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MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE HELD AT THE 
COUNCIL’S ADMINISTRATION/CIVIC CENTRE, 1 BOLD PARK DRIVE, FLOREAT ON 
TUESDAY 27 MAY 2008. 
 
 
1. OPENING 
 
 The meeting was declared open by the Mayor at 6.04 pm. 
 
2. ATTENDANCE 
 
 Present: 
 

Mayor: Simon Withers 
 
Councillors: Rod Bradley 

Sonia Grinceri 
 Alan Langer 

Otto Pelczar  (Out at 9.10 pm) 
Hilary Pinerua 
Julie Watson 

  
Officers: Jason Buckley, Chief Executive Officer 
 Ian Birch, Director Development and Sustainability 
 Chris Colyer, Director Infrastructure 
 Cam Robbins, Director Community Development 
 Jason Lyon, Director Corporate and Strategic 
 Neil Costello, Manager Governance 
 Denise Ribbands, Administration Officer (Governance) 

 
Apologies: 
 
Nil 
 
Leave of Absence: 
 
Cr Corinne MacRae 
 
Adjournments: 
 
Nil 
 

3. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 
Pamela Van Der Muelen, Chairperson, Wembley West Leederville Residents 
Association 
 
Question 1 
 
Re: Item DV08.58 - Lot 50 (No.339) Cambridge Street, Wembley - Commercial 
Development 
 
The community have raised some concerns regarding this development and would like to 
know if the Town would reconsider the community involvement in this new development?  
I believe that the Town considered that it was not necessary for any community 
consultation on this development.  The community would like to view the plans if possible 
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and seek further information on the proposed retail outlet.  The community and I would 
support the motion that Cr Berry put forward at the Development Committee last week 
that this matter be deferred for one month. 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Development advised that questions were asked on the same issue at the 
Development Committee by Mrs Putt, who is also a member of the Wembley West 
Leederville Residents Association, and written answers have been provided to her.  
 
He also advised that guidelines exist and there is a Town Planning Scheme in place for 
the area.  In 1999, the Town undertook an Urban Design Study of the Wembley Town 
Centre area and that was the subject of extensive public consultation, including a survey 
that was distributed to every community member in the area of interest.  The Scheme has 
been amended in response to that Study.   
 
The application for No. 339 Cambridge Street complies with the current Town Planning 
Scheme with some minor exceptions.  So, in terms of community consultation, there was 
nothing to consult on as the application conformed with the Scheme.  In terms of the retail 
use of the ground floor, any retail use that fits in with the definition in the Town Planning 
Scheme is permissible. 
 
Question 2 
 
Re: Item DV08.67 - Town Planning Scheme Review - Planning and Urban Design 
Study for West Leederville Area  
 
Would the Town of Cambridge reconsider its Planning Study so that not just the 
commercial part of the West Leederville receives immediate attention but the whole of 
Wembley, West Leederville, Cambridge Street area receive that same attention at the 
same time? 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Development advised that, with regard to expanding the terms of the 
Town Planning Scheme Review, this would be up to Council to decide.  Ultimately, the 
whole Town will be given consideration but the approach that has been put forward is to 
progress it in an incremental way.  Town Planning Scheme Reviews can take anything 
from 3 to 10 years or even longer.  By taking this approach, individual areas/issues can 
be implemented along the way, rather than having to be held off until the overall review is 
completed. 
 
Question 3 
 
Is it possible for the community to view the plans in relation to the Cambridge Street 
Development? 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Development advised that it is possible to view the plans. 
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Phil Griffiths, Blencowe Street, West Leederville 
Re: Item IC08.34 - Cambridge Street/McCourt Street, Northwood Street, Kimberley 
Street - Traffic Review 
 
Question 1 
 
Is there going to be a statistical analysis of accidents as a result of those works being put 
in place? 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Infrastructure advised that Main Roads WA provides each year a disc 
containing data on the number of accidents in the Town.  Unfortunately, the data is 
usually 18 months to 2 years old.  Observations indicate that there appears to be a 
reduction in the number of accidents following implementation of the traffic treatments. 
 
Question 2 
 
Will there be some physical observations of traffic behaviour? 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Infrastructure advised that whilst bad driver behaviour has been observed 
in the area, ensuring that drivers follow the rules associated with the Road Traffic Act is 
the problem.   
 
Question 3 
 
When Council considers ways of calming traffic, would they consider friction rather than 
vertical displacement as a tool?   
 
Response 
 
The Director of Infrastructure advised that all options are considered when assessments 
are made to implement traffic calming. 
 
Tony Goudas, 35 Blencowe Street, West Leederville 
Re: Item IC08.34 - Cambridge Street/McCourt Street, Northwood Street, Kimberley 
Street - Traffic Review 
 
Question 
 
In light of the traffic flows in Blencowe Street, which have increased by 46%, will Council 
give consideration to reinstating the situation as it was 6 months ago.  If not, can it put 
forward other alternatives which will reduce the volume of traffic into Blencowe Street.  
More vehicles are entering Blencowe Street than what the actual count shows. 
 
Response 
 
The Mayor advised that this matter will be discussed at Item IC08.34 at tonight's meeting. 
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Ben Bartholomaeus, Blencowe Street, West Leederville 
Re: Item IC08.34 - Cambridge Street/McCourt Street, Northwood Street, Kimberley 
Street - Traffic Review 
 
Question 1 
 
What did the May 2008 traffic data show the traffic volume was in Blencowe Street, 
travelling in a northbound direction between Cambridge and Woolwich Streets? 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Infrastructure agreed to provide a copy of the traffic data to Mr 
Bartholomaeus. 
 
Question 2 
 
If the proposed traffic plateaus are rejected by residents what do Council propose to do to 
address the safety and traffic problems in Blencowe Street? 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Infrastructure advised that various residents in the same street may 
favour different treatments to address the same problem.  The Council will have to wait 
for the results of the survey. 
 
Question 3 
 
Are Council concerned that they may be exposed to a liability in the event that there is a 
traffic accident at the end of the intersection of Blencowe and Cambridge Streets given 
their actual knowledge of the recent traffic volume increases due to the partial road 
closures at Kimberley and Northwood Streets? 
 
Response 
 
The Director of Infrastructure advised that he would take the question on notice and 
provide a written response at a later date. 
 

4. PETITIONS 
 

A petition containing 78 signatures of residents of Blencowe Street has been submitted 
by Mr Ben Bartholomaeus.  The petition refers to the decision of Council made at its 
August 2007 meeting regarding partial road closures being implemented on the 
Cambridge Street intersections of Kimberley/Northwood/McCourt Streets and notably that 
there be a "continuous assessment of traffic in Cambridge Street and adjacent streets 
(Blencowe, Holyrood/Kerr to Joseph Streets) be implemented over a period of 6 months 
and a report be presented to Council thereafter". 
 
As part of Council's consideration of that report, the petitioners wish to record: 
 
"(a) our concerns in relation to the observed substantial increases in volume of traffic 

(both commercial and residential) and the increased speed of traffic which is 
adversely affecting the amenity and safety of Blencowe Street; 

 
(b) that any Councillors who reside on any of the streets subject to the partial road 

closures or adjacent to those streets abstain from voting on any resolutions 
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concerning the report on the basis of either an actual or perceived conflict of 
interest; 

 
(c) our strong objections to the installation of traffic plateaus in Blencowe Street on the 

basis they offer no residential amenity and the noise that is produced from plateaus 
when vehicles (particularly commercial) slow down and use lower gears; and  

 
(d) that the 2008/2009 Council Budget makes allowance for any additional Council 

works following public consultation including but not limited to consideration of a 
partial road closure at the intersection of Blencowe Street and Cambridge Street." 

 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Bradley 
 
That in accordance with Clause 3.5 of the Standing Orders, the petition be 
received. 
 
Carried 8/0 
 

5. DEPUTATIONS 
 

Nil 
 

 
6. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 

Cr Grinceri requested leave of absence for the period from 11 June 2008 to 2 July 2008 
inclusive. 
 
Cr Watson requested leave of absence for the period from 15 June 2008 to 22 June 2008 
inclusive. 
 
Moved by Cr Langer, seconded by Cr Pinerua 
 
That in accordance with Clause 3.7 of the Standing Orders, approval be given for 
Leave of Absence to be taken by:- 
 
• Cr Grinceri for the period from 11 June 2008 to 2 July 2008 inclusive 
• Cr Watson for the period from 15 June 2008 to 22 June 2008 inclusive 

 
Carried 8/0 
 

7. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

Moved by Cr Watson , seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the Council held on 22 April 2008 be 
confirmed. 
 
Carried 8/0 
 

8. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE MAYOR WITHOUT DISCUSSION 
 

Nil 
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9. COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
Prior to consideration of the following reports, members of the public present at the 
meeting were reminded by the Mayor that they should not act immediately on anything 
they hear at this meeting, without first seeking clarification of Council’s position.  They 
were advised to wait for written advice from the Council before taking any action on any 
matter that they may have before the Council. 
 
Recommendations contained in the Committee reports were adopted en bloc, with the 
exception of the following items which were nominated for individual debate. 
 
Development: Items DV08.58, 59, 62 and 66 
Infrastructure and Community: Items IC08.34 and 38 
Governance and Corporate: Item GC08.25, 28 and 29 
 
Declarations of Interest: 
 
Item IC08.34 - Cr Berry - Impartiality Interest 
Item GC08.29 - Cr Pelczar - Financial Interest 
Item GC08.29 - Mayor Withers, Crs Grinceri, Langer and Pinerua - Impartiality Interest 
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DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 
The report of the Development Committee meeting held on 20 May 2008 was submitted as 
under:- 
 

1. ELECTION OF PRESIDING MEMBER 

It was agreed that Cr Pinerua be elected Presiding Member of the Development 
Committee for the period from May to October 2008 inclusive. 

 

2. DECLARATION OF OPENING 

The Presiding Member declared the meeting of the Development Committee open at 6.02 
pm. 

 

3. RECORD OF ATTENDANCE/APOLOGIES/LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Present : Time of Time of 
 Entering Leaving 
 
Members: 
 
Cr Hilary Pinerua (Presiding Member) 6.02 pm 7.38 pm 
 
Cr David Berry 6.02 pm 7.38 pm 
Cr Otto Pelczar 6.02 pm 7.38 pm 
Cr Alan Langer (Deputy) 6.02 pm 7.38 pm 
 
Observers: 
 
Nil 
 
Officers: 
 
Ian Birch, Director Development and Sustainability 
Stevan Rodic, Manager Development 
Denise Ribbands, Administration Officer (Governance) 
 
Adjournments:  Nil 
 
Time meeting closed:  7.38 pm 
 
APOLOGIES/LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 
Leave of Absence - Cr MacRae 
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4. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

Margaret Putt, 167 Jersey Street, Wembley 
 
Question 1 
 
Agenda Item page 50.  In view of the stated intention to review the overall plan for the 
Wembley Town Centre: 
 
(a) Why then the ad hoc intention to proceed with the three storey development on the 

corner of Cambridge/Jersey St? 
 
(b) Why is the community consultation unwelcome (page 52) 
 
Response 
 
The review of the Town Planning Scheme is a major exercise to be undertaken 
incrementally over what is likely to be a period of at least two to three years.  At this 
stage, Council has not developed a programme for the review, although examination of 
the Scheme in the commercial areas of West Leederville has been identified for 
immediate attention.  This has been prompted by the major sports stadium at Kitchener 
Park and the more recent Master Planning proposal for Leederville.  I have attached a 
copy of the Council Minutes from February 2008 where the review of the Town Planning 
Scheme was considered and also a report on a planning study for West Leederville, to be 
considered by Council this month, 27 May 2008.   
 
In view of the above, it could be some time before the planning for the Wembley Town 
Centre is reviewed.  In the meantime, current Town Planning Scheme provisions prevail 
and Council is bound to consider any development proposal on privately owned land.  
Indeed, the Town Planning Scheme provides that, in the event that Council does not 
determine an application within a period of 60 days, the applicant can then exercise a 
right of appeal to the State Administrative Tribunal. 
 
In general terms, the development proposal currently before the Council is consistent with 
the intent of the Town Planning Scheme for the Wembley Town Centre and as such, 
community consultation is not required.  At the time the Town Centre area is eventually 
reviewed, it is envisaged that there would be extensive community consultation.  In 
addition, should the review conclude that changes need to be made to the current Town 
Planning Scheme, then there is a statutory requirement to advertise these changes.   
 
Question 2 
 
In the applicant's submission, the following errors occur:- 
 
(a) It is incorrect to suggest there already exists ample parking within the area.  A traffic 

survey should be undertaken and it will confirm the very limited and hazardous 
parking ie to the rear of the Post Office, IGA store, rear of Godden's and in 
Cambridge Street. 

 
Response 
 
I would agree that it wouldn't be correct to say that there is an abundance of parking in 
the Wembley Town Centre area.  This is fairly typical of traditional strip commercial 
centres which were developed in a time of very low car ownership and as such, 
generated very little demand.  In terms of the present development proposal, however, 
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the parking provision is a considerable improvement on what exists on the site now.  
Further, it may be very difficult to fully satisfy present day demands of the motor vehicle 
and indeed, from an environmental point of view, people should be encouraged to find 
alternative transport needs for an increasing number of their trips. 
 
Question 3 
 
Public Transport. 
 
(a) Five bus routes is a fleet of fancy.  There are not five bus routes along Cambridge 

Street.  Route 81/84 travels along Cambridge Street, Route 90 travels along 
Grantham Street. 

 
Response 
 
As acknowledged at the Committee Meeting, there are not five bus routes along 
Cambridge Street, however, the centre is serviced by public transport. In terms of the 
assessment of the development under the Town Planning Scheme, this error (the number 
of bus routes) by the applicant was not considered to be of significance. 
 
Question 4 
 
Usage. 
 
(a) Again the researcher has drawn a long bow to suggest that the majority of tenants 

facing Cambridge Street are offices.  They are shops, restaurants, banks, 
hairdressers etc.  A few 1st floor tenants are in offices. 

 
Response 
 
It is agreed that there is a mixture of uses located along Cambridge Street.  Again, 
however, this statement by the applicant was not considered to be of significance in 
terms of the development assessment.  Certainly, the intent of the Town Planning 
Scheme is to encourage uses which interact most with pedestrians such as, retail and 
café/restaurants.  Office development provides a community service and employees 
further support the activity of the local centre. 
 

5. DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS 

Item DV08.58 Jarrad Sizer, applicant 
Item DV08.59 Peter Robinson, applicant 
Item DV08.63 Leo Tsaknis, neighbour 

6. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

That the Minutes of the Ordinary meeting of the Infrastructure and Community Committee 
held on 15 April 2008 as contained in the April 2008 Council Notice Paper be confirmed. 
 

7. DECLARATION OF MEMBERS' INTERESTS 

Nil 
 

8. REPORTS 
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DV08.58 LOT 50 (NO. 339) CAMBRIDGE, WEMBLEY - COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT- 
ONE SHOP AND TEN OFFICES  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider an application for commercial development comprising one shop and ten offices 
seeking variation to the requirements of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 
with respect  to plot ratio and carparking. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

BA/DA REFERENCE: 0029DA-2008 
LANDOWNER: Swanstate Nominees Pty Ltd 
APPLICANT: Swanstate Nominees Pty Ltd 
ZONING: MRS Zoning: Urban 
 Town Planning Scheme No. 1: Local Centre 
LAND AREA: 935m2 
USE CLASS: Office – ‘AA’ – Not permitted without Council approval 
 Shop –  ‘AA’ – Not permitted without Council approval 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development Criteria Prescribed Proposed 

Town Planning Scheme Policy 
Manual 7.4 – Wembley 
 
Plot Ratio 
 
Car Parking 

 
 
 
935m2 or 1.0:1.0 
 
36 bays 
 

 
 
 
994.6m2 or 1.064:1.0 
 
30 bays 

 
DETAILS: 
 
• Proposed three storey development including a shop and car parking facilities on the 

ground floor, eight offices on the first floor and two offices on the second floor. 
• Site is located on the south-west corner of the Jersey Street and Cambridge Street 

intersection. 
• Existing on the site is a medical centre with five doctors and a small pathology building.  
• Privately owned right-of-way situated at the rear/south of the lot. 
 
Applicant's Justification 
 
Proposed Development 
In accordance with the development standards for ‘Local Centre’ zoning under ‘Precinct 4 – 
Wembley’, the proposed development has nil street and side setbacks and awnings have been 
provided over the footpath. The proposed development will have a positive effect on the 
streetscape and will replace a building approaching the end of its economic life with a high 
quality, high amenity, modern development. 
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Form and Scale 
The subject lot is a landmark site at the entry to the Wembley retail precinct. The form, scale 
and appearance of the proposed development are appropriate for a prominent location such as 
this. 
 
Usage 
The development was originally designed with 935m2 net floor area of strata-titled office space 
to satisfy strong demand in Wembley. To accommodate the Town of Cambridge’s preference 
for a mixed-use development, the design was amended to include 108m2 net floor area of 
shop/retail on the ground floor. Whilst every endeavour will be made to sell the ground floor 
space on this basis, should economic factors prevent the take-up of this space as shop/retail, 
we request that Council accept a change of use application to office.  
 
Please note that a majority of ground floor tenancies fronting Cambridge Street in the 
immediate vicinity of the site are offices rather than shops. 
 
Access and Parking 
Access and parking have been carefully considered to provide adequate, safe and convenient 
off-street parking whilst promoting a high standard of design so as to complement the built 
environment and protect the amenity of adjacent areas. 
 
Parking facilities have been located to the rear of the development behind appropriate screens 
and landscaped to maintain a high visual standard of development. Disabled and cyclist 
parking facilities have also been included. 
 
Unless otherwise approved by Council, a ‘Shop’ required 1 car bay for every 15m2 net floor 
area and an ‘Office’ requires 1 car bay for every 30m2 net floor area. Based on 935m2 net floor 
area of strata-titled office space originally proposed, the car parking requirement would have 
been 31 car bays, therefore requiring a dispensation for 1 car bay.  
 
Given Council’s preference for a shop/retail component, the parking requirement becomes 36 
car bays. With 30 onsite car bays provided, we are therefore requesting a dispensation for 6 
car bays. To support this request we confirm the following:- 
 

1. Ample on-street parking is located within close proximity to the site: 
‐ Cambridge Street (both sides of the street adjacent to development) 
‐ Jersey Street (both sides of the street adjacent to Henderson Park) 
‐ Salvado Road (both sides of the street to the west of Jersey Street) 

 The use of these facilities would not prejudice any other business or land owner. 
 

2. Excellent public transport access is provided with five bus routes passing outside the 
site. These include bus numbers 81, 84 and 85 along Cambridge Street and 98 and 99 
along Jersey Street. 

 

3. Bicycle facilities (including change rooms/showers for cyclists) have been provided to 
encourage alternative transportation to and from the development. 

 

4. It is anticipated that a significant proportion of end-users of the proposed development 
will live within walking distance of the site. 

 
Comment 
 
Land Use 
 
The subject lot is zoned ‘Local Centre’ under the Town Planning Scheme No. 1, is central in the 
area referred to as the Wembley Town Centre and falls within the Wembley Precinct. Policy 7.4 
of the Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual prescribes the land use and development 
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standards for all commercial development in this precinct and has been used to assess the 
application. Both the uses of ‘office’ and ‘shop’ are “AA” uses and therefore are not permitted 
unless the Council has granted planning approval. The Centre has a range of uses and would 
best be described as a ‘commercial strip’. Both uses proposed are considered compatible to 
surrounding land uses and the intent and function of the centre. 
 
A residential component would have been desirable to provide for 24 hour occupancy and add 
to the vibrancy of the Centre. The applicant has considered this option but advises that market 
research has found the idea not to be commercially feasible. It was indicated that the site area 
was insufficient to accommodate a full mixed-use development. To a large extent, the scale of 
the development is constrained by the ability to provide the necessary on-site car parking. 
Further, the location of a service station across Jersey Street is not seen as an attractive 
frontage for residential properties. 
 
Building Design 
 
The development is three storey with the second floor concentrated around the front portion of 
the lot on the corner of Jersey and Cambridge Street. The lot is considered a key corner within 
the Town Centre and therefore a prominent building is needed. The building wraps around the 
corner of the site with glazing provided at grade to both Cambridge and Jersey streets. An 
awning also overhangs the footpath for the corner area. The first floor continues the length of 
Jersey Street with offices fronting the street. The ground floor includes car parking and a shop 
facing onto the corner of Jersey Street and Cambridge Street.  The shop front is a critical 
component of the development as it contributes to an interactive streetscape. 
 
The parking area is accessed from the rear of the site and runs parallel with Jersey Street.  
Although at grade, the parking area will be screened by metal type louvres. A 0.75m landscape 
strip has also been provided along this frontage. The first floor will be built over the majority of 
the car park. 
 
Plot Ratio 
 
Policy 7.4 of the Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual states that all development located in 
Cambridge Street between Pangbourne and Simper Streets shall have a maximum plot ratio of 
1.0:1.0. The applicant proposes of a floor area of 994.6m2 on the site, which equals a plot ratio 
of 1.064:1.0. 
 
Policy 7.4 states that any new development in areas zoned ‘Local Centre’ should be of a height 
and scale similar to the majority of existing buildings and have the purpose of serving the day to 
day needs of local residents. This is used as the reasoning for the prescribed 1.0:1.0 maximum 
plot ratio.  
 
While the applicant’s proposal for a three storey development in a predominately single storey 
locality is not compatible with the aforementioned statements, it can be considered in keeping 
with desired planning outcomes for the area for the following reasons:- 
 
• The subject lot is a key site, being located on the south-west corner of the Wembley Town 

Centre’s main intersection. The existing structure on the site is ageing, small in scale and 
presents blank walls along Jersey Street. The proposal therefore presents a significant 
opportunity to enhance the amenity of the streetscape and could potentially serve as an 
entrance statement to those travelling west through the Town Centre. 

 
• The Wembley Town Centre is increasingly becoming more intensive in use and serves 

more than just the day to day needs of local residents. In addition, there has been 
significant interest for large scale developments among landowners in locations within the 
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immediate locality of the subject lot. The Town Centre presents an ideal location for many 
of these proposed uses and contains the necessary infrastructure to support such 
development. The opportunity, therefore, exists for the Centre to be utilised as a mixed 
use precinct of some significance. The proposed development may well provide a catalyst 
for further development within this locality.      

 
Therefore, although the proposal is not consistent with the bulk and scale of development 
described in Policy 7.4, it will improve the amenity of the existing streetscape and is in line with 
current interests for redevelopment in the locality. Furthermore, the existing intensity of activity 
in the area is conducive with the scale and bulk of the proposed development. The variation to 
the plot ratio requirements is therefore supported.  
 
Car Parking 
 
Policy 6.1 of the Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual stipulates that one car parking bay 
must be provided for every 30m2 of net floor area designated for office use, and that one car 
parking bay must be provided for ever 15m2 of net floor area designated for use as a shop.  
 
The applicant proposes 886.4m2 of office space and 108m2 of space for use as a shop, 
meaning that the total car parking bays required under Policy 6.1 is 36 bays. The applicant has 
provided for 30 car parking bays on the ground floor of the development. 
 
A partial reason for the shortfall in car parking bays is due to the Town’s request for the 
development to have a retail component. The applicant originally proposed an office building, 
devoid of a mixed use element, which would have resulted in a reduced car parking 
requirement. As the applicant states, a lack of leniency towards the car parking required for the 
development means compromising the potential for mixed use development. 
 
In addition, the existing medical use on site also has a shortfall in the car parking bays required. 
On the basis that there are five regular doctors in the existing Post Office Medical Centre and 
two consultants in the Western Diagnostics pathology building at the rear of the lot, the car 
parking requirement under the Scheme today would be 28 bays. The existing lot provides for 
10 bays. The proposed development, therefore, represents a significant increase in the onsite 
car parking capability of the lot.  
 
The applicant has also stated that bicycle facilities and end-of-trip will be provided on site, and 
that Cambridge Street has a significant number of bus routes which allow for public transport to 
and from the site. For this reason, and those listed above, the variation to the car parking 
requirements is supported. 
 
Site Truncation 
 
The existing lot is not truncated, however, the existing building is stepped back for a small 
portion at the corner.  Original plans for the development incorporated a 3 metre by 3 metre 
corner truncation on the corner of Cambridge Street and Jersey Street.  As the development 
was located at the junction of a signalled controlled intersection, the proposal was referred to 
Main Roads WA for comment and no adverse comment was received.  Notwithstanding this, 
the Council’s Administration conducted a site analysis and determined that given the location of 
the existing building, location of the pedestrian crossings and maintaining the existing 
pedestrian space that a 4 metre by 4 metre truncation was required.  The standard 6 metre by 
6 metre truncation applied to District Distributors Roads was not considered necessary due to 
the location of the traffic signals (being past the building) and the current road radius at the 
corner. 
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Rear Lane Access 
 
Vehicle access to the site is proposed from a privately owned (according to the Town’s records) 
3 metre laneway to the rear of the site.  The Town’s records indicate that the lane is linked to 
the adjoining property at 341 Cambridge Street (Post Office site).  This access can only be 
supported if legally secured by the applicant through negotiation with the adjoining landowner.  
This should be made a pre-requisite of any approval as the proposed development depends on 
this.  The design provides for 1.34 metre widening of the lane to allow two way traffic in the 
future.  Such an access arrangement was detailed and encouraged in the 1999 Wembley Town 
Centre Study.  Investigation of the dedication of the laneway is also recommended given the 
importance of this access to the Town Centre precinct. 
 
Shopfront Floorspace 
 
As mentioned in this report, in response to discussion with the administration, the development 
incorporates a shopfront at ground level.  This is an important aspect, to continue an active and 
interesting frontage at pedestrian level within the Wembley Town Centre. 
 
The floorspace provided, however, is somewhat limited in area due to consideration for car 
parking provision.  The floor area of 108m2 is at the margins for a viable retail use and falls 
short for a restaurant type use. 
 
It is important that this ground floor use remains viable and, having regard to the above 
comment, there is an argument to support an increase in floorspace notwithstanding that it 
would increase the parking shortfall.  In discussion with the applicant, there is an option to 
increase the floor area to the extent that it would result in the loss of two car parking bays.  
Overall, it is considered that this added shortfall would not adversely affect parking in the area 
whilst the benefit to the street corner would be significant. 
 
This matter is not part of the applicant's submission, however, for the reasons outlined above it 
is raised to provided the opportunity for consideration by Committee and Council  If it 
considered that the suggestion has merit, the applicant could be advised accordingly. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The proposal was assessed against the provisions of the Town Planning Scheme No.1 and the 
Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
 
The changing function of the Wembley Town Centre (to which this application contributes) 
should be reviewed as part of the Town's Scheme review and Centres Strategy. 
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COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy. In accordance with 
the assessment criteria, it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is 
required. 
 

SUMMARY: 

The proposed development addresses both Cambridge and Jersey Streets well, with the 
emphasis of the building being on the corner where it is three storey.  The building is 
considered to present as an ‘entry statement’ into the Town Centre from Jersey Street.  The 
uses of office and retail are consistent with the zoning for the site although a component of 
residential use would have been desirable to further add to the vibrancy of the Centre.  The 
amount of parking provided is considered sufficient with excellent access to public transport 
being available along Cambridge Street.  It is also expected that the majority of users of the 
shop will be walking through the Centre and may live in close proximity to the site. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil. 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That:- 
 
(i) upon the applicant providing confirmation of a legal right of carriageway to the rear 

laneway to the satisfaction of the Director Development and Sustainability, in accordance 
with the provisions of Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No.1, the 
Council APPROVES the application submitted by Swanstate Nominees Pty Ltd for a 
commercial development comprising one shop and ten office tenancies at Lot 50 (No. 
339) Cambridge Street, Wembley, subject to the following conditions:- 

 
(a) the provision of a right of carriage way or easement in gross over the rear 1.34 

metre section of the property abutting the laneway as indicated on the approved 
plan; 

 
(b) the construction of the rear 1.34 metre section of the property abutting the laneway 

to the satisfaction of the Town.  Details are to be provided to the Town’s 
Infrastructure Services for approval; 

 
(c) vehicular parking, manoeuvring and circulation areas indicated on the approved 

plan being sealed and drained to the satisfaction of Town, the 30 parking spaces 
being marked out and maintained in good repair; 

 
(d) the provision of a 4 metre by 4 metre truncation at the intersection of Cambridge 

Street and Jersey Street.  This truncation is to be transferred, free of cost to the 
Crown prior to the issue of Titles; 

 
(e) the awnings being designed not to interfere with the light signals.  Details are to be 

provided at building licence stage; 
 
(f) all awnings are to achieve a minimum height of 2.7 metres above natural ground 

level; 
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(g) a Construction Management Plan being submitted detailing how the construction 
of the development will be managed in order to limit the impact on the surrounding 
area. The plan will need to ensure that adequate space is provided within the 
subject site for the parking of workers’ vehicles off site. The construction 
management plan shall be submitted and approved by the town prior to the issue 
of a building licence; 

 
(h) all commercial car parking bays being made available to staff and customers at all 

times during the business day; 
 

(i) details of any signage on site being subject to a separate development application; 
 
(j) the preparation and implementation of  a Bin/Waste Management Plan detailing the 

storage method and collection details prior to the issue of building licence to the 
satisfaction of the Town's Infrastructure Services. 

 
(ii) further to the comments raised in the above report consideration be given to increasing 

the area of the ground floor shop tenancy to improve its commercial viability; 
 
(iii) in the event that Council supports 2 above Delegated Authority be given to the Director, 

Development and Sustainability to support a revised plan which increases the area of the 
ground floor shop with no more than 2 bays being removed to accommodate the 
additional floor area (ie a minimum 28 bays to be provided on site). 

 
Committee Meeting 20 May 2008   
 
During discussion, some Members expressed concern with regard to the height and 
appearance of the proposed building.  Cr Berry suggested that the item be deferred for one 
month, however, the motion was lost on the casting vote of the Presiding Member. 
 
Discussion ensued in relation to increasing the area of the ground floor shop. 
 
Amendment   
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Langer 
 
That clause (iii) of the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
(iii) in relation to (ii) above, the Director, Development and Sustainability be authorised to 

support a revised plan which increases the area of the ground floor shop with no more 
than 2 bays being removed to accommodate the additional floor area (ie a minimum 28 
bays to be provided on site). 

 
Amendment carried 4/0 
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That:- 
 
(i) upon the applicant providing confirmation of a legal right of carriageway to the rear 

laneway to the satisfaction of the Director Development and Sustainability, in 
accordance with the provisions of Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning 
Scheme No.1, the Council APPROVES the application submitted by Swanstate 
Nominees Pty Ltd for a commercial development comprising one shop and ten 
office tenancies at Lot 50 (No. 339) Cambridge Street, Wembley, subject to the 
following conditions:- 

 
(a) the provision of a right of carriage way or easement in gross over the rear 

1.34 metre section of the property abutting the laneway as indicated on the 
approved plan; 

 
(b) the construction of the rear 1.34 metre section of the property abutting the 

laneway to the satisfaction of the Town.  Details are to be provided to the 
Town’s Infrastructure Services for approval; 

 
(c) vehicular parking, manoeuvring and circulation areas indicated on the 

approved plan being sealed and drained to the satisfaction of Town, the 30 
parking spaces being marked out and maintained in good repair; 

 
(d) the provision of a 4 metre by 4 metre truncation at the intersection of 

Cambridge Street and Jersey Street.  This truncation is to be transferred, free 
of cost to the Crown prior to the issue of Titles; 

 
(e) the awnings being designed not to interfere with the light signals.  Details are 

to be provided at building licence stage; 
 
(f) all awnings are to achieve a minimum height of 2.7 metres above natural 

ground level; 
 
(g) a Construction Management Plan being submitted detailing how the 

construction of the development will be managed in order to limit the impact 
on the surrounding area. The plan will need to ensure that adequate space is 
provided within the subject site for the parking of workers’ vehicles off site. 
The construction management plan shall be submitted and approved by the 
town prior to the issue of a building licence; 

 
(h) all commercial car parking bays being made available to staff and customers 

at all times during the business day; 
 

(i) details of any signage on site being subject to a separate development 
application; 

 
(j) the preparation and implementation of  a Bin/Waste Management Plan 

detailing the storage method and collection details prior to the issue of 
building licence to the satisfaction of the Town's Infrastructure Services. 
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(ii) further to the comments raised in the above report consideration be given to 
increasing the area of the ground floor shop tenancy to improve its commercial 
viability; 

 
(iii) in relation to (ii) above, the Director, Development and Sustainability be authorised 

to support a revised plan which increases the area of the ground floor shop with no 
more than 2 bays being removed to accommodate the additional floor area (ie a 
minimum 28 bays to be provided on site). 

 
During discussion, Cr Berry suggested that the item be referred back to the Development 
Committee to enable further discussions to be held with the applicant with regard to the 
appearance of the building. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
 
Moved by Mayor Withers, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That the item relating to Lot 50 (No. 339) Cambridge Street, Wembley be referred back to 
the Development Committee for further consideration. 
 
Carried  5/4 
 
For: Mayor Withers (Casting Vote), Crs Berry, Langer and Watson 
Against: Crs Bradley, Grinceri, Pelczar and Pinerua 
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DV08.59 LOT 3 (NO. 20) BRANKSOME GARDENS, CITY BEACH - PROPOSED THREE 
LEVEL DWELLING - REFERRED BACK 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider an application for a three level dwelling requiring assessment under the 
performance criteria of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDGs) in respect of fencing and landscaping in the street setback, open space, site 
works, building height, overshadowing, side setback and visual privacy. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

BA/DA REFERENCE: 0370BA-2007 
LANDOWNER: P Panegyres 
APPLICANT: Peter Robinson Designer 
ZONING: Residential R12.5 
  
LAND AREA: 821 square metres 
USE CLASS: Dwelling (single): “P” in a Residential zone 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development 
Criteria 

Standard Proposed 

Fencing in the Front 
Setback Area (RDGs) 

Max 0.75 m solid wall Max 1.1 metres  
 

 Max 0.45 metres pier width 0.6 metres 
 

Landscaping in the Street 
Setback Area (RDGs) 
 

Min 60% 44% 

Open Space (R Codes) Min 55% 47%  
 

Site Works (R Codes) Retaining wall and filling of land 
within 1.0 metre of a common 
boundary max 0.5 metres high 
 

South: max 1.1 metres 
 
North: max 1.8 metres 

Wall Height (RDGs) Max 6.5 metres Front & north side: max 
8.23 metres 
 
South side: max 7.73 metres 
 
Rear: max 6.78 metres 
 

Overall Height (RDGs) Architectural features (assuming 
flat roof over) at front and rear 
max 7.5 metres 
 

Front: max 9.19 metres 
 
Rear: max 7.75 metres 

Overshadowing (R Codes) 
 

Max 25% 25.7% 
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North:  
 
Projection min 1.5-1.8 metres 

 
 
1.1 to 2.1 metres 
 

Ground Floor Side Setback 
(R Codes) 

Rest of wall min 2.3 – 2.5 metres 
 

1.3 to 2.1 metres 

South: 
 
Projection (scullery - rear balcony) 
min 1.9 – 2.0 metres 
 

 
 
1.9 metres 

Gallery min 3.3 – 3.5 metres 
 

3.0 metres 

North:  
 
Projection (family room - rear 
balcony) min 1.8 – 1.9 metres 
 

 
 
1.25 to 2.1 metres 
 

Projection (ensuite) min 1.4 
metres 
 

1.23 to 1.56 metres 

Upper Floor Side Setback 
(R Codes) 

Rest of wall min 3.8 – 4.1 metres 1.67 metres to 3.15 metres 
 
South:  
 
Upper floor rear balcony: min 3.3 
metres @ 45 degrees 
 
North:  
 
Ground floor front terrace: min 2.9 
metres @ 45 degrees 
 
Upper floor front balcony: min 2.85 
metres @ 45 degrees 
 

Visual Privacy (R Codes) Max 7.5 metres from raised 
outdoor living areas, balconies 

Upper floor rear balcony: min 4.0 
metres @ 45 degrees 
 

 

DETAILS: 

• The proposal is for a three level dwelling comprising: 
o Basement: four car garage, store rooms, fish tank room and observation room; 
o Ground level: front terrace and portico, three bedrooms, cinema, study, and rear 

alfresco; 
o Upper level: main bedroom with two front balconies and main living areas and a 

large balcony at the rear. 
• The design has elements of classic European buildings with a low pitch tiled roof, 

rendered brick walls and parapet features over the entry portico and rear elevation. 
• The site is on the ocean side of Branksome Gardens and backs onto a park reserve.  It 

has an east-west orientation. 
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• There is an upwards slope from the front (eastern) corner to the rear (western) corner of 
approximately 4.0 metres. 

 
Applicant's Justification 
 
The applicant has provided lengthy information on the proposal and justification for the 
proposed variations, which has been circulated to Elected Members. 
 
Neighbour Comment 
 
The owner provided the Town with written comments of no objection from owners of 
neighbouring properties to the north side (18 Branksome Gardens) and across the road (29, 31 
and 33 Branksome Gardens).   
 
The Town received an objection from the owners of the neighbouring property to the south side 
(22 Branksome Gardens) which is summarised below:- 
 

The plans indicate the proposed building is over bulk and over height, throwing a large 
winter shadow on our primary living and entertaining areas.  This will result in our home 
being very cold and dark during the winter months, requiring the installation of heating, 
additional lighting, and causing a significant loss of amenity for the whole family.  We 
located these areas to the north being conscious of environmental housing design, 
minimising power consumption and the principle of capturing the winter sun. 

The bulk and height of the proposed residence presents a loss of amenity in terms of 
streetscape when considering the presentation and height of neighbouring homes.  If 
the proposed residence complied with the natural ground height and was more 
consistent with homes already in the vicinity, there would not be such a negative impact 
on general amenity within the area. 

While our block is significantly smaller than that at 20 Branksome Gardens, and our 
home more modest than that proposed, we readily complied with bulk and height 
requirements strictly enforced by the Council at the time of our building in 2004.  
Although this slightly impacted our plans, we were able to achieve a home that 
comfortably meets the needs of a growing family of five, while blending in with our 
surrounds and minimising impact on existing properties. 

We hope a similar outcome can be achieved with the plans for the proposed residence 
at No. 20.  Perhaps they could lower the height of the residence without having to 
reduce the overall living space, thus achieving their dream home while minimising the 
negative impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties.  

