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1.

South

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the City of South Perth Council
held in the Council Chamber, Sandgate Street, South Perth
Tuesday 27 March 2012 at 7.00pm

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITOR S

The Mayor opened the meeting at 7.00pm, welcomedyene in attendance, in particular
the Hon Bill Grayden. She then paid respect toNbengar peoples, past and present, the
traditional custodians of the land we are meetingwod acknowledged their deep feeling of
attachment to country.

DISCLAIMER
The Mayor read aloud the City’s Disclaimer.

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE PRESIDING MEMBER
3.1 Activities Report Mayor Doherty / Council Representatives

The Mayor advised that the Council Representatietivities Report for the month of

February 2012 is attached to the back of the Agenda

3.2 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.

3.3 Audio Recording of Council meeting

The Mayor requested that all mobile phones be turmi® 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 Membér
and stated that as Presiding Member she gave momifor the Administration to record

proceedings of the Council meeting.



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

4. ATTENDANCE
Mayor Doherty (Chair)

Councillors:

| Hasleby Civic Ward

V Lawrance Civic Ward

G Cridland Como Beach Ward (from 7.10pm)

S Hawkins-Zeeb Manning Ward

C Cala McDougall Ward

P Howat McDougall Ward

R Grayden 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 Sexes

Ms V Lummer Director Development and Communityv&sss
Ms D Gray Manager Financial Services

Mr R Kapur Manager Development Services

Mr P McQue Manager Governance and Administration
Mrs M Evans South Perth Senior Citizens’ Centrpe®uisor (until 7.30pm)
Mr R Bercov Strategic Urban Planning Adviser (L@&t20pm)
Ms G Nieuwendyk Corporate Support Officer

Mrs K Russell Minute Secretary

Gallery Approximately 35 members of the public and 1 mends the press present.

4.1 Apologies

4.2 Approved Leave of Absence

Cr G W Gleeson Como Beach Ward
Cr C McMullen Manning Ward
Cr B Skinner Mill Point Ward

5. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
The Mayor advised the meeting that: Conflicts of Interest are dealt with in the Locab¥&rnment
Act, Rules of Conduct Regulations and the Admatisin Regulations as well as the City’s Code of
Conduct 2008. Members must declare to the Chaigreany potential conflict of interest they
have in a matter on the Council Agenda.

The Mayor then reported that a Declaration of k¢ehad been received from the CEO in relation to
Agenda Item 10.7.1 part (B) ‘Appointment of Audibr She further stated that in accordance with
the Local Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulat®®87 that the Declaration would be read out
immediately before the Item in question was disedss

6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

6.1 RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ONNOTICE
At the Council meeting held 28 February 2012 tiveees no questions taken on notice:
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6.2

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME : 27.3.2012

Opening of Public Question Time

The Mayor stated that in accordance with tlreal 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 amvah 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 advised that the purpose of Public Quegime was to provide the community
with the opportunity to raise questions and saéd there were other ways people could raise
guestions, such as contacting their Ward Counsikwrby logging on to the City’s website
and submitting a question via ‘enquires’. She atsninded the public gallery that she was
available to meet with members of the communitytlen first Friday of each month in the
Library Function Room. She further stated thattfer month of April (because of the Easter
Good Friday public holiday) it will be the secondday which is: 13 April.

The Mayor then opened Public Question time at f07p

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

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

Summary of Question

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

participants in a motion to Council in March 20@7declare a financial interest. The CEO

now has the Legal advice from Douglas of McLeodslarch 2007, advice from Douglas of

McLeods from 20 September 2007, Legal advice frolikeAs advising | did nothing wrong

and the recent document from the Department of L@caernment that was partially tabled

at the 03 May 2011 meeting that advises they watlvdhe caution issued against me.

1. Please provide the amount of money paid on ledalce and other advice for the
matters relating to the events, subsequent inagligs and requests for legal fees.
This will include but is not limited to March 2003eptember 2007, February 2012 and
March 2012, including payments for advice held @wiitial. Please provide the
company name, name of the person providing thecadwate(s) of service and the
amount paid for the advice. If there are any ingeieither unpaid or pending please
also include those and tagged as appropriate téaiexghe position, including a
reasonable estimate of costs incurred.

2.  Why did the CEO suddenly see a need to get kdjdce after the meeting in March
20077

3.  Why didn’t the CEO get the legal advice befdre meeting in March 2007 and provide
it to Council as per his role as defined in thedlddovernment Act?

4. If the CEO had legal concerns after the resmtufrom March 2007, why did he not
recognise that need and seek them beforehand?

Summary of Response
The Mayor responded that the CEO will not be dexptiesources to research this matter
unless Council resolves otherwise.
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|6.2.2 Ms Carol Roe, Abjornson Street, Manning
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

Further to a letter of complaint about a neightsotennis court lights in the Southern

Gazette newspaper 20 March:

1. How many properties within the City have a prévgennis court?

2. Of those, what is the breakdown between northsaouth of Manning Road by lights
and no lights?

Summary of Response

The CEO responded that:

1. Twenty Two (22) properties (single houses, genugwellings and multiple dwellings)
have been identified within the City that have aptéstennis courts.

2. Of the 22 properties, 18 are north of Manning@dRand 4 are south of Manning Road.
Of the 4 south of Manning road all have lights.

Note: Cr Cridland arrived at 7.10pm.

|6.2.3 Mr Geoff Defrenne, Kennard Street, Kensington
(Written Questions submitted prior to the meeting)

Summary of Question

1. Is it acceptable to the City if the CEO providalse information or fails to tell the
truth in the response they have been entrustecbtode.

2. Is it acceptable to the Council if the CEO pded false information or fails to tell
the truth in the response they have been entristevide.

3. Is it acceptable to the City if in response tqueestion to the Mayor, the Mayor

provides false information or fails to tell thettrieven if the answer may have been
provided by the City Administration.

4. Is it acceptable to the Council, if in respots@ question to the Mayor, the Mayor
provides false information or fails to tell thettrieven if the answer may have been
provided by the City Administration.

5. Is it acceptable to the City if the adminisipatiin allegedly summarising questions
for display at the council meeting to totally feolreflect the actual question?

6. Is it acceptable to the Council if the admirgon, in allegedly summarising
questions for display at the council meeting taaltgtfail to reflect the actual
question?

7. In answer to my question last month regardirggtiiming for a train station to be

built the council respondetie City is not aware of when the station will helth .
Given that much of the precinct relies on the tstation for transport and there may
not be a station built for more than 20 years, thd city cease material expenditure
on planning for this precinct that relies on aistauntil the government announces
a completion date for the station.

8. Given that much of the precinct relies on tléntstation for transport and there may
not be a station built for more than 20 years, ti#é city delete the words “train
station” from any reference to precinct area.

Summary of Response

The Mayor responded:

1-6 No, butitis understandable if the answegeqgiis different from what the questioner
intended if the question is vague, unintelligibichas been interpreted differently.

7 & 8 At the time planning for the "South Perthtfta Precinct” commenced there were
plans to construct a train station within the Rretas the studies name implies. As
the study has now been completed it is not apptgpto change its name.

8
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|6.2.4 Mr Lindsay Jamieson, Tralee Way, Waterford |
(Written Questions ‘tabled’ at the Council meeting)

The CEO advised that four questions, relating talfeged incident / Code of Conduct issue
that occurred at a meeting in July 2011 betweeroféinoer and Mr Jamieson, had been
retrieved from the Public Question Time in-tray.e Hirther stated that the questions were
taken on notice and a response would be provideardiagly.

Close of Public Question Time
There being no further written questions the Magtosed Public Question Time at 7.14pm

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

7.1

7.2

MINUTES

7.1.1 Ordinary Council Meeting Held: 28.2.2012

7.1.2 Audit and Governance Committee Meeting Heldd March 2012
7.1.3 Audit and Governance Committee Meeting Heldl3 March 2012

COUNCIL DECISION ITEMS 7.1.1 TO 7.1.3

Moved Cr Trent, Sec Cr Grayden

That the Minutes of the:
(@) Ordinary Council Meeting held 28 February 2@&2aken as read and confirmed as
a true and correct record; and
(b) Audit and Governance Committee Meetings hedoh® 13 March 2012 respectively,
be received.
CARRIED (10/0)

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 tuiic the subject of each Briefing.
The practice of listing and commenting on briefisgssions, is recommended by the
Department of Local Government and Regional Deymknt’'s“Council Forums Paper”
as a way of advising the public and being on pulgtord.

7.2.1 Agenda Briefing - February Ordinary CouncilMeeting Held: 21.2.2012
Officers of the City presented background informatand answered questions on
items identified from the February Council Agenddlotes from the Agenda
Briefing are included a&ttachment 7.2.1.

7.2.2 Concept Forum : Rivers Regional Council Updat Meeting Held: 22.2.2012
The CEO and Chair of the Rivers Regional Counailvgled and update on the
progress by the RRC in its actions to acquire aerést in a future waste disposal
site for Members of the Regional Council. Notesnirthe Concept Forum are
included adAttachment 7.2.2.

7.2.3 Concept Forum : Land Management Update MeetmnHeld: 7.3.2012
Officers of the City provided an update on the Gityand Management Strategy in
relation to various sites. Notes from the Concemruf are included as
Attachment 7.2.3.
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COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 7.2.1 TO 7.2.3
Moved Cr Lawrance, Sec Cr Howat

That the comments and attached Notes under Itenb 0. 7.2.3 on Council Briefings held
since the last Ordinary Council Meeting be noted.
CARRIED (10/0)

8. PRESENTATIONS

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

8.1.1 Petition received 20 March 2012 from Brian Wads, Chair Como Community
Action Group together with 66 signatures in relation to the lack of parking
restrictions on the north side of the Canning Bridg train station in Como
Beach.

Text of Petition reads:

“We the undersigned wish to express our conceth@bngoing parking issues with
city workers parking daily in our streets and reguéhat parking restrictions be
imposed as they have on the Manning side of Cartiiigigway .

RECOMMENDATION

That the Petition received 20 March 2012 from Brifoods, Chair Como

Community Action Group together with 66 signaturesrelation to the lack of

parking restrictions on the north side of the Cagridridge train station in Como
Beach be forwarded to the Infrastructure Servicesdbrate for investigation and 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 Cridland, Sec Cr Hawkins-Zeeb

That the Petition received 20 March 2012 from Bridfoods, Chair Como
Community Action Group together with 66 signaturesrelation to the lack of
parking restrictions on the north side of the Cagri8ridge train station in Como
Beach be forwarded to the Infrastructure Servicesdbrate for investigation and a
report to the earliest available Council Meeting.

CARRIED (10/0)

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

8.2.1 Community Service Certificate Presentation
The Mayor presented a Certificate of Service framity of South Perth to the Hon Bill
Grayden in recognition of his commitment over mgagrs as President and also a Board
Member of the South Perth Senior Citizens AssamiatiShe also recognised Margaret
Evans, Supervisor at the South Perth Senior Caizeentre for her commitment.
The Mayor then read aloud the citation from thetifieate.

10
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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 Held20.3.2012

8.3.2

The Mayor advised that there were eight (8) Deputat heard at the Agenda
Briefing held on 20 March in relation to Agendertts 10.0.1, 10.1.2, 10.3.3, 10.3.4
and 10.7.1.

Deputations at Council Meeting Held: 27.3.2@1
The Mayor reported that two (2) Requests had Iveeeived for a ‘Deputation to
Address Council’.

1. Agenda Item 10.3.3T(vo Storey Single House 30 River Way, Salter Point)
from Helen Sanders, Salter Point Parade, Saltart Roineighbour with a
common boundaryMrs Sanders was not aware the application wasgbein
considered at the March Council Meeting and reguast opportunity to
raise her concerns.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.3.2(1) \
Moved Cr Hawkins-Zeeb, Sec Cr Howat

That the ‘Request for Deputation to Address Counedeived from Helen Sanders,
Salter Point Parade, Salter Point on Agenda Iten3.30of the March Council
Meeting be approved.

CARRIED (9/1)

Mrs Helen Sanders, Salter Point Parade, Salter Poin ~ Agenda Item 10.3.3 \

Mrs Sanders spoke against the officer recommemdati relation to Agenda Item

10.3.3 Two Storey Single House 30 River Way, Salter Paint}the following

points:

* unaware application coming before March Council tinge

» share common boundary on north-east side of lot

e concerns in relation to impact / stress of propastaining wall - size dangerous

* report states application does not comply with ®iderivacy and R Codes

» development does not meet visual privacy requirésieglieve further neighbour
consultation should have taken place

» viewed plans / screening issues - type, heighti&eing not identified

» ask Council defer a decision pending further caasoh with neighbours and
structural plans being made available to adjoimemghbours

» ask Council address concerns / request applicant®mply with R Codes to
ensure there is no overlooking

Request for Deputation:
2. Agenda Item 15Matters for which the Meeting May be Closdém Mr
Lindsay Jamieson, Tralee Way, Waterford.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 8.3.2(2) |

Moved Cr Hasleby, Sec Cr Lawrance

That the ‘Request for Deputation to Address Counmteived from Lindsay
Jamieson, Tralee Way, Waterford on Agenda ltemfitBeoMarch Council Meeting
be declined.

CARRIED (9/1)

Close of Deputations
The Mayor closed Deputations at 7.45pm

11
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8.4 COUNCIL DELEGATES REPORTS

8.4.1. Council Delegate: WALGA South East Metropotan Zone: 29 February 2012
A report from Mayor Doherty and Cr Trent summamgitheir attendance at the
WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone Meeting heldtla¢ Shire of Serpentine-
Jarrahdale on 29 February 2012 isAdtachment 8.4.1. The Minutes of the
WALGA South East Metropolitan Zone meeting of 2%kmry 2012 have also
been received and are available oni@®uncil website.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the WALGAuth East Metropolitan Zone
Meeting held 29 February 2012 be received.

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

That the Delegate’s Report in relation to the WALGAuth East Metropolitan Zone
Meeting held 29 February 2012 be received.
CARRIED (10/0)

8.5 CONFERENCE DELEGATES REPORTS ‘
Nil

9. METHOD OF DEALING WITH AGENDA BUSINESS
The Mayor advised the meeting that with the exceptf the items identified to be withdrawn for
discussion that the remaining reports, including tfficer recommendations, will be adopted en
bloc, ie all together. She then sought confirmmatimm the Chief Executive Officer that all the
report items were discussed at the Agenda Bridfald on 20 March 2012.

The Chief Executive Officer confirmed that this veasrect.

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

The following report items were withdrawn for dission:

e |tem 10.1.1 Alternative Motion proposed

* Item 10.7.1 Declaration of Interest a@dnfidentialitem.

The Mayor stated that in relation to Item 10.7khttif no Elected Member wished to speak against
the Recommendations that she would call for a Mdv8econder of the Recommendations and
therefore there would be no need to go ‘behindeddatoors’ for theConfidential ltem. However if
there is to be a discussion on Recommendation 1{8)7the Confidentialitem, then the Meeting
will be closed at Item 15 to deal with the mattdthwthe ‘Reading of the Resolution’ done at
Item 15.2. The remaining report item recommendativill be adopted en bloc

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

That the officer recommendations in relation to Adg Items 10.0.1, 10.0.2, 10.1.2, 10.3.1, 10.3.2,
10.3.4, 10.3.5, 10.6.1, 10.6.2, 10.6.3, 10.6.4.5010.6.6, 10.6.7 and 10.7.1 be carried en bloc.

CARRIED (10/0)
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10.

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : CEO : ITEM 10.7.1(B)
At this point in the Meeting the Mayor read alohd Declaration of Interest received from the CEO
in relation to Agenda Item 10.7.1(B) “Appointmeritfuditors” adopted en bloc.

| wish to declare an interest in Agenda Item 10B)1“Appointment of Auditors” on the Agenda for
the Ordinary Council Meeting scheduled for 27 Mar2@1l2. The auditor recommended for
appointment in this item is Macri Partners. MaPartners are also my accountants. | declare that
I have had no involvement in the assessment détiakers or the preparation of this report.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION : ITEM 10.7.1 RECOMMENDATION (K)

The Mayor referred to Recommendation (K) of Iteri71D adopted as part of the en bloc decision at
Item 9.0 and read aloud the Council Resolutionctvliefers taConfidentialltem 3.1 of the Audit
and Governance Committee Minutes of 13 March 2012:

That the Council....

(@) note the Confidential legal advice from McLe®&dsristers and Solicitors, dated 25 January
2012 and 8 March 2012;

(b) note that it is unable to reconsider the fiegiplication for legal representation expenses
under the principle of ‘functus officio’;

(c) refuse the second application for legal reprgation expenses under former Policy P519
Legal Representation and Policy P675 Legal Repttesien as it precludes retrospective
payments; and

(d) consider this matter closed and, in the exd#nany further communications by the former
Councillor to the City about this matter, authoridee Chief Executive Officer to inform the
former Councillor that the matter has been finalgtermined by the Council and will not be
reconsidered.

REPORTS

10.0 MATTERS REFERRED FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETING

10.0.1 Amendment No. 31 to Town Planning Scheme N@&.to rezone Lot 36 (No. 47
Tate Street, South Perth(ltem 10.3.3 Council meeting 27 September, 20¥trgef

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: RPS, on behalf of landowners, Mr ans derecourt

File Ref: LP/209/31

Date: 1 March 2012

Author: Adrian Ortega, Planning Officer

Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director Develogmt & Community
Services

Summary

The applicant has requested an amendment to TammiR§ Scheme No. 6 (TPS6) in relation to
the site at No. 47 Tate Street cnr Angelo StremiftSPerth, identified as Amendment No. 31. The
applicant is seeking rezoning of a portion of thigject site from Residential to Local Commercial
and an increase in the density coding of the whitdefrom R15 to R40. The existing 7.0 metre
building height limit will remain unchanged.

At its September 2011 meeting, the Council resoteedtitiate the Scheme Amendment process
and endorsed the draft Amendment for advertisirige draft Amendment has been advertised and
the resulting submissions are discussed in thioRemd in more detail in the accompanying
attachments.
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The recommendation is that Amendment No. 31 proted&dalisation without modification and
that this recommendation be forwarded to the Ménifsir Planning for final approval.

Background
This report includes the following attachments:

Attachment 10.0.1(a) Schedule of submissions
Attachment 10.0.1(b) Report on submissions (for referral to the M
Attachment 10.0.1(c) Amendment No. 31 documents for final adoption

On 14 October 2011, the Scheme Amendment documees forwarded to the Western
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) for infornaaiti and to the Environmental Protection
Authority (EPA) seeking confirmation that an EPAsessment is not required. The EPA
clearance was received on 15 November. Subsequeaifyments were sought from the
community during a 46-day advertising period.

Current zoning Residential R15

TPS6 Amendment Partly Residential and partly Local Commercial zoning with R40 density coding over
proposed zoning and the whole site

density coding

Lot area 590 sq. metres

Building Height Limit 7.0 metres. The Building Height Limit will remain unchanged.

Existing Development Local business and private residence

Development potential | No change. However the Amendment will allow a later subdivision application to be
approved in order to separate the ‘Local Commercial’ portion of the site from the
‘Residential’ portion.

The location of the subject site is shown below:
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The Amendment site is Lot 36 (No. 47) Tate Straettlee north-west corner of Angelo
Street, South Perth. This site is surrounded tonthréh, east and west by properties zoned
Residential with R15 density coding. The propeatyhte south of the subject site located on
the corner of Sandgate Street and Angelo Streained Public Assembly and contains the
South Perth Uniting Church and associated childadag centre.

The rezoning will more appropriately zone the lamdeflect both its historic and current use
for a local business (‘Day Spa’), together withrxgte residence.

The Scheme Amendment is aimed at providing lanccadainty to the landowners for their
existing business and is not part of any proposstevelopment. The existing private
residence was only recently constructed - in 200 proposal is intended to facilitate
either ‘green title’ subdivision or strata-subdiuis of the land in accordance with the
existing uses. The proposed R40 density codingalldhw division into two allotments for
the residence and Day Spa.

During the advertising period, two submission weeeived, objecting to the proposal. One
of the submissions was signed by the owners ofTsite Street properties. Three late
submissions in support of the Amendment were aseived.The actual submissions are
confidential, but are available for Councillors’ pesal in the Council Members’ lounge
prior to the Council meetingThe full submissions will also be provided to W&PC and
the Minister. However the comments of the submstteogether with officer responses are
contained in the attached Schedule of Submissiamd Report on Submissions at
Attachments 10.0.1(ajand 10.0.1(b). These documentsill be provided to the WAPC for
further consideration and for recommendation toNtaster for Planning. The Report and
the Schedule contain recommendations on each isaised by the submitters, for
consideration and adoption by the Council. Aftensidering the submissions, the Council
needs to resolve whether to recommend to the Minikat the Amendment should proceed,
with or without modification, or should not proceddhe Minister is responsible for the final
determination of the proposal.

Comment

The requested Scheme Amendment is considered adaspmaving regard to the unique
history of the site. The mixture of residentiatldacal business use has continued since the
1940’s.

Partial Local Commercial zoning of the land woulddonsistent with the wider role Angelo
Street plays within the South Perth community with existing land uses on parts of this
street including shopping, school and church. Témoming is also consistent with the
immediate surrounds, where the non-residential iknitChurch and Day Care Centre
operates opposite the site.

The proposal is also consistent with the approakért by the City of South Perth to similar

local businesses either by way of past town plapsicheme reviews, or subsequent site-
specific Scheme Amendments.
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Consultation

As referred to above, following referral of the ftir&cheme Amendment to the EPA, a
response was received on 15 November 2012 confrihiat an EPA assessment is not
required. This decision enabled the advertisimg@ss to commence on 17 January 2012. It
was not possible to advertise the Amendment eatdecause Council Policy P301
“Consultation for Planning Proposalgievents advertising of Scheme Amendments during
the mid-December to mid-January period.

The statutory advertising required by tAiewn Planning RegulationsTown Planning

Scheme No. 6 and Council Policy P301 was undertakére manner described below:

e Letters and Notices mailed to 68 landowners in AmgEate and Sandgate Street within
150 metres of the Amendment site;

» Southern Gazette newspaper notice in two issue$7 January and 31 January 2012;
and

* Notices and Amendment documents displayed in GBeantre customer foyer, in the
City’s Libraries and on the City’s web site (‘Owr fComment’).

The required minimum advertising period is 42 day€n this occasion, the actual
advertising period was 46 days - from 17 Jantmg&/March 2012.

Policy and Legislative Implications
The statutory Scheme Amendment process as it setatéddmendment No. 31 is set out
below, together with related dates and estimatedsdéor the remaining stages of the

process:
Stage of Amendment Process Actual and estimated
dates
Council resolution to initiate Amendment No. 31 to TPS6 27 September 2011
Council adoption of draft Scheme Amendment No. 31 proposals for advertising 27 September 2011
purposes
Referral of draft Amendment proposals to EPA for environmental assessment 14 October 2011
during a 28 day period, and copy to WAPC and Water Corporation for information
Public advertising period of 46 days 17 Jan - 2 March 2012
Council consideration of Report on Submissions March 2012
Referral to the WAPC and Planning Minister for consideration, including: Mid-April 2012

* Report on Submissions;

» Council's recommendation on the proposed Amendment No. 31;

 Three signed and sealed copies of Amendment No. 31 documents for final
approval

Minister’s final determination of Amendment No. 31 to TPS6 and publication in Not yet known

Government Gazette

Publication of the approved Amendment No. 28 notice in the Government Gazette Not yet known

Following the Council's decision to recommend te tdinister that Amendment No. 31

proceed without modifications, three copies of Amendment document will be executed
by the City, including the application of the CBgal. Those documents will be forwarded
to the WAPC with the Council’'s recommendation.
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Financial Implications

Financial costs incurred during the course of theusory Scheme Amendment process have
been covered by the Planning Fee which is payablaccordance with the Council's
adopted fee schedule. In this case, the estinfthing Fee of $8,000 was paid on 14
November 2011 following Council’s resolution totiate the Scheme Amendment process.
The actual fee will be based on officers’ time atitker actual costs incurred by the City. At
the completion of the amendment process the fddwihdjusted to reflect actual costs.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

The purpose of the Scheme Amendment is not tatkeilredevelopment of the site and the
applicant is not intending to undertake any furttievelopment. Amendment No. 31 simply
provides the landowners with surety in regard t® ¢listing non-conforming commercial

land use and the ability to subdivide the commémation of the site from the residential

portion.

Conclusion

To date, the proposed Amendment No. 31 has begoeg by the Council. The opposing
submissions received during the advertising peasimdnot considered to be sustainable for the
reasons explained in the attached Schedule of Ssimns and Report on Submissions at
Attachments 10.0.1(apnd10.0.1(b).

