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South

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the City of South Perth Council
Including the Swearing-In of the position of Counibor to the Manning Ward
held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth

Tuesday 28 February 2012 at 7.00pm

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

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

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER

3.1 Declaration of Office of Councillor
The Mayor conducted the Declaration of Office Cavaynfor Chris McMullen, Elected
Member to the Manning Ward.

Cr McMullen signed the ‘Declaration of Office’ forand then took his place at the Council
table.

3.2 Activities Report Mayor Doherty / Council Representatives
The Mayor advised that the Council RepresentatAetsvities Report for the months of
December 2011 and January 2012 is attached taattieds the Agenda.

3.3 Public Question Time
The Mayor advised the public gallery that ‘Publiag3tion Time’ forms were available in
the foyer and on the website for anyone wantingutamit a written question. She referred to
clause 6.7 of the Standing orders Local Law ‘proces for question time’ and stated that it
Is preferable that questions are received in advanthe Council Meetings in order for the
Administration to have time to prepare responses.

34 Audio Recording of Council meeting
The Mayor requested that all mobile phones be tummi®. She then reported that the
meeting is being audio recorded in accordance @ithincil Policy P673 “Audio Recording
of Council Meetings” and Clause 6.16 of the Stagdimders Local Law 2007 which states:
“A person is not to use any electronic, visual oocal recording device or instrument to
record the proceedings of the Council without thermission of the Presiding Membeér
and stated that as Presiding Member she gave stomifor the Administration to record
proceedings of the Council meeting.
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ATTENDANCE

Mayor Doherty (Chair)

Councillors:

| Hasleby Civic Ward

V Lawrance Civic Ward

G W Gleeson Como Beach Ward

Cr C McMullen Manning Ward

S Hawkins-Zeeb Manning Ward

C Cala McDougall Ward

P Howat McDougall Ward

R Grayden Mill Point Ward

B Skinner Mill Point Ward

F Reid Moresby Ward

K Trent, RFD Moresby Ward

Officers:

Mr C Frewing Chief Executive Officer

Mr S Bell Director Infrastructure Services

Mr M Kent Director Financial and Information Seres
Ms V Lummer Director Development and Communityvies
Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services

Mr R Kapur Manager Development Services (ungD@m)
Mr P McQue Manager Governance and Administration
Mr R Bercov Strategic Urban Planning Adviser (L&t20pm)
Ms W Patterson City Sustainability Coordinator

Mr R Woodman Corporate Projects Officer

Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary

Gallery There were 18 members of the public and 1 mewibibre press present.

4.1 Apologies
Cr G Cridland Como Beach Ward

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

DECLARATION OF INTEREST

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

The Mayor reported that Declarations of Interest heen received from Crs McMullen and Reid in
relation to Agenda Item 10.1.3. She further staked in accordance with the Local Government
(Rules of Conduct) Regulations 2007 that the Datilams would be read out immediately before the
Item in question was discussed.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
At the Council meeting held 13 December 2011 te¥e= no questions taken on notice.
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6.2

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 28.2.2012

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor stated that in accordance with tlieal Government Aategulations question
time would be limited to 15 minutes. She said thaéstions are to be in writing and
guestions received prior to this meeting will bewaered tonight, if possible or alternatively
may be taken on notice. Questions received in amvaf the meeting will be dealt with
first, long questions will be paraphrased and sameimilar questions asked at previous
meetings will not be responded to.

The Mayor further advised that the purpose of FRullluestion time was to provide the
community with the opportunity to raise questiomsl ssaid that there were other ways
people could raise questions, such as contactiig Ward Councillors or by logging on to
the City’s website and submitting a question viag@res’. She also reminded the public
gallery that she was available to meet with membétee community on the first Friday of
each month. The Mayor then opened Public Questimmat 7.10pm

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

16.2.1 Mr David Basell, Swanview Terrace, South Pent |
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. How many complaints have been received in m@iati the SummaDayze concert held
in Sir James Mitchell Park on the 3rd of Januar¥2Z0ncluding during the setup, the
day of the concert and post cleanup, up until tBdaigase include all oral and written
submissions to the Mayor, Councillors and any effior employee of the City.

2. Has the City determined how many people, indgdiegular users of the park, the
cycle path and the walking path, were severely nmeaienced by the concert by
denying access to those facilities for up to 3 w@dk other words, has the City done a
survey or prepared to do a survey of the area teréene how many people use those
facilities at that time of the year?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1. Around 55 pieces of correspondence were recdiyate City, around 20 of these were
proforma letters. There were approximately 10 @usts who complained by
telephone, some of whom also later wrote correspocelinto the City.

2. The major «cycle path was closed for one week y onfrom
30 December to 6 January, during which time theeramas diverted. No survey
information has been gathered, nor is such infaonatonsidered necessary at this
point.
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Note: The Mayor acknowledged that more than 3 questias$ tbeen submitted from

Messrs Drake and Defrenne. She stated that shedwwoitiblly take 3 questions
from each and that if time permitted would takdHar questions.

16.2.2 Mr Barrie Drake, Scenic Crescent, South Perth |

(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

Questions relate to the disruptive “Summadayze €dhHhs January 2012 SIMP

1.

2.
3.

How much was the City paid for the use of thenne by the event owners “Mellen
Events”?

Does the City rely on this cash to manage thenttes and balance the Budget?

Are there any financial benefits for the neamdtgpayers who suffer a considerable loss
of amenity as a result of these major disruptions?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1.

2.

3.

The fee for hire of the venue was $75,000 diditéon to this we also took a $35,000
park restoration bond

The fees gathered for the use of Sir James MItBtark go some way towards
offsetting the large maintenance costs of the garkdo not cover the total costs.
Unknown

|6.2.3 Mr Geoff Defrenne, Kennard Street, Kensington

(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Questions

1.

3.

Questions regarding Code of Conduct complainotemitted at the December 2011
Council Meeting were taken as correspondence. r@smonse was “that | could file an
FOI request” - Why could a YES / NO response mopiovided to these questions?

At the end of the February 2011 Council Meetthg CEO commended Elected
Members on the duality of debate and the respectful way in whMembers
responded to each other and that he intended writim the Department of Local
Government in this regard recommending that thg & South Perth Council be used
as a ‘model’ for other local governments.Does the CEO still have the same opinion
of the Council?

Does the Council agree with the opinion of tfe02

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

1.

2.
3.

As previously advised following an FOI requéisé 14 Code of Conduct questions
referred to can be researched and a responsealpdovi

Yes.

Cannot answer for Elected Members.
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|6.2.4 Mr Barrie Drake, Scenic Crescent, South
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question
Will this event be held in this venue next year?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

Unknown. There has been no application to useptr& again for Summadayze and in
making any decision, the City will take the feedbaeceived from this year's event into
consideration.

|6.2.5 Mr Geoff Defrenne, Kennard Street, Kensington
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of question

4. Does the CEO believe the administration of tbaril led by the CEO should or could
be used as a ‘model’ for all other local governra@nt

5. Does the Council agree with the opinion of tl&00n respect to the administration?

6. Inresponse to my questions at the Annual Etediteeting in December 2011 | asked
what written law | was charged with in 2010 in Co&8RGeoffrey Defrenne?

7. The City is currently advertising for comment DRS6 Amendment No. 25 relating to
the South Perth Train Station Precinct. When éwisaged a South Perth train station
will be built?

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded as follows:

4. The commendation made by the CEO at the Feb&ry Council meeting referred to
the Elected Members conduct.

5. Cannot answer for Elected Members.

6. As previously advised on several occasionhstructing the City of South Perth
when the City was trying to proceed with a Countieeting held under section 5.3 of
the Local Government Act, contrary to Section 9.0P the Local Government Act
1995".

7. The Department of Transport did not include dtaion in it's Draft Public Transport
for Perth 2031 document therefore the City is awware of when the station will be
built.

The Mayor acknowledged that two questions weregalac the ‘Public Question Time’ tray
prior to the commencement of the meeting by Mr &aomn. She then read aloud the
following Council resolution:

Item 14.1 June 2011 Council Meeting

That Council determines that, in accordance widn8ing Orders Local Law Clause 6.7 (7)
(a) that any questions of Council and in accordaStanding Order Local Law Clause 6.9
(2) (b) requests for deputation associated with28@7 Report of the Inquiry into the City of
South Perth shall not be responded to until suntetas an Officers Report or Notice of
Motion is tabled for consideration at a future Qmdiry Council Meeting.

Close of Public Question Time
There being no further written questions the Masfosed Public Question Time at 7.20pm
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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: 13 December@11
7.1.2 Annual Electors Meeting Held: 07 December 20
7.1.3 Special Electors Meeting Held: 20 Decembed®?1

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.1.1 TO 7.1.3
Moved Cr Gleeson, Sec Cr Hawkins-Zeeb

That the Minutes of the:
¢ Ordinary Council Meeting held 13 December, 2011;
¢ Annual Electors Meeting Held 7 December, 2011; and
e Special Electors Meeting Held 20 December, 2011aken as read and confirmed as a
true and correct record.
CARRIED (12/0)

7.1.4 Special Electors Meeting Held: 17 January 2@

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.1.4 \
Moved Cr Gleeson, Sec Cr Hawkins-Zeeb

That the Minutes of the Special Electors MeetinddHE? January 2012, be taken as read
and confirmed as a true and correct record.
CARRIED (11/1)

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

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - December Ordinary CounciMeeting Held: 6.12.2011
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the December Council Agendalotes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum - Heritage Workshop - Meeting kld: 31.1.2012
Consultant, Allan Tranter “Creating Communities’cifédated the Workshop on
Heritage with Elected Members. Notes from the Cphdiefing are included as
Attachment 7.2.2.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.2.1 AND 7.2.2 \
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Reid

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

10
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8. PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1 Petition received 1 February 2012 from K Oag 131 South Terrace, Como
together with 120 signatureq75 of which were out of the CoSP)n relation to
the draft Local Housing Strategy.

Text of Petition reads:

“We the undersigned support an increase in houslagsity in the most suitable
locations and in achieving an increase to the disttion of new residents in inner
city regions. This provides the sustainable beradfieasing the environmentally
destructive and costly fringe urban sprawl....”

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition received 1 February 2012 fromd€ed, 131 South Terrace, Como
together with 120 signature® (©f which not from CoSP), in relation to thedraft Local
Housing Strategy be forwarded to the Strategic rittenProjects Department and
considered together with other submissions onrtiatter as part of a report to the
earliest available Council Meeting.

The Mayor read aloud the ‘text’ of the Petition.

\COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.1.1
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the Petition received 1 February 2012 fromate3, 131 South Terrace, Como
together with 120 signature® @©f which not from CoSP), in relation to thedraft Local
Housing Strategy be forwarded to the Strategic rithen Projects Department and
considered together with other submissions onrtiaster as part of a report to the
earliest available Council Meeting.

CARRIED (12/0)

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

8.2.1 Australian Baseball Federation - Presentation
The Mayor presented to the City of South Perth mroemorative baseball, from the
Australian Baseball Association following the Awditan National Baseball
Championships held in South Perth on 14 Januarg,2@ilrecognition of the City’'s
support.

11
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8.2.2 Planning Institute of Australia - Awards forPlanning Excellence
The Mayor presented to the City of South Perth ftbmPlanning Institute of Australia
an Award and Citation for Planning Excellence ia tategory of “Best Planning Ideas”
for the Canning Bridge Precinct Vision project.

The Director Development and Community Servicegptd the Awards and read aloud
the Citation, as follows:

Judges Citation -This project provides a framework for the regenierabf an important
activity centre optimising its location, commercitthnsport and access strengths and
community values, while dealing with fragmented ersip.

The vision was based on a solid analysis of econognowth and movement scenarios
by a strong and committed partnership between Statdtiple local governments and
consultant involvement while being supported bycggss of community engagement.

The strength of this project is considered to leedbaptive scope which will ensure that
the implementation of the vision occurs over tigteying for continual improvements.

The Judging Panel applauds the jointly hominatedtdor their well written submission
and pecha kucha presentation.

8.3 DEPUTATIONS - A formal process where members of the community may, with prior permission, address
the Council on Agenda items where they have a direct interest in the Agenda item.

8.3.1 Deputations at Council Agenda Briefing Held6 December 2011
There were four Deputations heard at the AgendaefiBg held on
21 February in relation to Agenda Iltems 10.1.314).10.2.1 and 10.3.2 .

8.3.2 Deputations at Council Meeting Held: 28 Febrary 2012
The Mayor reported that requests had been recdoretDeputations to Address
Council’ from:
e Mr Ron Marchant of Zuideveld Marchant Hur (archigadn relation to Agenda
Item 10.3.3 Request to Increase Density Coding and BuildingghteCygnia

Cove- Amendment No. B&nd

 Mr John McBain, Canning Highway, South Perth on wdge Iltem 10.6.5
(Sustainability Strategy)

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.3.2
Moved Cr Gleeson, Sec Cr Cala

That the ‘Request for Deputation to Address Courndteived from Mr Ron
Marchant of Zuideveld Marchant Hur (architectsyétation to Agenda Item 10.3.3
and Mr John McBain, Canning Highway, South PerttAgenda Item 10.6.5 at the
February Council Meeting be approved.

CARRIED (10/2)

12
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| Mr Ron Marchant of Zuideveld Marchant Hur Agenda Item 10.3.3

Mr Marchant spoke for the officer recommendationratation to Agenda Item
10.3.3 Request to Increase Density Coding and BuildingghteiCygnia Cove-
Amendment No. 33)n the following points:

» background of proposal (circulated photographsroppsed development)

* R80 zoning / maximum building height

* dwelling type / product / built form of high stamda

» first stage of development currently being marketed

» previous experience with this type of subdivisi@mohcept works

» streetscape / design guidelines

» urge Councillors to support officer recommendation

Note: Cr Skinner left the Council Chamber at 7.55pm aetdrned at 7.58pm

Mr John McBain, Canning Highway, South Perth Agenda Item 10.6.5 \

Mr McBain spoke for the officer recommendation @tation to Agenda Item 10.6.5

(Sustainability Strategygn the following points:

* background on involvement with sustainability

» commend sustainability document / action plan

» relevance of my proposed ‘Sun’ project to the &ustility Action Plan

* request Council consider ‘Sun’ project for trialilementation

» application of ‘Sun’ project principles in all proged and future community
gardens - suggest employment of consultant toitzeil

» would like to meet with staff to discuss/progreSan’ project

Close of Deputations
The Mayor thanked the presenters and closed Désedt 8.12pm

8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS

8.4.1. Council Delegate: Perth Airports Municipaliies Group Meeting 15 December
2011.
A report from Crs Hasleby and Skinner and the CH@marising their attendance
at the Perth Airports Municipalities Group Meetirtield on 15 December 2011 at
the City of Swan is attachment 8.4.1.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegates’ Report Attachment 8.4.1 in relation to the Perth Airport
Municipalities Group Meeting held at the City of &won 15 December 2011 be
received.

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.1 |
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Howat

That the Delegates’ Report Attachment 8.4.1 in relation to the Perth Airport
Municipalities Group Meeting held at the City of &won 15 December 2011 be
received.

CARRIED (12/0)
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8.4.2.

Council Delegate: South East Metropolitan Zwe Meeting 25 January 2012.

A report from Mayor Doherty and Cr Trent summamgitheir attendance at the
South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting, also attentdgdthe CEO, held on
25 January 2012 at the City of South Perth iteichment 8.4.2.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Delegates’ Report atitachment 8.4.2 in relation to the South East
Metropolitan Zone Meeting held on 25 January 20ttha City of South Perth be
received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.4.2

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That the Delegates’ Report atitachment 8.4.2 in relation to the South East
Metropolitan Zone Meeting held on 25 January 20tltha City of South Perth be
received.

CARRIED (12/0)

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS ‘

8.5.1.

Conference Delegate: AAA National ConventionHeld in Brisbane on
14-15 November 2011.

A detailed program of the AAA National Conventio@12 which was attended by
Cr Hasleby and Presentations made at the Convesnteonn a CD-Rom available in
the Councillors’ Lounge, for any interested Coutd@mbers.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Cr Hagkelattendance at the AAA
National Convention Held in Brisbane on 14-15 Noken2011 be received.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.5.1

Moved Cr Gleeson, Sec Cr Hawkins-Zeeb

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to Cr Hagkelattendance at the AAA
National Convention Held in Brisbane on 14-15 Noken2011 be received.

CARRIED (12/0)

METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS

The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exceptf the items identified to be withdrawn for
discussion the remaining reports, including théceffrecommendations, will be adopted en bloc, ie
all together. She then sought confirmation from @hief Executive Officer that all the report items
were discussed at the Agenda Briefing held on 2iruzey 2012.

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this veasrect.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

The following report items were withdrawn for dission:

ltem 10.1.3
ltem 10.3.2
ltem 10.3.3
ltem 10.6.5
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10.

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

That the officer recommendations in relation to Adg Iltems 10.0.1 10.1.1, 10.1.2, 10.1.4, 10.2.1,
10.2.2,10.3.1, 10.6.1, 10.6.2, 10.6.3, 10.6.45.6010.6.7, 10.6.8 and 10.6.9 be carried en bloc.

CARRIED (12/0)

REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

| 10.0.1 Old Mill Precinct (item 10.0.1 referred from November 2011 Counciéfitg) |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: ED/101

Date: 10 February 2012

Author: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer
Summary

The purpose of this report is to advise on the iegjof various components of the Concept
Plan for the Old Mill Precinct which was approvedgrinciple at the May 2011 Council
Meeting and then deferred at the November 2011 €lbMeeting pending receipt of legal
advice on various issues.

Background

In September 2010 Council endorsed the Old Milicke proposal solely for the purpose
of conducting community consultation. The resoftshe community consultation was the
subject of a report to the May 2011 meeting. At theeting Council resolved as follows:

That Council notes the results of the communitysclbation and agrees in principle to
progress the Concept Plan in stages as follows:
(@) by authorising Garry Lawrence to:
(1) upgrade the Concept Plan as a result of the momity consultation
(including DAC) feedback;
(i) prepare a detailed financial budget for the Idis Pool component of the
concept prior to further consideration; and
(i) prepare a detailed financial budget for tieam House component of the
Concept Plan, with a view to progressing it as tatgl alone” building that
can be constructed in the short term with the usi@erding that it will be
incorporated into the larger Gallery/Museum in tomger term should the
City commit itself to this project; and
(b) authorise the Administration to pursue othempmnents of the Plan and report
back toCouncil prior to 30 September 2011.

The preliminary results of the assignment were idiex) by Garry Lawrence at a Councillor
Briefing session held on 3 October 2011. Followthg Briefing a report was prepared,
identifying the course of action presented at thiefing, and this was presented to the
November 2011 Council Meeting. At that meeting @mburesolved as follows:

15



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 FEBRUARY 22

“That....
the officers recommendation not be adopted:;

consideration of the Old Mill Precinct propdédae deferred to a future Council
meeting pending the receipt of legal advice orfdflewing issues:

(a)
(b)

(i)

(ii)

(i)

(iv)

(v)

Comment
Legal advice on the issues raised at the Novembéd Zouncil Meeting has now be
received and is contained @bnfidential Attachment 10.0.1. A response is provided as
follows:

If Council adopts the revised Concept Plan dethin the report,

(A) does this bind the Council to these plans ghdwlvish to deviate
from them at some time in the future or choosesetuisit the
Master Planning Process entirely; and

(B) does the issues stated in the report on variang dealings and
proposed funding, but not part of the recommendataso bind
the Council to any specific course;

If Council wishes to progress with the constian of any of the buildings

in an approved Master Plan,

(A) are Expressions of Interest required as dethilender the
conditions of the Local Government Act; and

(B) does the adoption of the Concept Plan bindGoencil to Garry
Lawrence & Associates as the lead consultant;

is a formal agreement required to appoint Gat.awrence & Associates to

project manage the studies proposed in the recormatem and any

negotiations he will undertake with any governnagypartment or body on
behalf of the Council and would such outcome bdibgon the Council,
would any agreement outline any obligationgjuieed under the Local

Government Act and subsidiary legislation such ay disclosures of

financial interest regarding any part of the projeand

who owns the Intellectual Property (IP) rigldsthe Concept Plan; and if

it is established that they belong to Garry LawmgcAssociates, how can

the Council be protected should they wish to oh-sela third party
developer at some stage in the future, who maybroof the Council's
choice.

Resolution (b)(i)

If Council adopts the revised Concept Plan detaiigtie report,
does this bind the Council to these plans sthaulwish to deviate from them at
some time in the future or chooses to re-visitNfaster Planning Process entirely;

(A)

(B)

and

does the issues stated in the report on valeus dealings and proposed funding,
but not part of the recommendation, also bind tharil to any specific course;

Summary of Response Resolution (b)(i)

(A)

(B)

For various reasons including the fact that fflan is a concept plan and
that the final decision to commence developmemigide by the Swan River
Trust the answer is NO. The plan is the basisuturé direction and would
not result in any legally binding or enforceablejurement on the City.
Similarly, the answer is No
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Resolution (b)(ii)

If Council wishes to progress with the constructarany of the buildings in an approved

Master Plan:

(A) are Expressions of Interest required as detaileder the conditions of tHeocal
Government Actand

(B) does the adoption of the Concept Plan bind Goeincil to Garry Lawrence &
Associates as the lead consultant.

Summary of Response Resolution(b)(ii)

(A) Tenders may be required but that would depgrmhuhe circumstances.

(B) The adoption of the Master Plan does not milincil to appoint Garry
Lawrence & Associates as lead consultants but tivay be the course of
action that is chosen because of his superior bakyl knowledge of the
project.

Resolution (b)(iii)

Is a formal agreement required to appoint Garry flemee & Associates to project manage
the studies proposed in the recommendation ancaggtiations he will undertake with any

government department or body on behalf of the €ibuand would such outcome be

binding on the Council.

Summary of Response Resolution (b)(iii)
There is no legal requirement to enter into a fornagreement with Garry
Lawrence & Associates to project manage the studies

Resolution (b)(iv)

Would any agreement outline any obligations reguiraeder thd_ocal Government Aand
subsidiary legislation such as any disclosuresrairicial interest regarding any part of the
project;

Summary of Response Resolution (b)(iv)

The normal disclosures under the Local Governmaeritwould be required for
Garry Lawrence & Associates as it would for anyestltonsultant engaged by
Council.

Resolution (b)(v)

Who owns the Intellectual Property (IP) rights loé tConcept Plan; and if it is established
that they belong to Garry Lawrence & Associatesy lban the Council be protected should
they wish to on-sell to a third party developesaine stage in the future, who may not be of
the Council’s choice.

Summary of Response Resolution (b)(vi)

As the proposed recommendation is only calling dtudies to be conducted to
enable Council to determine whether it wishes tmcped with the project, it is not
necessary to consider this subject at this time.

Consultation

During the course of developing the concept planificant community consultation and
liaison has occurred. In addition, informal conastitin has been carried out with the
following State Government and related agencielse dverwhelming response received to
date has been extremely positive by all those agemontacted.
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The State Government and other stakeholders cedstitir informal response are as
follows:

> Aboriginal Groups - (Sovereign Whadjuk and Souest Aboriginal Land and Sea
Council)

City of Perth

Committee for Perth

Department of Lands and Regional Development
Department of Planning

Department of Premier and Cabinet

Department of Transport (Marine Safety)
Heritage Council

Kings Park Botanic Gardens & Parks Authority
Local State & Federal politicians

Lotteries WA

Main Roads Western Australia

National Trust of WA

Perth Waterfront Authority

Premier’s Office

South Perth Historical Society

Swan River Trust

Telstra

Tourism WA

WA Planning Commission

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYVYV

All of these agencies have expressed support éopibject - some conditional.

The OId Mill Precinct concept proposal was advedigor public comment in November 2010
for a period of 45 days which concluded on 14 Jan@@11 and a Public Information Forum
was held on Saturday 20 November 2010, attendeappyoximately 250 residents. The results
of this consultation was reported to Councilloré-abruary 2011.