 
It should be noted that the above comments were made in relation to the original plans 
submitted with the application.  The applicant has since amended the plans to address the 
concerns raised by the neighbour, including redesigning the roof layout and eaves detail on the 
southern elevation, reducing the floor level, and increasing the setbacks of the dwelling from 
the southern side boundary.  These plans have been viewed by the owner of the adjoining 
property to the north (18 Branksome Gardens) who has offered no objections.  The owners of 
the adjoining property to the south (22 Branksome Gardens) declined to view the amended 
plans. 
 
It should also be noted that the dwelling at 22 Branksome Gardens was approved by Council at 
its meeting held on 28 October 2003 with variations to the acceptable development standards 
relating to side setback, retaining walls and filling of land, wall height, visual privacy and rear 
setback.  The owner of 20 Branksome Gardens offered no objections to this dwelling. 
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Delegated Authority 
 
As identified above the application proposes variations to the site works, side setback and 
visual privacy acceptable development requirements of the R Codes on the northern and 
southern sides of the property.  As stated previously, the adjoining property owner to the north 
(No. 18 Branksome Gardens) was advised of the variations and has made no objection.  In 
addition, the adjoining property owners to the south (No. 22 Branksome Gardens) have not 
raised a specific objection to the rear balcony. 
 
Site works 
 
The proposed height of retaining and fill on the northern side ranges from nil at the front to 1.8 
metres adjacent to the middle of the dwelling and nil at the rear (cut at rear).  Such significant 
height for retaining and fill is not uncommon in this locality; the plans show that No. 22 
Branksome Gardens to the south has retaining and fill approximately 2.0 metres high along its 
northern boundary shared with the subject site.  The additional height of the retaining will not 
impact on access to direct sun and ventilation for the northern property.  This side of the 
property is already lower than the subject site, and so is likely to be in considerable shade 
already. 
 
Side setback 
 
In order to reduce the impact of bulk and overshadowing on the adjoining property to the south, 
the dwelling has been positioned closer to the northern side boundary.  The northern wall is not 
parallel to the northern side boundary as the boundary is at a slight angle.  Instead, it is 
stepped, includes an alcove and portions of building that are closer to the boundary than the 
requirement but also portions that are further away from the boundary than the requirement.  
The effect is that the impact of bulk of the wall on the adjoining property is reduced.  In relation 
to privacy, the northern elevation shows no major openings directly facing the northern 
neighbour.  There is no overshadowing impact to the northern property. 
 
Visual privacy 
 
The proposed dwelling has a raised front terrace and portico on the ground floor, and a front 
and rear balcony on the upper floor.  The northern sides of these raised outdoor living areas 
incorporates 1.6 metre high privacy screens so there is no direct overlooking into the adjoining 
property to the north.  Any views from the front terrace and balcony will be into the neighbour’s 
front yard that is visible from the street.  Any views from the rear balcony will be into a small 
corner of the neighbour’s backyard (the neighbouring rear boundary angles to the north-east 
which reduces the extent of overlooking into the neighbouring backyard). 
 
In addition in relation to the southern property, the rear balcony has a solid wall along the 
southern side so there is no direct overlooking into the adjoining property to the south.  Any 
views from the rear balcony to the adjoining property to the south will be predominantly to a 
roof for a shed and pool house. 
  
Council’s Town Planning Delegations Policy, adopted under Clause 50 of the Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1, delegates certain Scheme powers to the Chief Executive Officer as well as the 
Director Development and Sustainability and Manager Development.  These delegations 
usually apply where the adjoining land owner has no objection to the variation and the variation 
is acceptable from a planning perspective. 
 
In this particular case, the above provisions with respect to the site works, side setbacks and 
visual privacy variations impacting on the adjoining northern side property and the visual 
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privacy variation impacting on the adjoining southern side property are regarded as having 
been satisfied and are not discussed further. 
 
Comment 
 
Fencing in the Front Setback Area 
 
Clause 2.1.3 A1.3 Solid Walls and Fences with or without Piers and Infill Panels of the RDGs 
states that development is deemed to meet the acceptable development standards where the 
height of a solid wall in the front setback area does not exceed 0.75 metres and where the 
width of piers does not exceed 0.45 metres.  Variations to this standard can be considered if 
they have due regard to the following performance criteria:- 
 

i. Fences consistent with existing streetscape character; and 
 
ii. Fences that contribute towards: 

• visual privacy for a sole or main living areas; or 
• protection from traffic noise on district distributor roads or vehicle headlights 

emanating from a public street that are shining directly into habitable rooms; 
and 

 
iii. Solid walls and fences that are higher than 0.75 metres above natural ground level 

are: 
• truncated or reduced to no higher than 0.75 metres within 1.5 metres of where 

fences adjoin vehicle access points where a driveway meets a public street and 
where two streets intersect; and 

• broken up with piers, a mix of building materials, recessed panels incorporating 
landscaping, and/or set back a sufficient distance to allow suitable landscaping, 
to reduce the bulk of the fence; and 

• constructed so as not to substantially obstruct views of the dwelling, including 
the main entry, from the street. 

 
The proposed fencing in the front setback area comprises a 1.1 metre high solid wall along the 
northern side boundary and a solid wall with open infill panels and piers on either side of the 
entry stairs.  This solid wall ranges in height from nil to 1.1 metres as the stairs rise to the front 
elevated terrace and has 0.6 metre wide piers.  The proposed fencing does not fulfil the 
acceptable development standards of Clause 2.1.3 of the RDGs and so the development must 
be considered against the performance criteria above. 
 
The proposed fencing satisfies the performance criteria; it is consistent with the existing 
streetscape character and the dwelling (including the main entry), will be clearly visible from the 
street.  Furthermore, the wall adjacent to the stairs, is broken up with piers, infill panels, and 
landscaping on the southern side, and landscaping is proposed adjacent to the northern side 
boundary wall.  The proposed fencing in the front setback area is therefore supported. 
 
Landscaping in the Street Setback Area 
 
Clause 2.1.4 A1 Landscaping in the Primary Street Setback Area of the RDGs states that 
development is deemed to meet the acceptable development standards where a minimum of 
60% of the primary street setback area is landscaped.  Variations to this standard can be 
considered if they have due regard to the following performance criteria:- 
 

• The street setback area developed and planted to present a substantially “green” 
appearance, allowing views to the dwellings; and 
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• Development which minimises impact on the natural topography of the locality and 

conserves significant landscape elements, including indigenous trees. 
 
The proposed landscaping comprises approximately 44% of the street setback area.  This does 
not fulfil the acceptable development standard of Clause 2.1.4 of the RDGs and so the 
development must be considered against the performance criteria above. 
 
The shape of the site is irregular, being narrow and angled to the street boundary. This results 
in the 5.6 metre wide driveway taking up 33% of the front setback area.  In addition, a central 
entry stairs feature is proposed adjacent to the driveway and leading to the dwelling.  The plans 
submitted show this to be fully paved.  It is considered that some landscape separation could 
be included between the driveway and the entry stairs feature, to reduce the impact of this 
extensive paved area.  A condition can be included in this regard.  Whilst the inclusion of this 
additional landscaping is unlikely to meet the acceptable development standard, on the whole 
the development will present a green appearance to the street as the remainder of the front 
setback and the verge is proposed to be landscaped. 
 
Open Space 
 
Clause 3.4.1 Open Space Provision of the R Codes states that development is deemed to meet 
the acceptable development standards where a minimum of 55% of the primary street setback 
area is landscaped.  Variations to this standard can be considered if they have due regard to 
the following performance criteria:- 
 

Sufficient open space around buildings:- 
• to complement the building; 
• to allow attractive streetscapes; 
• to suit the future needs of residents, having regard to the type and density of the 

dwelling. 
 

The proposed open space provision comprises approximately 47% of the site area.  This does 
not fulfil the acceptable development standard of Clause 3.4.1 of the R Codes and so the 
development must be considered against the performance criteria above.   
 
In calculating the open space provision, the front terraces/portico area and the rear alfresco 
could not included as open space as the R Codes definition of open space excludes areas that 
are raised more than 0.5 metres above natural ground level (front terraces/portico area and 
rear alfresco) and enclosed on more than two sides (rear alfresco). 
 
The front terraces/portico area is, however, large enough (79 square metres) to be used as 
open space and is directly accessible from the study and bedroom 4.  The area also improves 
the appearance of the dwelling.  In addition, the rear alfresco area is likely to be used on a 
frequent basis for passive recreation, as it opens to the backyard and pool area and a larger 
open patio area.  In view of these comments, it is considered that the open space provision is 
sufficient for the needs of the occupants of the dwelling and to complement the building and the 
streetscape and can therefore be supported. 
 
Site Works 
 
Clause 3.6.1 Excavation or Fill of the R Codes states that development is deemed to meet the 
acceptable development standard where the height of a retaining wall and filling of land 
adjacent to a side boundary does not exceed 0.5 metres.  Variations to this standard can be 
considered if they have due regard to the following performance criterion:- 
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Development that retains the visual impression of the natural level of a site, as seen 
from the street or other public place, or from an adjoining property. 

 
Retaining wall and filling of land to a maximum height of 1.1 metres is proposed along the 
southern side boundary.  This does not fulfil the acceptable development standard of Clause 
3.6.1 of the R Codes and so the development must be considered against the performance 
criterion above.   
 
The plans submitted show that adjoining property to the south (No. 22 Branksome Gardens) 
has a retaining wall and fill approximately 2.0 metres high along a considerable portion of its 
northern side boundary shared with the subject site.  The proposed retaining wall and fill abuts 
this wall and will therefore not be visible from No. 22 Branksome Gardens, apart from a small 
portion adjacent to the rear of the proposed study wall where there are steps up to the higher 
level.  In this location, 14 metres from the front boundary, the southern neighbouring property 
has a small planter box adjacent to their driveway and the proposed retaining wall will be 
approximately 0.65 metres higher than the planter.   
 
The natural ground level of the subject site is lower than the adjoining property to the south.  
This will remain the case following completion of the development.  In view of these comments, 
the impact of the retaining wall on the adjoining property to the south is considered to be 
minimal and can be supported. 
 
Upper Floor Side Setback – south 
 
Clause 3.3.1 Buildings Set Back from the Boundary of the R Codes states that the development 
is deemed to meet the acceptable development standards where the upper floor is set back a 
minimum of 1.9 to 2.0 metres for the scullery to rear balcony projection, and 3.3 to 3.5 metres 
for the gallery wall.  Variations to these standards can be considered if they have due regard to 
the following performance criteria:- 
 

Buildings set back from boundaries other than street boundaries so as to: 
• provide adequate direct sun and ventilation to the building; 
• ensure adequate direct sun and ventilation being available to adjoining properties; 
• provide adequate direct sun to the building and appurtenant open spaces; 
• assist with protection of access to direct sun for adjoining properties; 
• assist in ameliorating the impacts of building bulk on adjoining properties; and 
• assist in protecting privacy between adjoining properties. 

 
The upper floor is proposed to be set back 1.9 metres for the scullery to rear balcony 
projection, and 3.0 metres for the gallery.  This does not fulfil the acceptable development 
standard of Clause 3.3.1 of the R Codes and so the development must be considered against 
the performance criteria above.   
 
The proposed setback provides adequate direct sun and ventilation to the building.  Access to 
direct sun to the southern neighbour’s upper level windows and balcony, and rear outdoor area 
should still be achieved.  Privacy is not a concern with the upper floor wall, as there are no 
major openings directly facing the southern neighbour.   
 
The southern neighbour has concerns with the height and bulk of the proposed dwelling.  The 
setback variations up to 0.1 metres for the projection and between 0.3 and 0.5 metres for the 
gallery are unlikely to make a significant difference to the impact of bulk on the neighbour.  The 
proposed dwelling has a ground floor level approximately 1.2 metres lower than the floor level 
of the adjoining property (as advised by the applicant), so the height of the wall as viewed from 
the neighbouring property is lower, reducing the impact of bulk.   
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Overall in view of above comments, it is considered that the setback of the upper floor from the 
southern side boundary is acceptable. 
 
Building Height 
 
Clause 2.3 A1.2 Building Height of the RDGs states that development is deemed to meet the 
acceptable development standard where the height of the wall (with a pitched roof above) does 
not exceed 6.5 metres and where the overall height of a building (that has a flat roof) does not 
exceed 7.5 metres.  Variations to this standard can be considered if they have due regard to 
the following performance criteria:- 
 
• Buildings which respect the scale of buildings generally in their vicinity, in terms of their 

height and bulk and remain subservient to the green streetscape; 
 
• Buildings which are respectful of the predominant character and style of existing 

development within the locality; 
 
• Where the front of the building facing the street is broken up, presenting a varied and 

interesting façade to the street, rather than a continuous wall; and 
 
• Building height consistent with the desired height of buildings in the locality, and to 

recognise the need to protect the amenities of adjoining properties, including, where 
appropriate:- 

 
• adequate direct sun to buildings and appurtenant open spaces; 

• adequate daylight to major openings to habitable rooms; and 

• access to views of significance. 
 
The maximum wall height of the building (where there is a pitched roof above) is 6.78 metres 
on the rear elevation, 7.73 metres on the southern elevation, and 8.23 metres on the front and 
northern elevation.  In addition, the maximum overall height (where there is a flat roof above) 
for the architectural features at the front and rear is 9.19 metres at the front and 7.75 metres at 
the rear.  This does not fulfil the acceptable development standard of Clause 2.3 of the RDGs 
and so the development must be considered against the performance criteria above.   
 
The design is consistent with the scale of dwellings currently under construction or recently 
constructed along Branksome Gardens and would not look out of place.  The front of the 
building is articulated by the portico feature with two, two storey columns, motif gable on the 
front wall and a parapet above the portico canopy.  Balconies are located forward of the house 
façade on either side of the portico columns.  The height to the top of the dwelling’s pitched roof 
is considerably lower than the maximum overall height permissible for pitched roofs.  The 
applicant has submitted elevations showing that if the roof was increased to the maximum 
permissible height of 10.5 metres the impact of height and bulk on the adjoining properties and 
the streetscape would be considerably more significant. 
 
The owners of the adjoining property to the south have objected to the height and bulk of the 
development negatively impacting on their amenity.  The applicant has advised the proposed 
development will permit adequate direct light into the adjoining dwelling (upper level) and 
outdoor living spaces.  The proposed height does not compromise views for immediate 
surrounding properties.  As stated previously, the adjoining neighbours to the north side and 
across the road have offered no objections to the development.  
 
In view of the above comments, whilst the variations are significant, the majority of neighbours 
are supportive of the development and the bulk and scale of the dwelling is not out of character 
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with recently completed dwellings or dwellings under construction along Branksome Gardens.  
The proposed building height can therefore be supported.  
 
Overshadowing 
 
Clause 3.9.1 A1 Solar Access for Adjoining Sites of the R Codes states that development is 
deemed to meet the acceptable development standard where its shadow cast at midday on 21 
June onto any other adjoining property does not exceed 25% of the site area (for properties 
zoned R12.5).  Variations to this standard can be considered if they have due regard to the 
following performance criteria:- 
 

Development designed with regard for solar access for neighbouring properties taking 
account the potential to overshadow:- 
 
• outdoor living areas; 
• major openings to habitable rooms; 
• solar heating devices; or 
• balconies or verandahs. 

 
The proposed development overshadows 25.7% of the adjoining property to the south and so 
the development must be considered against the performance criteria above.  The owners of 
the adjoining property to the south have objected to the shadow cast by the proposed 
development.  It should be noted that this comment related to the original design which had a 
shadow in excess of 31%.  In response to the concerns raised, the roof layout and eaves detail 
on the southern elevation was redesigned, the floor level was reduced by 150mm, the setbacks 
from the southern boundary were increased and the front setback was slightly increased. 
 
The amended plans now represent a minor variation of 0.7%, or 4.5 square metres. The 
southern neighbour’s dwelling currently creates an overshadow of its own outdoor pool due to a 
two metre high brick wall on the north and a partial enclosure of the pool area.  The shadow 
presently cast by this 2.0 metre high wall and screen enclosure is shown on the site plan.   
 
The subject property and the adjoining property to the south are orientated east-west, so 
overshadowing is inevitable, whether or not the development fully complied with the acceptable 
development requirements.  The proposed dwelling has been modified to minimise the impact 
of overshadowing, and will still allow solar access to the upper level (including balcony) of the 
southern neighbour’s dwelling and rear outdoor living area.  In view of these comments, the 
proposed overshadowing can be supported. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no policy or statutory implications related to this report.  The proposal was assessed 
against the provisions of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and the Town of Cambridge 
Town Planning Scheme No.1, Policy Manual, and Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs). 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
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COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required 
other than the requirements of the R Codes. 
 

 

SUMMARY: 

The development proposes significant variations to the building height acceptable development 
standards, however, the majority of immediate neighbours had no concerns with the 
development.  It is considered that the concerns raised by the owners of the adjoining southern 
property in relation to height, bulk and overshadowing have been satisfactorily addressed to a 
point where the proposed development can now be supported.   
 
The proposed dwelling is consistent with the style and scale of new dwellings in City Beach, 
and in particular Branksome Gardens.   Conditions are proposed relating to the front setback 
(to ensure that it is not less than 6.5 metres (the plans measure at 6.4 metres but the applicant 
has advised that it is 6.5 metres), landscaping in the front setback area, and the design of the 
privacy screens to ensure views are restricted in accordance with the R Codes and installed 
prior to the occupation of the dwelling. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 1, 
Council APPROVES the planning application for a three level dwelling at Lot 3 (No. 20) 
Branksome Gardens, City Beach as shown on the amended plans dated 16 March 2008 
subject to:- 
 
(i) the dwelling being set back a minimum of 6.5 metres from the front boundary; 
 
(ii) landscaping being provided between the entry stairs and the driveway as indicated in red 

on the approved plans; 
 
(iii) the privacy screens for the northern and southern sides of the ground floor front terrace 

and the northern side of the ground floor rear patio, and the northern and southern sides 
of the upper floor front balconies and rear balcony being designed to restrict views to the 
neighbouring properties in accordance with Clause 3.8.1 Visual Privacy of the Residential 
Design Codes of Western Australia and being installed prior to the occupation of the 
dwelling. 

 
Committee Meeting 15 April 2008   
 
During discussion, Members expressed concern with regard to the number of non compliances 
and were not prepared to support the application. 
 
The Administration recommendation was then voted upon and lost. 
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That in accordance with the provisions of Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1 and matters required to be considered under this scheme generally, and in 
particular, as the proposal would be contrary to the orderly and proper planning of the locality, 
the Council REFUSES the application for planning approval submitted by Peter Robinson for a 
three level dwelling at Lot 3 (No. 20) Branksome Gardens, City Beach as shown on the 
amended plans dated 16 March 2008 for the following reasons:- 
 
(i) non compliance with the acceptable development standards of the Town of Cambridge 

Residential Design Guidelines with regard to wall height and overall height and the 
resultant impact on streetscape and neighbours; 

 
(ii) non compliance with the acceptable development standards of the Residential Design 

Codes of Western Australia with regard to side setbacks and resultant impact on 
neighbours with respect to bulk, scale and overshadowing; 

 
(iii) it is considered that the extent and nature of the proposed variations will unduly impact on 

the streetscape and the amenity of the neighbours. 
 
Council Meeting 22 April 2008 
 
At the request of the owner, the application was referred back to the next Development and 
Sustainability Committee meeting. The application was referred back in order to give the owner 
and the applicant sufficient time to amend the plans to address the concerns raised by the 
Committee. 
 

FURTHER REPORT (Post Council Meeting  22 April 2008) 

On 5 May 2008 the applicant submitted amended plans for the development.  The following 
table shows the aspects of the development that require assessment under the performance 
criteria.   
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development 
Criteria 

Standard Amended Plans 5 May 2008 

Site Works (R Codes) Retaining wall and filling of 
land within 1.0 metre of a 
common boundary max 0.5 
metres high 
 

South: max 0.8 metres 
 
North: max 1.5 metres 

Wall Height (RDGs) Max 6.5 metres Front & north side: max 7.93 
metres 
 
South side: max 7.43 metres 
 

Overall Height (RDGs) Architectural features 
(assuming flat roof over) at 
front and rear max 7.5 metres 
 

Front: max 8.89 metres 
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North:  
Projection min 1.5-1.7 metres 

 
1.1 to 2.1 metres 
 

Ground Floor Side Setback 
(R Codes) 

Rest of wall min 2.3 – 2.5 
metres 
 

1.3 to 2.1 metres 

North:  
Projection (family room - rear 
balcony) min 1.6 – 1.9 metres 
 

 
1.25 to 2.1 metres 
 

Upper Floor Side Setback 
(R Codes)  

Rest of wall min 3.5 metres 
 

1.67 metres to 3.15 metres 
 

Visual Privacy (R Codes) South:  
Max 7.5 metres from raised 
outdoor living areas, balconies 

 
Upper floor rear balcony: min 
3.3 metres @ 45 degrees 
 

 
The latest amendments to the plan have deleted or reduced previous variations to the 
acceptable development requirements.  Landscaping and fencing in the front setback area, 
open space, height of the rear elevation, overshadowing, upper floor side setback from the 
south boundary, upper floor side setback for the ensuite from the north boundary, and visual 
privacy setbacks for the ground floor front terrace, upper floor front balcony and upper floor rear 
balcony from the north boundary now meet the acceptable development standards.  The side 
setback requirements for the ground and upper floors from the north elevation that still require 
assessment under the performance criteria have been reduced, decreasing the impact on the 
neighbours.  It is noted that the owner of the adjoining property to the north has signed off on 
the previous variations. 
 
The development shown on the amended plans will have a reduced impact on the neighbouring 
properties and the streetscape.  The amended plans are recommended for approval. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 1, 
Council APPROVES the planning application for a three level dwelling at Lot 3 (No. 20) 
Branksome Gardens, City Beach as shown on the amended plans dated 5 May 2008 
subject to:- 
 
(i) the dwelling being set back a minimum of 6.5 metres from the front boundary; 
 
(ii) the privacy screens for the northern and southern sides of the ground floor front 

terrace and the northern side of the ground floor rear patio, and the northern and 
southern sides of the upper floor front balconies and rear balcony being designed 
to restrict views to the neighbouring properties in accordance with Clause 3.8.1 
Visual Privacy of the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia and being 
installed prior to the occupation of the dwelling; 
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(iii) any fencing in the front setback area complying with the acceptable development 

requirements of the Town of Cambridge Residential Design Guidelines.  No fencing 
to be erected without prior approval from the Town of Cambridge. 

 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.60 LOT 771 (NO. 48) LINDEN GARDENS, FLOREAT - ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF 
UNAUTHORISED STRUCTURE (FENCING IN THE STREET SETBACK AREA) 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider a request for acknowledgement of an unauthorised structure (fencing in the 
secondary street setback area) which does not comply with the acceptable development criteria 
of the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs). 
 

BACKGROUND: 

BA/DA REFERENCE: 0825BA-2007 
LANDOWNER: B & T Althorpe 
APPLICANT: B & T Althorpe 
ZONING: Residential R12.5 
  
LAND AREA: 989 m2 
USE CLASS: Dwelling - single 
 
An application was submitted for fencing in the secondary street setback area (wall with some 
visually permeable infill panels) on 4 December 2007.  The plans submitted showed more solid 
fencing than what is classed as ‘acceptable development’.   
 
The applicants asked how the plan could be modified to comply with the acceptable 
development requirements of the RDGs, so that the plan could be approved under delegated 
authority rather than have to wait for a decision from the Council.  On 5 February 2008 the 
Town’s Planning Services gave the applicants detailed advice on how to modify the plan to 
meet the acceptable development criteria.   
 
On 22 April 2008, the applicant advised the builders had constructed the wall without approval 
and in accordance with the original plan submitted on 4 December 2007.  The wall has been 
rendered and painted to match the dwelling currently under construction at 48 Linden Gardens.   
 
In addition, the wall sits above a limestone block retaining wall that is higher than 0.5 metres in 
part.  This retaining wall was constructed in conjunction with the new dwelling, however, the 
retaining wall was not shown on the building licence plans for the house and as such has not 
received approval from the Town. 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable 
Development Criteria 

Prescribed Proposed 

Min 40% of fencing in the secondary 
street setback area being visually 
permeable 

26.4% 

1.8 metre max average height from 
natural ground level for infill panels 
 

2.06 metres 

Fencing in the Street 
Setback Area 

2.0 metre max average height from 
natural ground level for piers  
 

2.06 metres 
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DETAILS: 

48 Linden Gardens is located on the south-eastern corner of Linden and Peebles Road.  The 
fence is located along the Peebles Road (secondary street) boundary.  It is a combination of 
rendered brick wall panels and visually permeable timber slat panels 1.55 metres high above 
the finished ground level of the subject site.  There is also a visually permeable gate 
perpendicular from the Peebles Road boundary to the house.  At the time of writing, the visually 
permeable panels and gate had not been installed. 
 
Applicant's Justification 
 
The applicant has provided the following information in relation to the fencing:- 
 

Thank you for your consideration of our application for the fence on our secondary 
boundary.  At no time are there any plans to create a wall on the primary boundary and as 
such this will be the only enclosed aspect of the residence. 
 
We have made every effort to try to achieve the regulation60%, however this would 
compromise the privacy of our home. 
 
Therefore we would appreciate the council’s consideration of our variation to the 
development criteria on the following points:- 
 
• The retaining wall is a necessity to allow for the house to be built at the approved level.  

Our block slopes away from south to north and from west to east.  The wall has been 
built to 1.55m (less than the 1.8m allowed under the R Code) on top of this as any 
height less than this does not allow for privacy for the residents standing within at the 
level of the house. 

 
• We have a pedestrian pathway carrying traffic that runs on our side of the street along 

the length of this wall therefore affording a close view of the interior of the fence and 
our home. 

 
• Our main bedroom window faces the wall as does a full height set of windows from the 

ensuite and consequently privacy is a necessity.  We have an outdoor alfresco area on 
the northern aspect of the house that is directly visible from the street and the passing 
footpath and the north aspect at the western end of the house is completely glass 
doors. 

 
• Whilst endeavouring to allow for openings we have attempted to have the closed 

portions of the wall matching up with the outdoor living area and those sections of the 
house where the exterior is permeable due to the glass windows and glass sliding 
doors. 

 
• We plan to have a pool built in the next few years in the south eastern corner of the 

site and again privacy and a visual block from those individuals using the footpath is of 
great importance. 

 
• The boundary wall is actually 0.5 m inside of the boundary. 
 
• Plants and grass will be placed and kept in order on the external aspect of the wall. 
 
• Privacy is of paramount importance particularly due to the high traffic nature of the 

footpath as a result of the school on Peebles Road. 
 
There are multiple examples of precedents of front walls and corner blocks with secondary 
frontages within Floreat and the Town of Cambridge that have far more significant closure of 
their walls.  We agree that we do not want an unfriendly aspect to our house and wish to 
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maintain a neighbourly aspect, which we feel this design achieves.  We have consulted with 
neighbours who, if required, are happy to provide us with documentation of their approval for 
such a wall.  

 
Comment 
 
Fencing in the Street Setback Area 
 
Clause 2.1.3 A1.4 Fencing in the Secondary Street Setback Area of the RDGs states that 
development is deemed to meet the acceptable development standards where the average 
heights of infill panels and piers do not exceed 1.8 metres and 2.0 metres respectively, and 
where 40% of fencing is visually permeable.  Variations to this standard can be considered if 
they have due regard to the following performance criteria:- 
 
i. Fences consistent with existing streetscape character; and 
ii. Fences that contribute towards: 

• visual privacy for a sole or main living areas; or 
• protection from traffic noise on district distributor roads or vehicle headlights 

emanating from a public street that are shining directly into habitable rooms; and 
iii. Solid walls and fences that are higher than 0.75 metres above natural ground level are: 

• truncated or reduced to no higher than 0.75 metres within 1.5 metres of where fences 
adjoin vehicle access points where a driveway meets a public street and where two 
streets intersect; and 

• broken up with piers, a mix of building materials, recessed panels incorporating 
landscaping, and/or set back a sufficient distance to allow suitable landscaping, to 
reduce the bulk of the fence; and 

• constructed so as not to substantially obstruct views of the dwelling, including the 
main entry, from the street. 

 
As shown in the table above, only 26.4 percent of the fencing in the secondary street setback 
area is visually permeable, and the average height of both the infill panels and piers is 2.06 
metres.  The height takes into consideration the existing limestone retaining wall directly below 
the fence, which ranges in height from 0.7 metres to 0.35 metres. 
 
With regard to the above criteria, as highlighted by the applicant, there are examples of solid 
fencing along the secondary street boundaries of other corner lots in Floreat.  The fence 
contributes towards visual privacy for the living areas.  There is no vehicular access to the 
subject site off Peebles Road therefore visual truncations are not required.   The wall is broken 
up with piers and a mix of building materials (rendered wall and timber slats).  The applicant 
has advised that grasses will be planted in front of the fence to reduce its bulk and screen the 
limestone retaining wall.  There are also three small street trees in front of the property along 
Peebles Road.  Views to the dwelling are not substantially obstructed by the fence as the 
dwelling is at a higher level than Peebles Road and the fence height is 1.55 metres from this 
finished ground level.  The proposed fencing satisfies the performance criteria and can 
therefore be supported. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no policy or statutory implications related to this report.  The proposal was assessed 
against the provisions of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and the Town of Cambridge 
Town Planning Scheme No.1, Policy Manual, and Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs). 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil. 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That: 
 
(i) the Council ACKNOWLEDGES the application submitted by B & T Althorpe for the 

unauthorised structure (fencing in the secondary street setback area) noting 
variations to the fencing in the street setback area acceptable development 
standards, at Lot 771 (No. 48) Linden Gardens, Floreat as shown on the plan dated 
21 April 2008 and the site plan dated 4 December 2007; 

 
(ii) the applicant is advised that the infill panels are to have a surface with an open to 

solid ratio of no less than 1:1. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.61 LOT 799 (NO. 7) PEARSON PLACE, FLOREAT - TWO STOREY DWELLING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider an application for a two storey dwelling requiring assessment under the 
Performance Criteria of the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) with respect to landscaping, 
buildings on the boundary and wall height provisions. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

BA/DA REFERENCE: 0797BA-2007 
LANDOWNER: Goldquest Corporation Pty Ltd 
APPLICANT: Goldquest Corporation Pty Ltd 
ZONING: MRS Zoning: Urban 
 Town Planning Scheme No. 1: Residential R12.5 
LAND AREA: 839m2 
USE CLASS: Single dwelling - ‘P’ - Permitted 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development Criteria Prescribed Proposed 

Landscaping in the Primary Street 
Setback Area (Clause 2.1.4 of 
RDGs) 
 

Minimum 60 percent 58 percent 

Buildings on the Boundary (Clause 
2.2 of RDGs) 
 

1.5m from triple garage to 
right/north-western boundary 

Nil setback 

Building Height (Clause 2.3 of 
RDGs) 
 

6.0m maximum wall height 6.3m at front porch 

 

DETAILS: 

• Proposed two storey dwelling with 5 bedrooms, 5 bathrooms and a three-car garage. 
• Relatively flat, rectangular shaped lot.  
 
Applicant's Justification 
 
Proposed wall height at the front porch has been utilised as an architectural feature in order to 
break down the mass scale of the building and bringing it to a level where the proportion of 
design in the elevation has been considered. 
 
We strongly believe that the proposed dwelling will enhance the aesthetic value of the area. 
With the street setback of 9.0m and the proposed porch height to the front elevation, an 
overshadowing diagram showed that it will have no overshadowing impact on the adjoining 
neighbour. 
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Neighbour Comment 
 
The application was advertised to the adjoining side neighbours at 5 and 9 Pearson Place. One 
submission was received from 9 Pearson Place and is as follows: 
 
We are proposing to demolish the existing home on our property and build a new home of 
which we have signed up and committed to a builder. Site surveying and engineering has been 
commissioned. Our proposed new residence will be a single storey four bedroom home. 
 
Based on our proposed development, the proponent’s garage parapet wall will be adjacent to 
our master bedroom. We believe that this wall as it is currently drawn will adversely impact the 
amenity of our master bedroom/home including overshadowing, imposing the bulk of the 
development upon us, a lack of visual relief from the street and generating referred noise. 
Accordingly we request that the applicants comply with the required setback. 
 
Delegated Authority 
 
As identified above, the application involves a variation to the landscaping requirements of the 
RDGs. Council’s Town Planning Delegations Policy, adopted under Clause 50 of Town 
Planning Scheme No. 1, delegates certain Scheme powers to the Chief Executive Officer as 
well as the Director, Development and Sustainability and Manager Development. These 
delegations usually apply where the adjoining land owner has no objection to the variation and 
the variation is acceptable from a planning perspective. 
 
In this particular case, the aforementioned variation is not considered to have an adverse 
impact on the presentation of a ‘green’ streetscape and is sympathetic towards significant 
existing landscape elements. The variation can therefore be considered consistent with the 
relevant performance criteria. 
 
In addition, the landscaping variation falls within the category for ‘minor variations’ (ie. 5 percent 
of the expressed standard) and can therefore be considered under delegation. The variation is 
therefore considered supportable and is not discussed further.  
 
Comment 
 
Buildings on the Boundary 
 
Clause 2.2 of the RDGs state that buildings on the boundary are only deemed to meet the 
acceptable development criteria if the wall abuts an existing or simultaneously constructed wall 
of similar or greater dimension. Variations to this requirement can be considered if they have 
due regard to the performance criteria which states the following: 
 
Buildings and other structures built up to boundaries other than the street boundary where it is 
desirable to do so in order to:- 
 
• make effective use of space; or 
• enhance privacy; or 
• otherwise enhance the amenity of the development; and 
• not have any significant adverse impact on the amenity of the adjoining property; and 
• ensure that direct sun to major openings and habitable rooms and outdoor living areas of 

adjoining properties is not restricted. 
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The applicant proposes for a boundary wall on the right/western boundary at the proposed 
garage. The wall is 5.71 metres in length and has a height of 2.8 metres. It is not considered 
that the wall will have any significant adverse impact on the amenity of the adjoining property in 
terms of building bulk or access to adequate sunlight. Given the subject lot is on the south side 
of the adjoining property, overshadowing will be minimal. In addition, the proposed upper floor 
is set back from the right/western boundary 3.0 metres in lieu of the required 2.0 metres, 
providing greater access for direct sunlight to penetrate onto any development at 9 Pearson 
Place (the right/north-western adjacent neighbour). 
 
The proposed boundary wall does, however, form part of a three car garage. The Town’s 
requirement for single dwellings is two car parking bays, as per Clause 6.5.1 of the Residential 
Design Codes (R Codes) and this aspect of the design could therefore be redesigned or 
deleted. Notwithstanding this fact, the ability of the proposed boundary wall to comply with the 
relevant performance criteria means that the variation is supported.  
 
Building Height 
 
Clause 2.3 of the RDGs state that external walls in Floreat are not to exceed 6.0 metres in 
height above natural ground level immediately below the point of calculation. Variations to this 
requirement can be considered if they have due regard to the performance criteria which states 
the following:- 
 
• Buildings which respect the scale of buildings generally in their vicinity, in terms of 

their height and bulk and remain subservient to the green streetscape; 
• Buildings which are respectful of the predominant character and style of existing 

development within the locality; 
• Where the front of the building facing the street is broken up, presenting a varied and 

interesting façade to the street, rather than a continuous wall; and 
• Building height consistent with the desired height of building in the locality, and to 

recognise the need to protect the amenities of adjoining properties, including, where 
appropriate:- 
- adequate direct sun to buildings and appurtenant open spaces; 
- adequate daylight to major openings to habitable rooms; and 
- access to views of significance. 

  
The applicant proposes for a wall height of 6.3 metres at the front porch. Although the current 
streetscape is predominately made up of single storey dwellings, many of these are ageing and 
significant redevelopment is highly likely within the near future. The portion of the building over 
height is confined to a 4.34 metres wide porch at the centre/front of the dwelling and will 
therefore not have any significant adverse affect on the amenity of adjoining properties in terms 
of the provision of adequate direct sun, building bulk or access to views of significance. 
 
The portion of wall over height also adds to the front façade in presenting a varied and 
interesting design, rather than a continuous wall. The wall could be considered an ‘architectural 
feature’ and therefore does not have any significant affect on the character or amenity of the 
immediate locality. The variation can therefore be supported.  
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no policy or statutory Implications related to this report.  The proposal was assessed 
against the provisions of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes), Town Planning Scheme 
No.1, Town's Residential Design Guidelines (RDG's) and the Town's Policy Manual. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 
Town Planning Scheme No.1: In accordance with the R Codes, owners of adjoining properties 
were notified of the variations to the acceptable development requirements that could impact on 
their properties. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

The proposed variation regarding buildings on the boundary can be supported, as the wall will 
not have any significant adverse impact on the amenity or provision of adequate direct sun to 
adjoining properties.  
 
The proposed variation regarding wall height is not considered to adversely affect the amenity 
of adjoining properties due to its position on the lot and its function as an architectural feature 
for the front porch. The variation is considered to meet the performance criteria and is therefore 
supported.  
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No.1, the 
application for a two storey dwelling submitted by Goldquest Corporation Pty Ltd at Lot 799 
(No. 7) Pearson Place, Floreat as shown on the plans dated 4 April 2008 be APPROVED, 
noting variations to the landscaping, buildings on the boundary and wall height requirements.  
 
Committee Meeting 20 May 2008  
 
During discussion, Members expressed concern with regard to the size of the house and the 
fact that the size of the lot could accommodate a dwelling which meets the acceptable 
development standards. 
 
The Administration recommendation was then voted upon and lost 1/3 
 
For: Cr Pelczar 
Against: Crs Berry, Langer and Pinerua 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That in accordance with the provisions of Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town 
Planning Scheme No. 1 and matters required to be considered under this Scheme 
generally, and in particular, as the proposal would be contrary to the orderly and proper 
planning of the locality, the Council REFUSES the application for a two storey dwelling 
submitted by Goldquest Corporation Pty Ltd at Lot 799 (No. 7) Pearson Place, Floreat as 
shown on the plans dated 4 April 2008 for the following reasons:- 
 
(i) the development does not meet the acceptable development criteria in relation to:- 
 

(a) landscaping in the primary street setback area (Clause 2.1.4 of the Residential 
Design Guidelines); 

 
(b) buildings on the boundary (Clause 2.2 of the Residential Design Guidelines); 
 
(c) building height (Clause 2.3 of the Residential Design Guidelines); 

 
(ii) given the size and configuration of the lot, it was considered that the acceptable 

development standards could be met. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.62 LOT 12 (NO. 24) PERINA WAY, CITY BEACH - PROPOSED ADDITIONS AND 
ALTERATIONS  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider an application for additions and alterations requiring assessment under the 
Performance Criteria of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDGs) in respect of building height and visual privacy. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

BA/DA REFERENCE: 0077BA-2008 
LANDOWNER: P and V Montague 
APPLICANT: Dale Alcock Home Improvement 
ZONING: Residential R20 
  
LAND AREA: 784 m2 
USE CLASS: Dwelling (single) – “P” use in a Residential zone 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development Criteria Prescribed Proposed 
Wall height (RDGs) 
 

Max 6.5 metres for wall with 
pitched roof above  
 

Max 6.8 metres 

Overall height (RDGs) 
 

Max 7.5 metres for flat roof Max 8.7 metres for front 
feature wall 
 

Visual Privacy (R Codes) 
 

Min 6.0 metres for upper floor 
living room windows to west 
side boundary 
 

Min 4.3 metres 

 

DETAILS: 

• The existing dwelling has three levels – undercroft garage, ground floor and upper floor. 
• The proposed additions include: 

o an extension to the undercroft garage to increase its length towards the street,  
o an extension to the first floor to create a living room and gym, and  
o a re-roof to colorbond Woodland Grey. 
 