Having regard to all of the submitters’ commentd assessment of them by City Officers, the
proposed Amendment should now be finally adoptethbyCouncil and a recommendation that
the Amendment proceed without modification be foded to the Minister.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.1

That ...

(a) Amendment No. 31 to Town Planning Scheme N Bereby finally adopted by
the Council in accordance with tiewn Planning Regulations 1967 (as amended),
and the Council hereby authorises the affixinghef Common Seal of Council to
three copies of Amendment No. 31 document, as redjlny those Regulations; and

(b) the Schedule of SubmissioatAttachment 10.0.1(a)andReport on Submission at
Attachment 10.0.1(b) a copy ofthe submissions anthree executed copies of
Amendment No. 31 document @ ttachment 10.0.1(c) be forwarded to the
Western Australian Planning Commission for finaletimination by the Minister for
Planning.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.0.2 Building Act 2011 and Council Delegationgmatter referred from Item 10.3{1
February 2012 Council Meeting.

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Councll

File Ref: GR/502

Date: 12 March 2012

Author: Gina Nieuwendyk, Corporate Support Officer
Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Manager GovernancAdministration
Summary

The purpose of this report is to formally revokésarg Council Delegations and adopt new
Delegations effective from when tBaiilding Act2011 comes into effect.

Background

The Building Act 2011is to become effective on 2 April 2012 and wiling 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 tecktd Members giving a summary of
the background to the Act and the possible impboatto the City. A comprehensive report
was then presented to the February 2012 CouncitiMe&entifying the changes effecting
the City of South Perth.

Comments
At the February 2012 Meeting Council resolved emlt10.3.1:

That....

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

(© Council adopts by Absolute Majority the propb$ees and charges for providing a
Certificate of Design Compliance for Class 2 tolldings and other related fees
as detailed in the report.

(d) pursuant to Section 6.19 of the Local Goverrirden 1995, Public Notice be given
of the proposed fees and charges for Class 2 tail€ibgs.

(e) the existing delegations from Council to CEOréeoked when the Building Act
2011 takes effect.

() new delegations from Council to the assigneficefs, be adopted and take effect
when the Building Act 2011 is implemented; and

(9) in accordance with Section 96 of the Buildingt 2011, the appointment of
‘Authorised Officers’ as detailed in the report baopted.

This report specifically identifies the Delegatiprag Attachment 10.0.2,required to be

revoked and the new Delegations that will come gffect as at 2 April 2012 to coincide
with theBuilding Act 2011.
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Policy and Legislative Implications

The Building Actrequires new statutory procedures to be implendeasepart of the City’s
Building Services functions; and the adoption ofvnfiees and charges, delegations and
authorisations to City Officers. Although tBaiilding Actdoes not have a direct impact on
any existing Building Services policies, standavdditions attached to the building licences
and information sheets on the City’s website wééd 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 infthlewing 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 goveritsnearmally receive from building
licence applications will be affected. With therottuction 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.

Sustainability Implications
The key objectives of the new Act are to providecenprehensive system of building
control in Western Australia.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.0.2

That as from 2 April 2012 (when tiBuilding Act 201lcomes into effect)....

(a) Delegations:
 DC353 Issue of Building Licenses
« DC354 Administration of Building Controls withinglCity
» DC355 Authority to Issue Strata Title Certificates
at Attachment 10.0.2(a)-(c)be revoked; and replaced with:

(b) Delegations:
« DC370 Grant or refuse to grant a Building Permit
« DC371 Grant or refuse to grant a Demolition Permit
DC372 Grant, modify or refuse to grant Occupanynitsror Building approval
Certificates
DC373 Approve or refuse an application to extend thlidity of an
Occupancy Permit or Building Approval Certificate
DC374 Appoint authorised persons for purposes@Bthilding Act 2011
DC375 Issue or revoke building orders in relatimn building work,
demolition work and/or an existing building or stture
at Attachment 10.0.2(d)-(i)inclusive.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required Absolute Majority
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10.1

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 1 : COMMUNITY

| 10.1.1 Riverside Drive Closure

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: LP/213

Date: 23 February 2012

Author: Cliff Frewing, Chief Executive Officer
Summary

This report summarises the recent history of #gnetbpment proposal relating to the Perth
Waterfront project and in particular comments o fimplications of the closure of
Riverside Drive. Riverside Drive will be closednmd-2013 and it is likely that there will
be traffic implications on local roads in the inmeetropolitan area and in particular in the
City of South Perth. It is proposed that the Gowegnt be lobbied to ensure that all
supporting infrastructure works are completed lg/ttme Riverside Drive is closed so that
traffic will flow easier than otherwise would besthase.

Background
In August 2009 the State Government requested tA®®@and Department of Planning
(DoP) to assume lead agency responsibility folRtagh Waterfront Project.

The WAPC and DoP prepared a Masterplan under teesight of the Perth Waterfront
Ministerial Taskforce, which was released by thenfer and Minister for Planning in
December 2009. This was followed by a project Bess Case submitted for consideration
by Cabinet in March 2010.

In June 2010, Cabinet requested that the WAPC aofél rogress the detailed planning,
design and statutory approvals necessary to faeilthe timely construction of the project.

To make this commitment possible, MRS AmendmenBi&2Dwas prepared to consolidate
approximately 19.75 hectares of existing parks r@edeation, waterways and regional road
reservations to &ublic Purpose Special Use ReserveThe MRS Amendment was
advertised for public submissions for a periodnoéé (3) months from 22 February 2011 to
27 May 2011 inclusive.

In relation to the proposeiletropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1203/41 ‘Perth
Waterfront’ Council resolved in May 2011 to agree in princifdethe project, subject to
issues in relation to the closure of riverside Bibeing clarified:

That the City of South Perth....
@) supports in principal the Metropolitan Regionh®me Amendment 1203/41 ‘Perth
Waterfront’ dated February 2011, with the followiegceptions:
(i) the City is extremely concerned about the pegabchanges to Riverside Drive
which will reduce traffic volumes from about 30,08fhicles per day to about
15,000 vehicles per day, with the resultant tralfeing forced to utilise other
local and regional roads in Perth. Of particulaomcern to the City of South
Perth is the high probability of traffic being ratlibuted to Canning Highway,
Mill Point Road, Labouchere Road and Judd Streedpeetively thereby
resulting in increased traffic volumes and congestnd reduction in road and
pedestrian safety and residential amenity during thorning and afternoon
peak travel times;

20



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

(i) the City requests that detailed traffic modw®l and reporting be undertaken as
a matter of urgency to determine the likely inceeas traffic volumes and
congestion on Canning Highway, Mill Point Road, dabhere Road and Judd
Street resulting from the Perth Waterfront develepmmand changes to
Riverside Drive, and that the City be party to sactudy; and

(i) where it is identified in the detailed traffimodelling and reporting that
Canning Highway, Mill Point Road, Labouchere Roatdaludd Street are
adversely impacted by increased traffic volumes @myestion, improvements
be undertaken to the road network and intersectionalleviate the identified
negative impacts.

(b) requests to be consulted on any future tradficl transport studies or initiatives
undertaken by the City of Perth and/or the WA S&dgernment, where changes to
the road and transport network in Perth is liketyresult in adverse impacts within
the City of South Perth.

Comment

The Perth Waterfront development has been descabedworld-class precinct that is set to
transform the face of Perth’s capital city.

Planning for the Perth Waterfront has taken plager @ number of years with a view to
addressing the physical barrier currently presebiedhajor transport infrastructure on the
southern face of the city. As plans have been deeel and refined, the impacts on the
transport network have been constantly reviewed.

Planning for the Perth Waterfront has been guidgdthe following transport related

principles:

» The transport system should support and be intedraith land use planning rather than
be the driver of land use planning.

* Where practical give priority to sustainable trasrspmodes (walking, cycling, and
public transport) over other modes.

» Accept that some increases to delay and congefstiageneral traffic are likely to occur,
however ensure that these can be managed effgctivel

» Promote pedestrian and cyclist travel to and thmotlge project area and along the
foreshore.

» Manage the provision of car parking within the depenent area as part of the transport
network and in the context of the wider area.

» Ensure that the operation of the Bus Port is notgromised by the redevelopment.

» Ensure that modifications to Freeway ramps do deeesely impact traffic flows on the
Freeway

These principles have informed the planning fortiPéWaterfront and reflect general
Government policies relating to transit orientedredlepment (TOD) when developing in
areas with transport accessibility.

Transport planning for the Perth Waterfront hag &leen influenced by plans and policies
set by the City of Perth which are guiding theiahitransformation of the central city. The
City released the Urban Development Framework: giofi for Perth 2029 in January 2010.
Many of the principles for Perth Waterfront refléloé objectives of the Urban Development
Framework, including prioritising pedestrian origshttransport and improving connectivity
around the city.
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The responsibility for progressing the project masv been passed to the Metropolitan
Redevelopment Authority which has responsibilityr fa number of other Perth
transformational projects. Some of these projestwel as a number of other developments
and proposals around the Perth CBD which will heape the City and will affect the
future transport network. These schemes include:

* Perth Riverside

» Perth City Link

» Forrest Place enhancement

» St Georges Terrace enhancement works

» Burswood stadium

» Trinity development at the Causeway end of EaghPer

* QE11 hospital development in Winthrop Avenue

» Public transport proposals including priority omreocity streets

» Opening up of many existing central city one-wageats to two-way traffic

» Other individual projects and development proposals

These projects, along with Perth Waterfront, wilvl a substantial impact on how the
future of the Perth CBD will be shaped.

The key transport elements of the Perth Waterfptant include:

« The development of a pedestrian friendly environnaeaund the Swan River with active
public spaces and easy connections to public tmahsfations and the ferry terminal;

* Introduction of two-way flow along William Streevsth of Mounts Bay Road, extending
all the way to the Point Lewis Rotary, to providiemative access to Mounts Bay Road
from the west;

« Modification of access from William Street to MiwlhFreeway and Kwinana Freeway;

» Extension of Howard Street and Sherwood Court v@iRide Promenade. These sections
of road will be two-way;

« Creation of two new all movements traffic signdknsections along The Esplanade at
Howard Street and Sherwood Court to replace th&tiegi T-junctions and improve
pedestrian connectivity;

« Introduction of two-way traffic along Mounts Bay &bby the addition of one
westbound lane between William Street and Mill &tre

« Creation of a new signalised intersection on Mol#g Road near Mercantile Lane to
provide access for buses exiting the Bus Port tatkBay Road eastbound;

* Adequate on-street parking will be provided witthe development to replace those
bays which are removed from Barrack Square andEEpéanade;

« A speed limit of 40 kph through most of the sitertake it safer for pedestrians and
cyclists; and

« Fewer cars passing through the site using thisaseaFreeway access.

Modelling Results

The modelling work for Perth Waterfront was comgtetvith data and methodology agreed
with key bodies, including Main Roads WA, DepartiehTransport and City of Perth. As
far as is known, other Local Governments have eanhinvolved in the traffic modelling
exercise.

To determine variations between current and fubyrerations of the road network, a 2009
base model and a 2031 model (a standard forecasfgreland use and transport planning)
have been used. The models enable comparisonsfonnpance, establish key areas of im-
pact and an opportunity to test a range of futetevark scenarios.

22



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

Key information to assess the network performanifferdnces between the base and
forecast year models include traffic volumes, tieettaken to complete specific journeys
(from point to point) and also the performance afious bus routes.
It should be noted that various other factors odetsof proposed changes for the Perth
Waterfront will also influence future travel patierto 2031. These include:
e General growth in traffic numbers between now abiBll2
* The cost of using different modes of transporhi future;
¢ The amount and timing of land use development th boe Perth CBD and metropolitan
region;
* Road network changes in both Perth CBD and on riveldgalities adjacent to the
central city area;
« Provision of public transport services; and
« Other policies or factors which may not be curreitlplace.

Traffic Volumes

In the modelling outputs for 2031, the State advigeat sections of the following major
roads were noted as experiencing congested camglitioiring either AM or PM peaks:
Mounts Bay Road; The Esplanade; William Street;r&z Street; Wellington Street; and
Graham Farmer Freeway.

These areas of anticipated peak hour congestioB0Bi reflect many of the existing
congestion points in the city.

The modelling shows that while some roads will eigee additional congestion, others
will have less traffic but will still be busy dudnpeak periods. An example is St Georges
Terrace which is predicted to have 180 fewer vekigler day travel east of Barrack Street in
2031, however the road will still experience a @éegof congestion.

The closure of Riverside Drive is planned to odoujust over one years time in or around
May 2013. Excavation works will commence within tiext couple of months. The removal
of a section of Riverside Drive will encourage samafic to divert to other routes through
the city. The most likely alternatives are St Gearderrace, Wellington Street, Roe Street
and Graham Farmer Freeway.

It is also anticipated that people may choose &atker routes further away from the CBD
to travel in an east-west direction, such as Canminghway and Mill Point road or
alternately may transfer to public transport omi@s travel and time costs increase in the
future. It is understood that traffic travelling & west-east direction will largely be
unaffected by the closure of Riverside Drive asrtiwest direct route taken would be almost
identical to that which exists at the present time.

Local Government position

Mayors and Chief Executive Officers of seven inmeetropolitan Local Governments
affected by the Perth Waterfront development haet and discussed the potential impact
of the closure of Riverside Drive on their munidifi@s. The Local Governments have a
combined population of well over 200,000 persons.

The joint media release issued warned that thee Savernment Waterfront Development

will be seriously undermined unless proper planrang scheduling of ancillary works are
prioritised and undertaken in a timely manner.
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Through the media release, the State Governmenbées urged to properly complete all
planned complimentary works to ensure that whereRide Drive is closed all necessary
works have been finalised to minimise traffic digion in and around inner metropolitan
Perth.

The strongly held view was that major transportdstructure works planned to support

these developments need to be completed prior & dbsure of Riverside drive.

Specifically, these works include:

» Completion of the widening of the Graham Farmerela@y tunnel to three lanes in
each direction (and appropriate modifications teekray access / exit lanes);

* Widening of Thomas and Loftus streets to 3 lanes;

» Completion of planning for the Light rail route kir(including extension east of the
Causeway to Victoria Park and Curtin University);

» All relevant inner-city road works completed; and

+ Commitment to the construction of the proposedviRayl Station at South Perth.

The Local Government Mayors are united in theinwihat as important stakeholders,
continued effective consultation and communicaisoassential with the respective Councils
on such significant proposals. All the Mayors dtextremely concerned that the closure of
Riverside Drive, along with all other developmentzurring will greatly impact on their
communities unless all complementary works are ¢iosnpleted.

Consultation

The Mayors and CEOQO’'s of seven inner metropolitacallogovernments have met and
discussed the issue and agreed on a joint mediasel In addition, the Mayor and CEO
have subsequently met with the Chair and CEO of Metropolitan Redevelopment
Authority to express concerns.

Policy and Legislative Implications
There are no legislative or policy implications

Financial Implications
There are no direct financial implications - altbbuif local roads are affected by an
abnormal increase in traffic, maintenance and dtiaffic management issues may arise.

Strategic Implications
This project compliments the City’s Strategic P10 — 2015 and in particular:

Direction 1 - Community - Goall.2 Ensure that land use planning and service dgfiv
aligns and responds to community safety priorities.

Direction 3 - Housing and Land Uses

Goal 3.2 Encourage and facilitate economic developnféagl 3.3 Develop integrated
local land use planning strategies to inform pretiplans ,infrastructure, transport and
service delivery.

Direction 5 - Transport - Go&l.2 Ensure transport and infrastructure plans imsgg with
the land use strategies and provide a safe andteféelocal transport network.
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Sustainability Implications
The appropriate management of infrastructure ieeexly important to ensure that it meets
the current and future traffic and transport nesfdhe community.

| OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10.1.1 |

That....

(@) the Council adopts the position that the méjansport infrastructure works (listed
below) are considered essential to support thehP&fterfront Development and
need to be completed prior to the closure of Riderdrive:

)] Completion of the widening of the Graham FarrRezeway tunnel to three
lanes in each direction (and appropriate modificetito Freeway access /
exit lanes);

(i) Widening of Thomas and Loftus streets to 3esin

(i)  Completion of planning for the Light rail rée link (including extension east
of the Causeway to Victoria Park and Curtin Uniitgrand Thomas street -
UWA link);

(iv)  All relevant inner-city road works completeahd

(v) Commitment to the construction of the propo&ailway Station at South
Perth.

(b) the Premier and Minister for Planning be adviaecordingly.

MOTION
Cr Hasleby moved the officer recommendation. SeCr@lland

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Hasleby Opening for the Motion

« officer recommendation details the submissionppsuts report findings

* necessity to have something done in relation tthP&aterfront

« we do not have a great deal of options in relatiowhat can be done

< Fiona Stanley Hospital development has creatediaddi traffic / associated issues

e Perth Waterfront Project will do the same - but f@gtricting through traffic (as
suggested in proposed Amendment) is not in our ipcev other than what is
recommended in the officer report/recommendation

» suggestions of placing roundabouts to restrict Mdint Road and Labouchere Road to
through traffic is opening up our ratepayers toitithl monies

e to do anything more than what is prescribed iswimg money at something where we
have no control

e ask Members to support officer recommendationsirittirety.

Cr Cridland for the Motion

« acknowledge we have concerns about Perth Waterfrmject and traffic impact not
only for CoSP but for neighbouring Perth

« personally experience slow traffic down Mill PoRbad on daily drive from South Perth
into Perth

* believe recommendation sends a message to Statrraeant that we have concerns

* Dbelieve it is inappropriate to go further (proposetiendment) and make suggestions
that could potentially cause further problems ®rdtepayers of South Perth

* believe there will be enough inconvenience / cotiges

* inappropriate to send the wrong message

* support officer recommendation
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Cr Cala Against the Motion

officer recommendation does not go far enough thirong Council’s position
Foreshadow an Amendment to expand the recommendatio

City of South Perth will bear the brunt of any clos of Riverside Drive

Canning Highway and Mill Point Road already expeeiag heavy congestion during
peak periods

proposed closure will create additional traffictthhe@uld have previously used Riverside
Drive

officer recommendation accepts as inevitable ttopgsals of the State Government,
and only looks to measures to mitigate their effect

investigation re roundabouts in Mill Point and Labbere Roads is suggested as a
starting point to reduce the traffic passing thfo&guth Perth

suggestion for roundabouts is based on the Citjaltille’s treatment of Preston Point
Road.

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Cr Trent

That the officer recommendation be amended to decloew parts (b) and (c) as follows,
and the existing part (b) be renumbered accordingly

(b)

(©)

Council is also of the view that to avoid thepiact this closure will have on the City

of South Perth by way of additional traffic voluntieat :

(1) the State Government reconsiders its positioradunnel being constructed
under the inlet that forms part of the ProposedthPanaterfront
Development;

(ii) infrastructure funding be made available tee tiCity for any upgrade
required for Canning Highway and Mill Point Roasl @ consequence of
additional traffic impacting on these roads;

(i) Once work has been completed as outlinedah gbove, consider a trial
period of closing Riverside Drive temporarily tcopide an opportunity to
assess the impact that any closure will have afffidrpatterns, particularly
in relation to the City of South Perth;

the Director of Infrastructure Services invgate placing several roundabouts in

Mill Point Road and Labouchere Road to make bo#udsounattractive to through

traffic resulting from the Riverside Drive Redevahoent; and .....

Cr Trent For the Amendment

understand one option to address traffic is todpanes along Mill Point Road

reference to further roundabouts needs to be imyatst

original objective of roundabouts in Labouchere Ragas to prevent sheep trucks
accessing the area

acknowledge there will be inconvenience to SouththPeesidents during suggested
roundabouts at part (c)

part (c) of Amendment asks for an investigation

support Amendment
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Cr Hasleby Against the Amendment

several of the Amendment “wish list” items aré wkll and good but the State
Government will not take a bit of interest - espéigipart (c) suggesting roundabouts in
Mill Point and Labouchere Road

if the aim is trying to keep traffic moving in theornings having to negotiate
roundabouts will not - rather it will cause a ghidk for people trying to get to work
proposed Amendment at part (c) may stop sheepdrwekich is admiral, but will not
defer through traffic

to put in traffic slowing devices will only frustemotorists

to try and extract money from State Governmenpferin the sky suggestions / trying to
fund a tunnel is pointless

suggestion in part (c) of Amendment not supportstould not be asking ratepayers in
South Perth to pay additional money to fund thddimng of roundabouts in Mill Point
Road and Labouchere Road

we should be making traffic as free as possibl¢iquéarly for those who do not have
alternative routes.

against the Amendment

Cr Howart for the Amendment

support officer recommendation together with addil Amendment proposed by
Cr Cala apart from part (c) calling for roundabouts

important to upgrade infrastructure - particula@anning Highway

as well as having to suffer burden of extra cadt burden of extra traffic

concerns about cost of tunnel proposed

tunnel if not now - in the future would cost more

suggest we remove part (c) of the proposed Amentimen

AMENDMENT
Note: With the concurrence of the Mover and Secongart (c) of the proposed

Amendment is deleted.

Cr Cridland Against the Amendment

previously spoke in support of officer recommenatati

share many of Cr Hasleby’s concerns about effagepr will have on South Perth
communicating these concerns to State Governméirthavie no effect

us telling the State Government to build the turaieéwhere is not a sufficient reason to
amend officer recommendation

acknowledge traffic will be appalling after thisveéopment - it is appalling now
offensive part of amendment has been removed -tate Ssovernment putting in a
development to make our traffic worse thereforergtaliate with roundabouts

if traffic is not moving now why would we make itosier - why would we put
roundabouts in Mill Point Road and Labouchere Roaal point

against proposed Amendment

Cr Grayden Against Amendment

aspirational comments not offensive so leave them i

Motion as it reads is for commitment to constructid a Railway Station at South Perth.
what are we doing to the original Motion by incloglipart (a)(v) when we are in the
middle of a consultation process - putting the before the horse
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AMENDMENT TO AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Grayden, Sec Cr Cridland

That part (a)(v) of the Amended Motion be deleted.

Cr Grayden For the Amendment to the Amendment

« support deleting part (a)(v) of the original MotiG@ommitment to the construction of a
Railway Station at South Perth)

< currently in the middle of consultation procesgutting the cart before the horse

e part (a)(v) is just an aspirational statement

< such a short distance do not believe it will makeige difference

« Amendment proposed will not achieve much

The Mayor Put the Amendment to the Amendment. CARRIED (9/1)

The Mayor Put the Amended Motion. CARRIEIN)

| COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.1 |
The Mayor Put the Motion

That....

(@) the Council adopts the position that the méjansport infrastructure works (listed
below) are considered essential to support thenP#dterfront Development and
need to be completed prior to the closure of Riderdrive:

0] Completion of the widening of the Graham FarrRezeway tunnel to three
lanes in each direction (and appropriate modificegito Freeway access /
exit lanes);

(i) Widening of Thomas and Loftus streets to 3elsin

(i)  Completion of planning for the Light rail ree link (including extension east
of the Causeway to Victoria Park and Curtin Uniitgrand Thomas street -
UWA link);

(iv)  All relevant inner-city road works completeahd

(b) Council is also of the view that to avoid thepiact this closure will have on the City
of South Perth by way of additional traffic voluntieat :

(1) the State Government reconsiders its positioradunnel being constructed
under the inlet that forms part of the ProposedthPaiaterfront
Development;

(ii) infrastructure funding be made available tee tiCity for any upgrade
required for Canning Highway and Mill Point Roasl @ consequence of
additional traffic impacting on these roads;

(iir) once work has been completed as outlineddah gbove, consider a trial
period of closing Riverside Drive temporarily tcopide an opportunity to
assess the impact that any closure will have afffidpatterns, particularly
in relation to the City of South Perth; and

(© the Premier and Minister for Planning be adviaecordingly.

CARRIED (10/0)

Reason for Change

The City of South Perth will bear the brunt of aslgsure of Riverside Drive. Canning
Highway and Mill Point Road that are already exgecing heavy congestion during peak
periods, will have additional traffic that would Vea previously used Riverside Drive.
Officer recommendation did not go far enough itioung the Council’s position.
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10.1.2 Community Sport and Recreation Facility Fund(CSRFF) - Small Grants

Funding
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GS/109
Date: 9 March 2012
Author: Jenni Hess, Recreation Development Goatdr
Reporting Officer: Sandra Watson, Manager Commu@itulture & Recreation
Summary

To consider applications for the 2012/2013 ComnyuBiporting and Recreation Facilities
Fund (CSRFF) Small Grants Program (Winter Rountihe application is for the Wesley
South Perth Hockey Club Inc. to undertake a felitsilsitudy for a synthetic hockey pitch.

Background

The Department of Sport and Recreation (DSR) ahnualites applications for financial
assistance to assist community groups and locakrgowents to develop sustainable
infrastructure for sport and recreation. The CSRFgram aims to increase participation in
sport and recreation with an emphasis on physitality, through rational development of
good quality, well-designed and well-utilised fé@@ls. Priority is given to projects that lead
to facility sharing and rationalisation. The St&@evernment has allocated $20M for the
2012/2013 funding round.

