, as depicted in the
submitted plans referred to @onfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) Furthermore, the
site photographsiAttachment 10.3.2(c) show the relationship of the site with the
surrounding built environment.

The proposal generally complies wiflity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No.
6 (TPS6), the R-Codes and relevant Council policies.

The following planning aspects have been assess#¢doaind to be compliant with

the provisions of TPS6, R-Codes and relevant Copnticies, and therefore have not

been discussed further in the body of this report:

* Maximum levels (TPS6 Clause 6.10);

* Primary and secondary street setbacks (R-Codes€&@.1 and Table 1);

» Street surveillance and fences (TPS6 Clause 6CodRes Clauses 6.2.4 to 6.2.6,
and Council Policy P350.7 “Fencing and RetaininglsVa

» Vehicular access (R-Codes Clause 6.5.4 and CoBalidy P350.3 “Car Parking
Access, Siting and Design”);

» Dimensions of car parking bays and accessways (TR&6e 6.3(8) and Schedule
5);

* Boundary walls (Clause 5 of Council Policy P350.ReSidential Boundary
Walls”);

» Side and rear setbacks (R-Codes Clause 6.3.1 diid Za/2b);

» Open space (R-Codes Clause 6.4.1);

» Outdoor living areas (R-Codes Clause 6.4.2);

» Visual privacy (R-Codes Clause 6.8.1 and Coundicl?¢350.8 “Visual
Privacy”);

» Solar access for adjoining sites (R-Codes Clausé)6.

» Building height limit (TPS6 Clause 6.2); and

 Significant views (Council Policy P350.9 “SignificaViews”).
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(d)

(e)

The following planning matters, which are consideteacceptable, are discussed
further below:
e Council Policy P351.5 (Streetscape CompatibilitfPrecinct 5 “Arlington” and
Precinct 6 “Kensington”):
(i)  Clause 2 — Building bulk and scale (Storey aboeengd storey);
(i)  Sub-clause 3(d) — Eaves visible from the streat; an
(i)  Sub-clause 6(a) - Garage setback.

Land use

The proposed land use of “Single House” on theesatlpt zoned “Residential” is
classified as a “P” (Permitted) land use in Tabl@&aning - Land use) of TPS6. In
considering this use, Council shall have regartheorequirements dfity of South
Perth Town Planning Scheme No(T8?S6) and Council policy, the objectives listed
in Clause 1.6 of TPS6, and the relevant mattetadigh Clause 7.5. The proposal is
generally considered to be in compliance with thesdters, subject to conditions
being applied.

Streetscape compatibility - Council Policy P35% (Streetscape Compatibility -
Precinct 5 “Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”)

Clause 7.5 of TPS6 provides a list of matters wisicbuld be taken into account by
Council when making a determination. These matteaig also form a condition of
approval. Specifically, Clause 7.5(n) stat8$)e extent to which a proposed building
is visually in harmony with neighbouring existingildings within the focus area in
terms of scale, form or shape, rhythm, colour, treicsion materials, orientation,
setbacks from the street and side boundaries, pisg visible from the street, and
architectural details.”

Council P351.5 (Streetscape Compatibility — Precth¢Arlington” and Precinct 6
“Kensington”) herein referred to as P351.5, provides furtherildetarder to assist in
the assessment of a proposal against the aboveeclahis policy defines key terms
and outlines the City's expectations for new depgients within the “Arlington” and
“Kensington” Precincts. The proposed developmengeiserally considered to comply
with the provisions of P351.5, with the exceptidnGtause 2 - Building bulk and
scale, and Sub-clauses 3(d) and 6(a). These maftebe discussed in detail below:

(i)  Clause 2 — Building bulk and scale (Storey aboweigd storey)
Objective 1 of P351.5 is;T6 preserve or enhance the desired streetscapeactear
by ensuring that new residential development hdis énd scale that is compatible with
the streetscape within which it is located.”

Scale is defined by P351.5 48he perceived visual magnitude of a building in
relation to neighbouring existing buildings withime focus area. The perceived
scale is determined by the height and bulk of ttegsed building and its
spatial separation from the street and adjacentdings.”

The terms “Immediate Assessment Area” and “WideseSsment Area” are
also defined within P351.5 to assist applicants determining bodies to
identify the extent to which neighbouring propestishould be taken into
account when assessing streetscape compatibility.

In this instance, each of the residential propertrdthin the “Immediate
Assessment Area” is single storey, and as suchhuheassociated with these
buildings is minimal. Figure 2 below depicts thenthediate Assessment Area”
associated with this site:
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The “Wider Assessment Area” (depicted in Figurebdwe) is characterised by
single storey character dwellings, however theeetlaree “contemporary” two-
storey dwellings at 27, 36 and 38 Vista Street.s€hree dwellings are similar
in that the upper floors are setback in line witle tground floor level. In

addition to the “contemporary” two-storey dwellingthere are also two
additional two-storey dwellings which have beenstarcted with upper floors
which are setback further than the ground floowirmthe effect of reducing

their perceived bulk. Photographs of the subjede sind surrounding

streetscape, including the buildings described @boare included in

Attachment 10.3.2(c)

As indicated above, the proposed development iergdy considered to

comply with the provisions of P351.5 with the exiomp of Clause 2 — Building

bulk and scale. This clause indicates that bulk soade of all floors above the

ground level should be reduced, having regarddcettisting streetscape. It also

provides applicants and landowners with five keghteques for ameliorating

building bulk, which are listed below for convenien

(A) Articulation of the street fagade.

(B) Stepping back upper storeys of the building.

(C) Inthe case of upper storeys, reduction irflthar area of the portion
visible from the street.

(D) Use of varied materials, colours and finisfeeshe exterior of the
building.

(E) Inclusion of major openings and balcoriiethe facade of the dwelling.

The applicant has provided written justificatiorr the proposed upper floor
setback, referred to in the letter dated 24 Feprizffl2 asAttachment
10.3.2(b) and raises the following points with regard taestscape
compatibility:
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(ii)

(iii)

(A) The upper storeys of the building have been stefyaett behind the
main garage, and Bedroom 2 is also setback behiedrd®m 3. This
provides sufficient articulation and visual inteteand also reduces the
presence of the upper floor.

(B) The upper level is substantially reduced, with tgeaetbacks from side
boundaries than the ground floor level. The upperel has a much
narrower appearance than the ground level.

(C) Two major openings are provided to the street, eguired under the
policy.

(D) The ground and upper levels feature different forofiscontrasting
render, adding to the level of visual interest, rgowith a range of
glazing type.

(E) The subject land is located at No. 32 Vista Str€dher two-storey
developments in the wider assessment area haveiteatified in close
proximity to the subject land at Nos. 36 and 38a/8ireet (see attached
photographs) which are very close to the proposeetlithg. These
dwellings also feature upper floors having simitaulk and scale with
reference to ground floor levels. In addition, thedwellings feature
similar or less articulation; and limited setbadksupper levels.

(F) On the basis of the above, it is evident the prapbdamplements the
majority of requirements listed in the City’s LPPR iarelates to bulk and
streetscape compatibility of upper levels, paréelyl with reference to
adjoining development on Vista Street.

City officers acknowledge that the applicant hasdust mix of materials,
provided some articulation to the street facadel mduced the amount of
upper floor area visible from the street, howevansider that the overall bulk
of the building has not been ameliorated throughuke of these techniques.
The upper floor of the proposed building is allbsek within 1.0 metre of the
ground floor below, and as such, the setback idikelly to be interpreted from
the street. In addition the applicant has includety major openings in the
upper floor, rather than upper floor and balcomigsequired by the policy. The
addition of a deep balcony on the upper floor wohlave the effect of
increasing the upper floor setback, and introdysenaareas, therefore reducing
bulk.

As indicated above, the predominant streetscapeactest of Vista Street,
taking into account the definitions of immediatesessment area and wider
assessment area is single storey. It is therefamesidered imperative that new
development within this locality employs techniqteseduce bulk at the upper
level, particularly through setting back upper flioérom the street, further than
the ground floor.

Sub clause 3(d) — Eaves visible from the street
Sub-clause 3(d) of P351.5 statesaves are required with a minimum width of
450mm to roofs that are visible from the street.”

It is observed that portions of roof visible frohretstreet do not have eaves of
the required width, and as such, the proposed der®nt is inconsistent with
this clause.

Sub-clause 6(a) — Garage setback
Sub-clause 6(a) of P351.5 stateGatages are to be setback in line with the
ground storey facade of the dwelling or further.”
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(f)

(9)

(i)

It is observed the proposed garage is located 59@onward of the ground
floor line. Officers consider that locating the age in line with or behind the
building setback line is a key element in reducpegceived building bulk.
Officers also note that the clause does not d#iailinstances where garages
would be appropriate forward of the building lifféne proposed garage setback
is not considered to comply with Sub-clause 6(adl, ia not supported.

Conclusion

The proposed development is not considered to beistent with Objective 1, Clause
2 and Sub-clauses 3(d) and 6(a) of Policy P351tedScape Compatibility —
Precinct 5 “Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensingtoréhd as such, it is recommended
the application be refused.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Planniiggheme No. 6

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

matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

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

() 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 not considered satisfain relation to all of these
matters, and therefore it is recommended the pebesrefused.

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:

(@ 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.

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

The proposed development is not considered satisfain relation to all of these
matters, and therefore it is recommended the pebfesrefused.

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in August 2012. The gwsal was not favourably
received by the Consultants. Their comments argbreses from the applicant and the
City are summarised below:
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DAC Comment Applicant’s Response Officer Comment

The Design  Advisory | No comment, however revised | Officers also observe the
Architects  considered the | drawings submitted with modified | proposed development will be

proposed development and | roof pitch from skillion to pitched. incompatible with the street,
observed that the built form and as such, recommend
(and the former skillion roof) refusal.

wiI.I pe incompatible with the The comment is NOTED.
existing streetscape

character.

(b) Neighbour consultation
Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatimr Planning Proposals”.
Under the standard consultation method, the propesner at 34 Vista Street was
invited to inspect the plans and to submit commdating a minimum 14-day period.
No submission was received during this time.

No information notices were sent by the City as thevelopment is located adjacent
to land reserved “Parks and Recreation” and “Publipposes” under TPS6, not R15
or R20 prescribed by Council Policy P360 “Informittte Neighbours of Certain
Development Applications”.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed dwelling has been designed, havirgrdeg solar passive design principles
with internal and external living areas locatediw northern side of the lot.
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Conclusion

The proposed development is not considered to bsistent with Objective 1, Clause 2 and
Sub-clauses 3(d) and 6(a) of Policy P351.5 (Strtapts Compatibility — Precinct 5
“Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”) and as sud is recommended the application be
refused.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions @ity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nané the
Metropolitan Region Schemehis application for planning approval for a “§i@
House”(two-storey) at 32 Vista Street, Kensingtom refusedfor the following reasons:

(a) Specific Reasons

()  The proposed development conflicts with theegkives and specific provisions
of City Policy P351.5 (Streetscape CompatibilityPrecinct 5 “Arlington” and
Precinct 6 “Kensington”).

(i) The proposed dwelling is not consistent witte requirements of Clause 2 and
Sub-clauses 3(d) and 6(a) of City Policy P351.5.

(i) The proposal conflicts with Scheme objectivdentified in Clause 1.6 dTity
of South Perth Scheme Nog specifically Objectives (c) and (f).

(iv) The proposal conflicts with “Matters to be siaered by Council” identified in
Clause 7.5 ofCity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nospcifically
Matters (f) and (n).

(b) Standard Advice Notes
[795E| Appeal rights - Council decision [700A| Building permit |

Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council
Offices during normal business hours.
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10.3.3 Proposed Café / Restaurant and Offices inTEhree-Storey Building - Lot 20
(No. 98) Mill Point Road, South Perth

Location: Lot 20 (No. 98) Mill Point Road, Soutkrkh

Applicant: Doepel Marsh Architects

Lodgement Date: 17 September 2012

File Ref: 11.2012.413.1 MI3/98

Date: 2 November 2012

Author: Siven Naidu, Senior Statutory Planningfi€af, Development
Services

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

To consider an application for planning approvald@afé / restaurant and offices in a three-
storey building on Lot 20 (No. 98) Mill Point Roa8puth Perth. Council is being asked to
exercise discretion in relation to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Minimum ground floor levels TPS6 Clause 6.9

Setbacks

Landscaping TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)

Plot ratio

Car parking provision

It is recommended that the proposal, which is bagpdn compliance with Scheme
Amendment 25 “South Perth Station Precinct” andthetcurrenfTown Planning Scheme
No. § be approved subject to conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Mends Street Centre Commercial
Density coding R100
Lot area 759 sq. metres

Building height limit 13.0 metres
Development potential | 11 multiple dwellings and / or specific non-residential land uses
Plot ratio limit 1.50

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

Attachment 10.3.3(b) Site photographs.

Attachment 10.3.3(c) Applicant’s supporting report.

Attachment 10.3.3(d) Amendment 25 (South Perth Station Precinct —
“Schedule 97).
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The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesciéed in the delegation:

2. Major developments
(@) Non-residential development which, in the apmnof the delegated officer, is
likely to have a significant impact on the City;
3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(c) Applications which, in the opinion of the delegatefficer, represents a
significant departure from the Scheme, Residemedign Codes or relevant
planning policies.
7. Neighbour comments
In considering any application, the assigned delegahall fully consider any
comments made by any affected landowner or occupséore determining the
application.

Comment

(a) Background
In September 2012, the City received an applicdtiora café / restaurant and offices
in a three-storey building on Lot 20 (No. 98) Mibint Road, South Perth (the site).
Revised plans were received on 31 October, 19 Nbeewnd again on 23 November
2012.

Further to a meeting that was held with the apptican 19 March 2012 which
primarily focused on the requirements of Scheme Aaneent 25, referred to as
Attachment 10.3.3(d) the City provided written confirmation to the dipant,
referred to inAttachment 10.3.3(c) indicating that the City would be supportive of
an application which is in accordance with the @pies of the provisions in
Amendment 25 and also meet the current Schemeresggints, where discretion can
be exercised, with no guarantee of approval.
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(b)

(©)

Based upon further direction to officers, Amendn@&his approximately two months
from gazettal, and the feedback from the Departmémlanning has indicated that
there are no changes likely to the car parking, i@thio or setbacks as these have not
been raised as issues. Taking into account thenaddanature of Amendment 25,
officers have used the associated provisions inagsmessment of this development
application. Additionally, officers are of the viethat through final approval of
Amendment 25, Council has indicated its preferyge tof development for the future
of this precinct.

Officers have a responsibility to act in accordanith the current Scheme, however
it is considered that the proposal can be approgaty discretion in the Scheme, and
the justification for using this discretion is thatomplies with Council’'s wishes for
the future of the precinct, i.e. in keeping witth8me Amendment 25.

It is envisaged that the Scheme Amendment willibalifed and gazetted within the
next month or two.

Existing development on the subject site
The existing development on the site currently Uesgt a land use of “Café /
Restaurant”, as depicted in the site photograpAstathment 10.3.3(b)

Description of the surrounding locality
The site has a frontage to Mill Point Road to thetls-west and Harper Street to the
north-west, and is located adjacent to a mixed ldeweent to the south-east and a
shop to the north-east, as seen below:
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(d)

(e)

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the demolition of the exigtitevelopment and the construction
of a café / restaurant and offices in a three-gtimglding on Lot 20 (No. 98) Mill
Point Road, South Perth, as depicted in the subdnipplans atConfidential
Attachment 10.3.3(a) Furthermore, the site photographs show the celshiip of the
site with the surrounding built environmentftachment 10.3.3(b)

The following components of the proposed develognaea compliant with th€ity

of South Perth Town Planning Scheme NdS6heme; TPS6) and Council policy
requirements:

¢ Maximum floor and ground levels (TPS6 Clause 6.10);

» Building setbacks to the side boundaries (TPS6€8);

» Building height limit (TPS6 Clause 6.2);

» Bicycle parking provisions (TPS6 Clause 6.4 andid &l and

« Driveway gradients (TPS6 Clause 6.10).

