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ATTACHMENTS INDEX CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENTS INDEX

Attachment 1-ltem 12.1 refers Confidential Attachment 1-Item 12.7 refers
Attachment 2—-ltem 12.1 refers Confidential Attachment 2—-Item 12.7 refers
Attachment 3-Item 12.1 refers Confidential Attachment 3-Item 12.7 refers
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Attachment 5-ltem 12.3 refers Confidential Attachment 5—-ltem 14.1 refers
Attachment 6-ltem 12.3 refers
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Attachment 8—Item 12.4 refers
Attachment 9-ltem 12.5 refers

Councillors are reminded to
retain the OCM Attachments for discussion with the Minutes
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MINUTES

PRESENT

Cr P Marks, Mayor East Ward
Cr S Wolff, Deputy Mayor South Ward
Cr J Powell South Ward
Cr G Godfrey East Ward
Cr M Bass East Ward
Cr P Hitt West Ward
Cr B Martin West Ward
Cr R Rossi West Ward
IN ATTENDANCE

Mr S Cole Chief Executive Officer
Mr R Garrett Director Corporate and Governance
Mr R Lutey Director Technical Services
Mr N Deague Director Community and Statutory Services
Mr M Ridgwell Principal Governance and Compliance Advisor
Ms P Flanagan Senior Governance Officer
Mrs S Steenson Executive Assistant
Ms S Johnson Governance Officer

MEMBERS OF THE GALLERY

There were 42 members of the public in the gallery and one representative from the
press.

1. OFFICIAL OPENING

The Presiding Member opened the meeting at 7.07pm, welcomed those in attendance
and invited Cr Hitt to read aloud the Affirmation of Civic Duty and Responsibility on
behalf of Councillors and Officers. Cr Hitt read aloud the affirmation.

Affirmation of Civic Duty and Responsibility

I make this affirmation in good faith and declare that | will duly, faithfully,
honestly, and with integrity fulfil the duties of my office for all the people in
the City of Belmont according to the best of my judgement and ability. I will

observe the City’s Code of Conduct and Standing Orders to ensure the

efficient, effective and orderly decision making within this forum.
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2, APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Cr G Dornford (Apologies) Central Ward

Cr J Gee (Apologies) Central Ward

Mr J Olynyk, JP (Apologies) Manager Governance

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

3.1 FINANCIAL INTERESTS

Nil.

3.2 DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST THAT MAY CAUSE A CONFLICT

Name Item No and Title

Cr Wolff Iltem 12.3 2011-2012 October Budget Review

Cr Wolff Item 12.7 Community Service Awards 2011 Nominations

Cr Rossi Iltem 12.7 Community Service Awards 2011 Nominations

4, ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER (WITHOUT
DISCUSSION) AND DECLARATIONS BY MEMBERS

41 ANNOUNCEMENTS

Nil.

4.2 DISCLAIMER

7.06pm The Presiding Member advised the following:

“I wish to draw attention to the Disclaimer Notice contained within the agenda
document and advise members of the public that any decisions made at the meeting
fonight, can be revoked, pursuant to the Local Government Act 1995.

Therefore members of the public should not rely on any decisions until formal
notification in writing by Council has been received.”

4.3 DECLARATIONS BY MEMBERS WHO HAVE NOT GIVEN DUE CONSIDERATION TO
ALL MATTERS CONTAINED IN THE BUSINESS PAPERS PRESENTLY BEFORE THE
MEETING
Nil.
2
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5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
5.1 RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE
Nil.

7.07pm The Presiding Member drew the public gallery’s attention to the rules of Public
Question Time as written in the Agenda. In accordance with rule (I), the
Presiding Member advised that he had registered 13 members of the public who
had given prior notice to ask questions, these being Mr Cardozo, Mr Tero, Ms
Murray, Ms Polletta, Mr Sutcliffe, Ms Rueben, Ms Brooks, Mr Childs, Mr Mathew,
Mrs Astachiw, Mrs Varney, Mr Koh and Mr Smith.

The Presiding Member invited the public gallery members, who had yet to
register their interest to ask a question, to do so.

Seven further members of the public gallery stated their intention to ask a
question. This being Ms Murray, Ms Murray, Mrs Murray, Ms Woodward, Mr
Mathew, Mrs Astachiw, and Mr Birch.

5.2 QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

5.21 Mr M Cardozo, 56 Lyall Street, Redcliffe

1. Given that the Draft Local Planning Scheme No 15 (LPS15) has now been
endorsed by the Minister for Planning, subject to minor amendments, is the City
in a position to disclose the following:

a) Summary of the Department of Planning required amendments.

Response
The Presiding Member advised that a summary of the amendments can be
provided to Mr Cardozo.

b) Department of Planning rational or feedback as to why the amendments are
required.

Response
The Presiding Member advised that it is not possible to provide the

rationale for the amendments, but some information that City Officers are
aware of could be discussed with Mr Cardozo.
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Item 5.2.1 Continued

c) Are any of these amendments being or intended to be further negotiated by the
City?

Response
The Presiding Member advised no.

d) What is the impact of these amendments?
Response

The Presiding Member advised that the impacts of the amendments are
minimal.

2. Mindful of the Airport Master Plan, can the City please provide an update on
Development Area 6 in terms of the time frame that local residents can expect
before the City of Belmont development moratorium is lifted?

Response

The Presiding Member advised that it is not possible to provide an accurate
timeframe, but meetings have been held with senior officers of the Department of
Planning to determine a strategy. The intent is to be able to properly inform and
engage landowners within Development Area 6, but the positions of relevant
government departments and the Westralia Airports Corporation must be firstly
established. It is only very recently that the alignment of the rail link into Perth
Airport has been decided and this has an effect on future development
considerations.

Note

The Presiding Member stated the following:

“I wish to make a brief Statement regarding the outsourcing of the City of Belmont
Youth Services.

As the City has been provided with a number of questions tonight regarding the City’s
Youth Services, | would like to make a brief statement before these questions are
addressed.

On Monday, 10th October 2011, the Youth and Family Services staff were advised that
a decision had been made to outsource its Youth and Family Services to a provider,
that had a broad range of experience and activities to offer the Belmont community that
are more in line with the City's new focus for expanded services.

This resulted in two full-time permanent positions, two temporary contract positions and
three casual positions in the Youth Services Centre being made redundant.
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This was not an easy decision and the City has made every effort to provide the
affected staff assistance through this process. This has included other employment
opportunities that existed at the City, details of the outsourcing company, and staff
were encouraged to apply for positions with PCYC. Counselling and outplacement
services were also offered if needed.

The Local Government Act states that the Chief Executive Officer is charged with the
management, operation and employment functions for the organisation to ensure
desired outcomes for the City are delivered. The Chief Executive Officer has briefed
the Council on the process that has been undertaken to date and the Council
understands the reasons for this action.

We understand that this outcome is difficult for the staff involved but the City is
confident that the action taken is in the best interests of the Belmont community.

The outsourcing of services was seamless with no interruption in service delivery to the
youth that attended the Centre. The PCYC commenced operations at the Centre
immediately, and reports to date indicate that they have already had a positive
response with good levels of participation in their programs. The PCYC will continue to
broaden their activities in Belmont to offer more choice to the youth of our City.

Whilst the work undertaken by the staff in the past has achieved positive results, there
is substantial opportunity, through PCYC, to bring more diverse and enhanced services
to our community.

The City stands by the decision and is confident that this action will result in a better,
more effective and efficient service for the youth and families of the City of Belmont.

I now ask the Chief Executive Officer to briefly speak on the matter.”

Note
The Chief Executive Officer stated the following:

“Before responding to questions | need to advise that a formal response to numerous
questions relating to the Youth Services has been provided to the Australian Services
Union.

The City has since been advised that an Application has been lodged with Fair Work
Australia alleging unfair dismissal. The City has received advice not to discuss matters
relating to the proceedings in a public forum which may prejudice any parties involved.
Therefore, | am restricted in my responses to some questions asked this evening.”
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Comment [J]: Is this what was actually
said and does it meet the intentions of

| what the Mayor was actually trying to

5.2.2 Mr C Tero, 27 Lapage Street, Belmont

1. Apparently, a review of the Youth and Family Services was undertaken which
led to the outsourcing of the service. Who conducted the review, and most
importantly, how were the young people and families served by the Youth

Centre staff, consulted in that process?

Response
The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he

was not able to respond on this matter.

Note .'=
Mr Tero stated that his question was about the review of the Youth and Family ;"
Services which led to the outsourcing of the service, not about the Fair Work matter. .':
The Presiding Member reiterated the advice received did not enable the City to discuss |

the matter.

2. The Chief Executive Officer stated in some correspondence that “so long as
records are kept up to date, there will be no disruption of service to young
people”. This shows a real lack of understanding of genuine youth work and
social work. Will the Council be undertaking a thorough review of how this

process was handled by senior staff?

Response
The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he

was not able to respond on this matter.

Note
Mr Tero stated that his question was directed to Councillors on how they felt about the |
situation, not to the Chief Executive Officer. [The Presiding Member advised that the ;
Chief Executive Officer's performance is considered as part of his annual performance :

reviews)

5.2.3  Mr J Sutcliffe, 11/179 Leake Street, Belmont

1. Can Council please explain why there was no organised or structured
handover/professional closure of case clients in accordance with ethical and

professional industry standards?

Response
The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he

was not able to respond on this matter.
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Item 5.2.3 Continued
Note

The Presiding Member reiterated that the advice received did not enable the City to
discuss the matter.

5.24 Ms Rene Polletta, 214 Acton Avenue, Rivervale

1. Please explain why there was a lack of consultation with the Youth and Family
Services stakeholders, including funding bodies, external agencies, expert staff,
community leaders and most importantly young people and their families?
These are basic principles of any legitimate community service review.

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he
was not able to respond on this matter.

2. Given that it was stated that staff positions were made redundant and not as a
result of any disciplinary action, why were staff unable to be around the
premises even just to say goodbye to the young people?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he
was not able to respond on this matter.

5.2.5 Mrs N Murray, 96b Alexander Road, Rivervale

1. Why weren’t the community made aware of this change to prepare for the
aftermath that our children were going to have to deal with, for example, my
daughter has been so distraught that she has not eaten since last Tuesday,
18 October, after hearing this news? | have to take her to the doctor today.

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that he was concerned that her daughter feels
this way and hopes that she soon feels better. He added that if her daughter
were to go to the Centre and engage with the Coordinator and encourage her to
give the new services and staff a chance, he was confident of a positive
outcome, just like a number of young people who have already given positive
feedback. This is also evidenced by increased numbers in a very short space of
time.
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5.2.6 Ms S Reuben, 2 Rivose Way, Cloverdale

1. It was claimed that the outsourcing of the Youth Centre would provide a broader
range of activities with more qualifications. The previous staff have University
Degree qualifications and 10 years experience in the field. Please outline the
qualifications of the PCYC staff. Further how can an 18 year old staff member
have the necessary skills to counsel clients of their own age?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that the PCYC staff have the necessary
qualifications and skills to perform the functions required of them.

2. Could we please be shown the documentation of the review into the strategic
change in Youth Services that resulted in positions being made redundant?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he
was not able to respond on this matter.

5.2.7 Ms S Brooks, 21a Morago Crescent, Cloverdale

1. An email was sent from Stuart Cole to myself, dated 21 October 2011, stating
that PCYC are able to offer more services, for example, the Drop In Centre is
now open five days a week. Why was it not possible to open the Drop In
Centre five days a week when the City employed Youth Workers?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he
was not able to respond on this matter.