Because of the location and possible impact of gfaposed development on the local
community, a total of 7,500 brochures were deligei@ each household in the Mill Point
and Civic Wards, with extensive advertising ocagtrin local and City media to cover the
whole of the City.

Policy and Legislative Implications
(a) The land involved is Crown land vested in thiy @s follows:

Title Purpose

1 | Reserve 37594 LR Vol 3043 Fol 251 Lot 921 on Deposited Plan | Park and Recreation
214831

2 | Reserve 20804 LR Vol 3127 Fol 182 Lot 818 on Deposited Plan | Public Recreation
209789

3 | Reserve 20804 LR Vol 3127 Fol 183 Lot 833 on Deposited Plan | Public Recreation
34516

4 | Reserve 37593 LR Vol 3043 Fol 252 Lot 922 on Deposited Plan Park and Recreation
214831

5 | Reserve 33804 Vol 3119 Fol 157 Lot 920 on Plans 14831 and | Recreation
14832

6 | Portion of road reserve Local Road

A change in the vesting in respect of one or mérh® above parcels may be required. It is
possible that an amalgamation of some or all ofwbgting orders will also be required.
Approval will also be necessary to lease portiohthe land for commercial purposes but
this is not proposed at this time.
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The relevant statutory implications were detailedhie April report considered by Council
on 3 May 2011.

Legal advice on a series of questions has also $meght and that advice is referred to in a
ConfidentialAttachment.

Financial Implications

Significant funds are required to complete the gubjand a full financial implications
summary was included in the April report adopted Gyuncil on 3 May 2011. The
information provided below reflects the new infotina provided at the Council briefing
and is subject to the results of the environmestiadies being conducted, the finalisation of
the various design elements and results of terpng called.

The studies include the following with estimatedtso

» Heritage Council Conservation Plan Update $11,000

» Heritage Council Impact Study $2,500

* Approval Required Under Section 18 of thisoriginal Heritage Act 1972540,780

* Environmental Studies including acid sulphate stildies (Geotech and dewatering)
and SRT Approvals etc $185,000

* Western Power Fibre Optic Relocation (Tram Enclesu$35,000

e Public Environment review costs if required coulthoaint to a further sum of
approximately $277,000 if a review is required éodonducted by the Swan River Trust
or other State Agency. This work would not be aandd this financial year and would
only be incurred if the Swan River Trust required Public Environment review to be
done after lodgement of a Development Application.

Fees of approximately $65,900 would also be reduioeprepare detailed specifications for
the construction of the tram enclosure for the psepof tendering.

The 2011/12 budget includes budget provisions @580 for this project of which
$51,483 has been spent at the date of the refaifficient funds are therefore available to
fund the works proposed.

Strategic Implications

This project fosters a sense of community by ingirep appreciation of South Perth’s
heritage and aligns with the City’s Strategic Dii@t 4 “Places” Plan and develop safe,
vibrant and amenable placedn particular Strategic Direction 4.1 statédentify and
ensure activity centres and community hubs offerdaverse mix of uses and are safe,
vibrant and amenable..

Corporate Plan, Actiort.1.1. states: Progress the Old Mill Precinct Redevelopment
Concept

Sustainability Implications

This project assists in providing a tangible linikhathe City’s past and is a celebration of its
history in the community of South Perth. The projaelso has a tangible and relevant link
with the Perth Waterfront project and is seen tmglement this project.
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The City, through its Sustainability Policy and &gy, is committed to ensuring that
developments are considered with adaptations tonthacts of climate change. Notably for
the proximity of this development, the major climathange impacts are likely to be
sealriver level rise and storm surge and the flatbolwance level for long term climate
change has been considered when setting the #welsl of the major building elements.

Through the Sustainability Strategy, the City isnoaitted to ensure that a Sustainability
Assessment approach be applied to development gatgpdn particular, the community

consultation element and the procurement / tenggaincess. A successful demonstration
of a Sustainability Assessment approach was rgcapiplied to the planting of extra trees
on the Sir James Mitchell Park.

In addition, the application of Ecologically Susiable Development (ESD) principles be
applied to the built elements of the developmengrtsure the buildings are ‘future fit'. The
ESD principles include energy and water efficienajste reduction, materials use, the
consideration of sustainable transport, and others.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

That....

(a) Council notes th&Confidentiallegal advice provided by McLeods Solicitors;

(b) the following studies be conducted to provideemtial information to advance the
Old Mill Precinct Concept Plan:
@ Heritage Council Conservation Plan and Impaod$;
(i) Study to obtain approval under Section 18 lof Aboriginal Heritage Act

1972; and

(iii) Environmental Study incorporating acid sulpdéasoil study, Dewatering
Study, Public Environmental review (if required)damll other work
necessary to obtain the approval of the Swan Riugst and Department of
Water and other related State Agencies.

(© if Council decides to proceed with the projeapproves Lawrence Associates
Architects to prepare detailed specification foe tliram Enclosure to tender
standard and project manage the various studiefjding to proceed with the
relocation of the Western Power Fibre optic calaad

(d) Council considers a further report on the catiph of the works detailed in (b) and
(c) above.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.1 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY

| 10.1.1 Minutes Special Electors Meeting 20 Decenmt®2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/109

Date: 10 February 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
Tuesday 20 December 2011 to discuss Lot 800 RageiS8outh Perth and to consider
Motions moved at the meeting.

Background

The Special Electors’ Meeting was called follownegeipt of a Petition organised by Murray
Fisher, 875 South Perth Esplanade, South Perthhiereith 152 signatures for the purpose of
discussion Lot 800 Ray Street, South Perth cugrersttd as a Public Car Park.

The ‘text’ of the Petition reads:
“We, the undersigned request the City to adopt adhahinister the following:

1. It is essential that the City retains its owrngpsin perpetuity Lot 800 on Plan 71366
it being currently a 34 bay Public Car Park;
2. It is essential that the original footpath acsdscated previously on Lot 114 and

giving pedestrian access via this City Public CarlPto the Mends Street Precinct
be reinstated and defined in perpetuity in the psga subdivision for this area and
in the TPS for this area.

3. It is essential that on Lot 800 Plan 71366 it City retains its previously existing
and its only vehicular crossover exist from itbRuCar Park the one leading onto
Ray Street via Ray Street land designated “roacewiig”.

4, It is essential that the land designated “roaidening” on Plan 71366 be converted
into dedicated road reserve thereby extending RaeBas a public road.
5. It is essential to provide car parking for pgadriods when almost all Mends Street

Businesses or traders are relying on peak custometbers for trading success.

As a result, a Special Electors Meeting was hel@@December 2011 to discuss residents’
concerns. Approximately 50 members of the pultieraled the Special Electors Meeting
where the City’'s Chief Executive Officer provided mesentation, members of the

community raised issues and concerns, and a nushinestions were carried unanimously.

Comment
The Minutes from the Special Electors Meeting H#)dDecember 2011 are Attachment
10.1.1.

In accordance with section 5.33 of thecal Government Act 199%he Council is required

to consider any decisions that result from a Spé&tectors Meeting. The following Motion
was carried unanimously at the Special Electorstidge
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MOTION

That....
(a) the City of South Perth be advised that thisting of its Electors requires the City
to adopt and administer all of the following 5 ed&sds:

1. It is essential that the City retains its owrgpsin perpetuity Lot 800 on
Plan 71366 it being currently a 34 bay Public CarP,
2. It is essential that the original footpath aceéscated previously on Lot 114

and giving pedestrian access via this City Publar ®ark to the Mends
Street Precinct be reinstated and defined in peripetin the proposed
subdivision for this area and in the TPS for thiesaa

3. It is essential that on Lot 800 Plan 71366 titet City retains its previously
existing and its only vehicular crossover exisnirits Public Car Park the
one leading onto Ray Street via Ray Street landigdated “road

widening”.

4, It is essential that the land designated “roauiening” on Plan 71366 be
converted into dedicated road reserve thereby etgnRay Street as a
public road.

5. It is essential to provide car parking for pepkriods when almost all

Mends Street Businesses or traders are relying eak rustomer numbers
for trading success.

(b) the Minister for Local Government be appraiséthis Motion and that the Minister
be requested to help ensure that the City of SBatth accordingly retains its public
land for its public’s use;

(c) the City of South Perth be asked to ensure itisaMayor and all of its City
Councillors and all of its associated technicaloeifs be given a copy of all of the
above; and

(d) the City of South Perth be asked to ensur@sality Councillors respond publicly
to all of the above as it is a matter of considerghiblic concern.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

The Council will undertake a comprehensive strategview of City owned land in March /
April 2012, which will include consideration of L800 Ray Street South Perth. Given the
review is yet to commence, the City considersat poemature to consider the issues raised
in the Motion pertaining to Lot 800 Ray Street $oBerth.

Consultation

Notice of the Special Electors’ Meeting held on R8cember 2011 was advertised in
accordance with the Local Government Act requiresien

» 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 thaeeting; or
(b) at a special meeting called for that purpose,
whichever happens first.
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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

Financial Implications
The outcome of the comprehensive strategic revie@ity owned land will have significant
financial implications for the City of South Perth.

Strategic Implications

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

Government ActThe calling of the meeting aligns with the Strate@ilan, Direction 1
‘Community’ in particular Goal 1.3 Encourage the community to increase thearcial 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 AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.1.

That....
(a) the Minutes of the Special Electors Meetinggd&20 December 2011 be received; and
(b) the Petitioner, Mr Fischer, be advised that riilu
® notes the Motion carried at the Special ElextoMeeting on
20 December 2011; and
(i) will be undertaking a comprehensive strategeview of all City land
holdings, including Lot 800 Ray Street, South PartMarch / April 2012.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.1.2 Minutes Special Electors Meeting 17 Januai$012 |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/109

Date: 10 February 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
Tuesday 17 January 2012.

Background

The Special Electors’ Meeting was called followiageipt of a Petition organised by Chris
McMullen, 80 Elderfield Road, Waterford togetherttwil37 signatures. The text of the
Petition is as follows:
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Text of the petition reads:

“We, the undersigned request a special meeting lecters to discuss Mosquito

Management in the Waterford wetland and surroundireas including:

« review of performance to date;

« summary of expert’s recommendations and how theyaabe implemented;

« alignment with residents’ expectations of the Clity its Mosquito Management
Programme; and

» other issues raised by the meeting relating tonlesquito management.”

As a result, under a requirement of thecal Government ActSection 528 a Special
Electors Meeting was held on 17 January 2012 tudisresidents’ concerns.

Comment
The Minutes from the Special Electors Meeting hEfdJanuary 2012 are Attachment
10.1.2.

At the Special Electors’ Meeting the following Fqd) Motions were passed unanimously:

MOTION 1
That the draft 2011/2012 Mosquito Management Ptan be accepted by Council until the
Expert's Recommendations are addressed.

MOTION 2

That the City provide sufficient funds in its 202@13 Budget to allow the full and complete
implementation of all of the Expert's Recommendagithroughout the 2012/2013 mosquito
season (August to as late as May).

MOTION 3
That the City immediately commence aerial larviegdlas recommended by the Expert and
continue such program for the remainder of the 2ZIPL $eason.

MOTION 4

That until the City Administration can reliably ik#fy and treat all breeding spots, it shall:

< conduct fogging when thresholds are exceeded fasrigénal plan); and

« measure the effects of the fogging immediately rapebat fogging / measurements if still
necessary.

RESPONSE TO MOTIONS
The Motions passed at the Special Electors Medteld on 17 January 2012 is the subject
of report on the February 2012 Council Agendaean 10.1.3.

Consultation

Notice of the Special Electors’ Meeting schedutedl7 January 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.
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If at a meeting of the Council a local governmenkeas 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

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 Strate@ilan, Direction 1
‘Community’in particular Goal 1.3 Encourage the community to increase theacial 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 AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.2.

That the Minutes of the Special Electors Meetinggdd 7 January 2012 be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST: ITEM 10.1.3: CR REID ANDR McMULLEN
The Mayor read aloud the following Declaration wiekest from Crs Reid and McMullen

Cr Reid

In accordance with the section 5.62(e) of the Laaavernment Act 1995 | wish to declare
a Financial Interest in Item 10.1.3 “Mosquito Marexgent” of the February 2012 Council
meeting on 28 February 2012 as my husband wonk$h& contractor proposed to be
appointed to carry out the aerial spraying in rétat to the Waterford Mosquito
Management Plan. In view of this | will leave tbeuncil Chamber at the Agenda Briefing
on 21 February and the Council Meeting on 28 Febyu2012 and not participate in the
discussion or vote on this matter.

Cr McMullen

In accordance with the section 5.67 of the Local&oment Act 1995 | wish to declare a
Financial and Proximity Interest in Item 10.1.3 “Mguito Management Plan” on the
Council Agenda for the 28 February 2012 Meetingnag property in Elderfield Road,
Waterford is within the area affected by mosquwite®md that actions to implement the
report recommendations will result in a financiaig, loss or benefit to my property. In
addition | have a Proximity Interest because myperty adjoins Council controlled land on
which mosquito control work is conducted. In vigvhis | will leave the Council Chamber
on 28 February 2012 and not participate in the d&ssion or vote on this matter.

Note: Cr McMillan requested that it be recorded that bknawledged the request for a
‘declaration of interest’ was based on the Citggdl advice, however further stated
that he objected to having to leave the Councilniter during debate and was
therefore not able to vote on a subject affectisghea.

Note: Crs McMullen and Reid left the Council Chamber8at8pm
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| 10.1.3 Mosquito Management

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: PH/401

Date: 6 February 2012

Author/Reporting Officer:: Vicki Lummer, Acting Céii Executive Officer

Summary
This report examines the issues and options asedarth the review of the City of South
Perth Mosquito Management Plan 2011/2012 takirgactount the following:
e Outcome of the councillors and community briefingsson on Mosquito
Management held on Monday 30 May 2011,
¢ Results of Community survey conducted pursuant te 2010/11 Mosquito
Management Plan @ttachment 10.1.3(a)conducted in July 2011,
* Review by Mosquito Consulting Services Pty LtdA#tachment 10.1.3(b) and
¢ Resolutions and Minutes of the Special Electorstimgdeld on 17 January 2012 at
Attachment 10.1.2.

The report and recommendations also take into atcthe budget implications of all
matters considered.

It is recommended that the City incorporates athefrecommendations from the Review by
Mosquito Consulting Services Pty Ltd into the Gitiflosquito Management Plan subject to
sufficient funds being made available in the 200282annual budget.

Background

The City developed the 2010/2011 Mosquito Managénfk#an in conjunction with the
Waterford in Action community group. Whilst Cityffimers have conducted mosquito
control duties in Waterford for many years, therad hpreviously not been a formal
management plan in place.

The Waterford in Action community group became imed in the development of the plan
as a result of community dissatisfaction with thg/'€ level of Mosquito Control, which
was expressed at a Special Residents’ meetingrhiéddy 2010.

At the end of the 2010/2011 season, on Monday 39 RB@d.1, City officers presented an
overview of the season to elected members and theNgrd in Action community group

and made a number of recommendations to be incatgzbrinto the review of the plan.
After the presentation, questions and suggestiare waken for possible inclusion into the
City's Mosquito Management Plan 2011/2012.

The 2010/2011 Management Plan called for a commsuitvey to be undertaken and this
was completed during July 2011.

It was intended that the feedback from elected neemibthe Waterford in Action

Community Group and also the residents survey waanfdrm the review of the

Management Plan and a 2011/2012 Management Plald Wweweveloped and finalised for
the current season. However in August 2011, assaltrof a Notice of Motion, Council
resolved to engage consultants to assist in thewesf the plan.
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In August 2011 Council resolved the following :

That....

(a) the City engage consultants to advise offi@erd take part in the development of
the Mosquito Management Plan for 2011/12 in respefctthe Canning River
foreshore from Salter Point Lagoon to Cygnia Cord adjacent suburbs; and

(b) the Brief for the consultants would include gt be limited to identifying all
potential breeding sites, consider all treatmenti@ps and recommend the most
appropriate actions to effectively manage the mitequroblem.

The effect of this has been that the finalisatidrthe draft Mosquito Management Plan

2011/2012 has not been possible, even though waiimprovements have already been
implemented in an operational sense. The purpbtds report is to advance the review of
the 2011/2012 Mosquito Management Plan, albeit thetseason is over half way through
and the full effect of changes to the Plan will rim appreciated until next season,
2012/2013.

On 17 January 2012 a Special Electors meeting veés for the purpose of discussing
mosquito management in the Waterford wetland angsoding areas (refer Item 10.1.2 of
the Agenda). At that meeting the following motiowere carried by the residents in
attendance:

1. That the draft 2011/2012 Mosquito Managemenh Riat be accepted by Council
until the Expert's recommendations are addressed.

2. That the City provide sufficient funds in its12032013 Budget to allow the full and
complete implementation of all of the Expert's neroendations throughout the
2012/2013 mosquito season (August to as late ag.May

3. That the City immediately commence aerial lddiigy as recommended by the
Expert and continue such program for the remaintihte 2011/12 season.

4, That until the City Administration can relialiljentify and treat all breeding spots,
it shall conduct fogging when thresholds are exede@s per original plan); and
measure the effects of the fogging immediately @peat fogging / measurements if
still necessary.

Comment

Comments on the briefing session

The briefing session held on 30 May 2011 was a#édnbly 7 elected members and 3

members of the Waterford in Action Group. Somehef feedback provided to officers at

that meeting included:

« Reminder of the necessity for a survey

« An opinion was expressed that signage along folagpatd in POS warning the public of
the mosquito nuisance was not necessary

* Suggestion that the City’s resources be wideneiddinde pest control contractor who
would be available to provide fogging treatmentsv@ekends if necessary
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Comments on the community survey
The community survey was sent to all 800 dwellimg$Vaterford . In total 211 responses
were received, ie a 26.37% response rate - atitaliig significant result.

The survey results indicates that most respondat¢sthe mosquito problem as severe in
their area and that most are also aware that enmigatal factors played a significant role in
increasing the mosquito numbers in the 2010/202%me This demonstrates that residents
are informed in regard to the changing environneraditions.

Over half the respondents did not know the Cityartabk 9 fogging treatments, which
indicates we need to communicate this informatiarareffectively with the community.
The respondents acknowledge that the fogging haitelii effectiveness but most still
believe the City should undertake fogging treatment

The answers also demonstrate that only a thircegpondents use the City’s web site for
information, which indicates that the City shouldrease awareness of the web site and also
continue to use other methods to communicate Wweh/Naterford residents.

70% of residents were not aware of the mosquitblpro before they moved in, and 50%

say it would have affected their decisions to mtw&Vaterford. This being the case, it is

understandable that 77% of respondents believepi@ple moving to the area should be
made aware of the mosquito nuisance. To this wedCity now has a standard clause that
is included on all property inquiries for the Wéted area which states :

This lot is in close proximity to known mosquiteduling areas. Times will exist when
mosquito management is not achieved or achievabk td environmental factors and
mosquito nuisance will result. The predominant ¢uie species is known to carry Ross
River Virus and other diseases. Any further engsiplease contact our Environmental
Health Services Department on 9474 0777

Around half the respondents have never contace@ity in regard to mosquitoes.

There was an almost even split in satisfaction whth program and the work that the City
undertakes to reduce the mosquito nuisance - 47I2&fg not at all satisfied and 46.25%
being somewnhat satisfied. 6.5% were extremelpfsedi.

Comments on the Consultant’s Review Recommendations

The Review of the City of South Perth Mosquito Mgement Plan 2010/2011 carried out
by Mosquito Consulting Services Pty Ltd was a cazhpnsive and well managed review
which has received compliments from both officemsl @zommunity members alike. The
report from the review contains 14 recommendatam®llows - with officer comments and
recommendations:
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Report Recommendation

Officer comment and Recommendation

1. The major source of mosquito impact to residents of
the CoSP is the salt- marsh mosquito breeding habitat
as currently identified by Council but also newly
identified in November 2011 by CoSP & MCS.

The consultants identified new breeding areas in
Salter Point that were considered minor in nature. All
of these newly identified breeding habitat areas are
already being treated.

2. Additional salt-marsh mosquito breeding habitat
should be included within the Mosquito Management
Plan.

The new areas will be included in the revised Plan.

3. A high percentage of the identified salt-marsh
mosquito breeding habitat should be included in
Council’'s control program of application of larvicide

Currently all of the breeding habitat areas that can be
accessed by foot are being treated.

To treat a “high percentage” of the area, aerial
applications would be required. Refer cost
implications identified in the body of the report.

4. Current inadequacies in effective larvicide
application coverage, excessive foot traffic in sensitive
salt-marsh habitat and high WPH&S risk should be
collectively addressed by introducing aerial application
of mosquito larvicide.

The ability to use aerial application of larvicide is
supported by officers however is dependant upon
sufficient funds bring made available in the 2012/2013
budget and how this is funded Refer cost implications
identified in the body of the report..

5. The preferred format for aerial application is to use
S-methoprene pellets with an effective control life of
not less than 28 days.

Some S-methoprene pellets have already been
purchased and are in use via ground based
application.  The cost of the pellets is high in
comparison to other previously used chemicals. Refer
cost implications identified in the body of the report. .

6. Reapplication of S-methoprene pellets should be in
advance of the next likely salt-marsh flooding following
not less than one month from the previous treatment
(a month or more apart subject to likely flooding).

The suggested monthly application is supported and is
the basis for the calculation of estimated costs
identified in the body of the report.

7. Current ground based application should be limited
to areas untreated by aerial application.

Agreed. Area of ground based application will
synchronise with aerial application.

8. Current ground based larvicide application
equipment should be replaced with back-pack blower
equipment to allow improved “stand-off’ application
and reduce foot traffic through sensitive salt-marsh.

A back-pack blower is currently being sourced by the
City.

9. Current fogging operations should be modified as
outined in this report to minimise potential
environmental impacts, improve effectiveness and
community outcomes
The report outlines :

1. Re-assess need for fogging after improved
larviciding  outcomes  both  locally and
regionally.

2. Consider substitution of aerosol based fogging

with residual insecticide barrier treatments.

3. More responsive and rational fogging triggers

4, Consider fogging from suitable water-craft to
access windward side

5. Only fog when environmental conditions are
correct

1. Agreed

2. The costs involved with residual insecticide
barrier treatments are discussed in the body of
the report.

3. This needs to be discussed with the community
however, the theory that in the cooler months
the mosquito numbers that trigger fogging
should be greater, is supported.

4. Fogging from a watercraft will not be able to be
implemented as it is contrary to advice received
from the Swan River Trust and the Department
of Environment and Conservation.

5. The City currently employs this method,
however it is poorly understood by residents
and more education needs to occur

10. Introduction of residual insecticide barrier
treatments should be considered in suitable public
open space.

The costs involved with residual insecticide barrier
treatments are discussed in the body of the report.
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Report Recommendation

Officer comment and Recommendation

11. Council may consider providing appropriate
community advice on residual insecticide barrier
treatments so that households may choose (if they
wish) to have treatments applied within their home
yards by commercial pest control operators.

The City has added some information to its web site to
advise residents of this service that can be provided at
resident’s cost by a licensed pest controller.

12. Council should consider forming a CLAG with
adjoining Councils to achieve improved regional
outcomes for coordinated mosquito control and avail
themselves to shared funding opportunities with the
State Government.

A formal letter was sent to City of Canning in
December 2011 raising this issue. A follow up
meeting was conducted with officers from the City of
Canning and the Department of Health on 30 January
2012. Discussions and actions are on going.

13. The existing Mosquito Management Plan should

As above - the subject of this report

be amended as Council sees fit to include the matters
and recommendations of this report.

14. Appropriate and specific in-service competency
based training for Council's vector control officers
should be developed and delivered to ensure local
expertise is developed and provides long-term
professional technical management of the program.

Officers currently undergo training provided by the
Department of Health and this is considered to be
adequate  Additional training opportunities are
examined on a needs basis.