The following component of the proposed developmevrttich will be discussed
within the report, is considered to comply with thgplicable discretionary clauses,
and is therefore supported:

e Minimum ground floor levels (TPS6 Clause 6.9).

The following components of the proposed develogmetich will be discussed
within this report, are not considered to complythwihe applicable discretionary
clauses, however are in line with Councils propadSedeme Amendment 25 and the
vision for future development within this precinbgnce is able to be satisfactorily
resolved with the implementation of conditions éimerefore is supported:

* Building setbacks from the street (TPS6 Table 3Eatule 5);

» Building setbacks to the side and rear boundafie$6 Tables 3);

* Landscaping (TPS6 Clause 5.1(5);

* Plot ratio (TPS6 Table 4); and

» Car parking provision (TPS6 Clause 6.3(8) and Salees)).

Finished ground levels - Minimum

The requiredminimum finished nonhabitable rooms and car parkinfioor level
permitted is 1.75 metres above AHD, and the prapdseshed floor level is 1.35
metres. Therefore, the proposed cdevelopment doesoraply with Clause 6.9.2
“Minimum Ground and Floor Levels” o TPS6.

Council discretion - Clause 6.9(3)
Council has discretionary power under Clause 6.8{3)PS6 to approve the proposed
floor level, if Council is satisfied that al! reqaments of that clause have been met.

As a response to the above sub-clause, the appsichmits the following comments
in support of their application, as referred tAttechment 10.3.3(c)

“The car stacker has a pit not accessible to thblioyu2.30 metres deep or 1.35 AHD,
which is 400mm below the 1.75 AHD.

In this case a pump will be in place in the pietgpel any seepage or stormwater to a
holding tank as part of the hydraulic design systathin accordance with your
Engineering Department requirements.

The pit level will have no adverse effect on therafion of the building and will not
cause harm to persons or property.”

We have designed completed projects at 73 and 31Pdint Road, which had a
similar pit or basement level.
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(f)

9

In this instance it is considered that the propazahplies with the discretionary
clause and it is recommended that the proposed fleeel be approved with
conditions.

Vehicle crossovers

The crossover requirement in relation to Schemeerdment 25, Element 11.1
“Vehicle Crossovers” permits one (1) vehicle crassoper lot per street. The
applicant has provided two (2) crossovers alongpklailerrace, which exceeds this
provision.

The site at its location has two (2) street froatagvith Harper Terrace approximately
3.5 times the width of Mill Point Road. The Citygnhgineer Infrastructure Services
have indicated no concern with the provision of {&pcrossovers in this location.

In light of the traffic volumes along Mill Point Rd, the proximity of the site to the
intersections at Labouchere Road / Mill Point Read Mends Street / Mill Point

Road to the site, City officers consider the lomatof the crossovers along Harper
Terrace would create a more favourable outcomehande support the proposal.

Components of the proposed development not cdadered to comply with the
applicable discretionary clauses; however which argvithin the scope of Scheme
Amendment 25.

The following table indicates the comparison betwd@®S6 requirements and the
proposed Scheme Amendment 25:

Table of planning matters that were assessed against Town Planning Scheme No.6 and Scheme
Amendment 25
Issues raised during TPS6 requirements Scheme Amendment Proposal
the assessment 25 requirements

Street setbacks from 9.0 metres Nil Nil
the street — Mill Point

Road

Street setbacks from 1.5 metres Nil Nil
the street — Harper
Terrace

Sethack to the rear 4.5 metres Nil Nil

boundary

Landscaping 10% Nil 0.26%

Plot ratio 1.50 No maximum plot ratio | 1.79

within the precinct
Car parking 104 bays 32 bays 36 bays

As seen in the above table, all matters not coriffgnto TPS6 clearly meet the
requirements to Scheme Amendment 25. The expecttdtad the proposal should be
in line with the current Scheme requirements, amd granting the proposed
variations, is not likely to be in the best intésesf future development of this
precinct.

The City does have a responsibility to act in adaoce with the current Scheme,
however the proposal can be approved using disoréti the Scheme and the simple
justification for using this discretion is thatcbémplies with Scheme Amendment 25,
as evident in the above table.
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(h)

As a response to the above, the applicant subhat$ollowing comments in support
of their application, as referred toAtachment 10.3.3(c)

“The proposal has been designed in accordance wiéhprovisions of Amendment
25, except with respect to building height, as @dumas no discretion in approving

anything above 13.0 metres; hence the proposalitisinvthe 13.0 metres height
restriction.

Clause 7.8 of TPS6 allows Council to vary plot oatsetbacks, open space, car
parking and landscaping.

Mill Point Road setback - TPS6 requires 9.0 metfgsendment 25 requires nil and
nil is proposed. Similarly the Harper Street anémreetbacks are proposed at nil in
accordance with the Amendment 25 provisions, inlstéd..5 and 4.5 metres.

Street interaction and better streetscape outcomuidls result as set out in the

Amendment 25 document. The nil setbacks can thereésupported in accordance
with Amendment 25.

Landscaping

As the proposal has been designed in accordande Antendment 25, there is no
prescribed minimum landscape area. Therefore, Cibwam use its discretion and
approve no landscaping in accordance with the Amerd 25 requirements.

Car parking
The car parking has been designed in accordande Aabendment 25 and complies
with one bay per 50mz of gross building area, pea@procal bays for the café.”

In this instance, it is considered that the propas@ line and in keeping with the
requirements of Scheme Amendment 25, and is therstgported.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed development is considered satisfactamlation to the above matters,
subject to the recommended conditions.
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(i)

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

No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

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

(e) Any approved environmental protection Counacliqy under the Environmental
Protection Act, 1986 (as amended).

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

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

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

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

(p) Any social issues that have an effect on theniynof the locality.

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

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

(u)  Whether adequate provision has been made t@sady disabled persons.

(v) Whether adequate provision has been made étaidscaping of the land to
which the application relates, and whether anygree other vegetation on the
land should be preserved.

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

(x)  Any other planning considerations which Counoihsiders relevant.

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

Consultation

(@)

Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

The design of the proposal was considered by thés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in 6 November 2012. Fneposal was not favourably
received by the Consultants. Their comments arbreses from the applicant and the
City are summarised below:
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DAC Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer Comment

The Design Advisory Architects
considered the proposed
development and observed that
the majority of the Harper Street
frontage is car parking. The
design should have attempted to
activate this street frontage. While
openings have been provided in
the wall facing this street, they
are to car parking and not active
spaces.

The ground floor is made up of

several elements:

1.1 A café at the intersection of Mill
Point Road and Harper Street.

1.2 Only one crossover is permitted
and can only be from Harper
Street.

1.3The entire Harper Street frontage
is articulated with windows, tiled
columns and fire escape doors.

1.4The car parking can only be
placed on the ground level; it
cannot go below ground because
of the water table.

1.5 It is impossible to have a different
ground floor use other than car
parking.

1.6The Harper Street elevation does
activate with the street; it is
considered that the access drive
is better next to the boundary
rather than having the car
stackers close to the windows.

The comment is
NOTED.

Entry to the building from Mill
Point Road is through a 2.0 metre
wide and approximately 30.0

metre long corridor  without
access to any natural lighting,
hence is not desirable. An

entrance through Harper Street
would have eliminated this issue.

Most access into the building will be
via the ground floor car park, not
mentioned by the DAC.

Given the long shape of the site, the
entrance layout which included all the
other requirements such as lift, end of
journey facilities, bike racking, bin
store, fire escape, access to café, etc.
Natural light floods the ground floor
and natural lighting does illuminate
the lobby and entrance.

The DAC is not correct and
inaccurate.

The address is Mill Point Road, not
Harper Street.

The comment is
NOTED.

Similar issues were observed with
the proposed narrow and long
balconies on the upper levels
along the rear property boundary.
When the adjoining rear lot will be
developed with a similar nil
setback, these balconies will
become narrow tunnels without
any natural light. Additionally,
they will be required to comply
with the fire rating requirements
of the Building Codes of Australia.

The windows are 1.5 metres from the
rear boundary, which will require
drenches.

Natural light will always penetrate
through the 1.50 metres regardless of
the adjoining site development.

The comment is
NOTED.

The design of the building facade
was observed to be repetitive and
uninteresting. At least some
articulation of the building facade
and introduction of a mix of
external materials was
recommended.

Doepel Marsh  Architects have
prepared 4 elevation options. The
submitted option was requested by
the client and the alternative options
can be discussed with Council.

The comment is
NOTED.
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The proposed plant rooms on the
upper floors and proposed
rubbish storage area were
observed to be insufficient, noting
the size of the building and the
scope for additional development
on the site in the future.

Plant rooms are sufficient for package
units per floor.

Rubbish store - The area is actually
larger than Council require so the
comment is not correct,

The comment is
NOTED.

Access to plant rooms from the
office spaces was not desirable.

Given the WorkSafe requirements for
roof top access, access from within
the building is the safest method.

The comment is
NOTED.

The Design Advisory Architects
observed that the building was
not adequately designed and
should be recommended for
refusal on the basis of the points
stated above.

The proposal complies with all
Amendment 25 requirements and
meets the 13.0 metre height.
Alternative elevation options will be
discussed with Council at a future
date.

The comment is
NOTED.

In relation to the DAC comments provided above, raaeel drawing where submitted
to the City on 19 November 2012. The design ofpitopposal was again considered by
the City’'s DAC at their meeting held on 20 NovemRé&12. Their comments and

responses from the applicant and the City are suisethbelow:

#

DAC Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer Comment

1

The Design Advisory Architects
observed that the amended
drawings demonstrated
improvements in relation to the
entrance lobby being shifted to
the Harper Street frontage to
allow for greater interaction with
the street. Additionally, this has
resulted in a slightly bigger café.

Noted by applicant.

The comment is
NOTED.

The Architects noted that some
portions of the building were
constructed in the Council owned
land. The building, except the

No portion of the building is
constructed in Council owned land.

In accordance
with  Amendment
25 the only the
canopy over the

proposed canopy over the footpath is
pedestrian pathways, should be permitted to
contained within the property encroach over
boundaries. council property.
Additional
canopies and
architectural  fins
protruding  from

the building are
not permitted to
encroach over
council property.
The comment is
UPHELD.
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The  machine room and
associated access to the roof
should be shown on the roof plan
and elevations. A dotted box, as
shown on the drawings, does not
correctly depict the scale of the
building at this level. Additionally,
access to the air-conditioning and
ventilation ducts is unclear on the
drawings.

This is now shown in elevation.
Access to the plant room is via the
central staircase as is shown on the
roof plan.

The comment is
NOTED.

To create better visual interaction
between the building and Harper
Street, the following measures
were recommended:

e reducing the  vehicular
accessway widths to comply
with the minimum required,
resulting in an increased
width of the café which might
require additional car
parking;

« replacing brickwork
appurtenant to the café and
entrance lobby with

transparent elements such as
glass windows;

¢ incorporating  landscaping
and artwork (e.g. laser cut
aluminium formwork); and

¢ introducing vertical elements
in the fagade between the
café and entrance lobby.

e The access ways have been
increased to 7.50m to provide
more comfortable access to
parking bays. The café will not be
increased in area.

e We need some structure to
support the cantilever over the
easement and we believe there
is sufficient glass already to the
street elevations. We need some
solid wall surface near the
Harper Street entrance to put a
sign, the letter box and Tenant
Board.

e Amendment 25 requires nil
setbacks and no landscaping, so
this statement is not accurate.
Low ground cover landscaping is
shown in the easement and the
visual truncation.

» The elevaton has now
incorporated this vertical
elements in the fagade

Additional artwork
to the building
along the footpath
and the inclusion
of the vertical
elements in an
effort to engage
more interaction
between the
public and the
private realm.

The comment is
NOTED.

While the applicant has attempted
to articulate the building fagade,
the Advisory Architects expressed
their view that greater and bolder
articulation should be achieved,
noting the prime location of this
building on a corner site.

The elevation has been made bolder,
as enclosed, refer amended drawing.

The comment is
NOTED.

The area marked as “Café”
should show the location of the
toilet and indicate the kitchen
area, as these will form an
integral part of its entire function.
The officers noted that while the
drawings submitted via e-mail
showed the toilet facility, for some
unknown reason, it was removed
from the large paper drawings
submitted later.

Amended drawings submitted

The comment is
NOTED.

The Advisory Architects
expressed their view that more
could have been done to achieve
a better outcome for the
development site.

This comment is completely rejected
and is derogatory.

The site is narrow and long, it is now
bold and not repetitive, and satisfies
all the planning requirements
discussed from the very first meeting
with Vicki Lummer on 19 March 2012.

The comment is
NOTED.
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(b)

In addition to he above the applicant has provithedfollowing comments in support
of the proposed design:

The comments do not reflect the very complex issngdglo not make any comment
with respect to what exists on the site. The camsnare negative. We have

repeatedly requested to address the Committeeessshies could be discussed in a
professional manner and have been denied this stque three occasions. |If that

was allowed the inaccuracies would have been sartgdh October.

We are trying to responsibly address the needsiotlent.
Another set of elevations is enclosed, addredsiagelevant points.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtoposal 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 were invited to inspect the plamd to submit comments during a
minimum 14-day period

During the advertising period, a total of 34 cotesibn notices were sent and four (4)
submissions were received against the proposal.cbhrements from the submitters,

together with the applicant’s and officer resporaessummarised below:

# Submitters’ Comments Applicant’s Response Officer Comment

1 | The proposed development will obscures | Amendment 25 | Amended drawings
motorists’ line of vision of oncoming traffic | requires  all  new | have included vehicular
whilst exiting from adjoining buildings onto | development to be | visual truncations
Mill Point road. constructed at nil street | where the driveway

2 | The development further obscure the line of | setbacks. The proposal | meets the verge /
vision from the oncoming traffic, both from | complies  with  that | footpath and at
vehicles turning left onto Mill Point Road | requirement. driveways along
from Harper Terrace and the vehicles common boundaries.
exiting the off-ramp from the freeway, as The  comment s
well as vehicles turning from the traffic NOTED.
lights at the corner of Mill Point Road and
Labouchere Road.

3 | The lack of a 9.0 metre setback (from Mill As stated above and
Point Road) constitutes a dangerous and addressed in Part (f) of
potentially fatal traffic hazard. the report.

The  comment is
NOTED.

4 | In order to see the oncoming traffic the | The existing footpaths | Visual truncations have
motorist would have to cross out over the | remain, and therefore | been  provided on
footpath, hazardous for pedestrians and | the proposal will have | amended drawings as
cyclists. no additional impact. stated above.

5 | The design and location of the proposed The  comment s
development will be hazardous to NOTED.
pedestrian traffic.

6 | The proposed entry from Harper Terrace | The proposal will not | The  comment s
will increase traffic flow through Mends | affect the existing road | NOTED.

Street, as cars cannot turn right into Harper | system. What might
Terrace from Mill Point Road. The volume | happen is that cars will
of traffic coming in to Mill Point Road will | travel a lot slower and
increase as they are unable to tum right | that will be a big benefit
from Harper Terrace. to the Mend Street

area. Amendment 25

allows only one
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crossover and the
existing property has
access from Harper
Terrace. Access from
Mill Point Road is not
an option.

to adjoining habitable rooms.