5.2.8 Mr W Childs, 122 Sydenham Street, Kewdale

1. Do you know the Chief Executive Officer and the Fund Raising and Marketing
Manager of PCYC do not know anything about the Strategic Plan for Youth and
Family Services? When asked, the Chief Executive Officer responded “We do
crime prevention and entertain kids”.

Response

Copies of the Youth Plan have been provided to PCYC in accordance with their
requirements.
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5.29 Ms J Vardy, 403 Orrong Road, Kewdale

1. | attached four alternate access plans with my comment on the draft vehicle
access plan, all with access via President Street and two of these within the
bonus R20/60 zoning, (however, comment on page 21 states the alternative
access | proposed was from Rosina Street or Orrong Place) — could | ask why
these were not considered?

Response

The Director Community and Statutory Services replied the unfortunately the
questions were only received late today, therefore he would have to check with
his officers. However, he stated that the alternative access plans would have
been considered in the process. First and foremost the idea of the plan is to
share and balance vehicle operations and allow land owners to develop without
restrictions.

2. The “Proposed Development based on Concept 1” on page 26, shows two of
three potential units on Lot 23 being built facing Orrong Road, with the
remaining unit having access directly off Orrong Place. From this, | understand
that Council does not have an objection to units developed on this lot facing and
having access via Orrong Place which would be a more attractive proposal than
facing Orrong Road. If Lot 23 is able to access via Orrong Place, why has an
extension of the proposed easement in Concept 1 along the boundary of Lot 33
to give access to Lot 22 not been considered? This would require the
construction of one road instead of two with a greater use of the land for
dwellings rather than roads.

Response

The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that this alternative
would result in more vehicle movements having to pass through the remaining
lots 30, 31 and 32. It is proposed to try and minimise any adverse effects as
much as possible, and all lots will ultimately benefit from the increased density
codes along Orrong Road.

3. Increasing rates on this land due to the increased value of the land would
possibly put pressure to sell or develop on those wishing to retain their single
unit dwelling on their land. If land values were to increase due to acceptance of
this proposed plan or once one of these units had been developed, does that
mean an increase in the rates on this land?

Response

The Director Corporate and Governance replied that the rates were unlikely to
change, as the rate is based on the gross rental value of the property, therefore
unless there is a change to the characteristics of the property, the rate will
remain as is if there were no new development on the land.
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7.40pm ROSSI MOVED, HITT SECONDED, that Question Time be extended a
further 30 minutes.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

5.2.10 Mr G Koh and Mr L Smith, Suite 16/135 Riseley Street, Booragoon

1. Why was the justification for the refusal of the development not included in last
week’s agenda meeting?

Response

The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that all relevant
documents were referred for Councillors’ information.

2. We have 36 years experience in environmental sustainability and architecture,
does Mr Loh have training or experience in these areas?

Response

The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that the development is
assessed on planning considerations such as the Local Planning Policy No 1.

3. Wouldn’t it be more environmentally friendly and energy efficient if the City did
not insist on using further resources and more money by not granting the
approval for the development?

Response

The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that energy efficiency is
always an important consideration, however, in terms of priority, planning and
layout of buildings is more important. These design considerations came about
from a workshop by Department of Planning on 11 May 1991. The LPP1 was
formed at this workshop. The Policy has been regularly revised during this time.
The community has accepted these guidelines and criteria.

4. How many people know about the sustainability of design in the community,
and therefore, wouldn'’t it be better to ask professionals and not just anyone in
the community for advice?

Response
The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that environmental

considerations are gaining more prominence in the community when engaging
in the design of buildings.

10
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Item 5.2.10 Continued

5. Should the City approve building design on blanket solutions or by merit of
individual design?

The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that the design plan

would have been addressed at the Development Control Group meeting. There
are now a number of buildings in the City that are considered very innovative.

5.2.11 Ms E Murray, 96b Alexander Road, Rivervale,

1. What made you think it would be okay to fire the Youth and Family Workers that
we have grown to trust and care about without getting a chance to say
goodbye?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer encouraged Ms Murray to engage with the Youth and
Family Service Coordinator directly, and she will provide guidance and
encouragement to give the new services a chance. The Chief Executive Officer
stated that he was positive that Ms Murray would receive a good outcome.

5.2.12 Ms S Murray, 96b Alexander Road, Rivervale

1. Why did you fire our Youth and Family Workers without warning or telling us
and letting us go to a Youth Centre to a place full of workers we don’t know?

Response
The Chief Executive Officer encouraged Ms Murray to visit the Youth Centre and

give the new staff from PCYC an opportunity to help, and in particular engage
with the Coordinator.

2. If this change is supposed to be for the better for us youth, why were we not
asked what we wanted and why didn’t we get a choice in this?
Response

The Chief Executive Officer reiterated his encouragement for the new PCYC staff
and for the youths to give them the opportunity to help.

11
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5.2.13 Ms C Woodward, 1a Brennan Way, Belmont

1. How could you expect that there would be no problems or traumas for us
children by just ripping away a second family that helped us through all the hard
times?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer encouraged Ms Woodward to give the Centre an
opportunity to work.

2. How could you just rip away the Youth and Family Workers without a goodbye
and expect us to trust and get along with new workers who we are
uncomfortable with as we know nothing about them? Ms Woodward also stated
that she had attended the Centre for a week and was not happy with the
changes made, and made reference to a child that was very distraught.

Response

The Chief Executive Officer said he would take the question on notice and find
out from the Coordinator if she was aware of the child crying.

5.2.14 Mr A Mathew, 5 Marchamley Place, Carlisle

1. Currently two options are proposed for this development what are the factors
considered like safety?

Response
The Director Community and Statutory Services replied that he has been advised
that design engineers had studied safety issues, and the design has addressed

most of the safety concerns. Safety issues are also one of the reasons why
there is no access onto Orrong Road.

5.2.15 Mrs H Astachiw, 37 Yomba Street, Kewdale

1 As a ratepayer and parent of a child who was regularly attending the City of
Belmont Youth Centre, why was | not informed of the immediate changes to the
program and staff at the centre?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that there were no changes to the services
provided, in addition the holiday program also continued with no changes.

12
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Item 5.2.15 Continued

2. | have concerns of the increase in age limits of youths allowed to attend the
Belmont Youth Centre. | have reservations with my 13 year old daughter
associating with youths past school age at the centre and would like to know
how this integration of what | was told 12yrs — 25yrs will work to the children’s’
benefit?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that he would take the question on notice.

5.2.16 Ms S Brooks, 21a Morago Crescent, Cloverdale

1. What is the general procedure when the City outsources its services?
Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that the Local Government Act 1995 provides
for the separation of powers and it is the domain of the Chief Executive Officer to
deliver outcomes of plans. It is through the management of these plans that
service delivery is provided. Councillors monitor service delivery and the Chief
Executive Officer accordingly.

2. If all other services are outsourced by a tender process, why did this not occur
with Family and Youth Services?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that currently the service does not exceed the
financial threshold, however, the service may go to tender in the long term if the
service exceeds the financial threshold.

5.2.17 Mr R Birch, 195 Knutsford Avenue, Kewdale

1. In respect to legal funds that have been advanced to a Councillor, have funds
been returned in full and if not, does the City have the right to offset setting fees
in lieu of payment and is there interest payable on the outstanding amount?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that the current legal fees that have been
funded to a Councillor have been negotiated to be repaid over a commercially
arranged time frame. The City has no right to deduct outstanding funds from the
Councillor’s sitting fees.
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5.2.18 Ms N Murray, 96b Alexander Road, Rivervale

1. Why was my previous question about the children not being able to say
goodbye to the Youth and Family Services not addressed properly, as its very
important for children to have closure?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that it was a difficult decision and one not
taken lightly and with much consideration. In view of how the matter has
progressed, it is not appropriate to discuss the matter in an open forum, as this

may predudice any parties involved. All matters will be dealt with in due
process.

2. If the Youth Centre received many awards in the past, why have things
changed, in that you have now outsourced the service?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that many of the awards were not specific to

Youth and Family Services alone as the City provides a number of services for

youth and that the survey results of services provided by the City must be kept
in context.

3. Why have you now got strangers looking after the children at the Youth
Services Centre?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that it was not appropriate for discussion to

be held with parents regarding staffing arrangements, prior to advising staff.

4. If there was time to advise parents of the change in staff at the Centre, why was
it not done so?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer stated that unfortunately, as previously advised, he
was not able to respond on this matter.

5.2.19 Ms S Reuben, 2 Rivose Way, Cloverdale

1. What are the qualifications of the staff at the Youth Services Centre?
Response
The Chief Executive Officer stated that the PCYC staff are engaged for particular

functions and have the necessary qualifications and skills to carry out these
functions.
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Item 5.2.19 Continued

2. Why have alternative learning students not received any support from the
PCYC staff?
Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that he would take the question on notice
however, this service is run in partnership with Belmont City College.

5.2.20 Mr J Allen, Australian Services Union

1. As many of the questions being asked tonight are not going to be subject to the
Fair Work Australia review, why can’t the Chief Executive Officer publicly
answer the questions and concerns of the residents and youth of Belmont in the
gallery?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that as a result of an application being lodged
with Fair Work Australia alleging unfair dismissal, the City has received advice
not to discuss matters relating to the proceedings in a public forum which may
prejudice any parties involved.

2. When is the performance review for the Chief Executive Officer?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that the performance review is carried out

annually, with the last review held in August for the year ending 30 June 2011,
with an interim review to be held in March 2012.

5.2.21 Ms S Brooks, 21a Morago Crescent, Cloverdale

1. The PCYC website does not state qualifications of staff, whether there are
vacancies, who potential employees could contact in regards to employment,
youth and family services or counselling.

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that he could not comment on the content of
the PCYC website.

8.15pm As there were no further questions, the Presiding Member declared Public
Question Time closed.
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6. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES/RECEIPT OF INFORMATION MATRIX

6.1 ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING HELD 27 SEPTEMBER 2011
(Circulated under separate cover)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

POWELL MOVED, MARTIN SECONDED, That the minutes of the Ordinary Council
Meeting held on 27 September 2011 as printed and circulated to all Councillors,
be confirmed as a true and accurate record.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

6.2 SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING HELD 17 OCTOBER 2011
(Circulated under separate cover)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

GODFREY MOVED, WOLFF SECONDED, That the minutes of the Special Council
Meeting held on 17 October 2011 as printed and circulated to all Councillors, be
confirmed as a true and accurate record.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

6.3 INFORMATION MATRIX FOR THE AGENDA BRIEFING FORUM HELD
18 OCTOBER 2011

(Circulated under separate cover)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

POWELL MOVED, HITT SECONDED, That the Information Matrix for the Agenda
Briefing Forum held on 18 October 2011 as printed and circulated to all
Councillors, be received and noted.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

7. QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS ON WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN
(WITHOUT DISCUSSION)

Nil.
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8. QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE
8.1 CR POWELL
1. Cr Powell referred to the questions she asked at the Ordinary Council

Meeting of 23 August 2011, in which she referred to the Town of Victoria
Park’s monetary share of the SES Building Levy and asked the Chief
Executive Officer for an update on any communications received since this
time and what could be done to bring forward payment?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that he had attended a briefing at the Town
of Victoria Park last Tuesday evening, at which the City’s Director Technical
Services gave a presentation. The matter will now go back before the Town of
Victoria Park Council for a decision.