It is important to note that at no point in the soltant’s report is it claimed that following
all of the recommendations will eliminate the masgpresence and problem in Waterford.
The report's recommendations aim to address ristofa that can be reasonably controlled.
There are a number of risk factors that cannotbsanably controlled by the City as noted
in the report.

Comments on the Motions carried at the Special tilscmeeting that was held on 17
January 2012

Motion 1.
That the draft 2011/2012 Mosquito Management Pian be accepted by Council until the
Expert’'s recommendations are addressed.

Comment

The focus of this report is to do what this recomdaion states. The draft management
plan cannot be completed until Council has consmevhich of the recommendations to
adopt and include in the final management plan.

Motion 2

That the City provide sufficient funds in its 202@13 Budget to allow the full and complete
implementation of all of the Expert’'s recommendagidhroughout the 2012/2013 mosquito
season (August to as late as May).

Comment

A recommendation of this report is that funds gbragimately $101,848 be set aside in the
2012/2013 budget process for the implementatiothefrecommendations from the report
on the Review of the City of South Perth Mosquit@ridgement Plan 2011/2012 by
Mosquito Consulting Services Pty Ltd.
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Motion 3
That the City immediately commence aerial larvisigdas recommended by the Expert and
continue such program for the remainder of the 2[PL§eason.

Comment

It is not possible to “immediately” commence aetiaatments as the Department of Health
has recommended that the City undertake a grousebhiaial of the chemical recommended
by the Consultants. Further, the current budgetiuare not sufficient for more than one
aerial trial. The funds for the ongoing aerialatreents must be provided in the coming
year’s budget, meaning on going aerial treatmemtocdy commence next season.

Motion 4

That until the City Administration can reliably iy and treat all breeding spots, it shall
conduct fogging when thresholds are exceeded (asopgnal plan); and measure the
effects of the fogging immediately and repeat fagdi measurements if still necessary.
Comment - This is already taking place, in accordance withDraft Management Plan.

Comments on the costs involved in the consultartemmendations

1. Aerial application of larvicide.
Hire of helicopter per hour - $1580 plus GST (usoper application (which
includes travel time from Jandakot airport) X 7 laggtions per year = $22,120
(plus gst $2,212) = $24,332

Purchase of larvicide (S-methoprene pellets) - GB@®1 per application X 7
applications =$69,318

2. Residual insecticide barrier treatments in POS Y commercial pest control
operator.
A quote has been received form a licenced pestatit The cost per annum of
residual barrier treatments to Wetland Elderfielda® Donarail Park, the New
Footpath, Templemore Footpath and the top of BodRamk is approximately
$7480 plus GST = $8198

Total cost to the City : $101,848

This cost can be reduced if the City becomes gaat@ontiguous Local Authorities
Group (CLAG) as per recommendation No.12, abowvethis instance 50% of the
laravicide costs will be refunded by the State Gorent which will be a figure of
approximately $34,659.

This reduces the additional costs of the annual gdibtgs Management Plan to
$67,189 pa.

The Mosquito Management service is exclusively tfer benefit of Waterford residents.

The City's records indicate that residents in Watdrhave been the only complainants
(with the exception of 1 or 2 isolated incidentbpat mosquitoes in this area since the City
began recording complaints in 2006.

Currently, none of the other services provided iy €ity to its ratepayers are specifically
area-based. The mosquito service is currentlyddrxy all of the ratepayers in the City.
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Waterford residents currently pay no higher ratestother residents and are able to access
all of the same services and facilities (such bsaties, ovals, roads, recreation centres) as
other residents in the City, yet also have thistamhl service provided exclusively for their
suburb funded by all ratepayers funds. With adaincrease in costs of the Mosquito
Management Service in this and future years, thigtion is not considered equitable to
continue and is a burden on ratepayers who livether areas. Therefore it is considered
that the additional cost of this service shoulddmmvered from those residents it benefits by
means of a specified area rate.

For the purposes of this exercise, it is consideeadonable for all of the City’s ratepayers
to continue to contribute to the existing levelopierations. The use of a specified area rate
is only considered in relation to the additionat aignificant costs identified during this
review.

Specified area rates may be imposed on rateablg Vethin a portion of the local
government district for the purpose of meeting tlst of provision of a specific work,
service or facility if the local government consgl¢hat the residents within that area have
benefited or will benefit from or have contributiedthe need for that service.

All monies raised via a Specified Area Rate musigbarantined in a reserve established
especially for that purpose. All costs associavét the “service” for which the Specified
Area Rate is levied must be separately identifiégtrwdisbursed from the municipal fund.
Costs incurred from the municipal fund to provide service are then reimbursed from the
reserve fund. Mosquito management reserve fundsmwigrbe used for this purpose.

The area proposed to be levied the specified amém is the whole of the suburb of
Waterford, excluding those properties in the “Wimtetr Triangle” which is land bounded by
Manning Road, Conlon Street and McKay Street, &s lind is well removed from the
Waterford wetland area. This specific area hanbzhosen due to it's proximity to the
known breeding sites and the history of complaieteived by the City.

Consultation

The report on the Review of the City of South Patisquito Management Plan 2011/2012
by Mosquito Consulting Services has been made qallyliavailable on the City's web site
and was sent to the Waterford in Action Group.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The City has an obligation to meet the requiremehiart IV (Sanitary Provisions), Part
VII (Nuisances and offensive Trades) and Part (IXfectious Diseases) of tidealth Act
1911with respect to Mosquito Control.

Financial Implications

The financial issues of conducting an increasedicerievel are described above. If a
special area rate was to be adopted to recovexdtidéonal costs of $ 67,189, a flat rate fee
per property will be calculated by the cost dividedthe number of affected properties.
There are 701 properties affected which equatedltt fee per property of $95.84.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 1— Comityu

1.1 - Develop, prioritise and review services atelivery models to meet changing
community need and priorities.
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Sustainability Implications

The requirement to kill the natural inhabitantste wetland raises the question of whether
human habitation is sustainable in this environmpatticularly as the effects of Climate
Change (temperature increase and increased seés)lamerease the conditions for
successful mosquito breeding and life span. Howalie City acknowledges that it has a
duty / responsibility to undertake mosquito control

The financial sustainability of the recommendedatimeents will be safeguarded by
implementing the Specified Area Rate.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.3

(a) the procedure to implement a Specified Area RatWaterford be commenced;

(b) contingent upon the specified area rate beimgosed, additional funds of
approximately $101,848, ($67,189 of which will hendled by the Specified Area
rate and $34 659 of which will be funded by the &#ment of Health) be set aside
in the 2012/2013 budget process for the implemematf the recommendations
from the report on the Review of the City of Sotterth Mosquito Management
Plan 2011/2012 by Mosquito Consulting ServicesLidy

(© the City's Mosquito Management Plan be updatethclude the recommendations
from the report on the Review of the City of Softerth Mosquito Management
Plan 2011/2012 by Mosquito Consulting ServiceslRdy and

(d) the final Mosquito Management Plan be madelabi@ on the City’s web site and
sent to the Waterford in Action community group.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
The Mayor called for a mover of the officer reconmu&tion at Item 10.1.3. The officer
recommendation Lapsed.

MOTION
Moved Cr Hawkins-Zeeb, Sec Cr Cala

That....

(@) the officer's recommendation not be adopted;

(b) no Specified Area Rate will be considered faatévford as part of any Management
Plan;

(© funding of $101,848 be considered for inclusiothe 2012/3 budget in accordance
with normal practice process for the implementatbrihe recommendations from
the Report. The City will pursue CLAG and similanfling opportunities to recoup
part of this expenditure;

(d) the City’s Mosquito Management Plan (“the Plabe updated to include the
recommendations from the Report, other than thels¢img to training; and

(e) the City consult with the Waterford in Actiooramunity group with the modified
Plan prior to making it available on the City’'s vgéb before the start of the 2012/13
Mosquito season.
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MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Hawkins-Zeeb opening for the Motion

City now has report (expert's opinion) that ideiesf a number of areas in which the
City’s mosquito management plan is deficient
this was clearly demonstrated by attendance atiffi€lectors meeting in January 2012
gaps in the plan must be resolved in order foiQite to deliver the ‘Vision’ promised its
ratepayers
City must also perform an adequate risk managemexdw to ensure that the City is
protected from any possible legal action arisimgrfiinaction in the area
residents in Waterford and users of the parklamdsavare that mosquitoes are integral
to a wetland ecosystem
residents are also aware that the current mosguitislems have increased significantly
in the last four or five years - prior to this, magoes were well managed
recent experience suggests something has chandetisitherefore reasonable to expect
that management outcomes of the past continue &glievable.
Waterford residents are important contributordioguccess of the Plan
consultation with Waterford in Action group wasdad as one of the successes of the
2010/11 mosquito season - important to learn frbi® €éngagement and continue such
practices
proposal to charge Waterford residents as spe@alrate is entirely inappropriate
- it seems punitive on local residents simply agklmat mosquito control performance
be returned to levels achieved in the past
- ignores that persons living outside Waterfordt\tre park for recreation purposes -
- ignores the City’'s Vision
sets a precedent that may affect a wide rangervfces across the City

Cr Grayden Point of OrderA ‘special area rate’ is not part of the Motiproposed.
The Mayor declined the point of order and stated @©r Hawkins-Zeeb is arguing
why there should not be a ‘special area rate’.

City has a duty of care to its residents and aigatibn under the Health Act that disease
carrying mosquitoes be effectively managed

City has been provided with the initial stages oplan on how to achieve these
requirements

ask Members to vote for Alternative Motion

Cr Cala for the Motion

find issue of ‘special area rate’ disturbing / adgsnormal practice

acknowledge the mosquito problem in the area -allveuffer - every outdoor activity
requires mosquito management - issue not just itekiad.

as Councillor with financial interest declared elplem affects properties

if our management practices devalue properties Weehave a responsibility to address
these issues

support the Motion
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|COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.3
The Mayor put the Motion

That....

(@) the officer's recommendation not be adopted;

(b) no Specified Area Rate will be considered faaté¥ford as part of any Management
Plan;

(© funding of $101,848 be considered for inclusiothe 2012/3 budget in accordance
with normal practice process for the implementatbrihe recommendations from
the Report. The City will pursue CLAG and similanfling opportunities to recoup
part of this expenditure;

(d) the City’s Mosquito Management Plan (“the Plabe updated to include the
recommendations from the Report, other than thelsg¢img to training; and

(e) the City consult with the Waterford in Actiooramunity group with the modified
Plan prior to making it available on the City’s vgéb before the start of the 2012/13
Mosquito season.

CARRIED (9/1)

Reason for Change
The proposal to charge Waterford residents a ‘spacéa rate’ considered inappropriate

| 10.1.4 Proposed Mobile Phone Tower Lease - Moreshiall

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: DO2/211

Date: 14 February 2012

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

This report considers a request from Daly Inteowsti representing Optus Mobile Pty Ltd
for Council approval to install a low-impact mobéemmunication facility on the roof of
Moresby Hall, Moresby Street, Kensington to servesidents of neighbouring Como and
Kensington.

Background

Daly International, representing Optus Mobile Ptid,Lhas indentified the area of
Kensington and Como as a black spot in relatioretecommunications coverage. To
better service these neighbouring residents, Dalgrihational have identified the City
owned Moresby Hall, as the preferred site for a Impact telecommunication facility to
improve mobile and wireless broadband coverage.
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Figure 1 Map of proposed location

Comment

Daly International are proposing to install six paantennas in two pod arrangements of
antennas on the rooftop similar to the photogrdqmws below. One pod would be installed

initially, with space reserved for a second podtie future as demand and technology
require. It is proposed to use the existing stor@ga underneath the building to house the
associated electronic equipment, with all necessamnecting and feeder cables located in
the roof cavity.

The antennas would be painted to match that oe#igting building to reduce the visual
impact of the installation. The installation andiséirg structure will be designed and
certified by a structural engineer, which couldlinie strengthening of existing structural
members or additional bracing. Detailed designevohrgs would be prepared by Daly
International and submitted to the City for apptova

Radio frequencies and electromagnetic energy has Ibiee subject of many scientific
studies, with the overwhelming majority indicatimp negative health effects and no
scientific study having yet found conclusive evidemnf negative health effects.

The Australia Communications and Media Authorityden section 376(2) of the
Telecommunications Act 199nd s.162 of thRadiocommunication Act 19%2ts standards
that limit human exposure to electromagnetic energymost cases, a telecommunications
base station will equate to less than 1% of thedased exposure limit, which is less than
1% of the allowable maximum output. The proposembite communications facility at
Kensington will operate at levels significantly &l the Commonwealth Governments
mandated exposure limit.

Daly International are willing to enter into a lotegm lease or license agreement on the site
and will pay all costs associated with the instadla operation and maintenance of the
facility. All preparatory works would also be guateed to be undertaken to the City's
satisfaction. Reasonable legal fees and Coundigamernment charges will also be paid by
Daly International. The proposed lease would alsaw for any future development works
and plans by the City for Moresby Hall.
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Figure 2 Example of proposed antenna in situ

Consultation

The proposed installation is classified as a loydnt facility as defined under the
Telecommunications Act 199ind is exempt from local and state planning regat The
Industry Code ACIF C564:2004 (Deployment of Mobione Network Infrastructure)
applies and will require that Daly Internationabsit a consultation plan to the City prior to
commencement of the consultation process. Parefptoposed community consultation
will involve a community drop-in session to provipeople with more information.

The City consulted with the two ward councillorsdaattempted to consult with frequent
users of Moresby Hall in September 2011. No resg®ngere received, however these
stakeholders will be contacted again as part ottimsultation plan.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The proposed installation is classified as a lowant facility as defined under the
Telecommunications Act 1997 (Ctagd theTelecommunications (Low Impact Facilities)
Determination 1997Section 3.58 of theocal Government Act 1995isposing of Property
will also apply.

Financial Implications

Rental will be determined by the City’s valuers bsitanticipated to be approximately
$12,000 per annum escalating at 3% compoundingadign®ver the proposed twenty year
term, this equates to approximately $400,000 rezexmd is an excellent opportunity for the
City to secure a long term income stream for pathe building that would otherwise be
unproductive.

Strategic Implications

The report aligns to Strategic Direction 1 of theeatgic Plan -Community — Create
opportunities for a safe active and connected commityl It also aligns with Strategic
Direction 3 -Housing and Land Uses — Accommodate the needs divarse and growing
population with a planned mix of housing types andn-residential land uses.
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10.2

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.4

That the Council approve the proposal for Daly imétional representing Optus Mobile Pty
Ltd to install a low impact telecommunication fégilat Moresby Hall, Moresby Street
Kensington for a twenty year lease subject to megetthe requirements of the
Telecommunications Act 198nd Industry Code ACIF C564:2004.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
| 10.2.1 Waterford Triangle Project Implementation
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Councill
File Ref: LP/1001
Date: 2 August 2011
Author: Vicki Lummer, Director Development and Cormmity Services

Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiveffizer

Summary

This report examines recent history and consuhatioregard to the Waterford Triangle
study. There is a recommendation for Councilotonally adopt a modified Urban Design
Plan. A suggested implementation process includiogher consultation is also
recommended.

Background

In December 2010, following a robust plan developmprocess involving extensive
community consultation, Council resolved to useWserford Triangle Urban Design Plan
and Design Guidelineas the guide for future redevelopment of the piaci

At the June 2011 meeting of Council it was resolved

“That the Petition dated 1 June 2011 received fidiaria Gherardi, 231 Manning Road,
Waterford, together with 35 signatures in relatiorthe Waterford Triangle Study be forwarded
to the Development and Community Services Direttoi@r investigation.”

The text of the petition reads:

“We the undersigned request that the City of S&elth considers an alternative plan to

the Waterford Triangle Study that:

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

- does not include any resumption of land from prtips abutting the park; and

- does not include a through road connecting with\@grStreet.”
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In August 2011, Council resolved:

That....

(@) community engagement and consultation be cowedeto discuss and compare
Options 1 to 3 as contained within report Item 10.6f the August 2011 Council
Agenda, all matters relating to resumption/purchageland and the currently
endorsed Waterford Triangle Urban Design Plan aresign Guidelines;

(b) the outcomes of the consultation be used infuhe&e planning for the Waterford
Triangle area; and

(© the Petitioner be advised accordingly.

The community consultation was held in Septembé&d 20

In December 2011 draft costs were received fronsualtents for the Water Sensitive Urban
Design (WSUD) proposals. An application was sutedifor federal funding in December
2011 to the Liveable Cities Program for half tlests of the WSUD. The City will be
advised in March 2012 if the application for funglis successful.

Comment

The Community consultation held in September 2@tugsed on:

» the inclusion of the property at 231 Manning Roa@ublic open space link and

« 3 particular options for the laneways which areunexyl to provide safe access to the
properties that front Manning Road.

The consultation took the form of letters and femaoforms posted to all owners of land in
the Triangle followed by a community workshop held 28 September 2011 in the Civic
Centre Reception Room. Feedback from both the vhogksind the forms has been collated.
There were 26 properties represented at the wopkahd 11 feedback forms received. Two
feedback forms were from people who were not atstbekshop and the remaining 9 forms
were from people at the workshop.

The analysis of the feedback from the workshop fanahs reveals that there is unanimous
support for the removal of the public open spack that was proposed over 231 Manning
Road. The Urban Design Plan and Design Guidelraa® now been amended to reflect
this change as péttachment 10.2.1(a)

In regard to the access for properties fronting Miagy Road, the feedback was particularly
varied with no single option being favoured by all.summary of the comments received in
regard to the laneways from both the feedback fanusthe sheets at the workshops are at
Attachment 10.2.1(b).

The feedback in regard to laneway options was déveand contradictory, making it
impossible to recommend an option that will be ptalele to the majority of Waterford
Triangle owners, or even those owners on ManningdRoThe comments indicate that
many owners are basing their views on a consideratf the present day conditions rather
than understanding that this plan will be implereednbver the next 2 to 10 years or more.
One consistent comment was that owners did not walase development potential due to
giving up land for the laneway.
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Accordingly, it is proposed that the following catmohs are included in a future Town

Planning Scheme amendment to facilitate developimehe Triangle:

1. Development potential on lots that have to gigdand for the laneways will remain
as it would have been without the loss of land attis there is no loss of
development potential for these lots.

2. Land for the laneway is only given up upon depeient of the property. A
condition will be placed on the development apprawathe effect that the land is
given up free of charge along with a contributionthe purpose of constructing the
laneway. Only upon carrying out the developmeril, the condition need to be
fulfilled by giving the land up.

3. The above condition will dictate that the sequeaf development is limited. The
properties closest to the public street will needi¢velop before the next adjacent
property can develop and so on. Whilst this maynbenvenient for some owners,
it does have the benefits of :

* No resumption of land ahead of development on pgty
* No contributions plan required for the developmarthe laneways

The community will have the opportunity to providemments on these proposals when the
Draft Town Planning Scheme amendment is adverf@egublic comment.

Under clause 9.8 of Town Planning Scheme No.6, vélmreamendment is proposed that has
not been requested by the owner of the land, tiye @ust invite comments from those
landowners before Council considers it for initati

The City will be advised in due course whether or ihis successful in obtaining federal
funding for approximately half the cost of the Weasensitive Urban Design treatments and
this will be considered as the City’s contributimnthe project. Regardless of success, the
City will also be seeking contributions towardsrastructure upgrades from the owners of
properties in the Triangle Details of the costd aecovery mechanisms will form part of
the scheme amendment and consultation.

Consultation

Extensive community engagement has already takeoepin regard to th&Vaterford
Triangle Urban Design Plan and Design Guidelineg.he next stage of engagement will
take place once a draft Town Planning Scheme amemidmas been formulated.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The further planning for the locality will involva@mendments to the Town Planning Scheme
and a new Local Planning Palicy.

Financial Implications

The financial implications of the plan are currgrtking determined and will provide the
basis for further consultation with landowners uedourse.
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Strategic Implications

This matter relates to the following Strategic bBifens identified within the Council's

Strategic Plan and identified in the following term

e Strategic Direction 2 “Environment” : “Improve streetscape amenityvhilst
maximising environmental benefit.”

» Strategic Direction 3 “Housing and Landuses” :“Accommodate the needs of a
diverse and growing population with a planned nfik@using types and non-residential

land uses.

« Strategic Direction 4 “Places” : “Plan and Develop safe, vibrant and amenable
places.”

« Strategic Direction 5 “Transport and Infrastructure ” : “Ensure the City provides

appropriate levels of pedestrian amenity.”
This recommendation also addresses the City’s Catpd®lan 2011-2012 Initiative 3.3.1

Sustainability Implications
Providing opportunities for appropriate housing eypfor a variety of households will
increase the sustainability of the area.

In addition, the design guidelines have been foateul to improve energy efficiency of
dwellings, design for renewable energy and watesvery and reuse.

The road reserves are proposed to be reclaimed/&ber Sensitive Urban Design features
and this area could become a showcase for thisdf/gestainable development within the
City.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.1

(@) the amendedVaterford Triangle Urban Design Plan and Design dalines be
adopted as the basis for future planning of tha;are

(b) the City prepare a Scheme Amendment basedearttendedVaterford Triangle
Urban Design Plan and Design Guidelinaghich will undergo preliminary
advertising to all landowners in the locality; and

(© owners in the Waterford Triangle be advisethefabove.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.2.2 Supply and Delivery of PVC & Polythene Assaated Sprinklers & Fittings

Tender 24/2011
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: Tender 24/2011
Date: 16 February 2012
Author: Fraser James, Tenders and Contractsddffi
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infragiture Services
Summary

Tenders were invited and have been received foartineal supply and delivery of PVC and
Polythene Associated Sprinklers and Fittings. Tweader is for a two (2) year period
terminating on the 28 February 2014.
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This report outlines the assessment process awmdnreends the preferred Tenderer to be
awarded the Contract for the supply and deliveryP&C and Polythene Associated
Sprinklers and Fittings.

Background

In order to uphold its status as a green and laafgr City area, the City is required to
maintain extensive areas of parks, reserves argkgarunder irrigation. Irrigation systems
require regular maintenance to ensure their effectiefficient, and safe operation.
Accordingly, the purpose of this tender to identifypreferred Tenderer who is able to
supply the City with fittings to operate the vamourrigation systems such as PVC and
polythene pipe, sprinklers, solenoid valves artthis.

A Request for Tender (RFT) was advertised in thest¥eistralian on Saturday 15 October
2011. Tenders closed at 2.00pm on Wednesday 2mlmxe2011, with four (4) tenders
being received from registered companies.

Comment
The prices received from the four (4) companies veésponded to Tender 24/2011 is shown
below:
Tenderer Tendered Price (ex GST)*

Total Eden Pty Ltd $192,138

Water Dynamics $210,294

Reece Plumbing $245,424

Think Water $250,855

*based on an annual average over 2 years utilishegprices submitted in the Schedule of Rates

A qualitative evaluation of all tenders receivecsweampleted by the Evaluation Panel based
on the following criteria (as listed in the RFT:

Qualitative Criteria Weighting %
1. Demonstrated ability to perform the tasks as set out in the Specification 20%
2. Works records and experience. 5%
3. Referees 5%
4. Price 70%
Total 100%

The evaluation process resulted in the followingltaveighted score, which was based on
the annual average (estimated) of works to be takkm over the two (2) year Contract

period:
Tenderer Total Weighted Score (out of 10)
Total Eden Pty Ltd 8.80
Water Dynamics 8.14
Reece Plumbing 6.06
Think Water 5.86

*based on an annual average over two years utijshre prices submitted in the Schedule of Rates

All of the companies that submitted a tender gatisthe City’s needs regarding PVC and
polythene sprinklers and fittings. All tenders gded with the requirements of the RFT

and all companies have extensive experience in MWeding servicing the needs of local
government.
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Analysis of the tenders against the assessmestiarghows that the tender submitted by
Total Eden provides the best value for the Citytal Eden has been a reliable supplier of
services to the City during the existing contraci they also received very good references
from companies that use their services (includitigolocal governments). As a result, it is
recommended that Tender 24/2011 for the annual lpugpd delivery of PVC and
Polythene Associated Sprinklers and Fittings beaied.