100 Mill Point Road'’s
habitable rooms, as set
out in the R-Codes.

7 | Cars would most likely gain access to | The proposal will not | The  comment s
Harper Street via Mends Street, which is not | affect the existing road | NOTED.
designed for large volumes of traffic, hence | system. What might
will destroy the existing village atmosphere | happen, is that cars will
of the area. travel a lot slower and

that will be a big benefit
to the Mend Street
area.

8 | The design of the building is in conflict with | The character and land | Addressed at  (a)
the character and appearance within the | use of the area will be | “Design Advisory
area. vitalised by | Consultants’

Amendment 25, | Comments” above.
making South Perth | The  comment s
Mend Street Precinct a | NOTED.

lively, interesting,

diverse and  sought

after  urban infil

regeneration.

9 | Proposed buildings positioned close to each | In fact the opposite will | The ~ comment s
other of a similar height and alignment will | be the case with | NOTED.
create a strong wind tunnel. buildings  built at nil

boundary  alignment,
wind will be controlled
better ~ with less
tunnelling.
10 | The proposed building will restrict sunlight | No shadow will fall over | The acceptable

development criteria for
an R60 coding, allows
50% overshadowing of
the adjoining properties’
site area. The codes
explanatory  guidelines
further goes on to say
that; “In higher coding’s,
it is anticipated that
some  overshadowing
will occur, however the

building design can
ensure  that  solar
access on adjoining

sites and within the
development are not
adversely affected.” In
this  instance, the
proposed development
is seen to satisfy this
requirement.

The  comment is
NOTED.
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(c) Internal administration
Comments were invited frorengineering Infrastructure and Environmental Health
sections of the City’s administration.

()  TheManager, Engineering Infrastructure section wageavto comment on a
range of issues relating to car parking and trajéoerated from the proposal.
This section raises no objections and has prowdeditions and recommended
important notes.

(i) The Environmental Health section provided commenits respect to bins,
noise, kitchen and toilets. This section raisesobjgctions and has provided
recommended important notes.

Accordingly, planning conditions and / or importambtes are recommended to
respond to the comments from the above officers.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has rfimancialimplications.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

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

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal meets all of tlevant Scheme and Council policy
objectives and provisions, as it will not have #ridental impact on adjoining residential
neighbours and streetscape. Accordingly, it is icemed that the application should be
conditionally approved.
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IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM

That pursuant to the provisions of t@éty of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6,
proposed Scheme Amendment 25 “South Perth Statiecinet” and theMetropolitan
Region Schemehis application for planning approval for a caf@staurant and office in a
three-storey building on Lot 20 (No. 98) Mill PoiRbad, South Perthe approvedsubject

to the following conditions:

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

Standard Conditions
427 | Colours and materials - Details
340A | Parapet walls - Finish from street 45% Dividingderstandards
340B | Parapet walls - Finish from 456 Dividing fence - Timing

neighbour

575 | Subdivision/Amalgamation 470 Retraining wallsrequired
352 | Car bays - Marked and visible 471 Retainindswvaliming
353 | Visitor bays - Marked and visible 515 LightnGommunal areas
354 | Car bays - Maintained 550  Plumbing hidden
390 | Crossover standards 44% Stormwater infrastreictu
393 | Verge and kerbing works 560 Rubbish storage sceeened
625 | Sightlines for drivers 660 Expiry of approval

Specific Conditions

()  Any dewatering at the site will require apprbffam the Department of Water
through a water abstraction licence

(i) The applicant to provide an engineer’'s cectifion in relation to water-
proofing.

(i) The existing footpath is not to be obstructadifted for any reason without the
concurrence of Engineering Infrastructure;

(iv) Due to the narrow street verges, a PermitttweSMaterials on the verge cannot
be issued for this site.

(v) All works from the street that result in th@gping or redirection of through
traffic will require a Traffic Management Plan aadlraffic Control Diagram
being prepared and presented to Engineering Infictstre.

(vi) No work is to be undertaken within the roadsaee without prior
acknowledgement of Engineering Infrastructure.

(vii) No portion of the building (including the Hding facade) is permitted to
encroach over the property boundary into counapprty/land, other than the
permitted 2.5 metre canopy over the footpath assqpitee in proposed
Amendment 25.

Standard Advice Notes

700A | Building permt requiret 715 Subdivision/Amalgamation

706 | Applicant to resolve issu 790 | Minor variations - Seek approva

708 | Boundary wall surface finis 795B | Appeal rights - Council decision
proces

Specific Advice Notes

The applicant is advised of the need to comply whth relevant requirements of the
City’s Engineering Infrastructure and Environmerallth Departments.

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

Offices during normal business hours.

62



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 11 DECEMBER 21

10.3.4 Proposed Single House (Two-Storeys) - Lot 313No. 18) Market Street,

Kensington
Location: Lot 435 (No. 18) Market Street, Kensomgt
Applicant: Buildwest Pty Ltd
Lodgement Date: 7 September 2012
File Ref: 11.2012.401.1 MAG6/18
Date: 15 November 2012
Author: Mark Scarfone, Senior Planning OfficegM@lopment Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt and Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldsingle house (two-storeys) on Lot 435
(No. 18) Market Street, Kensington. Council is lgpeaisked to exercise discretion in relation
to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power

Streetscape compatibility P351.5 (Streetscape Compatibility — Precinct 5
“Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”)

Maximum ground / floor levels TPS6 Clause 6.10

Visual privacy R-Codes Element 6.8.1 P1

The proposed development is not considered to bsistent with Objective 1, Clause 2 and
Sub-clauses 4(a) and 6(a) of Policy P351.5 (Stapts Compatibility — Precinct 5
“Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”). In addi, the proposal is considered
inconsistent with Clause 6.10 “Maximum Ground ardoF Levels” of TPS6 and Clause
6.8.1 “Visual Privacy” of théResidential Design Codes of Western Australrad as such, it
iIs recommended the application be refused.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R15
Lot area 407 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential | Permissible land uses, as listed in Table 1 of TPS6
Plot ratio limit Not applicable to single dwelling

This report includes the following attachments:
Confidential Attachment 10.3.4(a)  Plans of the proposal

Attachment 10.3.4(b) Applicant’s supporting letters dated 12 October and
12 November 2012.

Attachment 10.3.4(c) Photographs of subject site and surrounding
streetscape.

The location of the development site is shown below
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35 CO;.OLII\{S ST ,
Development Site
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriescigbed in the delegation:

43 coLl
533

z
45 COLLINY

521m?
17 MARKET ST

3. Developments involving the exercise of discretioy power
This power of delegation does not extend to appmpapplications for planning
approval involving a discretionary power in theléaling categories:
(c) Applications which, in the opinion of the deltsd officer, represent a
significant departure from the Scheme, Residemiggign Codes or relevant
planning policies.

Comment

(a) Background
On 5 September 2012, the City received an appticator a single house (two-
storeys) on Lot 435 (No. 18) Market Street, Kenwing(the “subject site”). On 25
September 2012, a further information request ast® the applicant outlining a list
of preliminary issues which required resolution. rdvised set of drawings was
provided to the City on 16 October 2012, howevewd#s considered that these
drawings did not adequately address the City’'s eors; particularly with the
streetscape compatibility of the house having rgarthe recently adopted Council
Policy P351.5 (Streetscape Compatibility — Prec®ctArlington” and Precinct 6
“Kensington”).A meeting between the applicant, landowner andsassg officer was
held on 8 November 2012 to discuss the main isgnds second further information
request was sent following this meeting. The drgwicontained inConfidential
Attachment 10.3.4(a)were received on 14 November 2012.

(b) Description of the surrounding locality
The subject site has a frontage to Market Streensiagton, close to the intersection
of Collins Street. The street is characterisedibgle houses. Figure 1 below depicts
the subject site and surrounds. This figure alqwatte the wider assessment area, as
defined by Policy P351.5 (Streetscape Compatib#ityPrecinct 5 “Arlington” and
Precinct 6 “Kensington”):
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(€)

and Wider
Assessment Area

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the construction of a twaetosingle house on the subject
site, as depicted in the submitted plans refermedag Confidential Attachment
10.3.4(a) Furthermore, the site photographattachment 10.3.4(c) show the
relationship of the site with the surrounding baiivironment.

The proposal generally complies witlity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No.
6 (TPS6), the R-Codes and relevant Council policies.

The following planning aspects have been assegs#¢doaind to be compliant with

the provisions of TPS6, the R-Codes and relevann€ibpolicies, and therefore have

not been discussed further in the body of thisntepo

* Land use - “Single House” is a “P” or “Permittedht use on the subject site
zoned “Residential” (Table 1 of TPS6);

» Street surveillance and fences (TPS6 Clause 6CQodRes Clauses 6.2.4 to 6.2.6,
and Council Policy P350.7 “Fencing and RetaininglsVa

* Vehicular access (R-Codes Clause 6.5.4 and CobBalidy P350.3 “Car Parking
Access, Siting and Design”);

» Dimensions of car parking bays and accessways (TR&&e 6.3(8) and Schedule
5);

* Boundary walls (Clause 5 of Council Policy P350.ReSidential Boundary
Walls™);

» Side and rear setbacks (R-Codes Clause 6.3.1 did Za/2b);

* Open space (R-Codes Clause 6.4.1);

» Outdoor living areas (R-Codes Clause 6.4.2);

» Solar access for adjoining sites (R-Codes Claué ).

 Building height limit (TPS6 Clause 6.2); and

 Significant views (Council Policy P350.9 “SignificaViews”).
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(d)

The following planning matters which are considetethcceptable, are discussed
further below:
e Council Policy P351.5 (Streetscape CompatibilitfPrecinct 5 “Arlington” and
Precinct 6 “Kensington”):
(iv) Clause 2 — Building bulk and scale (Storey aboweeigd storey);
(v) Sub-clause 3(d) — Eaves visible from the streat; an
(vi) Sub-clause 6(a) — Garage setback.
*  Maximum ground and floor levels (TPS6 Clause 6.20)
* Visual privacy (R-Codes Clause 6.8.1 and CouncilicikoP350.8 “Visual
Privacy”).

Streetscape Compatibility (Council Policy P355. (Streetscape Compatibility —
Precinct 5 “Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”)

Clause 7.5 of TPS6 provides a list of matters wisicbuld be taken into account by
Council when making a determination. Specificalyause 7.5(n) state$The extent
to which a proposed building is visually in harmowmwjth neighbouring existing
buildings within the focus area in terms of scd@m or shape, rhythm, colour,
construction materials, orientation, setbacks fréine street and side boundaries,
landscaping visible from the street, and architeakdetails.”

Council P351.5 (Streetscape Compatibility — PrachCArlington” and Precinct 6
“Kensington”) herein referred to as P351.5, prosiflether detail in order to assist in
the assessment of a proposal against the aboveeclahis policy defines key terms
and outlines the City’s expectations for new depaients within the “Arlington” and
“Kensington” Precincts. The proposed developmegeiserally considered to comply
with the provisions of P351.5, with the exceptidnGiause 2 — Building bulk and
scale, and Sub-clauses 4(a) and 6(a). These maitkipe discussed in detail below:

() Clause 2 — Building bulk and scale (Storey aboweiigd storey)
Objective 1 of P351.5 is, To preserve or enhance desired streetscape
character by ensuring that new residential develepihas bulk and scale that
is compatible with the streetscape within whidls ibcated:

Scale is defined by P351.5 &8he perceived visual magnitude of a building in
relation to neighbouring existing buildings withime focus area. The perceived
scale is determined by the height and bulk of ttewgsed building and its
spatial separation from the street and adjacentdings”.

The terms “Immediate Assessment Area” and “WideseSsment Area” are
also defined within P351.5 to assist applicants determining bodies to
identify the extent to which neighbouring propestishould be taken into
account when assessing streetscape compatibility.

In this instance, each of the residential propertrdthin the “Immediate
Assessment Area” is single storey, and as suchhuleassociated with these
buildings is minimal. Figure 2 below depicts thenthediate Assessment Area”
associated with this site:
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Figure 2

The majority of dwellings within the “Wider Assessnt Area” (refer Figure 1)
are single storey. The two-storey dwellings withims area are generally
characterised by large balconies on the upper flacing the street and upper
floors setbacks, which are greater than the grdioat, having the effect of
reducing their perceived bulk. Photographs of thigext site and surrounding
streetscape, including the buildings described aposre included in
Attachment 10.3.4(c)

As indicated above, the proposed development isidered inconsistent with
the provisions of Clause 2 — Building bulk and ecdlhis clause indicates that
bulk and scale of all floors above the ground lestguld be reduced, having
regard to the existing streetscape. It also previgeplicants and landowners
with five key techniques for ameliorating buildibglk, which are listed below
for convenience:

(A) Articulation of the street facade.

(B) Stepping back upper storeys of the building.

(C) Inthe case of upper storeys, reduction irfitter area of the portion
visible from the street.

(D) Use of varied materials, colours and finisfarshe exterior of the
building.

(E) Inclusion of major openings and balcorirethe facade of the dwelling.

The applicant has provided written justificatiorr the proposed upper floor

setback, referred to in the letter dated 12 Novenf8H2 asAttachment

10.3.4(b) The following point summarise this submission:

(A) Design of dwelling occurred prior to adoption of 3135 - Redesign will
add cost to the building.

(B) Several examples of similar development withénstreetscape.

(C) No objections have been received during thesglbation period; one
neighbour has verbally indicated support for thegsal.

(D) Major openings and balconies have been incoaped into the design as
per P351.5.
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(ii)

(iif)

With regard to Point (A), as discussed with theligppt during the meeting of

8 November 2012, P351.5 was adopted by Councilay bf this year and the

application lodged in September. It is considerpgrapriate to assess the
application having regard to this policy.

In respect of Point (B), the immediate and widexegasment areas are described
in detail above. While there are a number of twayest dwellings within the
wider assessment area, these are generally chi#geadtby large balconies and
upper floors which are setback from the groundl&wefer to the photographs
contained inAttachment 10.3.4(c)

Council P351.5 was adopted in response to commaunitgern with respect to
the types of developments being approved within ghecinct area. While
specific objections to the proposal may not hawenhbeceived in this instance,
it is imperative to apply the policy in a consigtemanner across the precincts.

With regard to Point (D), City officers acknowledtpat the applicant has used
a mix of materials, provided some articulation lie street facade, and used a
combination of major openings and a small balconythe front facade,
however they consider that the overall bulk of thélding has not been
ameliorated through the use of these techniques nTdjority of the upper floor
of the proposed building protrudes 1.5 metres fodwaf the ground floor
below, adding to the perceived bulk of the uppeorfl Combined with the other
area of non-compliance described below, the prdpmssa&onsidered to be
inconsistent with the predominant streetscape cteraf Market Street, and is
therefore not supported.

Sub-clause 4(a) — Averaging of front setback

Sub-clause 4(a) of P 351.5 stateByéraging of the primary street setback
prescribed in Table 1 of the R-Codes is not peeditinless the primary street
setbacks of the existing dwellings on each sidaeoflevelopment site fronting
the same street, are less than the primary stietblgk prescribed in Table 1.”

In their letter dated 12 November 2012, the appticarovides written
justification in support of the reduced setbackisTi® summarised as follows:

The upper floor cantilevers over the ground floeith an open balcony facing
Market Street. This element adds character to thieling and reduces bulk.

It is noted the primary street setback requiredlford with a density coding of
R15 is 6.0 metres. The applicant proposes a minisettrack of 5.0 metres and
an average of 5.6 metres. The existing dwelling.@&tMarket Street has a
minimum setback of approximately 7.0 metres. Agated above, averaging
of front setbacks is only permitted when each dmweelbn either side has
reduced primary street setbacks, and this is netdise for this site. As such,
the proposed front setback is not considered toptpmwith Sub-clause 4(a),
and is not supported.