2. Cr Powell referred to the cover page of the Annual Budget for the City of
Belmont whereby a picture of both the Mayor of the City of Belmont and the
Town of Victoria Park turning of the sod for the SES Building, and asked what
can be done to ensure the Town of Victoria Park pay?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer advised that following the meeting with the Town
of Victoria Park last Tuesday evening, the Town Council were encouraged to
visit the site and the Chief Executive Officer briefed the Town of Victoria Park’s
Chief Executive Officer. He also showed a copy of the Annual Budget
demonstrating the good will of the City of Belmont.

3. Can Councillors receive an update on the PCYC programs?
Response
The Chief Executive Officer replied that the Standing Committee (Community

Capacity) to be held on 14 November 2011 would include an update by the
PCYC of its programs, which all Councillors are invited to attend.
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8.2 CRHITT

1. There seems to be some delineation of power between Councillors and
Officers of the City by the general public. Could it be noted in the minutes
that Councillors can not intervene in staff matters?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied that Councillors have received briefings on

this matter in particular, Councillors should note Section 2.10 of the Local
Government Act 1995 where it sets out the role of Councillors.

Of more relevance is section 5.41 of the Local Government Act 1995 -
Functions of CEO

Whilst there are many elements to this section including

(a) advise the council in relation to the functions of a local government under this Act
and other written laws;

(b) ensure that advice and information is available to the council so that informed
decisions can be made;

(c) cause council decisions to be implemented;
(d) manage the day to day operations of the local government;

(e) liaise with the mayor or president on the local government’s affairs and the
performance of the local government’s functions;

(f) speak on behalf of the local government if the mayor or president agrees;

Sub Section (g) is the most relevant

(g) be responsible for the employment, management supervision, direction and
dismissal of other employees (subject to section 5.37(2) in relation to senior
employees);

(h) ensure that records and documents of the local government are properly kept for
the purposes of this Act and any other written law; and (i) perform any other function
specified or delegated by the local government or imposed under this Act or any
other written law as a function to be performed by the CEO.

2. Will the PCYC include programs for youths with disabilities?

Response

The Chief Executive Officer replied yes, as far as he was aware.
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8.3 CR BAss

1. Cr Bass requested that she receive an update on all information given to
other Councillors.

Response

The Chief Executive Officer advised that an update on all information would be
given to her as part of her induction.

9. NEW BUSINESS OF AN URGENT NATURE APPROVED BY THE
PERSON PRESIDING OR BY DECISION

Nil.

10. BUSINESS ADJOURNED FROM A PREVIOUS MEETING

Nil.

11. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

11.1 STANDING COMMITTEE (COMMUNITY CAPACITY) HELD 19 SEPTEMBER 2011

(Circulated under separate cover)

POWELL MOVED, ROSSI SECONDED, That the Minutes for the Standing
Committee (Community Capacity) meeting held on 19 September 2011 as
previously circulated to all Councillors, be received and noted.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

11.2 STANDING COMMITTEE (ENVIRONMENTAL) HELD 17 OCTOBER 2011
(Circulated under separate cover)

HITT _MOVED, GODFREY SECONDED, That the Minutes for the Standing
Committee (Environmental) meeting held on 17 October 2011 as previously
circulated to all Councillors, be received and noted.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0
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11.3 STANDING COMMITTEE (AUDIT AND RISK) HELD 17 OCTOBER 2011
(Circulated under separate cover)

POWELL MOVED, BASS SECONDED, That the Minutes for the Standing
Committee (Audit and Risk) meeting held on 17 October 2011 as previously
circulated to all Councillors, be received and noted.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

1.4 STANDING COMMITTEE (COMMUNITY CAPACITY) HELD 17 OCTOBER 2011
(Circulated under separate cover)

ROSSI MOVED, HITT SECONDED, That the Minutes for the Standing Committee
(Community Capacity) meeting held on 17 October 2011 as previously
circulated to all Councillors, be received and noted.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

12 REPORTS OF ADMINISTRATION

WITHDRAWN ITEMS

Item 12.1 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Wolff.
Item 12.2 was withdrawn at the request of Cr Wolff.

HITT MOVED, GODFREY SECONDED, That with the exception of Items 12.1 and
12.2 which are to be considered separately, that the Officer Recommendations
specifically for Items 12.3, 12.4, 12.5, 12.6 and 12.7 be adopted en - bloc by an
Absolute Majority decision.

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 8 VOTES TO 0
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12.1 Two GROUPED DWELLINGS-LOT 13 (73) FITZROY ROAD, RIVERVALE
BUILT BELMONT

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

Attachment No Details

Attachment 1-ltem 12.1 refers Development Application Plans

Attachment 2-Item 12.1 refers Plan-Driveway Alignment to Avoid Street
Tree

Attachment 3-ltem 12.1 refers Energy Audit Report-Proposed
Development vs Alternative Design

Voting Requirement
Subject Index

Location/Property Index

Application Index

Disclosure of any Interest

Previous Items
Applicant

Owner

Responsible Division

COUNCIL ROLE

]

(I

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Advocacy

Executive

Legislative

Review
Quasi-Judicial

Simple Majority

115/001

73 Fitzroy Road, Rivervale
281/2011/DA

N/A

N/A

Gerry Kho Architects

D Findlay and Y Findlay
Community and Statutory Services

When Council advocates on its own behalf or on behalf of
its community to another level of government/body
agency.

The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the
Council eg. adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders,
directing operations, setting and amending budgets
Includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes and
policies

When Council reviews decisions made by Officers

When Council determines an application/matter that
directly affect a person’s right and interests. The judicial
character arises from the obligation to abide by the
principles of natural justice. Examples of quasi-judicial
authority include town planning applications, building
licences, applications for other permits/licences (eg under
Health Act, Dog Act or Local Laws) and other decisions
that may be appealable to the State Administrative
Tribunal

For Council to consider the development of two two-storey grouped dwellings on Lot
13 (73) Fitzroy Road, Rivervale.
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Item 12.1 Continued

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

e The City has received an application for two two-storey grouped dwellings on
Lot 13 (73) Fitzroy Road, Rivervale.

e The property is zoned ‘Residentiall R20/R40. Development at a density above
the based code of R20 in a flexible coded area may be supported where in the
opinion of Council; a high degree of compliance with Local Planning Policy No 1
(LPP1) is demonstrated. The subject proposal is at a density of R30.

e The development proposes dwellings located such that vehicle access is
achieved either through:

(@) The removal of two existing street trees; or
(b)  The deviation of the driveway around the retained street tree.

e The applicant argues that the proposed designs of the dwellings are consistent
with environmental design principles and achieves a desirable standard for solar
design and cross ventilation.

¢ Requests for redesign of the dwellings have been rejected by the applicant on the
basis that re-positioning of the dwelling to retain the street trees would
compromise the desired environmental design outcome.

e The proposed development is inconsistent with the intent of the City in the
preservation of street trees, in that a proposed development shall have due
regard for the retention of any existing street trees.

e The proposed development does not demonstrate compliance with the
requirement under Clauses 6.2.4 (Surveillance of the Street), 6.2.8 (Garage
doors) and 6.5.4 (Access and Parking) of the Residential Design Codes (R-
Codes).

e The proposal does not sufficiently express visual separation, variation of front
facades and individuality for each dwelling, as required under Part 3(b) of LPP1.

e |t is considered that the proposed development surpassing the minimum
standards for Building Envelope Thermal Performance under the Building Code
of Australia (BCA), does not substantiate the removal/replacement of the street
tree or the dispensation of the requirements of the R-Codes and LPP1.

e Refusal is recommended.
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Item 12.1 Continued

LOCATION

The subject property is located on the north-eastern side of Fitzroy Road in
Rivervale.

Subject Lot

=== = = = Referral Area

Location Plan
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Item 12.1 Continued

CONSULTATION

Category B applications are those that need advertising, additional information,
documentation or revisions, approvals from other bodies such as Committees or
Council, or are building licences that required a development application. Category B
applications may need statutory advertising, referral to neighbours or consideration
by Council.

Affected Properties

The applicant has provided letters from the adjoining property owners of Lot 12 (75)
and Lot 14 (71) Fitzroy Road, Rivervale which acknowledges that they have viewed
the plans for the proposed development and have no objections. Copies of the
written comments from the neighbours have been submitted to the City. No further
consultation was considered necessary in respect to this matter.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

In accordance with the Strategic Plan Key Result Area: Built Belmont.

Objective: Achieve a planned City that is safe and meets the needs of the
community.

Strategy: Encourage a wide choice and consistent implementation of development
approaches.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Local Planning Policy No 1 (LPP1)

Clause 2.3 and 2.5 of Town Planning Scheme No 14 provide for the preparation and
adoption of Local Planning Policies. LPP1 has been prepared and adopted in
accordance with the Scheme. The policy outlines the criteria (in addition to the
provisions of the R-Codes) against which developments above the base code of R20
will be assessed.

Residential Design Codes (R-Codes)
The R-Codes define ‘Grouped Dwelling’ as follows:

“A dwelling that is one of a group of two or more dwellings on the same lot
such that no dwelling is place wholly or partly vertically above another, except
where special conditions of landscape or topography dictate otherwise, and
includes a dwelling on a survey strata with common property.”

Part 6 of the R-Codes contains acceptable and performance criteria design

guidelines for all single houses and grouped dwellings. Specifically, Clause 6.5.4
relates to vehicles access.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS)
The subject property is zoned ‘Urban’ under the MRS.
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Item 12.1 Continued

Town Planning Scheme No 14 (TPS14)

Zoning and Land Use

The subject lot is zoned ‘Residential’ under TPS14, with a flexible density code of
R20/R40. The purpose and intention of the ‘Residential’ zone is to permit a mix of
single housing and other housing types to encourage families to the district and
increase the resident population.

A Grouped Dwelling is a ‘D’ use under the Scheme, meaning that it is not permitted
unless Council has exercised its discretion by granting Planning Approval.

The development standards for lots with a split density coding in the ‘Residential’
zone are contained within TPS14. Specifically, Clause 10.3.1.5(i) of TPS14 states
that development above the base code of R20 may be supported where in the
opinion of Council there is a high degree of compliance with the performance-based
criteria contained in the relevant local planning policy.

Clause 5.8 of TPS14 outlines the matters to be considered when Council exercises
discretion. Specifically, Clause 5.8(c) states that Council shall have due regard for
“the requirements of orderly and proper planning including any relevant proposed
new town planning scheme that has been adopted by the Council pursuant to the
Town Planning Regulations 1967 or any pending amendment to the Metropolitan
Region Scheme”.

Draft Local Planning Scheme No 15 (LPS15)

The Council, at its Special Council Meeting of 14 February 2011, resolved to grant
final adoption of draft LPS15. The draft Scheme has now been endorsed by the
Minister for Planning, subject to minor amendments. It is expected that the Scheme
will be gazetted before the end of 2011.

Under draft LPS15 the zoning of the subject property remains ‘Residential’.
‘Grouped Dwelling’ under Table 1 of draft LPS15 is listed as an ‘P’ use, meaning that
the use is permitted by the Scheme providing the use complies with the relevant
development standards and requirements of the Scheme.

The standards under draft LPS15 for development in a flexible coded area above the
base code of R20 (but not exceeding a density of R50) are outlined under Clauses
5.7.3 and 5.7.6. Specifically relevant to this proposal, Clause 5.7.3(j) of draft LPS15
states that “for developments that propose dwellings adjacent to each other, carports
and garages shall be incorporated into the house design so they do not dominate the
appearance of the dwelling and the streetscape”; as well as Clause 5.7.3(l) which
states “The number of crossover for any development shall be minimised”.

Deemed Refusal
Under Clause 5.5.1 of the City of Belmont Town Planning Scheme No 14 an
application is ‘deemed to be refused’ if it is not determined within a 60 day period.