Consultation
Tenders were publicly advertised in accordance thigh.ocal Government Act (1995).

Policy and Legislative Implications

Section 3.57 of theocal Government Act 1998s amended) requires a local government to
call tenders when the expected value is likely xoeed $100,000. Part 4 of the Local
Government (Functions and General) Regulations $886regulations on how tenders must
be called and accepted.

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

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

Financial Implications

The City has funding allocated in the various 20012 Infrastructure Maintenance and
Capital programs to service the Contract. In addjtithe 2012/2013 annual budget will
make provision for funding to cover the City's gation needs in response to Tender
24/2011.

Strategic Implications

This item is consistent with the Strategic Planebiion 2 ‘Environment’ Nurture and
develop natural spaces and reduce impacts on theiremmentand in particular Goal 2.3
Review and integrate sustainable water managemerategies to improve community and
City practices.

Sustainability Implications

The supply of irrigation fixtures and fittings istmormally considered to be sustainable, as
the products are oil based which is a finite reseurrrigation promotes the use of summer
watering which is also not normally considered ® dustainable as it is using a scarce
resource.

The City is a green leafy suburb, which Councikéen to retain and the organisation is
committed to the sustainable use of water and weitex planting. In this regard, the City is
progressively moving to hydro-zoning and use ofewatise landscaping to reduce its water
dependency.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.2.2

That the tender submitted by Total Eden Pty Ltdthe supply and delivery of PVC and
Polythene Associated Sprinklers and Fittings (Ter2é2011) for the estimated amount of
$192,138 (Excluding GST) per annum be acceptedttferperiod 1 March 2012 to 28
February 2014 inclusive.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

43



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 FEBRUARY 22

10.3 STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES

| 10.3.1 Building Act 2011.

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GR/502

Date: 10 February 2012

Author: Lindsay Stone, Team Leader, Building Sezsic

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

The Building Act 2011(the Act) was passed on 23 June 2011 and will comoeoperation
from 2 April 2012 with a proposed phased implemgoaover a period of 12 months.

The new Building Act has been developed to reptaeBuilding Regulations 198¢the
existing Act) and parts of theocal Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) ActQL98e
Act covers all buildings in the whole State of West Australia and enables local
governments to issue permits, enables privateficatton of design compliance and is
designed to streamline and clarify the buildingcess.

In December 2011 a bulletin item was provided ® Ehected Members giving a summary
of the background to the Act and the possible iogpidns to the City.

This report seeks approval for amendments to thedide of fees and charges; and issuing
amended Delegations of Authority to officers foe tadministration the new Act. It is
considered that these are required to ensure hbaCity’'s Building Services continues to
operate effectively under the provisions of thel@ing Act 2011, as it currently does under
the existing Act.

This report includes the following attachments:

e Attachment 10.3.1(a) The New Building Approvals System (Draft) - A
Guide for Local Government Permit Authorities in
Western Australia (Revised Draft November)

e Attachment 10.3.1(b) Building Commission Drafting Regulations (in
part) to support the Building Act 2011: Schedule 2
- Fees.

e Attachment 10.3.1(c) Existing Delegations from Council to CEO

e Attachment 10.3.1(d) New Delegations from Council to Authorised
Officers

Background

The Building Act 2011 is to become effective on @rih2012 and will bring significant

changes to the building approvals process forypkd of buildings in WA, from the design
stage through to the occupation of a building. ilt @stablish Permit Authorities to issue
permits and notices/orders, ensure enforcemenephifs and retain building records. A
Permit Authority can be a local government, SpeBiatmit Authority (a group of local

governments) or State Government.

In December 2011 a bulletin item was provided ®HEhected Members giving a summary
of the background to the Act and the possible iogpidns to the City.
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Comments

The Building Act 201lenables the local government to take a more pr@acble in
enforcement of the building control legislation ¢émsure buildings are constructed in
compliance with legislative requirements and appad@ standards within the community.

With the introduction of the neBuilding Act 201lthere will be key changes that will affect
local governments as it will introduce changes sagh

* Private Certification.

* Permit Authorities.

« Applying for Building Permit when ready to build occupy
« Timeframe for approvals and issue of permits.

e Occupancy Permits and Building Approval Certificate

» Consent to affect other land.

The functions that Local Governments will be regdito perform under the Building Act
include:

« Issue permits including building permits, demolitjpermits and occupancy permits; and

< Ensure building works within the municipality ackhgestatutory compliance; and

« Undertake assessment and issue Certificate of DeSampliance for Class 1 (single
houses) and Class 10 (sheds & patios etc).

These reforms are likely to have a significant iotpan the operation of the Building
Services Section of the City however the full impaicthe changes is likely to occur over a
6-12 month period. An overview of the key aspetthe Building Act is now provided.

Building permits and certification

Under the existing building legislation in WA, ihawner / builder wishes to undertake
building works, they are required to submit an aggpion for a building licence to the City.
A Building Surveyor employed by the City undertalkesassessment of the application to
confirm that the application complies with all ned@t legislation, and then issues a building
licence.

The current WA Building Regulations 1989 give legdfect to the Building Code of
Australia (BCA) which provides a set of minimum heeal provisions for the design and
construction of buildings and other structures.

The Building Code of Australia categorises buildigges, dependant on the level of risk,
into a particular ‘Class’ from Class 1 to Class Class 1 buildings are primarily residential
dwellings. Class 2 to 9 buildings generally comprisommercial buildings, industrial
buildings, and multi-storey residential buildingSlass 10 comprise structures such as
carports, garages, outbuildings, swimming poolacés and the like. Therefore Classes 1
and 10 are typically domestic residential dwellirgsl structures, while Classes 2 to 9 are
primarily non-residential buildings and residentighrtments.

The key differences between the existing buildipgraval process and the new tentative

building approval process that is intended to bdeutaken by the City of South Perth
Building Services is summarised as follows:
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Current Process for Residential Class 1 and 10 arfdommercial 2 to 9

« An application for building licence is lodged witte local government.

« An internal assessment is undertaken for compliamgth Planning approval,
Environmental Health and Infrastructure Servicegpiirements.

« Application is assessed for compliance with thddog Code Australia requirements.

« Referrals are sent to external agencies, wheressagg such as FESA, Water Corp, etc.

« Upon compliance with the relevant requirementsugdiBg Licence issued.

Process under the Building Act 2011

For Uncertified Application Class 1 and 10:

e Applicant to obtain Planning approval and exterapprovals where necessary from
FESA, Water Corp, Heritage Council, Swan River Trag.

* Application for building permit lodged with locabgernment.

« An internal assessment is undertaken for compliamgth Planning approval,
Environmental Health and Infrastructure Servicegimrements.

* Assessed for Building Code Australia compliancehv@ertificate of Design Compliance
being issued.

« Building Permit issued.

Certified Application Class 1 and 10 and 2 to 9:

» Applicant to obtain Planning approval and all regdiapprovals necessary from FESA,
Water Corp, Heritage Council, Swan River Trust, #mgl City's Environmental Health
and Technical Services.

e Applicant obtains Certificate of Design Compliania@ relation to Building Code
Australia compliance).

* Application for building permit lodged with locabgernment.

* Internal check for compliance with Planning, Enmimeental Health and Technical
Services requirements.

e Building permit issued.

The Building Act treats separately the process etifying compliance with building
standards from the process of dealing with an epptin and issuing a building permit. The
process of certifying compliance is now openedaupampetition and may be carried out by
a qualified Building Surveyor, either within theckd government, as is the case now, or by a
private sector building surveyor. The local goveemmwill retain its function to issue
building permits.

For Class 1 and 10 buildings (dwellings and incidestructures to dwellings) the local
government will be required to provide an assessmervice for uncertified applications;
and issue a certificate that the building complieth the Building Code (Certificate of
Design Compliance) and other associated legislakolowing the issue of the Certificate
of Design Compliance, the local government willrthesue a building permit.

For Class 2 to 9 buildings, the local governmemas required to provide a certification

service, however it may choose to do so as a seteiche community. In this case, an
applicant may engage a registered Building Survésmn either the local government (if

they offer that service) or the private sector tulertake the certification and issue a
Certificate of Design Compliance. Following the ussof the Certificate of Design

Compliance, the applicant will then submit the @iedte of Design Compliance, drawings
and other relevant documentation to the local gowent as part of an application for a
building permit.
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If a local government is to consider providing atifeation service then all necessary
requirements under thacal Government Act 19%5e required to be met, in particular:

e Section 3.18 Performing executive functions; and

e Section 3.59 Commercial enterprises by local gawermt.

Building Permit applications can be either ‘undexti’ (Class 1 or 10 only) or ‘certified’
(any Class of building). Building Permits can orid¢ signed by ‘authorised persons'
appointed by the Council. Certificates of Designmptiance documents can only be signed
by a registered building surveyor.

Uncertified applications will be required to be etetined in 25 business days. Certified
applications are required to be determined in 18ir@ss days. Failure to achieve the
specified time frames will result in the applicatibeing deemed refused and the full
application fees refunded to the applicant.

Notwithstanding the refund and the refusal the iappbn will still be required to be
determined for no fee and the determination is alajpée through the State Administrative
Tribunal (SAT).

During the assessment, if additional informationeiguired, the local government may 'stop
the clock’ and request for this information to bevidled within 21 calendar days. Upon the
receipt of this additional information within thpezified timeframe the 'clock is reset' and
the local government is to continue to assessypkcation. There is a timeframe of another
10 business days (from when the document was du¢hé local government to finalise the
application. If the additional information is n@&ceived within the specified timeframe then
the application is deemed refused and the feesetaimed. As one of the principles of the
Act is to provide a reduction in the approval tiniesbuilding approvals, the timeframes as
detailed inAttachment 10.3.1(a)- ‘A Guide for Local Government Permit Authorgién
Western Australia’ for processing applications Wil tight and require local governments to
perform at the most efficient level.

Essentially, the implications of the Act on the y&tcurrent procedures relating to the
processing of building permits is that the applicghen applying for a building permit must
ensure that all relevant approvals applicable éodévelopment have been obtained before
making the application to the local governmentdduilding permit. This effectively ceases
the common practice of lodging simultaneous apftioa for building and planning, or the
local government holding applications for an exsehgberiod of time until the applicant
finalises all outstanding requirements.

Other Permits
The Permit Authority will be responsible for issgimll relevant permits under the Act,

including:

1. Building Permits;

2. Demolition Permits;

3. Occupancy Permits; and

4 Building Approval Certificates.

The local government as the Permit Authority isoalesponsible to issue the Occupancy
Permit which will enable a building to be occupi€tcupancy permits are required for all

classes of buildings other than Class 1 and 10 rapthce the previous Certificate of

Classification.
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Prior to applying for an Occupancy Permit an insipecis to be undertaken by a registered
building surveyor and if the building is complianith the Building Permit issued by the
Permit Authority a Certificate of Construction Cdmpce can be issued. The owner of the
building is then required to apply through the Herwthority for an Occupancy Permit.
The timeframe for determining the Occupancy Peapfilication is 14 days with the ability
to request for additional information to be prowddeithin 21 days. Applications not
determined in the specified timeframes require dpplication fees to be refunded to the
applicant.

Delegation of Powers

A Special Permit Authority or a local governmentiviie able under section 127 of the
Building Act 2011to delegate any of its powers or duties as a Pefmihority to an
employee of the Special Permit Authority or a loggvernment (under théocal
Government Act 1995section 5.36). The power and the duties of thenReAuthority in
relation to both the approval or enforcement ral@snot be delegated to the private sector.
The delegation is to be in writing, executed byonibehalf of, the Special Permit Authority
or local government. The person that has the deldgpower cannot on delegate those
powers to someone else.

Delegations
The City currently has the following delegationslenthe provisions of the Local
Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1960:

Strategic Direction 3 - Housing and Land Uses

DC No. | DM No. Delegation Title Custodian | Reviewed
DC353 | DM353 Issue of Building Licenses CEO Feb 2011
DC354 | DM354 Administration of Building Controls within the City | CEO Feb 2011
DM354A Mar 2011
DC355 Authority to Issue Strata Title Certificates CEO Feb 2011

With the full introduction of the Building Act 2011he above delegations will become
redundant in that the head of power will move fribva Local Government (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1960 to the Building Act 2011.

The City therefore now seeks Council's approval iew delegations under the Building

Act 2011. Given the relevant provisions relatingledegations under the Building Act 2011

have not yet come into operation, the functionthefnew delegations cannot be performed
by Officers until such time as the relevant praws are proclaimed. It is therefore

proposed that Officers continue to perform suchcfigms in accordance with existing

delegations with Council adopting the new delegetito be implemented at such future
time as these provisions are proclaimed. The ghdido this is referred to under section 25
of the Interpretations Act 1984.

Section 127 of the Building Act 2011 enables lagayernments to delegate any powers or
duties to an employee. under Section 127 of the ddelegation that is assigned to a person
cannot be delegated to another person. In viewhisf tather than the delegations being

issued to the Chief Executive Officer who may tlerb-delegate, in this instance the

delegations are to be directly to the relevantdefs.
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Accordingly, the following new delegations will wequired under the Building Act 2011
for the City to effectively provide Certificatiomd Permit issuing function:

DC No. Reference

s20, s22
DC370

s21, 822
DC371

s58
DC372

s65
DC373

s96
DC374

s110, s117
DC375

Authorisations

Delegation Title

Grant or refuse to grant a Building Permit

Grant or refuse to grant a Demolition Permit

Grant, modify or refuse to grant Occupancy
Permits or Building Approval Certificates

Approve or refuse an application to extend
the validity of an Occupancy Permit or
Building Approval Certificate

Appoint  authorised persons for the

purposes of the Building Act 2011

Issue or revoke building orders in relation to
building work, demolition work and/or an
existing building or structure

Custodian

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor

Chief Executive Officer

Director Development and
Community Services
Manager Planning

Team Leader Building Services

With the introduction of the Building Act 2011 atidnal authorisations are needed for
Officers to carry out the relevant provisions untter Building Act 2011. Under s.96 of the
Building Act 2011, Permit Authorities (local govenents) may also designate employees as
authorised persons to undertake certain actioasdordance with Act.

The following new authorisations are therefore psma under various sections of the
Building Act.

Reference

Authorisations

Authorised Officer

5100

Entry Powers

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor
Swimming Pool Coordinator/Compliance Officer

s101

Powers after entry for compliance

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor
Swimming Pool Coordinator/Compliance Officer

5102

Obtaining information and
documents

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor
Swimming Pool Coordinator/Compliance Officer

s103

Use of force and assistance

Team Leader Building Services
Building Surveyor
Swimming Pool Coordinator/Compliance Officer

5106

Apply for an entry warrant

Director Development and Community Services
Manager Development Services
Team Leader Building Services

s133

Commence prosecution action

Director Development and Community Services
Manager Development Services
Team Leader Building Services

Given these relevant provisions have not yet came dperation; the new authorisations
cannot be undertaken by officers until such timéh&soccurs. It is therefore proposed that
Council appoint authorised officers and adopt tae lauthorisations to be implemented at
such future time as the relevant provisions ofBhiéding Act are proclaimed.
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Revisions to Schedule of Fees and charges

Many of the fees to be charged are determineddrdthft legislation. These proposed fees
have been published in advance by the Building C@sion to assist the building industry
in preparing for the implementation of the Buildidgrt. It is possible that the final
regulations may change the fee structure and it eékiant further revisions to the fee
schedule may be necessary.

The following table compares the existing commasf® the proposed statutory fees for

services provided by the City:

Building Act Provisions

Current Fee (based on
construction value
(exc. GST)

Proposed fee
(based on construction value
inc. GST)

Building permit application
minimum fee

$85.00

$90.00

Building permit application Class 1
& 10 - Uncertified

0.35% of the building /
structure’s construction
value

0.32% of the building / structure’s
construction value

Building permit application Class 1
& 10 - Certified

No current equivalent

0.19% of the building / structure’s
construction value

Building Permit Application Class 2
to 9 - Certified

No current equivalent

0.09% of the estimated value (inclusive of
GST) of the proposed building work as
determined by the permit authority but not
less than $90

during which a building or
demolition permit has effect

For the grant of a building permitto | $85 Modified fee — the relevant building

do building work in respect of a permit application fee methodology

building or incidental structure for outlined above is to be applied, except

an amended application in relation that the estimated value of the proposed

to which a building permit has building work as determined by the permit

already been granted authority is to be calculated by
determining the estimated value of the
building work as amended, minus the
estimated value of the building work as
determined by the permit authority
declared for the purposes of the
calculation of the fee for the building
permit already granted but not less than
$90.

Demolition Permit Application for $50 for each storey $90

the issue of permit for demolition of

Class 1&10

Demolition Permit Application for $50 for each storey $90 for each storey

the issue of permit for demolition of

Class2to 9

Application to extend the time No current equivalent $90
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Building Act Provisions

Current Fee (based on
construction value

Proposed fee
(based on construction value

(exc. GST) inc. GST)
Application for Occupancy Permit Certificate of $90 per application
for Class 2 to 9 buildings - Classification is the
completed building closest equivalent.

Application for Temporary
Occupation Permit for incomplete
building

Application for modification of
occupancy permit for additional use
of building on temporary basis

Application for replacement
occupancy permit for permanent
change of building’s use,
classification

No current fee
associated with
provision of certificate
of classification

Application for occupancy permit or
building approval certificate for
registration of strata scheme, plan
of re-subdivision — Class 2 to 9
buildings

No current equivalent

$100 or $10 per strata unit, whichever is
greater.

Application for Occupancy Permit
for unauthorised Class 2to 9
buildings - Certified

Certificate of
Classification is the
closest equivalent.

No current fee
associated with
provision of certificate
of classification

0.18% of the estimated value (inclusive of
GST) of the building work as determined
by the permit authority but not less than
$90

Building approval certificate for
unauthorised Class 1 & 10 -
Certified

No current equivalent

For uncertified
application

0.7% of the
building/structure’s
construction value

0.38% of the building / structure’s
construction value

Application for occupancy permit for
building with existing authorisation

No current equivalent

$90 per application

Application building approval
certificate for building with existing
authorization (Class 1 & 10
buildings)

No current equivalent

$90 per application

Application to extend the time No current equivalent $90
during which an occupancy permit

or a building approval certificate has

effect

Application for copies of permits, No current equivalentis | $50

building approval certificates

set under the Building
Regulations 1989;
however each local
government may, under
the Local Government
Act 1995 s6.16, set its
own fee for providing
copies of local

government records.
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In addition to the fees payable to local governmanBuilding Services Levy of 0.09% is
payable which is distributed to the Building Comsits.

The Building Commission will review these fees otioe new Act has been in operation for
a sufficient period to ensure the fees align adelyawith the actual costs associated with
providing the permit authority functions. Therefotlge above fees are to be seen as interim
until more accurate actual information on costsobaes available post the operation of the
Building Act.

Certification Service

As detailed earlier the Building Act 2010 providésat a local government can establish a
‘business unit’ to provide a certification servifr Class 1 to 10 buildings provided all
necessary requirements under ltloeal Government Act 1995e met.

For Class 1 and 10 applications, the City is rexflitnder the Act to provide an assessment
of uncertified applications for compliance with tBeilding Code of Australia and other
legislation and issue a Certificate of Design Caamule. This service will be funded by the
regulated uncertified building permit applicati@efpayable by the applicant.

At this stage, it is not possible to determinentheber of privately certified applications for
Class 1 and 10 buildings that will be lodged fa thsue of a permit only, as compared to
the number of uncertified Class 1 and 10 buildipgligations to be lodged with the City for
assessment, certification and permit issuing. Hewésedback from industry indicates that
building practitioners are actively engaged in dsstons with building companies to
provide a certifying role and a share of the maftethis type of building.

In the 2010/2011 financial year 95% of the appitreat received by the City were for Class
1 and 10 residential applications although the nmegeceived by the City for Class 2 to 9
building applications was $87,707 representing tH%uilding licence approval revenues.

In respect to Class 2 to 9 applications, wherafmation is required prior to lodgement of a

Permit Application, there is likely to be a sigodint impact for the City and other local

governments. Under the existing system, local gowents have previously undertaken the
certification function in a regulated market fora€ 2 to 9 buildings. It is considered that
initially, the City of South Perth should endeavbumaintain the services at an equivalent
level to that currently provided, while positionintgelf to be able to either extend or

contract that business over time (likely over aarnyperiod) as the building industry begins
to understand the systems provided byBhiéding Act

It is recommended that the City offer a certifioatiservice for Class 2 to 9 building
applications similar to what currently exists withCouncil. As the market unfolds the City
consider establishing a certification service fdasS 1 and 10 buildings similar to that
provided privately to assist applicants in prepguin application for Building Permit.

The certification fee to be charged by local gowegnts is not set by legislation and is open
to the local government to determine. While a “basb unit” could be established in
accordance with Section 3.59 of thecal Government Actthe purpose of providing a
certification service is not for the City to makepeofit. Instead it is proposed that the
certification fee be set on a “cost recovery modeid as additional service that the local
government provides, in accordance with SectioB 8ftheLocal Government Act.
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The following fees have been determined to be gnogypiate fee to cover operating costs:

Fees for Certification service for Class 2 to 9 buildings

Construction value (inc. GST) Proposed fee

Up to $150,000 $270

$150,001 to $500,000 $270 plus 0.15% for every $1 in excess of $150,000

$500,001 to $1m $795 plus 0.12% for every $1 in excess of $500,000

$1,000,001 and above $1395 plus 0.1% for every $1 in excess of $1,000,000
Unauthorised structures Double the fee above

Other fees

Inspection fee (per inspection) $110 for up to 1 hour, and thereafter $50 for each 30 minute block.

The above fees are not statutory fees, hence s2gdoption by the Council in accordance
with Section 6.19 of the Local Government Act.

Conclusion

While the Building Act has been on the table far thst 20 years or so, the introduction of
the current version of the Act and supplementaigance information has been progressed
very quickly over the recent past. The rapid imm@amtion and the lack of supporting
information such as the Regulations, and limited@dfrom the Building Commission, has
resulted in it being challenging for Local Govermiseto understand the full implications of
the Building Act.. While undoubtedly the Act wilakie an impact upon the existing services
provided by the Building Services, it will take sertime for the full impact of the changes
to be felt. Therefore it is considered that theppsals contained in this report regarding
providing a certification service, fees and chargkdegations etc should be regarded as a
starting point. City officers will monitor the imiphtions of these upcoming changes on a
regular basis and take necessary actions.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The Building Act will require new statutory proceds to be implemented as part of the
City's Building Services functions; and the adoptiof new fees and charges, delegations
and authorisations to City Officers. Although theilBing Act does not have a direct impact
on any existing Building Services policies, stamdaonditions attached to the building
licences and information sheets on the City’s websill need to be modified.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Financial Implications

Though local governments do receive legislated feetheir building permit function, it is
expected that the amount of revenue local govertsnearmally receive from building
licence applications will be affected. With therodtuction of private certification, local
governments will cease to be the sole permit appgosuthority. This is expected to have
an impact on the City’s revenue in relation to thglding approval fees and charges, and
indirectly on the staffing levels. However, it istrpossible to ascertain the exact extent of
the impacts.
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Sustainability Implications

The key objectives of the new Act are to provideceprehensive system of building
control in Western Australia, reduce building ap@idimes, set standards for buildings and
demolition work in Western Australia and deal withilding or demolition work that affects
other land. The change is intended to promote tlileform sustainability, lessen the impact
of development on other property and provide anresfnent role for the Permit Authority.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That....