Applicant's Justification 
 
The applicant has provided the following information in relation to the wall height and visual 
privacy variations:- 
 

Firstly the wall height of our proposal is approximately 6.8 metres above natural ground 
level.  This height is due to the proposed extension being constructed at the same floor 
level and building height as the existing second storey and should therefore have no more 
effect on the neighbours than the existing home.  
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 The aesthetics of the design has been designed to complement the existing design to 
ensure a seamless improvement to the home. 
 
The design also incorporates a corner window to the new gym room which is only 4.37 
metres from the side boundary instead of the required 6.0 metres.  This window has been 
included to ensure adequate natural light and ventilation to the proposed room as well as 
taking advantage of the extensive views to the ocean and will have no impact on the 
privacy of the neighbours because this window mainly looks into a clothes drying service 
court.  The existing balcony and bedroom overlook the same area and the owner of the 
adjoining property has no objection to the proposal. 

 
Neighbour Comment 
 
The Town notified the owners of the adjoining properties to the east (22 Perina Way), west (26 
Perina Way) and across the road (23 and 25 Perina Way) in relation to the proposed 
development.  The applicant provided a letter of no objection and signed plans from No. 26 
Perina Way (west) in relation to the proposed living room windows.  The Town received the 
following comments from the owners of 22 Perina Way (east):- 
 

1. Due to the wall height being 6.8 metres, whereby your regulations stipulate 6.5 metres.  
The proposed wall is 0.3 metres above the Town of Cambridge regulations.  Also the 
overall height vertically above the natural level should be 7.5 whereby the proposed 
alterations are to be 8.7 metres to the top of the front feature wall which is 1.2 metres 
above the Town of Cambridge regulations. 

 
2. Due to the two height regulations noted above being breached we hereby object to the 

proposed additions and alterations which significantly exceed the stipulated 
regulations therefore the proposed additions and alterations must remain within the 
Town of Cambridge regulations. 

 
We have been residents of 22 Perina Way in excess of 30 years and believe all residents 
comply within your stipulated regulations. 
 
Delegated Authority 
 
As identified above, the application proposes a variation to the visual privacy acceptable 
development requirements of the R Codes on the western side of the property.  As stated 
previously, the adjoining property owners to the west (No. 26 Perina Way) were advised of the 
variations and have made no objection.  These owners were contacted by the applicant and 
have signed a letter and plans highlighting the subject windows stating no objection to the 
addition.  The applicant has advised that overlooking will be predominantly into a clothes drying 
service court.   
 
Council’s Town Planning Delegations Policy, adopted under Clause 50 of the Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1, delegates certain Scheme powers to the Chief Executive Officer as well as the 
Director Development and Sustainability and Manager Development.  These delegations 
usually apply where the adjoining land owner has no objection to the variation and the variation 
is acceptable from a planning perspective. 
 
In this particular case, the above provisions with respect to the visual privacy variation 
impacting on the adjoining western side property are regarded as having been satisfied and are 
not discussed further. 
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Comment 
 
Building Height 
 
Clause 2.3 A1.2 Building Height of the RDGs states that development is deemed to meet the 
acceptable development standard where the height of the wall (with a pitched roof above) does 
not exceed 6.5 metres and where the overall height of a building (that has a flat roof) does not 
exceed 7.5 metres.  Variations to this standard can be considered if they have due regard to 
the following performance criteria:- 
 
• Buildings which respect the scale of buildings generally in their vicinity, in terms of their 

height and bulk and remain subservient to the green streetscape; 
 
• Buildings which are respectful of the predominant character and style of existing 

development within the locality; 
 
• Where the front of the building facing the street is broken up, presenting a varied and 

interesting façade to the street, rather than a continuous wall; and 
 
• Building height consistent with the desired height of buildings in the locality, and to 

recognise the need to protect the amenities of adjoining properties, including, where 
appropriate:- 

 
• adequate direct sun to buildings and appurtenant open spaces; 

• adequate daylight to major openings to habitable rooms; and 

• access to views of significance. 
 
The maximum wall height of the building (where there is a pitched roof above) is 6.8 metres.  In 
addition, the maximum overall height (where there is a flat roof above) for the architectural 
feature at the front is 8.7 metres.  This does not fulfil the acceptable development standard of 
Clause 2.3 of the RDGs and so the development must be considered against the performance 
criteria above.   
 
The height of the upper floor addition is consistent with the height of the existing upper floor 
and is only a minor variation to the acceptable development standard (5 percent).  The scale of 
the development is respectful of the scale of new development in the vicinity in terms of height 
and bulk.  The design of the addition blends well with the existing dwelling.  The front of the 
building is articulated with glazing, existing ground floor balcony and front portico and a new 
feature wall for the upper floor.  This feature wall, whilst over the overall height limit for flat 
roofed structures, improves the appearance of the dwelling from the street and has minimal 
impact on the neighbour’s amenity.  The existing upper floor is set back from the front wall of 
the dwelling approximately 10 metres and 18.4 metres from the front boundary.  The upper 
floor addition will have the same front setback, so the bulk of the dwelling as viewed from the 
street will not significantly increase. 
 
The owners of the adjoining property to the east have objected to the proposed development 
(see comments above).  The existing upper floor is predominantly located on the eastern side 
of the subject site.  The proposed development is located on the western side of the subject 
site, so the adjoining property most affected by the proposed development is the western rather 
than eastern neighbour.  The western neighbour has no objection to the proposed 
development.  Only a small portion of the proposed development is visible from the east, being 
the top front corner of the upper floor feature wall and the top front corner of the undercroft 
garage addition.  The overall roof height of the existing dwelling and the proposed development 
is well within the overall height limit of 10.5 metres.   
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In relation to views of significance to the ocean, any views to the west from 22 Perina Way 
have already been obstructed by the existing upper floor at 24 Perina Way.  The neighbour that 
may have been most affected by a proposed development at 24 Perina Way is 20 Perina Way 
(further east to No. 22) as this site is higher than 22 Perina Way.  The owner of 20 Perina Way 
viewed the plans and advised that as the upper floor addition was not encroaching closer to the 
street than the existing upper floor, his views to the ocean from the front of his property would 
be maintained. 
 
In view of the above comments and notwithstanding neighbour objection, it is considered that 
the proposed height of the upper floor addition satisfies the performance criteria and can 
therefore be supported. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no policy or statutory implications related to this report.  The proposal was assessed 
against the provisions of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and the Town of Cambridge 
Town Planning Scheme No.1, Policy Manual, and Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs). 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required 
other than the requirements of the R Codes. 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

 
That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 1, 
Council APPROVES the application for additions and alterations submitted by Dale Alcock 
Home Improvement at Lot 12 (No. 24) Perina Way, City Beach as shown on the plans dated 6 
February 2008 subject to:- 
 
(i) the roof material not to be zincalume or off-white (‘Surfmist’) colorbond. 
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Committee Meeting 20 May 2008   
 
During discussion, Members expressed concern with regard to the existing bulk of the 
residence and the proposed addition would add to the bulk. 
 
The Administration recommendation was then voted upon and lost 2/3 
 
For: Crs Berry and Langer 
Against: Crs Pinerua (Casting Vote) and Pelczar 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That in accordance with the provisions of Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town 
Planning Scheme No. 1 and matters required to be considered under this Scheme 
generally, and in particular, as the proposal would be contrary to the orderly and proper 
planning of the locality, the Council REFUSES the application for additions and 
alterations submitted by Dale Alcock Home Improvement at Lot 12 (No. 24) Perina Way, 
City Beach as shown on the plans dated 6 February 2008 for the following reasons:- 
 
(i) the development does not meet the acceptable development criteria in relation to:- 
 

(a) wall height; 
 
(b) overall height. 

 
During discussion, Cr Berry requested confirmation regarding the height details provided in the 
applicant's submission circulated to Elected Members following the Development Committee.  
Members were advised that the detail provided by the applicant regarding the height of the 
architectural feature was correct (7.7 metres).  Cr Berry therefore foreshadowed that should the 
motion presently before the Council be lost, he intended to move the original motion as 
submitted to the Development Committee. 
 
The motion was then put and lost 0/8 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Pinerua 
 
That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 1, 
Council APPROVES the application for additions and alterations submitted by Dale 
Alcock Home Improvement at Lot 12 (No. 24) Perina Way, City Beach as shown on the 
plans dated 6 February 2008 subject to:- 
 
(i) the roof material not to be zincalume or off-white (‘Surfmist’) colorbond. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.63 LOT 14 (NO. 29) FORTVIEW ROAD, MT CLAREMONT - PROPOSED TWO 
STOREY DWELLING WITH UNDERCROFT 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider an application for a two storey dwelling with undercroft requiring assessment under 
the Performance Criteria of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDGs) in respect of fencing in the front setback area, side setback and building 
height. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

BA/DA REFERENCE: 0012BA-2008 
LANDOWNER: M E Kho 
APPLICANT: Private Horizons Planning Solutions 
ZONING: Residential R12.5 
  
LAND AREA: 904 m2 
USE CLASS: Dwelling (single) – Permitted “P” in a Residential zone 
 
The original application (received on 10 January 2008) was assessed and referred to the 
neighbours for comment.  Objections were received from neighbours during the advertising 
period.  The applicant was then advised of the neighbours’ objections and the concerns 
Planning Services had in relation to certain aspects of the proposed development.  The plans 
have since been amended twice (received by the Town on 12 March 2008 and 2 May 2008) to 
address the concerns raised by the neighbours and Planning Services.  The following report 
and table relates to the latest amended plans received on 2 May 2008. 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development Criteria Prescribed Proposed 
Fencing in the front setback area 
(RDGs) 
 

Max width of pier 0.45 metres 1.25 m for pier with letterbox 
and 0.5 – 0.55 m for corner 
and middle piers 

Upper floor side setback (R Codes) 1.6 to 1.7 metres for kitchen 
from east side boundary 
 

1.5 metres 

Overall height (RDGs)  Max 7.5 metres to top of flat 
roof 
 

Max 7.6 metres 

 

DETAILS: 

• Three level dwelling comprising:- 
o undercroft garage and store 
o ground floor of three bedrooms, office, sitting room, and alfresco opening onto a lap 

pool. 
o upper floor of main living areas and main bedroom and another bedroom.  There is 

a front balcony accessible from the main living areas and a smaller rear balcony 
accessible from the main bedroom and retreat. 
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• The lot has a slope up from the front (north-western) corner to the rear (south-eastern) 

corner of approximately 2.5 metres.  There are substantial sized residences on either 
side of the subject site and along this section of Fortview Road, parkland across the road 
and a golf course to the rear. 

 
Neighbour Comment 
 
As stated previously, the original plans were advertised to the owners of the adjoining 
properties to the east (No. 27 Fortview Road) and west (No. 31 Fortview Road).  Objections 
were received from both neighbours which have been circulated to Elected Members.  It should 
be noted, however, that that applicant has since dealt with many of the objections to the 
variations by amending the plans. 
  
Amendments to the plans include reducing the finished floor level of the dwelling by 0.7 metres 
(which has in turn significantly reduced or deleted previous variations to building height, 
retaining walls and filling of land, side setbacks and visual privacy), deleting a shade cover and 
feature wall in the front setback area and modifying some windows to comply with the visual 
privacy acceptable development standards. 
 
It should be noted that when the variations were advertised to the neighbour, the setback 
requirement and the proposed building height was greater than that shown on the amended 
plans. In summary, the objections relating to the aspects of the development requiring 
assessment under the performance criteria (upper floor east side setback and height of front 
façade) are as follows: 
 
27 Fortview Road (east) 
 
Height: 
 

As you will be aware, the visual perception of the size of the building as represented by the 
collective impact of its external surfaces is lessened by the absence of a pitched roof.  
Accordingly, the Guidelines provide for an additional 500mm allowance in the case of flat 
roof than for a pitched roof.  The flat roof portion of the proposed development comprises 
some 4.5 metres at the front of the house.  36.5 metres of the roof is comprised of a 
pitched roof.  Thus over 87% of the proposed development is comprised of a pitched roof. 
 
Furthermore, as shown in the plans, the pitched roof is plainly visible behind the 8.3 metre 
parapet wall at the front of the property to the north and from the east and west.  The effect 
of the form of the building with its pitched roof clearly in view is that its impact on the viewer 
from the perspective of bulk and scale will be as for a pitched roof.  In those circumstances 
the building height of the parapet wall on the left/eastern elevation should be calculated by 
reference to the height pertaining to a wall for a pitched roof and not to a flat roof.  The 
reduced perception of size which typically applies to a flat roof will have no application in 
the case of the proposed development. …. 
 
The building height of the proposed development is not compatible with the scale of 
adjacent properties or with the streetscape as a while.  It will set an undesirable precedent. 
 
The location of our property, with parklands immediate opposite and to the west of our 
home, and treescape views results in a substantial amenity being the natural views of trees 
and parkland to the front and the west of our property.  The proposed height will overbear 
the treescape and natural environment which is a unique feature of the streetscape and an 
amenity which our property enjoys will adversely impact on the amenity of my property.   
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The non-compliance with height requirements will lessen the amount of treescape visible 
from our property, resulting in an adverse impact to that amenity, an amenity which the R 
Codes recognise (at page 75) it is a purpose of height limits to preserve. 

 
Upper Floor Side Setback  
 

This setback is a minimum of 0.3 of a metre, or a 20% deficiency in the setback required 
by the planning requirements.  It will exacerbate the excessive bulk and scale resulting 
from non-compliance with height requirements identified in the previous paragraphs. 

 
31 Fortview Road (west) 
 
Height:  
 

The small flat roof that has been introduced into the design of the new residence accounts 
for only 10 to 15% of the total roof area.  We therefore find it unacceptable that this small 
roof should dictates the allowable height of the parapet wall at the front of the property 
giving a base height of 7.50 m above Natural Level compared with 6.50m allowed for the 
pitched roof.  The owners/designers of the property have then proposed the top of the 
parapet at 7.90m above the Natural Level to the Western boundary and 8.30m above 
Natural Level to the Eastern boundary.  We believe that the interpretation of the initial 
parapet height should be relevant to the pitched roof which makes up the majority of the 
roof area and the height above natural level should be 6.50m with the parapet then set 
above this level in line with the TRPR recommendations for sloped roofs.  This would 
provide a top of parapet at approximately 7.00m which is considerably lower than the 
proposed 7.90m to 8.30m. 

 
Comment 
 
Fencing in the Front Setback Area 
 
Clause 2.1.3 A1.3 Solid Walls and Fences with or without Piers and Infill Panels Above of the 
RDGs states that development is deemed to meet the acceptable development standards 
where the width of the piers do not exceed 0.45 metres.  Variations to this standard can be 
considered if they have due regard to the following performance criteria:- 
 
i. Fences consistent with existing streetscape character; and 
ii. Fences that contribute towards: 

• visual privacy for a sole or main living areas; or 
• protection from traffic noise on district distributor roads or vehicle headlights 

emanating from a public street that are shining directly into habitable rooms; and 
iii. Solid walls and fences that are higher than 0.75 metres above natural ground level are: 

• truncated or reduced to no higher than 0.75 metres within 1.5 metres of where fences 
adjoin vehicle access points where a driveway meets a public street and where two 
streets intersect; and 

• broken up with piers, a mix of building materials, recessed panels incorporating 
landscaping, and/or set back a sufficient distance to allow suitable landscaping, to 
reduce the bulk of the fence; and 

• constructed so as not to substantially obstruct views of the dwelling, including the 
main entry, from the street. 

 
The plans show piers wider than 0.45 metres for the letter box (middle of the front boundary 
and 1.25 metres wide), for the north-eastern corner pier and for the pier adjacent to the 
driveway (both approximately 0.5 to 0.55 metres wide).   
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Considering the performance criteria, whilst the piers may be wider than the acceptable 
development requirement, the proposed fence satisfies the intent of the guidelines.  The 
proposed fence is visually permeable, with a low solid wall and stainless steel rods for infill 
panels above.  Views to the dwelling are not substantially obstructed and the proposed fence is 
consistent with the open streetscape of this section of Fortview Road.  Overall the proposed 
fence satisfies the performance criteria and can therefore be supported. 
 
Upper Floor Side Setback 
 
Under Clause 3.3.1 A1 Buildings Set Back from the Boundary of the Residential Design Codes 
(R Codes) the proposed development is deemed to meet the acceptable development standard 
where the setback for the upper floor kitchen wall from the eastern side boundary ranges from 
1.6 to 1.7 metres.  Variations to this standard can be considered if they have due regard to the 
following performance criteria:- 
 

Buildings set back from boundaries other than street boundaries so as to: 
• provide adequate direct sun and ventilation to the building; 
• ensure adequate direct sun and ventilation being available to adjoining properties; 
• provide adequate direct sun to the building and appurtenant open spaces; 
• assist with protection of access to direct sun for adjoining properties; 
• assist in ameliorating the impacts of building bulk on adjoining properties; and 
• assist in protecting privacy between adjoining properties. 

 
The plans submitted show a setback of 1.5 metres for the kitchen wall, 0.1 to 0.2 metres less 
than the acceptable development requirement.  The kitchen wall is 7.4 metres long and parallel 
to the eastern side of the property.  Considering the above criteria, access to direct sun from 
the north to the subject site and the adjoining property is not affected by the proposed setback.  
The 1.5 metre setback will provide for adequate ventilation between properties.  The kitchen 
wall ranges in height from 5.9 to 6.25 metres and will face the driveway and garage on the 
neighbouring property to the east.  The majority of the dwelling (ground and upper floors) is set 
back further from the eastern boundary than the acceptable development requirement.  In its 
entirety the proposed setback of the dwelling from the eastern side boundary is therefore 
considered to be a better result for the neighbour than a longer wall that was closer to the 
boundary but compliant with the side setback acceptable development requirements.  Overall, 
the variation is considered to be minor and unlikely to have a significant detrimental impact on 
the neighbouring property to the east or the streetscape and can therefore be supported. 
 
Building Height 
 
Clause 2.3 A1.2 Building Height of the RDGs states that development is deemed to meet the 
acceptable development standard where the overall height of a building (that has a flat roof) 
does not exceed 7.5 metres.  Variations to this standard can be considered if they have due 
regard to the following performance criteria:- 
 
• Buildings which respect the scale of buildings generally in their vicinity, in terms of their 

height and bulk and remain subservient to the green streetscape; 
• Buildings which are respectful of the predominant character and style of existing 

development within the locality; 
• Where the front of the building facing the street is broken up, presenting a varied and 

interesting façade to the street, rather than a continuous wall; and 
• Building height consistent with the desired height of buildings in the locality, and to 

recognise the need to protect the amenities of adjoining properties, including, where 
appropriate:- 
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• adequate direct sun to buildings and appurtenant open spaces; 
• adequate daylight to major openings to habitable rooms; and 
• access to views of significance. 

 
The plans submitted show a minor variation of 0.1 metres to the acceptable development 
requirement.  The left/east side of the front flat roofed section has a maximum height of 7.6 
metres from natural ground level.  Considering the above performance criteria, the proposed 
dwelling is similar in bulk and scale to dwellings in the vicinity and consistent with the height of 
buildings in the locality.  The front façade of the building is articulated with substantial glazing 
on the ground and upper floors and balustrading for the upper floor balcony.  Overall, the height 
variation is minor and for a small part of the overall footprint of the dwelling.  It is considered the 
proposed height of the dwelling satisfies the performance criteria and can therefore be 
supported. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no policy or statutory implications related to this report.  The proposal was assessed 
against the provisions of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and the Town of Cambridge 
Town Planning Scheme No.1, Policy Manual, and Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs). 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required 
other than the requirements of the R Codes. 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil. 
 

SUMMARY: 

Neighbour objection to the development has largely been dealt with by amending the plans. 
The proposed development has been modified to the extent that it can now be supported.  The 
bulk and scale of the proposed development is consistent with other development in the 
vicinity.  The development proposes variations to fencing in the front setback area, side setback 
and building height that are minor and satisfy the relevant performance criteria.  The proposed 
development is therefore recommended for approval, subject to the conditions listed below. 
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ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 1, 
Council APPROVES the application for a three level dwelling submitted by Private Horizons 
Planning Solutions at Lot 14 (No. 29) Fortview Road, Mt Claremont as shown on the amended 
plans dated 2 May 2008 subject to:- 
 
(i) any fencing along the side boundaries in the front setback area to comply with the 

acceptable development requirements of the Residential Design Guidelines; 
 
(ii) the fencing in the front setback area infill panels and gate having a surface with an open 

to solid ratio of no less than 1:1; 
 
(iii) the privacy screen for the upper floor rear balcony being designed to restrict views to the 

neighbouring property to the west in accordance with Clause 3.8.1 Visual Privacy of the 
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia, and being installed prior to the 
completion of the development. 

 
Committee Meeting 20 May 2008   
 
During discussion, Members agreed that the applicant be requested to give consideration to 
providing obscure glazing to the toilet window on the south east corner of the dwelling. 
 
Amendment  
 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Langer 
 
That a footnote be added to the motion as follows:- 
 
In response to concerns raised by the neighbour, the applicant be requested to give 
consideration to providing obscure glazing to the toilet window on the south east corner of the 
dwelling. 
 
Amendment carried 4/0 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 1, 
Council APPROVES the application for a three level dwelling submitted by Private 
Horizons Planning Solutions at Lot 14 (No. 29) Fortview Road, Mt Claremont as shown 
on the amended plans dated 2 May 2008 subject to:- 
 
(i) any fencing along the side boundaries in the front setback area to comply with the 

acceptable development requirements of the Residential Design Guidelines; 
 
(ii) the fencing in the front setback area infill panels and gate having a surface with an 

open to solid ratio of no less than 1:1; 
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(iii) the privacy screen for the upper floor rear balcony being designed to restrict views 

to the neighbouring property to the west in accordance with Clause 3.8.1 Visual 
Privacy of the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia, and being installed 
prior to the completion of the development. 

 
Footnote: 
 
In response to concerns raised by the neighbour, the applicant be requested to give 
consideration to providing obscure glazing to the toilet window on the south east corner 
of the dwelling. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.64 LOT 308 (NO. 63) TILTON TERRACE, CITY BEACH - ADDITIONS AND 
ALTERATIONS TO EXISTING DWELLING 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider an application for additions and alterations requiring assessment under the 
performance criteria of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDGs) in respect of building height and visual privacy. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

BA/DA REFERENCE: 0131BA-2008 
LANDOWNER: Mark Dunbar 
APPLICANT: Gage Roads Construction 
ZONING: Residential R12.5 
 
LAND AREA: 890m2 
USE CLASS: Dwelling (single): “P” in a Residential Zone 
 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development Criteria Prescribed Proposed 
Building Height (RDGs) Maximum 6.5 metres to top of 

wall (with pitched roof above) 
Maximum 8.3 metres along 
western elevation. 
 

Visual Privacy (R Codes) 6.0 metres from the retreat 
window to the western side 
boundary. 

4.3 metres. 

 

DETAILS: 

The proposal is for additions and alterations to an existing two storey brick and tile residence, 
including:- 
 
• New ground floor lounge and portico 
• Second storey addition comprising front balcony, void, retreat, bedroom 1 and ensuite.  
 
Neighbour Comment 
 
The application was advertised in accordance with the provisions of the R Codes and the 
RDGs. The plans were advertised to the adjoining properties (No. 61 and No. 65 Tilton 
Terrace). No submissions were received. 
 
Delegated Authority 
 
As identified above, the application involves a variation to the visual privacy requirements of the 
R Codes on the western side of the dwelling. The adjoining property owners to the west (No. 65 
Tilton Terrace) were advised of the variation and have made no objection to this part of the 
plan. 
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The proposed retreat window faces No. 65 Tilton Terrace and is closer than 6.0 metres to the 
western side boundary within the 45 degree cone of vision. The window overlooks the side of 
the property at No. 65 Tilton Terrace and does not appear to result in any significant 
overlooking. 
 
Council’s Town Planning Delegations Policy, adopted under Clause 50 of Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1 delegates certain Scheme powers to the Chief Executive Officer as well as the 
Director Development and Sustainability and the Manager Development. These delegations 
usually apply where the adjoining landowner has no objection to the variation and the variation 
is acceptable from a planning perspective. 
 
In this case the above provisions in respect of the overlooking issue are regarded to have been 
satisfied and do not need to be discussed further. 
 
Comment 
 
Building Height 
 
Council may approve variations to the acceptable development requirements of the Town’s 
RDGs and the R Codes relating to wall height where the proposed development meets the 
following performance criteria:- 
 
• Buildings which respect the scale of buildings generally in their vicinity, in terms of their 

height and bulk and remain subservient to the green streetscape; 
• Buildings which are respectful of the predominant character and style of existing 

development within the locality; 
• Where the front of the building facing the street is broken up, presenting a varied and 

interesting façade to the street, rather than a continuous wall; and 
• Building height consistent with the desired height of buildings in the locality, and to 

recognize the need to protect the amenities of adjoining properties including, where 
appropriate:- 
- adequate direct sun to buildings and appurtenant open space; 
- adequate daylight to major openings to habitable rooms; and 
- access to views of significance. 

 
The proposed upper storey additions exceed the required wall height of 6.5 metres at a number 
of points. These points are located along the southern and western elevations and are the 
result of the land sloping from east to west. As a result of the change in topography the building 
height along the western elevation ranges from 8.31 to 8.38 metres above natural ground level. 
 
Although these heights appear excessive in light of the required wall height of 6.5 metres, the 
following should be taken into consideration:- 
 
1. There is an established floor level for the existing house which cannot be dropped in 

order to achieve lower external wall heights. 
2. The existing house has an undercroft garage positioned on the lowest part of the 

property. The addition of a second storey above the portion containing the garage 
inevitably results in overheight walls along the western elevation. 

3. The second storey addition is staggered and setback from the various side boundaries. 
This assists in reducing the impact of the second storey in terms of bulk and scale. 

4. The subject property is located at a low point along Tilton Terrace. There have been no 
concerns raised by neighbours relating to loss of views. 
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The proposal is considered to meet the performance criteria of the R Codes in terms of being 
respectful to the character and style of development in the locality, having a broken up façade 
and not impacting on adjoining properties in terms of overshadowing (overshadowing of subject 
site only). Additionally, the retention of existing housing stock is generally encouraged by the 
Council.  It is therefore considered that the proposed variation to wall height can be supported.  
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no policy or statutory implications related to this report.  The proposal was assessed 
against the provisions of the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia and the Town of 
Cambridge Residential Design Guidelines. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 
Town Planning Scheme No. 1: In accordance with the R Codes, owners of the adjoining 
properties were notified of the variations to the acceptable development requirements that 
could impact on their properties. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

The proposed additions and alterations will allow for the retention and upgrading of an existing 
residence. This practice is generally encouraged by the Council. It is often the case that 
retention of existing residences results in variations to current planning regulations. The 
variations to the visual privacy setback and wall height variation meet the performance criteria 
of the R Codes and Residential Design Guidelines are not considered to have any adverse 
impact on adjoining properties. In view of the above comments, it is considered that the 
application can be supported. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That in accordance with the provisions of Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town 
Planning Scheme no. 1, the Council APPROVES the application submitted by Gage 
Roads Construction for alterations and additions to an existing dwelling, noting 
variations to visual privacy setbacks and wall height, at Lot 308 (No. 63) Tilton Terrace, 
City Beach as shown on the plans dated 10 March 2008 subject to the following 
condition:- 
 
(i) the roof cladding being of a material other than zincalume or offwhite (“surfmist”) 

colorbond. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.65 LOT 2 (NO. 25) KENMORE CRESCENT, FLOREAT - TWO STOREY DWELLING 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To determine a provisional application for a two storey dwelling requiring assessment under the 
performance criteria of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) and the Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDG’s) with respect to building height, visual privacy and rear setback. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
BA/DA REFERENCE: 0726BA-2007 
LANDOWNER: D and T O’Rourke 
APPLICANT: Dale Alcock Homes 
ZONING: MRS:    Urban 
 TPS No. 1:     Residential R12.5 
  
LAND AREA: 1151m2 
USE CLASS: Dwelling (single) – “P”- Permitted in Residential zone 
 
Development Standards 
 
Acceptable Development Criteria Prescribed Proposed 
Wall Height (RDG’s and R Codes) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Visual Privacy (R Codes) 
 
 
 
Rear Setback (R Codes) 

6.0 metres measured to top of 
the external wall for a pitched 
roof 
 
 
 
 
 
Balconies, verandahs and the 
like to be setback 7.5metres 
from common boundaries 
 
6.0 metres from building to 
rear boundary 

6.25 metres maximum along 
the southern elevation, 6.37 
metres maximum along the 
rear elevation of the dwelling 
and 6.15 to 6.2 metres along 
the elevation facing East 
Lorne Street.  
 
Rear alfresco area setback 
6.0 metres from rear lot 
boundary. 
 
Plant room setback 4.0 
metres from rear lot boundary 

 

DETAILS: 

• Proposed two storey dwelling containing family room, games room, dining, kitchen, 
laundry, study, five bedrooms and three bathrooms. 

• Property located on a corner site which slopes down from the front south eastern corner 
to the rear north western corner. 

• The wall height along the southern elevation facing No. 23 Kenmore Crescent has a 
maximum wall height of 6.25 metres above natural ground level. The maximum height 
along the rear, western facing elevation is 6.37 metres and 6.15 to 6.2 metres along the 
northern elevation facing East Lorne Street. 
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Applicant's Justification 
 
“Specifically we are seeking variation for the following items:- 
 

1. Fencing in Front Setback Area (Primary Street) 
2. Fencing in Secondary Street Setback Area 
3. Rear Setback (West) 
4. Wall Heights 
 
We have made the following changes to our plans submitted in October last year. 
 
• Removing a large portion of the solid section of wall to the primary and secondary 

streets and providing infill panels in their place. 
 
The solid sections of the boundary walls to the secondary street are required to provide 
adequate privacy for our clients and screening from the street. The design and detail of the 
screen walls is of a high standard and compliments the overall aesthetics and quality of the 
proposal. 
 
We feel that the proposal satisfies the requirements under the performance criteria  of the R 
Codes and does not have a negative effect on the streetscape and adjoining properties but 
rather enhances it and addresses the corner and both streets. 
 
The proposed pump area only houses the pool pump and will be concealed with a roof and 
insulated to reduce sound transmission to adjoining properties. 
 
The portions of wall exceeding the permissible height are minimal and do not have an 
adverse effect on adjoining properties or the streetscape.” 

 
Neighbour Comment 
 
The application was advertised in accordance with the provisions of the R Codes and the 
RDG’s. The plans were advertised to the property to the south (No. 23 Kenmore Crescent) and 
the west (No. 11 East Lorne Street). The landowner to the south has provided the following 
comments:- 
 
“Further to our discussion re: the proposed development adjoining my residence at 23 Kenmore 
Crescent, Floreat. I would appreciate acknowledgement of our discussion in writing to ensure 
there is a record of my concerns of your assurance that the height of the adjoining wall to my 
residence will not exceed 6.0 metres from the existing ground level and the wall exceeding 6.0 
metres is on the opposite side of my property. 
All windows overlooking my residence will be opaque (or equivalent) to preserve my privacy 
and the proposed construction will not create more than 35% shade in my property. 
Thank you once again for allaying my concerns and would appreciate written confirmation of 
these assurances prior to the 4 January 2008 and if any of the above issues are contravened I 
will be able to take appropriate action” 
 
The landowner to the west has provided the following comments:- 
 
“Referring to your letter and addressing the variations in order, we have the following 
comments:- 
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1. Though the proposed wall height itself (and the consequent overshadowing) is not 

really an issue for us, we do see that there are several second storey windows that 
will look directly into our backyard. However, we would hope that, together, we can 
work with the O’Rourke’s to plant trees, shrubs and bushes that would minimise any 
intrusion.  Consequently we have no objection to the variation in wall height. 

 
2. The proposed plant room is a concern for us. The plans show it to be located 

directly outside our master bedroom windows, which remain open all year round. 
The plans do not make it clear what is to be housed in the plant room; however, 
when we met with Mr O’Rourke, he said it is not intended as a plant room for air 
conditioning, vacuum cleaners, water heater etc. He anticipates that it will house 
the pool pump and perhaps a shower and toilet, which probably would necessitate 
walls and a roof. He assured us that, because it is situated next to his alfresco area, 
he too wants it to be as quiet as possible. Repositioning the plant room (perhaps to 
the other end of the pool where there is a gap between the pool and the house or to 
the paved area adjoining both the pool and the proposed spa) might be possible, 
but not ideal from Mr O’Rourke’s stand point if relocation is not an option, we would 
hope that the plant room could be designed in such a way as to muffle as much 
noise as possible. Since the plans that were given to us show no roof at all on the 
plant room, we stressed that we hope the plant room would be effectively enclosed, 
insulated and would include a proper roof, as opposed to a tin roof. Naturally, it 
would be easier to address these issues prior to commencement of construction. 

 
3. If the alfresco area is one and a half metres closer to our boundary than required by 

the Residential Design Codes, then the adjacent plant room is also closer to our 
house. Once again, our concern is noise from the plant room rather than an issue 
with overlooking our property. On the plans it appears that the roof of the house, 
which is certainly a better option from our point of view, because it will contain noise 
from that entertaining area. Ultimately, if the plant room is sufficiently insulated and 
roofed, we have no objection to a 6 metre setback, rather than the 7.5 metre 
setback required by the Residential Design Codes. 

 
In summary, if consideration can be given to minimising noise from the plant room by 
means of wall and roof insulation, we have no objections to the aforementioned variations 
in the design codes.” 

 
Comment 
 
Building Height 
 
The acceptable development criteria of the RDG’s, clause 2.3 A1.1 (i) states that the maximum 
height to the top of an external wall for a pitched roof is 6.0 metres in Floreat. The submitted 
plans show a maximum height of 6.25 metres along the southern elevation, 6.37 metres 
maximum along the western, rear elevation and 6.2 metres maximum along the elevation 
facing north onto East Lorne Street. 
 
Council can approve a variation where the following performance criteria, outlined in clause 2.3 
P1 of the RDG’s are met:- 
 
(i) Buildings which respect the scale of buildings generally in their vicinity, in terms of their 

height and bulk and remain subservient to the green streetscape; 
(ii) Buildings which are respectful of the predominant character and style of existing 

development within the locality; 
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(iii) Where the front of the building facing the street is broken up, presenting a varied and 
interesting façade to the street, rather than a continuous wall; and 

(iv) Building height consistent with the desired height of buildings in the locality, and to 
recognise the need to protect the amenities of adjoining properties including, where 
appropriate:- 
• Adequate direct sun to buildings and appurtenant open spaces; 
• Adequate daylight to major openings to habitable rooms; and 
• Access to views of significance." 
 

It is considered that the proposed dwelling meets the above performance criteria for the 
following reasons:- 
 
• The portion of overheight wall along the southern elevation occurs at the south western 

corner where the natural ground level is lower. This portion of wall cannot be seen from 
Kenmore Crescent or East Lorne Street. The variation in height is 250mm greater than 
permitted and is considered relatively minor. 

• The comments of the affected neighbour are noted, however, the majority of the length of 
the south facing walls are below 6.0 metres in height.  

• The setback achieved for the upper floor of the southern elevation is 3.9 metres from the 
side boundary in lieu of the required 3.1 metres. Further, the dwelling complies with the 
overshadowing requirements for this zone. 

• Overall, the building is considered respectable to the scale of buildings in this locality. 
 
Rear Setback  
 
The submitted plans show a pump room located 4.0 metres from the rear lot boundary in lieu of 
6.0 metres.  
 
Council can approve a variation where the following performance criteria, outlined in clause 
3.3.1 of the Residential Design Codes are met:-   
 
Buildings built up to boundaries other than the street boundary where it is desirable to do so in 
order to:- 
 
• Make effective use of space; or 
• Enhance privacy; or 
• Otherwise enhance the amenity of the development; and 
• Not have any significant adverse effect on the amenity of the adjoining property; and 
• Ensure that direct sun to major openings to habitable rooms and outdoor living areas of 

adjoining properties not restricted. 
 
It is considered that the setback variation to the pump room meets the performance criteria for 
the following reasons:- 
 
• The applicant has advised that the plant room will contain only the pool pump. Given the 

design of the pool, this location is considered appropriate.  
• The affected neighbours have advised that they will support the reduced setback 

provided the plant room is roofed and insulated for noise. The applicant has agreed to 
this request. 

• It is noted that a pool pump can be located directly adjoining a fence without any covering 
structure. The proposal is considered to enhance the amenity of the development for the 
neighour. 

• The pump room is neither a habitable room or an outdoor living area that may be used in 
a manner that causes nuisance to the neighbours. 
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• The wall height of the pool pump room is 2.9 metres from natural ground level. 
 
Visual Privacy 
 
Clause 3.8.1 of the Residential Design Codes requires that major openings to active habitable 
spaces which have a floor level in excess of 0.5 metre above natural ground level be setback 
from the boundary. The prescribed minimum setback is 6.0 metres for habitable rooms other 
than bedrooms, and 7.5 metres in the case of unenclosed outdoor active habitable spaces.  
 
The alfresco area is set back 6.0 metres from the rear lot boundary and is 1.22 metres above 
natural ground level. 
 
Council can approve a variation where the following performance criteria, outlined in clause 
3.3.1 of the Residential Design Codes are met:-   
 
*Avoid direct overlooking between active habitable spaces and outdoor living areas of the 
development site and the habitable rooms and outdoor living areas within adjoining 
residential properties taking account of:- 
 
• the positioning of windows to habitable rooms on the development site and adjoining 

property; 
• the provision of effective screening; and 
• the lesser need to prevent overlooking of extensive back gardens, front gardens or 

areas visible from the street. 
 