Sub-clause 6(a) — Garage setback
Sub-clause 6(a) of P351.5 stateGatages are to be setback in line with the
ground storey facade of the dwelling or further.”

In their letter dated 12 November 2012, the appticprovides written
justification in support of the garage alignmerttislis summarised as follows:
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(iv)

The porch column and major openings and balcomdbe upper floor detract
from the garage location, reducing its dominanae.alddition, there are a
number of other examples in the streetscape.

Officers consider that locating the garage in liwéh, or behind the building
setback line is a key element in reducing perceldittiing bulk. The clause
does not detail the instances where garages woeldgdpropriate forward of
the building line. The proposed garage setbaclotsconsidered to comply with
Sub-clause 6(a), and is not supported.

Conclusion

The proposed development is not considered to hsistent with Objective 1,
Clause 2 and Sub-clauses 4(a) and 6(a) of PolicglB3 (Streetscape
Compatibility — Precinct 5 “Arlington” and Precinét “Kensington”) and as
such, it is recommended the application be refused.

(e) Finished ground and floor levels - Maximum

(i)

(ii)

Ground levels

Clause 6.10 of TPS6 aims to achieve equal cut dinacfoss a site to ensure
finished floor levels of a building and its surra@sndo not adversely affect the
amenity of neighbouring properties in relation te tstreetscape character,
overshadowing and visual privacy. The proposedsfied floor level of the
building has been assessed and is considered @mplith the performance
criteria contained in Sub-clause 6.10(1).

While the finished floor levels of the building cpip with Clause 6.10, the
ground levels of the areas beyond the externalsvadithe dwelling, including
the alfresco area and raised backyard, do notfifilshed ground level of these
areas is 9.02 RL, in lieu of 8.1 RL.

Where finished ground levels do not comply with &gcut and fill, Council
may permit a variation if it is satisfied the prepd levels will not impact on
the amenity of neighbouring buildings in terms ofsual impact,
overshadowing or visual privacy. In this instantés considered the proposed
levels would unreasonably adversely affect the dynenthe southern property
in terms of both visual impact and overshadowimgl the northern property in
terms of visual impact.

The proposed ground levels are not considered toobsistent with Clause
6.10 of TPS6 and forms one reason for refusal.

Driveway grade
Due to the significant sloping of the subject siteg the requirements for equal

cutting and filling of the site (see above), a ffigant grade is proposed for the
driveways.

The standard permissible grade is no greater thh fbr the first 3.6 metres,
then no greater than 1:8, and the proposed grade6id. Therefore, the
proposed development does not comply with Clausdb}. “Driveway
gradient” of Council Policy P350.3.
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(f)

9

However, Council policy provides for grades noteper than 1:6 if the
applicant provides a letter to acknowledge fullpmssibility for the issue,
which has been provided to the City. Therefore,dhieeway grade complies
with Council Policy P350.3.

Visual privacy setback — Rear upper floor balcoy

The acceptable development standards containedians€ 6.8.1 of the R-Codes
identify minimum setback requirements for major mipgs and for unenclosed
outdoor areas with a finished floor level greatemt 0.5 metres above natural ground
level, in order to ensure a level of privacy is mained between properties. The
setbacks required are less for bedrooms and sttidges for outdoor spaces. The
applicant has generally utilised screening and llggh windows in order to
demonstrate compliance with the acceptable devedapstandards of this clause.

With regard to the rear upper floor balcony, theligant has chosen to demonstrate
that the development complies with the performamieria contained in Clause 6.8.1
through the provision of an overlooking diagram,ntained in Confidential
Attachment 10.3.4(a) and written justification. City officers have rewed this
justification and consider that it does not adeelyadddress the performance criteria
contained in Clause 6.8.1. The proposed variaigdhérefore not supported and forms
one reason for refusal.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Planniiggheme No. 6

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

matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

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

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

The proposed development is not considered sdtisfa relation to all of these
matters, and therefore it is recommended the pebesrefused.

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:

(@) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeypding the objectives and
provisions of a precinct plan and the MetropolilRegion Scheme.

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

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality
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The proposed development is not considered satisfain relation to all of these
matters, and therefore it is recommended the pebfesrefused.

Consultation

(@) 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 standard consultation method, the prpmavhers at 16 Market Street, and
39 and 41 Collins Street, were invited to inspéet plans and to submit comments
during a minimum 14-day period. No submission veg®ived during this time.

Information notices were sent to landowners andipecs at 37 Collins Street, and
15 and 17 King Street in accordance with CouncilicRoP360 “Informing the
Neighbours of Certain Development Applications”.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed dwelling has been designed havingddgasolar passive design principles
with internal and external living areas locatediw northern side of the lot.
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Conclusion

The proposed development is not considered to bsistent with Objective 1, Clause 2 and
Sub-clauses 4(a) and 6(a) of Policy P351.5 (Stapts Compatibility — Precinct 5
“Arlington” and Precinct 6 “Kensington”). In addin, the proposal is considered
inconsistent with TPS6 Clause 6.10 “Maximum Groand Floor Levels” and Clause 6.8.1
“Visual Privacy” of theResidential Design Codes of Western Austraia] as such, it is
recommended the application be refused.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10 .3.4 |

That pursuant to the provisions @ity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan® the
Metropolitan Region Schemehis application for planning approval for a “§i@
House”(two-storeys) at 32 Vista Street, Kensingbnrefusedfor the following reasons:

(a) Specific Reasons

(i) The proposed development conflicts with theeshives and specific provisions
of City Policy P351.5 (Streetscape CompatibilityPrecinct 5 “Arlington” and
Precinct 6 “Kensington”).

(i)  The proposed dwelling is not consistent witte requirements of Clause 2 and
Sub-clauses 4(a) and 6(a) of City Policy P351.5.

(i) The proposed development is not consideredcoonply with Clause 6.10
“Maximum Ground Levels” ofCity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme
No.G

(i) The proposed development does not comply itk acceptable development
standards contained in Clause 6.8.1 ofRksidential Design Codes of Western
Australia

(i) The proposal conflicts with Scheme objectivdentified in Clause 1.6 dTity
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Napécifically Objectives (c) and (f).

(iv) The proposal conflicts with “Matters to be siaered by Council” identified in
Clause 7.5 ofCity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nospcifically
Matters (f) and (n).

(b) Standard Advice Notes
[795E| Appeal rights - Council decision [700A| Building permi |

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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| 10.3.5 Draft Economic Development Strategy 2013-261

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 20 November 2012

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

Summary

This report recommends that the Council adoptditaét Economic Development Strategy
2013-2016 for public consultation, with a furtheport to be presented to Council following
the conclusion of the public consultation in Feloyu2013.

Background
The 20090ur Vision Aheadprocess and subsequent strategic planning pradesstfied
economic development as a key focus and requiratkgy for the City. The resulting 2010-
2015 Strategic Plan contained the following inities:
= 1.3 Encourage the community to increase their sacid economic activity within
the City
= 3.2 Encourage and facilitate economic development

Comment
The City has prepared draft Economic Development Strategy 2013-2016, in aligmim
with the initiatives contained in the StrategicrP2010-2015 atAttachment 10.3.5

The objective of thedraft Economic Development Strategy 2013-2016 is tolifats
economic growth and investment and build more smedtée, liveable and prosperous local
communities. The vision is for South Perthis tovéha more mature and diversified
economy which enhances the quality of life fordesis and visitors to the City.

The draft Economic Development Strategy 2013-2@.6&dsed on the four key areas of
economic development leadership and facilitatioman place making and revitalisation,
marketing and promotion, and strategic propertyagament.

The draft Economic Development Strategy 2013-20d®tasns 25 actions and initiatives
which are able to be resourced and performance urexhdy the City. Some of the key
areas and of economic development include:

* Lead and facilitate development of Activity Centres

* Engage and partner with the business communitgnitalisation projects

» Develop Master Plans for Activity Centres

*  Promote business and investment attraction (inciudbme occupation)

*  Communicate regularly with business community

* Engage, lobby and collaborate with state governdwergublic infrastructure eg train

station
»  Generate economic growth from both council-ownedi managed land.

It is proposed to release the draft Economic Deuraknt Strategy 2013-2016 for public

comment until 1 February 2013 with a further reportoe submitted to Council in late
February 2013.
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Consultation

A pre-release version of thigaft Economic Development Strategy 2013-2016 was peavid
to a key stakeholder group at the Strategic ComiypRian function held on 7 November
2012 inviting feedback. The draft strategy wa® gdsovided to Councillors for feedback
for a period of one week.

As previously mentioned, it is proposed to reldghsedraft Economic Development Strategy
2013-2016 for public comment until 1 February 20t a further report to be submitted
to Council in late February 2013.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Whilst not a legislative requirement, many localgmments have developed an economic
development strategy to facilitate their commusitieecoming more sustainable and
prosperous.

Financial Implications
There will be some minor financial implications aiwed in delivering the activities and
objectives outlined in the draft Economic Developifetrategy 2013-2016.

Strategic Implications

The draft Economic Development Strategy 2013-2G1@ansistent with the 2010-2015
Strategic Plan - Direction 3Encourage and facilitate economic developmant

Direction 1.3 Encourage the community to increase their sociall @sonomic activity
within the City.

It is also outlined in the 2012-2014 Corporate Rfdtiative 3.2.1Develop and implement
an Economic Development Strategy.

Sustainability Implications
The draft Economic Development Strategy 2013-20i6facilitate the City of South Perth
becoming a more sustainable, prosperous and ligemishmunity,

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.5 |

That the Council resolve to advertise the draftrieeoic Development Strategy 2013-2016
for public comment until 1 February 2013 with atlfier report to be submitted to Council
for consideration.

74



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 11 DECEMBER 21

10.4

10.5

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT

| 10.5.1 Area 12 Local Area Traffic Management Study

Location: City of South Perth

File Ref: TT/60212V3

Date: 31 August 2012

Author: Catherine Deady,Traffic Technical Office
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director, Infrastture Services
Summary

This report summaries the key findings and reconttatons of the Area 12 Local Area
Traffic Management (LATM) study. It will be a rewonendation to the Council that the
Area 12 LATM study be received.

Background
In September 2011, the City engaged a ConsultaptisOnternational, to undertake a
LATM study for the Area 12 traffic precinct. The && 12 traffic precinct is bounded by the
Kwinana Freeway, Canning Highway, Henley StreetssGAvenue and Manning Road and
is shown at Figure 1 below.

Figure 1 — Study Area

There are a total of twenty roads that comprisesthdy area, including major local roads

like Henley Street, Canavan Crescent and Ley Stidetse three roads are classified as
“Local Distributors” which provide vital transpodonnections to Manning Road (District

Distributor) and Canning Highway (Primary Distribttrespectively.

In September 2011, the City invited members ofdbi@munity to nominate to be part of a
working party for the Area 12 traffic study. Commiy members were enlisted via
advertisements in the Southern Gazette and a tibder within and adjacent to the Area 12
study area. Ultimately, a working party comprisitifjlocal residents, 2 City Officers, and 2
representatives from the Consultants was formed.

75



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 11 DECEMBER 22

In January 2012, the City sought community comnaert input via a questionnaire, which
was distributed to all residents within the Areast2dy area. In total, 312 responses were
received providing valuable anecdotal informatidiowt the traffic, transport, road safety,
pedestrian and cycling issues impacting the loed.a

Following receipt of the first questionnaire anduktant responses, the City developed a
concept LATM plan in conjunction with the workinguty to address the identified traffic,
transport, road safety, pedestrian and cyclingessu The concept plan and second
questionnaire was distributed to the local resigldat comment. In total, 232 responses
were received.

The study objectives for the project included batewnot limited to the following:

> To assess and manage traffic movements within @it$outh Perth in order to
enhance safety and amenity for all road users;

» To ensure management strategies minimise poteatmdlicts between road users;

> To ensure that management strategies are appedprgbplied to the functional
classification of the roads and are consistent with road environment and
minimise impacts on mobility throughout the area;

» To encourage the appropriate usage of distribdéssaoads; and

> To highlight crash problem areas and provide controenmproving safety.

The copy of thdinal LATM study for Area 12 is af\ttachment 10.5.1.
Comment

Traffic Volumes

A review of the existing traffic volumes and patiewas undertaken for Area 12. Only one
road was identified as having a higher traffic vouthan would reasonably be expected for
its road classification. This road is Henley Strésetween Canning Highway and Ley
Street), which is classified by Main Roads Westdmustralia (MRWA) as a Local
Distributor Road. In accordance with th&in Roads Western Australia Functional Road
Hierarchy (MRWA-FRH)Local Distributor Roads can safely convey up @00 vehicles
per day, however the recorded traffic volume fonldg Street is 7,751 vehicles per day (as
at 2011). Other than the higher traffic volumesorded at Henley Street, all other local
roads within the precinct have traffic volumes whigre consistent with their functional
class as defined by the MRWA-FRHhis would therefore suggest that there is not a
significant problem with non-local traffic utilisin local roads for ‘rat-running’ or
thoroughfares.

As the roads in the study area consist of a rafigmih higher order (Primary Distributor

and District Distributor A) and lower order roadso¢al Distributor and Access Road), a
review of the existing traffic patterns in the arealicate traffic is being distributed

effectively and efficiently.

Speed Data

Vehicle speed surveys conducted indicate that\araklocations within the study area the
85th percentile (or operating) speeds are in exckti'e nominated speed limit of 50 km/h
and can be considered to be excessive and undesipalticularly in the residential areas.
The 8%" percentile speed is defined as that speed at w8k of vehicles travel at or
below, and is the commonly used measure of spegsdffit studies.

As a result of the above speed surveys, severdégtes outlined in the proposed mitigation

measures have been developed to specifically térgedriver behaviour.
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Public Transport

The bus routes servicing the study area have bmeced from TransPerth. The study area
is generally well serviced by convenient and reghles services, with a large proportion of
residents being within a 400 metre walk to a rdad@which a bus services operates. This
achieves the Western Australian Planning Commissibiveable Neighbourhoods policy
requirement for walkable catchments and this stlistance and the frequency of the buses
should both be factors that encourage local retsdenutilise public transport when they
can. The City also works in conjunction with thebka Transport Authority (PTA) to
provide accessible and attractive bus stop fagdlitor the community.

Crash History-Roads and Intersections

The City obtained historical crash data from MRW®Ainform the traffic modelling and
study report. The crash data obtained from MRWfighe 5-year period from 1/1/2007 to
31/12/2011. It was identified that only one intetsen within the study area may potentially
satisfy the crash frequency eligibility criteriar feither both, or one, of the National and
State Black Spot Programs. This is the interseatid_ey Street / Manning Road.

Parking

Parking issues are prevalent along the roads wittese proximity to Canning Bridge
interchange, which include Davilak Street and RbBéeet. These roads are generally used
for parking by people commuting by train or bu$&rth CBD.

In 2009 the City implemented 4 hour parking refitsits on Robert Street and Davilak
Street to curb all day parking in the area. Anealligtthe timed parking restrictions have
worked extremely well to curb all day commuter pagkwithin close proximity to Canning
Bridge interchange, with very few complaints frootdl residents received over the last
couple of years.

Proposed Major Infrastructure Projects
Although not strictly within the parameters of a T study, throughout the public
consultation process it was reported by local ergilthat the following major infrastructure
projects are interconnected to the local issuestifted and therefore warranted mention
within the report. Such issues include:
e Bus priority along Canning Highway, Henley Strelliirray Street and Jackson
Road to link to Canning Bridge Interchange/Railv@&gtion and Curtin University;
« Major improvements to Canning Bridge Interchanget a
e Construction of a south bound on-ramp connectingitay Road to Kwinana
Freeway.