The Fund has three categories, which are listéideitable below.

Table 1 CSRFF Grant Categories

Grant category Total Project Cost Range Standard DSR Contribution | Frequency
Small grants $7,500 - $150,000 $2,500 - $50,000 Bi-annual
Annual Grants $150,001 - $500,000 $50,001- $166,666 Annual
Forward Planning Grants | $500,001 + $166,667 - $4 million Annual

Small Grants program

The small grants program has 2 funding rounds,immvgnter (opens February) and one in
summer (opens July). The maximum grant awarde®®R will be no greater than one-
third of the total cost of the project up to a nmaxtim of $150,000. The CSRFF grant must
be at least matched by the applicant’s own caskribation equivalent to one third of the
total project cost, with any remaining funds besogirced by the applicant. In some cases,
funds provided by the Department do not equatentthird of the project costs and the
applicants are advised that they are expectechbdny such shortfall.

As stated in the CSRFF guidelines, small grantstfiss round of applications in this
category must be claimed in the financial yearofsihg the date of approval. Therefore
projects in this round must be claimed and acqlitye15 June 2013.

Comment
One application has been received by the City fer 2012/2013 CSRFF small grants
(winter round):

0] Wesley South Perth Hockey Club Inc (FeasibilityStudy-Synthetic hockey pitch)

CSRFF Grant sought $ 10,600 (ex GST)
City’s contribution $ 10,600 (ex GST)
Club’s contribution $ 10,600 (ex GST)
Estimated Total Project Cost $ $31,800 (ex GST)
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Assessment

A panel comprising the Manager Community Cultured dRecreation, Manager City
Environment, Recreation Development Coordinator #rel Club Development Officer,
assessed and ranked the application against tosviioy criteria set by the Department of
Sport and Recreation:

Well planned and needed by municipality

Well planned and needed by applicant

Needed by municipality, more planning required
Needed by applicant, more planning required
Idea has merit, more preliminary work required
Not recommended

Mmoo >

These results are summarised below.

Applicant Project Ranking | Rating City’s Total project
Contribution Cost
Wesley South Perth | Feasibility Study, needs | 1 B $10,600 (ex. $31,800(ex
Hockey Club assessment for synthetic GST). GST)
hockey pitch

Wesley South Perth Hockey Club Inc (Feasibility Stdy for synthetic hockey pitch))

The Wesley South Perth Hockey Club Inc (WASPs) antrership with Curtin Trinity
Pirates Hockey Club and Wesley College are progos$m contract GHD Pty Ltd to
undertake a needs assessment and feasibility $ardthe construction of a synthetic
hockey pitch in the City of South Perth.

The study will explore and include:

e Current and future trends for hockey

» Areview of existing provision

» Community consultation (including DSR, City of SlotPerth and Hockey WA)
» Analysis of social indicators

» Areview of the Hockey WA Strategic Facilities Plan

* Local Government Authority plans

» Identification of gaps and duplications in the $@ut suburbs

» Identification of potential sites within the City 8outh Perth

The aim for the club is to assess possible locatwithin the City of South Perth, and
identify optimal solutions regarding the locati@ize and potential use of such a hockey
facility. The study will also identify the operatial requirements for the facility including
life cycle costs and capital costs associated thgtfacility.

According to the Wesley South Perth Hockey Cluh lmmckey is now almost exclusively
played on artificial turf at an elite and compettievel, and approximately 50/50 artificial
turf/grass at junior, veteran and social levelshe Tontinued existence of major hockey
clubs in the City of South Perth relies on havirteasive access to artificial turf pitches for
games and training. The Hockey WA facilities atttuUniversity have increasingly come
under heavy demand in recent years, including siteruse by national and international
teams. The club’s need for access to artificidliias not been met in recent years, and will
continue to not be met in the foreseeable futuyahb existing Hockey WA facilities.
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Officer Comments

In line with its strategic planning processes, @ity of South Perth has not identified the
need for a synthetic hockey pitch as a high psioridockey WA's Strategic Facilities Plan
does not give priority for more synthetic hockeycpes within the City of South Perth
region, given its proximity to Perth Hockey Stadif@urtin University), Shenton Turf

Hockey (Shenton Park) and Morris Buzacott Resdva\(ille).

The provision of a synthetic hockey pitch is peredias a facility, providing for elite and
high competition level participation, which is rustorically the responsibility or role of
local government. Instead, local government pkaksy role in the provision of grass roots
and club level facilities to support clubs to grothereby increasing participation in
physical activity. However, as part of this rolecal government does support clubs by
providing tools and access to resources and presdssimprove their sport and become
self sustaining. This includes supporting cluberigage in needs assessment and feasibility
for future growth of its club and its sport.

Given this, the City is supportive of the WesleyuBoPerth Hockey Club Inc engaging in
the process of conducting a feasibility study stablish whether there is a need for a
synthetic pitch within the City of South Perth. wiver it is worth noting that City officers
have had discussions with representatives of tleehtwckey clubs and outlined that there
are limited suitable reserves and places where adahility could be located in the City’s
boundaries. It is also important to note that byporting this application for a feasibility
study, the City is not:

» supporting the need for a synthetic hockey pitch

* consenting to its construction

» consenting to any financial contribution to anyufiet construction of such a facility.

It is recommended this project is rated -®ell planned and needed by applicamd in

making this assessment the panel noted:

» The need for the City to encourage and supportsctobfollow a strategic planning
process, which includes needs assessment andiligastidies;

» The City recognises that a feasibility study anddseassessment is a compulsory step
toward planning any future facilities;

» The club should explore options to include othengwnity groups and clubs based in
the City (including City based schools - public gmivate) in the planning and future use
of such a facility;

» Synthetic playing surfaces are emerging as a tfenthe future, in respect to climate
change and maintenance minimalisation; and

» The City is not currently making any commitmentfe construction (and financing) of
a synthetic hockey pitch.

Consultation
Initial consultation was undertaken with the Citgt the Club Development Officer.

The City advertised that the funding round was a@eg by direct mail out to clubs, email
notification and conducted a CSRFF workshop fobglan 1 February 2012 (to become an
annual event), at which nine sporting clubs wepeagented.

Specific to this proposed project, the Wesley Sdreith Hockey club has provided letters
of support from Curtin Trinity Pirates Hockey Cluimd Wesley College. The club has also
advised in its application that contact has beedawaith Hockey WA and the Department
of Sport and Recreation about the proposed study.
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10.2

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

Financial Implications

The estimated total project cost = $31,800
Amount requested from DSR = $10,600
Clubs contribution = $10,600
Councils contribution =$10,600

The funding application sought from the City andRDIS for a small grant. This is for small
scale projects where the total project cost is gimam of $150,000 and can be completed
in one year. Grants in this category must be cldimethe financial year following the date
of approval

Sustainability Implications

The City encourages shared use of its facilitiemmaximise rational use for minimal cost.
This study will explore the development of a fdgilthat potentially provides use for
multiple clubs and community use. It is encourggitubs to make decisions on a strategic
level and to ensure sustainable and well plannejggis.

Strategic Implications
This report is supported by the following corporsti@ategic documents.

Strategic Plan 2010-2015 Direction 1 ‘Communit@reate opportunities for a safe, active
and connected communityn particular: Goal 1.3 Encourage the communityirtcrease
their social and economic activity in the local coumity; and Goal 1.4 Develop, prioritise
and review facilities and relevant activities, taki advantage of Federal and State
Government funding.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.1.2

That...

(a) the application for funding for the Communitypdting Recreation Facilities
Funding (CSRFF) be submitted to the DepartmentpaoirtSand Recreation together
with the comments from the officer report and tbkkoiving ranking and ratings:

Applicant Ranking Rating

Wesley South Perth Hockey Club Inc 1 B

(b) an amount of $10,600 (ex GST) as the City’stiwoation for the CSRFF Small
Grants, subject to this application being succéssith Department of Sport and
Recreation, be included for consideration on thE222013 Draft Budget.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 2: ENVIRONMENT
Nil
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10.3

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 3: HOUSING AND LAND USES

10.3.1 Proposed Child Day Care Centre - Lots 165 dn166 (Nos. 221 and 219)

Labouchere Road, Como.

Location: Lots 165 and 166 (Nos. 221 and 219) Lahete Road, Como
Applicant: Synergy WA Pty Ltd and Tonic Holdings/Rttd
Lodgement Date: 10 October 2011
File Ref: 11.2011.451.1 LA1/219 and LA1/221
Date: 1 March 2012
Author: Siven Naidu, Snr Statutory Planning Offid@evelopment Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvaldaChild Day Care Centre on Lots 165
and 166 (Nos. 221 and 219) Labouchere Road, Comondl is being asked to exercise
discretion in relation to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Land use TPS6 Clause 3.3

Landscaping requirement TPS6 Clause 7.8, Table 4

Car parking provision TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)

Number of children permitted TPS6 Table 4

It is recommended that the proposal be approvejgsuio conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Residential (previously Public Purposes reservation - Clinic and Kindergarten)

Density coding R20/30

Lot area 1527 sq. metres (including 18.0 sq. metres street corner truncation) - Proposed
Lot 2

Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential | 3 dwellings at R20 density
Plot ratio limit Not applicable

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

Attachment 10.3.1(b) Site photographs.
Attachment 10.3.1(c) Applicant’s supporting report.
Attachment 10.3.1(d) Traffic Impact Assessment.
Attachment 10.3.1(e) Acoustic Assessment.
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The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, thappsal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriesdgbed in the delegation:

1.  Specified uses
(@) Child Day Care Centres; and
() Non-residential “DC” uses within the residentizone.
2. Major developments
(&) Non-residential development which, in the apinof the delegated officer, is
likely to have a significant impact on the City.

Comment

(a) Background
In October 2011, the City received an application & Child Day Care Centre
(CDCC) in a two-storey building on Lots 165 and 186s. 221 and 219) Labouchere
Road, Como (the site). The site was formally owbgdhe City of South Perth with a
Public Purposes reserve in TPS6, and an histarit Uae of kindergarten and a clinic.
In March 2011, the site was rezoned to ResideRi#4l/30 and in mid 2011, the site
was sold to the applicant of this proposal.

A separate subdivision application was submittethéoWestern Australian Planning
Commission to amalgamate Lots 165, 166, 600 and(6ld8ed Right-of-Way) and
re-subdivide to create two (2) lots; a smallerféotresidential purposes (proposed Lot
1 measuring 700 sq. metres), while retaining thgelaportion of the subdivision for
the proposed CDCC (proposed Lot 2 measuring 1477m&dres). The Planning
Commission granted conditional subdivision appronaFebruary 2012. However, in
light of the number of children proposed for thddklay care centre, the applicant /
owners decided to increase the area of Lot 2 t& B8R metres, while reducing the
area of Lot 1 to 650 sq. metres. These amended &g been taken into account
while assessing this development application. Adid@n of approval requires the
approved subdivision plan to be amended and enditns®/APC to reflect the above
change.
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(b) Existing development on the subject site
The existing single-storey kindergarten and clinigldings are still on site and are
currently unoccupiedThe existing buildings are indicated in the siteotplgraphs at
Attachment 10.3.1(b)

(c) Description of the surrounding locality

The site has a frontage to Labouchere Road todkg Alston Avenue to the north

located adjacent to two grouped dwellings to thelscand the proposed vacant lot to
the west, which will be created from the resubdivis if approved. Located further

west of the proposed subdivided lot are two lotsnugwhich one is a single house, and
the other, two grouped dwellings. Single houses@ndped dwelling are located to

the north and east of the site, with the oval ef@omo Primary School located to the
north-east, as seenhigure 1 below:
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(d) Description of the proposal
The proposal involves the demolition of the exigtinuildings and the construction of
a CDCC within a two-storey building on the site dapicted in the submitted plans at
Confidential Attachment 10.3.1(a) Furthermore, the site photographs show the
relationship of the site with the surrounding budiivironment atAttachment
10.3.1(b) The proposal complies with the Scheme and rate@ouncil policies,
with the exception of the remaining non-complyirgpects discussed below. Other
significant matters or matters requiring exercide discretion have also been
discussed.

(e) Compliant aspects

The following aspects of the proposed developmeatcampliant with the Scheme,

R-Codes and policy provisions:

e Finished ground and floor levels and driveway geats (TPS6 Clauses 6.9 and
6.10);

« Building setbacks from the street (TPS6 Table 4);

« Building setbacks from the southern and westermbaties — Ground and™1
floor levels (R-Codes Tables 2a and 2b);

» Plot ratio — Not applicable;

» Building height limit (TPS6 Clause 6.2);

» Dimensions for car parking bays (TPS6 Clause 6.&(8)Schedule 5); and

» Visual privacy (R-Codes 6.8.1) adjoining residdrdievelopment.
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(f)

(9)

(h)

Land use

The proposed land use for a CDCC is classified &®@’ (Discretionary with
Consultation) land use in Table 1 (Zoning - Land)usf TPS6. In considering this
discretionary with consultation use, it is obsertieat the site adjoins residential uses
in a location with a residential streetscape. Titeeis diagonally opposite the Como
Primary School and was previously operated as dekgarten and clinic for a number
of years. The street setbacks and landscaping pedpare in keeping with the current
streetscape character. Accordingly, the use isdedaas complying with the Table 1
of the Scheme.

Landscaping

The required minimum landscaping area is 610.80nedres (40%), and the proposed
landscaping area is 580 sg. metres (38%), therd¢f@rgroposed development does
not comply with the landscaping requirements ofl& @bof TPS6.

Council has discretionary power under Clause 708.1IPS6 to approve the proposed
landscaping if Council is satisfied that all reguirents of that clause have been met.
In addition, Clause 5.1(5) of TPS6 permits a varrabf landscaping if the developer
provides outstanding landscaping in accordance thihprovisions of Clause 6.14(1)
of TPS6.

In this instance, officers considered the minoriateon of 2% complies with the
discretionary clause, and is therefore supportedthgy City on the basis that a
condition is included requiring the provision oftstanding landscaping.

Car parking

The required number of car bays is 23 and the megpaoumber of car bays is 22, a
shortfall of one (1) bay (4.5%). The proposed aigidth accessway is 5.8 metres in
lieu of the 6.0 metres requirement. Therefore, gheposed development does not
comply with the car parking requirement or theeaisidth accessway in Clause 6.3
and Schedule 5 of TPS6 respectively.

Council discretion - Clause 6.3.4

Council has discretionary power under Clause 68.BPS6 to approve the proposed

car parking if Council is satisfied that all reqgrirents of that clause have been met.

In this instance, it is recommended that the pregasar parking be approved as the

applicant has satisfied the City in relation to fibéowing requirement of that clause:

(i)  Council is satisfied that the proposed numbddrays is sufficient, having regard
to the peak parking demand for different uses erdtvelopment site.

Council discretion - Clause 7.8.1

Council has discretionary power under Clause 708.1PS6 to approve the proposed

car parking if Council is satisfied that all reqritents of that clause have been met.

In this instance, it is recommended that the pregasar parking be approved as the

applicant has satisfied the City in relation to fibéowing requirements of that clause:

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

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

(i) The proposed development meets the objectioethe City and for the precinct
in which the land is situated, as specified inghecinct plan for that precinct.
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As a response to the above, the applicant subhet$ollowing comments in support

of their submission referred to Attachment 10.3.1(c)

“We have amended the plans from 20 to 22 car bastead of the 23 bays requested.

We are seeking a discretionary approval and dispeos for one (1) bay not being

provided on the following basis:

« We have reduced child numbers by four (4) placas 86 to 82 places;

« We have reduced total staff numbers by one (1)botehof 14 staff; and

« As reflected in the Traffic Impact Assessment sbpthere is existing street
parking.”

Further to the applicant’'s response, having redarthe location of the proposed
CDCC and its close proximity to high frequency peiltfansport along Canning
Highway and the Canning Bridge Train Station, stally choose to make use of
public transport. However, on the assumption tifabays are taken up by staff, this
still leaves eight (8) unused car bays on sitevifsitors to the site.

In addition to the 22 on site car parking baysydhere 24 existing street car bays
along the southern boundary of the Como Primaryo8iclon Alston Avenue,
diagonally opposite the CDCC, referred to Atsachment 10.3.1(b) These bays
could be utilised outside daily peak hour traffie, 8:00am to 9:00am, as the CDCC
opens at 7:00am, hence it is envisaged that thetpsffic to and from the site will be
around 7:00am to 8:00am. In addition to the abokertfall, a Traffic Impact
Assessment was carried out, referred to Adsachment 10.3.1(d) providing
substantial data and supporting the proposed @npsitking provision and traffic
movement to and from the site. The aisle widthhaf accessway, which has been
reduced by 0.2 metres, is supported by the Citpgifteering Infrastructure Services.

In this instance, officers considered that the psap complies with the discretionary
clause and is therefore supported by the City.

Development Requirements for Child Day Care Catres in the Residential Zone
Clause 5.2 and@able 4 “Development Requirements for Non-Residéniises in the
Residential Zone” of TPS6 provides a number of gigaequirements for “Child Day
Care Centres”. Column 1 of the table below contam&xtract of these requirements,
while the officer’s brief response is containeCislumn 2:

Table 4 Requirements

Officer Response

Minimum lot area - 900 sq. metres and a regular shape.

Complies.

Minimum lot frontage - 20.0 metres.

Complies.

Maximum number of children - 30 unless otherwise approved
by Council.

Addressed in part (i) of the report.

Image and external appearance - To be in keeping with existing
residential character of the street.

Complies

Car parking - Refer to Clause 6.3 and Table 6.

Addressed in part (g) of the report.

Location - Sites adjoining schools, public open space or other
non-residential uses are preferred. Sites with sole access from
a cul-de-sac street, right-of-way, laneway or battleaxe access
leg will not be approved by Council. In all other instances, the
suitability of a proposed site will be considered, having regard
to Council’s planning policy on Child Day Care Centres.

Two  street frontages and
diagonally opposite the Como
Primary School - Complies.

Corner sites - The Child Day Care Centre shall be designed to
address the primary street. When considering any application
involving a corner site, Council's assessment will place strong

emphasis on the effect of the increased traffic and parking.

Addressed in part (g) and (j) of the
report.
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()

Table 4 Requirements

Officer Response

Canning Highway - Child Day Care Centres will generally not

Not applicable.

be permitted on sites having frontage to Canning Highway
unless:

(i) the proposed development is situated on a corner site;

(i) vehicular access is confined to a street other than Canning
Highway; and

(iii) the intersection is not controlled by traffic lights.

Suitable premises - Converted single house or purpose built
building.

Existing aged buildings to be
demolished and replaced with
proposed new buildings  with
facilites to cater for the child
numbers and needs -Supported by
officers.

Addressed in part (j) of the report.

Minimum indoor and outdoor playing space - As per the
regulations made under the Child Care Services Act 2007.
Signs - No sign advertising a Child Day Care Centre is
permitted other than one (1) sign, not more than 700mm wide
and 500mm high, attached to the front screen wall of the centre
may be permitted. Signs for a Child Day Care Centre located on
a corner site will only be permitted on the frontage which faces
the designated road.

Not applicable.

Maximum number of children - Town Planning Schene No. 6 Table 4

Table 4 permits on a 900 sg. metre lot, a maximwmber of 30 children unless

otherwise approved by Council. Noting that the psgzl number of children is

significantly greater than the numbers prescribedTPS6, the Council will be

required to exercise discretion. Officers are @& ¥iew that a ratio of site area to the
number of children could provide reasonable guidame how to proceed with this
proposal. TPS6 requirement in this regard provaleatio of 1:30, i.e. one (1) child

per 30.0 sq. metres. If the above ratio was appliethe subject site of 1527 sq.
metres, 51 children could be accommodated.

The applicant proposes to accommodate 82 childreahe CDCC and has submitted
the following comments in support of their subnossireferred to ag\ttachment
10.3.1(c)

“It is our professional opinion, based on 15 yeafsexperience working within this
industry, that this provision is no longer appli¢ato the needs and requirements for
the provision of current day child care sites apdvgces.

The current provision was formulated many years agen child care centres were
essentially converted from existing single residérttomes into small cottage type
industry centres. Parking for parents and staff wad provided on site and was
generally street parking. Requirements for corriectoor and outdoor place space
per child was not regulated as it is today as was need for commercial kitchens,
administration space, and appropriate toilet andndry facilities.

Consequently, child care services could then babéished without significant
building or land infrastructure or regulatory reqeiments.

The current day child care centre and industry iveh by significantly larger,

purpose built centres that are expected to meetide wange of building and

regulatory requirements. Larger sites are now sétl in order to provide and include
on site parking, regulated indoor and outdoor pkpace per child, administration,
laundry, kitchen, staff rooms, toilet and storageilfties.
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Additionally, with the increase of land values dmdilding costs and the need for
centres to be strategically located to provide easg appropriate access for parents,
centres are now located on suitably larger sitescakdingly, the number of approved
child places in centres that are designed for n@eds to be higher to ensure viability
is sustained and future growth of child numbengrvided for.

Whilst the provision of child care is a servicethe local community, it is also still a
commercial entity and accordingly needs to be corviaéy viable. Due to the
significant cost of purchasing the appropriate laindthe City of South Perth for a
CDCC site, a higher number of children are requiréa order for the service to
function correctly and provide the highest standafatare possible, it also has to be
commercially and financially accountable and viable

Can we please request that consideration is gieeaur application with respect to
the number of child places that we have requesss@d on the current and future
needs of the community and the significant changesland and building
requirements.

There are already several existing examples of eygut child care centres in the

CoSP that exceed 30 places as detailed below:

e United Church South Perth Child Care Centre, 2 $gmte Street, South Perth -
Licensed for 53 children(Officers’ comment - Out of the total site area
measuring 3224 sg. metres, approximately 1200 stresis being used for this
purpose);

e Lady Gowrie Child Care Centre Karawara, 61 Lowanopp Karawara -
Licensed for 72 childre(Officers’ comment - The total site area measubiig6
sg. metres is being used for this purppaey

* Ngala Early learning and Development Services, @rGe Street, Kensington -
Licensed for 54 childrefOfficers’ comment - Out of the total site areaasigring
10499 sqg. metres, approximately 3000 sq. metresiigy used for this purposeg).

Further to the applicant's comments regarding CGaguirements relating to the

number of children permitted, City officers provitie following comments:

» It is observed from the three examples of child dage centres in South Perth
provided above by the applicant, the United ChuBduth Perth Child Care
Centre is operating with the least site area tlsatavailable per child,
approximately 22.6 sq. metres per child. If the saratio is applied to the
proposed development, approximately 67 childrenlccdae approved on the
subject site measuring 1527 sqg. metres.

« The site is located in close proximity to publiartsport;

e Acoustic Assessment and Traffic Impact Assessmentigied by consultants are
in support of the number of children proposed lier CDCC.

« The site is located diagonally opposite the Comm#&ty School.

e No comments were received opposing the proposedbCthe number of
children proposed.

In light of the applicant meeting the requiremeiot@ccommodate a minimum of 82
children by way of streetscape compatibility, lacajsng, on site parking and indoor
and outdoor playing space, City officers are of #mw that a greater number of
children, in the region of 67 can be supported.
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(k)

()

However, while noting that the applicant is of thginion that the proposal for 82
children will comfortably comply with the requiremts of the Department for

Communities Child Care Licensing and Standards ;Umit concerns have been
highlighted for the proposed 82 children as a testilneighbour consultation and
referrals to the City’s Engineering infrastructared Environmental Health Services -
officers are of the view that the Council could ape this greater number of
children. Accordingly, a condition of approval, cimon (b)(iii), reflecting the above

is recommended to the Council.

City Policy P307 “Family Day Care and Child DayCare Centres”

City Policy P307 “Family Day Care and Child Day €atentres” provides further
guidance for the assessment of the proposed CDQGReiCity of South Perth. The
policy covers matters such as car parking, traffiml noise impacts, indoor and
outdoor play spaces, maximum numbers, design rEqgeints and fencing.

The policy places particular emphasis on traffid aoise impact. The applicant has
provided traffic and noise assessments which hanemglly been supported by the
City’s Engineering and Environmental Health Sersice

The City policy also provides indoor and outdooayimg space, as based on the
Department for Communities Child Care Licensing Stahdards Unit, which require
a minimum indoor playing space of 3.25 sq. met@sghild and 1.0 sg. metre for
each child up to two (2) years of age, with a mimm9.3 sqg. metres outdoor playing
space per child. The applicant has provided thg With updated regulations to the
Care Services National Regulations published 13eBder 2011, referred to in
Attachment 10.3.1(c) which requires a minimum indoor playing space3df5 sq.
metres per child and a minimum 7.0 sg. metres autglaying space per child. The
proposal is based on these updated regulations.