It is considered that the setback variation to the alfresco area meets the performance criteria for 
the following reasons:- 
 
* The alfresco area is enclosed at the rear with only minor windows facing toward the rear 

lot boundary. This enclosure will reduce the potential for overlooking and noise 
generation from this area. 

* The alfresco area has bi-fold doors which open onto the side of the property facing East 
Lorne Street, away from the neighbour’s property at the rear. The orientation of this 
alfresco area is to the north facing pool rather than the rear yard. 

 
Solar Orientation 
 
The owner of No. 23 Kenmore Crescent has raised concerns regarding overshadowing from 
the proposed dwelling. An assessment of the submitted plans has determined that 
overshadowing will be over approximately 73m2 of the adjoining property’s land area or 7%. 
This is significantly less than the maximum of 25% (which in this case equates to 258m2 of 
land) permitted under the acceptable development provisions. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Policy or Statutory Implications related to this report.  The proposal was assessed 
against the provisions of the Residential Design Codes (R Codes), Town Planning Scheme 
No.1, the Town's Residential Design Guidelines (RDG's) and the Town's Policy Manual. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Consideration of this application is consistent with the Town's Strategic Plan for the provision of 
orderly planning to enhance the Town's natural and built environment through effective and 
responsible use of the Town Planning Scheme. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 

SUMMARY: 

The proposed variation to the height of the dwelling along the southern, western and eastern 
elevations is considered marginal and unlikely to adversely impact on the adjoining neighbours 
in terms of the provision of adequate direct sun or amenity or general streetscape. Likewise, 
the variations to rear setback and privacy have been supported by the adjoining neighbour 
subject to the applicant ensuring that the pump room will be roofed in such a way as to prevent 
excessive noise generation. It should be noted that noise issues are controlled by the 
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations and therefore assessment of noise disturbance 
would be subject to those provisions. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That in accordance with Part 4 of the Town of Cambridge Town Planning Scheme No. 1, 
Council APPROVES the provisional application for a two storey dwelling, submitted by 
Dale Alcock Homes at Lot 2, No. 25 Kenmore Crescent, Floreat as shown on the plans 
dated 14 March 2008, subject to the following condition:- 
 
(i) the plant room to be roofed and insulated to the satisfaction of the adjoining 

neighbour, or in the case of a dispute, to the satisfaction of the Town.  
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.66 TOWN PLANNING SCHEME REVIEW - LOCAL PLANNING STRATEGY - 
PROGRESS REPORT 

 

 
 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To discuss the progression of the Town Planning Scheme (TPS) Review/Local Planning 
Strategy (LPS) and to consider the formulation of a Steering Committee as decided by Council 
in February 2008 [Item DV08.20) (x)].  
 

BACKGROUND: 

In February 2008, Council considered the matter of the review of the Town Planning Scheme.  
Council's decision was as follows:- 
 
"That:- 
 
(i) the report on future Town Planning for the Town of Cambridge - Town Planning Scheme 

Reviews/Local Planning Strategy be received; 
 
(ii) the approach outlined in the report for the progressive development of Local Planning 

Strategy be endorsed and that at this stage a formal decision to review Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1 be held over until such time as Local Planning Strategy is well advanced; 

 
(iii) the development of Local Planning Strategy for the Town be closely linked with the 

present review of the Strategic Plan; 
 
(iv) a project brief be prepared for the conduct of a business survey, as outlined in this report, 

and request for quotations be sought from suitably qualified market survey firms to 
undertake the survey; 

 
(v) a project brief be prepared for undertaking a planning/urban design study for the Rosslyn 

Street Commercial Area, as outlined in this report, and a brief be referred to Council for 
approval before requesting quotations from suitably qualified consultants to undertake 
the study; 

 
(vi) having regard to (v) above, communications be established as soon as possible with the 

State Government and the City of Subiaco with regard to the Town being directly 
involved in the planning for the development of the new major stadium at Kitchener Park; 

 
(vii) in consultation with the Department of Planning and Infrastructure, a programme for the 

development of Local Planning Strategy for the Town be prepared for consideration by 
Council.  This programme will require the setting of priorities and allocation of appropriate 
resources to undertake the programme; 

 
(viii) in relation to (vii) above, resourcing of the Town Planning Review is to be given 

consideration in the preparation of the 2008/2009 Budget; 
 
(ix) possible sources of funding to assist with the review be investigated; 
 
(x) a report be submitted to Council no later than April 2008 on the establishment of a joint 

Administration/Elected Member Steering Committee to discuss the above." 
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The Council report in February of this year on the TPS Review addresses the following:- 
 
• Statutory requirements for the review of Local Town Planning Schemes; 
• Requirement under the Planning Act to prepare Local Planning Strategies (LPS); 
• Comment on the Town's current TPS (TPS No. 1); 

In approximately 10 years of the existence of TPS No. 1, there have been sixteen 
amendments; 

• Adopting a strategic approach to undertaking the TPS Review, addressing identified 
issues/areas for review as opposed to commencing a wholesale review of the entire 
scheme; 

• Amendment of the Town Planning Scheme shall be determined through development of 
LPS. 

 
Matters to be addressed for local planning strategies were identified as:- 
 
Housing 
 
• Appropriateness, suitability of current dwelling densities; 
• Opportunities for increasing number of dwellings in the Town (responding to population 

targets?); 
• Providing for housing choice, to match community needs (eg housing for aged and 

dependant persons, 'empty nesters'); 
• Opportunities for more mixed use (housing) in commercial areas; 
• Development of larger land parcels (like recent Ocean Mia); 
• Development control response to new housing trends and sustainability/energy efficiency 

demands; 
 
Commercial 
 
• Define (understand) functions of the various centres; 
• Consider opportunities to boost activity in the centres; 
• Define relationship of centre to the local community, surrounding centres and the region 

as a whole; 
• Consider if opportunity exists for expansion; 
• Consider mixed use (housing) to add life and vitality to centres; 
• Ensure access needs for centres are met (parking provision, servicing, support for 

alternative transport); 
 
Transport 
 
Transport strategy is not solely delivered by the TPS.  State Government transport policy and 
our own road planning and traffic/parking management are major factors.  Access is a key 
influencing factor in landuse planning.   
 
Specific transport related provisions in the TPS include:- 
 
• On site parking provision; 
• End of trip facilities in development; 
• Provision for service vehicles; 
• Regulation of vehicle access. 
 
Transport strategy is not only physical planning.  Consideration needs to be given to modifying 
travel behaviour through incentive and education.  This is delivered through sustainability 
initiatives. 
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Recreation/Open Space 
 
Again, this strategy is not only delivered by the TPS. 
 
• Define the role and importance to the community of the Town's existing facilities. 
 
The TPS can reserve land for public open space and define appropriate land use for these 
areas. 
 
Heritage 
 
• Review existing heritage provisions in the TPS; 
• Review Municipal Heritage Inventory; 
• Establish position on heritage in the Town; 
• Identify possible areas for further heritage support/protection; 
 
Sustainability 
 
Sustainability is fundamental to all practice in the Town.  Sustainability initiatives will underpin 
all aspects of town planning strategy. 
 
Local Area Plan 
 
There is a broad range of possibilities for the preparation of further Local Area Plans and many 
ways of defining the issues/areas.  For example:- 
 
• Medical zone; 
• Wembley Town Centre (review); 
• Cambridge Street ('activity corridor') could be broken down into:- 

o Cambridge Street, West Leederville; 
o Cambridge Street, Wembley; 
o Cambridge Street, Floreat; 

• Floreat Forum; 
• City Beach Neighbourhood Centres (The Boulevard and Ocean Village); 
• Public transport link between West Leederville and Leederville train stations, and on to 

Subiaco; 
• Use of Council owned carparks for alternative purposes ('park and ride'); 
• Exploration of retirement housing provision (particularly City Beach and Floreat); 
 
DETAILS: 
 
Steering Committee 
 
In considering the Town Planning Scheme Review report in February of this year, the 
Development Committee saw the need to establish a steering committee to oversee the review.  
This proposal is confirmed in the Council decision [Item (x)].   
 
As indicated in the decision, the Committee would comprise both elected members and 
administration staff.   
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In terms of elected member representation, it is up to the Council to determine what this should 
comprise.  It is suggested that the Committee might operate more efficiently with a small group 
say:- Mayor (as Chairman) and one Councillor from each Ward.  It is proposed that 
administration staff on the Committee would comprise:- Director Development and 
Sustainability, Manager Development and a Strategic Planner.  Other administrative staff could 
be co-opted onto the Committee as and when the need is identified.   
 
Once the Steering Committee has been established, the inaugural meeting should establish the 
terms of reference of the Committee and operational arrangements (meeting times etc).  The 
initial task of the Committee is seen as establishing a programme for progressively developing 
Local Planning Strategy.  All deliberations and recommendations from the Committee would be 
directed through the Development Committee, for consideration by full Council.   
 
Resourcing 
 
The matter of resourcing the TPS Review was raised in the Council Report in February 2008.  It 
was identified that existing Council Planning staff are mostly involved in development 
assessment, allowing little time for dealing with strategic matters.  This includes the workload of 
the Manager Development and to some degree the Director.  
 
The workload in the planning section has steadily increased with increased level of building 
activity and the ever changing level of sophistication of planning codes, particularly for 
residential development.  The Town's Planning Section full time employment level (FTE) has 
remained at 3.6 for a number of years now.  As previously mentioned in February, to make 
significant progress with the Town Planning Scheme Review, there is a strong case for 
increasing the number of planning staff.  This was suggested at 1-2 additional employees.  
Having examined this matter further, it is considered that it certainly would be advantageous to 
progressing the Scheme Review to bring the FTE up to 5 ie an additional 1.5 staff.  This would 
allow for an additional full time employee plus provide the opportunity to bring the current 0.5 
position up to full time.  The additional staff would provide greater opportunity for assigning 
individual planners to strategic (TPS Review) tasks.   
 
As also previously mentioned, the additional staff will not eliminate the need to engage external 
expertise for certain projects.  It will, however, enable a greater number of tasks to be 
undertaken in-house and will also enable more efficient administration of specific 
projects/studies.  Review of the Town Planning Scheme and Strategic Planning in general, is in 
many respects, an ongoing matter and as such, the expansion of the Planning section is seen 
as a permanent benefit to the Town.   
 
The above suggestion, of course, has a financial implication for the Town and the matter is 
raised here to allow the Council to take into consideration in preparing the 2008/2009 Budget.  
It is also noted that accommodation within the existing administration building is limited and 
there are no ready workstations for additional staff.  This is something that would need to be 
resolved in the event that Council was to agree to additional staff.   
 
Further to the above, attention is drawn to the report on this agenda for a Planning and Urban 
Design Study for the West Leederville area centred around Cambridge Street.   
 
The February 2008 Council decision identified two projects as initial proposals in commencing 
the Town Planning Scheme Review:  Item (iv) Business Survey and Item (v) Rosslyn Street 
Commercial Area - Planning/Urban Design Study. It is now considered appropriate to broaden 
the planning/urban design study for the Rosslyn Street, Commercial area.  As indicated in the 
report, this is a substantial study for the Town and will absorb considerable resources, both in 
staff time and in funding (suggested $100,000).  Additionally, the report proposes a further 
$20,000 for a survey of businesses in the study area.   
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Resourcing will be a key matter to be taken into consideration when developing the Scheme 
Review Programme.   
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Preparation of LPS and reviewing of the TPS has significant policy/ statutory implications for 
the Town. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Resourcing the TPS Review will be an important consideration in framing the Town's 
2008/2009 Budget.  As raised in this report, consideration should be given to existing staff 
levels in the Planning Service area as well as allocation of funds for specific studies.   
 
To add to the Planning Services staff, the cost is in the order of $65,000 for a full time 
employee.  In terms of specific studies, the report on this agenda for a planning and urban 
design study for West Leederville area, centred around Cambridge Street and an associated 
business survey seeks and allocation of $120,000.  It is noted that there is likely to be an 
expended funding in the current 2007/2008 Budget in the order of $40,000, which can be 
carried forward to the next financial year.  It is suggested that an overall budget for the Town 
Planning Scheme Review should be in the order of $150,000.  In addition, to these studies, 
there is likely to be the need for other expenses associated with the progressing of the Scheme 
Review.   
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

This report is consistent with the Town's Strategic Direction for the Built Environment and 
Infrastructure.  Development of planning strategy for the Town will be closely linked to the 
Strategic Plan review, currently underway. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

Clearly, the formulation of strategy for the future Town Planning of the Town of Cambridge 
demands considerable community input.  As such, it rates very highly in terms of the Town's 
Community Consultation policy.  In the broader sense, the opportunity for community input can 
be provided through the development of the Town's Strategic Plan.  With regard to the targeting 
of specific aspects of the Town's urban environment and the Local Planning Strategy/Town 
Planning Scheme Review, more specific consultation can occur.   
 
The Planning and Development Act requires community consultation as part of the 
LPS/Scheme Review process. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

In accordance with the Council decision in February of this year, Council needs to decide upon 
its representation on a Steering Committee to oversee the progression of the review of the 
Town Planning Scheme.  It is proposed that the Director, Development and Sustainability, 
Manager Development and a Strategic Planning Officer would represent the administration on 
this Committee.  Other Council staff could be co-opted if the need is identified.   
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This report also raises the matter of resourcing the Town Planning Scheme Review.  Potentially 
this has significant implications for the framing of the 2008/2009 Budget and is raised here to 
alert the Council in advance of its Budget deliberations.   
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That:- 
 
(i) the following Elected Members form part of a combined Elected Member/Administration 

Steering Committee to oversee the progression of the review of the Town Planning 
Scheme:- 

 
(a) Mayor; 
(b) Coast Ward Councillor __________; 
(c) Wembley Ward Councillor __________; 

 
(ii) the comments regarding resourcing of the TPS Review be taken into consideration when 

framing the 2008/2009 Budget.  
 
Committee Meeting 20 May 2008   
 
During discussion, Members considered that the financial implications of the scheme review, as 
outlined in the report, should be included in the recommendation. 
 
Amendment  
 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Langer 
 
That clause (ii) of the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
(ii) the provision of an additional 1.5 FTE employees for Planning Services plus a sum of 

$150,000 be considered for inclusion in the 2008/2009 Budget. 
 
Amendment carried 4/0 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the following Elected Members form part of a combined Elected 

Member/Administration Steering Committee to oversee the progression of the 
review of the Town Planning Scheme:- 

 
(a) Mayor; 
(b) Coast Ward Councillor __________; 
(c) Wembley Ward Councillor __________; 

 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\B DV1.DOC 69 

 
(ii) the provision of an additional 1.5 FTE employees for Planning Services plus a sum 

of $150,000 be considered for inclusion in the 2008/2009 Budget. 
 
During discussion, Cr MacRae was nominated as the Wembley Ward Elected Member 
representative and nominations were received from Crs Bradley, Pelczar and Pinerua for the 
Coast Ward Elected Member representative.  As three nominations were received, the Chief 
Executive Officer advised that it would be necessary, in accordance with Section 5.12 and 
Schedule 2.3 of the Local Government Act 1995, to conduct a secret ballot.  Following the 
secret ballot, the Chief Executive Officer advised that Cr Pinerua received five votes, Cr 
Pelczar received two votes and Cr Bradley received one vote therefore Cr Pinerua was elected 
as the Coast Ward Elected Member representative. 
 
Amendment 
 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Langer 
 
That clause (i) of the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the following Elected Members form part of a combined Elected 

Member/Administration Steering Committee to oversee the progression of the 
review of the Town Planning Scheme:- 

 
(a) Mayor; 
(b) Coast Ward: Councillor Pinerua; 
(c) Wembley Ward: Councillor MacRae; 

 
Amendment Carried 8/0 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the following Elected Members form part of a combined Elected 

Member/Administration Steering Committee to oversee the progression of the 
review of the Town Planning Scheme:- 

 
(a) Mayor; 
(b) Coast Ward: Councillor Pinerua; 
(c) Wembley Ward: Councillor MacRae; 

 
(ii) the provision of an additional 1.5 FTE employees for Planning Services plus a sum 

of $150,000 be considered for inclusion in the 2008/2009 Budget. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.67 TOWN PLANNING SCHEME REVIEW - PLANNING AND URBAN DESIGN 
STUDY FOR WEST LEEDERVILLE AREA CENTRED AROUND CAMBRIDGE 
STREET AND ASSOCIATED BUSINESS STUDY 

 

 
 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

As part of the Town Planning Scheme Review, to propose a planning and urban design study 
for the area of West Leederville centred around Cambridge Street.  The proposal goes beyond 
the Planning/Urban Design Study for Rosslyn Street Commercial area.  The study would look at 
the future development opportunities for this area, define a desirable built form and establish an 
effective and efficient access plan.  The study will need to respond to the impending 
development of the new major stadium at Kitchener Park and the Master Plan proposals for 
Leederville as well as the overarching objective of Network City. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In February 2008, Council considered the matter of the review of the Town Planning Scheme.  
Council's decision was as follows:- 
 
"That:- 
 
(i) the report on future Town Planning for the Town of Cambridge - Town Planning Scheme 

Reviews/Local Planning Strategy be received; 
 
(ii) the approach outlined in the report for the progressive development of Local Planning 

Strategy be endorsed and that at this stage a formal decision to review Town Planning 
Scheme No. 1 be held over until such time as Local Planning Strategy is well advanced; 

 
(iii) the development of Local Planning Strategy for the Town be closely linked with the 

present review of the Strategic Plan; 
 
(iv) a project brief be prepared for the conduct of a business survey, as outlined in this report, 

and request for quotations be sought from suitably qualified market survey firms to 
undertake the survey; 

 
(v) a project brief be prepared for undertaking a planning/urban design study for the Rosslyn 

Street Commercial Area, as outlined in this report, and a brief be referred to Council for 
approval before requesting quotations from suitably qualified consultants to undertake 
the study; 

 
(vi) having regard to (v) above, communications be established as soon as possible with the 

State Government and the City of Subiaco with regard to the Town being directly 
involved in the planning for the development of the new major stadium at Kitchener Park; 

 
(vii) in consultation with the Department of Planning and Infrastructure, a programme for the 

development of Local Planning Strategy for the Town be prepared for consideration by 
Council.  This programme will require the setting of priorities and allocation of appropriate 
resources to undertake the programme; 

 
(viii) in relation to (vii) above, resourcing of the Town Planning Review is to be given 

consideration in the preparation of the 2008/2009 Budget; 
 
(ix) possible sources of funding to assist with the review be investigated; 
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(x) a report be submitted to Council no later than April 2008 on the establishment of a joint 

Administration/Elected Member Steering Committee to discuss the above." 
 
Since the February report, planners for the Leederville Master Plan have been meeting with the 
Town's officers to discuss the influence of the Master Plan on the area of West Leederville 
immediately around the Leederville Train Station.  In addition, they have been very interested in 
a connection between Leederville and the West Leederville station, major stadium and Subiaco 
town centre.  Connection between the Leederville and West Leederville Railway Stations is an 
important consideration in relation to access to the major stadium.   
 
The Town needs to respond to these major development proposals located immediately on its 
boundaries, to determine their influence on landuse and activity and how best to link in with 
them.  In addition, economic growth in the state, and perhaps the success of the neighbouring 
Subiaco Centro urban renewal project, has seen increased interest in development in the 
subject area.  The State Government's growth strategy for Perth, Network City promotes 
growth along activity corridors (Cambridge Street) and around transport nodes (Leederville and 
West Leederville stations).   
 
Council's decision in February to undertake a planning/urban design study for the Rosslyn 
Street precinct (around West Leederville Railway Station) was primarily in response to the 
major stadium development.  Having regard to above comments, however, it is considered that 
planning for the area should be broadened.  It is proposed that the area of study be extended to 
encompass the following:- 
 
• Western boundary - McCourt Street; 
• Northern boundary - rear of properties fronting Cambridge Street and including properties 

fronting Southport Street at the eastern end; 
• Eastern boundary - the Mitchell Freeway and Loftus Street; 
• Southern boundary - the Railway Reserve; 
 
A plan showing the study area is attached. 
 

DETAILS: 

Existing Character 
 
The identified study area comprises a range of land uses, with medium to high density housing 
together with office and retail uses in established commercial zones and some traditional 
'ribbon' commercial development along Cambridge Street.  
 
Land abutting the study area to the north is zoned for medium density housing (R30 and R40), 
comprising a mix of traditional housing stock (much of which has to be renovated and 
extended) and newer grouped dwellings.  Cambridge Street is classified under the Functional 
Road Heirarchy as 'District Distributor A', carrying in the order of 20,000 vehicles per day. It is 
not, however, identified under the Metropolitan Region Scheme as a regional road. 
 
Scope of Study 
 
It is considered that the study should be undertaken in two parts.   
 
Firstly, the broad structure of planning for the area needs to be determined:- 
 
Landuse, building form, access (traffic and parking, public transport, cycling and pedestrian) 
and commercial activity. 
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As already indicated, the influence of the new major stadium project and the Leederville Master 
Plan, as well as the expansion of Subiaco through the Subi Centro Urban Renewal 
development, and continued expansion of St John of God Medical Centre, together with 
surrounding medical use development that has occurred, will be key factors of consideration.   
 
A further key aspect of the study will be the examination of the future of Cambridge Street to 
continue to function as an important traffic artery as well as accommodating future growth as an 
activity corridor.  Linking of the Leederville and West Leederville Railway Stations is also a 
major access consideration.   
 
Once the broad structure is determined, detailed planning can be undertaken for individual 
precincts/issues, such as the Rosslyn Street Commercial Area.   
 
Whilst identifying two parts, it is considered necessary that they be undertaken as part of the 
one project. 
 
The scope of the study is suggested as follows:- 
 
Part 1 - Structure Planning  
 
1. Area analysis 
 

• Existing landuse; 
• Ownership and Subdivision pattern; 
• Buildings/built form; 
• Business activity; 
• Access; 
• Services; 
• External influences (eg major stadium, Leederville Master Plan, St John of God 

Hospital Complex); 
• Existing TPS provisions; 

 
 

2. Identify Opportunities and Constraints; 
 
3. Planning Scenarios 
 

• Little or no change; 
• Targetted Change; 
• Significant Change ('blue sky'); 

 
4. Recommendations 
 
Part 2 - Detailed Planning 
 
1. Rosslyn Street Commercial Area (linkage with new major stadium development); 
2. Southport Street Commercial Area (review previous study 2001); 
3. Cambridge Street design profile (depending upon its determined function); 
4. Leederville/West Leederville Railway Station link (public transport and/or pedestrian 

connection); 
 
Professional Expertise 
 
To undertake the abovementioned scope, it is considered that the following expertise is 
necessary to contribute to the study:- 
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• Town Planner; 
 To coordinate the project as well as providing input in relation to area analysis, structure 

planning and detailed planning; 
• Urban Design  
 Professional comment on Part 1 of the study and design work on detailed plans identified 

in Part 2. 
• Commercial Property Development/Leasing 

Professional advice on existing commercial activity in the study area and on feasibility of 
future planning scenarios.  Could also provide advice in preparation of detailed plans. 

• Transport and Infrastructure Design 
Professional advice throughout all aspects of the study, primarily in relation to 
transport/access but also in relation to service infrastructure.   

 
The scope of the study is well beyond the capacity of the Town's Administration to undertake 
in-house.  In addition, there is not the breadth of expertise identified above.   
 
Business Survey 
 
In conjunction with the abovementioned study, it is proposed that a survey of businesses in the 
area be undertaken, as decided by Council when considering the Town Planning Scheme 
Review in February 2008 [Item (iv)].  It is considered that this survey will contribute significantly 
in understanding existing business conditions in the area and in identifying opportunities and 
understanding the feasibility for future planning scenarios.   
 
It was intended to have this survey commenced within this financial year, however, 
circumstances have not enabled this to occur.  The original intent, as outlined in the report to 
Council in February 2008, was to survey businesses across the whole Town.  Given the 
proposed expansion of the West Leederville Study outlined in this current report, however, it is 
considered that the survey could be confined to this study area.  This could serve as a valuable 
pilot for surveying the remainder of the Town at some future time.   
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The proposed study could lead to significant change to Council's Statutory and Policy 
requirements in relation to Town Planning, Transport and possible investment. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The study outlined in the foregoing report is a substantial exercise, estimated to take in the 
order of twelve months to complete (particularly taking into consideration community 
consultation).  As outlined above, completion of the scope of work requires input from a wide 
range of professional expertise.  Having regard to this scope and having regard to similar 
studies conducted elsewhere, it is considered that a budget of at least $100,000 is required.  
 
To undertake the study, this amount will have to be allocated in the Town's 2008/2009 Budget.  
The current 2007/2008 Budget had an allocation of $45,000 for the Town Planning Scheme 
Review of which less than $5,000 has been spent.  The balance of this money can be carried 
forward to the next financial year.  There are, however, other aspects of the Town Planning 
Scheme Review that need to be advanced, for which some funding resources are likely to be 
required and it is therefore not recommended that this money be used to offset the cost of the 
West Leederville Study.  Part of the carry forward amount could be used to fund the business 
survey mentioned in this report.  Given its reduced scope, it is considered that the business 
survey could be completed for an estimated cost of $20,000.  



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\B DV1.DOC 74 

Available funding assistance from the state government will be explored, to offset the above 
costs.  
 
In the longer term, the outcome of the study could lead to substantial capital investment by the 
Town.  Funding for this will have to be determined after the completion of the study.  
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

This report is consistent with the Town's Strategic Direction for the built environment and its 
structure.  Development of planning strategy for the Town, in general, will be closely linked to 
the strategic plan review, currently underway. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

The proposed study rates very highly in terms of the Town's Community Consultation Policy - 
Level 4 - Information given to the public but also solicit information and responses 
systematically. 
 
Consultation for the study will include close engagement with Key Stakeholders, Ratepayer 
Associations, Major Stadia and Leederville Master Plan teams, business groups, plan displays 
and possibly Open Days, in addition to usual newspaper and website advertisements.   
 
Community Consultation can potentially take up a lot of consultant's time, adding considerably 
to costs.  Whilst the consultant team will have to play a significant role in consulting with the 
community, it is proposed that the process be managed by the Town's Administration, to 
reduce costs.   
 

SUMMARY: 

In considering the review of the TPS earlier this year, Council decided to adopt a progressive 
approach, addressing specific areas/issues requiring attention - as opposed to a complete 
review of the whole scheme, 
 
The area of West Leederville identified for this study sits between Leederville Town Centre, 
which is the subject of a current major Master Planning exercise, and the impending 
development of the major state sporting stadium at Kitchener Park.  These two proposals, 
located immediately on the Town's boundaries, call for a planning response by the Town.  The 
link through West Leederville, from the Leederville town centre to the Major Stadium and on to 
Subiaco, presents an opportunity that should be explored.  It is therefore now proposed that the 
Rosslyn Street Commercial Precinct Planning/Urban Design Study, decided upon by Council in 
February 2008, be extended to cover a wider area.   
 
It is proposed that this extended study establishes a broad structure plan for the area, providing 
the context for more detailed planning for the Rosslyn Street Commercial Precinct, Southport 
Commercial Precinct, Cambridge Street and a Leederville/West Leederville Railway Station 
link, which would also be carried out.  
 
The scope for the study, as outlined in the above report, is a substantial exercise, estimated to 
cost in the order of $100,000.  To proceed with the study, Council will have to make provision in 
the 2008/2009 Budget. 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Study Area Boundaries Plan 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That:- 
 
(i) a Planning/Urban Design Study for the area of West Leederville centred around 

Cambridge Street, as depicted by the plan attached to this agenda, be undertaken.  
The scope of the study is to be in accordance with that outlined in the report  
accompanying this decision; 

 
(ii)  an amount of $100,000 be allocated for consideration in the 2008/2009 Budget; 
 
(iii) the business survey decided by Council at its meeting of 26 February 2008 (Item 

DV08.20) - Item (iv) be modified to only deal with the abovementioned study area at 
this stage, rather than surveying the whole Town; 

 
(iv) to fund the Business Survey as outlined in (iii) above, an amount of $20,000 be 

allocated for consideration in the 2008/2009 Budget; 
 
(v) possible alternative sources of funding to offset the costs of the abovementioned 

study and survey be investigated by the Administration. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.68 PROPOSED POLICY - DUST SUPPRESSION AT DEMOLITION SITES  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

The adoption of a policy requiring the use of water obtained from bulk water tankers or high 
volume water supply as a means of dust suppression at demolition sites within the Town. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The Town’s compliance officers regularly receive complaints from residents regarding the dust 
generated from residential demolition sites.  Currently the Town’s officers react to these 
complaints by ensuring that demolition contractors use a combination of proper work practices 
and water to suppress dust from the sites.   
 

DETAILS: 

Due to the residential water restrictions imposed by the Water Corporation, the Town has until 
now, accepted the use of water from a single hose pipe, when directed onto the bucket of an 
excavator or over the demolition material as reasonable dust suppression.  However, it has 
become increasingly apparent to both the complainants and the officers concerned, that the 
amount of water delivered from a single hose pipe is not sufficient to properly suppress dust 
emissions.  
 
Environmental Health Officers have contacted a number of other Local Government Authorities 
(LGA's) to ascertain their requirements for using water as dust suppression during demolition 
work in residential areas.  All the other LGA’s contacted accepted one hand held hose as 
sufficient water usage for the purpose.   
 
Before compliance officers issue a Notice regarding dust suppression, the officers must 
substantiate a complaint by witnessing the emission of dust from a demolition site.  Directions 
issued either verbally or in a Notice to control and minimise dust emissions may also include a 
requirement that work on the site cease until a sufficient volume of water is available for dust 
suppression. 
 

LEGAL: 

Section 7.1 of the Town's Private Property Local Law states:- 
" 7.1 Prevention of sand drift 
(1)  An owner or occupier of a lot on which any sand or other material is deposited shall not 
permit the release or escape of such sand or other material from the lot, whether by means of 
wind, water or any other cause, so as to cause a nuisance to any adjacent lot, thoroughfare, 
public place or reserve. 
 
(2)  Where the local government or an authorised person is of the opinion that, as a result of 
any activity occurring on, or likely to occur on a lot, sand or other material may be released or 
escape, the local government or an authorised person may give a notice to the owner or 
occupier specifying that the activity may only occur subject to conditions specified in that notice. 
 
(3)  Where the local government or an authorised person is of the opinion that as a result of 
wind, water or any other cause, sand or other material may be released or escape from a lot, 
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the local government or an authorised person may give a notice to the owner or occupier 
requiring that the sand or other material be stabilised as specified in that notice. 
 
(4)  Where sand or other material has been released or escaped from a lot, the local 
government or an authorised person may give a notice to the owner or occupier of the lot 
requiring the owner or occupier to - 

(a) clean up and remove the sand or other material; 
(b) repair or make good any damage resulting from that release or escape, 

within the time specified in the notice. " 
 
Although it is recognised that the introduction of this policy would be an imposition on 
demolition contractors, the Town is obliged to adequately enforce its local law requirements in 
regards to minimising the impact of dust nuisances created by demolition activity.  
 
Should this policy be introduced, all demolition contractors will be advised in writing, and in 
addition, the requirements of the policy will be applied as a condition to all demolition licences. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at 62 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 3 
consultation. 
 
The following consultation is considered appropriate:- 
1. Advertisements in local community newspaper soliciting general responses for 

consideration by the Council; and 
2. Information items in Council newsletter (if possible);  
 

CONCLUSION:   

Investigation has revealed that an increased volume of water can be made available on 
demolition sites by the use of water tankers with independently powered water pumps 
connected to high volume hoses.  Alternatively, demolition contractors can make application to 
the Water Corporation for a hydrant standpipe, which allows a greater amount of water to be 
drawn from the main water supply.   
 

STRATEGIC: 

Ensure compliance with statutory legislation and enforcement of regulatory requirements. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The financial implications for the Town would be in respect to advertising cost only.  However 
the proposed policy would impose some additional costs to demolition contractors which would 
be passed on to the respective property owner.   
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the following policy be advertised for public comment:- 
 

DUST SUPPRESSION AT DEMOLITION SITES 
 

POLICY NO: xxxx 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Town's Private Property Local Law, Part 7 – Sand Drift, requires the owner or 
occupier of a property to control and minimise dust emissions from private property.  
 
OBJECTIVE 
 
The purpose of this policy is to ensure that demolition contractors are made aware of 
their obligations under the Private Property Local Law Part 7 – Sand Drift to prevent dust 
emissions by the delivery and application of a sufficient volume of water to a demolition 
site.  
 
The Town’s Private Property Local Law permits Authorised Officers to issue directions on 
appropriate means of dust suppression following substantiation of a dust nuisance from a 
demolition site.   
 
Where complaints are substantiated by an authorised officer, the authorised officer is 
required to issue either a written or a verbal direction to demolition contractors requiring 
the suppression of the dust nuisance by the application of a sufficient volume of water.  
 
POLICY STATEMENT 
 
That where an Authorised Officer substantiates that a dust nuisance is emanating from a 
demolition site, the authorised officer is required to issue either a written or a verbal 
direction to the relevant demolition contractor requiring that a sufficient volume of water 
be made available and used on a demolition site to adequately suppress dust emissions. 
That direction may also include a requirement that work on the site cease until such time 
a sufficient volume of water is available for dust suppression. 
 
Appropriate means of dust suppression include:- 
 
• the use of water tankers with independently powered water pumps to apply high 

volumes of water; or   
• approval from the Water Corporation for a hydrant standpipe from the main water 

supply so as to obtain and apply high volumes of water.   
 

(ii) following the period for comment, a further report be submitted for the Council’s 
consideration. 
 

Carried 8/0 
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DV08.69 COUNCIL POLICY REVIEW - DEVELOPMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the Council's Development and Sustainability policies and recommend any updates 
or changes that may be required. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In accordance with Council Policy 1.2.1, Council policies are reviewed and updated as 
necessary every two years following the local government elections.  Review on a regular basis 
ensures policies reflect current operating practices and procedures. 
 
The policies presented here are Council and not administrative policies.  The purpose of the 
policies is to provide a guide to the Administration, assisting it to function in an efficient and 
effective manner and respond to residents' enquiries as soon as possible.  The policies are a 
guide to Council's position in regard to the various subject matters to enable the Administration 
to act without unnecessary and repetitious reference to Council.  The policy manual is not 
prepared as a reference manual of solutions to all problems that Council may be requested to 
investigate. 
 
All of the Council's policies have been presented progressively over the last few months.  
Where changes have been effected, text to be deleted has been struck through and any 
additional text proposed has been underlined. 
 

DETAILS: 

Policy 4.1.1 - Allocation of Street Numbers 
Retain.  Minor changes to Point 10 to reflect the correct title for the current planning legislation 
and Point 11.3 to reflect correct officer title. 
 
Policy 4.1.2 - Setback Requirements - Variation to Residential Design Codes for Eaves to 
Boundary Clearances. 
Retain.  Minor change to reflect the correct title and Clause number for the current planning 
legislation. 
 
Policy 4.1.3 - Building Application Fees 
Retain.  Minor change to reflect correct officer title. 
 
Policy 4.2.1. - Paving and Drainage of Rights-of-Way 
Retain.  Minor changes to reflect correct officer titles. 
 
Policy 4.2.2 - Revocation of Environmental Protection Notices. 
Retain.  Minor changes to reflect correct officer titles.  
 
Policy 4.2.3 - Control of Ants and Termites on Local Government Property. 
Retain.  No changes. 
 
Policy 4.2.4 - Out of Hours Construction Projects 
Retain.  No changes. 
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Policy 4.3.1 - Wembley Golf Complex Environmental Management System 
Retain.  No changes 
 
Policy 4.3.2 - Sustainable Procurement 
Retain.  No changes 
 
Policy 4.4.1 - Dog Control 
Retain.  No changes. 
 
Policy 4.4.2 - Reserved Parking (On and Off Street) 
Retain.  Minor changes to reflect terminology used in Parking Local Law. 
 
Policy 4.4.3 - Vehicle Parking on Commercial Property 
Retain.  Changes to make reference to provisions in, and reflect terminology used in the 
Town's Parking Local Law. 
 
Policy 4.4.4 - Public Car Marts in the Council's Parking Areas 
Retain.  Minor change to title, and minor changes to reflect terminology used in Parking Local 
Law. 
 
Policy 5.2.22 - Parking Restrictions 
Retain, as amended by the Council at its meeting on 22 April 2008.   
 
Changes made to clause (v)  Permits, by:- 
 
1. Change clause heading to (v)  Parking Permits in Residential Areas; 
2. Sub-clause (a) deleted as the current text of this sub-clause is inconsistent and contrary 

to clause 5.6 (3) of the Parking Local Law which states that residential parking permits 
cannot be issued to multi unit developments where there are more than six units.  

3. Renumber sub-clause (b) as sub-clause (a) and reword the text as "Residential, visitor 
and verge parking permits apply where signs indicate or designate residential parking 
restrictions adjacent to the residential property"; 

4. Insert new sub-clause (b) to limit the number of visitor parking permits that may be issued 
to multi units developments with more than 6 residential units to a total of 2 bays per unit, 
including available on-site parking, to a maximum of 20 visitor parking permits.  This will 
provide the policy guidance required by clause 5.6 (4) of the Parking Local Law which 
states: 
" The Council may in its discretion determine the number of visitors parking permits to be 
issued where the number of residential units exceeds six in number." 
It should be noted that the issuing of visitor parking permits is also subject to the 
availability of suitable kerbside parking space. ; 

5. Sub-clause (d) deleted as it duplicates clause 5.7 of the Parking Local Law (Note: it is 
proposed to amend this clause of the Parking Local Law so that permits are issued 
annually and expire at the end of each year); 

6. Sub-clause (e) deleted as clause 5.7 of the Parking Local Law does not allow a permit to 
be extended. 

7. Sub-clause (f) deleted as it duplicates the provisions in clauses 5.1 and 5.3 of the Parking 
Local Law. 

 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria, it was rated at 30 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 1:  No 
consultation.  All policies will continue to be available through the Council website. 
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SUMMARY: 

The majority of the Council's policies have proven invaluable over the last two years.  Minor 
changes have been recommended to incorporate current terminology or legislation or to 
improve presentation or readability. 
 
All of the Council's current policies can be accessed through the Town's website.  The 
recommended changes, once adopted, will be incorporated into the web based Policy Manual.  
Each policy will remain in place until after the next Ordinary Elections to be held in October 
2009, unless circumstances warrant a review prior to that time. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Policies 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That the Council's policies relating to Development and Sustainability be retained 
unchanged, amended or deleted as detailed in the above report, and the changes be 
incorporated into the Council Policy Manual. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.70 PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE  PARKING LOCAL 
LAW 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To amend the Town's Parking Local Law by amendment of definitions; the insertion a new Part 
2 relating to Metered and Ticket Machine Zones; the insertion a new Part 3 relating to Parking 
Stations, amendments to provisions in Parts 4 and 5; and to amend Schedules 1 and 2.  
 