() Council’'s Fees and Charges for 2011/2012 beifreddo reflect the statutory fees
contained in the Building Regulations supporting Building Act 2011 with the
modified fees being effective on a date prescrifogdthe implementation of the
Building Act 2011

(b) Council adopts by Absolute Majority the propt$ees and Charges for providing a
Certificate of Design Compliance for Class 2 touldings and other related fees as
detailed in report Item 10.3.1 of the February 2CGb2incil Agenda;

(c) pursuant to Section 6.19 of thecal Government Act 199%ublic Notice be given
of the proposed Fees and Charges for Class 2 tddirys;

(d) the existing Delegations from Council to the@Be revoked when thHuilding Act
2011takeseffect

(e) new Delegations from Council to the authorieffters, be adopted and take effect
when theBuilding Act 2011s implemented; and

() in accordance with Section 96 of thguilding Act 2011 the appointment of
‘Authorised Officers’ as detailed in report Item.3Q of the February 2012 Council
Agenda be adopted.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required Absolute Majority

10.3.2 Proposed 18 x Multiple Dwellings in a 3-Stey Building. Lot 410 & 411 (No.
15 and 17) Eric Street, Como.

Location: Lots 410 and 411 (Nos. 15 and 17) Erie&t Como
Applicant: Hames Sharley

Lodgement Date: 08 June 2011

File Ref: 11.2011.244.1 ERI/15

Date: 28 February 2012

Author: Siven Naidu, Senior Planning Officer, Deomhent Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develomt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approval I8 x multiple dwellings in a 3-storey
building, on Lot 410 & 411 (No. 15 & 17) Eric Stie€€omo. Council is being asked to
exercise discretion in relation to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Building setbacks R-Code Performance Criteria 7.1.4 - P4.1

It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsiuio conditions.

54



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 FEBRUARY 22

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential
Density coding R80
Lot area 1009 sq. metres

Building height limit 10.5 metres

Development potential | No restriction on number of dwellings (Number of dwellings are only restricted by
maximum plot ratio).

Plot ratio limit 1.0

This report includes the following attachments:

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

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

2. Major developments
(b) Residential development which is 9.0 metrgh br higher, or comprises 10 or
more dwellings.

Comment

(a) Background
In June 2011, the City received an applicationli®mMultiple Dwelling in a 3-storey
building on Lot 410 & 411 (No. 15 & 17) Eric Streedmo (theSite). Since the initial
submission, amended plans were received incre#singumber of dwellings from 16
to 18.
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(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Existing Development on the Subject Site

The site comprises of two lots, one of which isar#cand the other currently features
a land use of ‘Single House’, as depicted in the photographs afttachment
10.3.2(b)

Description of the Surrounding Locality

The site has a frontage to Eric Street to the ndiitie site is located opposite group
dwellings and single houses, adjacent to group ldwsl to the east and west, and
commercial buildings to the south, with the Cyg@atema being directly behind the
proposed development, as seekigure 1 below:
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Description of the Proposal

The planning application proposes 18 Multiple Dvnglt within a 3-storey building
on the Site, consisting of one and two bedroom litvgs in the first and second
floors. The ground floor level is occupied by asated car parking bays and
storerooms, as depicted in the submitted plai@oafidential Attachment 10.3.2(a)
Furthermore, the site photographs show the relshipn of the Site with the
surrounding built environment Attachment 10.3.2(b)

The proposal complies with the Scheme, the R-Cadelsrelevant Council policies,
with the exception of the remaining non-complyingpects, with other significant
matters, all as discussed below.

Compliant aspects

The following aspects of the proposed developmentampliant with Scheme

provisions:

* Plot Ratio (R-Codes 7.1.1).

¢ Building Height Limit (TPS6 Clause 6.2).

¢ Building setbacks from street (R-codes 7.1.3).

e Building Setbacks from the Western Boundary - Gohusiand 24Floor Levels
(R-Codes 7.1.4).

* Boundary Wall to the rear of the property (City iPpIP350.2).
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(f)

(9)

(h)

» Surveillance of the Street (R-Codes 7.2.1).

* OQOutdoor Living Areas (R-Codes 7.3.1).

* Landscaping (R-codes 7.3.2).

¢ On-Site Parking Provisions (R-Codes 7.3.3).

* Minimum Dimensions for Car Parking Bays and Access\(TPS6 Clause 6.3(8)
and Schedule 5).

e Vehicular Access (R-Codes - 7.3.5).

e Sight Lines at Vehicle Access Points and Streeh@usr(R-Codes 7.3.6).

e Finished Ground & Floor Levels and Driveway gradée(TPS6 Clauses 6.9 and
6.10).

e Visual Privacy (R-Codes 7.4.1).

« Dwelling Size (R-Codes 7.4.3).

Land Use

The proposed land use of Multiple Dwellings is slisd as a ‘P’ (Permitted) land
use in Table 1 (Zoning - Land Use) of TPS6. In ddering this permitted use, it is
observed that the Site adjoins residential andhteigr centre commercial land uses,
in a location with a residential streetscape. Adowly, the use is regarded as
complying with the Table 1 of the Scheme.

Residential Density

The R-codes do not prescribe a minimum site areadwelling for multiple dwellings
in areas coded R30 or greater, neither do the Rs@describe a Minimum Open
Space for an R80 residential coded site. The nundbedwellings is primarily
regulated by the R-codes 7.1.1 ‘building Size (Maxn Plot Ratio), 7.1.3 ‘Street
setbacks & 7.1.4 ‘Side and rear boundary setbacks.

Wall Setback- £'& 2™ floor, east, Apartments 1 - 18

Clause 7.1.4 and Table 5 of the R-Codes requir$ anetre setback from the side
boundaries for properties coded R80 and greates. eEistern walls of the®'® 2™
floors are setback at 1.5 metres to the boundatieinof 4.0 metres requirement.
Therefore, the proposed development does not cowigtyTable 5 of the R-Codes.

As a response to the above, the applicant subhet$ollowing comments in support
of their submission referred to Attachment 10.3.2(c)

Side Setback to the Eastern side

My justification is based on treating this sidetloé building in accordance with the
low density requirements of the R-code , as it deuthis type of use, it seems most
appropriate. The proposed building is also a scafel bulk which is comparable
with lower density 1 and 2 storey Housing along skreet, rather than 4-6 storey
Multiple dwelling form, which is covered by Parb7the R-codes. R80 built form is
assumed by the R-code to be 4 storeys or over,hwikicot the case with our
proposed development. Built form of R60 and belmvsatback as per table 2a and
2b, we believe is is more appropriate to use tis¢medards

Taking the bedroom and terrace blocks set backsétttan be treated individual as
per figures 2d and 2e of the R-codes) , we belewvesetback of 1.5m shown on our
drawing complies in all respects to the R-codedd ah.

These blocks contain only minor openings and a2en7ong and 7metres high, this
therefore only requires a 1.2m side boundary sdtitacbe compliant against the
acceptable development standards.
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In addition, we make the follow comments assestiagside setback in terms of
performance.

(A)

(B)

©

(D)

Ensure adequate daylight, direct sun and \esmdih for buildings and the
open space associated with them.

The articulation of the form with rear courtyardacabedroom allows for
adequate amount of solar penetration and natural \&ntilation to all
proposed apartments. Its mirrored floor plate altovior massing to be
consolidated and also the open space to be ‘douddlewing little or no
limitation to northern exposure to 50% of the apaehts in question. This
allows for better solar penetration than if it weagepeated module.

Moderate the visual impact of building bulk ameighbouring property

As seen in sketch above the articulation of thenfallows for massing to be
consolidated and also the open space to have aalvidaubling. This

reduces the apparent density and scale of the dprant upon its
neighbours due to the repetition is reduced and dbale (both building

form and open space) is doubled.

Ensure access to Daylight and direct sun f@ilaithg properties.

Given that on our western boundary we only have abeess driveway
directly adjacent, its impact is negligible andghian also be said for the
southern or rear boundary as the Cygnet theatre itesaneway/parking

adjacent to the property boundary. The buildingpact is largely only its

eastern boundary and given that the 2x neighboupirgperties have their

private open space on their eastern boundary aegl ttave minimal setback
to the common boundary, its impact could be reghmae no more invasive
than their current situation. Late afternoon hanskstern summer sun will
in effect be shielded by our property, having shit given the doubling of
courtyard to this elevation solar penetration fraime west will still be

evident through these zones.

Assist with the protection of privacy betweeatcning neighbours

As stated above the only real consequence is thterganeighbour and all
bedrooms facing this boundary that are within 4.8frthe boundary have
high level windows (above 1.6m FL).

In regards to the upper terrace it is permanentlyegned to 1.65m Above
FL, thus negating any direct overlooking accordinghe codes. Although it
cannot be strictly adopted (rather than minimum Wehave approx 3.5m
and 7m separation of built form), using figure 2Blaulations for wall
separation we propose that the upper level terrasm be assessed
individually in its setback with no major openingjsiis a setback of 1.5m
would be deemed permissible.

Given that the terrace that would be fully enclof®dn outlook to a height
of 1.65m the reduction of the terrace by the suiggke$.5m metres in depth
would create an uncomfortable space, which wouéhthender the space
undesirable. To reduce the balcony depth createsamge in waterproofing
details for the room below, and a small roof woulded to be added
creating visual inconsistencies visible from theghbour.

58



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 28 FEBRUARY 22

(i)

For aesthetic reasons, usability and a limited icip@n neighbouring
property concerns we request that the terraces nenda5m from the
boundary fully screened.

In response that the apartments 1-6 be moved.

| assume that this is in relation to the Eastermifary setback and not in regards to
the front. A shift in the western direction wilkalresult in the car park structure and
retaining to be adjusted similarly. This will adgely affect the driveway entrance
and possible visitor parking. Although the drivewaan be relocated east to some
extent, the intention of the vegetation to act asaal buffer and amenity will be lost,
creating more hardstand in this region. Balconiesthe corner apartment will then

also be with 7.5m of the setback.

With respect to the above points we request thats#tback of 1.5m with minor or
fully screened openings only permissible on thatera wall remain as submitted.

Officers consider the points put forward by the lmant are valid to the proposal;
however the applicant does not appear to adequatdisfy all of the Performance
Criteria 7.1.4 P4.1 of the R-codes as stated below:

* B - Moderate the visual impact of building bulk @meighbouring property
In considering the above dot point officers maleftiilowing recommendation:

* Due to the proposed finished ground and floor lebeling between 0.5 & 0.9
metres higher than the adjoining property to the& eontage to Eric Street),
and taking into account the 1.5 metre proposedasktbn the second floor,
the visual impact of build bulk for the length dfet building will have an
impact on these adjoining buildings.

e It must also be noted the properties along thehssigle of Eric Street slope
from east down to west.

e Each of the apartments on the 2nd floor comply wlith outdoor living area
requirement as seen with the balconies along trsteweside of the proposed
building, hence officers suggest a greater setlmdck.5 metres to the 2nd
floor balconies along the eastern boundary to 2tfgmein lieu of the 1.5
metres provided. The setback to the 2nd floor ¢ would reduce the
depth from 3 metres to 2 metre, hence still allgninese balconies to be of
sufficient size to be used in conjunction with e 1 from which it is
accessed.

« Officers further suggest a 0.2 metre shift of theck of apartments 1 -6 to the
west along Eric Street, thereby increasing the salback from 1.5 metres to
1.7 metres, while maintaining visual privacy to tinrest facing balcony.

In this instance, it is considered that the City sapport the proposal by conditioning
the approval as stated above.

Significant Views

Council’'s Planning Policy P350.09 “Significant VisWvaims at giving a balanced
consideration to the reasonable expectations wipeact to a significant view of both
the existing residents as well as the applicaripgsing a new development.
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(),

(k)

There are currently two neighbouring propertieshi® east of the Site. The first lot
comprises of two (2) single storey group dwellimgth a frontage to Eric Street and
the second comprises of six (6) two storey groupellings with a frontage to
Labouchere Road and currently neither of theseqtigs enjoy views of the Perth
City skyline and Swan River (significant views).

The proposed setback variation does not pose atryct®n in relation to significant
views as the setback variation on the site is apmately 1.2 metres below the
proposed building height of the multiple dwellifidhe proposed building height is 7.5
metres, which is well within the 10.5 metre builglimeight limit prescribed by TPS6.

The proposed building is not seen to exceed thmalodevelopment entitlements of
the site, and therefore it is considered that tepgsed development complies with
Council policy.

Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6

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

impose conditions with respect to, matters listedlause 1.6 of TPS6, which are, in

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

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

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

(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;

The proposed development is considered satisfactawlation to all of these matters
listed above.

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

Scheme No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Caiebkany other approved Statement
of PlanningCouncil Policyof the Commission prepared under Section 5AAeof th
Act;

(H any planningCouncil Policy strategy or plan adopted by the Council under the
provisions of clause 9.6 of this Scheme;

(i)  the preservation of the amenity of the locality

()  all aspects of design of any proposed developnieciuding but not limited to,
height, bulk, orientation, construction materialeddegeneral appearance;
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() the height and construction materials of retam walls on or near lot
boundaries, having regard to visual impact and skiadowing of lots adjoining
the development Site;

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

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

(@) the topographic nature or geographic locatidrte land;

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

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

(u)  whether adequate provision has been made sy disabled persons;

(v) whether adequate provision has been made fiahdscaping 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 agipie, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeusta?.4; and

(x)  any other planning considerations which the @ulconsiders relevant.

The proposed development is considered satisfactawlation to all of these matters
listed above.

Consultation

(@) Design Advisory Consultants’ Comments
The design of the proposal was considered by theés@esign Advisory Consultants
(DAC) at their meeting held in 1 August 2011. Thiegwsal was favourably received
by the Consultants. Their comments and responses tine Applicant and the City
are summarised below.

DAC Comments Applicant’s Responses Officer's Comments

The Design Advisory Architects | The design has been | The commentis NOTED.
observed that the street facing facade | amended to accommodate
of the building needs to be designed | this comment.

to enhance the existing streetscape
character. Instead of a side of one of
the multiple dwellings facing the street
as proposed, the building will present
itself better to the street if the
dwellings were oriented to face Eric
Street. As a design option, the
Architects recommended that a two-
bedroom dwelling and two smaller
single-bedroom dwellings could be
designed to face Eric Street, which
will fit in the available lot frontage.
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(b)

DAC Comments

Applicant’s Responses

Officer’'s Comments

Noted that the proposed development
does not comply with the 4.0 metre
rear and side setback requirements
prescribed in the Residential Design
Codes 2010, and that a boundary
wall, approximately 8.0 metres high, is
proposed on the rear boundary, the
applicant  should  submit  written
justification in  support of these
setback variations, demonstrating
compliance with the associated
performance criteria.

The applicant has provided
justification in relation to
the boundary walls and
setback as referred to in
Attachment 10.3.2(c).

The height of the boundary wall
to the rear of the site was
touched upon by the DAC
architects based on the
requirements of table 4 of the
R-codes ‘Maximum height of
built to boundary walls’, which
prescribes a 7.0 metre height
restriction.

In accordance with City policy
P305.2 ‘Boundary Walls', all
residential boundary walls are
assessed against this policy.
The policy primarily addressing
the amenity impacts of the
adjoining properties to the site.
The proposed boundary wall
meets the requirements of this
policy.

The comment is NOTED.

Neighbour Consultation

Neighbour Consultation has been undertaken forpliposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 ‘Consultatior Planning Proposals’.
Under the ‘Area 1’ consultation method, individpabperty owners, occupiers and/or
strata bodies were invited to inspect the plans tandubmit comments during a
minimum 21-day period.

During the advertising period, a total of 32 coteibn notices were sent and 2
submissions were received, 1 in favour and 1 rgisome concerns with the proposal.
The comments of the submitters, together with efficesponses are summarised
below.

Submitters’ Comments

Officer Responses

A 1.5 metre setback to the eastern boundary
seems minimal and the submitter has suggested a
greater setback be applied to address restriction
of sunlight and sea breeze.

The applicant’s proposal by choosing not to build
to the permitted height limit of 10.5m metre
together with the articulation of the form with the
courtyards and bedroom along the eastern
boundary ensures access to daylight, direct sun
and ventilation to the adjoining property.

The comment is NOTED.

Concerns in relation to the height of the
development and the maximum number of
multiple dwellings being proposed.

Applicant is well within the height limit
requirement. There is no minimum site area per
dwelling requirement, stipulated in the R-Codes;
the number of dwellings is primarily regulated by
the maximum permitted plot ratio.

The comment is NOTED

On-site and impact on street parking provisions.

On-site parking bays have been provided in
access of the required number as prescribed by
the R-codes; hence it is not envisaged to
overflow onto the street.
The comment is NOTED.
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(c) Internal Administration
Comments were invited from Engineering Infrastruetand City Environment of the
City's administration.

The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure was inviteccémment on a range of
issues relating to car parking and traffic generfitem the proposal. Engineering
Infrastructure raised no objections and has pravidecommended important
notes to the applicant.

City Environment provided comments with respecth® removal of a street tree
due to the proposed crossover. City Environmergesino objections and has
provided recommended important notes to the applica

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

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

Sustainability Implications

The proposed development is observed to generabt sustainable design principles. The
proposed development is observed to be more sabtairwithin the urban area as it
provides more diversity in housing choice by ofigrone and two bedroom dwellings.

Conclusion

It is considered that subject to the recommendeulitions, the proposal meets all of the
relevant Scheme, the R-Codes and / or Council yobbjectives and provisions.
Accordingly, it is recommended that the applicatbenconditionally approved.

IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10 .3.2 |

That pursuant to the provisions of tGay of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemthis application for planning approval for a 18nltiple
dwellings in a 3-storey building on Lot 410 & 418, 15 & 17) Eric Street Combe
approved subject to the following conditions:

@) Standard Conditions / Reasons

340E| Parapet walls - Finish from 45€ | dividing fences- required
neighbour

577 | Amalgamation - New Titles 47C | retaining walls- if required

427 | colours & materials- details 471 | retaining walls- required

21C | screening- permanent 625 | sightlines for drivers

39C | crossover- standards 377 | screening- clothes drying

39 | verge & kerbing works 56(C | Rubbish storage are screened

352 | car bays- marked and visible 55C | plumbing hidden

35 | visitor bays- marked and visible  {4F | stormwater infrastructure

354 | car bays- maintained 65C | inspection (final) required

45E | dividing fences- standards 66C | expiry of approval
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(b)

Specific Conditions

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

Revised drawings shall be submitted, and sualwihgs shall incorporate the

following:

(A) Second storey balconies along the eastern kayrghall be setback to
2.5 metres; and

(B) Apartment block incorporating dwellings 1 tcatbng Eric Street shall
be setback to 1.7 metres to the eastern side bounda

The approved drawings show that the proposedsover will interfere with

an existing street tree situated within the roasemee. The Applicant is

required to pay a Street Tree Amenity Fee to theevaf $ 2,008 for the cost

of removing and replacinthis tree as detailed in a tax invoice that will be

issued by the City, prior to the collection of dlthimg licence.

Fence and letterbox within the front setbamiea shall be visually permeable

above 1.2 metres in accordance with R-Codes 732r2ét Walls and Fences'.

(c) Standard Advice Notes

700A| building licence required 79C | minor variations- seek approval

70t | revised drawings required 70¢ | masonry fences require BA

70€ | Boundary wall surface finish 76€ | landscaping- general standards
process

70€ | applicant to resolve issues 725 | fences note- comply with that Act

71E | Subdivision Procedure 795E | appeal rights- council decision

(d) Specific Advice Notes

® It will be necessary to pay all costs associatéth the construction of the
proposed crossover prior to the collection of thdlding licence as
identified within Condition No. (ii) above.

(i) Verge tree to be removed and replaced wite¢h(3) London Plane Trees in
the road reserve at the owners cost, as per F8869.5 8(b) & (9).

(i)  The applicant is advised of the need to complith the relevant
requirements of the Engineering Infrastructurey Emvironment and City’s
Environmental Health Departments.

(V) The applicant is advised that, prior to theuisg of a building licence,
certification is required to be provided that tite as been remediated (soil
and groundwater) to the satisfaction of the Depantnof Environmental
Protection.

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

Offices during normal business hours.
MOTION

Cr Grayden moved the officer recommendation, Seld@wat

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Grayden Opening for the Motion

heard Deputation / issues covered in officer report

two arguments presented seeking increase in bakymge

applicant states because they are entitled to biglger and have not, they should have a
concession to build bigger balconies

proposal i

s for a large building / bulk and scall wpact on adjoining neighbours

proposal will overlook 3/4 properties
officer report indicates intention is to safeguardenity of area / not for safeguarding

amenity o

f future occupants

without setback of balconies neighbours’ amenitly lvé impacted
support officer recommendation
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Cr Cala for the Motion
« seconded Motion purely for the purpose of deb&wgpport proposed Amendment

Cr Trent against the Motion

» proposed balconies are off bedrooms and not liteelgnpact on neighbours
» argument put forward in support of Motion doeswash with me

e against the Motion

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Lawrance

That the officer recommendation, be amended at (#grunder Specific Condition
(b)(i) as follows:

(b) Specific Conditions
() Revised drawings shall be submitted, and sudchwihgs shall
incorporate the following:
(A) Second storey balconies along the eastern ayndhall be
screened with a translucent material to a minimum Right of
1650mm;and

Cr Lawrance for the Amendment
e support Amendment
« balconies proposed for aesthetic purposes only

Cr Grayden Against the Amendment

» if balconies are for aesthetic purposes - themforse benefit
* balconies proposed not aesthetic for adjoininghtzngrs

» it will not matter if balconies are set back 1m

e against Amendment

Cr Cala for the Amendment

* Amendment calls for translucent material / notanklwall

« what we are approving is translucent - amendmehkemthat specific
« Amendment proposed will remove concerns raised

e support Amendment

Cr Skinner against the Amendment

e cannot disregard privacy of community

* proposed Amendment compromises privacy of neighbour
e against Amendment

Cr Gleeson Point of Clarification re translucent material? Cr Cala responded yhat
cannot see through translucent screening butdjgés through the material.

The Mayor Put the Amendment. CARRIED }8/4
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ICOUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2

The Mayor Put the Amended Motion

That pursuant to the provisions of tGay of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemthis application for planning approval for a 18nltiple
dwellings in a 3-storey building on Lot 410 & 418, 15 & 17) Eric Street Combe
approved subject to the following conditions:

Standard Conditions / Reasons

(b)
340E| Parapet walls - Finish from 45€ | dividing fences- required
neighbour
577 | Amalgamation - New Titles 47C | retaining walls- if required
427 | colours & materials- details 471 | retaining walls- required
21C | screening- permanent 625 | sightlines for drivers
39C | crossover- standards 377 | screening- clothes drying
39 | verge & kerbing works 56(C | Rubbish storage are screened
352z | car bays- marked and visible 55C | plumbing hidden
35 | visitor bays- marked and visible  {4F | stormwater infrastructure
354 | car bays- maintained 65C | inspection (final) required
45E | dividing fences- standards 66C | expiry of approval
(b) Specific Conditions
() Revised drawings shall be submitted, and suelwithgs shall incorporate the
following:
(A) Second storey balconies along the eastern taynshall be screened
with a translucent material to a minimum heighf 660mm; and
(B) Apartment block incorporating dwellings 1 toatbng Eric Street shall
be setback to 1.7 metres to the eastern side bounda
(i) The approved drawings show that the proposedsover will interfere with
an existing street tree situated within the roasemee. The Applicant is
required to pay a Street Tree Amenity Fee to theevaf $ 2,008 for the cost
of removing and replacinthis tree as detailed in a tax invoice that will be
issued by the City, prior to the collection of dlthimg licence.
(i) Fence and letterbox within the front setbalea shall be visually permeable
above 1.2 metres in accordance with R-Codes 732r2ét Walls and Fences'.
(c) Standard Advice Notes

700A| building licence required 79C | minor variations- seek approval

70t | revised drawings required 70¢ | masonry fences require BA

70€ | Boundary wall surface finish 76€ | landscaping- general standards
process

70€ | applicant to resolve issues 725 | fences note- comply with that Act

71E | Subdivision Procedure 795E | appeal rights- council decision
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(d) Specific Advice Notes
() It will be necessary to pay all costs assodatgth the construction of the
proposed crossover prior to the collection of tidding licence as identified
within Condition No. (ii) above.