Area 12 Local Area Traffic Management Study - Recommendations

As a result of the review of the existing traffitcdacrash data on each of the roads contained
within the study area, and following consultatioithathe community and working party, a
suite of LATM measures were developed. These LAThhsures incorporate best practice
traffic engineering and safe systems principlesctvinepresent a balanced approach between
meeting community expectations and maintaining reed and efficient traffic and
transport network.

Some of the proposed treatments or additional esudioted in the Area 12 study for
consideration by Council in future annual budgetsas follows:
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Capital Works Programme 2012/2013

* Road Safety Audit (at the intersection of Mannir@pR / Welwyn Avenue);

* Road Safety Audit of all intersections along Herfktgeet;

« New shared use path from Canning Bridge Interchamdpavilak Street;

< Installation of dedicated cycle path on Murray 8trieom Jackson Road to Henley
Street;

e Installation of a left in/left out traffic measurat the intersection of Henley
Street/Edgecumbe Street.

Capital Works Programme 2013/2014

* Moadified ‘T" Intersection Clydesdale Street/McDolidgatreet Intersection.

« Bi-Directional cycle lane along Davilak Street.

e Construction of a roundabout at the intersectiofcdfjecumbe Street and Davilak
Street.

» Parking facility for pick up and set down only Bétnorthern end of Robert Street.

« Davilak Street Cul-de-sac: Removal of on-streekipgrto accommodate pedestrian
and cycling movements, and to implement a treatmentleter motorists from
utilising Davilak Street cul-de-sac as a pick up aat down area. Robert Street and
Davilak Street cul-de-sac to be implemented togetbeensure the treatment at
Robert Street is successful.

The intersection of Goss Avenue at Manning Rodidnised to “left in” only from Manning
Road.

The LATM study report suggests that Goss Avenueulshbe closed given motorists are
currently exiting Goss Avenue rather than entefiogh Manning Road. City Officers are
of the opinion that in order to improve traffic Wanto and out of the area, with enhanced
connectivity to Manning Road, that Goss Avenue &haypen to left in/left out only. For
this reason, it is recommended that improvementsGtss Avenue be considered in
2013/2014. Such improvements (i.e. full closurdedir in/left out) would be developed in
consultation with the local community.

Consultation

This plan has been prepared through consultatigh thie local community. The City
advertised within the Southern Gazette and vidtarldrop for expressions of interest from
members of the community to form a working party foe Area 12 traffic study. The
working party formed for this study included Citfficers, Opus Consultants and 17
community representatives. The City held three wgylparty meetings over a nine month
period:

* Working Party Meeting 1 (23 November 2011): Outlirtee scope and objectives
of the study. Discussed the local community congémrelation to traffic and
transport issues within the study area. Delivehedfirst questionnaire to the local
and broader community, after feedback from the firseting.

« Working Party Meeting 2 (3 April 2012): Presented results of the first
guestionnaire and discussed the next stages stuldg. Discussed the delivery of a
second survey outlining proposed mitigation meastoemprove road safety within
the study area.

« Working Party Meeting 3 (2 August 2012): Presented the results of the second
guestionnaire and the draft Area 12 Local Area ficdflanagement Report. The
working party member’s comments and concerns haea loonsidered in the draft
report.
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Two questionnaires were also distributed at tw@esaof the study process, which

included:

* Questionnaire 1Traffic and transport issues within “your streetid traffic and
transport issues within the “study area”. A totbBd2 responses were received; and

* Questionnaire 2Proposed mitigation measures to improve roadiysafed traffic
management in the study area. A total of 232 resg®were received.

The feedback received provided valuable anecdofalrhation from the road users in the
area, and identified a broad spectrum of commuetycerns relating to traffic, transport,
road safety, pedestrian access and cycling thraitghe network.

Draft Report Community Feedback

Opus presented thdraft Area 12 Local Area Traffic Management Study to @ouat a
Council Briefing held on Tuesday 2 October 2012e @haft report was then advertised for
public comment, with the consultation period endil@gNovember 2012.

The City received 5 responses from the local/broadenmunity. In response to the 5
rsubmissions received, the following comments haeen considered in the final Area 12
LATM study. The public comments received and resgsnfrom the Consultant and the
City are summarised below:

Public Comments Opus Response Officer Comment

Additional blister (in addition to that | Through the data analysis and WP | The commentis UPHELD.
proposed) island along Canavan | meetings, it has been acknowledged | The road environment along
Crescent that an additional blister island would | Canavan Crescent may change
assist reducing speed and improving | subject to State Government's
safety along Canavan, this will then | investigation to identify an
result in 2 blister islands between | appropriate location that will be
two existing roundabouts. Another | functional for the bus transit
blister island cannot be | route from Canning Bridge
accommodated on Canavan Cr as it | transfer  station to  Curtin
requires space from the road reserve | University.

that will encroach onto the
pedestrian  footpath space and
existing services. It is suggested
that no more should be implemented
given this is also a bus route and the
location of bus stops in this area.
Manning Road / Ley Street | Provision of lane narrowing and | The commentis UPHELD.
realignment mast arms are proposed to reduce
speeds through the intersection and
improve visibility of signal heads to
reduce rear-end crashes. The
proposed treatment also improves
access for vulnerable road users.
Proposals for Davilak Street and | The LATMS for Area 12 has | The commentis UPHELD.
Edgecumbe recommended as per the proposals
and the concept plan, a roundabout
for the intersection of Davilak and
Edgecumbe, altering of the stop sign
configuration at Edgecumbe and
McDougall and a modified T
intersection at Clydsdale and
McDougall.  As well as parking
recommendations for Davilak Street.
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Additional measures proposed | Speed is the issue within this area of | The comment is UPHELD.
along Goss Avenue Goss  Avenue. The existing
treatment in this area has achieved
its purpose of reducing traffic speed
and improving safety for school
children and this is why the study
proposes to extend this treatment.
However, it is acknowledged that
pinch points can occur for cyclists,
however, cyclists have a right to
share the road space,
notwithstanding this however future
treatments will be designed to
ensure the safety of all road users.
Localised treatment at existing slow
points could also be implemented to
allow cyclists additional space or off
road access. There are no recorded
cycle crashes along Goss Avenue
and this is not a designated cycle
route.

Cycling within the study area Comments amended in the report, | The comment is UPHELD.
other comments more relevant to the
City's bike plan - for City
consideration.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Nil.

Financial Implications

The City allocated funding in the 2011/2012 anriualget to engage a consultant to prepare
the Area 12 LATM study. The annual budget for 2Q02/3 has allocated funding, totalling
$70,000, to facilitate implementing some of theopty measures identified in the Area 12
LATM study.

All of the other identified key actions resultingoin the Area 12 LATM study will be
identified for funding in future annual budgets.

Strategic Implications
This project compliments the City’s Strategic P221.0 — 2015 and in particular:

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

Direction 1.2 — Community -Ensure that land use planning and service deliaigns and
responds to community safety priorities”.

Direction 5.2 — Transport “Ensure transport and infrastructure plans integeatvith the
land use strategies and provide a safe and effettisal transport network.

Sustainability Implications

The appropriate management of the local road systesmtiemely important to ensure that
it meets the current and future traffic and tramspeeds of the community, whilst ensuring
that local resident concerns are taken into account

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.5.1 |

That Council receive the Area 12 Local Area Trafflanagement Study aittachment
10.5.1.
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10.6 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

10.6.1 -10.6.3 Monthly Financial Management Accounts November 2012

Note: Due to the December Council Meeting being broughwvérd by 2 weeks the ‘end
of month’ Financial Reports and Attachments for Bimber will be circulated
separately to Elected Members (for information)tii@ Council Member Bulletin.
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| 10.6.4 Local Government Ordinary Election - October2013

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: A/EL/1

Date: 19 November 2012

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance & Admirason
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer

Summary

This report recommends appointing the Western Aliatr Electoral Commissioner to be
responsible for the conduct of a postal electiantli@ ordinary election scheduled for 19
October 2013. All offices of Councillor at the Zitf South Perth will be declared vacant at
the 2013 ordinary election, with two Councillorside elected to represent each of the four
new wards of Mill Point, Manning, Moresby and Como.

Background

The Western Australian Electoral Commissioner hastem to the City agreeing to be
responsible for the conduct of the 2013 ordinagctdn. In accordance with thecal
Government Act 1995the Council needs to formally declare that thesckliral
Commissioner be responsible for the conduct ofeteetion and decide that the election be
conducted as a postal election.

The Council in August 2011 resolved to review ieceed member representation and ward
boundaries. This review resulted in the Ministarlfocal Government approving all twelve
offices of Councillor being declared vacant at2043 ordinary election, with the number of
offices of Councillor to be reduced from twelvedight, with two Councillors to represent
each of the four new wards of Mill Point, Manningpresby and Como. The office of
Mayor will not be declared vacant and the incumheiitcomplete her term until expiry in
October 2015.

Comment

The Electoral Commissioner has estimated the dasieoCity of South Perth 2013 election
at $80,000. This estimate is based on the followisgumptions:

= 26,000 electors;

= response rate of approximately 30%;

= 8 vacancies; and

= count to be conducted at the offices of the Citobith Perth.

The City has appointed the Electoral Commissiooeurdertake the past four ordinary
elections as a postal election and it is recomnmeidat the Council appoint the Electoral
Commissioner to conduct the 2013 election as aapekiction.

Consultation

The WA Electoral Commission has been consultedhencbnduct of the 2013 ordinary
election.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

The conduct of local government elections is regdaunder Part 4 of théocal
Government Act 199%ection 4.20(4) of theocal Government Ad995 enables Council to
appoint the Electoral Commissioner to be respoesibl the conduct the election and
section 4.61(2) of the Local Government Act 1996mes the Council to determine that the
election be conducted as a postal election.

Financial Implications
The estimated cost for the 2013 ordinary postattiele is $80,000, and funding will be
provided in the 2013/2014 budget.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 6 of theafegic PlarGovernance — Ensure that the
City’s governance enables it to both respond todbmmunity’s vision and deliver on its
service promises in a sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
This report is aligned to the City’s sustainabibtyategy and policies.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.4 |

That....

(@) in accordance with section 4.20(4) of thecal Government Act 1995Council
declares the Electoral Commissioner to be resptndor the conduct of the
October 2013 ordinary election, together with atiyeo elections or polls which
may also be required; and

(b) in accordance with section 4.61(2) of thecal Government AcCouncil decides
that the method of conducting the October 2013tieleavill be as a postal election.
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10.6.5 Tender 26/2012 Provision of Cleaning Servitke Review of Tender

Submissions
Location: City Facilities
Applicant: Council
File Ref: Tender 26/2012
Date: 22 November 2012
Author: Gil Masters, Buildings and Assets Cooedor
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

Schedule of Rates tenders have been called and/egdctor the Provision of Cleaning
Services for the City’'s community and administmatiaffices, halls, toilets and barbecues.
The duration of the contract is for two years wéthoption to renew for a further one year at
the City's discretion. The tender has stipulatetixad price for the three years of the
contract.

This report outlines the assessment process aondireends the tender submitted by Multi
Clean Pty Ltd for the estimated annual amount &0$864 plus GST for years one, two and
three of the contact be approved by Council.

Background

The City’s current cleaning contract was approwvadtivo years with an option for a third
year. The City has decided not exercise its ogtioextend the current contract for a further
year months, because there was an opportunity forove and amend the current
specification due to changing circumstances. Assalt, the current contract expires on 16
January 2013.

There have been a number of changes within theesasbprorks since the existing contract
was awarded, such as the commissioning of the ribraty and Community Hall. These
changes have been reflected in the new tender dotation which should provide the City
with a more adaptive and responsive cleaning regifteere has also been a reduction in the
number of cleaning sites including Heritage HouBkl Police Station, Kensington Health
Clinic and Manning Pre-school. Officers believis tivould make the contract more flexible
and therefore potentially cheaper to administer @geduration.

The new contract has been developed for a twofipaat term, with an option to extend the
contract for a further one year at the City’s dasion. A fixed price was stipulated for the
first two years of the contract. The contract besn divided into five groups to reflect their
different characteristics and requirements.

Group 1 Community Facilities (e.g. George Burnetisure Centre, Manning Hall
and Collins Street Centre)

Group 2 Civic Centre Administration Facilities (eAdministration Office, Library
and Community Centre (Hall etc.)

Group 3 Administration Facilities (e.g. Operatioen@e, Collier Park Village and
Senior Citizens Centre

Group 4 Public Toilets

Group 5 Barbecues

The tender was written to be separable. This esahk City to choose the same contractor
for all of the groups, or utilise more than one tcactor within any of the categories, if
necessary, to achieve a better outcome.
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Comment

Tenders were invited on Saturday 3 November 20IBdaming the advertisement period
forty one sets of tender documents were distributekt the close of tenders, sixteen
submissions including two alternative tenders weoeived.

The tender submissions were initially assessedhag#ie compliance criteria and all but
one was found to be compliant with the City’'s regmients. The tender from Briteshine
was excluded because it was deficient in pricirgsthedules.

The schedule of rates submitted by each of theetensl was then compared to determine a
total price for each. An annual price of the cadtrservices can be determined based on
scheduled cleans only. The prices are listed helow

Tenderer Tendered Price (ex GST)
Vacated Property Maintenance $419,864
Academy $472,413
OCE Corporate Cleaning Alternative 2 $495,689
Glad Group $495,788
OCE Corporate Cleaning $503,352
OCE Corporate Cleaning Alternative 1 $552,000
Du Clene Pty Ltd $581,209
Multi Clean $650,864
DMC Cleaning $706,780
ICS $712,841
GWC $715,758
GJK $753,891
Anthony Cleaning Services $805,365
Plus 8 $820,096
JasNeat $2,542,031

Due to the high overall price submitted, JasNea excluded from further consideration.
The remaining twelve tenders, plus two alternativesre then assessed against the
qualitative criteria as established below:

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
1. Demonstrated Experience and Capacity 20%
2. Personnel 25%
3. Materials 25%
6. Price 30%
TOTAL 100%
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Each company’s price submission and response teritieeia was then incorporated into the
Selection Criteria matrix. Some of the submissiamese lacking in detail or were deficient
in other areas and their qualitative scoring reflehis assessment. The scores appear

below.

Tender Score
Multi Clean 7.30
Du Clene 7.22
Academy 7.22
Glad Group 7.11
OCE Alternative 2 6.86
OCE 6.80
Vacated Property Maintenance 6.70
Anthony Cleaning 6.55
OCE Alternative 1 6.46
GWC Cleaning 6.24
DMC Cleaning 6.22
GJK Cleaning 5.96
ICS 5.81
Plus 8 5.29

As a result of this process, the tender by Mulga®l WA Pty Ltd has attained the highest
score. This is not the lowest priced tender howdbhe assessing officers believe it
represents the best outcome for the City. Thenalgacontract is one of the more
significant the City manages because it impact®sacinot only the City administration
buildings, but also facilities heavily used by tbemmunity such as the libraries, halls,
BBQ’s and toilets. It is very important that trecommended contractor can exercise the
contract to the required standard at a reasonaigke. p

Officers then investigated whether utilising diffat contractors for the separable portions of
the contract would result in cost savings and/ficiehcy gains. This approach was rejected
as the savings achieved were insignificant once atiditional cost to administer the
separable components was taken into account. Goesty, the tender submitted by Multi
Clean WA Pty Ltd is recommended for approval by @zl

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

Tenders were invited on Saturday 3 November 20t2daming the advertised period forty
one (41) sets of documents were distributed. Ag those of tenderd6 (sixteen)
submissions including 2 (two) alternative tendeesenreceived.