The proposal is considered to be generally comgistéth the provisions of this
policy, and as such is able to be supported.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Plannirgcheme No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

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

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnaémappropriate uses.

The proposed development is considered satisfactawlation to all of these matters
listed above.
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(m) Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Clase 7.5 of Town Planning Scheme

No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

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

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

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

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

(@) The topographic nature or geographic locatidrhe land;

()  The likely effect of the proposal on the natwavironment and any means that
are proposed to protect or to mitigate impactstanriatural environment;

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

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

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

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

(W) Any relevant submissions received on the agic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa?.4; and

(x)  Any other planning considerations which Counoihsiders relevant.

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

41



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

Consultation
(@) Design Advisory Consultants’ comments

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

summarised below:

DAC Comments

Applicant’s Responses

Officer Response

The Design Advisory Architects
observed that the general built form of
the proposed development was
acceptable. However, noting that the
child care facility is proposed to cater
for children in the 0 to 6 age group,
the Architects expressed concern in
relation to the activity areas and
external play areas being spread over
two-storeys.

There are existing CDCC'’s in
the metropolitan area built over
two-storeys. We have
consulted with the owners of
the largest centre and have
been advised that there are no
significant issues in terms of
safety, function and practicality
relating to the provision of
quality care in a two-storey
facility.

The comment is NOTED.

The Architects strongly recommended
that the applicants / owners of the
proposed development seek early
advice from the Department for
Communities ~ with  regards  to
achieving compliance with the child
care licensing standards and other
relevant requirements.

The proposed centre is
designed in accordance with
the licensing requirements and
an application for an operating
license will be made upon
completion of the facility.

The comment is NOTED.

The applicants / owners should also
provide justification in relation to the
proposed number of children at the
facility; staff numbers to provide care,
and children’s age who will be
receiving child care.

Justification provided at (i) in
the report

The comment is NOTED.

Additionally, in order to ensure that
sufficient play and activity areas are
available for the children in
accordance with the City's Town
Planning  Scheme and  policy
provisions, as well as the State
Department’s regulations, the owners
may need to consider utilising the
entire lot for the child care centre
facility instead of subdividing it and

Sufficient internal and external
play space has been provided
in accordance with the licensing
requirements for play space for
chidren in the CDCC.
Utilisation of the entire lot would
require a significant increase in
the number of child places, staff
numbers and parking
requirements.

The comment is NOTED.

incorporate an 8.5 metre truncation
(6.0 x 6.0 metres) at the corner of
Labouchere Road and Alston Avenue.
To ensure that this corner truncation is
kept clear of all obstructions, the
proposed car parking layout and any
fencing adjacent to this corner will
need to be modified.

seling a portion for residential
development.
The site plan drawing should Amended plans have been

submitted in compliance
with the required (6.0 x 6.0
metres) truncation.

The comment is NOTED.
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(b) Neighbour consultation
Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forptiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatimr Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 2” consultation method, individyabperty owners, occupiers and /
or strata bodies were invited to inspect the plamd to submit comments during a
minimum 21-day period.

During the advertising period, a Notice of Publidw&rtisement of Application for
Planning Approval was placed on the site and d tté&1 consultation notices were
sent. A number of people came in to view the pldng, no submissions were
received.

(c) Internal administration
Comments were invited from Engineering InfrastruettEnvironmental Health and
City Environment of the City’s administration.

TheManager, Engineering Infrastructure was inviteddmment on a range of issues
relating to the Traffic Impact Assessment, car payland traffic generated from the
proposal. This section raises no objections andohagded recommended important
notes.

The Environmental Health section provided commaeritls respect to ventilation and
noise. Environmental Health Services was also agskedmment on issues relating to
the Acoustic Assessment, referred taAtachment 10.3.1(e) and have supported the
recommendations proposed. This section raises nectans and has provided
recommended important notes.

City Environment records indicate that no tree vb# affected by the proposed
development, hence no further action is requirdils $ection raises no objections.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Hagsiand Land Uses” identified within
Council’s Strategic Plan which is expressed inftthewing 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 proposed development is observed to generaflgt mustainable design principles.
Being a non-residential land use, it is considetbdt the development enhances
sustainability by providing employment opporturstiand child care provisions within the
local community.

Conclusion

It is considered that, subject to the recommendeulitons, the proposal meets all of the
relevant Scheme and / or Council policy objectiesl provisions. Accordingly, it is
recommended that the application be conditiongljyraved.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.1

That pursuant to the provisions of tGay of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Scheméhis application for planning approval for a ChiDay
Care Centre on Lots 165 and 166 (Nos. 221 and RaBpuchere Roadhe approved
subject to for the following conditions:

(@) Standard Conditions

41€ | Street tree - Not to be removed  |45€ | Dividing fences - Required

57€ | Subdivision - New titles 47C | Retaining walls - If required

427 | Colours and materials - Details {471 | Retaining walls - Required

50€ | Landscaping approved and 62F | Sightlines for drivers

completed

39C | Crossover - Standards 63C | 8.5 metre truncation

392 | Verge and kerbing works 56C | Rubbish storage screened

35z | Car bays - Marked and visible 55C | Plumbing hidden

352 | Visitor bays - Marked and visible @4t | Stormwater infrastructure

354 | Car bays - Maintained 66C | Expiry of approval

455 | Dividing fences - Standards

(b) Specific Conditions

() An amended subdivision plan, reflecting the gmsed new lot areas, shall be
submitted with the WAPC for endorsement prior tdgement with Landgate
for issuing of the Certificates of Titles.

(i) Revised drawings shall be submitted, and sdiwings shall incorporate the
following:

(A) The applicant to indicate a mountable kerb \whis to be used in
conjunction with the ACROD bay.

(i)  The number of children permitted in the Chidy Care Centre shall not exceed
67, unless a greater number not exceeding 82 ehilis approved by the
Department for Communities Child Care Licensing &tahdards Unit.

(iv) The hours of operation of the Child Day Caren@e are limited to Monday to
Friday - 7:00am to 6:00pm.

(v) In order to minimise the noise related amenitpact upon the adjoining

residential property at No. 223/223A Labouchere dRothe owner of the
proposed development is required to provide a 2efranhigh fence on the
common southern boundary, with the consent of tdmi@ng property
owner(s). The fence is to be constructed of eitresrdered and painted
brickwork, or alternative masonry materials as adreith the neighbour. The
cost of the fence and its installation is to benledoy the owner of the proposed
development.
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Resolution Item 10.3.1 cont’d.

(c) Standard Advice Notes

700A| Building licence required 79C | Minor variations - Seek approval

70t | Revised drawings required 70 | Masonry fences require BA

76z | Landscaping - Plan required 76€ | Landscaping - General standards

70¢ | Boundary wall surface finish procesg 2% | Fences note - Comply with tha
Act

70€ | Applicant to resolve issues 795E| Appeal rights - Council decision

715 | Subdivision procedure

(d) Specific Advice Notes

()  The applicant is advised of the need to comyily the relevant requirements of
the City’s Engineering Infrastructure and Enviromtad Health departments.

(i)  The applicant is advised that, prior to thesusmg of a building licence,
certification is required to be provided that tlie $ias 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 EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.3.2 Proposed Two Grouped Dwellings (1 Single-3&y and 1 Two-Storey) - Lot
45 (No. 132) Angelo Street, South Perth.

Location: Lot 45 (No. 132) Angelo Street, SouthtRer

Applicant: Summit Projects

Lodgement Date: 27 January 2012

File Ref: 11.2012.37.1 AN1/132

Date: 1 March 2012

Author: Peter Ng, Planning Officer, Developmentvims

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

Summary

To consider an application for planning approval fiwo Grouped Dwellings (1 single-
storey and 1 two-storey) on Lot 45 (No. 132) Ang8teeet, South Perth. Council is being
asked to exercise discretion in relation to thefaing:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Minimum lot area TPS6 Clause 7.8(1)
Corner lot subdivisions in certain circumstances TPS6 Clause 4.4

It is recommended that the proposal be approvejgsuio conditions.

Background

The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R15
Lot area 1133 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential 1 dwellings
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This report includes the following attachments:

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

The location of the development site is shown below

-

ANGELO ST 7 =

maters

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

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

Comment

(a) Background
On 25 January 2012, the City received an applindto two Grouped Dwellings on
Lot 45 (No. 132) Angelo Street, South Perth (the)si

(b) Existing development on the subject site
The subject site is located at Lot 45 (No. 132) élngStreet, South Perth. The
existing development on the site currently featusesd use of “Residential”, as
depicted in the site photographsAdtiachment 10.3.2(b)

(c) Description of the surrounding locality
The site is situated on a street corner which ragdges to Angelo Street to the south
and Anthony Street to the north-east, located adjato a single-storey house to the
west, as seen irigure 1 below:
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(d)

(e)

Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the demolition of the exigtitevelopment and the construction
of two Grouped Dwellings (1 single-storey and 1 -storey) on the site, as depicted
in the submitted plans &onfidential Attachment 10.3.2(a) Furthermore, the site
photographs show the relationship of the site with surrounding built environment
at Attachment 10.3.2(b) The applicant’s letter dated 12 January 2012rrefl to as
Attachment 10.3.2(c) describes the proposal in more detail.

The proposed development complies with @igy of South Perth Town Planning
Scheme No. §TPS6) and relevant Council policies, with the tmm of
requirements in relation to minimum site area regpuents. The non-complying
aspect along with other significant matters, hasenbdiscussed below.

Residential density

The permissible number of dwellings is one dwelliRl5), and the proposed
development comprised of two dwellings (R17.5). rEfare, the proposed
development does not comply with the density cdsiiroTable 1 of the R-Codes.

The applicant has not satisfied the variation ® tfinimum site area requirements,
Acceptable Criteria 6.1.3A3 of the R-Codes. Theppeed development does not
meet with the average lot size of 666 sq. metned, @oposed Lot 2 does not meet
with the minimum lot size of 580 sq. metres, asunegl under Table 1 of the R-

Codes.
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However, Performance Criteria P3.1 of the R-Codasnjis Council to approve the

creation of a survey strata lot for Grouped Dwehlirof a lesser minimum site area

than that specified in Table 1, provided that theppsed variation would meet the

following criteria:

(@) Be no more than 5% less in area than thati§ipedn Table 1; and

(b) Facilitate the protection of an environmentalheritage feature; or

(c) Facilitate the retention of a significant elem that contributes toward an
existing streetscape worthy of retention; or

(d) Facilitate the development of lots with septgaand sufficient frontage to
more than one public stregbr

(e) Overcome a special or unusual limitation om ttievelopment of the land
imposed by its size, shape or other feature; or

()  Allow land to be developed with housing of sartype and form as land in the
vicinity and which would not otherwise be able te Hevelopedor

(g) Achieve specific objectives of the local gaweent's scheme and, where
applicable, the local planning strategy.

The proposed development satisfies the criterReriormance Criteria P3.1 of the R-
Codes, (d) and (f), as highlighted in bold above.

Clause 4.4 “Corner Lot Subdivisions in Certain Gmstances” of TPS6 permits
variations from the minimum land area prescribedhia R-Codes for specific lots.
This clause states as follows:

“In respect to subdivision for the purpose of ciagtlots for single houses, Council

generally will not recommend to the Western AugtraPlanning Commission that

variations from the minimum land area prescribedha Residential Design Codes be

approved unless, in Council’'s opinion, the follogvriteria are met:

(@) The land to be subdivided has been allocatddresity coding of R15;

(b) The land to be subdivided is situated on eedtcorner;

(c) The resulting subdivided lots shall have aimim frontage of not less than
12.0 metres to each street;

(d) The land to be subdivided is adjoined on adeone boundary by a lot which
has been redeveloped to a density higher than Rt

(e) In the case of a corner lot created by thedstibion, the resultant lot shape
shall be conducive to a dwelling design which woetplally address both
streets.”

The proposed development satisfies the criteri€lause 4.4(1)(a), (b), (c) and (e),
except (1)(d), as highlighted in bold above.

Council has discretionary power under Clause 7.8{I)PS6 to approve the proposed
Grouped Dwellings development if Council is saédfithat all requirements of that
clause have been met. In this instance, it is recended that the proposed Grouped
Dwellings development be approved as the applibasatsatisfied the City in relation
to the following requirements of that clause:

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

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

(i) The proposed development meets the objectorethe City and for the precinct
in which the land is situated, as specified inghecinct plan for that precinct.
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(f)

(9)

(h)

As a response to the above subclause, the applecdomhits the opinion that the

proposed development will blend in with the exigtistreetscape as the adjoining
properties are all on narrow lots. The proposecidg@ment will greatly enhance the
Anthony Street streetscape by addressing the sti¢ieta visually appealing home.

The owner of the land, who is an elderly age, isdéned to maintain the large lot.
Therefore, the proposed development will allow &is to live in the two-storey

dwelling, allowing the owner to reside in the segtorey dwelling with the help and
care of family members.

The City officers observed that the proposed redide development has been
designed in a manner that will enhance desire@tstape character in terms of scale
and building bulk. The proposed Lot 1 width, 14.8tres, is consistent with adjoining
lot width and building bulk within the focus ardawill also facilitate a diversity of
dwelling styles within the locality while retainirtge desired streetscape character by
replacing the current unmaintained street vergedateriorating fibro fence.

In this instance, it is considered that the propasanplies with the discretionary
clause, and is therefore supported by the City.dtheers recommend to Council that
discretion be exercised with regards to the miningit® area requirements, and the
variation be approved.

Visual privacy setback - ' floor balcony

The applicant has not satisfied the visual privReyformance Criteria 7.4.1P1 of the
R-Codes or City Policy P350.08 “Visual Privacy”. élmequired minimum visual
privacy setback for a balcony is 7.5 metres. Asaess$ of the proposal against those
criteria reveals that the®1floor front balcony overlooks sensitive areas bé t
adjoining proposed Unit 2 single-storey dwellinggsudy room. Therefore, the
proposed development does not comply with the Vipugacy element of the R-
Codes. However, a condition is recommended to lineftective screening to the
balcony and thereby rectifying this matter.

Scheme Objectives - Clause 1.6 of Town Planniiggheme No. 6

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

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

the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposededi@oment. Of the 12 listed

matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require

careful consideration:

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

(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 satisfagtasfation to all of these matters,
subject to the recommended conditions.

Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Clase 7.5 of Town Planning Scheme
No. 6

In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Clause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposedeli@oment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:
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(@) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeypding the objectives and
provisions of a precinct plan and the MetropoliRegion Scheme;

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

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

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

(m) The need for new or replacement boundary fgndmaving 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 isaligun harmony with neighbouring
existing buildings within the focus area in ternfsite scale, form or shape,
rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientatigetbacks from the street and
side boundaries, landscaping visible from the $tie®d architectural details;

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

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

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

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

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtiposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatior Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 1” consultation method, individypabperty owners and occupiers at
Nos. 19, 20, 22, 24, 26, 26A, 28, 28A, 30 and 3thany Street, Nos. 121, 123, 125,
127, 128, 129, 130 and 134 Angelo Street, and Rasnd 4 Addison Street were
invited to inspect the plans and to submit commduoténg a minimum 14-day period.

During the advertising period, a total of 20 coreibn notices were sent and no
submissions were received. In addition, the Citg hat received any complaints
regarding this site prior to this planning applicat As part of the planning
application, the applicant has attached signedspigrsix owners (Nos. 20, 24 and 32
Anthony Street and Nos. 125, 127 and 130 AngeleeStiwho have no objections to
the proposal.

Internal administration
Comments were invited from City Environment sectidithe City’s administration.

The Landscapes Officer, City Environment providesnments with respect to the

removal of two (2) street trees due to the propasessovers for both dwellings. This

section raises no objections and has provideddall@ying comments:

() Remove trees for crossovers, replace after ttoogon; and

(i) Owner to pay all costs ($1,523.50) for remowaid replacement including
amenity value, as per Council Policy P350.5.8(b#igdl P350.5.9.
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Accordingly, planning conditions and / or importambtes are recommended to
respond to the comments from the above officer.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

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

Noting the favourable orientation of the lot, thifioers observe that the proposed indoor
and outdoor living areas have access to the nortilsainlight. Hence, the proposed
development is seen to achieve an outcome thatrdgerd to the sustainable design
principles.

Conclusion

It is considered that while the proposal does neetall of the relevant Scheme, R-Codes
and / or Council policy objectives and provisioitsyill not have a detrimental impact on
adjoining residential neighbours and streetscaplglitdonally, conditions as recommended,
will address some of the issues. Accordingly, effic recommend to Council that the
application should be conditionally approved.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.2

That pursuant to the provisions of {@#y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemthis application for planning approval for twodaped
Dwellings (1 single-storey and 1 two-storey) on #6t(No. 132) Angelo Street, South Perth
be approvedsubject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

20C | Screening - Amended plans 47C | Retaining walls - If required
required

21C | Screening - Permanent 471 | Retaining walls - Timing

377 | Screening - Clothes drying 45E | Dividing fences - Standards

41E | Street tree - Fee yet to be paid 45€ | Dividing fences - Timing
($1,523.50)

41€ | Street tree - Not to be removed 340E | Parapet walls - Finish from

neighbour

507 | Street tree - Protect and retain POE | Landscaping approved and
completed

39C | Crossover - Standards 55C | Plumbing hidden

35¢ Cros.sover - Gradient (Lette427 | Colours and materials - Details

required)

41C | Crossover - Affects infrastructure ¥4t | Stormwater infrastructure

39Z | Verge and kerbing works 65C | Inspection (final) required

625 | Sightlines for drivers 66C | Expiry of approval
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Resolution Item 10.3.2 cont’d.

(b) S
(i)

(ii)

Specific Conditions

Revised drawings shall be submitted, and sur@wings shall incorporate the
following:
(A) Measures designed to prevent overlooking ofat@ining property from
the £'floor balcony by either:
(1) increasing the sill height to 1600mm aboveftber level; or
(2) the use of glass blocks or fixed obscure glass;
in accordance with the visual privacy requiremenitshe Residential
Design Codes of WA.
The approved drawings show that the proposessovers will interfere with
existing City property; two (2) street trees siagatvithin the road reserve. The
applicant is required to pay a sum of $1,523.50tfier cost of removing and
replacing these trees as detailed in a tax inviiaewill be issued by the City,
prior to the collection of a building licence.

(c) Standard Advice Notes
700A| Building licence required 76z | Landscaping - Plan required
70t | Revised drawings required 76€ | Landscaping - General standards
70€ | Applicant to resolve issues 70¢ | Masonry fences require BA
72C | Strata note - Comply with that Act[79C | Minor variations - Seek approval
72E | Fences note - Comply with that AGT95E | Appeal rights - Council decision
Footnote A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the Council
Offices during normal business hours.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
10.3.3 Proposed Two-Storey Single House - Lot 42 N30) River Way, Salter
Point.
Location: Lot 42 (No. 30) River Way, Salter Point
Applicant: Building Corporation WA Pty Ltd
Lodgement Date: 16 September 2011
File Ref: 11.2011.411.1 RI3/30
Date: 1 March 2012
Author: Mark Scarfone, Senior Planning Officer, B®pment Services

Reporting Officer:

Summary

Vicki Lummer, Director, Develommt & Community Services

To consider an application for planning approval dotwo-storey Single House on Lot 42
(No. 30) River Way, Salter Point. Council is beagked to exercise discretion in relation to
the following:

Element on which discretion is sought

Source of discretionary power

Primary street setback

R-Code Performance Criteria 6.2.1 P1

Surveillance of the street

R-Code Performance Criteria 6.2.4 P4

Building setbacks

R-Code Performance Criteria 6.3.1 P1

Visual privacy

R-Code Performance Criteria 6.8.1

Building height

TPS6 Clause 6.2(2)

Maximum ground and floor levels

TPS6 Clause 6.10

Parking on site

Policy P306 “Development of Properties Abutting River
Wayll

Boundary walls

Policy P350.2 “Residential Boundary Walls”

Significant views

Policy P350.9 “Significant Views”
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It is recommended that the proposal be approvegsiuio conditions.

Background
The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R20
Lot area 984 sq. metres
Building height limit 3.0 metres
Development potential | Permissible land uses, as listed in Table 1 of TPS6
Plot ratio limit Not applicable

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a)
Attachment 10.3.3(b)

Plans of the proposal.
Applicant’s supporting letter.

The location of the development site is shown below

PEPLER 4

R20

Development Site

gALTER POINT PDE

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

3.  The exercise of a discretionary power
(@) Applications in areas situated within Precid& “Salter Point” which:

(i)  have been assigned building height limits @ @etres, 3.5 metres or 6.5
metres; and

(i)  will result in any obstruction of views of théanning River from any

buildings on neighbouring land, having regard toe tiprovisions of
Clause 6.2(2) of the Scheme.

The recommended conditions of approval, which meqeevised drawings be provided to

the City prior to issuing of a building licence IMéddress the officer's concerns with regard
to the obstruction of significant views.
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Comment

(a) Background

On 16 September 2011, the City received an apmitébdr a Single House on Lot 42
(No. 30) River Way, Salter Point (the “subject §it®©n 18 October 2011, a further
information request was sent to the applicant woinij a list of preliminary issues
which required resolution. Following a meeting wtthe applicant on 20 October
2011, two emails were sent to the applicant clamifithe City’s requirements. On 7
December 2011, a revised set of drawings was pedviy the applicant along with a
written submission, referred to Atachment 10.3.3(b) however these drawings did
not adequately address all the issues raised inCihgs initial correspondence.
Further information was subsequently provided k® applicant on 18 January 2012
and 2 February 2012. Following receipt and assessmok the latest additional
information, City officers began preparing thisagpA final set of drawings, referred
to asConfidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) was provided to the City on 2 March 2012.
This set of drawings has been assessed and foenfmsis of this recommendation.

The subject site is currently vacant with the poesi dwelling on the subject site
having been demolished in September 2010. The ciudije falls approximately 10.0
metres from the River Way frontage to the reartaf property. The fall is most
pronounced for the rear 25.0 metres of the lot @hke site falls by approximately
8.0 metres. The applicant has designed the dwelltifigllow the natural contour of
the land, resulting in a dwelling which is singterey at the River Way frontage and
two-storey at the rear.

(b) Description of the surrounding locality
The subject site has a frontage to River Way toabst. River Way is a narrow street
with just an 8.0 metre carriage way. The streetséagimilar to that of a right-of-way
characterised by parking structures and high wBksidential development surrounds
the subject site.

Figure 1 below provides an illustration of the locality:

[

v
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r ""'"""x
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(c)

(d)

(€)

Description of the proposal

As indicated above, the proposal involves the cangbn of a Single House on the
subject site, which is single-storey at the Riveaywfrontage and two-storey at the
rear, as depicted in the submitted plan€asfidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) The
applicant has proposed significant retaining wadisards the rear of the property in
order to create level areas of garden.

\

The proposed development generally complies with@Hy of South Perth Town
Planning Scheme No. @IPS6) and Council policy requirements. The follogv
matters, which will be discussed in detail withhist report, are recommended for
approval:

()  Primary street setback;

(i)  Boundary wall (south); and

(i) Maximum ground and floor levels.

While the remaining matters will be addressed by wfaconditions of approval:
(iv) Side setbacks;

(v) Street surveillance;

(vi) Visual privacy;

(vii) Additional visitors’ bay;

(viii) Building height; and

(ix) Significant views.

Land use
The proposed land use of “Single House” is clasdifis a “P” (Permitted) land use in
Table 1 (Zoning - Land use) of TPS6.

In considering this use, Council shall have regarthe requirement€ity of South
Perth Town Planning Scheme No(T8?S6) and Council policy, the objectives listed
in Clause 1.6 of TPS6, and the relevant mattetadigh Clause 7.5. The proposal is
generally considered to be in compliance with thesdters, subject to conditions
being applied.

Primary street setback

The proposed development has a 5.2 metre average detback in lieu of the 6.0
metre Acceptable Development standard contain€zidnse 6.2.1 and Table 1 of the
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (Rl€3). Where a proposed
development does not comply with the Acceptabledbgpment standards, Council
may use its discretion to approve the proposaljnigavegard to the performance
criteria contained in the same clause.

The performance criteria contained in Clause 6r&duire ‘buildings to be setback
from street boundaries an appropriate distancertsuge they

e Contribute to the desired streetscape;

« Provided adequate privacy and open space for dmwgliand

« Allow safety clearances for easements for esses#iaice corridors.”

River Way is a narrow street with an 8.0 metre iage way. The streetscape is
similar to that of a right-of-way in that it is ala@terised by parking structures and
high walls. The proposed development will contrébpbsitively to this streetscape,
while allowing for privacy to the proposed dwelling will not impede on the
provision of essential services.
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(f)

As will be discussed below, the applicant is reggiito provide two (2) parking bays
on site for visitors in accordance with Council iPpl P306 “Development of

Properties Abutting River Way”. In order to achighés requirement, the setback of
the each garage door will be required to be ine@as 5.5 metres. A condition has
been recommended to require this modification touorior to the issue of a
building licence.