The only exception to these cases is where there is a written agreement for further
time between the applicant and the City of Belmont. The applicant has submitted in
writing requesting a two month extension of the statutory time period.
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Item 12.1 Continued

The deemed refusal date for this application has been extended to 10 November
2011. Should Council defer this item then the deemed refusal rights will arise before
the matter is referred back to Council.

Right of Appeal
Is there a right of appeal? [X]Yes []No

The applicant/owner may appeal a planning approval/planning refusal to the State
Administrative Tribunal (SAT) subject to Part 14 of the Planning and Development
Act 2005. Appeals must be lodged with SAT within 28 days. Further information can
be obtained from the SAT website—www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au.

BACKGROUND

Lodgement Date: | 6 July 2011 TPS14 Residential R20/R40
zoning:

Lot Area: 748m? Use Class: Grouped Dwelling—'D’ use

MRS: Urban Draft LPS15 | Residential R20/R40
zonhing:

Estimated Value: | $490,000 Use Class: Grouped Dwelling—P’ use

Site Description

The subject property is located on the north-eastern side of Fitzroy Road in Rivervale
and contains an existing single dwelling. The property has a street frontage of
approximately 16.58m with two existing street trees on the verge. The trees have
been identified as a Queensland Brush Box tree (Lophosetmon confertus) to the
north-west and a Bottlebrush tree (Callistemon viminalis) to the south-east.

Preliminary Plans

The applicant requested the City’s comments on preliminary plans for development
on the property. The preliminary plans were considered by the City’s Development
Control Group (DGC) and the applicant was advised of the following issues:

e The double garage to each dwelling exceeds the 60% permitted under Clause
6.2.8 of the R-Codes;

e LPP1 requires a frontage of 24m in order for ‘side by side’ grouped dwellings to
be supported;

e The ‘side by side’ arrangement may be supported where the proposal
demonstrates that the garage does not dominate the appearance of the dwellings
and the streetscape. The following relevant conditions were highlighted:

- Both street trees are to be retained.

- Unit 1 garage to be relocated such that the crossover will be positioned
between the existing two verge trees, which are to be retained. Each
crossover must achieve the required clearance from both verge trees and the
light pole;
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Item 12.1 Continued

- In addition to reducing the impact of the garage on the street, the upper front
facade of each dwelling (above garage) must have a habitable room window
providing surveillance to the street. The recessed bedroom window abutting
the balcony is not sufficient; and

- Greater diversity of architectural style/materials/colour for each dwelling is
needed. The same facade for both dwellings as shown is not acceptable.

Proposal
The development proposes the demolition of the existing dwelling and the

construction of two two-storey grouped dwellings on the property (Refer to
Attachment 1). Development is at the R30 density with dwellings adjacent to one
another and separate crossover for vehicle access to each dwelling. The proposal
satisfies the ‘Acceptable Development’ requirements under the R30 density of the R-
Codes in regard to:

e Minimum and average lot sizes;

e Setback of the buildings from the street and the boundaries with the adjoining
properties; and

e Allowing acceptable solar access to adjoining properties.

The development proposes variations to the R-Codes in regards to:

e Surveillance of the Street (Cl. 6.2.4);
e Garage Doors (Cl. 6.2.8); and
e Vehicle Access (CI. 6.5.4).

The following variations to Clause 3(b) LPP1 are proposed:

e Minimum lot frontage for dwellings developed in a ‘side by side’ configuration;
and
e Variation of front facades.

Power Supply
This site has underground power. There are no power poles along the frontage of
the site.

OFFICER COMMENT

Objectives—Local Planning Policy No 1 (LPP1)
Clause 10.3.1.5(i) of TPS14 requires development above the base code of R20 to
achieve a high level of compliance with LPP1.

The applicant has sought support for development of the dwellings in a ‘side by side’
configuration even though the property has a frontage of only 16.58m, falling short of
the 24m specified under Clause 3(b) of LPP1. The purpose of the minimum frontage
specified under this clause is to maintain the desired streetscape that is not
dominated by garage doors. This directly relates to the R-Code streetscape
objectives and the criteria for garages.
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Item 12.1 Continued

Further to the above, the architectural elevations of the two dwellings have been
‘mirrored’ and are identical apart from minor variations to the proposed roof material,
garage doors and perhaps colour scheme. This fails to sufficiently express the visual
separation, variation of front facades and individuality for each dwelling to meet the
objectives under Clause 3(b) of LPP1.

Although the City may consider support for variation of the minimum frontage
requirements for ‘side by side’ developments, the concern is that the proposal fails to
satisfy a number is fundamental objectives of not only LPP1 and the general intent of
the City in relation to minimising the impact of development on existing street trees,
but also the R-Codes.

Objectives-Residential Design Codes (R-Codes)

Garage Doors
The garages of the proposed development occupy a total of 68.52% of the frontage

of the property, exceeding the maximum of 60% allowable under Clause 6.2.8 of the
R-Codes. The City had made clear to the applicant that this variation may be
considered under the performance criteria 6.2.8(P8) of the R-Codes given that a two
storey dwelling has potential to assist in reducing the impact of the garages upon the
street, but only on the provision that the existing street tree is retained, and
development achieves a high level of compliance with the other requirements of the
R-Codes and LPP1.

Vehicular Access

The applicant has indicated that the proposed design of each dwelling is consistent
with environmental design principles and achieves a desirable standard for solar
design and cross ventilation. The applicant considers that re-positioning of the
garage to facilitate adequate vehicle access while retaining the street trees would
compromise the desired environmental design outcome.

The applicant has alternatively proposed for the driveway to deviate such that the
position of the garage remains unchanged and the street tree is retained (refer
Attachment 2). The applicant’'s view is that the R-Codes do not specify any
restrictions on manoeuvring of vehicles for access/egress. It is noted that the
applicant is mistaken in this regard; Clause 6.5.4 of the R-Codes outlines the
requirements for vehicular access, which requires driveways to be aligned at right
angles to the street and for driveways to be located so as to avoid street trees. The
City’s Technical Services Division has affirmed that considerable manoeuvring of a
vehicle is required, and the proposed driveway deviating around the tree does not
provide for safe vehicle access/egress.

Repositioning the garage to the right-hand-side of Unit 1 will allow for compliant
vehicle access/egress while retaining the street tree. The diagrams below illustrate
the impact on vehicle manoeuvring with the different garage positions for Unit 1:
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Surveillance of the Street

Clause 6.2.4 of the R-Codes requires at least one habitable room window of each
dwelling to have a clear view of the street and the approach to the dwelling for the
purpose for passive surveillance of the street and security. The development plans
propose balconies (or Terraces as annotated on the development plans) above the
garage of each unit. Balconies are not considered habitable rooms under the
definitions contained in the R-Codes. The opening of the Master bedroom to balcony
is setback 2.5m from the facade of the dwelling is not considered to achieve the
objective of providing passive surveillance of the street. This issue had been
previously identified and brought to the applicant's attention through the City’s
comments on the preliminary plans.

Given that the above issues have been raised previously, it is disappointing that the
development proposal does not address these basic development objectives.

Objectives—Local Planning Scheme No 15 (LPS15)

In determining this planning application Council is to have due regard for the
upcoming LPS15. Given that the development proposes the dwellings adjacent to
one another, Clause 5.7.3(j) of LPS15 requires the garage to be incorporated into the
house design so that the streetscape and appearance of the dwelling is not
dominated by the garage.

It is acknowledged that a two storey development does assist in reducing the impact
of the garages upon the street. However, Clause 5.7.3(j) of LPS15 requires the
number of crossovers for any development to be minimised. Having regard for these
two clauses of LPS15, it is considered that a more desirable planning outcome will be
achieved in this instance where the dwellings are developed one behind the other
with vehicle access via a common driveway. Such a configuration provides a
substantially wider street frontage for the front dwelling and removes concerns over
the dominance of garage doors on the streetscape. This configuration also
minimises the number of crossovers to the development.

Impact on Street Trees

The existing street trees are identified as a Queensland Brush Box tree
(Lophosetmon confertus) and a Bottlebrush tree (Callistemon viminalis). The
applicant has suggested that a better environmental design outcome would be
achieved if the City supports the development as proposed with the existing street
trees being removed to facilitate vehicle access to the property and replaced with
deciduous native trees positioned such that the required 1.5m setback of the
crossover from the street tree is achieved. The applicant suggests that the
Queensland Brush Box tree is in poor condition and previous pruning has caused
vertical asymmetry.

The City’s Parks Technical Officer has recommended that:

e The City may consider support for the removal of the less significant Bottlebrush
tree in order to facilitate vehicle access for the proposed development; and

e The Queensland Brush Box tree provides significant canopy cover of the street
and should be retained; its removal would contribute to the loss of canopy cover
to the street which is undesirable for the City.
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Further to this, the City’s Arborist has confirmed that although the Queensland Brush
Box tree may not be considered aesthetically pleasing, it is structurally sound and in
good health.

In accordance with the City’s Street Tree Strategy, the replacement species for the
Queensland Brush Box tree is the Golden Rain Tree (Koelreuteria paniculata). This
tree will take approximately 20 years to establish good canopy cover. It is noted that
the Golden Rain tree species would not match the size and density of the canopy
cover provided by the existing Queensland Brush Box tree.

Environmental Design

The key argument for the applicant’s proposed design is that positioning of the
garage provides for more efficient cross ventilation, which is consistent with
environmental design principles.

The applicant has submitted a report from an Accredited Assessor certifying that the
proposed development achieves an 8.5 star rating under the Home Energy Rating
Scheme (HERS). In order to comply with the Building Code of Australia (BCA)
requirements, a minimum of 5 stars (on a scale of 1 to 10) are required under this
rating system. In order to demonstrate that the desired environmental design
outcome is adversely affected, the applicant has also presented a report for an
alternative design which allows the retention of the street tree while complying with
the vehicle access requirements of the R-Codes. It is noted that the alternative
design achieves a rating of 8 stars which is a 0.5 star reduction in rating as compared
with the applicant’s desired outcome. A summary of the comparative reports by the
Accredited Assessor outlines that the difference in rating of 0.5 stars equates to
approximately $120 in energy cost per annum. Attachment 3 details the comparative
reports.

Notwithstanding the above, a review of the data reflected on the certificates of the
comparative designs indicates a result of “well ventilated” for both the designs. The
difference in data values reflected on the certificates of the two designs appears
under the ‘Net Conditioned Floor Area’, ‘Net Unconditioned Floor Area’ and
‘Windows’ component. Putting forward the argument that re-positioning of the
garage adversely affects cross ventilation and hence the energy rating of the dwelling
is therefore questionable. It is noted that a number of construction elements
contribute to the energy rating of a dwelling, it is considered that a 0.5 star reduction
in rating may be remediated through the upgrading of other construction elements.
The argument that the re-positioned garage immutably compromises the HERS
rating is therefore not accepted.

Conclusion

Given that the above matters have been brought to the applicant’s attention when the
preliminary plans were reviewed by the City, it is regrettable that the development
application has disregarded the fundamental requirements for compliance with the
R-Codes and LPP1. Providing dispensation on these basic policy requirements and
the objective of minimising the impact of development on street trees on the rationale
that the proposed development achieves a desirable standard for Building Envelope
Thermal Performance under the Building Code of Australia (BCA) does not meet the
objectives of orderly and proper planning.

It is recommended that the application be refused.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

As of the 1 July 2003 Energy Efficiency requirements have been implemented via the
Building Code of Aust Volume 2 and all residential buildings at the time of application
of a Building Licence need to comply with the ‘deemed to satisfy’ requirements or
alternatively an Energy Audit Report can be submitted by an accredited person.