A mandatory meeting was held on Thursday 15 Noven2®d2 to enable prospective
bidders to inspect typical sites and to discussctanify any points within the tender.

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 199as amended) requires a local government to
call tenders when the expected value is likely xoeed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.
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The value of the tender exceeds the amount whiehCthief Executive Officer has been
delegated to accept, therefore this matter isnedficio Council for its decision.

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

Financial Implications

This is a Schedule of Rates tender, however amatdd price for the work based on what
has been specified in the tender documentation680,864 plus GST. The contract
stipulates a fixed price for the first two yearstloé contract and for the optional third year,
subject to the City being satisfied with the oviemrformance and value for money
provided by Multi Clean Pty Ltd

Funding for the contract is based on allocationthan City’s annual maintenance budgets
across administrative, community, parks, buildiagd special events.

Strategic Implications

This item is consistent with Strategy 6.4 of théyQif South Perth Strategic Plan 2010 —
2015: Develop and sustain appropriate human, financiaket and technological resource
capacity to deliver the priorities set out in thieafegic Plan

Sustainability Implications

The specification for the cleaning contract is eexed each time it is due for renewal to
ensure it meets contemporary sustainability prestiBy seeking the services externally the
City is able to utilise best practice opportunitiasthe market and maximise the funds
available to provide sound and sustainable mainmaf City buildings.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.5 |

That ...

(a) the schedule of rates tender submitted by Mil#an WA Pty Ltd for the provision
of cleaning services, having an estimated valug660,864 plus GST each year for
years one and two of the contract, being the pesfalipply from 17 January 2013
to 31 December 2014, be accepted; and

(b) subject to the City being satisfied with theemll performance and value for money
provided by Multi Clean for the previous two yea supply, the contract be
extended by an additional twelve months from 1 4an@015 to 31 December 2015
at the same schedule of rates.

87



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 11 DECEMBER 22

10.6.6  Bill Grayden Pavilion - Proposed Alterationsand Additions - Review of
Tender Submissions

Location: Bill Grayden Pavilion, Como

Applicant: Council

File Ref: Tender 21/2012

Date: 23 November 2012

Author: Gil Masters, Buildings and Assets Cooedor
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell Director Infrastture Services
Summary

Tenders have been received for proposed additiodsaderations to the Bill Grayden
Pavilion (Tender 21/2012). This report outlines #ssessment process and recommends the
tender submitted by Palace Homes and Constructigri.té for the lump sum amount of
$685,194 plus GST be approved by Council.

Background

Bill Grayden Pavilion is located on Grayden Reseswe is currently used by the South
Perth Baseball Club and the Trinity Aquinas Amateootball Club. Wesley College is also
a stakeholder with plans to use the pavilion fdrost sporting activities. The use of the
pavilion is therefore extensive and in order tececdbr both genders the addition of multi-
function male and female change rooms would gieddlility a new dimension for sports.

In 2006, the City adopted itd-uture Directions and Needs Study for Sporting and
Recreational Clubs’report. The report recommended that Bill Grayden Pavilian b
upgraded in accordance with the “Regional Sporagilion” model to service three active
reserves (Bill Grayden, Collins and Collier) and dfeared by all of the various sporting
groups. Under this model, the upgrades and extesshould comprise:

* Two additional change rooms and extension to tleeeisting change rooms (total

of 4);

» Extension and upgrading of the kitchen to enabiégssional catering activities;

* Improved insulation of the building;

* Increased storage facilities for sports equipment;

» Improved building security; and

» A function room with bar facilities.

The planning of these facilities should also expldhe benefits of establishing an
overarching sporting association to be the lessm®diging body.

A preliminary design was prepared and following timegs with stake-holders final
drawings were prepared and signed off with theveeie stakeholders. Full drawings and
appropriate documentation for tendering was thepamed.

Comment

Tenders were called on Saturday 3 November 2012laridg the tender period thirty three
sets of tender documents were distributed. Tendesed at 2:00pm on Thursday 22
November 2012 and eight (8) tenders were receilidw prices submitted are listed below:
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Tenderer Tendered Price (ex GST)
Palace Homes & Construction Pty Ltd $650,194
Laneway Construction $703,680
Devco Builders Pty Ltd $730,133
BE Projects (WA) Pty Ltd $735.875
ZD Construction 93 Pty Ltd $821.884
McCorkell Constructions Pty Itd $798,850
Connolly Building Company $855,022
Classic Contractors Pty Ltd $898,796

A qualitative evaluation of tenders was then congulebased on the following criteria as
listed in the request for tender (RFT):

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
1. Industrial Relations and safety record 5%
2. Works record and experience 10%
3. Inventory of Safety Equipment 10%
4. Demonstrated ability to perform on time, in accordance with the relevant 10%
definitions and standards and time schedules detailed in the specifications.
5. Demonstrated availability of resources and equipment to complete works as 15%
detailed in the schedules
6. Price 50%
Total 100%

The evaluation process has resulted in the follgwitores:

Company Score
Palace Homes & Construction Pty Ltd 9.35
Laneway Construction 9.09
Devco Builders Pty Ltd 9.04
BE Projects (WA) Pty Ltd 8.74
ZD Construction 93 Pty Ltd 8.43
McCorkell Constructions Pty Itd 8.36
Connolly Building Company 7.92
Classic Contractors Pty Ltd 1.74

Analysis of the tenders against the assessmestiarshow that the tender submitted by
Palace Homes and Construction Pty Ltd is the estg and provides better value for the
City and is therefore recommended for approval byreil.

Refurbishment of the pavilion is scheduled to comoeein January 2013, with the facility
being completed in October 2013. Tenants and pstrof the pavilion will be
inconvenienced during the improvement works, b@ @ity’'s aim is to minimise this
disruption as much as possible. The intentionoiphase the work into two stages by
constructing the new section (additional changemwrand toilets) and then in Stage 2
refurbish the existing facilities (change roomslets and kitchen). This will enable the
tenants to have reasonable access throughout tistraction period and ensure the clubs
can hold sporting fixtures and train. Howeveréhaill be limited access to the kitchen.
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Consultation

This project has required extensive liaison witke thouth Perth Baseball Club, Trinity
Aquinas Amateur Football Club and Wesley Collegeradesign aspects for the additions
and alterations to the pavilion. Public tendersenauvertised in accordance with thecal
Government Act (1995).

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Policy P605 Purchasing & Invoice Approval;

Policy P607 Tenders and Expressions of Interest.

Financial Implications

The City sought part funding for the project frone tDepartment of Sport and Recreation
(DSR) under the Community Sporting Recreationallfi@s Fund (DSRFF) program. The
City was successful in receiving a grant to theigaf $290,180 plus GST spread over two
(2) financial years with $217,635 plus GST allodate the 2012/13 year and a further
$72,545 plus GST in the 2013/14 year.

The City’s funding allocation for this project i$$365 plus GST in the 2012/13 Capital
Works budget, with a further amount proposed fa #013/14 Capital Works budget to
complete the project.

Strategic Implications

This item is consistent with Strategic Directiongl & 4.1 of the City of South Perth

Strategic Plan 2010 — 2015:

1.4 Review, prioritise and develop facilities amdevant activities, taking advantage of
Federal and State Government funding.

4.1 Identify and ensure activity centres and comitpthubs offer a diverse mix of uses
and are safe, vibrant and amenable.

Sustainability Implications
The City utilising its ESD Consultants has undegtalh BCA Part J DTS Energy Efficiency
Conformance Audit which addressed issues including:
e Thermal Efficiency
* Roof and Ceiling Insulation
e Lighting
e Glazing
* Air Conditioning
« Artificial and Natural Lighting
 Power
* Hot Water Supply

Addressing all of these areas not only will have thenefit of reducing the City's
greenhouse gas emissions, but will also reducedbe of operating the building with the
added benefit of assisting sporting club sustalitgbi

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.6 |

That the tender submitted by Palace Homes & Coaisbru Pty Ltdfor proposed additions
and alterations to the Bill Grayden Pavilion foe thmp sum amount of $685,194 plus GST,
be accepted.
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| 10.6.7  City of South Perth Strategic Community Plar2013-2023

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CMm/601

Date: 29 November 2012

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance & Admirdibn

Reporting Officer: Mike Kent, Acting Chief Execué\Officer

Summary

The draft Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023 wasndjer community consultation from
28 September 2012 through to 28 November 2012 3dthcomments being received and a
stakeholder forum also being held in November 20Ihe analysis of the community
feedback has determined that there is a strond ¢dveupport for the proposed directions
and initiatives and this report recommends thatGbancil note the comments received and
adopt the Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023.

Background

In alignment with the Department of Local Governtreintegrated Planning Model, the
Council resolved to adopt the draft Strategic ComityuPlan 2013-2023 for community
consultation at the 25 September 2012 Council megetith a further report to be submitted
for consideration in December 2012 following commtyinonsultation.

The draft Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023 wadmanily based on th®ur Vision
Ahead project and the resulting Strategic Plan 2010-20dbjch documented our
community’s vision for the future and ensured thet are responsive to the needs and
aspirations of the local community.

The Council also conducted a number of Councillorkghops during 2012 reviewing the
Strategic Plan 2010-2015 in consultation with DnReacciope from Integral Development
and developed thdraft Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023 which was suisetly
released for community consultation.

There are six key Strategic Directions as outlielow and 29 strategic priorities as
documented in the Strategic Community Plan 20132bdbwn aAttachment 10.6.7(a)

1. Community
Create opportunities for an inclusive, connectetlya and safe community

2. Environment
Enhance and develop public open spaces and mamgggcts on the natural
environment

3. Housing and Land Uses
Accommodate the needs of a diverse and growinglatpo

4, Places
Develop, plan and facilitate vibrant and sustai@eatbmmunity and commercial
places

5. Infrastructure and Transport

Plan and facilitate efficient infrastructure anansport networks to meet the current
and future needs of the community.

6. Governance, Advocacy and Corporate Management
Ensure that the City has the organisational capaeitivocacy and governance
framework and systems to deliver the prioritiesiitdaed in the Strategic Plan.
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Comment

There were an overwhelming 529 submissions receinelation to the draft Strategic
Community Plan 2013-2023 during the consultationigoe The City considers this an
extremely successful consultation period and way ydeased with the high level of
discourse and engagement with the community, wigmynthoughtful and insightful
suggestions and comments provided.

The consultation comprised an online and hard sopyey with 15 questions based around
the six strategic directions. A number of addiéiboomments were also provide on the
fifteen themes and these are showAtsichment 10.6.7(b)

Building Safer Communities
The City should make it a priority to facilitate chrfoster a safe environment for our
community

Strongly
Agree

72%

Agree

Neutral I A%

Disagree | 1%

Strongly 1%
Disagree

Promoting Social, Cultural and Physical Activity
The City should make it a priority to create mogpartunities for social, cultural and
physical activity in the City.

12%

Strongly
Agree

Neutral -
Disagree
isagr I 3

Strongly 5
Disagree
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Encouraging Healthy Lifestyles
The City should make it a priority to encourage ¢benmunity to embrace more sustainable
and healthy lifestyles.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree I 3%

Strongly o
Disagree "’

Climate Change
The City should make it a priority to increase aawss of climate change risks through
leadership, adaptation and mitigation.

Strongly

Agree 31%

Agree 33%

Neutral

Disagree

=

Accommodate a Diverse and Growing Population
The City should make it a priority to develop a AbPlanning Strategy to meet current and
future needs.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

23%

N I
eutra . 7%

Disagree
I5agr I]_-‘)'o

Strongly I -
Disagree
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Conserving Our Water
The City should make it a priority to foster andmote sustainable water management
practices

Strongly

Agree 65%

Agree

Neutral
utr I A

Disagree I

26%

Strongly
Disagree

Enhancing Our Foreshore Reserves
The City should make it a priority to identify, ddop and promote a range of sustainable
uses for the Swan and Canning River foreshoreveser

Strongly

Agree O3%
Agree
I
Neutra 11%
Disagree I %
Strongly 0%
Disagree )

Supporting Sustainable Development
The City should make it a priority to develop andbrpote contemporary sustainable
buildings, land uses and best practice environnheptagn standards

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Stronagly

Disagree I
Disagree I
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Increasing Economic and Business Growth
The City should make it a priority to encourage &uilitate economic development.

Strongly
Agree

26%

Agree

Neutral

5
isagree I .

Strongly 30
Disagree ’

21%

Developing Vibrant Community Hubs
The City should make it a priority to develop aadilitate activity centres and community
hubs that offer a safe, diverse and vibrant mixs#s.

Strongly
Agree o6%

Agree

Neutral
Disagree I 3%

Strongly I 0%

Disagree

Maximising our Open Spaces
The City should make it a priority to engage thenownity to develop a plan for vibrant
activities and uses on and near foreshore areaseaad/es around the City.

Stronagly
Agree O

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
1530 I3-‘.-'o

Strongly
Disagree
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Fostering Transport Efficiency
The City should make it a priority to support andimtain a safe and efficient transport
network (including pedestrian and cycling).

Strongly
Agree

76%
Agree

17%

Neutral
I 4o

Disagree
530 Q%

Strongly

Disagree O™

Swan and Canning River Walls
The City should make it a priority to advocate &od facilitate effective management of the
Swan and Caning foreshore infrastructure.

Strongly

Agree 42%
A

aree 39%
Neutral

12%

5
isagree I 3%

Strongly 2%
Disagree '

Advocating for the Community

The City should make it a priority to advocate amgresent effectively on behalf of the
South Perth community, including the Manning RodétRamp, Canning Bridge Transit
Orientated Development and South Perth Railwaydstat

Strongly
Agree

S59%
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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Listening to the Community
The City should make it a priority to develop meféective processes to listen, engage and
communicate with the community.

Strongly
Agree

Neutral
B

Disagree
isagr I1

Strongly

Disagree O

Summary
The theme and initiatives receiving the strongappsrt and validation from the community

were:
. the City focusing its priorities on supporting andhintaining a safe and efficient
transport network (including pedestrian and cy0lifi§3% strongly agree / agree)

. the City facilitate and foster a safe environment dur community. (92% strongly
agree / agree)
. the City making it a priority to foster and promatastainable water management

practices. (91% strongly agree / agree)
. the City developing a Local Planning Strategy toemeurrent and future needs.
(89% strongly agree / agree)

The themes and initiatives receiving the lowestpsupand validation from the community

were:

» the City’s involvement in managing climate chanigk (64% strongly agree / agree)

» the City encouraging and facilitating economic depment (70% strongly agree /
agree)

» the City develop and promote contemporary susténalldings, land uses and best
practice environmental design standards. (80% glydragree)

Some minor wording amendments, marked in bold hede been made to the Strategic
Community Plan 2013-2023 to reflect the outcome &wetback receiving during the
community consultation process.

Following the adoption for Strategic Community PR013-2023, the City will commence

work on the development of a four year CorporatenP2013-2017, aligned with the
Strategic Plan and outlining how the City will deli on the determined initiatives.
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Consultation

The City released the draft Strategic Community nP2013-2013 for community
consultation from 28 September 2012 through to 28veshber 2012. There was
considerable advertising and promotion of the cliason process, with adverts appearing
in the Southern Gazetten 2 October, 16 October, 30 October and 13 Noeerand it
featuring prominently in the November 2012 Peniasahd on the City’s website. As
previously mentioned, a total of 529 submissionsewaade online in relation to the draft
Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023.