The required setback increase will bring the aversgtback closer to the relevant
Acceptable Development standard, will allow for t{®) visitors’ vehicles to be
parked on site, and allow the dwelling to contribtd the desired streetscape. The
proposed setback is therefore supported, subjebtietoecommended condition being
applied.

Maximum ground and floor levels

Clause 6.10 of TPS6 aims to achieve equal cutiliratfoss a site to ensure finished
floor levels of a building and its surrounds do aotversely affect the amenity of
neighbouring properties in relation to the strempeccharacter, overshadowing and
visual privacy. The proposed finished floor levefshe building have been assessed
and are considered compliant with the provisionSuticlause 6.10(1).

While the finished floor levels of the building cpiy with Clause 6.10, the ground
levels of the areas beyond the external walls efdWwelling, including a pool deck,

terrace and lawn area, do not. The finished flewel of the pool deck is 12.66 AHD

in lieu of 12.36, the lower floor terrace is 13.684ieu of 13.33, and the lawn area is
13.18 in lieu of 11.00.

Where finished ground levels do not comply with @qout and fill, Council may
permit a variation if it is satisfied the propodedels will not impact on the amenity
of neighbouring buildings in terms of visual impaatershadowing or visual privacy.
In terms of visual impact and overshadowing, itassidered the proposed levels can
be supported, however modifications are requirecrieure the visual privacy of
adjoining landowners is not compromised.

The proposed outdoor areas are not visible fromstheet and are adjacent to sites
which utilise extensive retaining, and is therefo® considered to have a visual
impact. The proposal is compliant with the R-Cotleterms of the shadow cast on
the adjoining dwelling, and is therefore also cépalb support.

As indicated in the section above, the subject ggapdoes not comply with Clause
6.8.1 “Visual Privacy” of the R-Codes. In partiayl@ortions of the proposed pool
deck, lawn area and terrace are not setback 7.tesngbm the property boundary.
These issues have been discussed in detail inbtheaection, and can be addressed
through appropriate conditions [Standard Conditl®, and Specific Conditions
(W (E) and (i)(F)]. In the event the recommendedditions are applied, the proposed
finished ground levels will not cause visual priyassues, and as such are capable of
support.

The subject site falls approximately 10.0 metresnfithe River Way frontage to the
rear. The fall is most pronounced for the rear 28e@res of the lot where the site falls
by approximately 8.0 metres. As such significataireng is required to create areas
of useable outdoor space for the future occupiérthe dwelling. The proposed

ground levels will not cause a visual impact, do ingpact on overshadowing, and
through the application of appropriate conditiori mot cause visual privacy issues
for adjoining neighbours. The proposed levels heedfore considered consistent with
the performance criteria outlined in Clause 6.10(3)
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(9)

(h)

Boundary wall - South

Under Council Policy P350.2, the permitted stregback for a boundary wall is 6.0
metres, and the proposed wall setback is 5.0 mdtma the front boundary.
Therefore, the proposed development does not comiphy this element of Council

policy.

Despite the above, the proposed wall has been fundt have an adverse effect on

neighbouring amenity when assessed against theenoly “amenity test” referred to

in this element of Council policy:

* No effect on the existing streetscape charactes;given wall will be abutting a
boundary wall with a 3.0 metres front setback orRager Way;

* No impact on the outlook from the front of the &djog dwelling or garden if
forward of the proposed parapet wall;

« No impact on overshadowing of adjoining habitabé®m windows or outdoor
living areas; or

* No impact of bulk on adjoining outdoor living areas

In this instance, it is considered that the proposmplies with Council policy, and is
therefore supported by the City.

Side setbacks - Southern wall (larder to balcoy), southern wall (guest room) and

front screen wall

The proposed wall setbacks generally comply wite fcceptable Development

standards contained within Clause 6.3.1 of the BeSpwith the exception of the

walls outlined above. Each of these walls will imcdssed below:

()  The southern wall extending from the “Larderth@ Balcony” has a setback of
2.0 metres in lieu of 3.5 metres considered to rnieeAcceptable Development
standards contained in Clause 6.3.1 of the R-Cadesapplicant has provided
written justification in support of the proposediation, indicating the proposal
will not have an impact on bulk or visual privacstiveen properties.

City officers do not support this justification, tmg there are several major
openings in this wall which cause visual privacsuiss, having regard to the
provisions of Clause 6.81 of the R-Codes. In addijtthe outdoor living areas
and kitchen of the neighbouring property are adjate this wall, and as such
the proposed variation may impact negatively inmgeiof bulk. Finally, it is
considered the proposed variation will have an ichpa significant views from
the properties to the rear and the south, and @s isunot supported, having
regard to the provisions of Clause 5(b) of CouRalicy P350.9 “Significant
Views”.

(i)  The southern wall to the “Guest Bedroom” igbseek 3.0 metres in lieu of the
3.3 metres considered to meet the Acceptable Dpwedat standards contained
in Clause 6.3.1 of the R-Codes. As per the aboviati@n, the applicant has
chosen to provide written justification for the posed variation. The applicant
indicates there will be no impact on the adjoiniraighbour in terms of bulk or
visual privacy.

This justification is not supported by City offisefor the reasons outlined
above.
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(i

()

(i) The applicant proposes a 2.5 metres hightfismreen wall in front of the court
adjacent to Bedroom 1 and the associated ensuite.pfoposed wall is not
considered to comply with the City's Policy P350Fencing and Retaining
Walls”, does not allow surveillance of the streebtcur and has the potential to
impact on views from the properties at the reantreoy to the provisions of
Council Policy P350.9 “Significant Views”.

As such, the proposed screen wall is not suppateta condition has been
recommended to require the submission of revisadidgs, which reduce the
height of the screen wall in front of Bedroom 11t& metres, prior to issuing a
building licence.

In order to address the concerns of City officérés recommended a condition be
imposed on the approval requiring the submissionredfised drawings, which
demonstrates compliance with the Acceptable Dewedoy standards of the R-Codes,
prior to issuing a building licence. This will astsiin ensuring the development
complies with the provisions of Council Policy P3&0Significant Views”. The
modification required through this condition candmhieved by the applicant, while
maintaining generous indoor and outdoor living ggatherefore not impacting on the
amenity of future inhabitants of the dwelling.

Street surveillance

The Acceptable Development standards containedlansgé 6.2.4 of the R-Codes
requires at least one (1) habitable room windowhefdwelling to have a clear view
of the street and the approach to the dwelling. giteposed dwelling does not meet
with this requirement.

The applicant has provided written justificationsapport of the proposed variation
with a full copy attached, referred to Atachment 10.3.3(b).In relation to street
surveillance, the applicant indicates the dwellag beemesigned to take advantage
of significant views to the east, and as such dppdres for passive surveillance of
the street are limited. A courtyard has been pexviddjacent to Bedroom 1 which the
applicant indicates will be regularly used and wailbw for passive surveillance of the
street.

This justification is not supported by City offiseas it is considered more likely the
extensive balcony or living rooms with views wilé hutilised. In order to increase
opportunities for passive surveillance as well asigly with Council Policy 350.9
“Significant Views”, it is recommended a conditidoe applied requiring revised
drawings, which reduce the height of the screer imalront of Bedroom 1 to 1.2
metres, be provided to the City. This will allow fsome surveillance of the street to
occur from Bedroom 1 without major modificationtbe design.

Building height

The building height limit for the site is 3.0 metrgl7.25m AHD), and the proposed
building height is 2.8 metres (17.05m AHD). Therefothe proposed development
complies with Clause 6.2(1) “Building Height Limitf TPS6.
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(k)

Despite the above compliance, Clause 6.2(2) of TR&fuires the following
additional information to be provided to the City fand in Precinct 13 “Salter Point”
with a height limit of 3.0 metres, as per the saobgite:
(@) Drawings are to be submitted showing to Colsisatisfaction:
(i) the location of the proposed building in retatito existing buildings on
lots potentially affected with respect to viewshef Canning River;
(i) the finished floor level and the levels of thighest parts of those existing
and proposed buildings; and
(iii) sightlines demonstrating that views of then@ang River from any of
those exiting buildings will not be significantlgstructed;
(b) Notice has been served upon the owners andpears of the lots potentially
affected in relation to views of the Canning Riviaraccordance with Clause
7.3; and
(c) Council is satisfied that views of the CanniRiyer from any buildings on
neighbouring land will not be significantly obstted.

The applicant has been advised of the above raqgeire and has provided three
drawings to the City to demonstrate compliance wh#habove clauses, referred to as
Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a)

Line of Sight Drawing 1, clearly indicates the pospd dwelling will have an impact
on the view of 29 River Way, while Line of Sightdwing 2, indicates there will be
no impact on the significant view of 31 River Wajne of Sight Drawing 3 indicates
there will be no impact on the significant viewtbe dwelling to the rear, however
this drawing is based on an approximate finishedrflevel and approximate balcony
location. As the third drawing is based on estimaieis not considered to comply
with Clause (a) above.

In order to ensure the proposed dwelling compliék e above clause and Council
Policy P350.9 “Significant Views”, it is consideretthe application should be
approved with conditions requiring the modificatiohthe dwelling to comply with
the Acceptable Development standards of the R-Codedation to side setbacks, as
discussed above in Section (h).

Visual privacy setback - Study and upper livingarea

The Acceptable Development standards containedlansg 6.8.1 of the R-Codes

identify minimum setback requirements for major mipgs and for unenclosed

outdoor areas with a finished floor level greatemt 0.5 metres above natural ground
level, in order to ensure a level of privacy is miained between properties. The
setbacks required are less for bedrooms and stiidiasor outdoor spaces.

The table below provides a summary of the non-c@nplaspects of the current

proposal, the relevant Acceptable Development stahdhe setback provided, and a
brief officer comment:
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Habitable Space Acceptable Proposed Officer Comment
Development Setback
Standard (metres)
(metres)
Study 4.5 3.0-32 Condition recommended which requires

the applicant to modify the proposed east
and west facing windows to comply with
the Acceptable Development standards of
the R-Codes.

Upper living 6.0 52 Condition recommended to modify the
east facing window to comply with the
Acceptable Development standards of the
R-Codes.

Upper alfresco 7.5 45-6.0 Condition recommended to provide
screening  alongside the proposed
stairwell and a portion of the alfresco area
in order to comply with the Acceptable
Development standards of the R-Codes.
Kitchen 6.0 2.1 Condition recommended to modify the
south facing window to comply with the
Acceptable Development standards of the

R-Codes.
Larder & desk 45 2.1 Condition recommended to modify the
(adjacent to south facing window to comply with the
kitchen) Acceptable Development standards of the
R-Codes.
Guest bedroom 4.5 3.0 Overlooking to non-sensitive area window

is considered to comply with the
performance criteria contained in Clause
6.8.1. No change required.

Portion of pool deck 7.5 5.2 Condition recommended to require the
greater than provision of screening along the pool wall
500mm above to comply with the Acceptable
natural ground level Development standards of the R-Codes.

Lawn area 7.5 45-75 Condition recommended to require an

increased rear setback to comply with the
Acceptable Development standards of the
R-Codes.

Where the officer's comments above recommend thdifination to comply with the
Acceptable Development standards of the R-Codes,cionsidered the applicant has
not satisfied the visual privacy Performance Cate.8.1 P1 of the R-Codes.
Assessment of the proposal against those critevigats the following:

« Direct overlooking of active habitable spaces sastbedrooms, kitchens, dining
and outdoor living areas of adjoining dwellinggnr major openings and outdoor
active habitable spaces of the subject site isspteand

« Effective screening is not proposed.

The immediate locality is characterised by stedpssand dwellings which are
oriented to take advantage of views to the Canminger. This results in some
overlooking between existing properties. Despitig, th is considered important to
ensure new development is compliant with the curdavelopment standards and
does not cause direct overlooking to sensitive saifaadjoining properties. The
applicant has not adequately demonstrated the peobalesign meets the above
performance criteria of the R-Codes, and therefemveral conditions are
recommended to resolve this matter.
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()

(m)

(n)

Where the minimum setbacks are not achieved, vipughcy can be maintained
through various means, such as the provision @®esing to restrict the views from a
major opening or the modification of the openingodification of the opening
through methods such as an increased window s$ghhehe use of obscure glass, or
a reduction in size to less than 1.0 sq. metreggregate will ensure it is no longer
assessable under Clause 6.8.1. Modification inntla@ner outlined above can be
achieved without major changes to the proposedlingilfootprint, and will continue
to allow the future residents of the dwelling asctsviews of Canning River, while
ensuring the privacy of adjoining neighbours is canpromised.

In addition, further details are required to enstirat the visual privacy screens
comply with Element 8 of the R-Codes, and protlet neighbour’s visual privacy
(standard condition).

Car parking

Clause (a) of Council Policy P306 “Development ofgerties Abutting River Way”
requires the provision of two (2) visitor parkingyls to be provided on site. The bays
should comply with the minimum dimensions (5.5 rasetx 2.5 metres) set out in
Schedule 5 of TPS6.

While an area for visitors’ parking has been s&teaas a part of the current proposal,
the dimensions of this area does not comply withrtiinimum dimensions required

by TPS6. A condition is recommended to require sedidrawings increasing the

dimension of the visitors’ parking bays to complyhwSchedule 5.

Significant views

Council Planning Policy P350.9 “Significant Viewsat times requires the
consideration for the loss of significant viewsnfraeighbouring properties. Clause
5(b) of this policy indicates Council should hawsyard to the impact of a setback
variation on significant views before granting apgl to this variation.

The neighbouring properties to the south and wiesteosite currently enjoy views of
the Canning River. As indicated in Part (h) “Sidetlfack” section of this report, the
applicant proposes side setback variations to d¢hsand a solid screen wall in the
front setback area. Line of Sight Drawing 1 cleanlicates the proposed side setback
variations on the south will have a negative impaderms of access to significant
views. It is therefore recommended this side sétlaciation not be supported and a
condition imposed requiring revised drawings, whidpict the modification of the
dwelling to comply with the Acceptable Developmetandards of the R-Codes in
relation to side setbacks.

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

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

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

Subject to the implementation of the recommendedditions of approval, the
proposed development will be considered satisfactor relation to all of these
matters.

(o) Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Clase 7.5 of Town Planning Scheme

No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

(d) Any other Council policy of the Commission ol @lanning Council policy
adopted by the Government of the State of Westetnafia;

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

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

(@) The topographic nature or geographic locatidrre land;

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

(W) Any relevant submissions received on the ajdic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa7.4; and

(x)  Any other planning considerations which Counoitsiders relevant.

Subject to the implementation of the recommendedditions of approval, the

proposed development will be considered satisfgctor relation to all of these
matters.
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Consultation

(@)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forgtoposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatior Planning Proposals”.
Under the standard consultation method, indivigwaperty owners, and occupiers at
Nos. 42, 42A, 44, 44A and 46A Sulman Avenue, anda@ 31 River Way were
invited to inspect the plans and to submit commduotehg a minimum 14-day period.

During the advertising period, a total of sevend@hsultation notices were sent and
seven (7) submissions were received, each objetditige proposal. The comments of
the submitters, together with officer responsesaramarised below:

Submitters’ Comments

Officer Response

Do not support variation to the height limit.

Under provisions of Clause 7.8 of TPS6, the City
does not have discretion to vary the building
height limit. The submitted plans contained in
Confidential Attachment 10.3.3(a) comply with
the building height limit assigned to the subject
site

The comment is NOT UPHELD.

The additional height will cause the street to feel
claustrophobic and cause additional worries for
drivers.

The proposal complies with the building height
limit.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Provisions of Policy P350.9 “Significant Views”
should be complied with.

The subject of discussion in the body of the
report - Subject to compliance with the
recommended conditions of the approval, the
proposal will be considered to comply with the
policy provisions and support is recommended
The comment is NOTED.

Desire to see amended plans showing the nearby
dwellings and the impact of the proposal on views.

The subject of discussion in the body of the
report - The proposal is considered to generally
comply with the policy provisions and support is
recommended.

The comment is NOTED.

Ensure the roof pitch complies with building height
limit.

The roof pitch is considered acceptable.
The comment is NOTED.

Confusion as to where the height limit is
calculated from and which datum point is being
used.

The height limit is calculated in accordance with
Clause 6.2 of TPS6. The proposed building
height of 2.8 metres has been calculated from
17.2 metres Australian Height Datum. The
current plans use the Australian Height Datum.
The comment is NOTED.

Concern with regard to the impact of the wall and
planter box on the left hand side of the
development (proposed within the setback area,
and spanning between the dwelling and the
northern boundary), on view of Canning River.

A specific condition (b)(i)(C) requiring the
submission of revised drawings depicting the
lowering of this portion of wall to not more than
1.2 metres is recommended.

The comment is UPHELD.

Request the provision of additional two (2) parking
bays on site.

A condition requiring the submission of revised
drawings to allow for two (2) additional bays is
recommended.

The comment is UPHELD.

Object to setback variation on right hand side, as it
will impact on significant views.

A condition requiring the submission of revised
drawings increasing the setback to comply with
the Acceptable Development standards of
Clause 6.3.1 of the R-Codes is recommended.
The comment is UPHELD.
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Submitters’ Comments

Officer Response

Object to height of boundary wall, as it will impact
on light and ventilation to property, be a visual

The majority of the proposed boundary wall
abuts a similar wall on the adjacent property.

obstruction, and out of character in the | The impact is considered acceptable, having

streetscape. regard to the amenity factors in the relevant
Council policy and is considered acceptable in
this context.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.

Object to any variations from Acceptable | All variations have been discussed in detail in

Development standards, as these will adversely
impact on the broader community.

this report. Conditions recommending revised
drawings have been recommended where the
variations are not considered acceptable.

The comment is NOTED.

All variations have been discussed in detail in
this report. Conditions recommending revised
drawings have been recommended where the
variations are not considered acceptable.

The comment is NOTED.

No variations to either side are supported, as it will
significantly impact on amenity of the nearby land
owners.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

Noting the favourable orientation of the lot, thi§icers observe that the proposed outdoor
living areas have access to winter sun. Hencepiithygosed development is seen to achieve
an outcome that has regard to the sustainable rdgsiopciples. The recommended
conditions will ensure the proposal complies witbu6@cil Policy P350.9 “Significant
Views” in line with the local community’s expectaris.

Conclusion

The subject site exhibits a significant fall frohetRiver Way frontage towards the rear of
the lot. The applicant has designed the dwellingottow the natural contour of the land,

however this has resulted in a need for significataining at the rear of the site and
overlooking of adjoining properties. It is consigdrthe proposal generally meets the
relevant Scheme, R-Codes and / or Council poliggatives and provisions.

With the recommended conditions of approval the iffemd] drawings will ensure the

amenity impacts of the proposal are addressed,itaisdconsidered that the application
should be conditionally approved.
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IOFFICER RECOMMENDATION ITEM 10 .3.3 |

That pursuant to the provisions of t@#y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemt¢his application for planning approval for a teimrey
Single House on Lot 42 (No. 30) River Way, SalteinPbe approvedsubject to:

(a) Standard Conditions

21C | Screening - Permanent 471 | Retaining walls - Timing
340A| Parapet walls - Finish from street 455 | Dividing fences - Standards
51C | Private tree 45€ | Dividing fences - Timing
39C | Crossover - Standards 55C | Plumbing hidden

39Z | Verge and kerbing works 44E | Stormwater infrastructure
625 | Sightlines for drivers 66C | Expiry of approval

47C | Retaining walls - If required

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

(A)

(B)

(©)

(D)

(E)

(F)

The setback to the guest bedroom wall shallifmeeased in order to
comply with the Acceptable Development standardSlatise 6.3.1 of the
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (F€3y;

The setback to the southern wall (larder toealfo) shall be increased in
order to comply with the Acceptable Developmenndtads of Clause
6.3.1;

The wall within the setback area, spanning ketwthe dwelling and the
northern boundary shall be reduced in height tonmate than 1.2 metres
in order to comply with Council Policy P3507 “Femgiand Retaining
Walls™;

The setback of the proposed garage shall becdased in order to
accommodate two (2) parking bays, with dimensiohglwvcomply with
Schedule 5 of TPS6, in accordance with Council dyolP306
“Development of Properties Abutting River Way”;

The major openings to the study (east and faestg), upper living area
(east facing), kitchen (south facing), and larderd&sk (south facing)
being modified to prevent overlooking of the adjom property in
accordance with Clause 6.8.1 of the R-Codes; and

Screening being provided to the unenclosed amutchabitable spaces
(swimming pool deck, upper floor alfresco and laama) in order to
prevent overlooking of the adjoining property ircaance with Clause
6.8.1 of the R-Codes. Alternatively the setbackhef unenclosed outdoor
habitable spaces may be increased to demonstratpliaace with this
clause.

(i) Demonstrate through the provision of a dethilgection, the obscure glass
awning windows shown on the approved plans preveveriooking in
accordance with the visual privacy requirementsti® Residential Design
Codes of Western Australia (R-Codes).

(c) Standard Advice Notes

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

70t | Revised drawings required 79C | Minor variations - Seek approva
70€ | Applicant to resolve issues 795E | Appeal rights - Council decision
72E | Fences note - Comply with that Agt

Footnote

A full list of Standard Conditions and Advice Notes is available for inspection at the
Council Offices during normal business hours.
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MOTION
Cr Cala Moved the officer recommendation, Sec Gslétay

MEMBER COMMENTS FOR / AGAINST MOTION - POINTS OF @ARIFICATION

Cr Cala Opening for the Motion

« take on board concerns of neighbours

« following expanded Policy acknowledge there hasilzewider consultation process

» unfortunately once consulted there is not necdgsariautomatic follow up

» concern raised in relation to difference in levaisquest Council exercise discretion

» in doing this we have to ask is the discretion galetrimental to adjoining neighbour -
neighbour will not be affected because they are dtigher level - in this case the
concession requested is possible - while it mayneotssarily affect views it may have
some impact on privacy

e issue of structure is not considered at ‘plannipgliaation stage’ but at the Building
Licence stage - construction issues have to mgetreanents

» issue of privacy has to be handled by screening

* believe privacy aspect will be addressed with streg

* support officer recommendation

Mayor Dohertyrequested an officer comment on the points raisdtie Deputation. The
Director Development and Community Services cordanthat notification of the proposed
development had been sent to Mrs Sanders. Shéhsdithe retaining walls are proposed to
be set back 1.5m which will comply and the privégsue will be addressed by screening.
Ms Lummer then referred Elected Members to Attaaitrd®.3.3 “Line of Sight” drawings.

Cr Hasleby for the Motion

e respect Cr Cala’s eye in matters of ‘planning’ Herse his comments in eloquently
summarising the case in support of the officer neo@ndation

« heard Deputation / comments raised

e suggest conditions imposed in officer recommendadiddress concerns expressed

« urge Councillors to support officer recommendation

Cr Hawkins-Zeeb Against the Motion

« refer emails that there was not a proper consohtgirocess - misleading

« viewed site - it is a massive piece of land withassive development proposed

« believe proposed development should be reduced

e screening on top of fences will prevent significeietwvs - acknowledge cannot buy views
« consultation process lacking - some neighbours weténvited to comment

Mayor Dohertyrequested an officer comment on the consultatimtgss. The Director
Development and Community Services said that in ¢besultation policy there is
‘notification’ and ‘consultation’ and referred Meets to page 54 of the Agenda which
states:
Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forghigosal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatibor Planning Proposals”.
Under the standard consultation method, individpedperty owners, and occupiers
at Nos. 42, 42A, 44, 44A and 46A Sulman Avenue28nand 31 River Way were
invited to inspect the plans and to submit commauntisig a minimum 14-day period.
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Cr Grayden point of clarificationif the Motion was refused for a non-complianplgation

- what is the process - would they have to thenngblathe application? Director
Development and Community Services said that ifMlation is Lost then the application is
not approved. It will require change in termsld privacy, setbacks etc when the plans are
submitted for a Building Licence.

Mayor Doherty point of clarification- so the proposal will then comply? Director
Development and Community Services said that it eamply except in relation to finished
ground level of the pool and outdoor living area.

Cr Howat point of clarificationr it seems that the main issue is overlookingedmimbours
property - is it possible to work with neighboursdadevelopers to reach agreement in this
area? Director Development and Community Serviegdied that the applicant will be
required to provide screening for the swimming paxda which is covered by a ‘Specific
Condition’ however in relation to the materials disg may be possible for the applicant to
liaise with neighbours as to how this will look.