BACKGROUND: 

At its meeting held on 22 May 2007, the Council considered a report (IN07.31) relating to the 
introduction of paid parking through the use of automatic ticket machines in parts of West 
Leederville.  At that meeting, the Council decided (in part) that:- 
 
" (iii) consideration be given within the Draft 2007/2008 budget to the introduction of parking 

ticket machines to provide for paid parking in accordance with existing restrictions in the 
following streets:- 

 
• McCourt Street, between Cambridge Street and Railway Parade - $60,000 
• Station Street - $40,000 
• Cambridge Street, between McCourt and Station Streets - $50,000 
• Railway Parade, between Northwood and Abbotsford Streets - $40,000 
• West Leederville Town Hall Car Park - $10,000."  

 

DETAILS: 

As a result of that decision, an amount of $200,000 has been allocated in the Town's Capital 
budget of 2007-2008 for the purchase and installation of paid parking machines.  Tenders were 
advertised on February 2008 and five tenders are currently being assessed.  
 
In assessing and reviewing the broader implications of introducing paid parking machines to 
on-street parking and the West Leederville Town Hall parking station, deficiencies have been 
identified in the Town's Parking Local Law relating to the operation of parking meters and 
parking stations, as well as the need to amend other provisions of the local law.   
 
The current provisions and some of the terminology of Part 2 - Metered Zones relating to the 
operation of parking meters are inconsistent with current technology in terms of the machinery 
available; their operation and use; and enforcement requirements for multi-space parking 
meters or ticket issuing machines.  A similar situation exists in relation to Part 3 - Parking 
Stations.  Both of these parts are based on a very old model parking local law and require 
significant amendment, to the extent that it is proposed to totally replace both Parts 2 and 3.  
 
In undertaking the review of the Parking Local Law, reference was made to relevant provisions 
in the parking local laws of the City of Perth, the City of Bunbury, the City of Joondalup 
(including a recently gazetted amendments), the City of Melville, the City of Subiaco, the City of 
South Perth, the City of Fremantle (including a recently gazetted amendments), the Town of 
Vincent (which was gazetted in 2007), the Town of Cottesloe and the Town of Claremont. 
 
Detailed assessment of the Parking Local Law, as well as operational experience, has also 
identified other provisions requiring amendment.  These relate to:- 
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• additional definitions and the amendment of several existing definitions;  
• a new clause so as to clarify delegations;  
• amending some clauses in Part 4 relating to general parking provisions;  
• amending two clauses in Part 5 relating to residential parking permits, so as to reflect the 

current practice of issuing new permits each year (rather that every 2 years); and to insert 
a discretionary clause that would allow the Administration to issue additional permits in 
situations where residents request more than two residential or visitor parking permits; 

• amending Schedule 1 - Prescribed Offences so as to reflect all the above amendments; 
• amending Schedule 2 - Notice of Offence and Infringement Notice so as to totally revise 

the format and content of a parking infringement notice in response to recent advice from 
the Department of Local Government.  

 
In regard to residential parking permits, the change to issuing permits annually formalises the 
current practice of the past seven years.  This was found to be necessary due to the significant 
turnover of rental property occupiers each year, particularly in West Leederville.  If permits had 
been issued for a two year period, this would have compounded the availability of the already 
limited on-street parking during events at Subiaco Oval.   
 
For the Council's information, the following table identifies the number of Residential Parking 
Permit applications processed since 2003 - 
 

Year No of Applications Applications cancelled Applications not renewed 
2003 681 No information available No information available 
2004 692 No information available No information available 
2005 752 No information available No information available 
2006 790 No information available No information available 
2007 815 No information available No information available 
2008 853 107 223 

Applications cancelled = Properties where there has been a change of occupier. 
Applications not renewed = Properties that received renewal notices but have not applied. 
 
The addition of a discretionary clause to the residential parking provisions allows the 
Administration some latitude to issue up to two additional visitor parking permits per property, 
where additional members of the occupier's family have taken up residence in the family home.  
The current economic circumstances in Western Australia have resulted in wide ranging 
limitations in the availability of rental homes.  This has lead to a situation where several 
residents have applied for additional permits for their children's vehicles as they have been 
unable to obtain residential accommodation elsewhere.  
 
Accordingly, it is recommended that, in conjunction with the review of the Council's policy 
provisions relating to residential parking permits, the Town of Cambridge Parking Local Law be 
amended in accordance with the document attached to and forming part of this report. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The introduction of paid parking machines in West Leederville is consistent with Policy 5.2.22 - 
Parking Restrictions, section (i) 2 (e) which states: 
 
" Introduce parking meters for kerbside parking adjacent to business/commercial/medical 
properties where timed parking is consistently misused. " 
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and section (iv) which states:- 
 
" (iv) Parking Signs and Meters 
(a) Parking signs and meters shall conform to the relevant standards. 
(b) The length of time for parking, period of the day for the restriction, the days of the week and 
months of the year; will be included in the written request for parking restriction and the relevant 
wording on the sign will be approved by Council; 
(c) Parking meters be introduced where commercial time parking is shown to be impractical to 
enforce. "  
 
The proposed amendments to the Parking Local Law are consistent with, and support the intent 
of this policy.  
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

In accordance with Section 3.12 of the Local Government Act 1995 it will be necessary to 
advertise the proposed local law amendments and to publish the text in the State Government 
Gazette when formally adopted.  Advertising and gazettal costs will be in the order of $200 per 
page.   
 
Additional costs will be incurred to program new offence codes and penalties into the 
infringement issuing machines.  
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The proposed Parking Local Law amendments have come about as a result of operational 
experience and future operational requirements in respect to:- 
 
• the need to make provision for multi-space paid parking machines,  
• revising parking law provisions for parking stations,  
• revising some clauses in Part 4 and 5 relating to general parking provisions and 

residential parking permits,  
• revising the prescribed offences and modified penalties in Schedule 1,  
• a total revision of the format of a parking infringement notice (Schedule 2) of the local 

law.   
 
Local laws provide the legal framework within which the amenity of the Town is maintained, 
meeting the key outcome areas of accountable and transparent governance, rigorous statutory 
compliance and diligent regulatory management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required.   
 
However, in accordance with the requirements of Section 3.12 of Local Government Act, the 
proposed amendments will have to be advertised, both state-wide and locally, to allow for a six 
week period in which the public may submit comments on the proposed amendments.  
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That in accordance with provisions of Section 3.12 of the Local Government Act 1995:- 
 
(i) the Council of the Town of Cambridge hereby records having decided by an 

ABSOLUTE MAJORITY to make the amendments to the Town of Cambridge 
Parking Local Law as detailed in the attachment to this report; 

 
(ii) the proposed amendments to the Town of Cambridge Parking Local Law as 

adopted by the Council on 24 April 2001 and as amended in (i) above, be given 
State-wide and local public notice, inviting submissions from members of the 
public and other interested parties for a period of six weeks.  

 
Carried by an ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 8/0 
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DV08.71 DELEGATED DECISIONS AND NOTIFICATIONS  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To report on matters which have been dealt with under delegated authority and notify the 
Council of other proceedings in relation to Development and Sustainability matters. 
 

DETAILS: 

The following items (for the month of April have been dealt with under delegated authority, in 
accordance with Council’s policy, as they were deemed to comply in all respects with the 
requirements of the Town Planning Scheme and Council Policy:- 
 
• 256B Selby Street Wembley - Retrospective Planning Approval for Spa Fence 
• 115-119 Cambridge Street West Leederville - Signage to Tenancy 4 (BWS) 
• 20 Gibney Vista West Leederville - Enclosure of Verandah 
• 115-119 Cambridge Street West Leederville - Change of use from shop to eating house. 
 
The following items were referred to the Western Australian Planning Commission with a 
recommendation for approval:- 
 
• 11A and 11B Pangbourne Street Wembley - Two lot survey strata. 
 
The following items are notifications of applications for review and decisions for Council’s 
information:- 
 
Applications for Review (Appeals) - received 
 
No applications for review were lodged with the State Administrative Tribunal against decisions 
of the Council during April 2008. 
 

 
Applications for Review (Appeals) - determined 
 
No applications for review were determined by the State Administrative Tribunal during April 
2008. 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That the report on Delegated Decisions and Notifications dealt with under delegated 
authority for the period ending 30 April 2008 be received. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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DV08.72 BUILDING LICENCES APPROVED UNDER DELEGATED AUTHORITY 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To provide monthly statistics and comparative data of building licences approved under 
delegated authority in April 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Listed below are the total numbers of licences issued in the month of April 2008. Also shown 
are the comparative figures of the number of licences issued on the same month of the 
previous year.  
 

 April 2008 April 2007 
Building Licences   53 29 
Provisional Building 
Licences 

4 2 

Demolition Licences 6 3 
Acknowledgment of 
Unauthorised Structure 

1 0 

Special Licence 0 2 
Value of Construction $11,160,809 $7,699,602 

 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Berry 
 
That the Schedule of Building and Demolition Licences approved under delegated 
authority for the month of April 2008, as attached to and forming part of the notice 
paper, be received. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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INFRASTRUCTURE AND COMMUNITY COMMITTEE 

The report of the Infrastructure and Community Committee meeting held on 13 May 2008 was 
submitted as under:- 
 

1. ELECTION OF PRESIDING MEMBER 

The Chief Executive Officer called for nominations for Presiding Member of the 
Infrastructure and Community Committee for the period from May to October 2008 
inclusive.  
 
Nominations were received from Cr Bradley and Cr Grinceri.  As two nominations were 
received, the Chief Executive Officer advised that it would be necessary, in accordance 
with Section 5.12 and Schedule 2.3 of the Local Government Act 1995, to conduct a 
secret ballot to elect a Presiding Member.   
 
Following the secret ballot, the Chief Executive Officer advised that Cr Grinceri had been 
elected as Presiding Member of the Infrastructure and Community Committee for the 
period from May to October 2008 inclusive. 
 

2. DECLARATION OF OPENING 

The Presiding Member declared the meeting of the Infrastructure and Community 
Committee open at 6.02 pm. 

 

3. RECORD OF ATTENDANCE/APOLOGIES/LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Present : Time of Time of 
 Entering Leaving 
 
Members: 
 
Cr Sonia Grinceri (Presiding Member) 6.02 pm 7.25 pm 
Cr David Berry 6.02 pm 7.25 pm 
Cr Rod Bradley 6.02 pm 7.25 pm 
Cr Julie Watson 6.02 pm 7.25 pm 
 
Observers: 
 
Cr Hilary Pinerua 
 
Officers: 
 
Jason Buckley, Chief Executive Officer 
Chris Colyer, Director Infrastructure 
Cam Robbins, Director Community Development 
Jean McGready, Manager Community Development 
Nerida Clifford, Manager Library Services 
Jon Bell, Manager Construction and Operations 
Ross Farlekas, Manager Parks and Landscape 
Denise Ribbands, Administration Officer (Governance) 
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Adjournments:  Nil 
 
Time meeting closed:  7.25 pm 
 
APOLOGIES/LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 
Nil 
 

4. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

Damian Ryan, 27 The Grove, Wembley 
  

Question 1 
 
Are all Committee members and Councilors aware that Harding Lane – Lot 200 is NOT a 
laneway by legal definition?  

  
Question 2 
 
Are all committee members and councilors aware that Lot 200 has always been a private 
parcel of land (easement) with no rights to legal access afforded to the adjacent 
landowners?  
 
Question 3 

  
Are all committee members and the council aware that in the last few years no fewer than 
4 break ins and a number of attempted break ins have occurred to properties adjoining 
the easement whilst residence are asleep and access has been determined to have 
come from the easement?  
  
Question 4 
 
Are all the committee members and the council aware that in the last few years one 
serious assault has occurred in the easement?  

  
Question 5 
 
Are all the committee members and the council aware that the easement is redundant 
and that is why the Water Corporation have relinquished control? 
 
Question 6 

  
Are all committee members and the council aware that more than 80% of residents 
believe that the easement compromises the security of their persons and property? (Note 
when Water Corp looked after the easement they regularly inspected which gave 
residents a level of comfort that the easement was being maintained. The locks have 
been broken since December 07)  
 
Question 7 

  
Are all committee members and the council aware that to close the easement there is no 
requirement for 100% support, only a requirement for the committee and council to action 
the wishes of the majority of the residents?  
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Question 8 
 
Not withstanding the preferred solution to have the Lot 200 land amalgamated with 
adjacent properties in order to address the safety and security issues of residents and 
property owners, if Council does not do this then can consideration be made to install a 
physical visual barrier at both ends of Lot 200 to completely prohibit access to 
pedestrians and vehicular use unless approved by Council.  
 
Response 
 
The Presiding Member advised that she would take the questions on notice and a 
response would be provided at a later date. 
 

5. DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS 

Deputations: 
 
Item IC08.34 - Ben Bartholameus 
Item IC08.35 - Ian Everett,  
Item IC08.39 - Brian Embleton, City Beach Tennis Club Captain 
 

6. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

That the Minutes of the Ordinary meeting of the Infrastructure and Community Committee 
held on 8 April 2008 as contained in the April 2008 Council Notice Paper be confirmed. 
 

7. DECLARATION OF MEMBERS' INTERESTS 

Item IC08.34 - Cr Berry - Impartiality Interest 
 

8. REPORTS 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\C IC.DOC 91 

 

IC08.27 ANTRIM STREET - KERBSIDE PARKING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the kerbside parking restrictions in Antrim Street, from Coldstream Street east to the 
to end of the cul-de-sac at the Southport Street boundary, recognising Council policy and the 
results of the community survey conducted in March 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In October 2006, Council considered a report “West Leederville Parking Review – Outstanding 
Issues” (Item TS06.68), to review progress and develop an action plan relating to:- 
 
• The ongoing implementation of kerbside parking restrictions in West Leederville ; 
• Identify the remaining streets for assessment; 
• Identify issues requiring further consideration; 
• The need to extend the parking review north of Ruislip Street and outside the current 800 

metre zone of influence from Subiaco Oval. 
 
The Council decision in October 2006 was:- 
 
"The suggested program of streets to finalise the parking review in West Leederville be 
deferred pending the outcome of the parking workshop". 
 
A workshop was conducted on 4 December 2006 where this report and several reports from 
November 2006 were discussed.  During 2007 many other parking restriction reports were 
considered by Council and now all streets south of and including Ruislip Street, between 
Harborne Street and Kimberley Street, have been considered for residential parking 
restrictions.  The only streets not considered are bounded by Kimberley Street, Woolwich 
Street and Southport Street. 
 
The streets relating to the fourth dot point are Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, 
Brighton Street, Carlton Street, Coldstream Street and Connaught Street.  An initial 
investigation into parking issues in these streets revealed: 
 
1. Two letters from residents in Barrington Street and Connaught Street requesting a review 

of parking restrictions. 
2. These streets are within walking distance of the Leederville train station and the Oxford 

Street business area and are likely to have train patrons and/or business workers parking 
their vehicles all day. 

3. There are vehicles parked all day on both sides of these streets and some are in breach 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000 as they park within 10 metres of the side road kerbs. 

4. There are minimal parking restrictions or no restrictions signed in these streets. 
 
To progress the resolution of these issues, a survey form and letter were delivered to all 
properties in Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, Brighton Street, Carlton Street, 
Coldstream Street and Connaught Street in March 2008 seeking property owner and resident 
comment. 
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DETAILS: 

Ten letters were delivered to the ten properties adjacent to Antrim Street on 5 March 2008 with 
a requested return date of 14 March 2008.  A copy of the community survey form and letter for 
Antrim Street is included in the attachment to this report.  
 
In total, two responses were received from the residents in Antrim Street and this represents 
20% of the properties.  These residents accepted the existing situation with parking on one side 
of the street and a restriction of parking opposite crossovers. 
 
Antrim Street is a local access road that has a cul-de-sac at the east end.  It is 65 metres long 
and the road reserve is 10 metres wide.  The road carriageway is 6.3 metres between kerbs 
and the entire verge is paved as a footpath on both sides.  The footpath widths are 2 metres on 
the north side and 1.7 metres on the south side.  Allowing for crossovers, five parking spaces 
may be provided along the kerb on the north side only.  No verge parking may be provided on 
either side.  
 
The eight properties on the south side have potential access via Deverell Lane.  The two 
properties on the north side have no rear lane access. 
 
In accordance with Policy 5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” and the Road Traffic Code 2000, it is 
recommended that the minimum 10 metres “No Stopping” restriction is signed at the 
intersections with Coldstream Street and Hahn Street.  Hahn Street is the small northerly 
section of road adjacent the cul-de-sac at Southport Street. 
 
To provide maximum on-street parking, it is recommended that parking is restricted to the north 
side of Antrim Street by establishing a “No Parking on Road or Verge” restriction on the south 
side of Antrim Street. 
 
To discourage motorists from parking on the footpath, it is recommended that a “No Parking on 
Verge” restriction is established on the north side of Antrim Street. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The recommended changes are in accordance with the Road Traffic Code 2000 and Policy No. 
5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” which was reviewed by Council in April 2008.  
 
The recommendation in this report is a departure from the principles of Policy No. 5.2.22 
“Parking Restrictions”.  The Policy allows for kerbside parking restrictions to be imposed to:- 
 
(a) protect the residential precincts from an intrusion of businesses / commercial / medical / 

recreational / commuter parking on local roads; 
 
(b) introduce a "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Parking Permit Exempt" in local 

residential precincts adjacent to residential properties. 
 
The survey results have not given sufficient justification for recommending adoption of this 
section of Council Policy.  
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The estimated cost for the erection of signage is $600.  This amount will be charged to Budget 
Item – 'Road Name Signs and Parking Signs'.  
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The recommendation in this report includes elements that will complement the Town’s Strategic 
Direction namely:- 
 
Natural and built environment:-  
• Plan for and maintain a clean, safe and vibrant environment; 
• Plan for emerging land uses to meet future needs; 
• Develop and maintain effective programs and policies to facilitate environmentally 

responsible and sustainable management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This project has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy. In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rated at 50 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 2 
consultation.  
 
Level 2 consultation (score 41-60) states that the information be provided to the community 
without requiring a response.  In this particular case, a letterbox drop was arranged and a 
survey form was enclosed seeking community comment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Letter and Survey Form. 
2. Plan No. E282-08-01. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) a "No Parking On Verge" restriction be established on the northern side of Antrim 

Street commencing 10 metres east of Coldstream Street and extending eastwards 
for 40 metres to the start of the cul-de-sac; 

 
(ii) a "No Parking Road or Verge" restriction be established on the southern side of 

Antrim Street commencing 10 metres east of Coldstream Street and extending 
eastwards for 50 metres to the boundary of Lots 25/23; 

 
(iii) the kerbside parking restriction in (i) and (ii) above be installed as indicated on 

Plan No. E282-08-01; 
 
(iv) the amount of $600 for the introduction of the above signs be funded from the 

Budget Item – ‘Road Name Signs and Parking Signs’. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.28 ARGYLE STREET - KERBSIDE PARKING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the kerbside parking restrictions in Argyle Street, from Kimberley Street east across 
Carlton Street to Coldstream Street, recognising Council policy and the results of the community 
survey conducted in March 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In October 2006, Council considered a report “West Leederville Parking Review – Outstanding 
Issues” (Item TS06.68), to review progress and develop an action plan relating to:- 
 
• The ongoing implementation of kerbside parking restrictions in West Leederville ; 
• Identify the remaining streets for assessment; 
• Identify issues requiring further consideration; 
• The need to extend the parking review north of Ruislip Street and outside the current 800 

metre zone of influence from Subiaco Oval. 
 
The Council decision in October 2006 was:- 
 
"The suggested program of streets to finalise the parking review in West Leederville be 
deferred pending the outcome of the parking workshop". 
 
A workshop was conducted on 4 December 2006 where this report and several reports from 
November 2006 were discussed.  During 2007 many other parking restriction reports were 
considered by Council and now all streets south of and including Ruislip Street, between 
Harborne Street and Kimberley Street, have been considered for residential parking 
restrictions.  The only streets not considered are bounded by Kimberley Street, Woolwich 
Street and Southport Street. 
 
The streets relating to the fourth dot point are Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, 
Brighton Street, Carlton Street, Coldstream Street and Connaught Street.  An initial 
investigation into parking issues in these streets revealed: 
 
1. Two letters from residents in Barrington Street and Connaught Street requesting a review 

of parking restrictions. 
2. These streets are within walking distance of the Leederville train station and the Oxford 

Street business area and are likely to have train patrons and/or business workers parking 
their vehicles all day. 

3. There are vehicles parked all day on both sides of these streets and some are in breach 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000 as they park within 10 metres of the side road kerbs. 

4. There are minimal parking restrictions or no restrictions signed in these streets. 
 
To progress the resolution of these issues, a survey form and letter were delivered to all 
properties on Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, Brighton Street, Carlton Street, 
Coldstream Street and Connaught Street in March 2008 seeking property owner and resident 
comment. 
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DETAILS: 

Thirteen letters were delivered to the homes adjacent to Argyle Street on 5 March 2008 with a 
requested return date of 14 March 2008.  A copy of the community survey form and letter for 
Argyle Street is included in the attachment to this report.  
 
In total, 4 responses were received from the residents in Argyle Street and this represents 30% 
of the properties.  The responses accepted:- 
 
• The existing situation with parking on one side of the street and restriction of parking 

opposite driveways; 
• Intersection safe parking distance; 
• Minimal signs 
 
Argyle Street is a local access road, about 225 metres in length.  Between Kimberley Street and 
Carlton Street to the east, the reserve is 12.6 metres with 2 metre to 3.7 metre verges on the 
north and south side and a 5.2 metre road carriageway.  Between Carlton Street and 
Coldstream Street, the reserve narrows to 10.1 metres with a 6.1 metre road carriageway and 2 
metre verges. Allowing for driveways about twelve parking spaces could be achieved along the 
kerb on the north side. 
 
In accordance with Policy 5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” and the Road Traffic Code 2000, it is 
recommended that the minimum 10 metre “No Stopping” restriction is signed at the 
intersections with Kimberley, Carlton and Coldstream Streets. 
 
To provide maximum on-street parking, it is recommended that parking is restricted to the north 
side of Argyle Street and by establishing a “No Parking” restriction between Kimberley and 
Carlton Streets and a “No Parking Road or Verge” restriction between Carlton and Coldstream 
Streets on the south side of Argyle Street.  It will be possible for residents to park on the verge 
on both the north and south sides only between Kimberley and Carlton Streets. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The recommended changes are in accordance with the Road Traffic Code 2000 and Policy No. 
5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” which was reviewed by Council in April 2008.  
 
The recommendation in this report is a departure from the principles of Policy No. 5.2.22 
“Parking Restrictions”.  The Policy allows for kerbside parking restrictions to be imposed to:- 
 
(a) protect the residential precincts from an intrusion of businesses / commercial / medical / 

recreational / commuter parking on local roads; 
 
(b) introduce a "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Parking Permit Exempt" in local 

residential precincts adjacent to residential properties. 
 
The survey results have not given sufficient justification for recommending adoption of this 
section of Council Policy.  
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The estimated cost for the erection of signage is $1,350.  This amount will be charged to Budget 
Item – 'Road Name Signs and Parking Signs'.  
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The recommendation in this report includes elements that will complement the Town’s Strategic 
Direction namely:- 
 
Natural and built environment:-  
• Plan for and maintain a clean, safe and vibrant environment; 
• Plan for emerging land uses to meet future needs; 
• Develop and maintain effective programs and policies to facilitate environmentally 

responsible and sustainable management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This project has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rated at 50 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 2 
consultation.  
 
Level 2 consultation (score 41-60) states that the information be provided to the community 
without requiring a response.  In this particular case, a letterbox drop was arranged and a 
survey form was enclosed seeking community comment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Letter and Survey Form. 
2. Plan No. E279-08-01. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) no restrictions be introduced on the northern side of Argyle Street commencing 10 

metres east of Kimberley Street and extending to a point approximately 35 metres 
west of Carlton Street; 

 
(ii) a "No Parking" restriction be introduced on the southern side of Argyle Street 

commencing 10 metres east of Kimberley Street and extending to a point 35 metres 
west of Carlton Street; 

 
(iii) a "No Parking on Verge" restriction be introduced on the northern side of Argyle 

Street commencing 10 metres east of Carlton Street and finishing 10 metres west of 
Coldstream Street; 

 
(iv) a "No Parking Road or Verge" restriction be introduced on the southern side of 

Argyle Street commencing 10 metres east of Carlton Street and finishing 10 metres 
west of Coldstream Street; 

 
(v) the works in (i), (ii) ,(iii) and (iv) above be implemented as detailed on Plan No. 

E279-08-01; 
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(vi) an amount of $1,350 for the introduction of the above signs be funded from the 

Budget Item – ‘Road Name Signs and Parking Signs’. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.29 BARRINGTON STREET - KERBSIDE PARKING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the kerbside parking restrictions in Barrington Street, from Connaught Street east to 
Coldstream Street, recognising Council policy and the results of the community survey 
conducted in March 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In October 2006, Council considered a report “West Leederville Parking Review – Outstanding 
Issues” (Item TS06.68), to review progress and develop an action plan relating to:- 
 
• The ongoing implementation of kerbside parking restrictions in West Leederville ; 
• Identify the remaining streets for assessment; 
• Identify issues requiring further consideration; 
• The need to extend the parking review north of Ruislip Street and outside the current 800 

metre zone of influence from Subiaco Oval. 
 
The Council decision in October 2006 was:- 
 
"The suggested program of streets to finalise the parking review in West Leederville be 
deferred pending the outcome of the parking workshop". 
 
A workshop was conducted on 4 December 2006 where this report and several reports from 
November 2006 were discussed.  During 2007 many other parking restriction reports were 
considered by Council and now all streets south of and including Ruislip Street, between 
Harborne Street and Kimberley Street, have been considered for residential parking 
restrictions.  The only streets not considered are bounded by Kimberley Street, Woolwich 
Street and Southport Street. 
 
The streets relating to the fourth dot point are Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, 
Brighton Street, Carlton Street, Coldstream Street and Connaught Street.  An initial 
investigation into parking issues in these streets revealed: 
 
1. Two letters from residents in Barrington Street and Connaught Street requesting a review 

of parking restrictions. 
2. These streets are within walking distance of the Leederville train station and the Oxford 

Street business area and are likely to have train patrons and/or business workers parking 
their vehicles all day. 

3. There are vehicles parked all day on both sides of these streets and some are in breach 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000 as they park within 10 metres of the side road kerbs. 

4. There are minimal parking restrictions or no restrictions signed in these streets. 
 
To progress the resolution of these issues, a survey form and letter were delivered to all 
properties on Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, Brighton Street, Carlton Street, 
Coldstream Street and Connaught Street in March 2008 seeking property owner and resident 
comment. 
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DETAILS: 

Eight letters were delivered to the homes adjacent to Barrington Street on 5 March 2008 with a 
requested return date of 14 March 2008.  A copy of the community survey form and letter for 
Barrington Street is included in the attachment to this report.  
 
In total, 3 responses were received from the residents in Barrington Street and this represents 
38% of the properties.  The responses requested:- 
 
• The restriction of parking opposite or close to driveways or the Connaught street corner; 
• "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Permit Parking Excepted". 
 
There was no majority support for timed parking restrictions or residential permit parking. 
 
Barrington Street is about 90 metres in length, in a 12.5 metre wide reserve. The road 
carriageway is 6.4 metres between kerbs, and verge widths vary from 3.3 metres on the north 
side and 2.8 metres on the south side.  Allowing for driveways about seven parking spaces 
could be achieved.  
 
Barrington Street, Connaught and Coldstream Street are local roads.  There are existing “No 
Standing” signs in Barrington Street on the north side, from Connaught Street to Coldstream 
Street.  
 
In accordance with Policy 5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” and the Road Traffic Code 2000, it is 
recommended that the existing “No Standing” sign on the Connaught Street corner on the 
south side be shifted to the minimum 15 metre “No Stopping” restriction.  
 
To discourage motorists from parking on the footpath, it is recommended that a “No Parking on 
Verge” restriction be established on the south side of Barrington Street. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The recommended changes are in accordance with the Road Traffic Code 2000 and Policy No. 
5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” which was reviewed by Council in April 2008.  
 
The recommendation in this report is a departure from the principles of Policy No. 5.2.22 
“Parking Restrictions”.  The Policy allows for kerbside parking restrictions to be imposed to:- 
 
(a) protect the residential precincts from an intrusion of businesses / commercial / medical / 

recreational / commuter parking on local roads; 
 
(b) introduce a "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Parking Permit Exempt" in local 

residential precincts adjacent to residential properties. 
 
The survey results have not given sufficient justification for recommending adoption of this 
section of Council Policy.  
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The estimated cost for the erection of signage is $300.  This amount will be charged to Budget 
Item – 'Road Name Signs and Parking Signs'.  
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The recommendation in this report includes elements that will complement the Town’s Strategic 
Direction namely:- 
 
Natural and built environment:-  
• Plan for and maintain a clean, safe and vibrant environment; 
• Plan for emerging land uses to meet future needs; 
• Develop and maintain effective programs and policies to facilitate environmentally 

responsible and sustainable management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This project has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy. In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rated at 50 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 2 
consultation.  
 
Level 2 consultation (score 41-60) states that the information be provided to the community 
without requiring a response.  In this particular case, a letterbox drop was arranged and a 
survey form was enclosed seeking community comment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Letter and Survey Form. 
2. Plan No. E277-08-01. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded b y Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) a "No Standing " restriction be retained on the northern side of Barrington Street  

from Connaught Street  to Coldstream Street; 
 
(ii) a "No Parking on Verge" restriction be introduced on the southern side of 

Barrington Street commencing 2 metres west of the property boundary for No. 1 
Barrington Street and extending westwards for approximately 62 metres to the 
existing sign east of Connaught Street on the south side of Barrington Street; 

 
(iii) the kerbside parking restrictions in (i) and (ii) above be installed as indicated on 

Plan No. E277-08-01; 
 
(iv) the amount of $300 for the introduction of the above signs be funded from the 

Budget Item – ‘Road Name Signs and Parking Signs’. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.30 BRIGHTON STREET - KERBSIDE PARKING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the kerbside parking restrictions in Brighton Street, from Coldstream Street east to 
the end of the cul-de-sac at Southport Street, recognising Council policy and the results of the 
community survey conducted in March 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In October 2006, Council considered a report “West Leederville Parking Review – Outstanding 
Issues” (Item TS06.68), to review progress and develop an action plan relating to:- 
 
• The ongoing implementation of kerbside parking restrictions in West Leederville ; 
• Identify the remaining streets for assessment; 
• Identify issues requiring further consideration; 
• The need to extend the parking review north of Ruislip Street and outside the current 800 

metre zone of influence from Subiaco Oval. 
 
The Council decision in October 2006 was:- 
 
"The suggested program of streets to finalise the parking review in West Leederville be 
deferred pending the outcome of the parking workshop". 
 
A workshop was conducted on 4 December 2006 where this report and several reports from 
November 2006 were discussed.  During 2007 many other parking restriction reports were 
considered by Council and now all streets south of and including Ruislip Street, between 
Harborne Street and Kimberley Street, have been considered for residential parking 
restrictions.  The only streets not considered are bounded by Kimberley Street, Woolwich 
Street and Southport Street. 
 
The streets relating to the fourth dot point are Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, 
Brighton Street, Carlton Street, Coldstream Street and Connaught Street.  An initial 
investigation into parking issues in these streets revealed: 
 
1. Two letters from residents in Barrington Street and Connaught Street requesting a review 

of parking restrictions. 
2. These streets are within walking distance of the Leederville train station and the Oxford 

Street business area and are likely to have train patrons and/or business workers parking 
their vehicles all day. 

3. There are vehicles parked all day on both sides of these streets and some are in breach 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000, as they park within 10 metres of the side road kerbs. 

4. There are minimal parking restrictions or no restrictions signed in these streets. 
 
To progress the resolution of these issues, a survey form and letter were delivered to all 
properties on Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, Brighton Street, Carlton Street, 
Coldstream Street and Connaught Street in March 2008 seeking property owner and resident 
comment. 
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DETAILS: 

Twenty one letters were delivered to the homes adjacent to Brighton Street on 5 March 2008 
with a requested return date of 14 March 2008.  A copy of the community survey form and letter 
for Brighton Street is included in the attachment to this report.  
 
In total, 4 responses were received from the residents in Brighton Street and this represents 
19% of the properties.  The responses accepted:- 
 
• The existing situation with parking on one side of the street and restriction of parking 

opposite driveways; 
• All day and verge parking and support for football parking; 
• Allowance for extended visitor, commuter parking and residential use of the street. 

 
There was no majority support for timed parking restrictions. 
 
Brighton Street is a local access road that is has a cul-de-sac at the east end.  It is 100 metres 
long and the road reserve is 13.5 metres wide.  The road carriageway is 6.1 metres between 
kerbs.  The verge widths are 3.4 metres on the north side and 4 metres on the south side.  
Allowing for crossovers, four parking spaces may be provided along the kerb on the north side 
only. Verge parking may be provided on the south side.  
 
The properties on the north side have potential access via Deverell Lane. 
 
In accordance with Policy 5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” and Road Traffic Code 2000, it is 
recommended that the minimum 10 metres “No Stopping” restriction is signed at the 
intersection with Coldstream Street. 
 
To provide maximum on-street parking it is recommended that parking is restricted to the north 
side of Brighton Street and by establishing a “No Parking” between Coldstream Street and the 
cul-de-sac and a “No Parking on Verge” restriction on the north side of Brighton Street, to 
discourage parking on the footpath.   
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The recommended changes are in accordance with the Road Traffic Code 2000 and Policy No. 
5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” which was reviewed by Council in April 2008.  
 
The recommendation in this report is a departure from the principles of Policy No. 5.2.22 
“Parking Restrictions”.  The Policy allows for kerbside parking restrictions to be imposed to:- 
 
(a) protect the residential precincts from an intrusion of businesses / commercial / medical / 

recreational / commuter parking on local roads; 
 
(b) introduce a "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Parking Permit Exempt" in local 

residential precincts adjacent to residential properties. 
 
The survey results have not given sufficient justification for recommending adoption of this 
section of Council Policy.  
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The estimated cost for the erection of signage is $600.  This amount will be charged to Budget 
Item – 'Road Name Signs and Parking Signs'.  
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The recommendation in this report includes elements that will complement the Town’s Strategic 
Direction namely:- 
 
Natural and built environment:-  
• Plan for and maintain a clean, safe and vibrant environment; 
• Plan for emerging land uses to meet future needs; 
• Develop and maintain effective programs and policies to facilitate environmentally 

responsible and sustainable management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This project has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rated at 50 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 2 
consultation.  
 
Level 2 consultation (score 41-60) states that the information be provided to the community 
without requiring a response.  In this particular case, a letterbox drop was arranged and a 
survey form was enclosed seeking community comment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Letter and Survey Form. 
2. Plan No. E281-08-01. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) a "No Parking on Verge" restriction be introduced on the northern side of Brighton 

Street commencing 10 metres west of Coldstream street and extending 
approximately 80 metres eastwards to the cul-de-sac;  

 
(ii) a "No Parking" restriction be retained on the southern side of Brighton Street 

commencing 10 metres east of Coldstream Street and extending approximately 88 
metres eastwards to the cul-de-sac;  

 
(iii) the works in (i) and (ii) above be implemented as detailed on Plan No. E281-08-01; 
 
(iv) the amount of $600 for the introduction of the above signs be funded from the 

Budget Item – ‘Road Name Signs and Parking Signs’. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.31 CARLTON STREET - KERBSIDE PARKING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the kerbside parking restrictions in Carlton Street, from Woolwich Street to 
Connaught Street, recognising Council policy and the results of the community survey 
conducted in March 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In October 2006, Council considered a report “West Leederville Parking Review – Outstanding 
Issues” (Item TS06.68), to review progress and develop an action plan relating to:- 
 
• The ongoing implementation of kerbside parking restrictions in West Leederville; 
• Identify the remaining streets for assessment; 
• Identify issues requiring further consideration; 
• The need to extend the parking review north of Ruislip Street and outside the current 800 

metre zone of influence from Subiaco Oval. 
 
The Council decision in October 2006 was:- 
 
"The suggested program of streets to finalise the parking review in West Leederville be 
deferred pending the outcome of the parking workshop". 
 
A workshop was conducted on 4 December 2006 where this report and several reports from 
November 2006 were discussed.  During 2007 many other parking restriction reports were 
considered by Council and now all streets south of and including Ruislip Street, between 
Harborne Street and Kimberley Street, have been considered for residential parking 
restrictions.  The only streets not considered are bounded by Kimberley Street, Woolwich 
Street and Southport Street. 
 
The streets relating to the fourth dot point are Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, 
Brighton Street, Carlton Street, Coldstream Street and Connaught Street.  An initial 
investigation into parking issues in these streets revealed: 
 
1. Two letters from residents in Barrington Street and Connaught Street requesting a review 

of parking restrictions. 
2. These streets are within walking distance of the Leederville train station and the Oxford 

Street business area and are likely to have train patrons and/or business workers parking 
their vehicles all day. 

3. There are vehicles parked all day on both sides of these streets and some are in breach 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000, as they park within 10 metres from the side road kerbs. 

4. There are minimal parking restrictions or no restrictions signed in these streets. 
 
To progress the resolution of these issues, a survey form and letter were delivered to all 
properties on Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, Brighton Street, Carlton Street, 
Coldstream Street and Connaught Street in March 2008 seeking property owner and resident 
comment. 
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DETAILS: 

Twenty six letters were delivered to the homes adjacent to Carlton Street on 5 March 2008 with 
a requested return date of 14 March 2008.  A copy of the community survey form and letter for 
Carlton Street is included in the attachment to this report. 
 
In total, seven responses were received which are classified a follows:- 
 
• Four responses supported “No Parking Road or Verge Residential Permit Parking 

Excepted” and three responses opposed this restriction; 
• One response asked for "2 Hour" parking restrictions; 
• Opposition to verge parking and safer intersection clearance; 
• Provision for visitor, commuter and verge parking where possible. 
 
Carlton Street is a local access road, about 200 metres in length, in a 15 metre wide reserve 
between Woolwich Street and Argyle Street and a 20 metre reserve between Argyle Street and 
Connaught Street.  The road carriageway is 7.4 metres between kerbs, and verge widths vary 
from 3.2 metres on the west side and 4.3 metres on the east side between Woolwich Street 
and Argyle Street and 9.6 metres on the east side between Argyle Street and Connaught 
Street.  
 