(ii) Verge tree to be removed and replaced witeé¢h{3) London Plane Trees in the
road reserve at the owners cost, as per Policy. BED) & (9).

(iii) The applicant is advised of the need to compith the relevant requirements
of the Engineering Infrastructure, City Environmeamd City’s Environmental
Health Departments.

(v) The applicant is advised that, prior to theuisg of a building licence,
certification is required to be provided that tliee $ras been remediated (soll
and groundwater) to the satisfaction of the Depamntmof Environmental
Protection.

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

CARRIED (9/3)

Reason for Change

The condition (b)(i))(A) calling for a 2.5m setbawkll result in reduced amenity for the
proposed dwelling owner with a reduction in balc@mace and have no effective benefit to
the neighbouring dwelling

10.3.3 Request for Increase in Density Coding anduBding Height Limit for
Grouped Housing Sites, Cygnia CoveAmendment No. 33 to Town Planning
Scheme No. 6)

Location: Cygnia Cove Estate, Waterford

Applicant: Development Planning Strategies (DPS) Richard Noble and
Company, representing the Christian Brothers

Lodgement Date: 12 December 2011

File Ref: LP/209/33

Date: 2 February 2012

Author: Gina Fraser, Senior Strategic Planning ¢@ffi

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

Summary

To consider a request for an Amendment to Townril@nScheme No. 6 (TPS6) in relation

to the Cygnia Cove Estate, eastern Waterford hiefallowing purposes:

(@) to increase the density coding from R20 to RB8Gwo grouped housing sites, and
to R8O for three grouped housing sites;

(b) to increase the maximum permissible buildingyhiefrom 7.0 metres to 10.5 metres
for the five grouped housing sites; and

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

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

This report includes the following attachments:

» Attachment 10.3.3(a) Scheme Amendment request report by DPS

» Attachment 10.3.3(b) Appendix 1 to DPS report: Certificate of Titledabeposited
Plan 70746

» Attachment 10.3.3(c) Appendix 2 to DPS report: WAPC subdivision apjaiov

» Attachment 10.3.3(d) Appendix 3 to DPS report: Traffic Implicationgoet by Riley
Consulting

» Attachment 10.3.3(e) Cygnia Cove Estate plan taken from Policy P351Qyjnia
Cove Residential Design Guidelines’

» Attachment 10.3.3(f) Draft Amendment No. 33 document for advertising

The Cygnia Cove Estate is situated between thet&foAboriginal College and Centenary
Avenue. This report does not relate to approvathef subdivision as a whole, which
received conditional approval from the Western Aalgtn Planning Commission (WAPC)
on 17 September 2010. The requested Scheme Amendwelates only to the three
particular matters referred to in the ‘Summary’ \oThe proposals are described fully in
Attachment 10.3.3(a) being the detailed Amendment request report pegpdby
consultants Development Planning Strategies onlbehRichard Noble and Company who
represent the Christian Brothers owners andAitachment 10.3.3(f) being the draft
Amendment No. 33 document prepared for communitgdsing.

The Cygnia Cove Estate is the last portion of thetéiford locality to be subdivided. The

applicant lodged indicative subdivision plans withe Western Australian Planning

Commission (WAPC) in January 2003. Since that tithe Council has been made aware of

the proposed grouped housing sites for the estéte following Council meetings:

e July 2004: as part of the required environmental assessmieatpteliminary plans
were forwarded to the City for comment;

 July 2006: consideration of revised subdivision plans follagv environmental
assessment, when it was also noted that the fiwepgd housing sites would be the
subject of a later request for an increase in tensding. The current report comprises
this request;

e July 2010: in connection with the renewal of the lapsed cbowal subdivision
approval;

e May 2011: endorsement of Policy P351.14 ‘Cygnia Cove Reside Design
Guidelines’ which also identified the five futureogped housing sites; and

e July 2011: adoption of Policy P351.14 ‘Cygnia Cove Residdnbesign Guidelines’
following community consultation.
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The plan below shows the Cygnia Cove subdivisigoug with the five grouped housing
sites and the affected portions of land along tlemi@rf boundary, shown shaded:
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Other than in Stage 1, individual lots have notlye¢n created. A coloured version of the
Cygnia Cove plan taken from Policy P351:C4gnia Cove Residential Design Guidelines’
is provided adAttachment 10.3.3(e). This plan clearly shows the intention with resptect

the ultimate development of the estate, includimgfive grouped housing lots.

Details relating to the site are as follows:

Site name
TPS6 zoning

Cygnia Cove Estate, Waterford
Residential zone; and

Parks and Recreation Reserve (Regional)

Current density coding

R20
Requested density coding 2 grouped housing lots: R60
3 grouped housing lots: R80
Current building height limit 7.0 metres
Requested building height limit 5 grouped housing lots: 10.5 metres
Predominant current development Wetlands; earthworks in preparation for subdivision

The statutory Scheme Amendment process requiresetuest to be referred to a Council
meeting for consideration. In addition, should 8&eme Amendment be finally approved
by the Minister for Planning, the subsequent dgu@lent applications for the five grouped
housing sites will be referred to a Council meetihghey take full advantage of the

requested Amendment provisions and fall within foBowing category described in
Schedule 1 of Council Delegation DC690:

2. Major developments

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

(@)

Description of the requested Scheme Amendment
The Scheme Amendment request is contained in timsuttant's report which
comprisedAttachment 10.3.3(a).

The specific purposes of the Amendment are explaasefollows:

Increase in density coding and building height linti for five grouped housing
sites

The main purpose of the Amendment is to increasalémsity coding and building
height limit for five grouped housing sites withihne Cygnia Cove estate. Since
TPS6 came into operation in 2003, the land compgighe Cygnia Cove has been
blanket zoned ‘Residential’ with a density codinfy R20. At that time, the
subdivision of the land had not been fully designetherefore specific density
coding for particular sites could not be allocatddhe subdivision was approved by
the WAPC in May 2010, incorporating five groupedubiong sites, with the
intention that such sites would be allocated a drigHensity coding prior to
development. It is now proposed that two of thessbe allocated a density coding
of R60 and three be coded R80, all with a Builditegght Limit of 10.5 metres.

While the proposed density coding is consideralgjér than the R20 coding of
the surrounding land, the proposed Building Helghtit will provide for only one
additional storey above neighbouring dwellings.e Bpplicant is keen to encourage
compact development throughout the estate by rneguiBingle Houses to be of
two-storey design.

At the time when this Scheme Amendment request ledged, the five grouped
housing lots had not been created, because ontyall portion of the subdivision,
Stage 1, has received final approval. The appkcarplain that there is a need to
allocate the intended density codings and buildiejght limit to the grouped
housing lots at the earliest opportunity, in ortieropenly declare the proposed
development entitlements for the five grouped haysites. This is important, as
the sale of Stage 1 lots has commenced.

A simple summary of development potential for eathhe five grouped housing

sites is set out below, based on the assumptidheoproposed increased density
coding:
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Proposed | Proposed | Proposed | Minimum Grouped Multiple Dwellings
Lot No. " | Lot Area (" Density open Dwellings ()
Coding space 4 (5). (6)
@ (% of site)
236 1,162 m2 R60 40% Min site area per Max Plot Ratio: ©
dwelling: 180 m? 0.7 =813 m2total
floor area on site
Maximum No. of Indicative No. of
Dwellings: 6 Dwellings: 6 ©® @
say,130 mZper
dwelling
256 1,184 m2 R60 40% Min site area per Max Plot Ratio: )
dwelling: 180 m? 0.7 = 828 m2total
floor area on site
Maximum No. of Indicative No. of
Dwellings: 6 Dwellings: 6 ©® @
say, 130 m2 per
dwelling
146 3,329 m2 R80 Min site area per Max Plot Ratio: )
dwelling: 180 m? 1.0 = 3,329 m?total
floor area on site
Maximum No. of Indicative No. of
Dwellings: 18 Dwellings: 22 ()
287 1,929 m? R80 Min site area per Max Plot Ratio: ©
dwelling: 180 m? 1.0 = 1,929 m2total
floor area on site
Maximum No. of Indicative No. of
Dwellings: 10 Dwellings: 15
288 2,520 m2 R80 Min site area per Max Plot Ratio: )
dwelling: 180 m? 1.0 = 2,520 m?total
floor area on site
Maximum No. of Indicative No. of
Dwellings: 14 Dwellings: 18 ()

(1) The proposed Lot number and area are based on the conditionally approved subdivision which
has not yet been finalised by the WAPC.

(2)  Density coding is based on the requested Amendment to TPS6.

(3)  Maximum Plot Ratio is as prescribed by the R-Codes.

(4)  The Minimum Open Space is prescribed as 45% by the R-Codes for land coded R60. Policy
P351.14 allows this figure to be reduced by 5%.

(6)  Other kinds of residential development are also permissible; however, Multiple Dwellings are
the most likely form of development.

(6)  Calculations are based on R-Codes provisions.

(7)  Number of dwellings is based on the indicative sketches contained in Attachment 10.3.3(a).

In July 2011, the City adopted Policy P351:C4gnia Cove Residential Design
Guidelines! These guidelines relate to the whole of thetestad include specific
provisions applicable to the five sites in questibhe Guidelines will apply to any
future development of the sites. Policy P351.14/ e accessed on the City’s
website atwww.southperth.wa.gov.aunder ‘Council Policies’.
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(b)

Correction of zoning anomalies along the Clontarf Cygnia Cove boundary

The subdivision of the Cygnia Cove Estate has waalthe realignment of the
boundary adjacent to the Clontarf Aboriginal Colleglso owned by the Christian
Brothers. While Cygnia Cove is zoned ‘Residenti@llontarf is zoned ‘Private
Institution’. The geographic extent of the zonegds minor adjustment to ensure
that the zones exactly coincide with the new caidblsbundary.

Future Scheme Amendment

Cygnia Cove is currently ‘blanket zoned’ as Resiidérincluding all proposed
roads and public open space reserves. The cusarme Amendment will not
affect that arrangement. Officers at the DepartnoériPlanning do not see it as a
priority that the roads and public open space weserbe removed from the
Residential zone and allocated their own respecksal Scheme reservation
colours, because the purposes of the reserves baillclearly identified on
Department of Land Information plans when the respe kinds of reserves are
vested in the City for those purposes.

At a later stage, however, when the whole of thgrizy Cove subdivision has been

finalised and land parcels created, it would beirdble to undertake another

Scheme Amendment for the following purposes:

* to remove all land comprising road reserves from Residential zone and to
allocate to those reserves the TPS6 ‘Local Road&rve;

* to remove all public open space reserves from thsidential zone and to
allocate to that land the TPS6 ‘Parks and Recneatieserve (‘Local’ or
‘Regional’, as required).

While not essential in the short term, the chanfgeoaing for the road and public
open space reserves would reflect their true Ptgnpurpose in TPS6. Such local
Scheme reservations will clearly identify futureuting intentions for the land. It
is expected that purchasers into the Estate walleevthis certainty. This cannot be
part of the current Scheme Amendment becausesasthge, not all of the affected
land parcels have been created through the sulmivis

Assessment of the proposal

In July 2006, the Council conditionally supportdt tCygnia Cove subdivision
which included the creation of the five groupeddiog lots which are the subject of
the current Scheme Amendment. These sites hawee b&lsn approved by the
WAPC.

The current proposal warrants support for the Yailhg reasons:

® the Cygnia Cove subdivision follows sustainatisign principles, both in
terms of density, housing design and site planning;

(i) no lots within Cygnia Cove within proximity dhe five sites have yet been
sold and purchasers will be made aware of the @k density coding
and building height limit at the time of purchase;

(iii) building design of the future developmentsliviie controlled by normal
TPS6 and R-Codes requirements, as well as Policyl.B38 design
guidelines for Cygnia Cove,;

(iv) During the various times of consideration betsubdivision and related
design guidelines Policy, the Council did not esgreany concerns or
limitations on the proposed density coding or bogdheight that should
ultimately apply to the five sites;

(v) In assessing the merits of the proposal, Cfficers are satisfied that the
proposal would have minimal impact on the surrongdiocality, having
regard to the following:
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(A) No adjoining residential development - The Cygnia Cove Estate
site is bounded by road reserves to the north ast] the river to the
south, and the Clontarf institutional site to theswv There is no
existing development adjoining any of the Amendm&itgs within
Cygnia Cove, and no residential development imntelyiaadjoining
the estate itself. The nearest residential lanéhishe Waterford
Triangle, which is separated from Cygnia Cove byniMag Road.

(B) Council Policy P351.14 ‘Cygnia Cove Design Gudlines’ - The
performance criteria associated with the Coundiiclyd®351.14 have
been formulated to achieve not only visually atixe@cdesign but also
design which incorporates sustainability principleSuch principles
are supported by the City.

Other justification is provided in the applicant&port @ttachment 10.3.3(a).

(© Scheme Objectives: Clause 1.6 of No. 6 TowraRhing Scheme

Having regard to the preceding comments, the palpesconsidered to meet the

overriding objective of TPS6 in requiring and en@ming performance-based

development which retains and enhances valuetatits of the City. In terms of
the general objectives listed within clause 1.6BE6, the proposal is considered to
broadly meet the following objectives:

(@ Maintain the City’s predominantly residentidlazacter and amenity.

(b) Introduce performance-based controls suppoitydplanning policies and
Precinct Plans.

(c) Facilitate a diversity of dwelling styles andngities in appropriate locations
on the basis of achieving performance-based obgstiwhich retain the
desired streetscape character and in the older sugfethe district, the existing
built form character.

(d) Establish a community identity and ‘sense ahrooinity’ both at a City and
precinct level and to encourage more community wWtat®on in the decision-
making process.

(¢) Ensure community aspirations and concerns adressed through Scheme
controls.

(h) Utilise and build on existing community fae#t and services and make more
efficient and effective use of new services arilitizs

(k)  Recognise and preserve areas, buildings aed sitheritage value.

Consultation

(a) Manager, Engineering Infrastructure
This Scheme Amendment proposal has been referretheoCity’s Manager,
Engineering Infrastructure for comment on the Ri@ynsulting ‘Traffic Impact’
report appended to the applicant’s submission.hBoé¢ consultant and the City's
Engineering Infrastructure Manager provide commeats the basis of the
subdivision containing 183 dwellings at R20, 12 liwgs at R60 and 55 dwellings
at R80 density - a total of 250 dwellings. Witkpect to trip generation, both agree
that the expected traffic generation would be s$ljgHower than previously
expected, based on an earlier subdivision desig¢fith the revised subdivision
design, Cygnia Cove would be expected to gener@@02vehicle trips per day,
approximately 70 trips less than previously estedatTherefore, they conclude that
traffic generation should not be a problem forlteality.
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(b)

Cygnia Cove is accessed via one link to ManningdRaxad one link to Centenary
Avenue. While the Manning Road entry point hasnbapproved, the precise
location and design of the Centenary Avenue entimtds still under negotiation
between the City of South Perth, City of Canningl @&he applicant. The five
grouped housing sites are dispersed throughout i€y@ove and will use either
access points. The proposed density coding anidifigi height increases are
accommodated within acceptable trip generationnduthe day as well as during
peak times.

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour Consultation is not required to be uraden at this preliminary stage of
the Scheme Amendment process. However, shoul€dumcil resolve to initiate
an amendment to TPS6, draft Scheme proposals @ifirbpared and presented to
the Council to endorse for the purpose of commuadgsultation. Consultation
would then be undertaken to the extent and in taermar required by Policy P301
‘Consultation for Planning Proposals’, and fhewn Planning Regulations The
statutory consultation period will be not less td@days.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The Scheme Amendment would have the effect of mjodjfthe City’s operative Town
Planning Scheme No. 6 in terms of the density agpdamd building height controls
applicable to the five grouped housing sites. @ligh the Council may initiate a Scheme
Amendment at its discretion, once it has beenaitdtl, the final decision will be made by
the Minister for Planning.

The current proposal would be progressed as Amemnidhe. 33 to TPS6 The statutory
Scheme Amendment process is set out below, togetitieran estimate of the likely time
frame for each stage:

Stage of Amendment Process

Estimated Time

Scheme Text for advertising purposes

Council decision to initiate Amendment No. 33 to TPS6 28 February 2012
(Note: This is the stage of the current request)
Council adoption of draft Amendment No. 33 Report and | 28 February 2012

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

Not yet known.

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

End of February 2012

Public advertising period of not less than 42 days

Anticipated to be April-May 2012 - the City
normally allows a slightly longer period than
the minimum 42 days to provide for mail
delivery and slightly late submissions

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

At the first available Council meeting
following full assessment of submissions
received during the statutory advertising
period - anticipated to be July or August
2012
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Stage of Amendment Process Estimated Time
Referral to the WAPC and Minister for consideration of: Not yet known, but usually within two weeks
« Report on Submissions; of the Council meeting at which
» Schedule of Submissions; submissions are considered

» Copy of original submissions;

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

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

Minister’s final determination of Amendment No. 33 Not yet known.

Publication by the City of Notice of the Minister's approval of | Not yet known - following receipt from

Amendment No. 33 in the Government Gazette and a local | WAPC of the Minister’s final approval

newspaper; and notification to all submitters

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

Financial Implications

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

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

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

The City is required to accommodate additional dng$ to accommodate population
increases over the next 20 years. The densitgasess proposed via Amendment No. 33
contribute in a small way to this required increase

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

Having regard to the discussion contained in thport and in the applicant’'s submission at
Attachment 10.3.3and related appendices, City officers are satisfied the requested

Amendment concept should be endorsed and the Anmemtdio. 33 process initiated. The
Scheme Amendment process is designed by statutee topen and accountable, and
inclusive of community input. Once the Council ha#tiated the process, a formal

Amendment No. 33 report and statutory text of th@eAdment will be prepared for

consideration by the Council. When this has beedoeed and duly advertised for
community comment, the Council will consider thébmissions and decide whether to
recommend to the WAPC and the Minister for Planrtimgroceed with the Amendment,

modify it, or not proceed with it. The final deicis will be made by the Minister.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.3.3 |

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

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

(A) increase the density coding of two grouped hmysites from R20
to R60;

(B) increase the density coding of three groupadsing sites from R20
to R80;

(© increase the Building Height Limit for the fivgrouped housing
sites from 7.0 metres to 10.5 metres;

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

(i)  to amend the Scheme Maps accordingly.

(b) the Report on the Amendment containing thetdkaiendment No. 33 to the City
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme NoAachment 10.3.3(f)be adopted and
forwarded to the Environmental Protection Authofity environmental assessment
and to the Western Australian Planning Commissiorinformation;

(© upon receiving clearance from the EnvironmePRtatection Authority, community
advertising of Amendment No. 33 implemented in accordance with thewn
Planning Regulationsand Council Policy P301 ‘Consultation for Planning
Proposals; and

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

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

(e) the applicants be invoiced for payment of thg/'€ estimated Planning Fee of
$15,000 including GST.
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MOTION
Cr Gleeson moved the office recommendation, SddaSteby

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF ARIFICATION

Cr Gleeson Opening for the Motion

history of past Councils / decision-making etc

Cr _Trent Point of Order history lesson not relevant to ltem 10.3.3. brafpoherty
upheld the Point of Order and requested Cr Gleksenp to the topic.

encourage Members to support officer recommendation

we all live in a democratic society

to approve Cr Cala’s Alternative Motion is takiagJudge Judy approach”

adopt proposed Amendment 33 and go to public adiregt

increase in density/height / design proposed vegriting

proximity of site to City and river enhances progabsubdivision

proposal to increase height is well away from rexsithl development

we have opportunity to give this out to public tmment then Council can accept or
refuse the application to increase the zoning dhteidf the 5 lots of Cygnia Cover which
are on the very edge of the subdivision

ask Members to support officer recommendation amadwg to advertising of proposed
Amendment No. 33

Cr Hasleby for the Motion

endorse Cr Gleeson’s comments
support officer recommendation

Cr Cala Against the Motion

if report recommendation approved, we are supppRi80 development

FORESHADOWED MOTION
If the current Motion is Lost Cr Cala Foreshadowssl would be moving for an
alternative density coding of R40.

an Amendment for R40 density coding will still gatdor public consultation

if we advertise an R80 density coding for commesat are as such supporting R80

a density increase to R40 for the proposed fivessitill maintain the ambience of the
typical R20 coding across the new estate and fitheonvhole of Waterford

an R40 density will provide applicants with a wagrvward for their development
timetable

density increases proposed are not associated whtt is referred to as ‘grouped
housing’ in the applicants’ submission

R80 coding proposed is referred to in the R-CodesHigh Density’ and the most
commonly expected dwelling type for this codinglassified as ‘Multiple Dwellings”
R60 coding allows both Grouped Dwellings and Midipwellings

placing high density housing immediately adjacentotw density housing raises some
inherent issues which good planning practice seeksoid

no doubt buildings will be of a good architectwlakign standard

generally people choose to live in single housesgamst high density dwellings

high density development associated with parkiaffic/famenity issues

quality apartment developments may have two parkiag but are not required to
believe corner development Cygnia Cove will cetyabe for rental which may result in
on-street parking issues

by supporting R80 against R20 the City is settiagli up for associated amenity issues
ask Councillors not to support officer recommenutati
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Mayor Doherty Point of Clarificationin relation to R80 zoning and ‘*highway commefcia
zoning what is the setback requirements of the Be€®

Director Development and Community Servisgated that under R80 zoning the setback is
4m which is the same as under a ‘highway commimmaing.

Cr Reid for the Motion

« officer recommendation provides an opportunityrfixed housing in the community

« people like the security provided by multiple dwedk / reduction in maintenance etc

« object to the statement mapleople choose to live in single houses against tatsity

« to assume proposed dwellings will only be for reist@ot acceptable

« if we do not take this opportunity to get commurfisgdback we will never get feedback
on the development proposal as presented

« support officer recommendation

Cr Trent Against the Motion

» endorse reasons Cr Cala has stated

* R80 on the corner will result in R80 up against R2M associated issues
« this argument raised many times along Canning Highiv this regard

* go back to developers, ask them to consider a Seienendment for R40
« everyone will still have an opportunity to makeudmission

e against the Motion

Cr Gleeson Closing for the Motion
e time is of the essence
« developers need to progress project as soon aibf@s

Cr_Skinner Point of Order debate should be on planning issues not comalerci
development. The Mayor upheld the point of o@ed requested Cr Gleeson focus on
the development proposal for a Scheme Amendment.

« we are dealing with one particular area of Cygnave€ - 3 storey dwelling proposed
abuts car parking and is next to a two storey heusemost cases this is divided by
Manning Road - not right next door - there is eeidential development immediately
adjoining the estate itself

» ask Councillors support the proposed Scheme Amentifor advertising and then
consider submissions - the difference being pragp@sene storey in height only

« approve the opportunity for this application todmvertised and seek submissions from
community

« support the officer recommendation - and not agéudludy’ approach.

The Mayor Put the Motion. LOST (5/7)
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MOTION
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Howat

(a) the officer's recommendation not be adopted; an
(b) the applicants be:
(i) advised that, with respect to the Cygnia Cogtake in Waterford within Lot
9002, Council is not prepared to initiate an amesinio the City of South
Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 in the requestether;
(i) invited to submit a new request for a differ&theme Amendment to:
(A) increase the density coding of the five saddcsites to R40, with no
change to the Building Height Limit; and
(B) correct minor inconsistencies in zoning aladhg common boundary
between the Clontarf Aboriginal College site an@ tGygnia Cove
Estate, arising from a previous realignment of ltbendary, to ensure
that the zoning coincides with the latest cadabwahdary;
such request to be supported by fully revised ®ehAmendment documents
(report, Amendment Text and maps) in a form sugtdablsend to the Western
Australian Planning Commission and the MinisterRtanning.