A key stakeholder’'s forum was held on 7 Novembet2@ith approximately 100 key
members of the South Perth community attendingetr land provide feedback on the draft
Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Section 5.56 of théocal Government Act 19%nd Regulation 19C of th&dministration
Regulationsl 996 provide:
(1) A local government is to plan for the futureled district.
(2) A local government is to ensure that plans madder subsection (1) are in
accordance with any regulations made about planfiémghe future of the district.
(1) A local government is to ensure that a strate@mmunity plan is made
for its district in accordance with this regulation respect of each financial
year after the financial year ending 30 June 2013.
(2) A strategic community plan for a district isdover the period specified in
the plan, which is to be at least 10 financial year
(3) A strategic community plan for a district isdet out the vision, aspirations
and objectives of the community in the district.
(4) A local government is to review the currentasggic community plan for
its district at least once every 4 years.
(5) In making or reviewing a strategic communitgrpla local government is
to have regard to —
(a) the capacity of its current resources and théapated capacity of its
future resources; and
(b) strategic performance indicators and the wapfs measuring its
strategic performance by the application of thas#igators; and
(c) demographic trends.
(6) Subject to subregulation (9), a local governtmeay modify its strategic
community plan, including extending the periodplen is made in respect of.
(7) A council is to consider a strategic commurgtgin, or modifications of
such a plan, submitted to it and is to determindtetier or not to adopt the
plan or the
modifications *Absolute majority required.
(8) If a strategic community plan is, or modificats of a strategic community
plan are, adopted by the council, the plan or medifplan applies to the
district for the period specified in the plan.
(9) A local government is to ensure that the elksctnd ratepayers of its
district are consulted during the development dfti@ategic community plan
and when preparing modifications of a strategic owmity plan.
(10) A strategic community plan for a district isdontain a description of the
involvement of the electors and ratepayers of ik&ict in the development of
the plan or the preparation of modifications oé hlan.
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Financial Implications
The City has set aside funding to undertake thetalo of the Strategic Community Plan
2013-2023.

Strategic Implications
The Strategic Community Plan will guide the stratetirection for the City of South Perth
from 2013 to 2023.

Sustainability Implications

The Strategic Community Plan 2013-2015 is basedthen sustainability principle of

planning for and meeting the needs of the preséhbut compromising the ability of future
generations to plan and meet their own needslsdt@mplements the City’s Sustainability
Strategy 2012-2015, with the objective of enhanthegquality of life and prosperity of the
community, and preventing the harmful local andbglceffects of its action through careful
planning and decision making.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.7 |

That the Council note the outcome of the commuandysultation and adopt the City of
South Perth Strategic Community Plan 2013— 2028tathment 10.6.7(a)

Note : An Absolute Majority required
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10.6.8 Tender — Strategic Aged Care Service Revienf the Collier Park Village and

Hostel
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Councill
File Ref: G0/106
Date: 28 November 2012
Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance & Admiraibn

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, Acting Chief Exaive Officer

Summary

This report recommends that the Council approveehder received from Grant Thornton
to undertake a strategic aged care service revighedCollier Park Village and Hostel at the
tendered fee of $41,470 (exc GST).

Background

The City owns and manages Collier Park Village &lustel, located on Reserve 38665
Bruce Street and Lot 4049 Morrison Street Comoteges the City for the purposes of aged
person homes.

Commencing operations in 1986, the Village compgrisg9 two bedroom independent villas
whilst the Hostel comprises 40 single bedroom rodesgned for low level aged care. The
City has invested considerably in the Collier Pafilage and Hostel in relation to
infrastructure and the provision of high qualityvéees for its residents.

Collier Park Village and Hostel has an annual (ragterating budget of $3.4M and is
serviced by 23.2 FTE City staff. A recent indepentdanancial valuation has identified the
capital value of Collier Park Village and Hostel agdproximately $28M (buildings only)
with a further $3.4M in other improvement costse ity has more recently unsuccessfully
attempted to acquire freehold title of the propéntyn the State Government either through
acquisition or a suitable land swap.

At a Council workshop in June 2012, it was agrdet the City would seek to appoint a
consultant to undertake a strategic aged careceergview of the Collier Park Village and
Hostel with a view to determining a sustainablatsgic direction for its future management
and operations.

Comment

The City recognises the rapidly changing statutangiscape in relation to aged care - and it
also acknowledges the importance of providing aeke@f certainty for the residents and
families of aged care facilities.

As one of the few local governments directly imamlvin the delivery of aged care services,
the City of South Perth is keen to better undetstaontemporary aged care service delivery
models and to explore opportunities which betteaibéa us to facilitate the delivery of
responsive aged care services that are sustaiinathle longer term.

With this in mind, the City is seeking to appoirmt axperienced independent external
consultant with good credentials in the (incredsimgmplex) area of aged care to provide
contemporary advice on how the City can best aehiégy aged care objectives to the
greatest advantage of the (present and prospectsi)ents of the Collier Park Village &

Hostel.
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At the conclusion of the process, it is expecteat the City will receive guidance on how
best to implement contemporary governance moélelmcial models and service delivery
plans that reflect a best value outcome for thédeess of the Collier Park Village and
Hostel . Council will then consider an operatingl @overnance model which is sustainable
into the future.

This exercise will be collaborative effort betwethi City, the CPV Residents Association
and the external consultants - and the wellbemyangoing care of the residents will be a
primary consideration.

The scope of works, project deliverables and cmialit selection criteria detailed in the
tender documentation are outlined below.

Scope of Works
*  Overview of present and forecast aged care seprimasion in Western Australia, and

specifically South Perth.

* Overview of relevant Commonwealth and State leg@miaand proposed aged care
service reforms.

« Review and assessment of the Collier Park Villagmflex operations.

< Recommend options for the future management ofCibiier Park Village Complex,
inclusive of service delivery models options to wrseffective and efficient service
provision.

* Provide recommendations to Council on the role stnategic direction of the City of
South Perth in the future provision of aged careises.

Project Deliverables

*« Meeting with the Project Control Group, comprisitige Chief Executive Officer,
Director Finance and Information Services, Managewvernance and Administration,
Collier Park Village Coordinator and other stakeleot at key points during the
process.

* Preparation of a detailed project plan, includingjgct methodology, consultation plan
and project timeframes.

» Preparation of draft and Final Reports addressiagtope of works components.

* Presentations to the Project Control Group, SoathPExecutive Team and Council
on the key findings contained in the draft andioalfreports.

Qualitative Criteria Weighting
a) Demonstrated skills and experience in completing similar projects; 30%
b)  Demonstrated understanding of the scope of works and project deliverables; and 40%
c) Fee structure 30%

The Tender was open from 12 October 2012 throudl6tblovember 2012. At the close of

the tender process, there were a total of 11 tendmrived and their tendered prices are
listed below. The Tender Panel assessed all teragainst the criteria that reflected the
critical elements of the project, being demonsttagkills and experience, demonstrated
understanding of the scope of works and the feetsire with the evaluation results outlined

in the table below.

The Tender Panel rated the Grant Thornton submisfie highest against the criteria,
followed very closely by RSM Bird’s submission. Thender Panel is confident that Grant
Thornton’s previous experience and expertise ineda#ting similar projects at their

tendered price will deliver a comprehensive striategport for Council’s consideration in

March / April 2013.
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Tenderer Tendered Price (exc GST) Qualitative Score
KGA Consulting $14,700 79
Blue Chip Consulting Group $20,550 79
Hames Sharley $22,650 79
Grant Thornton $41,470 9.4
Progressing Priority Projects $43,500 7.3
Southcare Inc $46,600 7.0
RSM Bird Cameron $47,800 9.3
KPMG $64,296 7.8
Tomorrow $64,750 6.0
Miles Morgan Australia $116,500 5.8
Ernst and Young $117,500 5.9

Consultation
Tenders were advertised in accordance witH.tieal Government Act 199%iith statewide
advertisements placed on 12 October 2012 and 1ob@&c2012 inThe West Australian

Policy and Legislative Implications
Part 4 Provision of Good and Services in the Ldgalernment(Functions and General)
Regulations 1996 prescribe the requirements intioaléo tenders.

Financial Implications

There is funding in the 2012/13 budget to underthiseproject however this will need to be
supplemented with a further $15,000 from the CoMark Reserve. The deliverables of this
project will recommend to the Council a more coeaive and sustainable aged care
service for the Collier Park Village and Hostel.

Strategic Implications

The appointment of a consultant to undertake thogept is outlined in Initiative 1.1.6 of the
City of South Perth Corporate Plan 2012 -2014 aradsio aligns with Direction 6 of the
Strategic Plan 2010-201Governance — Develop and sustain appropriate hurfiaancial,
asset and technological resource capacity to delilie priorities set out in the Strategic
Plan.

Sustainability Implications

The objective of this project is determine a styatelirection and outcome that will ensure
more effective service provision and delivery fiilng the Collier Park Village and Hostel
becoming more sustainable.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.8 |

That the Council accept the tender received fromnGmhornton to undertake a strategic
aged care service review of the Collier Park Vilagnd Hostel at the tendered fee of
$41,470 (exc GST).
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| 10.6.9 Tender — Civic Triangle Project, South Perth

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO0/106

Date: 3 December 2012

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance & Admirdtbn

Reporting Officer: Michael J Kent, A/Chief ExecwiOfficer

Summary

The City called tenders in October 2012 for theviwmion of specialised property

management advice and marketing / real estatecssnon the disposal of the Civic
Triangle, South Perth. A total of six tenders wereeived, however the majority of them
proposed a scope of works that was either out$ideQity’s requirements or duplicated
analysis / modelling already undertaken on thisjgmtoand as a consequence, it is
recommended that these tenders not be accepted.

Garmony and Associates have been working closely thie City during the past year to

produce a comprehensive valuation and financisdsassent of the Civic Triangle on the

options available to Council and this report recands that Garmony and Associates
attend a Councillor briefing in February 2013 taldbwpon the existing financial analysis

and provide further advice on the options availabl€ouncil.

This report also recommends that the Council adbpttender from TomEsze.com to
undertake the marketing and disposal of the Civitarigle at the tendered fee.
TomEsze.com has demonstrated previous successibardarge scale projects and the City
is confident that the optimum financial result vidé achieved by this engagement.

Background

The South Perth Civic Triangle is a Council owné@3 square metre site comprising nine
separate lots bounded by Mends Street, Labouchead Bnd Mill Point Road (excluding

the Australia Post site). The City has been inpgtaeess of strategically acquiring the lots
since 1986 with the longer term objective and vidio facilitate and enable a vibrant mixed
use ‘civic heart’ development that incorporatesitetresidential, commercial and public
open space on this strategic landmark location.

Since 2004, important precursor activities relatinghe disposal of the Civic Triangle site,
(including multi-criteria analysis of the variousspgosal options, amalgamation of lots,
rezoning of land, establishing the development mi@kof the site and financial modelling
of the various disposal options) have been progtebyg the City.

A total of five Councillor workshops were held been 2004 and 2006 with J Syme and S
Marmion from Syme and Marmion, G Bouma and R Larfiskin Murdoch University, M
Mackay from Mackay Urban Design and E RichardsoomfrSinclair Knight Mertz
assessing the results of the multi-criteria analysnd reviewing the preferred disposal
options for the site. This resulted in Syme Mampresenting an analysis of options for
lease versus sale for the Civic Triangle to a Cbuworkshop in 2006. The Council
considered all of this information in detail andakred in 2007:

That with respect to land owned by the City knownhee Civic Triangle within the street

block bounded by Mends Street, Labouchere Road&lhBoint Road:

(a) on the basis of specialist advice that an upftease payment for the Civic Triangle
land will approximate the likely freehold sale micthe City plan to dispose of the
land on the basis of a 99 year lease, not freebald;
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(b) a further Council report be submitted addregsin
0] proposed development guidelines (i.e. heightnsity residential vs.
commercial land use), and other relevant conditiarfs disposal (i.e.
continued access to South Perth Learning Centre);
(i) public consultation on the proposed developtrigndelines, and
(i)  an indicative study timetable be prepared tbe proposed Town Planning
Scheme review associated with the South Perth s&ition precinct to
demonstrate compatibility with the indicative tiaide for disposal of the
Civic Triangle land;
(c) a figure of $11m be incorporated in the Stratdginancial Plan for the 2008/2009
year in respect to income from disposal of the land
(d) a professional land valuation be obtained priorany action being taken to dispose
of the land.

Since that time, the City has maintained currehiations and these have been incorporated
into the City’s forward financial planning model3he funds generated from converting a
land asset to cash are inextricably linked to Cdsncapacity to deliver a number of major
community projects including Manning Community Hiagi EJ Oval redevelopment and
GLBC expansion.

Given this, it was considered prudent to providdaidate advice to Council on the disposal
options ahead of the planned disposal of the $iteloing so, it was considered important to
ensure that any consultant expenditure should aticewvto the work previously undertaken
rather than duplicating existing work.

Following the most recent Council workshop in JAB12, a report was submitted to the
August 2012 Council meeting where the Council neesdl
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That the Councll

(@) approve the City -calling expressions of ingtrefor suitably qualified
consultants /specialised real estate agent servicgaovide commercial property
advice to the City on the Civic Triangle projeciica

(b) consider a report on the assessment of theesgpns of interest received

Comment

Given that the tendered fee was likely to excedaD$I00, the City was required under the
Local Government Act 199% call tenders. The scope of works and qualitasielection
criteria detailed in the tender documentation aréireed below.

Scope of Works

e Provision of property management services in rdspecthe disposal of the Civic
Triangle, inclusive of financial modelling and pesty management advice.
< Provision of marketing and real estate serviceshferdisposal of the Civic Triangle.

Qualitative Criteria Weighting
(a) Demonstrated skills and experience in completing similar projects 30
(b) Demonstrated understanding of the scope of works 40
(c) Fee Structure 30

The Tender was open from 12 October 2012 througli&oNovember 2012. Despite
extensive advertising of the tender (including Test Australian on Wednesday with their
Property Focus Insert), the City only receivedrssponses from CBRE, Duomark, Integral,
Conway Highbury, DTZ and Tom Esze. A copy of thpipposed scope of works and
tendered fee has been provided to Councillors undeparate cover aConfidential
Attachment 10.6.9

The Tender Panel, comprising the Chief Executivdic®f, Director Finance and
Information Services and Manager Governance and ifidiration assessed the tenders
against the criteria that reflected the criticaneénts of the project, being demonstrated
skills and experience, demonstrated understandinghe scope of works and the fee
structure.

The Tender Panel evaluation revealed that in ré$pdhe provision of specialised property
management advice, all the tenders had provided@esof works that did not align with the
requirements of the City and were excluded fronthier consideration. It is therefore
recommended that none of those tenders be acdeptbeé Council.

To assist in determining the land value of the €iMiangle site and development potential,

the City previously engaged architectural firms MoArchitecture and Zuideveld Marchant

Hur to both develop concept mixed used developmmyosals for the highest and best use
for the site. This sophisticated planning and miduelallowed for the site to be developed

to its full potential under the proposed Amendnignt
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The City had also engaged Garmony and Associatesdertake financial modelling and
provide three valuations based on the land compgoofethe Civic Triangle, cognisant of
those preliminary development proposals. Confidéntharket valuations based on the
“hypothetical development methogere obtained for:

. Market valuation
. Leasehold valuation (99 year lease)
. Ground rental valuation (99 year lease)

It is now proposed that Garmony and Associatestweigied the opportunity to present their
confidential report to a Councillor workshop in FRedry 2013. Given that this firm had
already performed substantial work on this progedd had acquired specialised knowledge
of the site, it is recommended that the City ammndito utilise the expertise of Garmony and
Associates if required after this initial councibrkshop to undertake further feasibility and
financial assessment. The consultant would alsckviorcoordination with the Director
Financial and Information Services to model theawstpof the various disposal options on
organisational cash flows and report this anallyaisk to Council for consideration.