The width of this local road can safely allow parking on both sides of the street. 
 
Allowing for driveways about fifteen on road parking spaces could be achieved on the west side 
and fourteen parking spaces on the east side.  Verge parking is possible on both sides between 
Woolwich Street and Argyle Street side, and on the east side only between Argyle and 
Connaught Street.  This verge parking would be taken by the residents.   
 
In accordance with Policy 5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” and the Road Traffic Code 2000, it is 
recommended that the minimum 10 metres “No Stopping” restriction is signed at the 
intersections with Carlton Street on the basis that Carlton Street is the through road and 
parking is to be maximised. 
 
To provide maximum on-street parking it is recommended that “No Parking on Verge” 
restrictions are established on the west side of Carlton Street between Woolwich Street and 
Connaught Street.   
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The recommended changes are in accordance with the Road Traffic Code 2000 and Policy No. 
5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” which was reviewed by Council in April 2008.  
 
The recommendation in this report is a departure from the principles of Policy No. 5.2.22 
“Parking Restrictions”.  The Policy allows for kerbside parking restrictions to be imposed to:- 
 
(a) protect the residential precincts from an intrusion of businesses / commercial / medical / 

recreational / commuter parking on local roads; 
 
(b) introduce a "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Parking Permit Exempt" in local 

residential precincts adjacent to residential properties. 
 
The survey results have not given sufficient justification for recommending adoption of this 
section of Council Policy relating to parking permit requirements. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The estimated cost for the erection of signage is $1,350.  This amount will be charged to Budget 
Item – 'Road Name Signs and Parking Signs'.  
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The recommendation in this report includes elements that will complement the Town’s Strategic 
Direction namely:- 
 
Natural and built environment:-  
• Plan for and maintain a clean, safe and vibrant environment; 
• Plan for emerging land uses to meet future needs; 
• Develop and maintain effective programs and policies to facilitate environmentally 

responsible and sustainable management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This project has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rated at 50 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 2 
consultation.  
 
Level 2 consultation (score 41-60) states that the information be provided to the community 
without requiring a response.  In this particular case, a letterbox drop was arranged and a 
survey form was enclosed seeking community comment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Letter and Survey Form. 
2. Plan No. E280-08-01. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) a “No Parking on Verge” restriction be introduced on the western side of Carlton 

Street from Woolwich Street to Connaught Street; 
 
(ii) “No Stopping” restrictions be signed in Carlton Street at the intersections with 

Woolwich Street, Argyle Street and Connaught Street; 
 
(iii) the works in (i) and (ii) above be implemented as detailed on Plan No. E280-08-01; 
 
(iv) the amount of $1,350 for the introduction of the above signs be funded from the 

Budget Item – ‘Road Name Signs and Parking Signs’. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.32 COLDSTREAM STREET - KERBSIDE PARKING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the kerbside parking restrictions in Coldstream Street, from Woolwich Street north 
across Brighton, Argyle, Antrim, Connaught Street to Barrington Street, recognising Council 
policy and the results of the community survey conducted in March 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In October 2006, Council considered a report “West Leederville Parking Review – Outstanding 
Issues” (Item TS06.68), to review progress and develop an action plan relating to:- 
 
• The ongoing implementation of kerbside parking restrictions in West Leederville; 
• Identify the remaining streets for assessment; 
• Identify issues requiring further consideration; 
• The need to extend the parking review north of Ruislip Street and outside the current 800 

metre zone of influence from Subiaco Oval. 
 
The Council decision in October 2006 was:- 
 
"The suggested program of streets to finalise the parking review in West Leederville be 
deferred pending the outcome of the parking workshop". 
 
A workshop was conducted on 4 December 2006 where this report and several reports from 
November 2006 were discussed.  During 2007 many other parking restriction reports were 
considered by Council and now all streets south of and including Ruislip Street, between 
Harborne Street and Kimberley Street, have been considered for residential parking 
restrictions.  The only streets not considered are bounded by Kimberley Street, Woolwich 
Street and Southport Street. 
 
The streets relating to the fourth dot point are Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, 
Brighton Street, Carlton Street, Coldstream Street and Connaught Street.  An initial 
investigation into parking issues in these streets revealed: 
 
1. Two letters from residents in Barrington Street and Connaught Street requesting a review 

of parking restrictions. 
2. These streets are within walking distance of the Leederville train station and the Oxford 

Street business area and are likely to have train patrons and/or business workers parking 
their vehicles all day. 

3. There are vehicles parked all day on both sides of these streets and some are in breach 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000, as they park within 10 metres from the side road kerbs. 

4. There are minimal parking restrictions or no restrictions signed in these streets. 
 
To progress the resolution of these issues, a survey form and letter were delivered to all 
properties on Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, Brighton Street, Carlton Street, 
Coldstream Street and Connaught Street in March 2008 seeking property owner and resident 
comment. 
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DETAILS: 

Thirty four letters were delivered to the homes adjacent to Coldstream Street on 5 March 2008 
with a requested return date of 14 March 2008.  A copy of the community survey form and letter 
for Connaught Street is included in the attachment to this report.   
 
In total, 11 responses were received from the residents in Coldstream Street and this 
represents 32% of the properties.  The responses are classified as follows:- 
 
• Five responses supported “No Parking Road or Verge Residential Permit Parking 

Excepted” and six responses opposed this restriction; 
• Provision for visitor, commuter and verge parking where possible; 
• Restrictions to prevent concentration of parking close to the Barrington Street corner; 
• Need to provide for residents parking where possible; 
• Minimal signs and restrictions. 

 
There was clearly no majority support for a timed parking restriction.  However, the 
resident/owner of No 37 Coldstream Street has strongly requested that "2 Hour" parking 
restrictions be implemented on the Connaught and Coldstream Street corner to prevent 
business workers parking all day around this property.   
 
Coldstream Street is a local access road, about 280 metres in length, in a 20.2 metre wide 
reserve.  The road carriageway is 6.2 metres between kerbs, and verge widths vary from 7 
metres on the west side and 7 metres on the east side.  Allowing for driveways about 22 
parking spaces could be achieved on the west side.  Verge parking is possible on both sides 
and this could be taken by the residents.  
 
In accordance with Council Policy 5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions”, it is recommended that 
Brighton, Argyle, Antrim, Connaught and Barrington Streets, have minimum 10 metre and 15 
metre “No Stopping” restrictions signed at the intersections with Coldstream Street.  This will 
satisfy the minimum requirements of the Road Traffic Code 2000. 
 
To provide maximum on-street parking on Coldstream Street, it is recommended that between 
Woolwich Street and Barrington Street, parking is restricted to the west side and by 
establishing “No Parking” on the east side.  
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The recommended changes are in accordance with the Road Traffic Code 2000 and Policy No. 
5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” which was reviewed by Council in April 2008.  
 
The recommendation in this report is a departure from the principles of Policy No. 5.2.22 
“Parking Restrictions”.  The Policy allows for kerbside parking restrictions to be imposed to:- 
 
(a) protect the residential precincts from an intrusion of businesses / commercial / medical / 

recreational / commuter parking on local roads; 
 
(b) introduce a "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Parking Permit Exempt" in local 

residential precincts adjacent to residential properties. 
 
The survey results have not given sufficient justification for recommending adoption of this 
section of Council Policy.  
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The estimated cost for the erection of signage is $1,950. This amount will be charged to Budget 
Item – 'Road Name Signs and Parking Signs'.  
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The recommendation in this report includes elements that will complement the Town’s Strategic 
Direction namely:- 
 
Natural and built environment:-  
• Plan for and maintain a clean, safe and vibrant environment; 
• Plan for emerging land uses to meet future needs; 
• Develop and maintain effective programs and policies to facilitate environmentally 

responsible and sustainable management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This project has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rated at 50 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 2 
consultation.  
 
Level 2 consultation (score 41-60) states that the information be provided to the community 
without requiring a response.  In this particular case, a letterbox drop was arranged and a 
survey form was enclosed seeking community comment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Letter and Survey Form. 
2. Plan No. E278-08-01. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) a "No Parking " restriction be introduced on the eastern side of Coldstream Street 

commencing 10 metres north of Woolwich Street and extending northwards to 
Barrington Street; 

 
(ii) “No Stopping” restrictions be signed at the intersections of Coldstream Street with 

Brighton, Argyle, Antrim, Connaught and Barrington Streets; 
 
(iii) the works in (i) and (ii) above be implemented as detailed on Plan No. E278-08-01; 
 
(iv) the amount of $1,950 for the introduction of the above signs in (i) and (ii) above be 

funded from the Budget Item – ‘Road Name Signs and Parking Signs’. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.33 CONNAUGHT STREET - KERBSIDE PARKING  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the kerbside parking restrictions in Connaught Street, from Coldstream Street west to 
Carlton Street and north to Barrington Street, recognising Council policy and the results of the 
community survey conducted in March 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In October 2006, Council considered a report “West Leederville Parking Review – Outstanding 
Issues” (Item TS06.68), to review progress and develop an action plan relating to:- 
 
• The ongoing implementation of kerbside parking restrictions in West Leederville; 
• Identify the remaining streets for assessment; 
• Identify issues requiring further consideration; 
• The need to extend the parking review north of Ruislip Street and outside the current 800 

metre zone of influence from Subiaco Oval. 
 
The Council decision in October 2006 was:- 
 
"The suggested program of streets to finalise the parking review in West Leederville be 
deferred pending the outcome of the parking workshop". 
 
A workshop was conducted on 4 December 2006 where this report and several reports from 
November 2006 were discussed.  During 2007 many other parking restriction reports were 
considered by Council and now all streets south of and including Ruislip Street, between 
Harborne Street and Kimberley Street, have been considered for residential parking 
restrictions.  The only streets not considered are bounded by Kimberley Street, Woolwich 
Street and Southport Street. 
 
The streets relating to the fourth dot point are Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, 
Brighton Street, Carlton Street, Coldstream Street and Connaught Street.  An initial 
investigation into parking issues in these streets revealed: 
 
1. Two letters from residents in Barrington Street and Connaught Street requesting a review 

of parking restrictions. 
2. These streets are within walking distance of the Leederville train station and the Oxford 

Street business area and are likely to have train patrons and/or business workers parking 
their vehicles all day. 

3. There are vehicles parked all day on both sides of these streets and some are in breach 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000 as they park within 10 metres of the side road kerbs. 

4. There are minimal parking restrictions or no restrictions signed in these streets. 
 
To progress the resolution of these issues, a survey form and letter were delivered to all 
properties on Antrim Street, Argyle Street, Barrington Street, Brighton Street, Carlton Street, 
Coldstream Street and Connaught Street in March 2008 seeking property owner and resident 
comment. 
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DETAILS: 

Twenty five letters were delivered to the homes adjacent to Connaught Street on 5 March 2008 
with a requested return date of 14 March 2008.  A copy of the community survey form and letter 
for Connaught Street is included in the attachment to this report.   
 
In total, 11 responses were received from residents in Connaught Street and this represents 
44% of the properties.  The responses are classified as follows:- 
 
• Acceptance of the existing situation with parking on one side of the street and restriction 

of parking opposite driveways; 
• The existing "No Parking" from west of Carlton Street to Barrington Street; 
• Intersection safe parking distance; 
• Allowance for extended visitor parking and residential use of the street including verge 

parking. 
 
There was no majority support for timed parking restrictions.  However, the resident/owner of 
No. 37 Coldstream Street has strongly requested that "2 Hour" parking restrictions be 
implemented on the Connaught and Coldstream Street corner to prevent business workers 
parking all day around this property.   
 
Connaught Street is a local access road, between Coldstream Street to the east and just west 
of Carlton Street, is about 200 metres in length, in a 12 metre wide reserve.  The road 
carriageway is 6.6 metres between kerbs, and verge widths are 3 metres on the north side and 
2.5 metres on the south side.  
 
Allowing for driveways about ten parking spaces could be achieved if parking was allowed on 
the north side only. 
 
Connaught Street, from west of Carlton Street to Barrington Street, is in a 10 metre reserve, 5.2 
metres between kerbs, 2.5 metre verge width on the west side and 2.2 metre verge width on 
the east side.  
 
There are existing “No Standing” signs in Connaught Street on the both sides from west of 
Carlton Street to Barrington Street.  These should be retained. 
 
In accordance with Policy 5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” and the Road Traffic Code 2000, it is 
recommended that the minimum 10 metres “No Stopping” restriction is signed at the 
intersections with Connaught Street. 
 
To provide maximum on-street parking on Connaught Street, it is recommended that between 
Coldstream Street and west of Carlton Street, parking is restricted to the north side and by 
establishing “No Parking Road or Verge” on the south side.  
 
To discourage parking on the footpath, it is recommended that a “No Parking on Verge” 
restriction be established on the north side of Connaught Street. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The recommended changes are in accordance with the Road Traffic Code 2000 and Policy No. 
5.2.22 “Parking Restrictions” which was reviewed by Council in April 2008.  
 
The recommendation in this report is a departure from the principles of Policy No. 5.2.22 
“Parking Restrictions”.  The Policy allows for kerbside parking restrictions to be imposed to:- 
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(a) protect the residential precincts from an intrusion of businesses / commercial / medical / 
recreational / commuter parking on local roads; 

 
(b) introduce a "No Parking Road or Verge Residential Parking Permit Exempt" in local 

residential precincts adjacent to residential properties. 
 
The survey results have not given sufficient justification for recommending adoption of this 
section of Council Policy.  
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The estimated cost for the erection of signage is $750.  This amount will be charged to Budget 
Item – 'Road Name Signs and Parking Signs'. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The recommendation in this report includes elements that will complement the Town’s Strategic 
Direction namely:- 
 
Natural and built environment:-  
• Plan for and maintain a clean, safe and vibrant environment; 
• Plan for emerging land uses to meet future needs; 
• Develop and maintain effective programs and policies to facilitate environmentally 

responsible and sustainable management. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This project has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rated at 50 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 2 
consultation.  
 
Level 2 consultation (score 41-60) states that the information be provided to the community 
without requiring a response.  In this particular case, a letterbox drop was arranged and a 
survey form was enclosed seeking community comment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Letter and Survey Form. 
2. Plan No. E276-08-01. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) a "No Parking Road or Verge " restriction be introduced on the southern side of 

Connaught Street commencing 10 metres west of Coldstream Street to 15 metres 
east of Carlton Street; 

 
(ii) a "No Parking on Verge" restriction be introduced on the northern side of 

Connaught Street commencing 10 metres west of Coldstream Street and extending 
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approximately 70 metres to the existing parking restriction signs west of Carlton 
Street; 

 
(iii) the existing restrictions remain between west of Carlton Street and north to 

Barrington Street; 
 
(iv) the works in (i), (ii) and (iii) above be implemented as detailed on Plan No. E276-08-

01; 
 
(v) the amount of $750 for the introduction of the above signs be funded from the 

Budget Item – ‘Road Name Signs and Parking Signs’. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.34 CAMBRIDGE STREET / MCCOURT STREET, NORTHWOOD STREET, 
KIMBERLEY STREET - TRAFFIC REVIEW  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the traffic changes adjacent to the Cambridge Street/McCourt Street, Cambridge 
Street/Northwood Street and Cambridge Street/Kimberley Street intersections as a result of the 
modifications that were carried out in November 2007. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In the 2007/2008 financial year, funds were approved to modify the Cambridge Street/McCourt 
Street, Cambridge Street/Northwood Street and Cambridge Street/Kimberley Street 
intersections.  The objective of the works was to: 
 
• Reduce intersection accidents; 
• Improve traffic management in the area, in particular with the Coles shopping centre on 

the south side of Cambridge Street between Northwood Street and Kimberley Street; 
• To assist pedestrian movement; 
• Reduce district traffic travelling through local roads. 
 
This construction project was developed as a result of a review of the traffic management in the 
area, east of Harborne Street and the link roads with adjacent local authorities.  This review 
was discussed in February 2005 (Item TS05.04), where Council considered the "West 
Leederville Traffic Management Review - February 2005" report.  In that review, these three 
intersections were three of the twenty recommendations.  A number of other recommendations 
have been implemented including an area parking review, Southport Street upgrade, Railway 
Parade upgrade, Station Street upgrade and Cambridge Street kerbside parking. 
 
Other recommendations that are being progressed at this stage include: 
 
• Railway Parade/Southport Street - roundabout; 
• Railway Parade/Kimberley Street - roundabout; 
• Oxford Close/Harrogate Street - upgrade; 
• Cambridge Street - pedestrian signals (west of Lesser Street). 
 
In June 2007, Council considered a report (Item IN07.36), "Cambridge Street/McCourt Street, 
Northwood Street and Kimberley Street - Roadworks and Partial Road Closures".  At that 
Council meeting it was decided that: 
 
"(i) the results of the community survey be noted; 
 
(ii) the treatment at the intersection of McCourt Street/Cambridge Street as shown on Plan 

No E 258-05.01 proceed to construction at an estimated cost of $26,000; 
 
(iii) the treatment at the intersection of Northwood Street/Cambridge Street as shown on Plan 

No E 262-06-02 proceed to construction at an estimated cost of $40,000; 
 
(iv) the treatment at the intersection of Kimberley Street/Cambridge Street as shown on Plan 

No E 293-04-01 proceed to construction at an estimated cost of $28,000; 
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(v) the above works be funded from the 2006/2007 works budget as follows:- 
 

• Cambridge Street/McCourt Street – Intersection, $26,000 
• Cambridge Street/Northwood Street – Intersection, $40,000 
• Cambridge Street/Kimberley Street – Intersection, $28,000. 

 
(vi) a public notice be prepared and circulated in the local newspapers advising of the Council 

decision; 
 
(vii) following installation of the works in (ii), (iii) and (iv) above, a continuous assessment of 

traffic in Cambridge Street and adjacent streets (Holyrood/Kerr to Joseph Streets) be 
implemented over a period of 6 months and a report be presented to Council thereafter". 

 
This report is identified in the Council decision (vii) above.   
 
The key elements in the community concerning the works were that they may increase traffic 
on some roads to an unacceptable level.  Further, that the turning restriction devices at some 
intersections would move the traffic to adjacent intersections to the extent that the traffic would 
be in excess of that at the intersections being restricted and consequently moving the accidents 
from one intersection to the next. 
 

DETAILS: 

Traffic Data 
 
Traffic data has been collected using traffic count classifiers.  A seven day traffic volume count 
has been taken and the recorded information is the average of the busiest five days in the 
seven day week.  The data has been taken when schools and universities are operating.  This 
is usually an increase of up to 20% above that during school and university holidays.  
 
The average of the maximum five days per week hourly flow in both the 'am' and 'pm' peak 
periods are also recorded.  The maximum is usually between 8.00am and 9.00am in the 
morning and between 5.00pm and 6.00pm in the evening.  However this time may vary and it is 
the actual highest peak hour that has been recorded.  The 85th percentile traffic speed has also 
been recorded.  That is 85% of the traffic is travelling slower than the designated 85th percentile 
traffic speed. 
 
It is usual to monitor the traffic speed and volume twelve months after treatments such as those 
that have been completed.  This will give time for the motorists to find their preferred route. 
 
The work that has been undertaken in the last three years in West Leederville and the program 
that is proposed in the next three years will continue to influence traffic movements.  The 
development of the Coles shopping centre has impacted the recorded traffic movements.  The 
recommendations in this report do endeavour to recognise the existing changes, the further 
settling down of the traffic, as well as the future potential changes. 
 
Additional traffic counts have been requested to confirm the matrix.  These will be undertaken 
at the start of the school second term with data available mid May 2008.  The following 
locations have been designated: 
 
• Woolwich Street - Blencowe Street to Northwood Street; 
• Woolwich Street - St Leonards Avenue to Blencowe Street; 
• Woolwich Street - Tate Street to St Leonards Avenue; 
• Woolwich Street - Kimberley Street to Holyrood Street; 
• Blencowe Street - Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street; 
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• Blencowe Street - Woolwich Street to Ruislip Street; 
• Blencowe Street - Cambridge Street to Railway Parade; 
• Kimberley Street - Caddy Avenue to Ruislip Street. 
 
The results of the traffic surveys completed are as tabulated in the following chart and 
presented in the report attachment on Plan No. E000-08-01. 
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TRAFFIC COMPARISON BEFORE AND AFTER NOVEMBER 2007 
                          

STREET LOCATION START DIR-A 24HR-A AMPK-A PMPK-A 85%-A DIR-B 24HR-B AMPK-B PMPK-B 85%-B 

5-Apr-08 NORTH 413.4 37.4 40.8 45.4 SOUTH 263.4 37.4 19.2 42.1 
JOSEPH ST CAMBRIDGE - WOOLWICH 

5-Sep-07 NORTH 376.8 30.6 44.4 49.7 SOUTH 216.2 31.8 20.2 45.7 

        36.6         47.2       

6-Mar-08 NORTH 451.6 39.2 37.8 47.5 SOUTH 313 25.4 30.4 45 
CAMBRIDGE ST - WOOLWICH ST 

14-Jun-07 NORTH 412 38 39 48 SOUTH 308 29 42 47 

      39.6         5       

6-Mar-08 NORTH 1972.8 184 190.8 46.4 SOUTH 1480.6 148.4 143 45.7 

MCCOURT ST 

RAILWAY PDE - CAMBRIDGE ST 
22-May-07 NORTH 1918 171 181 48.2 SOUTH 1464 158 146 49 

        54.8         16.6       

27-Mar-08 NORTH 206.4 13.8 23.2 52.6 SOUTH 189 16.2 15.8 49.3 
CAMBRIDGE ST - WOOLWICH ST 

14-Jun-07 NORTH 174 15 21 50 SOUTH 158 22 15 48 

      32.4         31       

27-Mar-08 NORTH 384.6 34.4 36.6 47.2 SOUTH 349.8 34.6 26.8 47.2 

TATE ST 

RAILWAY PDE - CAMBRIDGE ST 
22-May-07 NORTH 322 31 36 44.6 SOUTH 257 35 23 46.8 

        62.6         92.8       

20-Feb-08 NORTH 297 19.6 30.8 49.3 SOUTH 270.2 32.4 20.2 49.3 
CAMBRIDGE ST - WOOLWICH ST 

14-Jun-07 NORTH 235 17 26 49 SOUTH 225 25 18 50 

      62         45.2       

20-Feb-08 NORTH 266.4 16.8 32 50.4 SOUTH 270.6 42.6 20.2 48.6 

ST LEONARDS AVE 

RAILWAY PDE - CAMBRIDGE ST 
22-May-07 NORTH 207 16 28 45 SOUTH 196 31 19 45.4 

        59.4         74.6       

20-Feb-08 NORTH 499.4 35.2 64.2 49.3 SOUTH 268.4 36.6 21.2 50 
BLENCOWE ST CAMBRIDGE ST - WOOLWICH ST 

14-Jun-07 NORTH 203 16 28 49 SOUTH 222 32 20 50 

       296.4         46.4       
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STREET LOCATION START DIR-A 24HR-A AMPK-A PMPK-A 85%-A DIR-B 24HR-B AMPK-B PMPK-B 85%-B 

20-Feb-08 NORTH 279 17.2 35.6 49 SOUTH 437.8 75 24.4 49.7 
BLENCOWE ST RAILWAY PDE - CAMBRIDGE ST 

22-May-07 NORTH 205 14 28 49.3 SOUTH 273 43 26 48.2 

        74         164.8       

6-Mar-08 NORTH 378.4 30.6 45.2 47.5 SOUTH 450.4 54.4 36.2 46.8 
WOOLWICH ST - RUISLIP ST 

25-Jul-07 NORTH 473 40 54 46.4 SOUTH 530 76 44 46.4 

      -94.6         -79.6       

20-Feb-08 NORTH 249.6 27 28.2 46.8 SOUTH 413.4 56.6 39.4 46.8 
CAMBRIDGE ST-WOOLWICH ST 

27-Jun-07 NORTH 478 42 54 44 SOUTH 488 62 57 45 

      -228.4         -74.6       

20-Feb-08 NORTH 602.4 51.8 52.8 48.2 SOUTH 692.2 65.4 62.6 47.9 

NORTHWOOD ST 

RAILWAY PDE - CAMBRIDGE ST 
22-May-07 NORTH 809 74 81 37.8 SOUTH 991 105 88 40 

        -206.6         -298.8       

6-Feb-08 NORTH 560 30.5 68.8 47.9 SOUTH 453 60 32 47.5 
HOLYROOD ST CAMBRIDGE ST - TOWER ST 

14-Jun-07 NORTH 440 27 58 48 SOUTH 373 54 32 45 

        120         80       

6-Feb-08 NORTH 209.3 11.3 39.7 33.8 SOUTH 218 23.7 14.3 33.8 
KERR ST RAILWAY PDE - CAMBRIDGE ST 

22-May-07 NORTH 177 21 17 34.6 SOUTH 123 9 18 33 

        32.3         95       
39484 NORTH 1212 90.2 152 44.3 SOUTH 1150.8 130.6 84.6 46.4 

WOOLWICH ST - BERNARD ST 
39288 NORTH 1319 90 175 39.2 SOUTH 1036 137 81 42.1 

      -107         114.8       

6-Feb-08 NORTH 621 42 63.2 48.6 SOUTH 661.4 86.8 48.6 48.2 
CAMBRIDGE - WOOLWICH ST 

27-Jun-07 NORTH 966 61 128 52.6 SOUTH 640 81 65 48.2 

      -345         21.4       

6-Feb-08 NORTH 800.6 57.2 135.6 47.2 SOUTH 858.6 130.8 63.2 47.9 

KIMBERLEY ST 

RAILWAY PDE - CAMBRIDGE ST 
27-Jun-07 NORTH 1036 74 159 47 SOUTH 745 127 58 48 

        -235.4         113.6       
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STREET LOCATION START DIR-A 24HR-A AMPK-A PMPK-A 85%-A DIR-B 24HR-B AMPK-B PMPK-B 85%-B 

6-Feb-08 WEST 9272 908.8 734 62.6           
ROSSLYN ST- NORTHWOOD ST 

25-Jul-07 WEST 8168 743 697 58           

      1104         0       

6-Feb-08 EAST 9724.3 749.5 911.5 59.4           
RAILWAY PDE 

NORTHWOOD ST-ROSSLYN ST 
5-Sep-07 EAST 9279.4 732.4 881.2 56.5           

        444.9         0       

20-Feb-08 EAST 638.4 54 69.2 39.2 WEST 600.6 67.4 68.2 44.3 
BLENCOWE ST - NORTHWOOD ST 

25-Jul-07 EAST 428 51 48 36 WEST 562 66 57 37 

      210.4         38.6       

6-Mar-08 EAST 261.8 28.2 24.4 48.2 WEST 480.2 47.4 47.2 50.8 
JOSEPH ST - MCCOURT ST 

25-Jul-07 EAST 232 21 27 48 WEST 454 49 74 49 

      29.8         26.2       

6-Mar-08 EAST 309.8 36.2 30 47.5 WEST 457.8 45 48 54.4 
MCCOURT ST - TATE ST 

25-Jul-07 EAST 299 27 40 46 WEST 516 47 96 52 

      10.8         -58.2       

6-Mar-08 EAST 555.2 59.8 62.4 40 WEST 583.8 68 62.4 37.1 

WOOLWICH ST 

NORTHWOOD ST - KIMBERLEY ST 
25-Jul-07 EAST 476 49 49 41 WEST 553 72 55 39 

        79.2         30.8       

27-Mar-08 WEST 10723 801.2 879.8 59.8           
GLEN ST - NORTHWOOD ST 

20-Oct-04 WEST 9686 826 854             

      1037         0       

27-Mar-08 EAST 9715.8 758.2 744 61.6           
CAMBRIDGE ST 

NORTHWOOD ST - GLEN ST 
20-Oct-04 EAST 3DAY 9477 803 782             

        238.8         0       
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Daily Traffic Volume Review 
 
The matrix of data collected before and after installation of the treatments shows the traffic 
volume in some streets has increased and in other streets has decreased.  Some of the 
increases are those which would be expected.  The significant increases of over 100 vehicles 
per day in one direction are: 
 

Location Direction Before  After  Increase
Blencowe Street - Cambridge St to Woolwich St North 203 499 296 
Blencowe Street - Railway Pde to Cambridge St South 273 438 165 
Holyrood Street - Cambridge St to Tower St North 440 560 120 
Kimberley Street - Woolwich St to Bernard St South 1,036 1,151 115 
Kimberley Street - Railway Pde to Cambridge St South 745 859 114 
Railway Parade - Rosslyn St to Northwood St West 8,168 9,272 1,104 
Railway Parade - Northwood St to Rosslyn St East 9,279 9,724 445 
Woolwich Street - Blencowe St to Northwood St East 428 638 210 
Cambridge Street - Glen St to Northwood St West 9,686 10,723 1,037 
Cambridge Street - Northwood St to Glen St East 9,477 9,716 239 
 
The local roads most impacted by traffic volume increase are: 
 
• Blencowe Street from Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street by northbound traffic; 
• Blencowe Street from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street by southbound traffic; 
• Holyrood Street from Cambridge Street to Tower Street by northbound traffic; 
• Kimberley Street from Woolwich Street to Bernard Street by southbound traffic; 
• Kimberley Street from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street by southbound traffic; 
• Woolwich Street from Blencowe Street to Northwood Street by eastbound traffic. 
 
The increases in traffic volume on Railway Parade and Cambridge Street are significant in 
numbers compared with the increase in local roads but not a significant increase on these 
district roads.  The increase in traffic on district roads will be considered in separate reports, 
namely: 
 
• Cambridge Street from Northwood Street to Holyrood Street - Traffic Management; 
• Railway Parade - Intersections with Kimberley Street and Southport Street. 
 
Peak Hour Traffic Volume Increases 
 
The peak hour ('am' and 'pm') traffic volumes have been recorded before and after the 
treatments in November 2007.  These peak hour volumes indicate, in part, the reasons for the 
increase in overall traffic volumes in some streets.  However, the increase is not continuous 
from Railway Parade to Lake Monger Drive to indicate a precinct "rat-run", as was the case in 
Kimberley Street before November 2007.  The significant increase in peak hour would therefore 
be to provide access to the precinct north of Cambridge Street for residents.  The significant 
peak hour traffic increases are: 
 

Location Direction Time Before  After  Diff  
Blencowe Street - Cambridge St to Woolwich St North 'am' Peak 16 35 19 
Blencowe Street - Cambridge St to Woolwich St North 'pm' Peak 28 64 36 
Blencowe Street - Railway Pde to Cambridge St South 'am' Peak 43 75 32 
Kerr Street - Railway Pde to Cambridge St North 'pm' Peak 17 40 23 
Kerr Street - Railway Pde to Cambridge St South 'am' Peak 9 24 15 
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Kerr Street has an increase for northbound traffic in the 'pm' peak and for southbound traffic in 
the 'am' peak.  This is balanced by a decrease in traffic volume for northbound traffic in the 'am' 
peak and a decrease in traffic volume for southbound traffic in the 'pm' peak.  The impact on 
the community is therefore reduced.  Any "rat-run" traffic in Kerr Street and Blencowe Street, 
south of Cambridge Street, will have an improved district road route when the roundabouts are 
completed on Railway Parade at Kimberley Street and Southport Street. 
 
The total peak 'am' and 'pm' increase of traffic travelling north in Blencowe Street from 
Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street is 55 vehicles per day which is a small proportion of the 
overall increase of 296 vehicles per day.  It is therefore recognised that the increase does 
extend throughout the day. 
 
The peak 'pm' traffic increases in Woolwich Street, from Blencowe Street to Kimberley Street, 
are predominantly at school exit times.  This is local traffic.  It is proposed to continue to 
monitor the traffic in Woolwich Street from McCourt Street to Holyrood Street. 
 
Traffic Routes 
 
From the February 2005 traffic review, it is clear that there was a "rat-run" during the peak 'pm' 
period for traffic travelling from Subiaco over the Hamilton Street bridge, along Railway Parade, 
northwards in Kimberley Street to Lake Monger Drive and onto the Mitchell Freeway.  The 
change for northbound traffic in Kimberley Street, Northwood Street and Blencowe Street 
between Railway Parade and Cambridge Street, shows that this "rat-run" is no longer a 
dominant traffic feature.  The traffic has dispersed to other district roads. 
 
There is now an increase in traffic from Cambridge Street, northwards in Blencowe Street to 
Woolwich Street, and eastwards in Woolwich Street between Blencowe Street and Northwood 
Street.  This traffic does not disperse northwards in Northwood Street or Kimberley Street and 
appears to disperse into the residential precinct and not beyond.  It is proposed that further 
traffic counts be taken in Blencowe Street north of Woolwich Street and in Woolwich Street 
west of Blencowe Street to verify the dispersion. 
 
The increase in southbound traffic in Blencowe Street from Cambridge Street to Railway 
Parade indicates the eastbound traffic in Cambridge Street may turn right into Blencowe Street 
to bypass the restriction at Northwood Street, or northbound traffic in Northwood Street turns 
left into Cambridge Street, left into Blencowe Street and left into Railway Parade to travel to 
Perth.  The numbers indicate that some of the traffic that did turn right and travel southwards in 
Northwood Street has moved to Blencowe Street, Kimberley Street and Kerr Street.  It is 
anticipated that traffic which used to be northbound in Northwood Street will not move to 
Blencowe Street but travel south to Railway Parade, then towards Perth (ie. exit south rather 
than north). 
 
There has been an increase in northbound traffic in Holyrood Street between Cambridge Street 
and Woolwich Street.  There has also been a minor increase in southbound traffic in this 
section of Holyrood Street.  It appears that some of the northbound traffic is using Holyrood 
Street to access the residential precinct.  The other option for this traffic would be Kimberley 
Street which has had a reduction in northbound traffic.  This dispersion of traffic seems random 
and may vary over the next 12 months. 
 
There has been an increase in southbound traffic in Kimberley Street between Bernard Street 
and Woolwich Street and again in Kimberley Street between Cambridge Street and Railway 
Parade.  There has been a similar decrease in northbound traffic in these two sections of 
Kimberley Street.  The significant point with the increase in southbound traffic is that it is not 
continuous.  That is, the increase in southbound traffic from Bernard Street to Woolwich Street 
is 115 vehicles per day and in the section from Cambridge Street to Railway Parade is 114 
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vehicles per day, however, the increase in southbound traffic in Kimberley Street between 
Woolwich Street and Cambridge Street is 21 vehicles per day.  This increase is therefore not 
"rat-run" traffic but local traffic being redistributed. 
 
Traffic Speed 
 
The traffic speed has varied within the normal range expected in the variation Monday to 
Friday.  The increase in traffic speed that has taken the 85th percentile in excess of 50km/ph 
now has occurred in the following streets: 
 

Location Direction Before  After  
Woolwich Street - McCourt Street to Tate Street West 52km/ph 54.4km/ph
Tate Street - Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street North 50km/ph 52.6km/ph
St Leonards Ave - Railway Parade to Cambridge Street North 45km/ph 50.4km/ph
Railway Parade - Rosslyn Street to Northwood Street East/West 58km/ph 62.6km/ph
Cambridge Street - Northwood Street to Glen Street East/West - 61.6km/ph
 
From this analysis it is clear that the traffic speeds have had little variation due to the 
treatments in November 2007.  Council has received a request from an adjacent resident to 
consider speed plateaus in Woolwich Street from McCourt Street to St Leonards Avenue as a 
result of their perceived increase in traffic speed. 
 
Accidents 
 
The treatments at the Cambridge Street/McCourt Street, Cambridge Street/Northwood Street 
and Cambridge Street/Kimberley Street intersections were introduced in part due to the number 
of accidents at these intersections.  The anecdotal evidence has been that the accidents have 
reduced.  Accident records are compiled annually by Main Roads WA and it is with the annual 
review that this can be verified. 
 
It was considered that the cause of the accidents was: 
 
• The number of vehicles entering and exiting the intersection was too great recognising 

the number of gaps between vehicles in the Cambridge Street traffic; 
• The number of turning movements at the intersections was too great recognising the 

traffic volumes. 
 
It is clear that the devices have reduced the number of turning movements and therefore the 
number of conflict points and this will assist to reduce accidents.  The changes are: 
 
• Cambridge Street/McCourt Street intersection - conflict points reduced from 16 to 8 and 

the turning movements reduced from 12 to 10; 
• Cambridge Street/Northwood Street intersection - conflict points reduced from 16 to 0 

and the turning movements reduced from 12 to 6; 
• Cambridge Street/Kimberley Street intersection - conflict points reduced from 16 to 8 and 

the turning movements reduced from 12 to 10. 
 
The treatments have changed the traffic volumes on the side roads at the intersections with 
Cambridge Street.  The traffic volumes in McCourt Street have increased by 3% and will have 
little impact on the accidents.  The traffic volume in Northwood Street and Kimberley Street has 
reduced and this will help reduce accidents.  The traffic volume in Holyrood Street, Kerr Street, 
Blencowe Street, St Leonards Avenue, Tate Street and Joseph Street, at the intersections with 
Cambridge Street, have all increased. 
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The key element of these traffic volume increases is that the traffic volumes exiting McCourt 
Street, Northwood Street and Kimberley Street are still greater than those in Holyrood Street, 
Kerr Street, Blencowe Street, St Leonards Avenue, Tate Street and Joseph Street.  District 
traffic has been diverted away from local roads. 
 
The increases in traffic volumes in Holyrood Street, Kerr Street, Blencowe Street, St Leonards 
Avenue, Tate Street and Joseph Street are not at the same level as the traffic volumes in 
McCourt Street, Northwood Street and Kimberley Street before nor after the treatments were 
introduced.  Therefore, it is anticipated that the level of accidents in Holyrood Street, Kerr 
Street, Blencowe Street, St Leonards Avenue, Tate Street and Joseph Street will not reach the 
same level as those at McCourt Street, Northwood Street and Kimberley Street intersections 
with Cambridge Street.  Further, that the overall number of accidents at Cambridge Street 
intersections from Joseph Street to Holyrood Street may reduce because of the reduced 
number of turning movements and conflict points. 
 
Left Turn Traffic Movements 
 
The left turn traffic movements from the side streets takes approximately three seconds.  To 
cross Cambridge Street or turn right into Cambridge Street will take five to eight seconds.  It is 
therefore clear that the left turn movement requires a smaller gap in the traffic in Cambridge 
Street to enter the traffic flow.  The left turn movement is therefore safer and quicker. 
 
The works carried out in November 2007 all encourage left turn movement.  The changes at 
these three intersections for left turn movements is: 
 

Location Direction Before  After  
McCourt Street - north of Cambridge Street South 308 vpd 313 vpd 
Northwood Street - north of Cambridge Street South 488 vpd 413 vpd 
Northwood Street - south of Cambridge Street North 809 vpd 602 vpd 
Kimberley Street - south of Cambridge Street North 1,036 vpd 801 vpd 
 
It is clear that some traffic has moved to McCourt Street to take advantage of the rapid exit onto 
Cambridge Street and travel east towards Perth.  There is not a similar movement in 
Northwood Street, north of Cambridge Street, however this may vary as school traffic settles 
and recognises the advantage of the anti-clockwise movement around the roads surrounding 
the school property. 
 