As noted in the Officer Comment section of this report, the applicant has provided an
Energy Audit Report prepared by an accredited assessor certifying that the proposed
development achieves an 8.5 star rating under the Home Energy Rating Scheme
(HERS). Refer to Attachment 3 for further details. In accordance with the Building
Code of Australia (BCA) a minimum of 5 stars (on a scale of 1 to 10) are required
under this rating system.

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no social implications at this time.

8.29pm The Senior Governance Officer departed and returned to the meeting.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

WOLFF MOVED, GODFREY SECONDED, That Council refuse planning
application 281/2011/DA as detailed in plans dated 12 July 2011 submitted by
Gerry Kho Architects on behalf of the owners D Findlay and Y Findlay, for two
grouped dwellings (two storey) at Lot 13 (73) Fitzroy Road, Rivervale for the
following reasons:

1. The proposal does not comply with Clause 6.2.4 of the Residential
Design Codes in regard to providing passive surveillance of the street.

2. The proposal does not comply with Clause 6.5.4 of the Residential
Design Codes in regard to minimising crossovers and locating vehicle
access to avoid street trees.

3. The proposal does not comply with Clause 10.3.1.5(i) of Town Planning
Scheme No 14 which requires development above the base code of R20
to achieve a high level of compliance with Local Planning Policy No 1,
specifically the proposal does not comply with Part 3(b) of Local
Planning Policy No 1 in regard to sufficiently expressing visual
separation, variation of front facades and individuality for each dwelling.

4. Providing dispensation on the fundamental requirements of Clauses
6.2.4 and 6.5.4 of the Residential Design Codes and Part 3(b) of Local
Planning Policy No 1 on the basis that the proposed development
achieves a desirable standard for Building Envelope Thermal
Performance under the Building Code of Australia is inconsistent with
the objectives of proper and orderly planning.
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5. The proposal does not satisfy Clause 5.8(c) of Town Planning Scheme
No 14 where approval of a development that requires Council to
exercise its discretion is to have due regard for the requirements under
draft Local Planning Scheme No 15 which has been endorsed by the
Minister for Planning.

6. The proposal does not have due regard for Clause 5.7.3(l) of draft Local
Planning Scheme No 15 which requires a proposal to minimise the
number of crossovers for any development.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0
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12.2

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

DRAFT VEHICLE ACCESS PLAN-LOTS 23, 22, 33 AND 32 (403, 405, 407 AND 409)
ORRONG ROAD AND LOTS 31 AND 30 (129 AND 131) PRESIDENT STREET,

KEWDALE

BUILT BELMONT

Attachment No

Details

Attachment 4-ltem 12.2 refers Draft Vehicle Access Plan Concept 1

Voting Requirement
Subject Index

Location/Property Index

Application Index

Disclosure of any Interest

Previous Items
Applicant

Owner

Responsible Division

COUNCIL ROLE

L]

O X O

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Advocacy

Executive

Legislative

Review
Quasi-Judicial

Simple Majority

117/016

403, 405 and 407 Orrong Road and 129 and 131
President Street, Kewdale

N/A

None

N/A

City of Belmont

Various

Planning Services

When Council advocates on its own behalf or on behalf of
its community to another level of government/body/agency.
The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the
Council eg. adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders,
directing operations, setting and amending budgets

Includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes and
policies

When Council reviews decisions made by Officers

When Council determines an application/matter that directly
affect a person’s right and interests. The judicial character
arises from the obligation to abide by the principles of
natural justice. Examples of quasi-judicial authority include
town planning applications, building licences, applications
for other permits/licences (eg under Health Act, Dog Act or
Local Laws) and other decisions that may be appealable to
the State Administrative Tribunal

To consider adoption of a draft vehicular access plan following receipt of submissions.
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SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

The City received a request to initiate the statutory adoption of a vehicle access plan
(VAP) in accordance with Clause 10.3.1.2 of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No 14.

Two draft vehicular access plans were prepared by the City for Lots 23, 22, 33 and 32
(403, 405, 407 and 409) Orrong Road and Lots 31 and 30 (129 and 131) President
Street, Kewdale.

The draft vehicular access plans were advertised for public comment from
29 June 2011 to 22 July 2011. Four submissions were received.

It is recommended that the proposed vehicle access plan Concept 1 be adopted by
Council.
LOCATION

Lots 23, 22, 33 and 32 (403, 405, 407 and 409) Orrong Road and Lots 31 and 30 (129
and 131) President Street, Kewdale.

A

/
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CONSULTATION

Category C applications are those that need external referrals from third parties such
as the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA), Western Australian Planning
Commission (WAPC), Swan River Trust (SWT), Heritage Council etc. Category C
applications may also require statutory advertising, referral to neighbours or
consideration by Council.

The draft vehicular access plans were advertised for public comment from
29 June 2011 to 22 July 2011 to:

e The landowners and land occupiers of Lots 23, 22, 33 and 32 (403, 405, 407 and
409) Orrong Road and Lots 31 and 30 (129 and 131) President Street, Kewdale;

e Main Roads Western Australia; and
e Department of Planning.

On closure of the referral period two submissions were received. Two late submissions
were received from the Department of Planning and Main Roads Western Australia.
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No. Name

Description of

Affected Property,

Lot No., Street, etc.

Resume of Submission

Officer Recommendation

1. Jennifer Vardy

Lot 23 (403) Orrong
Road, Kewdale

Oppose.

As the property owner can gain access from
Orrong Place, the owner does not wish to
provide an easement in gross, which could
potentially decrease the value of the
property and restrict the development
potential.

The owner has proposed a new concept
plan be developed presenting alternative
access from Rosina Street or other parts of
Orrong Place.

Not Supported.

The rationale given that a vehicle
access plan will decrease the value
of the property at Lot 23 is not
supported as the scheme states that
without an approved vehicle access

plan, development other than a
single  dwelling cannot occur.
Furthermore, the development of

anything greater than the base code
of R20 is considered a bonus and
will only be approved if the
development proposal meets the
requirements of the City.

The option to develop an alternative
access route is also not supported
as it would be unreasonable to take
land from properties that do not abut
Orrong Road which do not have the
greater density bonus of R60.

2. Danica Ko-Ng

Lot 32 (409) Orrong
Road, Kewdale

Support.

The owner has written in support to Concept
1 as temporary access to Orrong Road is
less likely, the concept retains more effective
use of Lot 33 and Lot 30 and is fair to all lots
being affected by the VAP

Support.

The argument satisfies the logic of
the proposed vehicle access plan
Concept 1. Concept 1 does propose
an equal portion of land to be used
for the public access way on all lots
that are given the greater potential
density provision of R60.

vehicle access plans, as it meets the goal of
restricting access to Category 2 Other
Regional Roads. Main Roads has stated the
Preference to Concept 2. No supporting
argument is given.

3. Department of | N/A Support. Support.
Planning—
Network The Department supports in principle the | The City acknowledges the support
Planning and initiative to minimise the access onto a | for both vehicle access plans.
Design Regional road. The Department has not
Transport given a preference to either concept. The comment to amend Concept 1 is
Branch not supported, as Main Roads has
The Department has recommended that the | proposed a signal light at the corner
access from President Street shown on | of President Street and Orrong Road
Concept one could be positioned to finish at | and it is an engineering design
the northern end of lot 33 and access for lot | requirement to have a 24 metre
32 be separate and given from President | setback from any four way signal.
Street in order to reduce the amount of land | The setback requirement is the City’s
being required for the easement. rationale for requiring Lot 32 to take
access from the internal public
access road.
4. Main Roads N/A Support. Support.
Western
Australia Support is given for the adoption of both | No supporting comment is given to

the preference of Concept 2 in
referral submission. Further verbal
comment has been received stating
that Main Roads had understood
access was to be provided onto
Orrong Road in Concept 1 which is
not correct. No further comment has
been received.
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STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

In accordance with the Strategic Plan Key Result Area: Built Belmont
Objective: Achieve a planned City that is safe and meets the needs of the community.
Strategy: Encourage a wide choice and consistent implementation of development

approaches.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

WAPC Development Control Policy

Clause 10.3.1.2 of the Scheme is consistent with the WAPC’s Development Control
Policy No 5.1’ ‘Regional Roads (Vehicular Access)’, which outlines planning principles
(such as safety and function) to be considered when determining proposals for access
to regional roads. Policy Measure 3.3 ‘Development Requirement’ 3.3.3 states:

“3.3.3 An arrangement whereby adjoining owners enter into cross-easements
fo provide reciprocal rights of access across adjacent lots may be
required as a means of rationalising access to regional roads.”

City of Belmont Local Planning Policies
The City of Belmont Local Planning Policy No 1 contains development control
requirements for development above the base R20 code.

The City of Belmont Local Planning Policy No 11 contains development control
requirements for development along the Orrong Road precincts. The policy objectives
include minimising direct vehicular access to Orrong Road from adjacent properties
within the Policy Area so as to facilitate safe and efficient vehicular movement along
Orrong Road. The general development requirements of the policy state the following
regarding access:

e “In accordance with clause 10.3.1.2 of the Town Planning Scheme No 14, prior
to any development of a site other than a single residence, Council will require
the formulation of a vehicular access plan; and

e As a condition of development approval, Council may require that a public

easement in gross be provided to promote shared vehicular access between
lots.”

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Town Planning Scheme No 14 (TPS14)
The subject properties affected by the draft vehicular access plan are zoned
‘Residential’ with a density code of ‘R20/60’ under the City of Belmont TPS14.

Orrong Road is classed as a ‘Primary Regional Road’ reserve under the Metropolitan
Region Scheme. This reservation is represented in the City of Belmont Town Planning
Scheme No 14 and draft Local Planning Scheme No 15.
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Clause 10.3.1.2 of the TPS14 states:

“10.3.1.2 Where residential land abuts a regional road reserve, vehicular access
to that road shall not be permitted for residential development other than
for a single house, unless a vehicular access plan has been approved by
the responsible authority.”

Draft Local Planning Scheme No 15 (LPS15):
Draft LPS15 Clause 5.7.1 contains the same development control provision. Draft
LPS15 does not propose to change the density of the subject lots.

Right of Appeal
Is there a right of appeal? [ ]Yes [X] No

It should be noted that there is no right of appeal by land owners against the adoption
of the proposed vehicle access plan. The owners/applicants have the ability to appeal
the vehicle access plan easement requirement when imposed as a development
condition or if a development is refused due to the lack of a vehicle access plan.

BACKGROUND

Site Description

Lot 23 (403) Orrong Road abuts Orrong Place and Orrong Road. Lots 22, 33 and 32
(405, 407 and 409) Orrong Road are located parallel to Orrong Road and have no
other access streets; Lot 30 (131) abuts President Street also; and Lot 31 (129) abuts
President Street only. As part of the Main Roads Future Upgrade Project four signal
lights are to be constructed on the corner of President Street and Orrong Road. As a
result, any future development at Lot 32 (409) Orrong Road will be restricted to access
onto President Street. All of the subject lots contain a single dwelling only.

All lots affected by the VAP are within Precinct 7 of Local Planning Policy 11 (Orrong
Road). The lots have yet to be redeveloped and contain single dwellings or are vacant.

Preliminary Application

The City received a preliminary proposal for three grouped dwellings at Lot 32 (409)
Orrong Road, Kewdale. In order to progress any development proposal further Council
must adopt a vehicle access plan as per the requirements of Clause 10.3.1.2 of the
City’s TPS14 to facilitate access to the subject sites.