Cr Cala Opening for the Motion

* in considering Scheme Amendment as such we areciad in

« considering concept only - not specific buildingbat will be at development stage

* in all of metropolitan area South Perth has mokerdie housing than anywhere else - re
Canning Bridge Vision - South Perth Train Statiooj&ct Amendment etc

» we do not need more in South Perth

« City is currently undertaking a review of its Lodabusing Strategy - submissions have
only recently closed and it will be many monthsdoefthey are assessed

* premature to be recommending significant densityeiases until this process is complete

* a density increase to R40 for the proposed fivessitill maintain the ambience of the
typical R20 coding across the new estate and thaheo whole of Waterford, while
providing the applicants with a way forward forithdevelopment timetable.

Cr Howat for the Motion

» concerns about a precedent that may be set witbased density

« alternative Motion provides a transition area

* main concerns relating to R80 proposal - loss oératy / parking problems etc if it
becomes student housing

e support the Motion

Cr Gleeson Against the Motion
* endorse my previous comments stated in suppofffioEprecommendation
e against Alternative Motion

Cr McMullen for the Motion

« when Cygnia Cove first proposed there was no tadua3 storeys

« Motion supports initial consultation of 6 years agieen Cygnia Cove first proposed
e support Motion

Note: Manager Development Services and Strategic Rigndrban Advisor retired from
the meeting at 9.20pm
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10.4

10.5

10.6

\ COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3
The Mayor Put the Motion

(@) the officer's recommendation not be adopted; an
(b) the applicants be:
() advised that, with respect to the Cygnia Cowtake in Waterford within Lot
9002, Council is not prepared to initiate an amesinio the City of South
Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 in the requestather;
(ii) invited to submit a new request for a differ&ctheme Amendment to:
(A) increase the density coding of the five saddcsites to R40, with no
change to the Building Height Limit; and
(B) correct minor inconsistencies in zoning aldhg common boundary
between the Clontarf Aboriginal College site an@ tBygnia Cove
Estate, arising from a previous realignment of ltbendary, to ensure
that the zoning coincides with the latest cadasimahdary;
such request to be supported by fully revised ®ehAmendment documents
(report, Amendment Text and maps) in a form sugtdablsend to the Western
Australian Planning Commission and the MinisterRtanning.

CARRIED (10/2)

Reason for Change

Council were of the view that the R80 zoning praahsplacing high density housing
immediately adjacent to low density housing raisesne inherent issues which good
planning practice seeks to avoid

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil
STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE
|10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - January 202
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: FM/301
Date: 10 February 2012

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

Summary

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

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

reports that have been acknowledged by the Depattofid¢.ocal Government and the City’'s
auditors as reflecting best practice in finanodgarting.
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Background

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

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

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

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

The local government budget is a dynamic documedtvall necessarily be progressively

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

Reviews.

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

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

The major components of the monthly managementustcsummaries presented are:

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

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

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

*  Summary of Capital ltemsAttachment 10.6.1(4)

* Schedule of Significant Varianceg\ttachment 10.6.1(5)

* Reconciliation of Budget MovementsAttachment 10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting Statemenfttachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 31 January 2012 is $38.28 Mhaidepresents 101% of the $38.08M
year to date budget. Revenue performance is vasecdo budget expectations overall -
although there are some individual line item défees. Meter parking is 13% ahead of
budget but infringement revenue is around 20% lkhindget expectations after a very
modest result on Australia Day (smaller crowds aetter parking behaviour). Reserve
interest revenues are close to budget expectattodate but municipal interest revenue is
some 5% behind budget expectations. Interim raggsnue is comfortably greater than
anticipated due to a higher volume of interim véitugs and significant additional rates
revenue from the Village Green Shopping CentresTiki adjusted upwards in the Q2
Budget Review.

Planning revenues are now 17% below budget - batishcompensated by using lesser
levels of staff resource in the area. Building 8®% revenues remain 8% ahead of the
revised target (adjusted down in the Q1 Budget &evbut they will inevitably drop after
the ‘lag time’ to reflect the similar downturn inapning revenues. Community Culture &
Recreation revenue is $20K ahead of budget dueetoeceipt of grant funds for the Secret
Event (offset by similar unbudgeted event costs)li€ Park Village revenue is in line with
budget expectations whilst the Collier Park Hosésfenue is now on target following the
phasing in of previously anticipated adjustmentsammonwealth subsidies.

Golf Course revenue remains weak - some 10% belmlgddt targets even after a significant
downwards budget adjustment as revenues contindm timpacted by disruption to the
course during the (now completed) major 9 hole s®wpgrade.

Infrastructure Services revenue largely relatewdaste management levies at this stage of
the year and these are now ahead of budget aftegmesing additional revenues transfer

station entries and from billing a higher numbersefvices than was anticipated when

budget modelling was done.

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

Operating Expenditure to 31 January 2012 is $28.@8ith represents 100% of the year to
date budget. Operating Expenditure is 1% under d&udy the Administration area, 2%
under budget for the golf course and 1% over buihgite Infrastructure Services area.

Cash operating expenses are typically favourablautiget due to a combination of factors

including approved but vacant staff positions aagbftirable timing differences on invoicing
by suppliers.
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Most infrastructure maintenance activities aree®d as broadly in line with budget
expectations or slightly favourable whilst buildin@intenance activities are currently quite
favourable due to contractor availability.

Park and grounds maintenance reflects as currsigtyficantly favourable to budget but
these variances are due to a minor system glithbmfimg a software upgrade which has
resulted in the oncosts for these areas for Decearzk January not being recognised until
the issue was detected in January and correctédhruary 2012. This is offset by an under
recovery in overheads allocated outwards - so #teefiect on the overall budget is zero.
Streetscape maintenance costs are currently aatmdewell in advance of budget phasing
but remedial actions taken by the relevant direaterbeginning to show results suggesting
that the costs can be brought back into line wittiget allocations.

Waste management costs are slightly under budgeicéations. Golf Course expenditure is
currently 2% favourable to budget but will need®&closely monitored for the remainder of
the year given the weak revenue performance framatea. Overheads in both the City
Environment & Engineering Infrastructure areas sigmificantly higher than expected due
to less than anticipated overhead recoveries -abutoted above some corrective action
occurred in February. However, this issue is likelyequire further remedial action before
year end.

Relevant adjustments to operating expenditure ittege been made in the Q2 Budget
Review.

There are several budgeted (but vacant) staff ipositacross the organisation that are
presently being recruited for. The salaries budigetuding temporary staff where they are
being used to cover vacandias currently around 2.3% under the budget aliocafior the
227.2 FTE positions approved by Council in the midgocess. The factors impacting this
include vacant positions yet to be filled, staff leave and timing differences on agency
staff invoices.

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

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $2.75M at 31 Jgnagainst a year to date budget of
$2.74M. All items are very close to budget expéotet at present. Details of capital
revenue variances (if any) may be found in the B8alee of Significant Variances.
Attachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 31 January 2012 is $11.32prasenting 83% of the year to date
budget of $13.68M. At this stage, almost 30% ofekpenditure relates to the CPGC work
and UGP. A special review of the capital programswedertaken in January and is
reflected in the Budget Review Report presentgddoncil in February.

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

TABLE 1 - CAPITAL EXPENDITURE BY DIRECTORATE

Directorate YTD Budget YTD Actual % YTD Budget Total Budget
CEO Office 160,000 113,994 71% 290,000
Financial &  Information 430,000 355,942 83% 1,355,000
Services

Development & Community 635,000 537,016 85% 1,215,000
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Services

Infrastructure Services 5,030,777 3,373,677 67% 8,809,924
Waste Management 190,360 172,970 91% 245,360
Golf Course 5,433,460 4,960,742 91% 5,548,760
UGP 1,800,000 1,803,411 100% 4,766,000
Total 13,679,597 11,317,752 83% 22,230,044

Consultation

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

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

Financial Implications

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

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

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

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

(© the Schedule of movements between the Adoptedl Amended Budget at
Attachments 10.6.1(6)(Aand10.6.1(6)(B)be received; and

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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|10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anbebtors at 31 January 2012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 10 February 2012

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

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

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

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

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

Background

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comment

(a) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $48.28M ($49.07M hasnth) compare to $44.12M at
the equivalent stage of last year. Reserve fundstar8M higher overall than the
level they were at the same time last year - reéflgc$1.6M higher holdings of cash
backed reserves to support refundable monies &me& CPH. The UGP Reserve
is $0.9M lower. The Sustainability, River Wall a@PH Capital Reserves are each
$0.3M higher whilst the Technology Reserve andwail Station Reserve are each
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(b)

$0.2M higher (quarantined funds for the new corfrdocument management
system). The Future Building Works Reserve is $0lgilyher when compared to
last year. The CPGC Reserve is also $1.1M lowdurads are applied to the Island
Nine project. Various other reserves are modesglydr.

Municipal funds are $2.7M higher than last yeaprasent as a consequence of the
timing of outflows on capital projects. Collectiofiem rates so far are only slightly
behind last year’'s excellent result after the thirstalment date. Progress to date
suggests that our convenient and customer frigpajynent methods, supplemented
by the Rates Early Payment Incentive Prizes (withpdzes donated by local
businesses), have again had a positive effect poash inflows.

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

instruments. Nonetheless, the investment portislidynamically monitored and re-
balanced as trends emerge.

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to cashkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddblr Municipal use currently sits at
$15.15M (compared to $17.05M last month). It wa2.46M at the equivalent time
in 2010/2011Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at ttmoand was $46.90M
compared to $45.55M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Reserve & Municipal Funds as investments dueldferred cash outflows on
capital projects.

The portfolio currently comprises at-call cash d@adn deposits only. Although
bank accepted bills are permitted, they are natatly used given the volatility of
the corporate environment at present.

Analysis of the composition of the investment palitf shows that approximately
99% of the funds are invested in securities hagiigfP rating of A1 (short term) or
better. The remainder are invested in BBB+ ratedses.

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

Government Operational Guidelines for investmeflisinvestments currently have

a term to maturity of less than one year - whicledasidered prudent in times of
changing interest rates as it allows greater fiégilto respond to possible future
positive changes in rates.

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

Total interest revenues (received and accruedjh®ryear to date total $1.43M -
compared to $1.41M at the same time last year. &ttile City now has higher
levels of cash invested at this time - it was resgtilater and the prevailing interest
rates have been slightly lower.

Investment performance continues to be monitorethénlight of current modest

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

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

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

The weighted average rate of return on financisfruments for the year to date is
5.79% with the anticipated weighted average yigldnvestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.72% (compared with 5.76% last mongki}call cash deposits used to
balance daily operational cash needs provide a wegest return of only 4.00% -
down 0.5% following the December 2011 Reserve Bedision on interest rates.

Major Debtor Classifications

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

(i) Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateating to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of January 2012r(aft
the due date for the third instalment) represent%®8of rates levied compared to
88.2% at the equivalent stage of the previous year.

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

This collection result is being supported admimistely throughout the year by

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

General debtors (excluding UGP debtors) stand at0$1 at month end ($1.62M
last year) ($1.24M last month). Most balances ottien GST receivable and
Pension Rebate Claims are very close to the badafucethe equivalent time last
year. This continuing good result is particularypiortant with respect to effectively
maintaining our cash liquidity in the light of thess than anticipated budget opening
position for 2011/2012.

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

(iif) Underground Power

Of the $6.74M billed for UGP Stage 3 project, (aflog for adjustments), some
$6.40M was collected by 31 January with approxityat84.3% of those in the

affected area having now paid in full and a furthd5.0 % opting to pay by

instalments. The remaining properties were dispbittithg amounts. Final notices

were issued and these amounts have been pursuezktésnal debt collection

agencies as they had not been satisfactorily askelléa a timely manner. As a result
of these actions, legal proceedings were instititecklation to three outstanding
debts (two have since been settled). 2 other paifiill, 8 are participating in a

payment plan. Only 1 other has yet to reach afaat®y payment arrangement -
and this continues to be pursued as a delinqudrtbide with the relevant costs
attaching to the debt.

Collections in full continue to be better than estpe as UGP accounts are being
settled in full ahead of changes of ownership oamslternative to the instalment
payment plan.

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

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

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.2

That Council receives the 31 January 2012 StatemieRunds, Investment and Debtors

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

Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 9 February 2012

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

A list of accounts paid under delegated authorglégation DC602) between 1 January
and 31 January 2012 is presented to Council forinétion.

Background

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

supported by Delegation DM605 which sets the aighdrpurchasing approval limits for

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

After an invoice is approved for payment by an atitded officer, payment to the relevant
party must be made and the transaction recordethenCity’s financial records. All
payments, however made (EFT or Cheque) are recarddéde City’'s financial system
irrespective of whether the transaction is a Ceeditegular supplier) or Non Creditor (once
only supply) payment.
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Payments in the attached listing are supporteddogivers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers asthe receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @sting have been checked and
validated. Council Members have access to thergsdnd are given opportunity to ask
questions in relation to payments prior to the @duneeting.

Comment

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

The report format now reflects contemporary practic that it now records payments
classified as:
* Creditor Payments
(regular suppliers with whom the City transactsibass)
These include payments by both Cheque and EFT.u@hegyments show both the
unique Cheque Number assigned to each one anddlgnad Creditor Number that
applies to all payments made to that party throughlbe duration of our trading
relationship with them. EFT payments show bothERE Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party.

For instance, an EFT payment reference of 738.7688&cts that EFT Batch 738
included a payment to Creditor number 76357 (Aliatnal axation Office).

* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe not listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradjdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmpent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's masterfle permanent record does, of
course, exist in the City’s financial records oftbthe payment and the payee - even
if the recipient of the payment is a non creditor.

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

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

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

Consultation

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

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

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

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Jan@912 as detailed in the report of the
Director of Financial and Information Servicégtachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.4 Budget Review for the Quarter ended 31 Decéxar 2011

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 13 February 2012

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

A comprehensive review of the 2011/2012 Adopteddgtidor the period to 31 December

2011 has been undertaken within the context oafipgoved budget programs. Comment on
the identified variances and suggested fundingoaptifor those identified variances are
provided. Where new opportunities have presentechselves, or where these may have
been identified since the budget was adopted, ltlagg also been included - providing that
funding has been able to be sourced or re-deployed.

The Budget Review recognises two primary groupsdjdistments:
* those that increase the Budget Closing Position
(new funding opportunities or savings on operatiaoats)
» those that decrease the Budget Closing Position
(reduction in anticipated funding or new / addiabnosts)

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

Background

Under theLocal Government Act995 and the Local Government (Financial Managémen
Regulations, Council is required to review the AopBudget and assess actual values
against budgeted values for the period at least anear - after the December quarter.
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This requirement recognises the dynamic naturecal lgovernment activities and the need
to continually reassess projects competing fortéohifunds - to ensure that community
benefit from available funding is maximised. It sltbalso recognise emerging beneficial
opportunities and react to changing circumstancesughout the financial year so that the
City makes responsible and sustainable use ofrihadial resources at its disposal.

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

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

Comments in the Budget Review are made on variathatshave either crystallised or are
quantifiable as future items - but not on itemst themply reflect a timing difference
(scheduled for one side of the budget review perimat not spent until the period following
the budget review).

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

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

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

These items reflect transfers back to the Municipahd of monies previously
guarantined in Cash-Backed Reserves or plannedstess to Reserves. Where
monies have previously been provided for projedheduled in the current year, but
further investigations suggest that it would bedmnt to defer such projects until
they can be responsibly incorporated within largetegrated precinct projects
identified within the Strategic Financial Plan (SFEP until contractors / resources
become available), they may be returned to a Rederwse in a future year. There
is no impact on the Municipal Surplus for thesengeas funds have been previously
provided.
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* Cost Neutral Budget Re-allocatiodttachment 10.6.4(3)

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

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

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

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

Consultation

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

Policy and Legislative Implications

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

Financial Implications

The amendments contained in the attachment todpmrt that directly relate to directorate
activities will result in a net change of ($218,p@0 the projected 2011/2012 Budget
Closing Paosition as a consequence of the revieapefations. The budget closing position
is calculated in accordance with the Departmertoofl Government's guideline - which is

a modified accrual figure adjusted for restrictedic It does not represent a cash surplus -
nor available funds.

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

The adopted budget at 12 July showed an estimakesinG Position of $208,213. The
aggregate effect of changes recommended in th& Q2 Budget Reviews will result in the
estimated 2011/2012 Closing Position being adjutiek866,067 after allowing for required
adjustments to the estimated opening position, uatcimovements, loan principal
repayments and reserve transfers.

The impact of the proposed amendments (Q1 BudgeieReonly) on the financial
arrangements of each of the City’s directoratetisslosed in Table 1 below. Figures shown
apply only to those amendments contained in tlaelthents to this report (not any previous
amendments). Table 1 includes only items directipacting on the Closing Position and
excludes transfers to and from cash backed resemegh are neutral in effect. Wherever
possible, directorates are encouraged to contritoutkeir requested budget adjustments by
sourcing new revenues or adjusting proposed expeadi
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The adjustment to the Opening Balance shown intdhkes below refers to the difference
between the Estimated Opening Position used abtidget adoption date (July) and the
(lesser) final Actual Opening Position as determimdter the close off and audit of the
2010/2011 year end accounts. Adjustments to logtipal repayments relate to changes in
the timing (deferral) of budgeted borrowings - amalvements in loan interest rates.

TABLE 1: (Q2 BUDGET REVIEW ITEMS ONLY)

Directorate Increase Surplus Decrease Surplus Net Impact
Office of CEO 90,000 (66,000) 24,000
Financial and Information Services 155,000 (25,000) 130,000
Development and Community Services 345,500 (335,000) 10,500
Infrastructure Services 195,000 (141,500) 53,500
Opening Position 0 0 0
Accruals & Loan Principal Movements 0 0 0
Special Review ltems 0 0 0
Total $785,500 ($567,500) $218,000

A positive number in the Net Impact column on tmeceding table reflects a contribution
towards improving the Budget Closing Position Ipaaticular directorate.

The cumulative impact of all budget amendmentsthar year to date (including those
between the budget adoption and the date of thiewe is reflected in Table 2 below.

TABLE 2: (CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF ALL 2011/2012 BUDGE T ADJUSTMENTS) *
Directorate Increase Surplus Decrease Surplus Net Impact
Office of CEO 176,000 (181,000) (5,000)
Financial and Information Services 516,500 (243,000) 273,500
Development and Community Services 455,500 (485,000) (29,500)
Infrastructure Services 892,711 (1,052,211) (159,500)
Opening Position 0 (192,787) (192,787)
Accruals & Loan Principal Movements 20,000 0 20,000
Special Review ltems 245,000 0 245,000
Total change in Adopted Budget $2,305,711 ($2,153,998) $151,713

The cumulative impact table (Table 2 above) praviderery effective practical illustration
of how a local government can (and should) dynaltyicaanage its budget to achieve the
best outcomes from its available resources. Witiste have been a number of budget
movements within individual areas of the City’s gatl the overall budget closing position
has only moved from the $214,354 as determineddyn€il when the budget was adopted
in July 2011 to $366,067 after including all budgetvements to date.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4

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

31 December 2011, the budget estimates for RevandeExpenditure for the 2011/2012

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

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

Agenda:

« Amendments identified from normal operations in Qearterly Budget Review at
Attachment 10.6.4(1);

« items funded by transfers to or from Reservagachment 10.6.4(2) and

« cost neutral re-allocations of the existing Budggachment 10.6.4(3).

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required Absolute Majority

| 10.6.5 Sustainability Strategy 2012 - 2015 |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: EM/111

Date: 10 February 2012

Author: Wendy Patterson, City Sustainability @inator
Reporting Officer: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executiv@fficer
Summary

This Sustainability Strategy 2012-2015 sets thenscéor an interim timeframe to
accommodate the City’s development of an integrptadning and reporting framework as
prescribed by the Department of Local Governmeiithe draft Strategy ‘bridges’ the
inaugural Sustainability Strategy and Action PlaB0&2008 and, the City’s current
Strategic Plan 2010-2015. In the six years stheeinaugural Sustainability Strategy was
endorsed by Council, sustainability projects andcesses have been developed,
implemented and managed. Moving towards sustgiityals a journey and a commitment
which allows the City to respond to future challes@nd opportunities.

Background

The City developed its inaugural SustainabilityaBgy and Action Plan in 2004/2005
which was endorsed at the December 2005 CouncitiMpeThe Strategy and Action Plan
was based on the Western Australian State Sustlitiypetrategy published by the State
Government in 2003. The project brief (2003/200dyuired the development of a
sustainability framework, a sustainability strateggd a sustainability management system
(based on ISO 14001 - Environmental Managemente8y®tto drive the implementation
and management of the developed and endorsed i&alstdy Strategy.
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The themes of the Strategy consisted of Governalebal Contribution, Natural
Resources, Settlements, Community, and Busined® Slrategy was both strategic and
specific, and applied across the whole organisatimhthe community of the City of South
Perth. At the time of publishing the Sustainapifitrategy and Action Plan, the responsible
department (City Environment) nominated the tinarfe of 2006 - 2008 for the Strategy.
Implementation of the Strategy has continued tqotiesent.

The ongoing development and implementation of tigteéBnability Strategy 2006-2008 is a
key role for the City Sustainability Coordinatorh@se primary responsibility is to lead and
promote sustainability within the City of South ther The progress of the Strategy was
reported to Council via the Chief Executive Offisesix monthly review of the City's
Strategic Plans.

Even though the expiry date of the Sustainabilityat®gy and Action Plan was 2008, the
Action Plan has continued to be managed. Manhefdctions have been developed and
implemented, including (but not limited to):

»  Sustainability Assessment - a demonstration pr@pplying sustainability assessment
to achieve the successful planting of extra treestlee Sir James Mitchell Park
foreshore.

e The development of a Sustainable Purchasing Syratied) Action Plan in 2009.

« Implementation of a Safety Management Plan.

« Developed and pursued opportunities for partnenvith local and government
agencies.

» Established contact and partnering arrangemenksngighbour Councils.

* Endorsement of a Sustainability Policy P692 in Ma2608.

e Endorsement of a Green Plan, an Integrated Catahnhdanagement Plan,
Environmental Management Plans, Street Tree ManageRian and others, as well as
participating in the ICLEI Water Campaign.

e Conducted various exhibitions and displays for camity education and awareness.

e Established an Aboriginal Engagement Strategy wagrkiroup in March 2011.

e First Council in WA to subscribe to the Planet Fowtt program, an environmental
data measuring and reporting tool.

e Establishment of a Sustainable Infrastructure Fund.

* Signed a partnership agreement with the Perth Beosity Project to protect locally
significant biodiversity.

* Conducted and engaged in various tree plantingrines as staff and community
events.

e Completion of ICLEI Cities for Climate ProtectiotuB Program - June 2008.

«  Development of the Climate Change Strategy 201®%201

e Conducted a risk assessment for adaptation to @iofaange.

e Established an internal Climate Change Adaptatiamkiig Group.

« Improved emissions efficiency of vehicle fleet, amplementation of a Fleet Vehicle
Policy and Management Practice - July 2009.

* Conducted and participated in TravelSmart progranesactivities.

« Development of a basic Ecological Sustainable Omprekbnt (ESD) Building Design
Policy for civic buildings in March 2008.

e Completion of Civic Hall, Library and Community Gea re-furbishment in February
2011, which incorporated sustainable building desigments.

« Development of a Sustainable Design Policy (P350.1he Residential Design Policy
Manual - November 2008.

« Development of a draft Local Housing Strategy indber 2011.

«  Development of precinct studies for Canning Bridgeuth Perth Station and Waterford
Triangle.
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*  Promotion of waste education with the support a8 Regional Council.

« Development of a sustainability website in 2007 2@09. New sustainability micro-
site now developed within the City’s website upgrad

e Conducted a building energy audit across OperatodsCivic Centres.

e Developed and implemented many community programs.

e Community Sustainability Advisory Group establislie@005.

e Sustainable Living Reference Group (of residerd&tdished in 2011.