AMENDMENT
Moved Cr Cala, Sec Ca Hasleby

That the following additional ‘Specific Conditiob)(iii) be included:
(b)(iii) That the applicant be requested to liamgth the adjoining owner with respect to the
type and dimensions of the screening of the pock.de

The Mayor Put the Amendment. CARRIED (9/1)

ICOUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.3 |
The Mayor Put the Amended Motion

That pursuant to the provisions of {@#y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Scheméhis application for planning approval for a tsmrey
Single House on Lot 42 (No. 30) River Way, SalteinPbe approvedsubject to:

(a) Standard Conditions

21C | Screening - Permanent 471 | Retaining walls - Timing
340A| Parapet walls - Finish from street 455 | Dividing fences - Standards
51C | Private tree 45€ | Dividing fences - Timing
39C | Crossover - Standards 550 | Plumbing hidden

39Z | Verge and kerbing works 445 | Stormwater infrastructure
625 | Sightlines for drivers 66C | Expiry of approval

47C | Retaining walls - If required

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

following:

(A) The setback to the guest bedroom wall shallifmeased in order to
comply with the Acceptable Development standardSlatise 6.3.1 of the
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R3);

(B) The setback to the southern wall (larder toesifo) shall be increased in
order to comply with the Acceptable Developmenndtads of Clause
6.3.1;
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Resolution Item 10.3.3 cont'd

(C) The wall within the setback area, spanning ketwthe dwelling and the
northern boundary shall be reduced in height tonmate than 1.2 metres
in order to comply with Council Policy P3507 “Femgiand Retaining
Walls™;

(D) The setback of the proposed garage shall beecdsed in order to
accommodate two (2) parking bays, with dimensiohg&kvcomply with
Schedule 5 of TPS6, in accordance with Council dyolP306
“Development of Properties Abutting River Way”;

(E) The major openings to the study (east and fee#tg), upper living area
(east facing), kitchen (south facing), and larderd&sk (south facing)
being modified to prevent overlooking of the adjo@ property in
accordance with Clause 6.8.1 of the R-Codes; and

(F) Screening being provided to the unenclosed amtchabitable spaces
(swimming pool deck, upper floor alfresco and laama) in order to
prevent overlooking of the adjoining property ircaaance with Clause
6.8.1 of the R-Codes. Alternatively the setbackhef unenclosed outdoor
habitable spaces may be increased to demonstratpliaace with this
clause.

(i) Demonstrate through the provision of a dethilgection, the obscure glass
awning windows shown on the approved plans prevaverlooking in
accordance with the visual privacy requirementsthd Residential Design
Codes of Western Australia (R-Codes).

(i) That the applicant be requested to liaisehvitie adjoining owner with respect
to the type and dimensions of the screening optw deck.

(c) Standard Advice Notes

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

70t | Revised drawings required 79C | Minor variations - Seek approva
70€ | Applicant to resolve issues 795E | Appeal rights - Council decision
72E | Fences note - Comply with that Agt

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

CARRIED (9/1)

Reason for Change
Condition (b)(iii) calling for applicant to liaisevith neighbour included to address
overlooking concerns..

68



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

10.3.4 Proposed Additional Use of “Child Day Care €éntre” - Lot 4 (No. 111)
Robert Street, Como.

Location:
Applicant:
Lodgement Date:
File Ref:

Date:

Author:

Reporting Officer:

Summary

Lot 4 (No. 111) Robert Street, Como
Como Baptist Church
20 October 2011
11.2011.466.1 RO1/111
1 March 2012
Mark Scarfone, Senior Planning Officer,rifleng Services
Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt & Community Services

To consider an application for planning approvaldo Additional Use of “Child Day Care
Centre” on Lot 4 (No. 111) Robert Street, Como. @iluis being asked to exercise
discretion is relation to the following:

Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Land use TPS6 Clause 3.4

Location of use TPS6 Table 4

Number of children TPS6 Table 4

It is recommended that the proposal be approvejgsuio conditions.

Background

The development site details are as follows:

Zoning Primary Regional Road, Residential and Public Assembly
Density coding R20/30

Lot area 2811 sq. metres

Building height limit 7.0 metres

Development potential

Permissible land uses, as listed in Table 1 of TPS6

Plot ratio limit

Not applicable

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

Attachment 10.3.4(b)

Attachment 10.3.4(c)
Attachment 10.3.4(d)
Attachment 10.3.4(e)

Applicant’s supporting submissions dated 12 OctdtErl
and 28 February 2012.

Environmental Noise Report.

Traffic Statement.

Infrastructure Services comment.
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The location of the development site is shown below
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In accordance with Council Delegation DC342, theppssal is referred to a Council meeting
because it falls within the following categoriescddbed in the delegation:

1. Specified uses
This power of delegation does not extend to deteéngpiapplications for planning
approval relating to the following uses:
(@) “Child Day Care Centres”.

Comment

(a) Background
In 2010 the applicant attended a child developnienim held by the City of South
Perth. This meeting identified the lack of childed#acilities in the City, leading the
applicant to explore the idea of utilising existiagurch buildings for a “Child Day
Care Centre” during the week.
On 20 October 2011, the City received an applicatis an Additional Use of “Child
Day Care Centre” on Lot 4 (No. 111) Robert Stréxmo (the subject site). The
Additional Use will allow the applicant to operae‘Child Day Care Centre” during
the week and continue to use the building for Symstzhool, meetings, and other
gatherings when needed.

(b) Existing development on the subject site

Two buildings currently exist on the subject sifehe northern most building is
currently being utilised as a “Place of WorshipHasffices, and is not proposed to be
modified as a part of the current application. $hathern buildings are being used for
Sunday school, and youth meetings on Friday nidfe.site also features a car park
which is currently leased out to the Public Tramsguthority. This lease will be
terminated to allow the site to operate as a “Cbhéy Care Centre”.
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(©)

(d)

Description of the surrounding locality

The site has a frontage to Robert Street to thg €asning Highway to the south-
east, Cassey Street to the south and Right-of-Wi®y th the west. The Pastor's
dwelling and a single house abut the subject sitéhé north. The subject site is
generally surrounded by residential developmenth wie closest non-residential
development being at the corner of Henley Stredt@anning Highway where there
are various offices, shops and food outlets. To dbeth-west of the site lies the
Canning Bridge bus and train interchange.

Figure 1 below, provides an illustration of the locality:
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Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the modification of the seuthbuilding on the subject site to

allow its use as a “Child Day Care Centre”, as clepi in the submitted plans at

Confidential Attachment 10.3.4(a) The proposed use will operate as follows:

()  Maximum of ten (10) staff employed on site;

(i)  Maximum of 47 children on site comprised of igpl1 babies (< 24 months), 10
toddlers (24 to 36 months) and 26 kindergarten cdgkelren (36 months and
up);

(i) The building will be configured to allow foseparate indoor and outdoor play
areas for each group of children;

(iv) Opening hours 7:00am to 6:00pm - Monday ta&yi and

(v) 16 parking bays provided on site for staff gagents.

The applicant’s letter, the supporting Environméntoise Report and Traffic

Statement,referred to asAttachments 10.3.4(b - d respectively)describe the
proposal in more detail.
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(€)

(f)

The proposed development complies with @igy of South Perth Town Planning
Scheme No. §TPS6) and Council policy requirements, with theeption of the
following matters, which will be discussed in detgithin this report:

(i)  The number of children accommodated on sitd; an

(i)  The location of premises on a cul-de-sac $t(€assey Street).

Land use

The proposed “Child Day Care Centre” is classif@eda “DC” (Discretionary with
Consultation) use by TPS6. In accordance with @&u3(3) of TPS6, a Discretionary
use with consultation may only be permitted appdoviellowing neighbour
consultation. Neighbour consultation has been uakien in accordance with the
relevant TPS6 provisions and City policy. This aspeill be discussed in detail
below.

In considering this use, Council shall have redartthe objectives listed in Clause 1.6
of TPS6 and the relevant matters listed in ClauSeThe proposal is considered to be
in compliance with these clauses, and will be dised in further detail below.

Town Planning Scheme No. 6 - Table 4

Table 4 “Development Requirements for Non-Residéntise in the Residential
Zone” of TPS6 provides a number of specific requeats for “Child Day Care
Centres”. Column 1 of the table below contains atraet of these requirements,
while the officer’s brief response is containeimlumn 2:

Town Planning Scheme No. 6
Requirements

Officer Response

Minimum lot area - 900 sq. metres and a | Complies.
regular shape
Minimum lot frontage - 20.0 metres. Complies - Approximately 1200 sq. metres of the

subject site to be used for “Child Day Care Centre”
and associated parking.

Maximum number of children - 30, unless
otherwise approved by Council.

Does not comply - A maximum of 47 children are
proposed to be accommodated on the subject site.
Despite this, the portion of the subject site being
utilised for the Additional Use is approximately 300 sg.
metres or 33% greater than the minimum prescribed
above. This allows the applicant to provide sufficient
car parking on site for staff and parents, as well as
sufficient indoor and outdoor play areas. In addition, it
has been demonstrated the local road network can
accommodate the increase in traffic. For these
reasons the additional numbers are supported.

Image and external appearance - To be in
keeping with the existing residential character
of the street.

Complies - Minor changes to the exterior of the
existing building proposed.

Car parking - Refer to Clause 6.3 and Table
6

Complies.

Location - Sites adjoining schools, public
open space or other non-residential uses are
preferred. Sites with sole access from a cul-
de-sac street, right-of-way, laneway or
battleaxe access leg will not be approved by
Council. In all other instances the suitability of
a proposed site will be considered, having
regard to Council's planning policy on “Child
Day Care Centres”.

Does not comply - The proposed “Child Day Care
Centre” is located on Cassey Street which terminates
in a cul-de-sac. Despite this aspect, the applicant has
provided a Traffic Statement which indicates the road
network can cope with the total peak hour trips
generated by the proposal. The Traffic Statement has
been reviewed by the City's Infrastructure Services
and is considered satisfactory. The site has pedestrian
access from Canning Highway, and Robert and
Cassey Streets, ensuring local parents can walk their
children to the “Child Day Care Centre”.
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Town Planning Scheme No. 6
Requirements

Officer Response

Corner sites - The “Child Day Care Centre”
shall be designed to address the primary
street. When considering any application
involving a corner site, Council’s assessment
will place strong emphasis on the effect of the
increased traffic and parking.

Complies - The proposal addresses both the primary
street, Robert Street, by maintaining the existing
entrance while the rear entrance allows for safe and
convenient access for those dropping off their children
from the Cassey Street car park.

Canning Highway - “Child Day Care Centres”
will generally not be permitted on sites having
frontage to Canning Highway unless:

(i) the proposed development is situated on a
corner site;

(ii) vehicular access is confined to a street
other than Canning Highway; and

(iii) the intersection is not controlled by traffic
lights.

Complies.

Suitable premises - Converted single house
or purpose built building.

Complies - Modification to the existing building.

Minimum indoor and outdoor playing space -
As per the regulations made under the Child
Care Services Act 2007.

Complies.

Signs - No sign advertising a “Child Day Care
Centre” is permitted other than one sign not
more than 700mm wide and 500mm high
attached to the front screen wall of the centre
may be permitted. Signs for a “Child Day
Care Centre” located on a corner site will only
be permitted on the frontage which faces the
designated road.

Signage not proposed as part of the current
application - Signage condition to be applied.

As demonstrated above, the proposal generally demplith the requirements for
“Child Day Care Centres” set out in Table 4 of TR@8) the exception of the total
number of children to be accommodated on site,lacation. The applicant’'s email
of 28 February 2012 provides further justificatimn the total number of children to
be accommodated on site. A full copy of the subimisés attached, referred to as
Attachment 10.3.4(b)

The points raised in this submission are summaasddllows:

The Traffic Statement provided concludes the prapadl have “minimal impact
on the road network”;

Sufficient parking is provided on site and additibparking is located behind the
“Place of Worship” which can act as an overflowaafer Church staff and
members;

Ten (10) staff employed at the “Child Day Care @ghtand operating hours
between 7:00am and 6:00pm - Monday to Friday;

Use of an existing building, which lies empty dgrithe week, will assist the
organisation to serve and assist the communityraake better use of a valuable
asset;

Indoor and outdoor play areas are provided forHRilitien in accordance with the
Child Care Service Regulations of 20@®&d

Given the severe lack of child day care placesénQity, it is important to use the
site to its maximum.
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(9)

(h)

As demonstrated, the proposed “Child Day Care @&mjenerally complies with the
provisions of Table 4 of TPS6 and justification Ihegn provided for the total number
of children accommodated and the proposed locattois. considered the proposal
will not have a negative impact on the amenity leé tirea, and as such warrants
support by Council.

City Policy P307 “Family Day Care and Child DayCare Centres”

City Policy P307 “Family Day Care and Child Day €atentres” (P307) provides
further guidance for the assessment of the abotleiity of South Perth. The policy
covers matters such as the maximum number, locatiah design requirements;
inclusive of car parking, traffic and noise impaciize and layout of internal and
outdoor play spaces, and fencing.

The proposal is considered to be generally comgistgh the provisions of this policy
with the exception of the maximum number of chifdie be accommodated on site,
and as such is able to be supported.

With regard to the maximum number of children todmeommodated on site, the
officer’s response has been provided in the tabée and will not be repeated in this
section.

As identified previously in this report, the propdsocation for the “Child Day Care
Centre” does not comply with the requirements sdtin Table 4 of TPS6. P307
expands on the location requirements of Table dntifying a number of factors
which influence the impact of a “Child Day Care @eh on the surrounding area.
These factors are listed below with a brief comment

Policy Requirements Officer Response

Within 400 metres of an appropriate commercial, | Located approximately 250 metres from the
recreation or community node or education | closest local commercial centre at the corner of

facilities. Henley Street and Canning Highway
Located in areas where adjoining uses are | A “Child Day Care Centre” is a “DC” use in the
compatible with a “Child Day Care Centre”. residential zone meaning it may be compatible

with the surrounding uses, subject to the City
being satisfied the amenity of surrounding
residents will not be impacted.

Serviced by public transport. Subject site located approximately 225 metres
from the Canning Bridge interchange and serviced
by regular buses along Canning Highway.

Considered suitable from a traffic engineering / | Traffic Statement provided by applicant and

safety point of view. supported by the City’s Infrastructure Services.

As demonstrated above, the location of the propd€ddld Day Care Centre” is
considered consistent with the provisions of P30telation to location, and as such
merits support by Council.

Car parking

The required number of car bays is 15 and the megaumber of car bays is 16, a
surplus of one (1) bay. Therefore, the proposectldpment complies with the car
parking requirement in Table 6 of TPS6. The dimemsiof the existing bays on site
will be increased to meet the minimum standardaioet in TPS6 resulting in safer
vehicle movement on site.
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(i)

@)

While the car parking complies with the requirenseoft TPS6, the loss of the Public
Transport Authority car park has been identifiedaasoncern during the neighbour
consultation period. The applicant has provided&fit Statement which considers
the impact of commuters parking elsewhere withm lticality. The report considers
the locality can withstand this change with mininrabact on the road network, a
conclusion which is supported by the City’'s Infrasture Services.

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

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

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

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

(g) Protect residential areas from the encroachneéimappropriate uses; and

(h) Utilise and build on existing community fa@t and services and make more
efficient and effective use of new services aritititze:

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

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

No. 6

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

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

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

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

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

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locality

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

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

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

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

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

(v) Whether adequate provision has been made éotaidscaping of the land to
which the application relates and whether any treesther vegetation on the
land should be preserved;
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(w)  Any relevant submissions received on the agpic, including those received
from any authority or committee consulted undeu€éa7.4; and
(x)  Any other planning considerations which Counoihsiders relevant.

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

Consultation

(@)

(b)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatimr Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 2" consultation method, individypabperty owners, occupiers and /
or strata bodies at nearby properties on Robende and Cassey Streets were
invited to inspect the plans and to submit commduaténg a minimum 14-day period.
In addition, two (2) signs were placed on the stibgite inviting comment from any
other interested person.

During the advertising period, a total of 71 cotetidn notices were sent and two (2)
submissions were received, both objecting to tepgsal. The summarised comments
from the submitters, together with responses frobenapplicant and City officers are

summarised below:

Submitters’

Comments

Applicant’s Response

Officer Response

Increased traffic and
parking issues.

The Traffic Statement provided
concludes the proposal will have
“minimal impact on the road
network”.

The Traffic Statement provided by the
applicant has been reviewed by the
City’s Infrastructure Services and is
supported.

NOTED

hours.

and 6:00pm - Monday to Friday.

Local area not | Response not provided. “DC” use in the residential zone may be
suitable from supported, subject to not having an
commercial use. adverse impact on the locality.

NOTED
No information | Ten (10) staff employed at the | Information now provided by the
regarding number of | “Child Day Care Centre” and | applicant.
staff and opening | operating hours between 7:00am | NOTED

The concerns raised during the neighbour consuiftgtrocess have been addressed
by the applicant through the provision of additidnéormation to the City.

Internal administration
Comments were invited from the Engineering Infrastire and Environmental
Health sections of the City’s administration.

The Manager, Engineering Infrastructure was invitedomment on a range of issues
relating to car parking and traffic generated frtdme proposal and to review the
Traffic Statement provided by the applicant, reddrito asAttachment 10.3.4(d)
Following a review of the Traffic Statement, Infragture Services consider the
proposal may be supported from a traffic, parkind &ransport perspective. The full
response is contained Attachment 10.3.4(e)

The Environmental Health section provided commemigh respect to the

Environmental Noise Report, referred to Atsachment 10.3.4(c) provided by the

applicant. This section supports the proposal,esiilip compliance with the report’s
recommendations.
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(c)

Given support from the City’s Environmental Headtid Infrastructure Services, it is
considered this application may be supported bynCibu

External agencies

Comments were invited from the Department of TransfDoT), given the subject
site is partly reserved by a regional road res@waf he Department of Transport has
observed the proposal does not create a new crasdov Canning Highway,
consistent with Development Control Policy 5.1 “Regl Roads, Vehicular Access”.
The agency requires local government to ensuréciiuft parking is provided on site,
and there is not undue impact on the intersectibilenley Street and Canning
Highway as a result of the proposal. The Departm&ntTransport raises no
objections, as long as the above comments are tat@account.

As identified previously the proposed developmeonglies with the car parking

standards contained in Table 6 of TPS6. The Tre#fiatement provided by the
applicant is supported by the City’s Infrastructsexvices and the proposal is not
considered likely to impact upon the above inteisac

The proposal is therefore considered consistert thi¢ advice of the Department of
Transport and may be supported.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

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

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

Sustainability Implications

Being non-residential land use, it is considered the development enhances sustainability
by providing local businesses and employment oppdies. In addition, the proposal
results in the use of a building which otherwises Idormant during the week, therefore
increasing land use efficiency.

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal meets all ofrédevant Scheme and / or Council policy
objectives and provisions and will not have a degrital impact on adjoining residential
neighbours and streetscape, provided the recomrienslaof the Environmental Noise
Report and conditions are applied as recommendedordingly, it is considered that the
application should be conditionally approved.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.4

That pursuant to the provisions of {@#y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemthis application for planning approval for an Adzhal
Use of “Child Day Care Centre” on Lot 4 (No. 111pkRrt Street, Combe approved
subject to:

(@) Standard Conditions

507 [Street tree rotect and retain 55C |Flumbing hidden

39C Crossove - Standards 44E  Stormwater infrastructure
625 [Sightlines for drivers 66C |[Expiry of approval

35z |Car bays - Marked and visible 661 Validity of approval

354 |Car bays - Maintained

(b) Specific Conditions
() The proposed 1.8 metre high solid fences to/ fdaeas 2 and 3b shall be
installed prior to occupation of the approved use.
(i)  The number of children accommodated within gnemises shall not exceed 47.
(i) The number of staff employed on site shalt egceed ten (10).
(iv) The hours of operation are limited to MondayFriday - 7:00am to 6:00pm.

(c) Standard Advice Notes

700A | Building licence required 70¢ | Masonry fences require BA
725 | Fences note - Comply with that Agf9C | Minor variations - Seek approval
76€ | Landscaping - General standards [795E | Appeal rights - Council decision

(d) Specific Advice Notes
The applicant is advised that it is the applicargsponsibility to liaise with the City’'s
Environmental Health section to ensure satisfaaifaail of the relevant requirements.

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.3.5 Proposed Use Not Listed “Display Home” - LoB08 (No. 26) Mount Henry
Road, Salter Point.

Location: Lot 808 (No. 26) Mount Henry Road, Sakeint

Applicant: Artique Building Pty Ltd

Lodgement Date: 23 December 2011

File Ref: 11.2011.580.1 MO5/26

Date: 1 March 2012

Author: Mark Scarfone, Senior Planning Officer, B®pment Services
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develommt & Community Services
Summary

To consider an application for planning approvalddJse Not Listed “Display Home” on
Lot 808 (No. 26) Mount Henry Road, Salter Point.u@cil is being asked to exercise
discretion in relation to the following:
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Element on which discretion is sought Source of discretionary power
Land use (Use Not Listed) TPS6 Clause 3.3, Subclause 7

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

Background
The development site details are as follows:
Zoning Residential
Density coding R20
Lot area 766 sq. metres
Building height limit 7.0 metres
Development potential Permissible land uses, as listed in Table 1 of TPS6
Plot ratio limit Not applicable to single dwelling

This report includes the following attachments:

Confidential Attachment 10.3.5(a)  Plans of the proposal.

Attachment 10.3.5(b) Applicant's supporting letters dated 19 December
2011 and 21 February 2012.

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

1.  Specified uses
This power of delegation does not extend to detengiapplications for planning
approval relating to the following uses:
(h) Uses Not Listed in Table 1 of the Scheme bmangidered under Clause 3.3(7)
of the Scheme.
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Comment

(a) Background
On 2 September 2010, the City’s Planning Departnented conditional planning
approval for a two-storey “Single House” on Lot 808. 26) Mount Henry Road,
Salter Point (the subject site). Subsequent to dbjsroval being granted, the City
issued a building licence, and the dwelling is ently under construction. The
dwelling is expected to be completed by the endlpsfl 2012.

On 21 December 2011, the City received an apptinatbr a Change of Use from

“Single House” to Use Not Listed “Display Home” (k& referred to as “Display

Home"). The submitted plans closely reflect thoppraved as a part of the building
licence, with the exception of a pergola at ther rfathe property and additional

paved area in front of the third garage. The pergoless than 3.5 metres in height,
has an area of less than 30.0 sg. metres, andcasdaes not require planning
approval under Clause 7.1 of TPS6. The proposeddrakea is intended to allow for
an additional parking bay on site in front of thpeoved garage.

(b) Description of the surrounding locality
The subject site has a frontage to Mount Henry Roatlis located adjacent to single
houses to the east and south. A vacant lot liesdsst the subject site and the closest
single house to the north. The City issued a plamapproval for a “Single House” on
this lot in November 2007. Located on the oppasitie of the road is a facility being
operated by the Salvation Armyigure 1 below depicts the subject site and
surrounds:
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(c) Description of the proposal

The proposal involves the use of the approved ‘8iktpuse” as a “Display Home".
The proposed “Display Home” would be open four (fys a week; Saturday,
Sunday, Monday and Wednesday between 1:00pm an@pr;0or by private

appointment outside these hours. Parking for tHesseonsultant will be located
within the garage, while clients will park on thppaoved driveway. A sign located
within the property will also be installed. The &pgnt has indicated the “Display
Home” will operate for a maximum of two (2) years.
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(d)

(€)

(f)

Plans of the proposal which depict the site plathefapproved dwelling, location of
car parking, and signage are contained wilionfidential Attachment 10.3.5(a)
The applicant’s letter dated 19 December 2011 nmedeto asAttachment 10.3.5(b)
describes the proposal in more detail.

The proposal complies with the Scheme and rele@anincil policies, as discussed
below.

Land use

The proposed “Display Home” is a Use Not ListedTable 1 of the City of South
Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS6). In accmelawith Clause 3.3(7) of
TPS6, a Use Not Listed may only be permitted tapproved following neighbour
consultation. Neighbour consultation has been uallen in accordance with the
relevant TPS6 provisions and City policy. This aspeill be discussed in detail
below.

In considering this use, Council shall have redarthe objectives listed in Clause 1.6
of TPS6 and the relevant matters listed in ClauSeThe proposal is considered to be
in compliance with these clauses and will be disedsn further detail below.

Car parking

In accordance with Clause 6.3 of TPS6 where a agdmg standard is not stated in
Table 6, car parking requirements shall be detexthiom a case by case basis, having
regard to the likely demand.

The applicant provides details with regard to Fkelar parking demand in their
original submission dated 19 December 2011 andespuiest letter dated 21 February
2012, referred to aattachment 10.3.5(b) These documents state that parking for the
sales consultant will be provided within the garaehe approved dwelling, while
clients visiting the site will be expected to pank site in front of the garage doors.
The plans provided by the applicant indicate tiveitebe three bays on site available
for clients. There is no on street parking avadaibl the near vicinity of the subject
site.