The City’s Technical Services Department prepared two draft vehicle access plans
having regard for the preliminary development proposal. The draft vehicle access
plans were referred to affected landowners and land occupiers.

Draft Vehicle Access Plan Concept 1
The ‘easement in gross’ is described below:

e The access is directly from President Street along the shared boundary of Lots 31
and 30 (129 and 131) President Street;

e It turns south towards Orrong Road at the eastern boundary of Lot 33 (407) Orrong
Road;
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e |t is directed equally along the eastern boundary of Lot 33 (407) Orrong Road and
the western boundary of Lot 31 (129) President Street until meeting the northern
boundary of the Orrong Road reserve and does not propose any access onto

Orrong Road; and

e This option also includes another crossover directly from Orrong Place that is
directed through the properties of Lots 23 and 22 (403 and 405) Orrong Road. It
runs parallel with Orrong Road (as shown below).
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Proposed Vehicle Access Plan Concept 1-Lot 23, 22, 33 and 32 (403, 405 and 407) Orrong

Road and Lots 31 and 30 (129 and 131) President Street, Kewdale

Draft Vehicle Access Plan Concept 2

The option includes one crossover directly from Orrong Place facilitating the ‘easement
in gross’ through the southern portions of the properties located at Lots 23, 22, 33 and
32 (403, 405, 407 and 409) Orrong Road and runs parallel with Orrong Road (as

shown below).
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Proposed Vehicle Access Plan Concept 2—Lot 23, 22, 33 and 32 (403, 405 and 407) Orrong
Road and Lots 31 and 30 (129 and 131) President Street, Kewdale

OFFICER COMMENT

Should Council choose not to adopt a vehicle access plan, the subject lots would only
be able to construct a single dwelling in accordance with the requirements of the
current Town Planning Scheme No 14.

It should be appreciated that the vehicular access plans which prescribe the location of
easements in gross, do not make allowance for the movement of rubbish trucks.
Landowners will need to deposit and collect their bins from the road verge at the end of
the easements where they connect with road reserve. Any planning approvals issued
for development of the above lots would include a condition in relation to this matter.

Draft Vehicle Access Plan Concept 1

Both plans prepared present advantages and disadvantages. It is considered that the
proposed vehicle access plan Concept 1 represents the most viable access solution for
the following reasons:

e [t takes into account the potential for the lots to be developed individually, as well
as allowing for lots to be amalgamated to create larger development sites;

¢ An equitable portion of land is to be taken from all lots that have the potential to
develop at the R60 density coding;

41

Document Set ID: 1910149
Version: 1, Version Date: 22/12/2011



ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.2 Continued

¢ The need for additional common property areas may be decreased;
e It accounts for any future road widening along Orrong Road; and
e The potential for higher traffic volumes along Orrong Place and Rosina Street are
decreased by creating an additional access point from President Street.
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Proposed Development based on Concept 1
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Draft Vehicle Access Plan Concept 2
In regard to Concept 2:

e The ‘easement in gross’ being located on the southern portions of the affected lots
best takes into account environmental concerns due to dust and noise;

e Additional access is necessary on Lots 22 and 33 (405 and 407) Orrong Road and
Lots 31 and 30 (129 and 131) President Street. This area could be better utilised

for outdoor living areas or further landscaping if the additional access was not
necessary; and

o It proposes only one crossover, which means that all vehicles will need to take

access from Orrong Place and travel around Rosina Street and President Street to
access Orrong Road.
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Proposed Development based on Concept 2

For reasons detailed previously, Concept 1 is considered the most appropriate option
and is recommended for adoption.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications evident at this time.

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The vehicle access plan will facilitate safe and efficient vehicular movement along
Orrong Road.
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Item 12.2 Continued

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

WOLFF MOVED, GODFREY SECONDED, That Council

1. Adopt the Vehicular Access Plan Concept 1 for Lot 23, 22, 33 and 32 (403,
405 and 407) Orrong Road and Lots 31 and 30 (129 and 131) President
Street, Kewdale as detailed in Attachment 4.

2. Forward a copy of the adopted Vehicular Access Plan to the Department
of Planning’s Network Planning and Design Transport Branch.

3. Advise all those who made a submission or are impacted by the adoption
of the Vehicle Access Plan of the outcome of the Council decision.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0
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12.3

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

2011/2012 OCTOBER BUDGET REVIEW

BUSINESS EXCELLENCE BELMONT

Attachment No Details

Attachment 5-ltem 12.3 refers 2011-2012 October Budget Review
Attachment 6-ltem 12.3 refers Statement of Budget Review
Attachment 7-ltem 12.3 refers Reserve Accounts 30 June 2012

Voting Requirement
Subject Index

Location/Property Index

Application Index

Disclosure of any Interest

Previous Items
Applicant

Owner

Responsible Division

COUNCIL ROLE

]

I ™4

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Advocacy

Executive

Legislative

Review
Quasi-Judicial

Absolute Majority Required
54/004—Budget Documentation-Council
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Corporate and Governance

When Council advocates on its own behalf or on behalf of
its community to another level of government/body/agency.
The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the
Council eg. adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders,
directing operations, setting and amending budgets.
Includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes and
policies.

When Council reviews decisions made by Officers.

When Council determines an application/matter that directly
affect a person’s right and interests. The judicial character
arises from the obligation to abide by the principles of
natural justice. Examples of quasi-judicial authority include
town planning applications, building licences, applications
for other permits/licences (eg under Health Act, Dog Act or
Local Laws) and other decisions that may be appealable to
the State Administrative Tribunal.

This report is prepared to conduct the first review of the Budget and recommend
adjustments to the 2011-2012 Adopted Budget. (Note: A Summary of Income and
Expenditure Variances are included as Attachment 5).
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

12.3 Continued

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

In keeping with sound financial management practices, a review of the 2011-12
Adopted Budget has been conducted. The Budget remains in balance with all carried
forward issues from 2010-11 end of year being addressed.

LOCATION

N/A.

CONSULTATION

There has been no specific consultation undertaken in respect to this matter other than
internal staff. Community consultation is not required.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

In accordance with the Strategic Plan Key Result Area: Business Belmont.

Objective: Achieve excellence in the management and operation of the local
government.

Strategy: Ensure Council is engaged at a strategic level to enable effective
decision making.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Regulation 33A of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996
requires a local government to carry out a review of its Budget between 1 January and
31 March each year, report it to Council and then report the outcome of the review to
the Department of Local Government. The City of Belmont has for many years now
conducted two budget reviews, one in October and one in March. A further review will
be conducted and reported to Council and also the Department in March 2012.

Also attached is a ‘Statement of Budget Review’ (Attachment 6) which compares the
proposed October Budget Review to the current Authorised Budget as requested by
the Department of Local Government.
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12.3 Continued

BACKGROUND

In keeping with Council’s ongoing budget control and financial management, a number
of adjustments are required to ensure Council’s Budget continues to reflect an accurate
position. As it is now some five months since the detailed Budget was prepared and
the carried forward figure was estimated, many estimates can now be accurately
confirmed. For statutory reporting purposes, the adopted Budget is used, however, for
sound management purposes, the adjusted Budget will be used on a day to day basis
in the Management Reports.

The October Budget Review process is predominantly aimed at addressing the
following issues:

) Carried Forward Figure as at 30 June 2011 (to be confirmed by Council’s
Auditors as part of the end of year Audit)

Decisions of Council requiring funding

Confirmation of various Government Grants

Any major over-expenditures

Building, Grounds and Engineering Carry Forward Works.

OFFICER COMMENT

The following summary lists the Divisional adjustments from the Summary of Income
and Expenditure Variances.

(brackets indicate increased income/reduced expenditure)

»  Opening Balance-Surplus (726,530)
> Chief Executive Officer Section 0
»  Corporate and Governance Division 303,753
»  Technical Services Division 209,787
> Community and Statutory Services Division 212,990
> Closing Balance 0

Net Cost 0

As has been the case in previous October Budget Reviews, one of the issues to be
addressed relates to the 1 July opening balance. The opening balance is predicted in
April/May to enable budget preparation and rate modelling to proceed.

This has always proved to be a challenging task and a more conservative approach
has been adopted in recent years with the period ended 30 June 2011 being no
exception. The closing balance of $4,198,754 exceeded the estimated closing balance
of $3,472,224. The variance resulted predominantly from a number capital projects that
have been carried forward and lower than anticipated expenditure, most notably
employee related costs, information technology related expenditure and sanitation
costs. Anticipated income was also higher due to the alarm assist program and
investment income.
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12.3 Continued

Updated Gross Rental Values were not available until August from the Valuer General
in regards to the Airport, although conservative growth was allowed for during the
authorised budget the final valuations easily exceeded our expectations. Rates income
from the Airport was $1,555,496 more than the authorised budget, half of which related
to back rates.

The additional income from Airport rates along with surplus funds (ie after allowing for
carryover projects and other changes) from the Closing Balance has enabled a further
$1,861,065 to be transferred to reserve, this is detailed in the following table:

Additional

Reserve Funding
District valuation reserve $30,000
Property development reserve $1,331,065
Building maintenance reserve $300,000
Misc Entitlements Reserve $200,000
$1,861,065

Other reserve movements to note:

o Land acquisition reserve-the purchase of a Kooyong Road commercial property
will not proceed, therefore the reserve no longer needs to fund the (estimated)
$337,500 acquisition

) Belmont Trust reserve-the compulsory acquisition of Belmont Trust land along
Great Eastern Highway settled in early 2011-12 which contributed $1,681,500 to
this reserve

. Insurance Reserve-$173,542 has been transferred from this reserve to fund
workers compensation claims for both the 2010-11 and 2011-12 financial years.

Attachment 7 provides an updated estimate of reserve balances for the 2011-12 year.

Total changes to the Roads and Drains works programs of $17,640 mainly relate to
projects that have been carried forward from the 2010-11 financial year or changes to
cost estimates that are now more accurately known. An allocation has been made for
the Mixed Use Parking Strategy ($37,500) which has been partly funded by an
anticipated reduction in other costs.

Parks Construction has increased by $80,000 due to unanticipated foreshore erosion at
the rear of the Ascot Racecourse. The funds are required for aboriginal consultation
and engineer design drawings that will assist with future grant funding applications to
Riverbank, Trails West Network and other possible funding sources to support
remediation of the affected area. Playground equipment and softfall programs have
been reallocated based on each respective park but there is no net change to the
funding of these programs.

49

Document Set ID: 1910149
Version: 1, Version Date: 22/12/2011



ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011
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The Environment budget has been boosted by $18,140 to support participation in the
'Future Proofing' project with EMRC ($15,000) and water quality analysis for 15
groundwater bores ($3,140). There is also a reduction in grant monies for the Garvey
Park Foreshore Stabilisation project, this budget adjustment was only necessary as the
grant income was prepaid in 2010-11.

Grounds maintenance at Ascot Waters has increased $56,798 based on a new tender
that was reported at the August Ordinary Council Meeting. This has been largely
funded by a reduction in costs.

Building construction has increased in excess of $200,000 predominantly due to the
carry forward of projects from the 2010-11 year. There is also a new budget allocation
of $50,000 for the demolition of the Peachey Avenue Scout Hall while $100,000 has
been reallocated from Forster to Centenary Park for design services.

Security services have been boosted by $40,000 for a security guard to monitor the
Faulkner Park Precinct.

An adjustment has been made to the Healthy Communities Program so that the net
cost to the City is $7,000 as per the agreement. As we don’t know whether or not the
City will be successful in obtaining this grant it will again need to be carefully
reassessed during the March Budget Review.