The traffic travelling north in Northwood Street and Kimberley Street to enter Cambridge Street 
and travel left has reduced by approximately 25% as the direction of travel in Cambridge Street 
is westwards and not part of the Perth eastbound favoured traffic route.  The comments from 
property owners in these sections of road is that traffic generated in Kimberley Street and 
Northwood Street, travels south to Railway Parade to turn left into Railway Parade and east 
towards Perth.  This is supported by an increase in southbound traffic in Kimberley Street, 
south of Cambridge Street. 
 
Impact of Future Works 
 
Incorporated in the February 2005 "West Leederville Traffic Management Review" are a 
number of initiatives that will benefit the traffic in the West Leederville precinct.  The anticipated 
benefits will include encouraging district traffic to remain on district roads and assisting 
pedestrians.  These initiatives are: 
 
• Southport Street/Cambridge Street intersection traffic signal phasing review; 
• Railway Parade/Southport Street intersection roundabout; 
• Railway Parade/Kimberley Street intersection roundabout; 
• Cambridge Street pedestrian traffic signals. 
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The Cambridge Street/Southport Street traffic signal review can be undertaken when the other 
initiatives have had their full impact.  It is anticipated that the works on Railway Parade will 
encourage district traffic to remain on the Railway Parade/Southport Street/Lake Monger Drive 
network instead of using local roads.  Further, that there would be a reduction in the right turn 
traffic movements for southbound traffic in Southport Street turning right into Cambridge Street 
and travelling westwards and also a reduction in right turn traffic travelling east along 
Cambridge Street and turning right into Southport Street to travel southwards.  This reduction in 
right turn traffic would improve the efficiency of the signals. 
 
The two roundabouts along Railway Parade at Southport Street and Kimberley Street will 
encourage Railway Parade to be used as a district road in lieu of local roads such as Blencowe 
Street and Kerr Street.  Further, these initiatives will reduce the accidents at these intersections 
and improve the access for Railway Parade traffic to the shopping precinct bounded by Railway 
Parade/Cambridge Street/Northwood Street/Kimberley Street in an anti-clockwise direction 
which will improve both traffic flow and road safety. 
 
The proposed pedestrian signals (pelican crossing) on Cambridge Street, just west of Lesser 
Street are being considered to improve the pedestrian facility over Cambridge Street.  This 
issue was considered by Council in March 2008 (Item IC08.12). 
 
• The location has the benefits of convenient access to the new Coles shopping centre and 

post office on the south side of Cambridge Street and the access to Lesser Street and the 
West Leederville Primary School, residential precinct and commercial activities on the 
northern side of Cambridge Street.   

 
• The signals will platoon the traffic on Cambridge Street and provide gaps for traffic in the 

side streets to enter Cambridge Street. 
 
• They will permit the removal of the 'am' clearway on the south side of Cambridge Street.  

The 'am' clearway on the south side of Cambridge Street was introduced to provide good 
sight distance to the school pedestrian crossing as well as assist right turn movements 
into Northwood Street, both of which are now removed.  There will be new "No Stopping 
At All Times" signs on the north and south sides of Cambridge Street, both east and west 
of the new pelican crossing. 

 
• The disadvantage of the pelican signal crossing is that when the traffic flow rate is 

irregular, the signal button may be activated and pedestrians cross the road without 
waiting for the traffic signals.  This will stop the traffic unnecessarily which sometimes 
occurs during off peak hours when the use of these crossings is limited.  Further, that the 
reduction of traffic speed caused by the pedestrian signals will reduce the gaps in the 
Cambridge Street traffic. 

 
The new property developments in the area may add traffic and it is recommended that traffic 
generating developments be concentrated into the properties bounded by Kimberley Street, 
Northwood Street, Cambridge Street and Railway Parade so that the left turn traffic movements 
that have been established will be further developed and provide the most efficient traffic flow 
for this locality. 
 
The redevelopment of the Subiaco Oval will impact on traffic in the area and careful 
consideration should be given to the future of the Hamilton Street bridge and the volume and 
class of vehicles that can use this facility. 
 
It is recommended that traffic counts in the area be monitored on an annual basis to recognise 
changes that will develop. 
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Impact of Cambridge Street/McCourt Street, Northwood Street, Kimberley Street 
intersection Treatments - November 2007 
 
All local roads are able to manage the traffic volume changes that have occurred since the 
treatments have been established as recorded by the traffic counts that have been taken in 
February, March and April 2008.  It is recognised that there will be further adjustments to these 
traffic volumes in the next 12 months due to the adjustment of motorist's traffic routes and 
developments in the West Leederville area. 
 
The traffic volumes on the local and district roads are commensurate with the current road 
designs and road classification.  That is, the variation in traffic volumes on local roads is less 
than that on the district roads and both are within the guidelines established by the Planning 
Commission and Main Roads WA and Australian Road Standards. 
 
Local roads that are considered for further monitoring at this stage are: 
 
• Holyrood Street from Cambridge Street to Tower Street for northbound traffic; 
• Kimberley Street from Woolwich Street to Bernard Street for southbound traffic; 
• Kimberley Street from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street for southbound traffic; 
• Woolwich Street from McCourt Street to Holyrood Street for east and westbound traffic. 
 
The traffic volume and accidents on Railway Parade and Cambridge Street will continue to be 
monitored. 
 
The traffic volumes in the local access roads are compatible with the road classification and 
road standard.  The traffic speed is to be retained at acceptable levels.  In order to ensure this, 
it is recommended that speed plateaus be considered where residents in a section of road 
between intersections make the request on local access roads adjacent to their property. 
 
At this stage, recognising the existing traffic speed and volume changes, and the existing traffic 
devices in Woolwich Street between Blencowe Street and Northwood Street, Council may give 
consideration to introducing speed plateaus on the following sections of road, namely: 
 
• Blencowe Street from Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street (traffic increase) 2 plateaus; 
• Blencowe Street from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street (traffic increase) 2 plateaus; 
• Woolwich Street from Northwood Street to McCourt Street (traffic and speed increase) 3 

plateaus; 
• Tate Street from Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street (traffic speed) 2 plateaus; 
• St Leonards Avenue from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street (traffic speed) 2 plateaus. 
 
Speed plateaus are a recognised standard treatment to ensure traffic speeds are 
commensurate with the adjacent residential property development.  There are two speed hump 
designs.  These are: 
 
• Plateaus with a one in twenty ramp suitable for bus routes where the 85th percentile 

speed is to be below 50km/ph (example: Northwood Street from Ruislip Street to Vincent 
Street West); 

• Plateaus with a one in fifteen ramp for general traffic off bus routes where the 85th 
percentile speed is to be below 40km/ph (example: Seymour Avenue and Chandler 
Avenue). 
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POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

This recommendation is in accordance with Council policy to improve the road amenity in the 
district where practical.  Main Roads WA approval will be required for signs and lines where 
traffic treatments are approved. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

It is recommended that $35,000 be allocated in the 2008/09 Budget to introduce 10 plateaus to 
calm the traffic if required.  A further $15,000 be considered for further plateaus where 
approved by Council. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The Strategic Plan 2005-2009 has specific outcome areas to strive for:- 
 
Communication: 
• The community engagement of planning and service delivery, effective community 

information and interaction; 
• Effective community information and interaction. 
 
Community: 
• Quality service to meet identified community needs and expectations. 
 
Natural and Built Environment: 
• Diversity and compatibility in land use development. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at 34 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 1 
consultation. 
 
Level 1 consultation requires no specific communication other than the investigation and 
assessment process undertaken by Council staff. 
 
It is recognised that this is a review of the works that have had extensive community 
consultation.  There will be community interest in this report and the recommended works will 
have community consultation prior to implementation. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

During the last three years, Council has discussed a number of reports considering the options 
for the management of traffic along Cambridge Street, specifically at the intersections with 
McCourt Street, Northwood Street and Kimberley Street.  These locations have been 
highlighted because of the traffic volumes entering Cambridge Street at these points, the 
number of accidents at these locations and the development of the shopping centre on the 
south side of Cambridge Street between Northwood Street and Kimberley Street. 
 
The introduction of the treatments at the three designated intersections were completed in 
November 2007.  Traffic counts have been taken in February, March and April 2008, after the 
treatments were introduced.  The timing of the report to Council has meant that there has not 
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been a sufficient settling down period prior to a final assessment of the impact of these 
treatments. 
 
It is also recognised that there will be future developments in the area which will impact on the 
traffic movements.  These will include: 
 
• Cambridge Street - pedestrian traffic signals (pelican crossing); 
• Railway Parade/Southport Street - roundabout; 
• Railway Parade/Kimberley Street - roundabout; 
• Future developments in the West Leederville area; 
• The redevelopment of Subiaco Oval; 
• The review of the traffic signal phasing at the intersection of Cambridge Street/Southport 

Street. 
 
The variation in traffic volumes on all roads is commensurate with the road classification and 
the current road designs.  Council may give consideration to the introduction of speed plateaus 
or traffic calming in sections of local roads where there has been a significant increase in traffic 
speed or volume, namely: 
 
• Blencowe Street from Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street (volume); 
• Blencowe Street from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street (volume); 
• Woolwich Street from McCourt Street to Northwood Street (volume and speed); 
• St Leonards Avenue from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street (speed); 
• Tate Street from Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street (speed). 
 
It is considered that Council continue to monitor the traffic movements in the West Leederville 
survey area and the traffic accidents in Cambridge Street from Joseph Street to Holyrood 
Street on an ongoing annual basis. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Traffic comparison summary plan - before and after November 2007. 
 
Committee Meeting 13 May 2008  
 
Prior to consideration of the following item, Cr Berry disclosed an interest affecting impartiality 
and declared as follows:- "with regard to Item IC08.34 - Cambridge Street/ McCourt Street, 
Northwood Street, Kimberley Street - Traffic Review, I declare that I am a resident of Kimberley 
Street and as a consequence there may be a perception that my impartiality may be affected.  I 
declare that I will consider this matter on its merits and vote accordingly." 
 
During discussion, Cr Bradley moved that the item be deferred for one month to enable the 
implications of the proposal to be assessed, however, the motion lapsed for want of a 
seconder. 
 
Council Meeting 27 May 2008  
 
Prior to consideration of the following item, Cr Berry disclosed an interest affecting impartiality 
and declared as follows:- "with regard to Item IC08.34 - Cambridge Street/ McCourt Street, 
Northwood Street, Kimberley Street - Traffic Review, I declare that I am a resident of Kimberley 
Street and as a consequence there may be a perception that my impartiality may be affected.  I 
declare that I will consider this matter on its merits and vote accordingly." 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the results of the traffic data and this report be noted; 
 
(ii) a survey of adjacent residents be undertaken to seek their comment for traffic 

calming plateaus to be constructed in: 
 

• Blencowe Street from Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street; 
• Blencowe Street from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street; 
• Woolwich Street from McCourt Street to Northwood Street; 
• Tate Street from Cambridge Street to Woolwich Street; 
• St Leonards Avenue from Railway Parade to Cambridge Street; 
• Other sites where requested by adjacent residents on local roads and the 

speed or volume has increased, as approved by Council; 
 
(iii) a 2008/09 Budget allocation of $50,000 be considered for traffic calming plateaus 

as indicated in (ii) above. 
 
During discussion, Mayor Withers suggested that redirecting the traffic along Northwood Street 
may address the traffic problems in Blencowe Street.  
 
Amendment 
 
Moved by Mayor Withers, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
That the Administration investigate options for allowing a right turn northbound into 
Northwood Street from Cambridge Street. 
 
Amendment lost 1/7 
 
For: Mayor Withers 
Against: Crs Berry, Bradley, Grinceri, Langer, Pelczar, Pinerua and Watson 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Amendment 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Pinerua 
 
That clause (ii) of the motion be amended by deleting the "plateaus" and insert the word 
"options". 
 
Amendment lost 2/6 
 
For: Crs Grinceri and Pinerua 
Against: Mayor Withers, Crs Berry, Bradley, Langer, Pelczar and Watson 
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The original motion was then put and carried 7/1 
 
For: Mayor Withers, Crs Berry, Grinceri, Langer, Pelczar, Pinerua and Watson 
Against: Cr Bradley 
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IC08.35 PANDORA DRIVE AND EMPIRE AVENUE / DURSTON ROAD INTERSECTION - 
TRAFFIC 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider traffic management options for Pandora Drive as requested in February 2008 and 
evaluate traffic treatment options.   
 
To develop design options for the intersection of Empire Avenue and Durston Road. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

In February 2007, Council considered the results of a community survey conducted in 
November 2006 in relation to a proposed traffic calming proposal in Pandora Drive involving a 
traffic blister island adjacent to houses 25/27, and decided that a residents meeting be 
arranged to develop a plan that would: 
 
• Slow precinct traffic; 
• Not restrict precinct access from district distributor roads; 
• Support the residential precinct traffic; 
• Provide access to district roads. 
 
The community meeting was held on 23 August 2007.  The results of the community meeting 
were prepared in a survey form which was distributed to residents in Pandora Drive and Malton 
Place in September 2007.  Item IN07.70, October 2007, presented the survey results and 
design options.  This report was referred back to Committee and reconsidered as Item IC07.01 
in December 2007 where the following decision was adopted:- 
 
"That:- 
 
(i) the report detailing the August/September 2007 community consultation for traffic 

management in Pandora Drive and Malton Place be received; 
 
(ii) the Administration to report to the Infrastructure and Community Committee on various 

options available for addressing speed and volume of traffic on Pandora Drive". 
 
In February 2008, Council discussed the follow-up report 'Pandora Drive - Traffic' (Item 
IC08.01).  At that meeting it was decided that: 
 
"(i) the report detailing the options for consideration for addressing speed and volume of 

traffic in Pandora Drive be received; 
 
(ii) the development of the intersection of Empire Avenue/Durston Road be reviewed, in 

conjunction with the City of Stirling and the adjacent residents, and a proposal be 
submitted for Council consideration; 

 
(iii) origin/destination surveys be completed on Pandora Drive traffic for consideration when 

evaluating further traffic management options; 
 
(iv) the Administration be requested to evaluate traffic treatment options for Pandora Drive for 

presentation of the preferred option to Council with a view to canvassing with residents". 
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There are a number of items to be progressed, namely:- 
 
• Resolve treatments for the intersection of Empire Avenue/Durston Road; 
• Discuss the options of the Empire Avenue/Durston Road intersection with the City of 

Stirling as the project is on boundary roads with shared responsibilities; 
• Discuss the options for the intersection of Durston Road and Empire Avenue with the 

adjacent residents; 
• Prepare an origin destination survey for traffic in Pandora Drive; 
• Evaluate further traffic management options for Pandora Drive. 
 
The evaluation of traffic options has considered all reports previously put before Council, with 
specific reference to:- 
 
• IN07.06, February 2007 - install blister adjacent 25/27; 
• IC07.01, December 2007 - install entry statements and a mid-block road closure at 

Malton Place. 
 
Since February 2008, extensive discussions have been conducted with several Pandora Drive 
and surrounding area residents who have expressed preferred opinions for consideration.  
Discussions have also been conducted with the City of Stirling relating to options for the 
Durston Road/Empire Avenue intersection. 
 
Consideration has also been given to the treatments applied at other sites in Cambridge which 
have obviously had parallel roads constructed in order to alleviate local road traffic volumes.  It 
is noted these sites were designed and constructed prior to 1994 when the Town of Cambridge 
was formed. 
 
1. Elphin Avenue - cul-de-sac at both of The Boulevard and Oceanic Drive ends.  Replaced 

by Bold Park Drive for district traffic. 
 
2. Alyth Road - connected to Glamis Road and Cromarty Road.  Replaced by Empire 

Avenue for district traffic. 
 
3. Pandora Drive - replaced by Durston Road for district traffic, however access at The 

Boulevard still permits traffic usage on Pandora Drive and permits "rat-run" access. 
 
On this basis, it has led to the review of options to initially support a continued focus on 
provision of entry statements, together with mid-block plateau features.  At the same time, the 
progressing of a suitable intersection treatment for Durston Road and Empire Avenue can be 
established with the support of the City of Stirling. 
 
The plan presented as Attachment One has been developed by the Administration as a 
summary of options which highlights the specific treatments proposed for Pandora Drive and 
would now benefit from comments by the surrounding community. 
 

DETAILS: 

Traffic 
 
The traffic volume in Durston Road is approximately 4,000 vehicles per day.  The traffic volume 
in Empire Avenue, west of Durston Road, is approximately 4,000 vehicles per day and the 
volume in Empire Avenue, east of Durston Road, is approximately 6,000 vehicles per day. 
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The traffic volume in Pandora Drive, as measured in 2007, ranges from 600 vehicles per day at 
the northern end and 660 vehicles per day just south of Malton Place.  The 85th percentile 
traffic speed on the straight section of road between Gifford Gardens and Empire Avenue is 
55km/ph.  The 85th percentile speed on the straight, south of Malton Place, is 68km/ph. 
 
There is no Main Roads WA recorded accident history in Pandora Drive.  The recorded 
accident history at the intersection of Empire Avenue at Durston Road shows no recorded 
accidents at this intersection over the last five years.  There have been some accidents 
reported by residents. 
 
Empire Avenue/Durston Road Intersection Design Options 
 
Option One is to retain the existing intersection.  This is not recommended as it has been 
reported that traffic uses Pandora Drive instead of the Empire Avenue/Durston Road 
intersection because of:- 
 
• Traffic speed in Empire Avenue; 
• The crest in Empire Avenue east of Durston Road creating poor sight distance; 
• The steepness of the grade in Empire Avenue through the Durston Road intersection; 
• The traffic delays in Durston Road, especially when wishing to turn right into Empire 

Avenue and travel eastwards; 
• The difficulty accessing properties on the northern side of Empire Avenue, in particular, 

number 94, 96 and 98 Empire Avenue; 
• Reported accidents (nil recorded). 
 
Option Two proposes a channelisation of the intersection, proposing a left turn slip lane from 
Empire Avenue into Durston Road and from Durston Road into Empire Avenue.  Further, a right 
turn lane for traffic travelling north in Durston Road to turn right into Empire Avenue and 
proceed eastwards.  The disadvantages of option two are:- 
 
• The proposal does not slow traffic in Empire Avenue; 
• The poor sight distance from Durston Road eastwards to the crest in Empire Avenue 

remains; 
• The stacking lane for traffic in Durston Road to turn right or left is limited; 
• This option is not preferred by the City of Stirling. 
 
Option Three is a proposed roundabout.  To introduce this treatment safely it is desirable to 
introduce a service road to the properties on the northern side of Empire Avenue, namely 94, 
96 and 98 Empire Avenue. 
 
The benefits of this treatment are: 
 
• A roundabout will slow traffic on Empire Avenue; 
• The motorists approaching the intersection will look in one direction only, namely to give 

way to the traffic on the roundabout to the right; 
• Improve road safety for right turning traffic; 
• Provide safe access to 94, 96 and 98 Empire Avenue; 
• It is a preferred option of the City of Stirling. 
 
Both Option Two and Three above will require the removal of the large Tuart tree on the south 
eastern corner of the intersection.  The City of Stirling has been provided with a copy of the 
three options and support the proposed roundabout Option Three layout.  There are a number 
of modifications that they have requested and these will be resolved with the final design and in 
consultation with the adjacent residents.  The estimated cost is $130,000 and this would be 
shared on generally a 50/50 basis with the City of Stirling. 
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The report Attachment Two provides copies of Options Two and Three. 
 
Empire Avenue/Durston Road Community Comments 
 
As initial discussions have just been finalised with the City of Stirling, no community comment 
has been provided by adjacent properties at this stage.  Attachment Three provides details of 
the proposed community comment form, together with a proposed form for the other Pandora 
Drive proposals included within this report. 
 
Pandora Drive Origin/Destination Study 
 
This work is still to be conducted and it is programmed for data collection to be carried out 
during May 2008. 
 
This study should provide a report on origin and destination of traffic in Pandora Drive with the 
results showing the number of vehicles entering and whether they have a destination within 
Pandora Drive and the surrounding residential area or whether they are using Pandora Drive as 
a connection between The Boulevard and Empire Avenue.  On receipt of this data, further 
design considerations can be evaluated. 
 
Pandora Drive Traffic Management Options 
 
A number of types of devices may be considered and their specific location is critical.  Four 
options are presented for consideration and their combination and location is set-out as 
detailed below. 
 
Option One: 
Blister islands have been introduced in the Town in Gregory Street, Ruislip Street, Cromarty 
Road and Daglish Street.  They are effective in slowing traffic.  The community in Pandora 
Drive has not supported these devices.  The disadvantage of the devices is that they restrict 
kerbside parking.  Approximately seven islands will be required at a total cost of $140,000 to 
traffic calm the whole of Pandora Drive. 
 
Option Two: 
Speed plateaus have been discussed by the community in Pandora Drive and have been 
clearly rejected as an option for consideration by a majority of residents.  They have been 
concerned about the noise that can be produced from the plateaus.  They are effective in 
reducing speed, however offer no residential amenity.  In general, the greater the reduction in 
traffic speed, results in increased noise levels.  Seven islands would be required at a total cost 
of $20,000.  Attachment Two provides an example of a speed plateau treatment for the whole 
street. 
 
Option Three: 
Consideration may be given to intersection plateaus where the traffic speed is reduced due to 
traffic turning movements.  This would be relevant at the following locations:- 
 
• In The Boulevard Service Road between Durston Road and Pandora Drive; 
• At the intersection of Pandora Drive and Gayton Road as a raised intersection; 
• In Pandora Drive between the intersections with Malton Place and Gifford Gardens.  This 

is a new design proposal which will allow two-way traffic access. 
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Option Four: 
Traffic calming devices (traffic islands) may be considered at the intersection of district 
distributor roads and local roads.  A traffic restriction turning device at these intersections is not 
recommended as the "flow on" effect will produce negative results such as:- 
 
• Detour local traffic; 
• Cause motorists to take unnecessary risks to bypass the devices.   
 
This is often where traffic does "u-turns".  This type of treatment is only used in extreme 
circumstances where extensive accidents need to be reduced and there is no alternative 
treatment. 
 
It is considered desirable that there be a traffic island in the local streets such as The Boulevard 
Service Road at Pandora Drive and Pandora Drive at Empire Avenue to restrict traffic cutting 
the corner at these intersections.  These treatments will also slow the traffic entering the local 
access roads.  These devices have been introduced extensively within the Town in most of the 
side roads adjacent to Grantham Street and Cambridge Street. 
 
Proposed Street Work Program for Implementation 
 
Introduce a roundabout at the intersection of Empire Avenue and Durston Road to attract 
district traffic off Pandora Drive onto Durston Road.  This initiative may be the first step to 
providing a long term solution for Pandora Drive as well as the Empire Avenue/Durston Road 
intersection. 
 
Introduce a combination of devices on Pandora Drive if this work is found to be necessary.  The 
total cost is budgeted at $128,000 for all the proposals.  These devices would include as a first 
initiative:- 
 
• Traffic island in Pandora Drive at Empire Avenue to permit all turning movements and 

prevent cars from cutting the corner and entering Pandora Drive at excessive speed 
($30,000); 

• Introduce a traffic island in Pandora Drive, just north of The Boulevard Service Road, for 
the same reasons as above ($30,000); 

• Introduce a speed plateau in The Boulevard Service Road, between Durston Roads and 
Pandora Drive, to slow the traffic entering the residential precinct where there are no 
adjacent houses ($3,000); 

• Introduce a raised plateau intersection treatment at the intersection of Pandora Drive and 
Gayton Road ($20,000); 

• Introduce a raised plateau chicane intersection treatment in Pandora Drive between the 
intersection of Pandora Drive/Gifford Gardens and Pandora Drive/Malton Place.  The 
chicane should have a minimum of 5.5 metre width, permit two way traffic and minimum 
kerb radius of 10 metres ($45,000).  This proposal should be the first constructed in 
conjunction with the Durston Road/Empire Avenue roundabout. 

 
Stage three may be to introduce speed plateaus in Pandora Drive but only when the above 
works have been completed and traffic speed is still high.  The locations identified are opposite 
number 1 Pandora Drive and then (at each end of the curves), if required, adjacent to 32/36 
Pandora Drive, Gifford Gardens park/194 Pandora Drive and 188/182 Pandora Drive.  Any one 
or a number of these plateaus may be introduced as requested by the adjacent property owner. 
 
The design of speed plateaus may be of red asphalt in a chicane, at an intersection or as a 
location on a through road.  The key element with the plateau is the slope of the ramp.  The 
ramp of 1 in 20 is used for a bus route and usually accommodates an 85th percentile speed of 
50km/ph.  A 40km/ph ramp is a 1 in 15 and is used on local access roads where there is no bus 
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route.  The watts profile hump in Gregory Street south of Grantham Street, or similar device is 
sometimes used in carparks and is not recommended in Pandora Drive. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Pandora Drive is a local access road and any treatment being considered to reduce traffic 
speed should be in harmony with this local residential environment.   
 
Durston Road and Empire Avenue are both district distributor roads and the roundabout 
treatment will reduce traffic accidents at this intersection. 
 
Main Roads WA signs and lines approval will be required prior to proceeding with any 
construction. 
 
There are no road closures or part road closures incorporated in this design and therefore 
Section 3.50 of the Local Government Act will not be required. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Council has allocated $20,000 with its Capital Works program for 2007/08.   
The City of Stirling has indicated that it would consider half the cost of the Empire 
Avenue/Durston Road intersection roundabout treatment within the 2009/10 Budget.  The 
estimated cost is $130,000 for this intersection. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The Strategic Plan 2005-2009 has specific outcome areas to strive for:- 
 
Communication: 
• The community engagement of planning and service delivery, effective community 

information and interaction; 
• Effective community information and interaction. 
 
Community: 
• Quality service to meet identified community needs and expectations. 
 
Natural and Built Environment: 
• Diversity and compatibility in land use development. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at 35 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 1 
consultation. 
 
Level 1 consultation requires no specific communication other than the investigation and 
assessment process undertaken by Council staff. 
 
In this particular case, it is clear that there will be further community consultation when Council 
direction has been established. 
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SUMMARY: 

In February 2008, 'Pandora Drive -Traffic' (Item IC08.01) it was decided that: 
 
"(i) the report detailing the options for consideration for addressing speed and volume of 

traffic in Pandora Drive be received; 
 
(ii) the development of the intersection of Empire Avenue/Durston Road be reviewed, in 

conjunction with the City of Stirling and the adjacent residents, and a proposal be 
submitted for Council consideration; 

 
(iii) origin/destination surveys be completed on Pandora Drive traffic for consideration when 

evaluating further traffic management options; 
 
(iv) the Administration be requested to evaluate traffic treatment options for Pandora Drive for 

presentation of the preferred option to Council with a view to canvassing with residents". 
 
Options have been considered and the following is presented for Council consideration and 
endorsement:- 
 
• Empire Avenue/Durston Road intersection.  Proposed roundabout which is supported by 

City of Stirling.  The design is to be discussed with adjacent residents; 
• Pandora Drive traffic speed reduction devices.  The options to be considered are 

chicanes, traffic islands and plateaus. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Proposed concept plan for community comment. 
2. Copy of Option Two and Three designs for the intersection of Empire Avenue and 

Durston Road. 
3. Copy of proposed community comment forms. 
4. Copies of previous concepts considered. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the following traffic options be approved for the conduct of a process to canvass 

opinion from adjacent residents and the general community:- 
 

(a) a roundabout and adjacent service road be designed and discussed with the 
City of Stirling and adjacent residents, at the intersection of Empire Avenue 
and Durston Road; 

 
(b) Pandora Drive options: 
 

• a traffic island in Pandora Drive at The Boulevard Service Road; 
• a traffic island in Pandora Drive at Empire Avenue; 
• raised plateaus at the intersection of Pandora Drive/Gayton Road and 

The Boulevard Service Road between Durston Road and Pandora Drive; 
• a chicane in Pandora Drive from the intersection of Pandora 

Drive/Gifford Gardens to the intersection of Pandora Drive/Malton Place, 
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incorporating a 5.5 metre minimum raised access road with mountable 
kerb lines and intersection plateau at the Malton Place/Pandora Drive 
intersection; 

 
(ii) the options in (i)(a) and (b) above, be advertised for community comment; 
 
(iii) the Empire Avenue/Durston Road intersection design be advertised through: 
 

• newspaper advertisement; 
• Council Administration Centre display of plan; 
• letterbox drop to all adjacent residents in Empire Avenue from Brompton 

Road to Valley Road; 
 
(iv) Pandora Drive community comments be sought through: 

 
• a newspaper advertisement; 
• Council Administration Centre foyer display; 
• letterbox drop to residents on the north (City of Stirling) and south side of 

Empire Avenue, from Brompton Road to Durston Road and residents in 
Gifford Gardens, Pandora Drive, Malton Place and The Boulevard Service 
Road; 

 
(v) the results of these surveys be forwarded in a report to Council. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.36 HARDING LANE - LOT 200, WEST LEEDERVILLE  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To present information relating to a petition received at the March 2008 Council meeting. 
 
The petition containing 75 signatures was submitted by Damien Ryan, 27 The Grove, Wembley 
requesting that Council reconsiders its decision on the future management of Lot 200, which is 
known to residents in the area as the "Old Water Corporation sewerage easement" (Item 
IN07.45).  The petitioners request that Council disposes of Lot 200 to the adjoining residents 
due to the lack of use by both the residents and the general public.  Because of this lack of use 
the petitioners consider that the easement poses a real and serious risk to residents and a 
potential safety risk to the public. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Management issues associated with Lot 200, known as Harding Lane, were last considered by 
Council in July 2007 where the following decision was made based upon results of an 
extensive community comment process involving adjacent residents to Lot 200 and comments 
from the Water Corporation who still have sewerage infrastructure servicing the adjacent 
properties. 
 
Item IN07.45, July 2007, that:- 
 
"(i) the closure and amalgamation of Lot 200 Harding Lane, West Leederville not be 

supported: 
 
(ii) the owners of the affected properties be advised accordingly; 
 
(iii) Council continues to manage the laneway with the locked gates remaining at each end 

(status quo)". 
 
When considering this decision, Council adopted the following positions in relation to the 
proposal: 
 
1. The Water Corporation may request access to its infrastructure in the future; 
2. Some properties do not have front access and are dependent on the laneway; 
3. 100% support has not been received for the proposed closure and amalgamation of the 

laneway from affected owners; 
4. Amalgamation of the laneway with some properties may provide sufficient area for two 

lots to be subdivided into three, thereby providing a financial advantage to some owners. 
 
The July 2007 report summary provides a history of issues which would form the basis of the 
management tasks required if the closure of Lot 200 was to be reconsidered.  The summary is:- 
 
"Following the community meeting on 25 October 2006, a survey of property owners has been 
completed.  The results are similar to that obtained from a survey held at that meeting, and 
show:- 
 
Support for closure of Lot 200 40 
Leave Open 8 
No position (No response) 1 
Total 49 
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It is now Council’s position to determine if this is sufficient support to consider closure of Lot 200 
from access by adjacent owners. 
 
If it is not, then Council in September 2006 has agreed on a position to manage Lot 200 with 
locked gates remaining at each end (status quo). 
 
Should Council decide this community survey has demonstrated acceptable support, then the 
process to follow would be: 
 
• Prepare a subdivisional plan on Lot 200 for presentation to Department of Planning and 

Infrastructure 
• Assess survey fees 
• Assess land transfer fees 
• Assess property settlement fees 
• Assess re-fencing costs 
• Assess sewerage design modifications and costs 
• Review taxation requirements associated with disposal of land at nil cost 
• Finalise costs associated with the amalgamation and seek further agreement from 

landowners in relation to meeting all costs. 
 
The Administration recommendation presented supports the future management of the Lot 200 
land being amalgamated with adjacent properties on the basis of 80% support from adjacent 
properties and, as the Town has no use for Lot 200, as freehold land". 
 
Included as attachments to this report are copies of:- 
 
• The petition tabled in March 2008; 
• Report IN07.45, July 2007; 
• Copy of correspondence from owners of 41 The Grove; 
• Report TS06.10, March 2006 - Development Review; 
• Contract of Sale documentation for Lot 200. 
 
It is to be noted in correspondence from the Water Corporation dated 14 March 2005 that the 
Lot 200 land was offered to the Town for $1.00 plus GST consideration. 
 
When conducting discussions with adjacent residents following Council's September 2006 
decision (TS06.55), discussions were based on (ii) from the Council decision as follows:- 
 
"(ii) in order to facilitate the option of closure of the laneway by all adjacent residents, Council 

adopts a position where costs to the adjacent landowner exclude market valuation of the 
land and be limited to:- 

 
• $500 Administration fee payable to the Town; 
• Land survey fees; 
• Land transfer fees; 
• Property settlement fees; 
• Re-fencing costs". 

 
It is noted in report TS06.55 September 2006, where a summary of community responses was 
presented to Council on development options for future management of Lot 200, the issue of 
security was raised and the following excerpt from the report is detailed as follows:- 
 
"One clear guideline established from the community response is the concern for security.  At 
present, some rear fences are capped with barbed wire for security.  Most of the fences are in 
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excess of 1.5 metres high and therefore, any request for assistance that is raised from the 
laneway will have little impact on the adjacent properties.  The laneway also has a bend at the 
northern end which restricts sight from one end of the laneway to the other for security". 
 

DETAILS: 

The thrust of the petition is for Council to reconsider a decision to dispose of Lot 200 to 
adjacent landowners in The Grove and St Columbus Avenue, and for Council to consider 
issues relating to security and safety of the adjacent residents. 
 
The attachment provides a letter from an adjacent resident which supports the information 
provided within the petition. 
 
In relation to the community safety issues, an assessment of Lot 200 has been made by a 
community safety officer and the issues raised are detailed below:- 
 
From a community safety/crime prevention perspective, Harding Lane - Lot 200 has a number 
of contributing factors that could lead to anti-social behaviour and risks to the general public. 
These include, but are not limited to:- 
 
1. Trees and other vegetation from properties that back onto the lane over hang the fence-

line which obstructs the sight between the viewer and the viewed; 
 
2. Harding Lane is not adequately maintained or managed with signs of debris, lumps and 

bumps in the landscape, overgrown grass, weeds and graffiti; 
 
3. Due to the design of the lane the line of sight from the Ruislip and Gregory Street 

entrance to the St Vincents Avenue is poor with hiding spots for possible intruders 
evident. 

 
If Harding Lane - Lot 200 was to remain as is, further investigation and risk management 
strategies and cost implications would need to be examined to resolve some of the above 
safety issues. Some possible strategies in accordance with Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) - principles based on the idea that people's behaviour within 
the urban environment is influenced by the design of the environment, include:- 
 
• Owners of properties that back onto the lane trim back all vegetation that overhangs the 

fence line which will increase the visibility and avoid obstruction; 
 
• Lane management and maintenance program introduced that includes regularly 

landscaping, tree lopping, grass mowing, removal of debris, graffiti and regular patrol of 
the area by the Town's Rangers and local police; 

 
• To increase the line of sight and to avoid blind spots, introduce a number of large mirrors 

and adequate lighting. 
 
When considering safety issues relating to laneways, Council is reminded of the extent of this 
infrastructure within the Town:- 
 
• Total laneway length   21.98km 
• Sealed and drained laneways  10.83km 
 
On an annual basis, Council constructs laneways with an expenditure of $200,000.  The 
program of development was last considered by Council in December 2007 in report IC07.16.  
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This report noted the Council's decision on Lot 200 (Harding Lane) and accordingly, no 
proposed works are included within the program. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Policy or Statutory Implications related to this report. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Financial Implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

To ensure provision of community infrastructure and encourage innovative service delivery. 
 
The Strategic Plan includes specific initiatives which are addressed:- 
 
Communication: 
• The community engagement of planning and service delivery, effective community 

information and interaction; 
• Effective community information and interaction. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been the subject of previous extensive community consultation in 2007 and is 
brought to the attention of Council via a petition signed by 75 persons. 
 

SUMMARY: 

In July 2007, Council's decision was to continue to manage and maintain Lot 200 (known as 
Harding Lane) with locked gates at each end and to maintain the status quo.  The adjacent 
owners totalling 49 properties in The Grove and St Columbus Avenue had been contacted and 
a total of 40 had supported the closure of Lot 200 and amalgamation with adjacent properties. 
 
Council has now received a petition from 75 persons requesting Council reconsider the July 
2007 decision on the basis a majority of adjacent residents support the amalgamation and in 
consideration of safety and security risks to adjacent residents. 
 
Council's direction is required on this issue and the previous Council decision is presented to 
maintain Council's previous direction. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. The petition tabled in March 2008 and Report IN07.45 - July 2007. 
2. Copy of correspondence from owners of 41 The Grove. 
3. Report TS06.10, March 2006 - Development Review. 
4. Contract of Sale documentation for Lot 200. 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That the closure and amalgamation of Lot 200, known as Harding Lane, in West Leederville not 
proceed and the land be managed with locked gates at each end. 
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Committee Meeting 13 May 2008  
 
In order to clarify certain issues, further information, including copies of previous reports, was 
circulated to Committee members.  This information is to be circulated to all Elected Members. 
 
During discussion, Cr Watson suggested that the item should be deferred for one month for 
further consideration. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the item relating to closure and amalgamation of Lot 200, known as Harding Lane, 
in West Leederville be deferred for one month for further consideration. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.37 PERRY LAKES RESERVE - ROTARY CLUB OF CAMBRIDGE OUTDOOR 
EXERCISE TRAIL PROPOSAL  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider a proposal received from the Rotary Club of Cambridge to establish an outdoor 
exercise trail at Perry Lakes Reserve. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

A proposal was initially received in late 2007 from the Rotary Club of Cambridge to partly fund 
the installation of an outdoor exercise trail at Lake Monger Reserve.  Following discussions in 
relation to implementing the project at Lake Monger it was considered Perry Lakes Reserve 
would be a better proposition.  It is acknowledged the recent removal of the existing aged and 
non conforming exercise equipment trail and the planned installation of new exercise 
equipment in the near future at Perry Lakes Reserve would make Perry Lakes Reserve the 
preferred site. 
 
It is acknowledged that the equipment recently removed at Perry Lakes Reserve was originally 
installed by the Rotary Club of Cambridge.  The club has also advised that they would wish, at 
a future date, to also be involved with the installation of an outdoor exercise trail at Lake 
Monger Reserve if this was included as part of the development plan. 
 