Given the applicant expects no more than two teetfmouples to be in attendance at
the home open at any one time, the on site parghogision is considered to be
adequate, and as such is supported by City officers

Sighage

Clause 6.12 of TPS6 and City Policy P308 “Signsbvimte guidance for the
assessment of signs within the City of South Pethile Policy P308 provides
guidance for non-residential signs in the residgraone, it is considered the policy
provisions relate to permanent signage only rathan signs of a temporary nature,
like the one proposed as a part of this applicatibis therefore considered that the
assessment of the proposed sign against the mosgisf Clause 6.12 of TPS6 is
appropriate.

Clause 6.12.6 states:

“When determining an application for planning apped for a sign, Council shall
examine the application in the light of the objees of the Scheme and the precinct,
and with particular regard to the character, amgnithistoric or landscape
significance within the locality”.
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(9)

(h)

As depicted in the plans, referred to @enfidential Attachment 10.3.5(a) the
proposed sign has a height of 2.4 metres and dwidt.0 metre. The sign is located
within the property boundary, approximately 1.0 metom the northern boundary
and 0.3 metres from the street boundary. The ditkeoproposed sign is considered
typical for a use of this nature, and given thepgerary nature of the proposal, is
considered acceptable.

While the site to the north is currently vacantisitconsidered important to ensure
future access and egress from this site is notdexghdy the presence of the proposed
sign. It is also considered important to ensura@ropriate distance between the sign
and the footpath adjacent to the property. As saatgndition is recommended which

requires the sign to be no closer than 1.5 metrésetnorthern property boundary.

Operating hours

In the supporting letter provided by the applicamg indicated the proposed “Display
Home” will be open between the hours of 1:00pm &dpm on Saturday, Sunday,
Monday and Wednesday, or by private appointmentrdier to ensure the amenity of
adjoining neighbours is not impacted upon by pevappointments, it is proposed to
approve the proposal on the condition that the glaig Home” operates between the
hours of 1:00pm and 5:00pm. This will allow the Bgant to open the dwelling in the

hours stated in its original submission, while ggithe flexibility to organise private

viewings on the other days.

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

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

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

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

(g) Protectresidential areas from the encroachnaémappropriate uses.

As indicated in the description of the proposaleydhe applicant has indicated the
proposed “Display Home” will be open between thairsoof 1:00pm and 5:00pm,

four (4) days a week, and will be visited by a maxin of three clients at any one
time. A cleaner and gardener will visit the dwadlion occasions to tend to the
property. Outside of these times, the “Display Hbm#l remain empty.

The two (2) year approval sought by the applicantat considered to be contrary to
the objectives outlined above. Given the dwelling) tve utilised in the afternoon
only, there will be no impact on the residentiahicdtter and amenity of the area. The
scale of the development has been previously apprby the City and is in harmony
with its surrounds. Finally, the two (2) year tirit ensures a “commercial use”
does not permanently encroach on this residental. a

The proposed development is considered satisfagtasiation to all of these matters,
subject to the recommended conditions.
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Other Matters to be Considered by Council - Clase 7.5 of Town Planning Scheme
No. 6

In considering the application, Council is requitedhave due regard to and may
impose conditions with respect to matters liste€Ciause 7.5 of TPS6 which are, in
the opinion of Council, relevant to the proposededi@oment. Of the 24 listed
matters, the following are particularly relevanttie current application and require
careful consideration:

(@) The objectives and provisions of this Schemeypding the objectives and
provisions of a precinct plan and the MetropoliRegion Scheme;

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

()  The preservation of the amenity of the locakiyd

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

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

Consultation

(@)

Neighbour consultation

Neighbour consultation has been undertaken forpgtuposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 “Consultatimr Planning Proposals”.
Under the “Area 1" consultation method, individgpabperty owners and occupiers at
Nos. 1, 3 and 5 Craigie Crescent, Nos. 2, 4 arsébella Crescent, and Nos. 22 to 25,
28 and 43 Mount Henry Road were invited to inspipe plans and to submit
comments during a minimum 14-day period.

During the advertising period, a total of 24 coteitn notices were sent and one (1)
submission was received. This submission is agdimestproposal. The comments

from the submitter, together with the applicantisl afficer responses are summarised
below:
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Submitters’ Comments Applicant’s Response Officer Response
No parking available on site | Parking available for a | On site parking is considered
causing interference with | consultant and three visitors. | adequate.
adjoining properties. Being a stand alone “Display | The comment is NOT UPHELD.
Home” and at the higher end
of the price bracket,
experience over many years
indicates no more than two to
three clients will ever be
present on site.
Negative impact on traffic at peak | The “Display Home” operates | The proposed “Display Home”
times. during off peak times. opens during off peak times and
the likely vehicle numbers is not
sufficient to have an impact on
the road network.
The comment is NOT UPHELD.
Potentiall to  impact  on | The houseis to be used as a | The development of nearby
development of nearby | “Display Home” and will not | properties is assessed
properties. be wused for any other | independently to this approval.
purpose. Visitors generally | No impacts are likely.
view only the interior of the | The commentis NOTED.
building and rarely venture

into the backyard.
Potential to damage verge, | Parking to occur on the | Vehicles parked on site will be
footpaths and other property. driveway and unlikely to | no different to those using a
cause damage. “Single House”.

The comment is NOTED.
Potential loss or damage during | The home will be completed | Those using the “Display Home”
construction and finishing stage. | and no other works required | are not considered likely to
which will affect the verge, | damage adjoining properties.
footpaths or other properties. | The commentis NOTED.

The submitters concerns are considered to have aédegquately addressed by the
applicant in the initial planning application anabsequent response. The proposed
“Display Home” is not considered likely to have egative impact on surrounding
neighbours, and as such is supported.

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

Financial Implications
This determination has no financial implications.

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 3 “Hogsiand Land Uses” identified within
Council’'s Strategic Plan which is expressed 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 owners of the property have decided not to mowe the dwelling. The current
proposal allows for the use of this approved dwglliather than it sitting vacant.
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10.4

10.5

10.6

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposal meets all of riddevant Scheme and Council policy
objectives and provisions as it will not have aridetntal impact on adjoining residential
neighbours and no impact on streetscape. Accosdinitgis considered that the application
should be conditionally approved.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.3.5

That pursuant to the provisions of {@#y of South Perth Town Planning Scheme Nan®
the Metropolitan Region Schemehis application for planning approval for a Uset Listed
“Display Home” on Lot 808 (No. 26) Mount Henry Ro&dlter Pointpe approvedsubject
to:

(@) Specific Conditions

(i) The approved sign shall be installed no cldean 1.5 metres from the northern
side boundary and 0.5 metres from the westerntdicegdary of the lot.

(i) The “Display Home” shall only operate betwe#ime hours of 1:00pm and
5:00pm daily.

(i) The “Display Home” use shall expire two (2ears from the date of this
approval, being no later than 31 March 2014. Atdhd of this period, the use
of the building will revert to “Single House”. Aflignage shall be removed from
the “Display Home” prior to the expiry of this ajppal.

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

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

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 4: PLACES
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 5: TRANSPORT
Nil

STRATEGIC DIRECTION 6: GOVERNANCE

10.6.1 Monthly Financial Management Accounts - February 202

Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 10 March 2012

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

Summary

Monthly management account summaries comparingityes actual performance against
budget expectations are compiled according to thgmfunctional classifications. These
summaries are then presented to Council with comprewided on the significant financial
variances disclosed in those reports.
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The attachments to this financial performance repog part of a comprehensive suite of
reports that have been acknowledged by the Depattofid.ocal Government and the City’'s
auditors as reflecting best practice in finanodgarting.

Background

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

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

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

To be an effective management tool, the ‘budgetireg which actual performance is
compared is phased throughout the year to rethectyclical pattern of cash collections and
expenditures during the year rather than simplyndpei proportional (number of expired
months) share of the annual budget. The annualdilds been phased throughout the year
based on anticipated project commencement dategxqmetted cash usage patterns. This
provides more meaningful comparison between aetndlbudgeted 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 documedtveill necessarily be progressively

amended throughout the year to take advantage ahged circumstances and new
opportunities. This is consistent with principldsresponsible 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 Budyktte 2011/2012 Amended Budget
including the introduction of the capital expendititems carried forward from 2010/2011
(after September 2011).

A monthly Statement of Financial Position detailithge City’'s assets and liabilities and
giving a comparison of the value of those 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 Positiodttachments 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 - Iriftacture 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) (Aand10.6.1(6)(B)

* Rate Setting Statemen#fttachment 10.6.1(7)

Operating Revenue to 29 February 2012 is $39.43 Mhclwrepresents 100% of the

$39.40M year to date budget. Revenue performaneeris close to budget expectations
overall - although there are some individual liteari differences. Meter parking is within

2% of budget but infringement revenue is around H&hind budget expectations after a
very modest result on Australia Day (smaller crowdd better parking behaviour). Reserve
interest revenues are close to budget expectattodate but municipal interest revenue is
some 9% behind budget expectations. Interim ra&esnue is now aligned with the revised
budget figures after a substantial ($100K) upwaedssion to the revenue budget in the Q2
Budget Review.

Planning revenues are now 4% below budget — afségraficant downwards adjustment to
the revenue budget - but this is compensated mgusesser levels of staff resource in the
area. Building Services revenues remain 4% belmiaddvised target (adjusted down in the
Budget Review) but they are relatively resilienttle current economic climate. Collier
Park Village revenue is in line with budget exptotess whilst the Collier Park Hostel
revenue is now 3% ahead of target following anottetrospective to adjustment to
commonwealth subsidies.

Golf Course revenue remains some 6% below budgegetta even after a significant
downwards budget adjustment.

Infrastructure Services revenue largely relatewdste management levies at this stage of
the year and these are now ahead of budget aitegmesing additional revenues from
transfer station entries and from billing a higineamber of services 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 29 February 2012 is 32.1lth represents 99% of the year to
date budget. Operating Expenditure is 2% under d&udy the Administration area, 1%
under budget for the golf course and on budgdiénnfrastructure Services area.

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

Most infrastructure maintenance activities areefd as broadly in line with budget

expectations or slightly favourable whilst buildin@intenance activities are currently quite
favourable due to contractor availability.
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Waste management costs are slightly under budgeiceations. Golf Course expenditure is
currently favourable to budget - but will need t® dlosely monitored for the remainder of
the year given the weaker revenue performance finisrarea.

Overheads in both the City Environment & Enginegiimfrastructure areas are higher than
expected due to less than anticipated overheadvedes - but as noted above, some
corrective action occurred in February. Howevers tigsue is likely to require further
remedial action before year end.

There are several budgeted (but vacant) staff ipnsitacross the organisation that are
presently being recruited for. The salaries budigetuding temporary staff where they are
being used to cover vacandjas currently around 1.8% under the budget aliocafior the
227.2 FTE positions approved by Council in the midiocess. The factors impacting this
include vacant positions yet to be filled, staff leave and timing differences on agency
staff invoices.

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

Capital Revenue is disclosed as $7.78M at 29 Fepragainst a year to date budget of
$7.56M. All items are close to budget expectatiabspresent other than UGP service
charges which may be subject to contest on somgehahat have been levied. Details of
capital revenue variances may be found in the Sdbedf Significant Variances.
Attachment 10.6.1(5).

Capital Expenditure at 29 February 2012 is $12.98ptesenting 86% of the year to date
budget of $15.10M. At this stage, almost 50% ofekpenditure relates to the CPGC work
and the UGP project. A special review of the cdpitagram was undertaken in January and
was reflected in the Budget Review Report presetat€tbuncil 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 Total Budget
Budget

CEO Office 260,000 230,076 88% 690,000
Financial & Information Services 505,000 436,443 86% 1,355,000
Development & Community Services 690,000 615,300 89% 825,000
Infrastructure Services 5,404,273 3,793,197 70% 8,349,924
Waste Management 195,360 205,599 91% 245,360
Golf Course 5,451,460 5,068,406 93% 5,548,760
UGP 2,600,000 2,603,411 100% 4,766,000
Total 15,106,093 12,952,432 86% 21,780,044

Consultation

This financial report is prepared to provide finahanformation to Council and to evidence
the soundness of the administration’s financial ag@ment. It also provides information
about corrective strategies being employed to addany significant variances and it
discharges accountability to the City’s ratepayers.
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Policy and Legislative Implications
This report is in accordance with the requiremeofisthe Section 6.4 of thed.ocal
Government Acand Local Government Financial Management Reguieg4.

Financial Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.1

That ....

(@) the monthly Statement of Financial Position &mhncial Summaries provided as
Attachment 10.6.1(1-4)be received;

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

(© the Schedule of Movements between the Adoptedh&nded Budgehttachment
10.6.1(6)(A)and10.6.1(6)(B)be received,;

(d) the Rate Setting Statement provided#iachment 10.6.1(7)be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

|10.6.2 Monthly Statement of Funds, Investments anbebtors at 29 February 2012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 11 March 2012

Authors: Michael J Kent and Deborah M Gray

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

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

. The level of controlled Municipal, Trust and 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 dataling Rates and General Debtors.
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Background

Effective cash management is an integral part op@r business management. Current
money market and economic volatility make this asnemore significant management
responsibility. The responsibility for managememtd ainvestment of the City’'s cash

resources has been delegated to the City’s Dirdatwncial & Information Services and

Manager Financial Services - who also have respilitgifor the management of the City's

Debtor function and oversight of collection of datgling debts.

In order to discharge accountability for the exszmf these delegations, a monthly report is
presented detailing the levels of cash holdingbedralf 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 investmuiith each financial institution is also
provided.

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

Data comparing actual investment performance wi#hchmarks in Council’'s approved
investment policy (which reflects best practicenpiples for managing public monies)
provides evidence of compliance with approved itest principles.

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

Comment

(a) Cash Holdings
Total funds at month end of $46.62M ($48.28M hasnth) compare to $42.86M at
the equivalent stage of last year. Reserve funedstar2M higher overall than the
level they were at the same time last year - reéflgc$2.4M higher holdings of cash
backed reserves to support refundable monies @&e& CPH. The UGP Reserve
is $1.0M lower. The Sustainability and CPH CapRakerves are each $0.3M higher
whilst the Technology Reserve and Railway Statiesd®ve are each $0.2M higher
(quarantined funds for the new corporate documeahagement system). The
Future Building Works Reserve is $0.5M higher whvempared to last year. The
CPGC Reserve is also $1.1M lower as funds weraeapts the Island Nine project.
Various other reserves are modestly lower.

Municipal funds are $2.4M higher than last yeapraisent 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. This suggests that
our convenient and customer friendly payment methedpplemented by the Rates
Early Payment Incentive Prizes (with all prizes aled by local businesses) have
again had a positive effect on our cash inflows.

Funds brought into the year (and subsequent cditibons) are invested in secure
financial instruments to generate interest untdsth monies are required to fund
operations and projects during the year Astuteciele 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.

90



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

(b)

Excluding the ‘restricted cash' relating to casbhkeal Reserves and monies held in
Trust on behalf of third parties; the cash avaddbl Municipal use currently sits at
$13.24M (compared to $15.15M last month). It waB8.%1M at the equivalent time
in 2010/2011Attachment 10.6.2(1)

Investments

Total investment in money market instruments at ttmoand was $45.60M
compared to $41.67M at the same time last yeas iBhilue to the higher holdings
of Reserve & Municipal Funds as investments dueldterred 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. Analysifiefdomposition of the investment
portfolio shows that approximately 99% of the fural® invested in securities
having a S&P rating of Al (short term) or betteheTremainder are invested in
BBB+ rated securities.

The City’s investment policy requires that at 1e88% of investments are held in
securities having an S&P rating of Al. This enstbhes credit quality is maintained.
Investments are made in accordance with Policy P&@® 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 fiéilto respond to possible future
positive changes in rates.

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

Total interest revenues (received and accruedjh®eryear to date total $1.63M -

compared to $1.60M at the same time last year. &ttile City now has higher

levels of cash invested at this time, the prewgilimerest 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 financisdruments for the year to date is
5.78% with the anticipated weighted average yigldnwestments yet to mature now
sitting at 5.67% (compared with 5.72% last mongki}call cash deposits used to
balance daily operational cash needs provide a m@gest return of only 4.00%
following the December 2011 Reserve Bank decisioimterest rates.
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(©)

Major Debtor Classifications

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

(i) Rates

The level of outstanding local government rateatiet to the same time last year is
shown inAttachment 10.6.2(3) Rates collections to the end of February 20121(af
the due date for the third instalment) represen8%0of rates levied compared to
91.0% 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, comvgrand user friendly payment
methods offered by the City. Combined with the RaEarly Payment Incentive
Scheme (generously sponsored by local businestese have provided strong
encouragement for ratepayers - as evidenced bgolletions to date.

This collection result has been supported admatis&ly throughout the year by
timely and efficient follow up actions by the CisyRates Officer to ensure that our
good collections record is maintained.

(i) General Debtors

General debtors (excluding UGP debtors) stand &9%2 at month end ($1.64M
last year) ($1.24M last month). Most balances idiclg GST receivable and
Pension Rebate Claims are very close to the badafucethe equivalent time last
year. Balance Date Debtors is some $0.6M higheut-this simply reflects the
accrual entry in the City’s accounts for the $54%5iceeds of the Kensington CHC
land that is to settle in March.

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

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

(iif) Underground Power

Of the $6.74M billed for UGP Stage 3 project, (aflog for adjustments), some
$6.40M was collected by 29 February with approxehat84.5% of those in the
affected area having now paid in full and a furthd4.8 % opting to pay by
instalments. The remaining properties were dispbittithg amounts. Final notices
were issued and these amounts have now been purguexternal debt collection
agencies as they had not been satisfactorily askellesn a timely manner.
Collections in full continue to be better than estpe as UGP accounts are being
settled in full ahead of changes of ownership oamslternative to the instalment
payment plan.
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Residents opting to pay the UGP Service Chargenbtalments continue to be
subject to interest charges which accrue on thstanding balances (as advised on
the initial UGP notice). It is important to recogaithat this igiot an interest charge
on the UGP service charge - but rather is an istecharge on the funding
accommodation provided by the City’s instalmentrpagt plan (like what would
occur on a bank loan). The City encourages ratepagethe affected area to make
other arrangements to pay the UGP charges - hst if required, providing an
instalment payment arrangement to assist the ngep@ncluding the specified
interest component on the outstanding balance).

Initial billing for the Stage 5 UGP Project occuirat the end of February - but the
first due date had not arrived at the time of prieygthis report.

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 Mamagnt) Regulation 19, 28 & 49 are
also relevant to this report as is the DOLG Opendati 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 firgnassets and to ensure the collectibility of
debts.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘financial’ dimensiorso$tainability by ensuring that the City
exercises prudent but dynamic treasury managemeatféctively 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 29 February 2012 Statérokfrunds, Investment & Debtors

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

Statement of Major Debtor Categories as per  Attachment 10.6.2(3)

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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|10.6.3 Listing of Payments

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 11 March 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 authofglégation DC602) between 1 February
2012 and 29 February 2012 is presented to Counrcihformation.

Background

Local Government Financial Management Regulationréduires a local government to
develop procedures to ensure the proper approdshatmorisation of accounts for payment.
These controls relate to the organisational puinfjaand 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 conddithe annual audit.

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

Payments in the attached listing are supporteddoghvers and invoices. All invoices have
been duly certified by the authorised officers asthe receipt of goods or provision of
services. Prices, computations, GST treatments @sting have been checked and
validated. Council Members have access to therngsdnd 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:
e 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 bothER& Batch Number in which
the payment was made and also the assigned Crédlitmber that applies to all
payments made to that party.
For instance, an EFT payment reference of 738.7688&cts that EFT Batch 738
included a payment to Creditor number 76357 (Aliatnal axation Office).
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* Non Creditor Payments
(one-off payments to individuals / suppliers whe not listed as regular suppliers
in the City’s Creditor Masterfile in the database).
Because of the one-off nature of these paymeradijdting reflects only the unique
Cheque Number and the Payee Name - as there isrnmapent creditor address /
business details held in the creditor's 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 empdoank 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 wheldiaect 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 facdounting regime referred to above.

Consultation

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

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

ratepayers.

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

Financial Implications
Payment of authorised amounts within existing btiggevisions.

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.3

That the Listing of Payments for the month of Felyu2012 as detailed in the report of the
Director of Financial and Information Servicégtachment 10.6.3, be received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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10.6.4 Capital Projects Review to 29 February 2012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: FM/301

Date: 11 March 2012

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

A schedule of financial performance supplementedddgvant comments is provided in
relation to approved capital projects to 29 Felyr2fy12. Officer comment is provided only
on the significant identified variances as at #igorting date.

Background

A schedule reflecting the financial status of albeoved capital projects is prepared on a bi-
monthly basis early in the month immediately foliow the reporting period - and then

presented the next ordinary meeting of Council. Blohedule is presented to Council

Members to provide an opportunity for them to reedimely information on the progress

of capital works program and to allow them to sekekification and updates on scheduled
projects.

The complete Schedule of Capital Projects andlathcomments on significant project line
item variances provide a comparative review of Bluelget versus Actual Expenditure and
Revenues on all Capital Items. Although all pragjeetre listed on the schedule, brief
comment is only provided on the significant varesédentified. This is to keep the report
to a reasonable size and to emphasise the repostiegception principle.

Comment

Excellence in financial management and good govemaequire an open exchange of
information between Council Members and the Ciadsninistration. An effective discharge
of accountability to the community is also effectgdtabling this document and the relevant
attachments to a meeting of Council.

Overall, expenditure on the Capital Program repnss86% of the year to date target - and
59.5% of the full year's budget. The Executive Mgement Team acknowledges the
challenge of delivering the remaining capital pesgrand remains cognisant of the impact
of:

» contractor and staff resource shortages

e community consultation on project delivery timebne

« challenges in obtaining completive bids for smajbital projects.

It therefore closely monitors and reviews the adptogram with operational managers on
an ongoing basis - seeking strategies and updedes éach of them in relation to the
responsible and timely expenditure of the capitalds within their individual areas of
responsibility. The City also uses the ‘Deliveral@i¢Shadow’ Capital Program concept to
more appropriately match capacity with intendedoast and is using cash backed reserves
to quarantine funds for future use on identifiedj@cts.

Comments on the broad capital expenditure categjarie provided in Attachment 10.6.1(5)
of this agenda - and details on specific projeatgacting on this situation are provided in
Attachment 10.6.4 (1)andAttachment 10.6.4 (2)to this report. Comments on the relevant
projects have been sourced from those managers spdtific responsibility for the
identified project lines and their responses hasenbsummarised in the attached Schedule
of Comments.
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Consultation
For all identified variances, comment has been Isbirgm the responsible managers prior
to the item being included in the Capital Projdtview.

Policy and Legislative Implications
Consistent with relevant professional pronouncemeént not directly impacted by any in-
force policy of the City.

Financial Implications

The tabling of this report involves the reporting listorical financial events only.
Preparation of the report and schedule requiréntiivement of managerial staff across the
organisation, hence there will necessarily be sooramitment of resources towards the
investigation of identified variances and preparatf the Schedule of Comments. This is
consistent with responsible management practice.

Strategic Implications

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

Sustainability Implications

This report addresses the ‘Financial’ dimension sabtainability. It achieves this by
promoting accountability for resource use throughistorical reporting of performance.
This emphasises the proactive identification of amppt financial variances, creates an
awareness of our success in delivering againsplanned objectives and encourages timely
and responsible management intervention where pppte to address identified issues.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.4

That the Schedule of Capital Projects complemetgdfficer comments on identified
significant variances to 29 February 2012, asAdtachments 10.6.4(1)and 10.6.4(2) be
received.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

10.6.5 Applications for Planning Approval Determingl Under Delegated

Authority
Location: City of South Perth
Applicant: Council
File Ref: GO/106
Date: 1 March 2012
Author: Rajiv Kapur, Manager, Development Sersice
Reporting Officer: Vicki Lummer, Director, Develogmt and Community Services

Summary
The purpose of this report is to advise Councilapplications for planning approval
determined under delegated authority during thetmohFebruary 2012.
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Background

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

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

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

Bulletin.”

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

Comment

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

Consultation
During the month of February 2012, twenty-eight)(2velopment applications were
determined under delegated authoritAtithchment 10.6.5

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

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

Strategic Implications

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

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.5

That the report andttachment 10.6.5relating to delegated determination of applications
for planning approval during the months of Febru2zdg2, be received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.6.6 Use of the Common Seal |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/106

Date: 9 March 2012

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awistration Manager
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Summary
To provide a report to Council on the use of thenBmn Seal.

Background

At the October 2006 Ordinary Council Meeting thdldwing resolution was adopted:
“That Council receive a monthly report as part ofgéhAgenda, 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 L2007 provides that the CEO is
responsible for the safe custody and proper usigeofommon seal.