Community Development has reallocated funds ($30,000) to support a new Aboriginal
Liaison Officer position from early 2012. This was based on a resolution at the August
Ordinary Council meeting.

The October Budget Review has been an extensive exercise to ensure the budget
remains in balance and reflects the current expenditure trends. The detailed summary
of the budget review includes a lot of comment, however, should further explanation be
required then please contact the appropriate Director.

The main focus of the October review has been to address those additional items that
occurred subsequent to the Authorised Budget being adopted, and also to address any
projects which were anticipated to be completed by 30 June, but were unable to be
finalised.

The October Budget Review is an important step in the process of vigilance, as it
maintains a balanced Budget and ensures Services and Capital Works Programmes
are adequately resourced.

As has been the case in the past, Council’s financial position will be closely monitored
in the lead up to the March Budget Review and should any significant issues require
attention, then they will be raised with Council accordingly.

Budget Reviews ensure that the City’s Budget remains in balance and all matters
relating to Income and Expenditure are addressed in a responsible and accountable
manner. They also ensure sufficient resources are available to meet all statutory
obligations as well as delivering services and completing capital works.
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12.3 Continued

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications at this time.

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The effective management of the City’s Annual Budget ensures that the community has
access to the services and facilities it needs now and into the future.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

1. In accordance with Local Government (Financial Management)
Regulations 1996 Regulation 33A, adopt the amendments contained in the
2011-2012 Budget Review (Attachments 5§ and 6), including the
descriptions of variations and closing fund amendments.

2. Authorise the Director Corporate and Governance to amend the 2011-2012

Budget in accordance with all resolved variations.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC -
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 12
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12.4

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

ACCOUNTS FOR PAYMENT-SEPTEMBER 2011

BUSINESS EXCELLENCE BELMONT

Attachment No

Details

Attachment 8-ltem 12.4 refers Accounts for Payment—-September 2011

Voting Requirement
Subject Index

Location/Property Index

Application Index

Disclosure of any Interest

Previous ltems
Applicant

Owner

Responsible Division

COUNCIL ROLE

L]

I 4

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Advocacy

Executive

Legislative

Review
Quasi-Judicial

Simple Majority
54/007-Creditors-Payment Authorisations
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Corporate and Governance Division

When Council advocates on its own behalf or on behalf of
its community to another level of government body/agency.
The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the
Council eg. adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders,
directing operations, setting and amending budgets.

Includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes and
policies.

When Council reviews decisions made by Officers.

When Council determines an application/matter that directly
affect a person’s right and interests. The judicial character
arises from the obligation to abide by the principles of
natural justice. Examples of quasi-judicial authority include
town planning applications, building licences, applications
for other permits/licences (eg under Health Act, Dog Act or
Local Laws) and other decisions that may be appealable to
the State Administrative Tribunal.

Confirmation of accounts paid and authority to pay unpaid accounts.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

A list of payments is presented to the Council each month for confirmation and
endorsement in accordance with the Local Government (Financial Management)
Regulations 1996.
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.4 Continued

LOCATION

N/A.

CONSULTATION

There has been no specific consultation undertaken in respect to this matter.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

There are no Strategic Plan implications evident at this time.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Regulation 13(1) of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996
states:

“If the local government has delegated to the CEQ the exercise of its power to
make payments from the municipal fund or the trust fund, a list of accounts paid
by the CEO is to be prepared each month showing for each account paid since
the last such list was prepared:

(a) the payee's name;

(b) the amount of the payment;

(c) the date of the payment; and

(d) sufficient information to identify the transaction.”

BACKGROUND

Checking and certification of Accounts for Payment required in accordance with Local
Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996, Clause 12.

OFFICER COMMENT

The following payments as detailed in the Authorised Payment Listing are
recommended for confirmation and endorsement.

Municipal Fund Cheques 783502-783624 $245,606.33

Municipal Fund EFTs EF019239-EF019670 $3,810,965.63

Municipal Fund Payroll September 2011 $1,098,233.62

Trust Fund Cheques 905343-905344 $10,429.03

Trust Fund EFT EF019405 $1,836.00

Total Payments for September 2011 $5,167,070.61
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Item 12.4 Continued

A copy of the Authorised Payment Listing is included as Attachment 8 to this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Provides for the effective and timely payment of Council’'s contractors and other
creditors.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications at this time.

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no social implications at this time.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the Authorised Payment Listing for September 2011 as provided under
Attachment 8 be received.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC —
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 12
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12.5

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY STATEMENT AS AT 30 SEPTEMBER 2011

BUSINESS BELMONT

Attachment No Details
Attachment 9-ltem 12.5 refers Monthly Financial Activity Statement as at
30 September 2011

Voting Requirement
Subject Index

Location/Property Index

Application Index

Disclosure of any Interest

Previous Items
Applicant

Owner

Responsible Division

COUNCIL ROLE

]

N 4

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Advocacy

Executive

Legislative

Review
Quasi-Judicial

Simple Majority

32/009—Financial Operating Statements
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Corporate and Governance

When Council advocates on its own behalf or on behalf of
its community to another level of government/body/agency.
The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the
Council eg. adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders,
directing operations, setting and amending budgets.

Includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes and
policies.

When Council reviews decisions made by Officers.

When Council determines an application/matter that directly
affect a person’s right and interests. The judicial character
arises from the obligation to abide by the principles of
natural justice. Examples of quasi-judicial authority include
town planning applications, building licences, applications
for other permits/licences (eg under Health Act, Dog Act or
Local Laws) and other decisions that may be appealable to
the State Administrative Tribunal.

To provide Council with information relating to accounting reports and statements.

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

The following report includes a concise list of material variances and a Reconciliation of
Net Current Assets at the end of the reporting period.
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.5 Continued

LOCATION

N/A.

CONSULTATION

There has been no specific consultation undertaken in respect to this matter.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

There are no Strategic Plan implications evident at this time.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Section 6.4 of the Local Government Act 1995 in conjunction with Regulation 34(1) of
the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 requires monthly
financial reports to be presented to Council.

Regulation 34 requires a Statement of Financial Activity reporting on the revenue and
expenditure for that month.

Regulation 34(5) determines the mechanism required to ascertain the definition of
material variances which are require to be reported to Council as a part of the monthly
report. It also requires Council to adopt a “percentage or value” for what it will consider
to be material variances on an annual basis. Further clarification is provided in the
Officer Comment section.

BACKGROUND

The Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 require that financial
statements are presented on a monthly basis to Council. In previous years, Council
adopted 10 percent of the budgeted closing balance as the materiality threshold.

OFFICER COMMENT

The Statutory Monthly Financial Report is to consist of a Statement of Financial Activity
reporting on sources and applications of funds as set out in the Annual Budget. It is
required to include:

) Annual budget estimates
. Budget estimates to the end of the reporting month
o Actual amounts to the end of the reporting month
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o Material variances between comparable amounts
. Net current assets as at the end of the reporting month.

The amendment to the Regulations has fundamentally changed the reporting structure
which has been used to 30 June 2005, as it now requires reporting of information
consistent with the “cash” component of Council’s budget rather than being “accrual’
based.

The monthly financial report is to be accompanied by:

o An explanation of the composition of the net current assets, less committed* and
restricted™ assets

o An explanation of material variances

Such other information as is considered relevant by the local government.

*k*k

*Revenue unspent but set aside under the annual budget for a specific purpose.

**Assets which are restricted by way of externally imposed conditions of use eg tied
grants.

**Based on a materiality threshold of 10 percent of the budgeted closing balance as
previously adopted by Council.

In order to provide more details regarding significant variations as included in
Attachment 9 the following summary is provided.

Report Section YTD Budget YTD Actual | Comment

Expenditure—Capital

Finance Department 77,340 0 | Invoices  outstanding for fleet
purchases.

Belmont Trust 20,083 1,716,881 | Sale proceeds from the Belmont Trust

Land were received and subsequently
transferred to the Belmont Trust
Reserve. This was anticipated to
occur late 2010-11 and will be
amended during the budget review.

Property and Economic 400,000 0 | Purchase of land budgeted likely to
Development occur later in the year.

Community Safety Crime 94,500 40,603 | Invoices outstanding for equipment
Prevention purchases.

Technical Services 83,349 20,059 | Although projects are behind budget

they are expected to meet budget by
the end of the year.

Ground Operations 266,291 86,123 | Although projects are behind budget
they are expected to meet budget by
the end of the year.

Road Works 1,284,510 841,916 | Although projects are behind budget
they are expected to meet budget by
the end of the year.

Streetscapes 60,500 5,441 | Although projects are behind budget
they are expected to meet budget by
the end of the year.

Drainage Works 185,770 278,646 | Above budget predominately due to
carry over projects plus some projects
ahead of schedule.
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Report Section YTD Budget YTD Actual | Comment

Operations Centre 319,882 163,551 | Fleet and Plant capital purchases
outstanding.

Building Operations 727,500 977,324 | New SES building is ahead of budget.

Technical Services 93,420 35,348 | Purchase of equipment (Total Station)
outstanding.

Expenditure—Operating

Insurance 345,726 793,069 | Motor Vehicle and Other Insurance
paid for earlier than anticipated.

Rates 1,271,538 1,322,867 | Rates Discount proved more popular
than anticipated.

Belmont Community 161,652 98,954 | Invoice for security services

Watch outstanding.

Belmont HACC Services 527,758 644,272 | Salaries and employee related costs
higher than budget.

Community 196,083 110,417 | Budget includes Healthy Communities

Recreation Service project which is pending.

Grounds Operations 899,969 1,059,145 | Parks Maintenance costs ahead of
budget although the annual budget is
expected to be sufficient.

Streetscapes 227,986 142,059 | Street tree maintenance and tree
planting behind budget.

Revenue—Capital

Belmont Trust (38,535) (1,682,167) | Income received from the sale of land
along Great Eastern Highway had
been expected late 2010-11. This will
be amended during the budget
review.

Property and Economic (700,000) (0) | Sale of land not yet occurred.

Development

Operations Centre (189,024) (2,599) | Fleet/Plant purchases and sales
outstanding.

Building Operations (331,250) (1,222,091) | Loan income received in September
had been budgeted evenly over the
year.

Revenue—Operating

Computing (392,586) (477,865) | ABC Allocation Recovery higher than
anticipated.

Rates (31,622,458) | (35,149,171) | The growth in the airport GRV was

greater than expected leading to rates
income being $1.5m more than
budget. This also includes interims for
the 2010-11 year. The remainder of
the variance relates to budget spread.

Financing Activities (200,000) (250,924) | Interest has been received on
investments earlier than budgeted.

Community Recreation (295,733) (9,950) | Relates to grant income for the

Services healthy communities initiative which is
under review.

Road Works (85,551) (0) | Grant contribution not yet received.

Public Works Overheads (306,552) (233,175) | Overhead Recovery lower than

anticipated.

In accordance with Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996,
Regulation 34 (2)(a) the following table explains the composition of the net current
assets amount which appears at the end of Attachment 9.
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.5 Continued

Reconciliation of Nett Current Assets to

tatement of Fi

ancial Activity

Current Assets as at 30 September 2011 | § Comment
Cash and investments 53,006,721 | Includes municipal, reserves and
deposits
-less non rate setting cash -25,835,822 | Reserves and deposits held
Receivables 12,584,987 | Rates levied yet to be received and
Sundry Debtors
-less non rate setting receivables -2,166,166 | ESL levied and GST payable
Stock on hand 245,853
Total Current Assets $37,835,573
Current Liabilities
Creditors and provisions -11,471,282 | Includes deposits
-less non rate setting creditors and 7,855,816 | ESL, GST and deposits held
provisions
Total Current Liabilities -$3,615,466
Nett Current Assets 30 September 2011 $34,220,107
Nett Current Assets as Per Financial $34,220,107
Activity Report
Less Restricted Assets -256,549 | Unspent grants held for specific
purposes
Less Committed Assets -$33,463,558 | All other budgeted expenditure
Estimated Closing Balance 500,000

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The presentation of these reports to Council ensures compliance with the Local
Government Act 1995 and associated Regulations, and also ensures that Council is
regularly informed as to the status of its financial position.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications at this time.