Three of the tenders received also quoted for tlogigion of marketing and real estate
services for the disposal of the Civic Triangle. Dstipulated that its ‘fee structure was
based on being appointed in a sole capacity touminabth the property management and
sales function’. Given that it is recommended thatCity not proceed with the engagement
of a consultant to provide property managementicesy their tender was excluded from
further consideration. CBRE tendered for the piiovi®f real estate and marketing services,
however their scope of works exceeded the Cityguirements and their tender was
excluded from further consideration.

Should the Council resolve to proceed to disposthefCivic Triangle by sale at market

rather than leasehold or ground rental valuatibig iecommended that the Council accept
the tender from TomEsze.com for the provision ofketing and real estate services at the
tendered fee of 1% (excluding GST) plus marketirgpt& TomEsze.com has had

considerable experience and success in disposisgmifar large scale properties and has
successfully worked with the City on previous oazas to dispose of property above the
market valuation.

Consultation
Tenders were advertised in accordance with_tteal Government Act 199%/ith statewide
advertisements placed on 12 October 2012 and 1ob@&cf012 inThe West Australian

Policy and Legislative Implications

Part 4 Provision of Good and Services in the Ldgalernment(Functions and General)
Regulations 1996 prescribe the requirements inioeldo tenders. The regulations provide
that the City may accept or reject any tender.

The proposed disposition of the Civic Triangle wbbk the subject of a Business Plan and
a six week community consultation period as reqguivedersection 3.58 Disposing of
Propertyandsection 3.59 Commercial Enterpriséscal Government Act 1995

The business plan is required to be advised state-inviting public submissions and will
need to include an overall assessment of the majut transaction, its effect on the
provision of services and facilities by the Citig éxpected financial effect on the City and
the ability of the City to undertake the transattio
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Financial and Risk Implications

The Council has budgeted for $16.5M gross revenube long term financial plan for the
proposed disposition of the Civic Triangle. Thevi€iTriangle disposal proceeds are
inextricably linked to funding other identified Quail strategic priorities such as the
Manning Community Hub, EJ Oval redevelopment an@Glexpansion.

It should be acknowledged that there is finandgd in further deferring or abstaining from
disposing of the site as a number of the City’sanpjojects are premised on the impending
sale of the Civic Triangle. In fact the disposaltiut site is central funding platform to the
City’s financial plan - and ongoing financial susgbility. Further, there is market evidence
to suggest that the City would achieve a greatmaritial return by bringing the site to
market in early 2013 rather than late 2013 gives financial uncertainly prevailing in
financial markets worldwide.

The City does not believe the adoption of this me®ndation contains any perceived risk
to Council. The recommendation is for the Cityutdise and build upon the work already
undertaken by Garmony and Associates and alsddotsequalified and proven real estate
agent to obtain the maximum financial return on@ngc Triangle.

Strategic Implications

This proposal is aligned with Strategic Directiod #f the Strategic Plan 2010-2015 and
Initiative 4.4.1 of the Corporate Plan 2012-201Eacilitate optimal development of the
Civic Triangle Precinct.

Sustainability Implications
This report is aligned to the City’s sustainabibtyategy and policies.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.6.9

That the Council....

(@) note the outcomes of the Civic Triangle Projestder;

(b) not accept any tenders in respect to the pviof specialised property
management advice or those tenders for the praovisionarketing and real estate
services that exceeded the tendered scope of weglkged;

(© invite Matt Garmony from Garmony and Assocdte present the findings of their
confidential report on the Civic Triangle and ifguéred continue to work with
Garmony and Associates to provide further finanaahlysis on the options
available to Council;

(d) agree to prepare a Business Plan for co mmuatsultation in respect to the
proposed disposition of the Civic Triangle; and

(e) accept the tender from TomEsze.com for theipi@mv of marketing and real estate
services at the tendered fee subject to the Couesillving to proceed to sale in
2013.
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11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1 Request for Leave of Absence - Mayor Dohgr

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinbleetings for the period
9 to 16 January 2013 inclusive.

11.2 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Howat

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colinbleetings for the period
17 to 21 January 2013 inclusive.

12. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

| 12.1 Deferral of Amendment to Wards from 6 to 4 LGReform Cr Skinner |

| hereby give notice that I intend to move thedaling Motion at the Council Meeting to be
held on 11 December 2012

MOTION 1

That approval be sought from the Minister for LoGalvernment for the City of South Perth
to defer its proposal for a general election indDet 2013 to amend the Wards from six to
four and membership from thirteen to nine.”

Reasons

1. The current lack of detailed information on fh@lementation of the proposed
reforms and any subsequent amalgamations;

2. The uncertainty of when the Government will ifjeits intended course of action;

3. The additional cost of conducting the electionOctober 2013 where it had been
proposed to reduce the Wards from six to four drme €ouncil Members from
thirteen to nine;

4. The community confusion on the possibility ofeneral election in October 2013,
that may be overlapped by a subsequent decisidheb§overnment of the day;

5. The detrimental impact of uncertainty on the a®rand productivity of local
government members and officers.

6. The disincentive for prospective candidatesyemjithe cost and time involved in

standing for elections.

CEO COMMENT
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d) of Standing emsdLocal Law 2007 the A/Chief
Executive Officer comments as follows:

Whilst acknowledging the current uncertainty in tbheal government arena as a result of
the ongoing local government reform process, ithes carefully considered view of the
Administration that Minister for Local Governmerg unlikely to favourably regard an
approach from Council to reverse a decision madg @ryear ago of its own volition and
initiated in the context of local government refaarthe Minister’s request.

It is also considered that this Motion is unlikédybe approved as it is in direct conflict with

the principles of Local Government Reform and theent Metropolitan Local Government
Reform Report (Robson Report) which aims to redtieeted Member representation
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The Administration has concerns that even if aewvivas approved, the timing of this
Motion may not allow sufficient time to effect theecessary changes to proposed
representation and ward structures in time for 208&3 election as the required process
normally takes approximately 28 weeks to compldtarthermore, should the Local
Government Advisory Board finally recommend apptowe refusal at the end of the
process, it is still then up to the Minister fordab Government to either accept or reject the
recommendation.

In reaching its present position on elected membgpresentation, Council considered a
comprehensive Discussion Paper reviewing the elentember representation and ward
boundaries and resolved by absolute majority inl201

That Council...
(@) endorse the Review of Ward Boundaries and Reptation Discussion Paper May
2011,

(b) agree to undertake a review of the City of tBoBerth ward boundaries and
representation in accordance with Schedule 2.2efiocal Government Act 1995;

(c) endorse Option 2 (four wards with two Eleckéembers per Ward with one Mayor
elected at large) as the preferred option;

(d) invite public submissions from 28 May 20111oJuly 2011; and

(e) consider all submission and make a deternonabin the Review in August 2011

The process initiated by Council was a resourcensive, timely and costly exercise for
both the City and the Department of Local Governnterundertake — and was done at the
request of the Council. Undertaking this processtseveral months and it involved an
extensive community consultation period. The ab@encil resolution resulted in the
Local Government Advisory Board making a recommdénondato the Minister for Local
Government to reduce the elected member represemtand wards which the Minister
agreed to. This was subsequently gazetted as l#ve iBovernment Gazette.

The Local Government Advisory Board has advised tha Council decision cannot be
rescinded as it has been fully effected. If then@d were to adopt this motion, there would
be considerable work involved including a full rewi by the Local Government Advisory
Board. Schedule 2.2 of thecal Government Act 199&rescribes the requirements and
process for undertaking a ward and representagiaew including the following:

= Council resolving to undertake a ward and represgemal review
42 day public submission period on ward and repitasien review
Council considering all submissions and relevaciiis before making a decision
Submission of a report to the Local Government a8dsy Board for consideration
The Local Government Advisory Board submitting eoramendation to the
Minister for Local Government for determination.
= The Minister for Local Government gazetting theediination if approved.

Given the considerable expense to the communitghed in pursuing this matter and the
unlikelihood of it being approved, it is therefarecommended that Council not proceed
with this Motion.

109



AGENDA : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 11 DECEMBER 22

MOTION 2

That the Council endeavour to seek clarificatiorthaf proposals by the State Government
on their intentions on whether to amalgamate engsktbcal authorities or other considered
options to enable the City of South Perth Courmibtief its community on options and
implications that will affect them.

Reasons

1. The Council should clearly demonstrate its lestuip of the community of South
Perth.

2. There is an expressed view in the communitycfarification on the proposals and

any impact on those areas under review, and waldhaitempt to harness the
support of our community that directly affects thigiture if amalgamations were to
proceed.

3. It is not appropriate to operate in a climatendertainty and to deny the democratic
rights of our community to express a view basedlear facts.

COMMENT ACTING/CEO
In accordance with Clause 5.3(4)(d) of Standing emsdLocal Law 2007 the A/Chief
Executive Officer comments as follows:

Whilst recognising the intent of the Notice of Mwtj the Administration is not able to
support this recommendation.

The Minister for Local Government has been cledrisndirection about Local Government
Reform process and is presently seeking submissiodsfeedback on the Metropolitan
Local Government Reform Report. The City is prepgitio seek the views of its community
in January / February 2013 via the Peninsula nétesland City website. These will be
important inputs to the City’s submission.

All publicly known information in relation to theeform process is currently available to our
community and the City will continue to share anyeeging information in a timely
manner.

All metropolitan local governments are requirecctmtinue to operate under this ‘reform’
environment and it is recommended that the Coucail best show leadership to its
community by focusing its attention on preparingd asteveloping its response to the

Metropolitan Local Government Reform Report as ested by the Minister for Local
Government.

13. QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Memberakien on Notice

13.2  Questions from Members
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14. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

15. MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

15.1  Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

15.1.1 City of South Perth 2013 Australia Day Citien of the Year and
Premier’s Australia Day Active Citizenship Awards
CONFIDENTIAL- NOT TO BE DISCLOSED REPORT

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: CR/108

Date: 26 November 2012

Author: Abbie Bristow, Youth and Children’s Qféir

Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager Commu@itlture & Recreation
Confidential

This report is declare@onfidential under Section 5.23 (h) of thecal Government A@s
it relates to the selection of community membersthes recipient of an Award to be
announced and presented at the 2013 Australia DegShip Ceremony.

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

16. CLOSURE

17. RECORD OF VOTING
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ITEM 3.1 REFERS

South

Mayors Activity Report - November 2012

Date

Friday, 30 November
Friday, 30 November

Thursday, 29 November

Wednesday, 28 November

Tuesday, 27 November

Monday, 26 November

Sunday, 25 November
Saturday, 24 November
Friday, 23 November

Wednesday, 21 November

Tuesday, 20 November

Activity

City of Melville Mayoral Dinner

White Ribbon Day Event + Crs Betty Skinner, Fiona Reid and
Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb

South Perth Senior Citizens Volunteers' Gathering
The Practical Art of Making Great Places — Gilbert Rochecousta

South East Metropolitan Zone meeting + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin
Trent + Manager Legal and Governance

November Council meeting
JP’s Christmas function
Mayor/CEO meeting

Special Electors Meeting to discuss the Manning Community
Development & Scheme Amendment 36

Manning Hub Teleconference with architect + Senior Planning
Officer

WALGA Civic Service St George’s Cathedral
Australian of the Year Awards 2013

South Perth Hospital Board Christmas celebration dinner + Crs
Fiona Reid, Glenn Cridland, Bill Gleeson, lan Hasleby, Peter Howat,
Sharron Hawkins-Zeeb, Betty Skinner

Committee for Perth AGM + End of Year celebration

City of South Perth Community Safety Meeting + Deputy Mayor, Cr
Kevin Trent

42A  Sulman Avenue meeting with
Development Services

residents + Manager,

Agenda Briefing
Mayor/CEO meeting + Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Official Opening of the Material Recycling Facility + Deputy Mayor,
Cr Kevin Trent
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Monday, 19 November

Sunday, 18 November

Friday, 16 November

Thursday, 15 November

Wednesday, 14 November

Tuesday, 13 November

Monday, 12 November
Sunday, 11 November
Sunday, 11 November
Sunday, 11 November
Saturday, 10 November

Friday, 9 November

Thursday, 8 November

Wednesday, 7 November

Tuesday, 6 November

Local Government Reform discussion
Meeting John Bond — Lifestreams Christian Church
Draft Aboriginal Engagement Strategy meeting

Art Exhibition & Mosaics at the Cowshed - McDougall House
Exhibition and Sale

Royal Perth Golf Club Charity Golf Day Dinner
Amendment 34 meeting with Vince Carcione + Planners

Implementing Directions 2031 and Beyond + CEO (Property
Council)

McDougall Farm Seniors’ Garden Party

Australian Institute of Urban Studies 5X5X5 Forum
Meeting Shane Fisher- Edventures

Briefing - Swan Canning River park use

Audit & Governance Committee

Mayor/CEO meeting

Inclusive Community Action Group meeting

Briefing Department of Planning and Metropolitan Redevelopment
Authority

NBN rollout and media with Chris Gregory from NBN Co

Celebration of Achievement Ceremony — 2012 AlIF Malaya Nursing —
Curtin University

Mayor/CEO weekly meeting + Cr Peter Howat

Hippo Creek Official Opening

Book launch 'Beyond Matta Gerup: a history of Victoria Park'
Lifestreams Christian Church Karawara launch

Remembrance Day — War Memorial + Cr Fiona Reid

McDonald’s McHappy Day

Year 12 Graduation Ceremony - Clontarf Aboriginal College
Interview with Curtin re Blue and Green Spaces Research Project

Committee for Perth: Perth In Focus + CEO, Director Infrastructure,
Manager, Infrastructure Engineering + Cr Veronica Lawrance

Strategic Plan Stakeholder Cocktails Function
Meeting with Mayor of Subiaco
Mayor/CEO weekly meeting

South Perth Senior Citizens Melbourne Cup lunch + Deputy Mayor,
Cr Kevin Trent

New Tools for Local Government Seminar with David Engwicht
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Monday, 5 November

Friday, 2 November

Thursday, 1 November

Citizenship Ceremony

Child's play in a risk averse world, with international guest speaker
Tim Gill - Wembley Golf Club

30th Anniversary - Rotary Club of Como
Meet the Community

Mill Point Rotary breakfast

LGMA State Conference

Council Representatives’ Activity Report -

November 2012

November 2012

Friday, 30 November

Friday, 30 November

Wednesday, 28 November

Wednesday, 28 November

Friday, 23 November

Thursday, 15 November

Thursday, 15 November
Thursday, 15 November

Monday 12- Wednesday 14
November

Thursday, 8 November

Thursday, 1 November

Activity

Ben Wyatt MLA Community Sundowner - Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin
Trent

Meath Care Como Village Residents/Day Centre Clients &
Volunteers Christmas Sundowner — Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Asia-Pacific Tennis League Finals & Christmas Party — Cr Glenn
Cridland

Como Secondary College 2012 Valedictory ceremony — Cr Fiona
Reid

Dr Ken Michael Inaugural Lecture & Gold Medal Award Gala Dinner
— Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

South Perth Historical Society AGM Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent

Rivers Regional Council Special Meeting — Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin
Trent + Cr Colin Cala

Kensington Community Info Night

Site Inspection - Waste to Energy project — Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin
Trent

Thriving Neighbourhoods Conference, Melbourne — Crs lan Hasleby
and Bill Gleeson

Committee for Perth: Perth in Focus — Cr Veronica Lawrance

WALGA: Cash for Containers Schemes information session -
Deputy Mayor, Cr Kevin Trent + Cr lan Hasleby
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