In addition, clause 21.1 requires the CEO to retoalregister:

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

(ii) the nature of the document; and

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

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

Register

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

February 2012
Nature of Document Parties Date Seal Affixed

Short-term (1 yr) lease for Unit 9, 2 Bruce Street COMO | CoSP & Eileen Miriam | 6 February 2012
x3 Crittenden
Residential Agreement for Low Care (Hostel) Residents | CoSP & Loretta Delavere 7 February 2012
x3
Residential Agreement for Low Care (Hostel) Residents | CoSP & Mary Rosetta | 20 February 2012
X3 Tearne
Rivers Regional Council Deed of Agreement - | CoSP & Rivers Regional | 22 February 2012
Amendment re Deputies Council
Residential Agreement for Low Care (Hostel) Residents | CoSP and Arthur George | 27 February 2012
x3 Downing
Certificate of Duty - Transfer (residential rate) following | CoSP and David John & | 29 February 2012

the sale of Collins St

Maria Preedy

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.
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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 Seal Her months of February 2012 be
received.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

| 10.6.7  Committees of Council |

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/108

Date: 8 March 2012

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

The purpose of this report is to formally receivaamination from Cr Hawkins-Zeeb for
membership to the Audit and Governance Committee.

Background

After each election, the Council must review thembership of each of its Committees.
The City currently has two committees of Councithese are the Audit and Governance
Committee which oversees the City’s audit process deals with a range of governance
issues and the CEO Evaluation Committee which eesrguarterly reviews of the CEQO'’s
performance and conducts annual performance revimvke CEO.

Comment

At the Special Swearing-In Council Meeting held I8 October 2011, following the 2011
Council Elections, nominations were received fropu@cil Members to sit on its internal
Committees. Cr Hawkins-Zeeb did not register aergdt in standing on the Audit and
Governance Committee at that point in time, howeshey is now seeking appointment to
that Committee.

The current members of the Audit and Governance raittiee appointed at the Special
Council Meeting held 18 October 2011 are:

Committee Members
Mayor Doherty, Cr Grayden, Cr Howat, Cr LawranceT@nt (Chair) and Cr Skinner.

Consultation
Nil

Policy and Legislative Implications

Establishment of Committees is in accordance watttisn 5.11 of thd.ocal Government
Act 1995which provides that the tenure of a committee nandeases at each ordinary
election day.

Financial Implications
Nil
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10.7

Strategic Implications

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

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

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.6.7

That Council appoints Councillor Hawkins-Zeeb asember of the Audit and Governance
Committee.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

MATTERS REFERRED FROM AUDIT & GOVERNANCE COMMITEE

DECLARATION OF INTEREST : CEO : ITEM 10.7.1(B)
Note: The Mayor read aloud the Declaration of Interestived from the CEO in
relation to Item 10.7.1(B) when Item 10.7.1 adomadloc at Item 9.0

10.7.1 Audit and Governance Committee Recommendations fromCommittee
Meetings held 6 March and 13 March 2012

Location: City of South Perth

Applicant: Council

File Ref: GO/108

Date: 14 March 2012

Author: Kay Russell, Executive Support Officer

Reporting Officer: Phil McQue, Governance and Awistration Manager
Summary

The purpose of this report is to enable Councitdasider recommendations arising from
the Audit and Governance Committee meetings haldds513 March 2012 respectively.

Background

The Committee was established by Council in redagniof the importance of its audit
functions and to monitor and improve the City’spmate governance framework. As the
Committee does not have delegated authority it roaly make recommendations to
Council.

The Minutes of the Committee meetings held on 6 EhdViarch 2012 are @ttachments

10.7.1(@)and 10.7.1(b) The background to the Committee’s recommendatiarsch
incorporate the officer reports, are set out inNfieutes.
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The following items were considered by the Comreittat its meetings held on
6 and 13 March 2012 respectively:

(a) Financial Management Review Report 2011

(b) Appointment of Auditors

(© Management of City Property

(d) Policy P675 “Legal Representation”

(e) Review of Health Local Law 2001

4)) Public Places and Local Government Property Admeent Local Law 2012

(9) Parking Amendment Local Law 2012

(h) Dog Amendment Local Law 2012

0] Review of Council Policies

0] Proposed Amendment to ‘Public Places and Ldsalvernment Property Local
Law’ - Amenity Value of Street Trees

(k) Review of Council Delegations

0] Compliance Audit Return 2011

(m) Legal Advice - Former Councillor

Comment

(a) Financial Management Review 201{ltem 6.1 A &G Committee 6.3.12)

At the Committee meeting representatives from Mdaitners provided a brief
overview of the review process carried out and ordpd to questions raised by
Elected Members. The Committee endorsed the HalaManagement Review
2011 Report and the officer recommendation.

(b) Appointment of Auditors (Item 6.2 Audit & Governance Committee 6.3.12)

The Committee supported the evaluation of the wedkcriteria including both
price and other qualitative factors of the rankiagd endorsed the officer
recommendation.

(©) Management of City Propertieg(ltem 6.3 Audit & Governance Committee 6.3.12)
Following discussion Members were of the view thatcriteria used for the leasing
and sale of City property and the subsequent amentnproposed to Policy P609
“Management of City Buildings” and Delegation DC60%ases and Licenses”
should be the subject of a Council Member Workshog as such the item was
deferred.

(d) Policy P675 Legal Representatiofitem 6.4 A & G Committee 6.3.12)
Following discussion the Committee agreed to dedeisideration of this matter to a
special meeting of the Audit and Governance Conaiticheduled for 13 March
2012.

(e) Review of Health Local Law 200ZItem 6.5 A & G Committee 6.3.12)

In accordance with Section 3.16 of thecal Government Act 199%/ich requires

that a periodic review is undertaken of each |é@al within an eighth year period)
the Health Local Law 2002 is due for review. AetRouncil Meeting on 22
November 2011 Council resolved to review the Hehtibal Law 2002. Following
the November 2011 Council Meeting the City gavéestade public notice of the
intention to review the Health Local Law 2002.

There were no submissions received during the pwainsultation period. As the
State Government is currently developing a riablic Health Actit is proposed
that there be no amendments to the Health Local daring this statutory review
process.
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(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

Following discussion, the Committee were of thewignat the recommendation
needed to be amended to include that a furtheewewaf the CoSP Health Local
Law 2002 be carried out as soon as the Public Kéalt is in place. The amended
officer recommendation was endorsed.

Public Places and Local Government Property Amedment Local Law 2012
(Item 6.6 Audit & Governance Committee 6.3.12)

The Department of Local Government provided suggkeamendments which have
been incorporated into the Public Places and LoGavernment Property
Amendment Local Law 2012. The City gave state-wpblic notice of the
intention to make the Public Places and Local Guwent Property Amendment
Local Law 2012 inviting public submissions. Notiagsre also placed on the City’s
website and the City’s public notice boards.

There were no submissions received from the puhlitng the public consultation
period.

The Committee endorsed, the proposed Amendmeihiet®ublic Places and Local
Government Property Local Law as suggested by tmpaBPment of Local
Government and the officer recommendation.

Parking Amendment Local Law 2012ltem 6.7 A & G Committee 6.3.12)

The Department of Local Government provided suggeatmendments which have
been incorporated into the Parking Amendment Lagal 2012. The City gave

state-wide public notice of the intention to make tParking Amendment Local
Law 2012. inviting public submissions. Notices wetgo placed on the City's

website and the City’s public notice boards.

There were no submissions received during the pablasultation period.

The Committee endorsed the proposed Amendmenget@dnking Local Law 2012
as suggested by the Department of Local Governmemd the officer
recommendation.

Dog Amendment Local Law 201ZItem 6.8 A & G Committee 6.3.12)

The Department of Local Government provided suggeatmendments which have
been incorporated into the Dog Amendment Local 2&42. The City gave state-
wide public notice of the intention to make the Dgendment Local Law 2012.

inviting public submissions. Notices were also pthon the City’s website and the
City’s public notice boards.

There were no submissions received during the pgblasultation period.

The Committee endorsed the proposed Amendmenet®ty Local Law 2012 as
suggested by the Department of Local Governmenttaadfficer recommendation.

Review of Council Policies 2012tem 6.9 Audit & Governance Committee 6.3.12)
The Committee having reviewed the revised policiegommends that Council
adopt the Policies. A copy of the policies refdrte in the recommendation is
attached to the Agenda
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()] Proposed Amendment to Public Places and Local @&ernment Property Local
Law 2011 - Amenity of Street Treegltem 6.12 A & G Committee 6.3.12)
The Committee having reviewed the proposed Amentimemommends that clause
8.5(1) of the Property Local Law be endorsed ared ltbcal Law advertised for
public comment.

Following discussion Elected Members were of tleewihat Policy P350.5 be also
advertised for public comment at the same timénaddcal law and that part (b) of
the Recommendation be amended accordingly.

(k) Review of Council Delegations 201dtem 6.10 A & G Committee 6.3.12)
The Committee having reviewed the revised delegaticecommends that Council
adopt the Delegations. A copy of the delegatisratached to the Agenda.

()] Compliance Audit Return 2011(ltem 6.11 A & G Committee 6.3.12)
The Committee having reviewed the Compliance Avelitommends that Council
adopt the 2011 Audit Return.

(m) Legal Advice - Former Councillor (Item 3.1 A & G Committee 13.3.12 deferred
from item 6.4 of A & G Committee meeting held ®32)
This matter was deferred from the Audit and GoveceaCommittee Meeting held
6 March 2012. Following further discussion the @attee at its meeting held
13 March 2012, endorsed the recommendation as regksén theConfidential
report.

Consultation
N/A

Policy and Legislative Implications
The report accurately records the policy and lagist implications of the matters contained
therein.

Financial Implications

Nil

Strategic Implications

This matter relates to Strategic Direction 6.1 tdiea within Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-
2015, which is expressed in the following termsnplement management frameworks,

performance management and reporting systems tova@rand improve organisational
performance.

Sustainability Implications
Nil
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Committee Recommendations that require Council detenination are presented
hereunder:

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND
COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 10.7.1

The Audit and Governance Committee recommends Glowemopt the following
recommendations of the Committee Meetings heldd6l@March 2012:

(A) Financial Management Review 2011

That ....

(@) the Financial Management Review 2011 Reposuasnitted by the City’s
Auditors, Macri Partners, Certified Practicing Acotants (atConfidential
Attachment 6.Df the Audit & Governance Agenda), be received; and

(b) the proposed actions in response to the mattaesl in the Report be noted
and endorsed.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

(B) Appointment of Auditors

That...

(a) Council appoints Macri Partners for the praumisof statutory audit services
for the audit of the City’'s 2011/2012 to 2013/20&#énual financial
statements inclusive with a further option for 2@14/2015 to 2015/2016
period exercisable at the discretion of the Cihd a

(b) the audit contract is to be prepared in acawdawith the Department of
Local Government Standard Audit Contract conditions

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

(©) Review of Health Local Law 2002

That....

() the review of the City of South Perth HealtrcabLaw 2002 under section
3.16 of theLocal Government Act 1995 received; and

(b) the City of South Perth Health Local Law 2002 fbrther reviewed when
the new Public Health Act is proclaimed.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required Absolute Majority
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(D)

(E)

Public Places and Local Government Property Amedment Local Law 2012
That....

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

in accordance with section 3.12(4) of ttexal Government Act 199%he
City of South Perth Public Places and Local GovemmProperty
Amendment Local Law 2012 be adopted,;
in accordance with s3.12(5) of thecal Government Act 1995he local
law be published in th&overnment Gazettnd a copy sent to the Minister
for Local Government;
after Gazettal, in accordance with s3.12(6thaf Local Government Act
1995 local public notice be given:
0] stating the title of the local law;
(ii) summarising the purpose and effect of the lldea& (specifying the
day on which it comes into operation); and
(i)  advising that copies of the local law may inspected or obtained
from the City office.

following Gazettal, in accordance with tHeocal Laws Explanatory
Memoranda Directionss issued by the Minister on 12 November 2010, a
copy of the Local Law and a duly completed explanamemorandum
signed by the Mayor and Chief Executive Officerdamt to the Western
Australian Parliamentary Joint Standing Committee ®elegated
Legislation.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

And By Required absolute Majority

Parking Amendment Local Law 2012
That....

(@)
(b)

(c)

(d)

in accordance with section 3.12(4) of tleeal Government Act 199%he
City of South Perth Parking Amendment Local Law20& adopted;
in accordance with s3.12(5) of thecal Government Act 199%he local
law be published in th&overnment Gazettand a copy sent to the
Minister for Local Government;
after Gazettal, in accordance with s3.12(6}hafLocal Government Act
1995 local public notice be given:
(i) stating the title of the local law;
(i) summarising the purpose and effect of the lldea (specifying the
day on which it comes into operation); and
(i)  advising that copies of the local law may inspected or obtained
from the City office.

following Gazettal, in accordance with tHeocal Laws Explanatory
Memoranda Directionss issued by the Minister on 12 November 2010, a
copy of the Local Law and a duly completed explanainemorandum
signed by the Mayor and Chief Executive Officerdemt to the Western
Australian Parliamentary Joint Standing Committea ®©®elegated
Legislation.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

And By Required Absolute Majority
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(F)

(G)

Dog Amendment Local Law 2012
That....

(@)
(b)

(c)

(d)

in accordance with section 3.12(4) of thecal Government Act 199%he

Dog Amendment Local Law 2012 be adopted,;

in accordance with s3.12(5) of thecal Government Act 199%he local law

be published in thé&overnment Gazettend a copy sent to the Minister for

Local Government;

after Gazettal, in accordance with s3.12(&hefLocal Government Act 1995

local public notice be given:

@ stating the title of the local law;

(i) summarising the purpose and effect of the lldaa (specifying the
day on which it comes into operation); and

(i)  advising that copies of the local law may lespected or obtained
from the City office.

following Gazettal, in accordance with theocal Laws Explanatory

Memoranda Directionsas issued by the Minister on 12 November 2010, a

copy of the Local Law and a duly completed explanatmemorandum

signed by the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer sent to the Western

Australian Parliamentary Joint Standing Committedelegated Legislation.

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
And By Required Absolute Majority

Review of Council Policies 2012
That ....

(a)
(b)

the officer report detailing the review of feuncil Policies be noted;

the following policies having been reviewedwiho change’ to content be
adopted:

« P101 Public Art

« P102 Community Funding Program

« P103 Communication and Consultation

« P104 Community Awards

« P105 Cultural Services and Activities

« P106 Use of City Reserves and Facilities

 P107 Disability Access
« P108 Honorary Freeman of the City
« P110 Support of Community and Sporting Groups

« P111 Commemoration
« P112 Community Advisory Groups
« P201 Sustainable Procurement

« P202 Energy Conservation

« P204 Chemical Use

+ P205 Tree Preservation Orders

« P207 Natural Areas

 P208 Ecologically Sustainable Building Design
+ P209 Shade Structures

« P210 Street Verges

« P301 Consultation for Planning Proposals
 P303 Design Advisory Consultants

« P304 Narrow Lot Design Guidelines

« P305 Land Reserves for Road Widening

« P306 Development of Properties Abutting River Way
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P307 Family Day Care Centre and Child Day Care it€snt
 P308 Signs

« P309 Satellite Dishes

» P310 Telecommunications Infrastructure

« P311 Subdivision Approval - Early release from dbods

» P350 Residential Design Policy Manual (P350.1 -135

« P350.1 Sustainable Design

» P350.2 Residential Boundary Walls

» P350.3 Car Parking Access, Siting and Design

« P350.4  Additions to Existing Dwellings

« P350.5 Trees on Development Sites and Street Verges

» P350.6 Safety and Security

 P350.7 Fencing and Retaining Walls

« P350.8 Visual Privacy

» P350.9 Significant Views

 P350.10 Ancillary Accommodation

« P350.11 Aged or Dependent Persons’ Dwelling

« P350.12 Single Bedroom Dwellings

+ P350.13 Strata Titling of Dwellings Constructedptio TPS 6
 P350.14 Use or Closure of Rights-of-Way

+ P350.15 Bed and Breakfast Accommodation

« P352 Final Clearance Requirement for CompleteddBwgb
» P356 Electricity Substations

+ P358 House Numbers on Kerbs

» P360 Informing Neighbours of Certain DevelopmenpHkgations
« P401 Graffiti Management

« P402 Alfresco Dining

« P502 Cycling Infrastructure

« P602 Authority to make payments from Municipal &$t Funds
 P605 Purchasing & Invoice Approval

+ P606 Continuous Financial Disclosure

 P607 Tenders and Expressions of Interest
 P608 Dividend Policy — Collier Park Golf Course

* P610 Collier Park Village — Financial Arrangements
« P611 Collier Park Hostel — Financial Arrangements

« P612 Disposal of Surplus Property
» P613 Capitalisation of Fixed Assets
« P649 Mayor Vehicle

« P661 Complaints

« P662 Advertising on Banner Poles
 P665 Use of Council Facilities

» P666 Local Government Resource Sharing
+ P667 Member Entitlements

 P668 Mayoral Portraits

+ P669 Travel

« P670 Delegates from Council

« P671 Governance

e P672 Briefings, Forums and Workshop

« P673 Audio Recording of Council Meetings
« P674 Management of Corporate Records

« P675 Legal Representation

108



MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

« P677 State Administrative Tribunal

 P687 Development of Council Owned Land

« P688 Asset Management

« P689 Applications for Planning Approval: Applicafesponsibilities
« P691 Business Excellence Framework

e P692 Sustainability Policy
 P693 Retiring Elected Members

(c) the following policies, having been revieweddahe content revised at
Attachment 10.7.1(G)be adopted;

+ P203 Groundwater Management
* P206 Street Trees
* P302 General Design Guidelines for Residential [praent
 P357 Right of Way Maintenance & Development
+ P501 Paths - Provision & Construction
* P503 Crossovers
* P509 Stormwater Drainage Requirements for propBsédings
 P510 Traffic management Warrants
 P601 Strategic Financial Plan & Annual Budget Prafban
 P603 Investment of Surplus Funds
 P604 Use of Debt as a Funding Option
 P632 Equal Employment opportunity
 P633 Elimination of Harassment in the Workplace
 P636 Occupational Safety and Health
+ P648 Motor Vehicles
(d) the following policies having been reviewedAdtachment 10.7.1(G)be
deleted;
 P113 Parking for People with Disabilities
* P359 Toilets on Building Sites
» P504 Street Verges
* P506 Road Rehabilitation Prioritisation
* P507 Path Replacement
* P508 Bus Shelter Provision and Replacement

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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(H) Proposed Amendment to Public Places and Local @&ernment Property Local
Law 2011 - Amenity of Street Trees

That....
(a) in accordance with s3.12(3)(a)(b) and (3a)h# ltocal Government Act
1995 Council gives Statewide and local public notitaing that:
0] it proposes to make Rublic Places and City Property Amendment
Local Law No 2 201,2and a summary of its purpose and effect;
(ii) copies of the proposed local law may be inspecat the City's
offices;
(i)  submissions about the proposed local law rhaymade to the City
within a period of not less than 6 weeks afterribice is given;
(iv) in accordance with s3.12(4), as soon as the®as given, a copy
be supplied to the Minister for Local Government;
(V) in accordance with s3.12(3)(c) of the Act, @ymf the proposed
local law be supplied to any person requestingrt
(vi) the results be presented to Council for comsiton of any
submissions received.
(b) Policy P350.5 “Trees on Development Sites &@tieet Verges” be
advertised for public comment at the same timelasse 8.6 of th€ity of
South Perth Public Places and Local Government ErypLocal Law 2011
is advertised for public comment.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

() Review of Council Delegations 2012
That the Delegations atAttachment 10.7.1(l) listed hereunder having been
reviewed with ‘no change’ to content be adopted:

DC511 Partial Closure of Thoroughfare for RepaiMaintenance
DC601 Strategic Financial Plan & Annual Budgetgaration
DC602 Authority to Make Payments from Municipatdarrust Funds
DC603 Investment of Surplus Funds

DC607 Acceptance of Tenders to a prescribed limit

DC612 Disposal of Surplus Property

DC616 Write off Debts

DC642 Appointment of Acting CEO

DC678 Appointment of Authorised Officers

DC679 Administer the City’s Local Laws

DC685 Inviting Tenders or Expressions of Interest

DC686 Granting Fee Concessions

DC690 Town Planning Scheme 6

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION
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(@)] Compliance Audit Return 2011

That the Audit and Governance Committee recommératsCouncil:

(a) adopt the 2011 Compliance Audit Return for pleeiod 1 January 2011 to
31 December 2011 as detailedAttachment 10.7.1 (J)

(b) authorise the Mayor and Chief Executive Offit@jointly certify the 2011
Compliance Audit Return; and

(© submit the 2011 Compliance Audit Return to thepartment of Local
Government, in accordance with Regulation 15 of ltbheal Government
(Audit) Regulations 1996

CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

(K) Legal Advice - Former Councillor (Confidential Report)
That Council adopts the Audit and Governance CotemiRecommendation as
contained inConfidentialReport Item 3.1 of the Committee Meeting held 13dWa
2012.
CARRIED EN BLOC RESOLUTION

Note: The Council Resolution for Item 10.7.1(K) was realdud when it was
adopted as part of the en bloc decision at Item 9.0

11. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

11.1  Request for Leave of Absence - Cr McMullen

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Courldeetings for the period from
24 March until 3 April 2012.

11.2 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Howat

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colndieetings for the period from
14 to 31 May 2012 inclusive.

11.3 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Skinner

| hereby apply for Leave of Absence from the CouMeeting scheduled for 27 March
2012.

11.4 Request for Leave of Absence - Cr Trent

I hereby apply for Leave of Absence from all Colieetings for the period of 29 and 30
March 2012.

COUNCIL DECISION ITEM 11.1 TO 11.4
Moved Cr Lawrance, Sec Cr Hawkins-Zeeb

That leave of absence from all Council Meetinggfanted to:
* Cr McMullen for the period 24 March to 3 April 2012
* Cr Howat for the period 14 to 31 May 2012 inclusive
e Cr Skinner for 27 March 2012; and
e Cr Trent for the period 29 and 30 March 2012.
CARRIED (10/0)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

13.1. Response to Previous Questions from Memberakien on Notice
Nil

13.2  Questions from Members

Nil

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

MEETING CLOSED TO PUBLIC
15.1 Matters for which the Meeting May be Closed.

Nil

15.2 Public Reading of Resolutions that may be mad&ublic.
Nil

CLOSURE

The Mayor thanked everyone for their attendancecéoskd the meeting at 8.45pm

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 24 Apr2012

Signed
Chairperson at the meeting at which the Minutes wes confirmed.

112




MINUTES : ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING : 27 MARCH 2012

17.

RECORD OF VOTING
27/03/2012 7:09:27 PM

ltem 7.1.1 - 7.1.3 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rattayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Betty Skinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 7:11:18 PM

Item 7.2." to 7.2.3 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rattayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Betty Skinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 7:12:15 PM

Item 8.1.1 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr tasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rattayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Betty Skinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 7:24:16 PM

Iltem 8.3.2(1) - Deputation Request Approved - Motio Passed 9/1

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, CrePétowat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Rob Grayden

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Cr Begkinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 7:39:58 PM

Iltem 8.3.2(2) Deputation Request Declined - MotioRassed 9/1

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Gr Hasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Kevin
Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Ho@aColin Cala

No: Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Cr Begkinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 7:40:45 PM

Item 8.4.1 Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr asleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Raxtayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Betty Skinner, Casting Vote
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27/03/2012 7:44:52 PM

Item 9.0 En Bloc Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rattayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Betty Skinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 8:16:30 PM

ltem 10.1.1 Amendment - Motion Passed 9/1

Yes: Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Gl&ndland, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr
Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Petewat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Mayor Sue Doherty

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Cr Begkinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 8:17:32 PM

ltem 10.1.1 Amendment to Amendment Motion Passed B/

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr lan Hasleby, Cr Glenidi@nd, Cr Sharron Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin
Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rob Grayden, Cr Peter Ho@aColin Cala

No: Cr Veronica Lawrance

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Cr Begkinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 8:18:40 PM

ltem 10.1.1 Amended Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lHasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Rattayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Betty Skinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 8:35:34 PM

Item 10.3.3 Amendment /Amended- Motion Passed 9/1

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Rob Grayden, CiePElowat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Cr Fiona Reid

Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Cr Begkinner, Casting Vote

27/03/2012 8:37:06 PM

ltem 11.1 - 11.4 - Motion Passed 10/0

Yes: Mayor Sue Doherty, Cr Veronica Lawrance, Cr lasleby, Cr Glenn Cridland, Cr Sharron
Hawkins Zeeb, Cr Kevin Trent, Cr Fiona Reid, Cr Raxtayden, Cr Peter Howat, Cr Colin Cala

No: Absent: Cr Bill Gleeson, Cr Chris McMullen, Betty Skinner, Casting Vote
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