In 2008, the City embarked on its community visi@niexercise which resulted in ‘Our
Vision Ahead’, a community planning project laundha 2009. ‘Our Vision Ahead’ was
then integrated with the City’s review of its Sagic Plan 2010-2015.

Comment

The rebuild of the Sustainability Strategy 2006-20€ based on the City’s Strategic Plan
2010-2015 and is intended to be a high level dooiinteis envisaged that future iterations
of the Sustainability Strategy be incorporated ithe Strategic Planning process and
become part of the City’s governance framework.e Trepartment of Local Government
has recently instructed Councils to develop angiatied planning and reporting framework
by 2013, and it is appropriate that the Sustaiitgt$trategy at first be an informing strategy
(both organisational and community) to this procemsd then incorporated within the
Strategic Plans as the strategic and integrataenihg process evolves.

This Strategy outlines the history and premise ustanability in general and highlights

common principles applied to ‘process’ and ‘contauicome’ elements of sustainability.

The Strategy records the history of the sustaiitgljdurney at the City of South Perth and
touches on the City Environment project to devélapStrategy, Sustainability Management
System and Sustainability Framework. An objects/éoirecord the history and background
in the one document for reference and is attacbiegdur reference af\ttachment 10.6.5.

The text addresses the ‘bridging’ between the Strategy to this Strategy, and the
alignment with the City’s Strategic Plan 2010-20H5d the to be developed integrated
planning and governance framework). The Action Bahemed to the Strategic Plan 2010-
2015 and incorporates the areas of intent as 8§itest€¢C1...G5). This bridging Action Plan
highlights those sustainability initiatives alreachptured in the Corporate Plan 2011-2012,
and those that are legacy to the inaugural SudliitgeStrategy.

Importantly, the Strategy connects the whole bussinef the City of South Perth and
provides high-level and strategic guidance to aihctions and operations of City
Administration. Page five of the Strategy outlinles key sustainability issues for the City
as they relate to the City’s operations and dematest the integration of all of the City’s
functions when applying the model (Figure 1 on péme of the Strategy) to the City’s
sustainability elements of natural environment,gitgl (built) environment, socio-cultural
and economic.

For example, the City is currently developing tiategic urban planning documents (Local
Housing Strategy and the Local Planning Strategg) the Sustainability Strategy provides
guidance on sustainability commitments, principéesl processes, for application to the
development of these urban planning documents.

This Sustainability Strategy provides a framewook the City’s corporate and business
planning processes to identify these integratioms@llaboratively work to developing and
applying the principles and processes. This wiuge that all relevant and impacted parts
of the organisation actively participate and haseeas to information.
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The Sustainability Strategy can be utilised as idegand reference tool for all parts of the
organisation when strategies, policies, processed projects are being developed.
Referring to the City’s Sustainability Policy arfietsustainability principles (page nine to
ten) will provide focus and clear links to develdmocumentation.

The Sustainability Framework and the Australian iBess Excellence Framework (pages
seven and eight) also provide a guiding tool anthouplogy for the development of City
strategies, policies, processes and projects.

The Strategy’s Action Plan will be treated in actzorce with the City’s current practice for
those actions identified as belonging to the CafmPlan 2011-2012. The balance of the
actions will be administratively managed by they@ustainability Coordinator on a similar
reporting basis until such a time as the actiom®ine part of future strategic and corporate
plans as the City develops its integrated planaimdjreporting framework over time.

An ongoing task will be to communicate the Sustailityg Strategy and its context and
content to all Stakeholders.

Consultation

During the initial iterations of this Strategy, tléty’s Community Sustainability Advisory
Group (CSAG) reviewed and provided feedback whidds vincorporated into updated
versions. In addition, the City’'s Executive Maaagnt Team have reviewed the document
and provided feedback. More recently, Staff andir@dlors of the City were invited to
review the draft document and seven respondentwidemb feedback. Given the
development of the Community vision, ‘Our Vision édd’ which consulted at the broad
community level, no further external consultatioasmndertaken for this draft Strategy.

Policy and Legislative Implications

The policies directly impacted and related to Btistegy are listed below:
e Sustainability Policy P629
* Governance P671
» Business Excellence Framework P691

Financial Implications

As the Action Plan is high level, the initiative @&xpected to be implemented over a three
to four year period. Those initiatives represeritethe current Corporate Plan 2011-2012
are funded. The remaining Action Plan initiativedl be incorporated into the Integrated
Planning and Reporting Framework, which is cursebding developed.

Strategic Implications
Strategic Plan 2010-20 Ensure that the City’s governance enables it tdtnlvespond to the
community’s vision and deliver on its service pregsiin a sustainable manner.

“Our Vision Ahead’ Community visioning document.

Strategic Plan 2010-2015 - all themes.
To be developed Integrated Planning and Reportiagnéwork
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Sustainability Implications

The City’s Sustainability Strategy is a key docutevhich demonstrates the City’'s
commitment to effective and efficient governmentl ggovernance, to its community and
alliance agencies.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.5
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Skinner

That Council endorse the City of South Perth Soatzlity Strategy and Action Plan 2012-
2015 at Attachment 10.6.5.
CARRIED (12/0)

| 10.6.6  Use of the Common Seal \

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 10 February 2012

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awistration Manager
Summary

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

Background

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

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

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to regoaliregister:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

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

Register

The Common Seal Register is maintained on an eldctdata base and is available for
inspection. Extracts from the Register on the afsthe Common Seal are provided each
month for Elected Member information.
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December 2011

Nature of document Parties Date seal affixed
Underground Power Program - Salter | The Honourable Minister for Energy, | 5 December 2011
point Major Residential Project Western Power & The City of South Perth

Deed of Variation x 3 (variation to | The City of South Perth and Ruby Jayne | 6 December 2011

maintenance fees - CPV) Lanhorst
Deed of Variation x 3 (extension of | The City of South Perth and Myra olsson 13 December 2011

lease for a further 1 year)
Amendment No. 29 to TPS 6 as | The City of South Perth and the Minister for | 21 December 2011

adopted at the December Council | Planning

Meeting
January 2012

Nature of document Parties Date seal affixed
Lease Agreement City of South Perth & Como Bowling and | 12 January 2012

Recreation Club

Surrender of Lease (Unit 19, 2 Bruce | City of South Perth & Mary Pearson 19 January 2012
Street COMO) - Collier Park Village).
Surrender of Lease (Unit 104, 39 | City of South Perth & Mary Rose Birch 19 January 2012
McNabb Loop, COMO) - Collier Park
Village x3

Lease Agreement (Unit 129, 43 | City of South Perth & Ivy Jean Brandon 20 January 2012
McNabb Loop, COMO) - Collier Park
Village x3

Deed of Agreement to Lease (Unit | City of South Perth & Ivy Jean Brandon 20 January 2012
129, 43 McNabb Loop, COMO) -
Collier Park Village x3

Lease Agreement (Unit 82, 37 | City of South Perth & Judith Anne Wilkie 31 January 2012
McNabb Loop, COMO) - Collier Park
Village x3

Deed of Agreement to Lease (Unit 82, | City of South Perth & Judith Anne Wilkie 31 January 2012
37 McNabb Loop, COMO) - Collier
Park Village x3

Consultation
Not applicable.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Clause 21 of the City’s Standing Orders Local L&¥2 describes the requirements for the

safe custody and proper use of the common seal.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications
The report aligns to Strategic Direction 6 of theafegic Plan Governance — Ensure that
the City’s governance enables it to both respondite community’s vision and deliver on

its service promises in a sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
Reporting of the use of the Common Seal contributeghe City’s sustainability by

promoting effective communication.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.6

That the report on the use of the Common Sealtfermonths of December 2011 and

January 2012 be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.6.7 Applications for Planning Approval Determingl Under Delegated

Authority
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Councill
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 1 February 2012
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager Development Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Developmeand Community Services

Summary

The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during the thzowf December 2011 and January
2012.

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

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

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

Comment

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

Consultation
During the month of December 2011, forty-three (4f&velopment applications were
determined under delegated authorithichment 10.6.7(a)

During the month of January 2012, thirty-nine (3@velopment applications were
determined under delegated authorithichment 10.6.7(b)

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

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

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.7

That the report andttachments 10.6.7(a)and (b) relating to delegated determination of
applications for planning approval during the menttfh December 2011 and January 2012,
be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.8 Dedication of Unallocated Crown Land contaed within the Kwinana
Freeway Reserve near Henley Street

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: Rw1

Date: 10 February 2012

Author: Les Croxford, Manager Engineering Infrasture
Reporting Officer: Stephen Bell, Director Infrastture Services
Summary

Main Roads Western Australia (MRWA) has identifeeghortion of unallocated crown land
within the freeway reservation that had been seleafr road purposes. To enable this
portion of land to be dedicated as road reserigedtrequirement of theand Administration
Act 1997that the local government within which a portidiand is to dedicated must give
its concurrence to the dedication. While largelfpremality the Act requires the Council to
formally concur with the dedication.

Background

The Council had previously given its concurrenceht® land dealings in correspondence
dated November 1983. In accepting the proposettsavor the Canning Bridge off ramps
and the Freeway extension, the Council acceptedathé dealings that went with that
proposal. It was expected that the dedication oetur under the formérand Act 1933.

It was not until after the replacemdrand Administration Act 199%as in effect that certain
parcels of land forming part of the Freeway hadlresn dedicated as such. As required by
the Act, the Council at its May 2002 meeting, ipport of the request from the Department
of Land Administration, agreed to the dedication.

Since that time other portions of land have beemntifled and resolved in accordance with
the Act. The current request is from Complex L&ulutions Pty Ltd who has been
retained by MRWA to facilitate/finalise the dedicatt of the Kwinana Freeway.

Comment

The portion of land the subject of the above reguesoutlined on the attached plan
Attachment 10.6.8. The portion of land is identified with a highliglitdoorder and is
adjacent to Swan Location 12507 now under the cangrol and management of the City
and referred to as Olives Reserve on Mary Street.
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Under Section 56 of theand Administration Act 199the Council is required to:

e Consider and concur with the request to have tbdigm of crown land dedicated as
road; and

« Provide in its letter of concurrence the followisatement -Council at its meeting of
(date) concurred to the dedication of the land resd as Primary Regional Road,
Kwinana Freeway shown in the attached (refer planyl contained within th€ity of
South Perth as road under section 56 of the LanaiAidtration Act.

It should be noted that MRWA will indemnify the €iagainst any /all costs and charges
relating to this dedication action.

Consultation
There is no requirement for public consultatiorhe Tequest from MRWA simply satisfies a
statutory requirement.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The Report identifies the request as a requirere8ection 56 of th&and Administration
Act 1997.

Financial Implications
Nil

Strategic Implications

This report deals with a matter that is aligneediy to the Key Result area of Governance
(Strategic Direction 6) identified in the City'sr8tegic Plan -To ensure that the City’s
governance enables it to both respond to the comitys vision and deliver on its service
promises in a sustainable manner.

Sustainability Implications
The proposed action is an essential administrateegiirement for the preservation and
retention of this important regional link.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.8

That Council concur to the dedication of that portdf land reserved as Primary Regional
Road, Kwinana Freeway as outlinedAttachment 10.6.8and contained within the City of
South Perth as road under section 56 ot#red Administration Act.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.¢  Metropolitan Local Government Review |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 14 February 2012

Author: Phil McQue, Manager Governance and Adstiation
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Acting Chief Exetive Officer
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Summary

This report considers the City’s response to thevri@of Claremont, Cottesloe, Mosman
Park and Shire of Peppermint Grove resolutmfforever uphold and not dilute constituents
right to self determination as embodied in clau8e9 and 10(2) of Schedule 1 of the Local
Government Act 1995”

Background

The Minister for Local Government on 24 June 20hfhcainced an independent review of
Perth metropolitan local government and broaderegmnce structures. Amdependent
Metropolitan Governance Review PamemprisingProfessor Alan Robson AM, Dr Peter
Tannock and Dr Sue van Leeuwen is presently exagirihe social, economic and
environmental challenges facing metropolitan Peatid will recommend appropriate
boundaries and governance models for Perth mettapdbcal government to the Minister
for Local Government in June 2012.

The Panels Terms of Reference are:

» Identify current and anticipated specific regiorsdcial, environmental and economic
issues affecting, or likely to affect, the growftneetropolitan Perth in the next 50 years.

 Identify current and anticipated national and inétional factors likely to impact in the
next 50 years.

» Research improved local government structures,gavernance models and structures
for the Perth metropolitan area, drawing on nali@ral international experience and
examining key issues relating to community repreg@m, engagement, and
accountability and State imperatives among othegghthe panel may identify during
the course of the review.

» Identify new local government boundaries and a ltasu reduction in the overall
number of local governments to better meet the :ie€the community.

* Prepare options to establish the most effectiveallogovernment structures and
governance models that take into account matteestiiced through the review
including, but not limited to, community engagemepdtterns of demographic change,
regional and State growth and international facidreh are likely to impact.

» Present a limited list of achievable options togettvith a recommendation on the
preferred option.

The City of South Perth Council considered andlifea its submission at the December
2011 Council Meeting which was subsequently sulemhitto the Metropolitan Local
Government Review Panel on 23 December 2011.

The City’s submission recommended the followingttie Metropolitan Local Government
Review Panel:

Having considered above Discussion Paper and respan the Panel’'s questions, the

City has formed the view:

1 That the Metropolitan Local Government Reviemd?ade advised that the City
does not consider that changes to the current systielocal government within the
metropolitan area are warranted in the absencele#icidentification of any major
issues that need to be addressed:;

2 That the Panel be further advised that the €iysiders that there are many areas
where the efficiency of Local Government can beréwgd via amendments to
legislation and State policies that restrict or tier local government [and therefore
the State] in its future development, and thatRla@el be provided with a copy of
the Background and Discussion Paper attached te thport which lists some
suggestions points in relation to the ‘key questi@nd provides some suggestions
for change.
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Comment

The Towns of Claremont, Cottesloe, Mosman Park &hile of Peppermint Grove have
written to all local governments advising of thedsolution and seeking individual Council
support for their resolution as outlined below:

That Council

1

Advise the Premier of the State of Western Alisirthe Minister for Local
Government, the Leader of the Opposition, the Shaddinister for Local
Government, our local members of the Legislativseiwbly and Legislative
Council, the Metropolitan Local Government Reviean®, and the President of
the Western Australian Local Government Associatioat this Council calls upon
the Parliament of Western Australia to forever uph@nd not dilute our
constituents’ right to self-determination as emigadin clauses 8, 9 and 10(2) of
Schedule 2.1 of the Local Government Act 1995 (WA).

Request the recipient of each such letter tdynour Council by written reply as to
whether they do support and will continue to suppgbe preservation without
dilution of our constituents’ right to self-detemation as embodied in clauses 8, 9
and 10(2) of Schedule 2.1 of the Local Governmenfid95 (WA).

Provide to the Secretariat of the Councils faenbcracy a copy of each of our
above letters and any responses that our Councéives, for use in demonstrating
collective support for our constituents’ right telfsdetermination.

The quartet of Councils are concerned that the gralisions in the_ocal Government Act
1995will be amended. These poll provisions provide:

8. Electors may demand poll on a recommended amaigion

(1)

(2)
©)

(4)

Where the Advisory Board recommends to the dinithe making of an order to

abolish 2 or more districtsttfe district and amalgamate them into one or more
districts, the Board is to give notice to affectedal governments, affected electors
and the other electors of districts directly afeatby the recommendation about the
recommendation.

The notice to affected electors has to notigni of their right to request a poll

about the recommendation under subclause (3).

If, within one month after the notice is givéme Minister receives a request made
in accordance with regulations and signed by aste260, or at least 10%, of the

electors of one of the districts asking for theommendation to be put to a poll of
electors of that district, the Minister is to reguithat the Board’s recommendation

be put to a poll accordingly.

This clause does not limit the Minister's powander clause 7 to require a

recommendation to be put to a poll in any case.
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9. Procedure for holding poll
(1) Where, under clause 7 or 8, the Minister regsithat a recommendation be put
to a poll —
(&) the Advisory Board is to —
(i) determine the question or questions to be ansd/by electors; and
(ii) prepare a summary of the case for each wagrwering the question
or questions;
and
(b) any local government directed by the Minigtedo so is to —
() in accordance with directions by the Ministanake the summary
available to the electors before the poll is cortdd¢and
(i) subject to subclause (2), declare* the ElealoCommissioner, or a
person approved by the Electoral Commissioner,etadsponsible for
the conduct of the poll under Part 4, and reture tresults to the
Minister.
(2) Before making a declaration under subclauséb{lij), the local government is
to obtain the written agreement of the Electorain@nissioner.

10. Minister may accept or reject recommendation

(1) Subject to subclause (2), the Minister mayeptor reject a recommendation
of the Advisory Board made under clause 3 or 6.

(2) If at a poll held as required by clause 8 —
(a) at least 50% of the electors of one of theridist vote; and
(b) of those electors of that district who votemajority vote against the

recommendation, the Minister is to reject the recwmndation.

(3) If the recommendation is that an order be made it is accepted, the Minister

can make an appropriate recommendation to the Gmrannder section 2.1.

The Metropolitan Local Government Review Panel'sni® of Reference do not include
reviewing and considering the poll provisions comd in Schedule 9.1 of theocal
Government Act 1995 Further, the Minister for Local Government on A&€bruary 2012
stated publically thdthere are no current plans to change the poll pgesans of the Act”

WALGA President Troy Pickard stated publically o8 Eebruary 2012that the four
councils’ view were not reflective of broad sentiinia the sector, and that they are entitled
to do whatever they wish but encouraged local gawents to get their facts straight before
engaging the sector” WALGA's position is that they would vigorously ppse and
challenge any proposed amendments to poll prodstmmtained in théocal Government
Act 1995 however believe this is not presently being cdersid by the Metropolitan Local
Government Review Panel.

It is the City’s view that the quartet of Councilfgsolution is premature and presently
unnecessary as there is currently no proposal tendnthe poll provisions contained in
Schedule 9.1 of theocal Government Act 1995The City may however consider supporting
a similar resolution in the future should there d®/ proposed amendments to the poll
provisions.

Given all of the above, it is recommended that @muncil resolve not to support the
resolution relating to Schedule 9.1 of ttecal Government Act 1998 this point in time.

Financial Implications

The possible outcome of the Metropolitan Local Goweent Review could have significant
financial implications for the City of South Perth.
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Strategic Implications

The proposal is consistent with Strategic Directbn'Governance’ of the Strategic Plan
2010-2015"Ensure that the City’s governance enables it topesd to the community’s
vision and deliver its service promises in a sustdle manner”.

Sustainability Implications

This report has been prepared directly in respotsehe Western Australian State
Government Metropolitan Local Government Reformcpss, which is aimed at making the
industry more sustainable and stronger into theréut

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.9

That the Council advise the Towns of Cottesloe ré@lent, Mosman Park and Shire of
Peppermint Grove that it is not presently supperti¥ their resolution relating to Schedule
9.1 of theLocal Government Act 1998as this is not presently under review.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Hasleby \

| hereby apply for retrospective Leave of Absemcenfall Council Meetings for the period
23 January to 6 February 2012 inclusive.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.1 \
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Gleeson

That Cr Hasleby's application for retrospective &af Absence from all Council Meetings
for the period 23 January to 6 February 2012 inatuapproved.
CARRIED (12/0)
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11.2 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Gleeson \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Counbeetings for the period
12 March to 30 March 2012 inclusive.

11.3 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Lawrance \

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Counbeetings for the period
5 April to 15 April 2012 inclusive.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 11.2 AND 11.3 \
Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Howat

That leave of absence from all Council Meetinggfanted to:
* Cr Gleeson for the period 12 March to 30 March20itlusive; and
e Cr Lawrance for the period 5 April to 15 April 20ilusive.

CARRIED (12/0)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1.

13.2

Response to Previous Questions from Memberalen on Notice
There were no questions from Members taken on Baiicthe December 2011 Council

Meeting.

Questions from Members

[13.2.1 Deputations at Council Meetings - Cr Grayden |

Summary of Question

There was a decision earlier tonight to allow Dapiahs which normally would have been
dealt with at last week’s Agenda Briefing. Can soobear ‘guidelines’ be provided on
which to base a decision as to whether Councilrépgred to accept a Deputation at a
Council meeting?

Summary of Response
The CEO stated that the acceptance of Deputatio@sumncil Meetings is covered at Clause
6.9 of the Standing Orders Local Law, as follows:

6.9 Deputations
(1 A person or group who completes and submits, with at least 24 hours notice, a ‘Request for
Deputation’ application form (available on the City’s website) may be received as a deputation: —
(a) at an agenda briefing session; or
(b) if the Council determines, at a Council Meeting.
(2) The CEO may either; —
(@) approve the request and invite the deputation to attend an agenda briefing under clause 19.1: or
(b) refer the request to the Council to decide by simple majority whether or not to receive the
deputation and, if so, the meeting or briefing at which it is to be received.
3) Unless the Council resolves otherwise, a deputation invited to attend a Council meeting or an informal
briefing or meeting under clause 19.1:
(@) is notto exceed 5 persons, only 2 of whom may address the Council, although others may
respond to specific questions from Members;
(b) s not to address the Council for a period exceeding 10 minutes without the agreement of the
Council; and
(c) additional members of the deputation may be allowed to speak with the leave of the Presiding
Member.
(4) Any matter which is the subject of a deputation to the Council is not to be decided by the Council until
the deputation has completed its presentation

NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE INTRODUCED BY DECISION OF MEETING

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC

15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.
Nil

15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be mad&ublic.
Nil

CLOSURE

The Mayor thanked everyone for their attendancectogkd the meeting at 9.38pm
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DISCLAIMER

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

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

These Minutes were confirmed at a meeting on 27 Mah 2012

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.
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17.

RECORD OF VOTING

28/02/2012 7:18:22 PM

Item 7.1.1 to 7.1.3 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr McMullen Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb,
Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala, Cr McMullen

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 7:20:34 PM

Item 7.1.4 Motion Passed 11/1

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin
Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr McMullen .....Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, , Casting Vote

28/02/2012 7:22:16 PM

Item 7.2.1 to 7.2.2 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr McMullen Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb,
Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 7:23:13 PM

Item 8.1.1 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr McMullen Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb,
Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala, Cr McMullen

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 7:28:06 PM

Item 8.3.2 Motion Passed 10/2

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin
Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Vacant, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 7:37:33 PM

Item 8.3.2 Motion Passed 10/2

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr McMullen Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb,
Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Vacant, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 8:01:50 PM

Item 8.4.1 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr McMullen Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb,
Vacant, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 8:02:43 PM

Item 8.4.2 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr McMullen Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb,
Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote
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28/02/2012 8:03:55 PM

Item 8.5.1 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin
Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 8:08:40 PM

Item 9.0 en Bloc Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr McMullen
, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 8:31:19 PM

Item 10.1.3 Motion Passed 9/1

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Betty
Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr lan Hasleby

Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr McMullen Cr Fiona Reid, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 8:42:35 PM

Item 10.3.2 Amendment Motion Passed 8/4

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Peter
Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr McMullen, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 8:43:40 PM

Item 10.3.2 Motion Passed 9/3

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr McMullen, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona
Reid, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 9:11:17 PM

Item 10.3.3 (officer Rec) Motion LOST 5/7

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Fiona Reid

No: Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr McMullen , Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat,
Cr Colin Cala

Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 9:16:32 PM

Item 10.3.3 Motion Passed 10/2

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr McMullen, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid,
Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson

Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote
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28/02/2012 9:17:37 PM

Item 10.6.5 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr McMullen,
Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 9:20:09 PM

Item 11.1 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr
McMullen, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala
No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote

28/02/2012 9:21:02 PM

Items 11.2 and 11.3 Motion Passed 12/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Vacant, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Betty Skinner, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Glenn Cridland, Casting Vote
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