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no social implications at this time.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the Monthly Financial Reports as at 30 September 2011 as included in

Attachment 9 be received.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC —
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 12
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

25 October 2011

12.6 SISTER CITY TOUR —APPOINTMENT OF OFFICER

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

SOCIAL BELMONT

Attachment No

Details

Nil.

Voting Requirement
Subject Index
Location/Property Index
Application Index
Disclosure of any Interest
Previous Items

Applicant
Owner
Responsible Division

COUNCIL ROLE

[ ] Advocacy

[X] Executive

[] Legislative

[ ] Review

] Quasi-Judicial

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Simple Majority
106/004

N/A

N/A

N/A

Item 8.51 ACS 5/3/2002
Item 12.5.8 24/4/2007
Item 12.4 17/6/2008
Item 12.8 23/3/2010
ltem 12.6 27/4/2011
N/A

N/A

Community and Statutory Services

When Council advocates on its own behalf or on behalf of
its community to another level of government/body/agency.
The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the
Council eg. adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders,
directing operations, setting and amending budgets.

Includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes and
policies.

When Council reviews decisions made by Officers.

When Council determines an application/matter that directly
affect a person’s right and interests. The judicial character
arises from the obligation to abide by the principles of
natural justice. Examples of quasi-judicial authority include
town planning applications, building licences, applications
for other permits/licences (eg under Health Act, Dog Act or
Local Laws) and other decisions that may be appealable to
the State Administrative Tribunal.

To consider the appointment of an Officer to attend the Student Exchange program
visiting Adachi, Japan from 7-14 January 2012.
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.6 Continued

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Councillor Janet Powell has nominated and was appointed as the 2011 Sister City Tour
Leader for the Belmont student tour to Adachi as a result of Councillor Carol Hanlon no
longer running for the upcoming Council Elections.

There is also only one Chaperone attending which does present some risks should a
student need to be accompanied back to Perth due to illness or any other unforseen
event.

As a result, it is recommended that the Coordinator Leisure, Art and Cultural Services,
who is involved in the operations of the Belmont Sister City Association, be authorised
to attend.

LOCATION

N/A.

CONSULTATION

Officers are in constant liaison with the Belmont Sister City Association and the Adachi
Tourism and Exchange Section concerning delegation dates, itinerary and numerous
other aspects associated with the annual Student Exchange between the two Cities.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

In accordance with the Strategic Plan Key Result Area: Social Belmont.
Objective No 2: Ensure access to services and facilities for a changing community.

Strategy: Provide art and cultural opportunities as a means of community
engagement and inclusion.

Corporate Key Action: Develop and implement a calendar of activities to engage
the wider community in Art and Culture.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Council Policy BEXB11B requires all overseas travel to be authorised by the Council.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

There are no specific statutory requirements in respect to this matter.
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.6 Continued

BACKGROUND

At the Ordinary Council Meeting held on the 27 April 2011, the following alternative
motion was resolved:

“That:

Council appoint Councillor Hanlon, or in the event that Cr Hanlon is not re-
elected, another Councillor or Officer be appointed by the Mayor, as the official
Tour Leader to lead and represent the City of Belmont at the January 2012
Belmont Student Exchange to Adachi, Japan and to act as host for the visiting
delegation from Adachi from 4-9 August 2011.

Reason:

In the event that Cr Hanlon is not re-elected or does not contest her position on
Council, this resolution allows for an efficient method to appoint a suitable
replacement tour leader.”

Councillor Hanlon has not contested her position on Council in the coming election. As
a result, Councillor Powell nominated for the position of Tour Leader and was
appointed by the Mayor. The delegation currently comprises:

Tour Leader (Councillor Powell)
One Chaperone

Nine students

Two fellow travellers.

OFFICER COMMENT

The appointment of a new Tour Leader has occurred only two and a half months from
the tour. Although Councillor Powell was previously a Tour Leader in 2003, the
relationship between the two Cities has slightly changed since that time.

The City is working on a new Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City
of Belmont and the Sister City Association to cover future delegation arrangements,
however, the MOU will leave the management of the ongoing protocol between
Belmont and Adachi with the City and possibly also the welcome and farewell
functions. It is therefore logical to have Council’'s Officer who will coordinate these
parts of the MOU, fully conversant with the Sister City arrangements. This is best
achieved by the Coordinator Leisure, Art and Cultural Services actually participating in
this delegation. This position has involvement in the Sister City administration and will
also be able to provide support to Councillor Powell in her role as Tour Leader and the
Chaperone.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Council allocates, via the annual budget process, funds to provide airfare,
accommodation and minor expenses for the Student Delegation Tour Leader, full fare
costs of the Chaperone and 50% fare contribution towards student flights.
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.6 Continued

Additional costs of this decision are estimated to be approximately $1,500-$2,000. The
Officer has advised that she is prepared to take advantage of home hosting if available.
Expenditure is currently in line with the budget, however, if there are any significant

financial issues that need to be addressed following all income and expenditure being
accounted for, then it will be referred to the March Budget Review.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications at this time.

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are numerous positive social implications for the Sister City Delegation including:

Cultural awareness development

Assist in developing community capacity

Support community groups

Enhance a sense of community and the image of Belmont

Supporting the development of new friendships and mutual understanding among
young people.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council authorise the Coordinator of Leisure, Art and Cultural Services to
attend the January 2012 Belmont Student Exchange to Adachi, Japan.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC -
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 12
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12.7 COMMUNITY SERVICE AWARDS 2011 NOMINATIONS

ATTACHMENT DETAILS

SOCIAL BELMONT

Attachment No

Details

refers

Confidential Attachment 1-ltem 12.7 | Copy of 2011 Nomination Forms Received

refers

Confidential Attachment 2—-Item 12.7 | List of Previous Recipients

refers

Confidential Attachment 3—-Item 12.7 | Selection Panel Recommendation

Voting Requirement
Subject Index
Location/Property Index
Application Index
Disclosure of any Interest
Previous Items

Applicant

Owner

Responsible Division

COUNCIL ROLE

[ ] Advocacy

Executive

Review
Quasi-Judicial

X
[] Legislative
L]
[]

PURPOSE OF REPORT

Simple Majority

74/001

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Community and Statutory Services

When Council advocates on its own behalf or on behalf of
its community to another level of government/body/agency.
The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the
Council eg. adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders,
directing operations, setting and amending budgets.
Includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes
policies.

When Council reviews decisions made by Officers.

When Council determines an application/matter that directly
affect a person’s right and interests. The judicial character
arises from the obligation to abide by the principles of
natural justice. Examples of quasi-judicial authority include
town planning applications, building licences, applications
for other permits/licences (eg under Health Act, Dog Act or
Local Laws) and other decisions that may be appealable to
the State Administrative Tribunal.

To receive the nominations for the 2011 Community Service Awards and that Council
endorse the selection panel’s choice of the recipients.
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
25 October 2011

Item 12.7 Continued

SUMMARY AND KEY ISSUES

Council’s consideration of nominations for the 2011 Community Service Awards.

LOCATION

N/A

CONSULTATION

Letters were sent to approximately 100 community groups inviting nominations.
Adverts were also placed in the Southern Gazette in the following editions:
16 August 2011 and 23 August 2011. Nominations closed on Friday,
16 September 2011.

STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

There are no Strategic Plan implications evident at this time.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant policy implications evident at this time.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

There are no specific statutory requirements in respect to this matter.

BACKGROUND

The Community Service Award was initiated in 1977 to recognise and acknowledge
services performed by community members/organisations, with five people receiving
the inaugural award. Since 1977 and up to 2010, there have been 79 awards
presented with four recipients receiving the award twice.

The majority of the awards have been presented to individuals with only two
organisations receiving the award, those being Nulsen Haven (1982) and Belmont
Community Food Centre (2000).

Award categories are defined to include people working in the separate areas of:

Youth

Aged

Sport and Recreation
Community Service.

The awards are intended to acknowledge the outstanding service given to the
community by individual persons and organisations using the following guidelines:
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Item 12.7 Continued

1. The contribution should be of benefit to the citizens of the City of Belmont (must
have provided service to the residents of the City of Belmont for a period not
less than two years)

2. The contribution must have been made in an honorary or voluntary capacity

3. Organisations or individuals can nominate a person or organisation only after
nominations have been called for a particular year

4, Nominations can be made in one category only for any one nominee, or the
nomination will be grouped in the category that the selection panel deemed it to
be appropriately suitable.

Individual nominees who are not residents of the City of Belmont are deemed ineligible.

OFFICER COMMENT

The 2011 Community Service Awards were conducted using the same criteria as
resolved by the Council at its 25 May 1992 Ordinary Council Meeting.

The Selection Panel comprised the Mayor, the Deputy Mayor, the Chief Executive
Officer, and the Manager Community Development who met on Monday
19 September 2011 and made recommendations on the successful recipients for
Council’s consideration.

Three individual nominations were received. Copies of the 2011 nomination forms
received are provided under Confidential Attachment 1.

A list of the previous recipients is provided under Confidential Attachment 2.
The Selection Panel's recommendation for the 2011 Community Service Awards is

provided under Confidential Attachment 3.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications evident at this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no environmental implications at this time.

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The Community Service Awards recognise those who assist and development
community capacity and support community groups within the City of Belmont.
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Item 12.7 Continued

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

1. Endorse recipients nominated by the Selection Panel as detailed in
Confidential Attachment 3.

2. The decision by the Council on the recipients of the 2011 Community
Service Awards remain confidential until the Annual Civic Dinner to be
held on Saturday, 3 December 2011.

3. Council invite the recipients of the 2011 Community Service Awards and
their respective guest to the Annual Civic Dinner.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED EN BLOC -
REFER TO RESOLUTION APPEARING AT ITEM 12

13. REPORTS BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
131 REQUESTS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Nil.
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14. MATTERS FOR WHICH THE MEETING MAY BE CLOSED

The Presiding Member advised that if there were any questions on the Confidential Iltem,
then the meeting would need to go behind closed doors.

There were no questions.

14.1 DIFFERENTIAL RATES COMPLIANCE-CONFIDENTIAL MATTER IN ACCORDANCE
WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995 SECTION 5.23 (2) (F)(Il)

(Refer to Confidential Attachments 4 and 5)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

GODFREY MOVED, POWELL SECONDED,

1. That the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to make application to the
Governor for the purpose of giving effect to the intention and purposes of
the actions of the City as described in this report in accordance with the
Local Government Act 1995.

2. That the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to make application to the
Minister for Local Government if considered appropriate in this matter.

CARRIED 8 VOTES TO 0

8.48pm The Senior Governance Officer read aloud the resolution.

15. CLOSURE

There being no further business the Presiding Member closed the meeting at
8.50pm.

MINUTES CONFIRMATION CERTIFICATION
The undersigned certifies that these minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting held

25 October 2011 were confirmed as a true and accurate record at the Ordinary Council
Meeting held 25 November 2011:

Signed by the Person Presiding:

PRINT name of the Person Presiding:
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