In accordance with the implementation program of the Perry Lakes Reserve Environmental 
Management Plan, the old non conforming outdoor exercise trail equipment was removed from 
the Reserve this year and it is planned to include in the 2008/2009 Draft Budget an amount of 
$25,000 to install a new exercise trail equipment. 
 

DETAILS: 

Following a recent site meeting at Perry Lakes Reserve with the Administration, the Rotary Club 
of Cambridge submitted a proposal to Council, which is included in the report attachments, to 
install outdoor exercise equipment at Perry Lakes Reserve. 
 
The Administration has discussed the proposal with the Rotary Club and the details are 
summarised as follows: 
 
• The Rotary Club of Cambridge advise that there is awareness in the Australian community 

of the benefit of physical exercise.  Brisk walking is recommended as being highly 
beneficial, available and affordable.  This form of exercise could be made more enjoyable 
by installing simple, modern, easy to use, varied and colourful equipment in the Perry 
Lakes Reserve environment; 

 
• The proposal is to install an outdoor exercise trail consisting of 8 to 16 outdoor gym 

components set into approximately 8 two metre diameter soft fall circles, each with a 
descriptive sign; 

 
• Exact location of each gym component will be established when appropriate funds have 

been allocated and confirmed.  However locations identified so far include the perimeter of 
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the west lake and the general area adjacent the south playground and toilet building.  A 
plan of the proposed site is included in the report attachment; 

 
• Final locations chosen will ensure there is no impact on any future developments listed in 

the implementation program of the Perry Lakes Reserve Environmental Management 
Plan.  This plan is included in the report attachment; 

 
• A total estimated cost of $30,000 ($27,235 to supply and install and $2,765 contingency) 

has been obtained by the Rotary Club from a local supplier of exercise equipment, to 
supply and install 8 exercise equipment items; 

 
• A funding contribution breakdown suggested is, Rotary Club $10,000, Council $10,000 

and Grant $10,000.  The grant application is managed by the Rotary Club.  The Rotary 
Club advises that the grant application requires the Council to approve the project and 
advise that it is contributing towards the cost of the project.  The Rotary Club will keep the 
Administration informed of the status of the grant; 

 
• Following discussions with the Rotary Club, it was agreed that if the grant was not 

successful additional funds ($10,000) would be required to install all 8 items.  The 
additional funds would need to be sourced from Council, or less items will be installed; 

 
• The proposed funding contribution breakdown for the project is as follows: 
 

Rotary Club of Cambridge Contribution $10,000 
Town of Cambridge Contribution $20,000 
Grant $10,000 

Total $40,000 
 

• It was acknowledged that if the grant was successful, then the additional funds could be 
used to install an extra 2 or more equipment items or improve the design/construction of 
the proposed 8 items; 

 
• The project will be coordinated and managed by the Rotary Club and the Town and it is 

proposed to complete the project as soon as possible following adoption of Council's 
Budget for 2008/2009; 

 
• The maintenance of the equipment will be the responsibility of the Council; 
 
• The Rotary Club of Cambridge advises that the Lakes and their surrounding parklands are 

very suitable for exercise and the new equipment will attract more people to the area.  
They also advise that the use of the equipment will cultivate a special, attractive culture of 
community wide shared enjoyment of fitness and good health. 

 
The proposal submitted by the Rotary Club of Cambridge to install an outdoor exercise trail at 
Perry Lakes Reserve is considered worthy and is in accordance with Implementation Program 
of the Perry Lakes Reserve Environmental Management Pan. 
 
It will be recommended that outdoor exercise equipment be installed at Perry Lakes Reserve 
and that Council includes $40,000 in the 2008/2009 Draft Budget which includes a Council 
contribution of $20,000 to part fund the project and $20,000 income from grants and the Rotary 
Club of Cambridge. 
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POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
There are no Policy or Statutory Implications related to this report. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no funds currently available for this project in the 2007/2008 Budget.  An amount of 
$40,000 is proposed to be included in the 2008/2009 Draft budget with a Council contribution of 
$20,000, a Rotary Club of Cambridge contribution of $10,000 and a possible Grant of $10,000. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

This report recommendation is in accordance with the implementation program of the Perry 
Lakes Reserve Environmental Management Plan. 
 
In addition this report Recommendation embraces the following strategies of the Town’s 
Strategic Plan 2005-2009:- 
 
Communication Strategy: 
• Be responsive to key stakeholders, ratepayers and residents in communicating planning, 

service delivery and associated measurement of activities. 
 
Natural and Built Environment Strategies: 
• Identify and implement improvements to streetscape pedestrian spaces and community 

facilities throughout the Town 
• Provide quality public open space and leisure facilities. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Rotary Club of Cambridge proposal. 
2. Photograph of proposed equipment. 
3. Implementation program of the Perry Lake Reserve Environmental Management Plan. 
4. Plan of project area. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the proposal received from the Rotary Club of Cambridge to install an outdoor 

exercise trail at Perry Lakes Reserve be supported by Council; 
 
(ii) outdoor exercise equipment, estimated up to the value of $40,000, be installed at 

Perry Lakes Reserve, around the West Lake, as shown on site plan, with a funding 
contribution split for the project as follows: 

 
• Rotary Club of Cambridge Contribution  $10,000; 
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• Town of Cambridge Contribution   $20,000; 
• Grant       $10,000; 

 
(iii) an amount of $40,000 be listed in the 2008/2009 Draft Budget with a Council 

contribution of $20,000 to part fund the works in (ii) above; 
 
(iv) should the grant not be successful, the value of the equipment installed will be 

$30,000. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.38 WASTE MANAGEMENT - MINDARIE REGIONAL COUNCIL DISPOSAL FEES  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To assess the future financial impact on Council's waste disposal costs as a consequence of 
the introduction from July 2009 of a Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) by the Mindarie 
Regional Council. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The Town of Cambridge is one of seven members of the Mindarie Regional Council (MRC).  
The MRC provides waste disposal services for its members and also for casual users.  The 
proposed Establishment Agreement of the MRC and existing Regional District and Regional 
Constitution Agreement (1987), obligates Council to deliver all waste to the MRC.  Since 
commencing in the 1990's, landfill has been the only disposal process used.  In order to 
manage the tip life at Tamala Park and to responsibly process waste using environmental and 
sustainable processes for future years, Stage 1 of a proposed 3 stage program of RRF 
capability is due to commence around July 2009. 
 
When this RRF process commences, 100,000 tonnes of the regions 301,140 tonnes of waste 
(2006/07 data) will be diverted from landfill.  The report attachment provides information on the 
regions tonnages which will be split into processable (149,923 tonnes) and non-processable 
(151,217 tonnes) 
 
When preparing tender specifications for the Stage 1 RRF plant, the MRC considered total 
regional tonnages, treatment processes and waste material composition.  When accepting the 
plant was to be an anaerobic/aerobic process, two definitions of waste material were adopted 
by the MRC as follows:- 
 
MRC Meeting 6 April 2005 
 
"That Council: 
 
(i) Note the previous decision to adopt a waste categorisation structure which contains 

processable and non-processable categories of material for disposal; 
 
(ii) Approve a definition for processable waste as follows: 
 

"Processable waste is defined as all waste collected via weekly household waste 
collection services for all Councils daily and weekly collection services for City of Perth"; 
 

(iii) Approve a definition of non-processable waste as follows: 
 

"Non-processable waste is defined as that waste not suitable for processing by any Stage 
1 Resource Recovery Facility established by MRC, and residue material from any waste 
processing facility within the region; 
 

(iv) Approve the application of these definitions for the Stage 1 Resource Recovery Facility 
only; 
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(v) Approve the development of an information package by the Mindarie Regional Council for 

member councils to explain the revised waste categorisation structure and the rationale 
for the associated fees, and the investigation of further options for fee structures, for 
Council consideration. 

 
On this basis, the contract documentation prepared in August 2006 by Freehills relating to the 
RRF agreement between Mindarie Regional Council and BioVision 2020 Pty Ltd included 
definitions as follows:- 
 
Non-Processable Waste means: 
 
Waste that is not processable waste. 
 
Processable Waste means: 
 
(a) waste which is collected by or on behalf of MRC or the participants from bins placed by 

occupiers of residential premises situated within the districts of the Participants from time 
to time, but not including: 

 
(i) waste which is collected from those occupiers as part of a recycling service; or 
 
(ii) bulk waste which is collected from those occupiers (not in bins) on a semi-annual or 

annual basis; and 
 

(b) all waste which is collected by or on behalf of the City of Perth from premises within the 
district of the City of Perth, regardless of the nature of those premises, but not including: 

 
(i) waste which is collected from premises as part of a recycling service; and 
 

(c) bulk waste which is collected from premises (not in bins) on a semi-annual or annual 
basis. 

 
The MRC has classified each member's waste stream into these two categories.  Details 
relating to all MRC members waste tonnages are included within the report attachment for 
reference. 
 
As Cambridge is predominantly a residential Council with minimal commercial operations, the 
waste streams of material, based on 2006/07 data are: 
 
Processable   9,358 tonnes (77.5%) 
Non-Processable   2,714 tonnes (22.5%) 

12,072 tonnes 
 

Based on data for 2007/08, a similar result would be expected. 
 
With landfill as the disposal process, MRC members have been charged the actual cost of 
tipping only.  In 2007/08 this was $47.90/tonne which included a landfill levy of $6/tonne.  When 
the RRF commences in July 2009, the MRC proposes a schedule of fees to enable recovery of 
all costs from the two disposal treatment processes. 
 

DETAILS: 

The report attachment details a history of MRC fees relating to landfill operations, and the 
impact the RRF will have. 
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MRC members will be charged based upon the material classified as processable and non-
processable when the RRF plant commences. 
 
The proposed fees are:- 
 

Budget Year Processable Rate Non-Processable Rate 
2007/08 $47.90/tonne $47.90/tonne 
2008/09 $53.00/tonne $53.00/tonne 
2009/10 $126.00/tonne $58.00/tonne 

 
The non-processable fee essentially is the actual cost of tipping associated with landfill at 
Tamala Park and is not forecast to rise appreciably. 
 
The processable fee will be charged on all 149,923 tonnes of material produced in the MRC 
region, even though only 100,000 tonnes of material will be delivered to the RRF plant.  This 
fee is an average cost of disposal of material classed as processable.  It will vary when extra 
processable material is supplied (ie. when Stirling's Atlas process ceases around 2014) and 
when any extra RRF capacity is provided. 
 
Financial Impact - Town of Cambridge 
 

Budget 
Year 

Disposal Rate 
P            NP 

Processable
9,358T 

Non-
Processable

2,714 T 
Total 

12,072T 
% 

Variation 

2007/08 47.90 47.90    448,248 130,000    578,248 - 
2008/09 53.00 53.00    495,974 143,842    639,816 10.6 
2009/10 126.00 58.00 1,179,108 157,412 1,336,520 108.9 

 
On this basis, the Budget for 2008/09 needs to provision for around $62,000 extra or 11% 
variation, and for the 2009/10 Budget an extra $696,704 or 109% is required.  These 
calculations have been based on 2006/07 data and have not provisioned for increased disposal 
tonnages from growth, or reduced tonnage of disposal from increased recycling trends. 
 
Options for Consideration 
 
In order to manage the financial impact of the proposed fee increases from July 2009, Council's 
budget process can consider options:- 
 
1. Provision for the full $696,704 within the 2009/10 Budget.  Based on the 2007/08 Budget, 

a 1% rate rise equates to $138,000.  This translates to a 5.04% rate rise requirement. 
 
2. Consider imposing a new fee to be known as an RRF levy or waste disposal levy.  The 

2007/08 Budget has 10,332 assessments and if a levy based on 10,000 properties to 
recover the extra $696,704 is applied, the fee or levy would be set at $70.00. 

 
3. In order to cushion the impact of the levy, Council could consider implementing the levy 

over the next three budgets, ie. $27.50/property in 2008/09 and 2009/10 increase to 
$55.00 and $70.00 in 2010/11.  The 2008/09 levy is kept in the Waste Management 
Reserve until required in 2009/10. 

 
4. Consider rate increases of 2% ($275,000) in 2008/09 and a further 2% ($275,000) in 

2009/10 and another 2% ($275,000) in 2010/11.  The 2008/09 increase is kept in the 
Waste Management Reserve until required in 2009/10. 
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5. The Waste Management Reserve account is forecast to have a balance of $1,152,400 at 
30 June 2008.  This amount will reduce as expenditure relating to provision of recycle 
bins to properties which was approved in March 2008 (IC08.16) needs to be provisioned. 

 
 Council may consider using these funds to hedge the proposed $696,704 increase. 
 
6. Consider options to use the Waste Management Reserve to limit the rate increases over 

three budget periods as detailed in '3' and '4' above. 
 
Community Education Programme 
 
Council, in March 2008 (Item IC08.16), adopted a strategy to encourage recycling within the 
Town by making available to all households, the ability to exchange the 120L bin with a yellow 
lid 240L bin at no cost.  The impact of this decision is to encourage residents to adopt recycle 
awareness and divert waste tonnage from the domestic refuse bin and consequently from 
disposal at MRC Council facilities. 
 
In order to encourage this initiative, which reduces Council's expenditure, consideration could 
be given to the conduct of a community education program relating to all benefits associated 
with recycling.  Costs associated with a full page advertisement over 20-25 editions of the local 
papers would be $30,000.  It is proposed this $30,000 be listed for consideration in the 2008/09 
Budget. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Policy or Statutory Implications related to this report. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Council requires to budget for increases in waste management costs forecast at $696,704 from 
1 July 2009.  Council has the option to provision for this increase over three budgets.  Council 
can also alert the community about the benefits of recycling and provision of $30,000 in the 
2008/09 Budget will allow for a public advertising program to be conducted prior to 1 July 2009 
when the RRF commences. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

This review supports the following Economic outcomes:- 
 
• Financial sustainability; 
• Strategic asset management; 
• Innovative service delivery. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at 61 points (out of 100), which provides for Level 3 
consultation. 
 
Information given to the community but also solicit general responses for consideration by the 
Council. 
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As the principles to be adopted from this report are to be considered when preparing and 
adopting the 2008/09 Budget, the community is to be given an opportunity to consider the 
Budget and the waste management impact. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

From 1 July 2009, Council's waste disposal fees are to increase by at least $696,704 as a 
consequence of the commencement of operations of the MRC's RRF facility at Neerabup.  
Council now has an opportunity to provision for the increase in disposal fees over two budgets 
if it is considered the financial impact needs to be softened. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. MRC fees history. 
2. MRC Member Waste Stream statistics. 
3. MRC Member Waste Model 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That:- 
 
(i) Council consider phasing-in over three budgets the full financial impact of Resource 

Recover Facility fees which will be applied by the Mindarie Regional Council from July 
2009; 

 
(ii) the additional RRF fees be recovered from properties via an annual waste fee imposed 

on assessments based on approximately $27.50 for 2008/09, $55.00 for 2009/10, and 
$70.00 in 2010/11 based on current estimates; 

 
(iii) the actual fee be determined in the annual fees and charges review which is to be 

presented to Council in June 2008; 
 
(iv) the Budget for 2008/09 consider provision of $30,000 to conduct a newspaper awareness 

campaign throughout the Town. 
 
Committee Meeting 13 May 2008   
 
Amendment 
 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Bradley 
 
That clause (i) of the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
(i) the full financial impact of Resource Recover Facility fees which will be applied by the 

Mindarie Regional Council from July 2009 be phased in over three budgets; 
 
Amendment Carried 4/0 
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the full financial impact of Resource Recovery Facility fees which will be applied by 

the Mindarie Regional Council from July 2009 be phased in over three budgets; 
 
(ii) the additional RRF fees be recovered from properties via an annual waste fee 

imposed on assessments based on approximately $27.50 for 2008/09, $55.00 for 
2009/10, and $70.00 in 2010/11 based on current estimates; 

 
(iii) the actual fee be determined in the annual fees and charges review which is to be 

presented to Council in June 2008; 
 
(iv) the Budget for 2008/09 consider provision of $30,000 to conduct a newspaper 

awareness campaign throughout the Town. 
 
During discussion, the Mayor said that the Council must strengthen its commitment to reducing 
landfill and increasing recycling.  The Mayor foreshadowed that should the motion presently 
before Council be lost, he intended to move that the full actual cost of the resource recovery 
facility fees which will be applied by Mindarie Regional Council from July 2009 be charged to 
ratepayers in the years in which they are incurred.  Also, from 2008/2009, the Council should 
charge properties an annual waste tipping and recovery fee based on the annual fees charged 
by Mindarie Regional Council for tipping and processing the Town's waste.  An amount of 
$50,000 should also be considered for inclusion in the 2008/2009 budget to conduct a recycling 
awareness campaign, including a newspaper advertising campaign, throughout the Town. 
 
Discussion ensued.  Members agreed that any increases should be phased in an accordance 
with the recommendation and that the awareness campaign funding be increased to $50,000. 
 
Amendment 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That clause (iv) of the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
(iv) an amount of $50,000 be considered for inclusion in the 2008/2009 budget to 

conduct a recycling awareness campaign, including a newspaper advertising 
campaign, throughout the Town. 

 
Amendment Carried 8/0 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the full financial impact of Resource Recovery Facility fees which will be applied by 

the Mindarie Regional Council from July 2009 be phased in over three budgets; 
 
(ii) the additional RRF fees be recovered from properties via an annual waste fee 

imposed on assessments based on approximately $27.50 for 2008/09, $55.00 for 
2009/10, and $70.00 in 2010/11 based on current estimates; 
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(iii) the actual fee be determined in the annual fees and charges review which is to be 
presented to Council in June 2008; 

 
(iv) an amount of $50,000 be considered for inclusion in the 2008/2009 budget to 

conduct a recycling awareness campaign, including a newspaper advertising 
campaign, throughout the Town. 

 
Carried 5/3 
 
For: Crs Berry, Bradley, Grinceri, Pelczar and Watson 
Against: Mayor Withers, Crs Langer and Pinerua 
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IC08.39 CITY BEACH TENNIS CLUB - FACILITIES FUNDING REQUEST   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider a request from City Beach Tennis Club (CBTC) for funding to assist the Club to 
upgrade the patio/social area at its Frinton Avenue premises. 

BACKGROUND: 

The CBTC has had a lease with the Town of Cambridge since July 1994 and since that time 
has demonstrated that it has been a responsible tenant that takes good care of the building 
through regular maintenance and is constantly looking at undertaking improvements.  CBTC 
has the second largest adult membership in the metropolitan area with over 80% of the 
members residing in the Town. 
 
The club has 12 grass courts and 8 hard courts and tennis is played 6 days of the week 
throughout the year.  The financial position of the Club is healthy and at the end of the 2007 
financial year had the following balances across a number of accounts. 
 

 Amount 
$ 

Cash  152.455 

Investments  30,201 

TOTAL  182,656 
 
The club has previously received capital funds from the Town in the 2004/2005 financial year 
towards its facilities, specifically $18,500 to upgrade the kitchen facilities at the clubhouse.  
CBTC also contributed $18,500 towards these works (dollar-for-dollar). 
 
In early 2006 the City Beach Tennis Club formed a Strategic Sub-Committee to analyse the 
current trends and changes that were occurring within the club.  The following was identified as 
the three major trends; 
 
• An increased proportion of older members, who while still active members and players, 

were spending a large amount of time attending the club in a social capacity; 
• A dramatic increase in demand for facilities for younger families; 
• An increased demand for junior coaching and junior club activities. 
 
At that point in time it was decided that an overall Vision/Master Plan be developed, and 
following a report to Council in March 2007 (CC07.16) an amount of $8,000 was allocated to 
the development of such a plan.  Since that time the committee has changed and the current 
committee members consider that the development of a Master Plan is not required, however it 
is important to maximise the social capacity of the club and develop the Club's premises to 
accommodate such a need.  Other capital improvements and court replacements would also be 
required in future years to come. 
 
The CBTC has written to the Town requesting an amount of $35,000 (excluding GST), towards 
the upgrade of the club's patio/social area, for its leased premises located at Frinton Avenue, 
City Beach.  The Club will also contribute $35,000 (dollar-for-dollar) and a copy of this 
correspondence is attached.  
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DETAILS: 

Representatives of the CBTC have met and discussed their proposal and plans with the Town's 
Administration.  From a planning perspective, preliminary draft plans provided for the upgrade 
of the patio/social area would meet various compliance requirements.  A brief overview of the 
intended works is outlined below; 
 
• Extension of west wall by 4 metres to incorporate sliding door 
• Re-roofing of whole patio area which will offer better sun protection 
• Incorporate storage area 
• Remove built-in BBQ and replace with 2 mobile BBQ's 
• Repaving of patio area 
• Installation of bi-fold doors from clubhouse out to patio area. 
 
Town Policy 2.1.20 - Community Grant Programs stipulates funding is to be on a dollar-for-
dollar basis after deducting any other grants from the cost.  The City Beach Tennis Club will be 
contributing $35,000 (excluding GST), which represents 50% of the total project cost.  It is 
suggested that the Town contribute $35,000 (excluding GST).  
 
The Town's Community Facilities Funding Program specifies that all applications for this 
program must be received by the Town by 1 December each year.  This enables a report to be 
written for Council and for potential funding to be included in the budget preparation for the 
following financial year.  The Town did not receive any correspondence from City Beach Tennis 
Club until April 2008.  However in previous years funding has been approved under similar 
circumstances as outlined in the Table below:  
 
Report Number Club Works Amount 
CCS02.33  
(March 2002) 

City of Perth Surf 
Lifesaving Club 

Refurbish toilet, Changeroom and 
gymnasium facilities 

$49,000 

CCS03.335  
(April 2003) 

Cambridge Sporting 
Association 

Refurbishment of kitchen facilities  $12,000 

CCS03.95 
(August 2003) 

Floreat Surf Lifesaving 
Club 

Replacement of doors on the 
northern side of the clubrooms 

$9,000 

CCS03.119 
(October 2003) 

Wembley Athletic Club New cricket training facilities $60,000 

CCS04.86 
(July 2004) 

Wembley Athletic Club Improvements to Pat Goodridge 
Pavilion 

$22,000 

CCS06.58 City of Perth Surf 
Lifesaving Club 

Feasibility Study $30,000 

 
Further, the CBTC in May 2004 received $18,500 from the Town (CCS04.63, May 2004) under 
similar circumstances. 
 
As previously outlined, the Town currently has $8,000 on the 2007/2008 budget, which was to 
be allocated towards the development of the City Beach Tennis Club Master Plan. It is 
suggested that the amount of $8,000 be carried forward in the 2008/2009 Budget and 
reallocated to the upgrade of the patio/social area.  Therefore the additional amount of $27,000 
(excluding GST) would be required in the 2008/2009 Budget. 
 
If Council is unable to find the financial funds to assist the CBTC in next year's budget (i.e. 
$27,000), the club would be requested to investigate other funding options, i.e. Department of 
Sport and Recreation (DSR) Community Sporting Recreation Facilities Fund (CSRFF).  
However, such applications are prioritised by Council around September/October each year 
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and the outcome of the application is not known until February the following year.  Therefore 
the earliest the works could commence would not be until July 2009 and such a delayed time 
frame could prohibit future growth for the Club. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Policy No. 2.1.20 - Community Grants Program. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

An amount of $27,000 (excluding GST) would be required in the 2008/2009 Budget which 
represents a dollar-for-dollar contribution towards the cost of the upgrade of the patio/social 
area at City Beach Tennis Club.  An amount of $8,000 currently included in the 2007/2008 
Budget for the City Beach Tennis Club Master Plan would be no longer required and could be 
accrued and carried forward in the 2008/2009 financial year and re-allocated towards the 
upgrade.  Therefore the total amount of funds required for inclusion in the 2008/2009 Budget is 
$35,000 (excluding GST).  The remaining 50% ($35,000) would be funded by the CBTC. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Financial contribution towards the upgrade of the patio/social area for the City Beach Tennis 
Club supports a number of Key Outcome Areas of the Town's 2005-2009 Strategic Plan, 
namely: 
 
Community 
Quality services to meet identified community needs and expectations 
 
Governance 
Sound management practices 
 
Communication 
Effective community information and interaction 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Copy of funding request received from the CBTC 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the amount of $8,000 for the development of the City Beach Tennis Club Master 

Plan on the 2007/2008 Budget be carried forward to the 2008/2009 Budget and be 
re-allocated towards the upgrade of the City Beach Tennis Club patio/social area; 
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(ii) an amount of $27,000 (excluding GST) be considered for inclusion in the 2008/2009 
Budget for the upgrade of the City Beach Tennis Club patio/social area; 

 
(iii) the allocation of funding in (i) and (ii) above be subject to the City Beach Tennis 

Club also contributing an amount of $35,000 (excluding GST). 
 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.40 REVIEW OF FEES AND CHARGES - SPORTSGROUNDS AND RESERVES 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the current fee structure for Sports Grounds and Reserves. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Each financial year, Council must establish the fees and charges to be levied at its sports 
grounds and reserves.  The most appropriate time to set these fees is prior to adopting the 
annual budget so that the new fees can be reflected in the revenue items. 
 

DETAILS: 

The fees and charges issue from a local government and specifically a recreation and leisure 
perspective, is still currently being examined by the Western Australian Local Government 
Association (WALGA) in conjunction with the Department of Sport and Recreation.  These 
issues were raised and documented at the WALGA endorsed Recreation and Leisure 
Reference group’s meeting on 21 August 2006, where the group strongly expressed the need 
for local governments to review the rationale behind fees and charges.  A research pilot project 
framework has been developed and a consultant is currently engaged to complete the project, 
which is expected to take between 6-12 months to complete.  The outcomes of the project will 
then be considered when the Town once again reviews its fees and charges in 2009/2010.     
 
Until this project is completed, it is recommended that the same format for the review of fees 
and charges is implemented. Historically it has been proposed to apply at least a general 
increase to each charge in the Sports Grounds and Reserves Fee Schedule by a factor 
consistent with Perth region CPI (Consumer Price Index) and round them to the nearest dollar.  
The CPI for the first three quarters of the financial year were, 2.6% for the first quarter, 3.0% for 
the second quarter and 4.3% for the third quarter, averaging a CPI of 3.3%.  It is recommended 
to round that figure to 4% to be inline with the CPI increases applied to the 2008/2009 Draft 
Budget and apply it to the Sports Grounds and Reserves Fee Schedule, which includes 
enclosed grounds, sundry reserves, seasonal charges, wedding licences, public tennis courts 
and commercial rates.   
 
Outlined below are additional recommended changes on top of the CPI average increase, to 
ensure equity amongst hirers and to assist administration in their assessment of hire charges 
namely; 
 
1. Commercial Fitness Program Fees 
2. Promotion and Public Sampling Fees  
3. Corporate Christmas Functions and Company Picnic Fees 
 
1. Commercial Fitness Program Fees 
 
Currently the Town has three commercial fitness groups operating within its boundaries.  
Originally the fees involved for such a program to operate, were calculated by the groups 
annual earnings as indicated in their profit and loss statements.  The Town then charged the 
commercial operator 10% of these earnings, which was calculated across a 12 month period. 
This method however, lead to some commercial operators making minimal profit for their 
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business and possibly putting some programs being offered on the Town’s reserves in 
jeopardy.  
 
In 2007/2008, after examining other Local Government Authorities (LGA’s) commercial fitness 
group charges (Table 1), it was clear that most LGA’s did not have a specific hire fee for this 
activity. However from the information that was collated, a new fee structure was endorsed 
whereby each fitness operator was charged $15/hr and invoiced on a monthly basis.   
 
Table 1 
Local Government Authority Fee Type Hire Charge 
Nedlands Casual Reserve Hire  

(commercial group) 
$18.00/hr 

Stirling Casual Reserve Hire  $30.00/hr 
Mosman Park Casual Reserve Hire  $30.00/hr 
Joondalup Casual Reserve Hire  

(commercial group) 
 
$27.45/hr 

 
Over the past 12 months of using the new Commercial Group Fitness fee, it has become 
apparent that this method of ongoing monthly invoicing is fairly cumbersome from an 
administrative perspective.  Further investigation has again been conducted into other local 
governments’ revealing that most still did not have specific hire fees for this type of activity.  
The City of Joondalup however, in their 2007/2008 budget endorsed a specific fee for 
Recreation Trading, which is charged on an annual basis.  It is envisaged that a similar charge 
could be   relevant under the Town’s Commercial Group Fitness fee. 
 
Outlined in Table 2 is the City of Joondalup’s fee structure for Recreation Trading. 
 
Table 2 
Local Government Authority Fee Type Hire Charge 
Joondalup Recreation Trading Licence Fee 

(12 months) 
Recreation Trading Licence - 
Application Fee 

 
$570.00/annum 
 
$30.00   

 
The above fee would ensure a fair and equitable charge to all commercial group fitness 
operators, ensure that the Town is remaining fair and competitive in its commercial recreational 
fees and charges and reduce the administration time that has previously been involved in 
managing these accounts. 
 
It is proposed that both an annual fee of $570 and six monthly fee of $285 be available for 
operators to choose between.  These fees would apply to operators who have one or more 
bookings per week.  Those who have less than one booking per week would revert back to the 
hourly rate charge of $18/hr which is already part of the current fees and charges schedule. 
 
2. Promotion and Sampling Fees 
 
Over the past two years, there has been a significant increase in relation to requests to conduct 
promotional and public sampling events within the Town, especially along City Beach and 
Floreat Beach foreshores.  Over the past summer period the Town received over 10 requests 
to hold multiple promotional events within its boundaries.  This increase in requests has 
highlighted the need to establish a formal fee structure for such events. 
 
After examining what other LGA’s charge for promotional and sampling events to operate within 
their boundaries, it was evident that most LGA’s that have beaches within their boundaries had 
a specific hire fee for this activity (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 
Local Government Authority Fee Type Hire Charge 
Stirling Promotions and Public 

Sampling 
$25/hr (minimum fee of 4 
hours - $100.00) 

Joondalup Promotions and Public 
Sampling 

$94.91 (max 4 hours) 

 
It is proposed that a new fee of $100 be introduced and that the company conducting the 
promotion or sampling activity only be allowed to operate to a maximum of 4 hours on any one 
day.  However, companies who advertise materials or petitions on various political subjects or 
religious bias will not be permitted. Refer to Council Policy 1.2.5 - Placement of Advertising 
Material or Petitions. This will not only ensure fairness and equity in relation to the fees and 
charges involved but assist in the management of beachside areas by ensuring promotional 
activities do not detract from the beachside environment or the recreational pursuits of those 
attending the beach throughout summer. 
 
3. Casual Hire of Reserves for Corporate Functions 
 
Due to the large expanse of well established and maintained parks and reserves within the 
Town, the hire of these facilities for corporate functions and events has proven to be very 
popular.   
 
Currently the Town does not have a fee in place to cover the hire of local parks and reserves 
for corporate functions and events. After examining a selection of other LGA’s it was evident 
that some had a specific hire fee for this type of activity, where as others just had a blanket fee 
for the hire of all parks and reserves by commercial groups (Table 4). 
 
Table 4 
Local Government Authority Fee Type Hire Charge 
Stirling Christmas Functions 

Company Picnics 
Bond 

$30.00/hr 
$35.00/hr 
$150 

Joondalup Commercial Groups $28.65/hr 
$148.85/½ day 
$297.70/day 

Nedlands Commercial Groups $18.00/hr 
$140/day 

 
It is proposed that the following fee structure (Table 5) be introduced to maintain the integrity of 
the Town’s parks and reserves, whilst still ensuring the Town’s fees and charges remain both 
fair and equitable to hirers and competitive with other LGA’s within the region. 
 
Table 5 
Fee Type Hire Charge 
Casual Hire of Reserves for Corporate 
Functions  
(100+ participants) 

$30.00/hr 
$150/½ day (max 5 hrs) 
$300/day 
Bond to be charged as per current fees and charges 
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The proposed fees (including GST) for the 2008/2009 financial year are outlined below in 
Table 6: 
 
Table 6 - Proposed 2008/2009 Fees and Charges 

  2007/2008 
Fees and charges 

2008/2009 
Proposed 
(Inc GST) 

Variance 

1. ENCLOSED GROUNDS 
(i) Perry Lakes Stadium, Warm Up Track, 
    charge per day 
    charge per half day 
 
(ii) Perry Lakes Arena additional charges 
      Athletic Track 
      Charge per half day 
 
(iii) School Training Fees 
      (minimum charge) per training session 
 
(JUNIORS 50% OFF RELEVANT 
CHARGES) 
 
Large scale or international events: fees 
negotiated at discretion of Chief Executive 
Officer. 
 

 
$677 
$338 
 
$405 
$202 
 
 
$42 

N/A 
No longer under 
Town of Cambridge 
Management 

N/A 

2. SUNDRY RESERVES  
(i) With facilities 
    charge per day  
    charge per half day  
 
(ii) Without facilities 
    charge per day  
    charge per half day  
    hourly rate (maximum 2 hours) 
 
(JUNIORS 50% OFF RELEVANT 
CHARGES) 
 

 
 
$183 
*$92 
 
 
$108 
*$54 
$17 

 
 
$190 
$95 
 
 
$112 
$56 
$18 

 
 
$7 
$3 
 
 
$4 
$2 
$1 

3. LIQUOR PERMITS 
Charge per day 

 
Nil 
 

 
Nil 

 

4. PHOTOGRAPHY/FILMING LICENCE 
 
Still Photography/Filming 
(i) Community Rate 
 
Photography/Filming 
(ii) Corporate Low Budget 
Charge per day 
Charge per half day 
 

 
 
 
$24 
 
 
 
$108 
*$54 

 
 
 
$25 
 
 
 
$112 
$56 
 

 
 
 
$1 
 
 
 
$4 
$2 

5. WEDDING LICENCE 
 
(i) Booking Fee (Photographs) 
(ii) Ceremony 
0-50 people 
50-75 people 
75-100 people 
Thereafter additional increments of 25 people 
are charged at $36. 
 

 
 
$24 
 
$72 
$108 
$144 
$36 

 
 
$25 
 
$75 
$112 
$150 
$37 

 
 
$1 
 
$3 
$4 
$6 
$1 

6. 
 
 

COMMERCIAL RATES 
 
Light Commercial Use 
First two hours (per hour) 
Second two hours (per hour) 

 
 
 
$225 
$104 

 
 
 
$234 
$108 

 
 
 
$9 
$4 
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  2007/2008 
Fees and charges 

2008/2009 
Proposed 
(Inc GST) 

Variance 

Thereafter (per hour) 
Minimum Charge 
Maximum Charge per day 
 
 
Heavy Commercial Use 
First two hours (per hour) 
Second two hours (per hour) 
Thereafter (per hour) 
Minimum Charge 
Maximum Charge per day 

$45 
$225 
*$703 
 
 
 
$400 
$236 
$132 
$400 
*$1404 

$47 
$234 
$731 
 
 
 
$416 
$245 
$137 
$416 
$1459 
 

$2 
$9 
$28 
 
 
 
$16 
$9 
$5 
$16 
$55 

7. COMMERCIAL GROUP FITNESS LICENCE 
(NEW) 
1 or more classes per week 
6 months 
12 months 
 

 
 

 
 
 
$285 
$570 
 

 

8. CORPORATE FUNCTIONS ON RESERVES 
(NEW) 
100+ participants 
Hourly Rate 
½ Day Rate (max 5 hrs) 
Full Day Rate 
Bond is also applicable 
* Not applicable to companies who advertise 
materials or petitions on various political 
subjects or religious bias 

 
 

 
 
 
$30 
$150 
$300 
 

 

9. PROMOTION AND PUBLIC SAMPLING 
(NEW) 
Maximum time allocation of 4 hours per day 

 
 

 
 
$100 

 

10. SEASONAL CHARGES    
 (i) Base season charge per player $63 $66 $3 
     
 (ii) Special circumstances    
 Sub-Juniors (8 years and under)   No Charge   

 Juniors (17 years and under or full time 
students to 20 years playing in junior 
competition) 

Base x 0.25 
 

  

 Training or matchplay only: 
Seniors 
Juniors 

 
Base x 0.6 
Base x 0.6 x 0.25 

  

 (d)  No changeroom facilities:  Base x 0.75   
 (e)  Social rooms: (when not under a lease  

agreement) 
Base x 1.1   

 (f)    Turf cricket wickets:  Base x 3.5 
 

  

11. SPECIAL EVENTS 
Special events at any of Council’s venues will 
be at the discretion of  Council 
 

   

12. RESERVE BOND  
 

$162 $168 $6 

13. CITY BEACH TENNIS COURTS (HARD 
COURTS) 

   

 
 
 

Per Hour  (8.00 am – 10.00 pm) 
Use of Lights Per hour 

$9.50 
$2.70 

$10 
$2.80 
 

$0.50 
$0.10 

14. FLOREAT BEACH VOLLEYBALL COURTS 
Public Use 
Court Hire 
Equipment Hire – Ball 

 
Nil 
$16/ph 
$5/ball 

 
Nil 
$17 
$5/ball 

 
Nil 
$1 
Nil 
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  2007/2008 
Fees and charges 

2008/2009 
Proposed 
(Inc GST) 

Variance 

 

15. CANCELLATION FEES    
 Cancellation is made prior to booking:    
 -30 days or more Amount Retained 0% 0%  
 -14 to 29 days Amount Retained 25% 25%  
 - 7 to 13 days Amount Retained 50% 50%  
 - Less than 7 days Amount Retained 100% 100%  

 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Policy 1.2.5 - Placement of Advertising Material or Petitions 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The adoption of the proposed fees and charges will have a direct positive impact on the 
revenue in the next financial year.  
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The adoption of the proposed fees and charges supports two of the main objectives in the 
Towns 2005-2009 Strategic Plan namely: 
 
• Financial Sustainability 
• Strategic Asset Management 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

The report to establish the fees and charges to be levied at Council’s sports grounds and 
reserves has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with the 
assessment criteria, it was rated at less than 40 points out of 100, which provides for Level 1 
consultation. 
 
Level 1 (Score 0 – 40) 
 
No specific consultation required other than the investigative and assessment process 
undertaken by Council’s staff. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Nil. 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the fees and charges for the sports grounds and reserves within the Town for 

2008/2009 detailed in the relevant report be adopted, effective from 1 July 2008; 
 
(ii) the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to waive fees and charges in accordance 

with the provisions of Section 6.12 (1)(b) of the Local Government Act 1995 should 
special circumstances apply. 

 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.41 REVIEW OF FEES AND CHARGES - CAMBRIDGE LIBRARY   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the fees and charges structure for the Cambridge Library for 2008/2009. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The Town of Cambridge reviews its fees and charges on an annual basis. The most 
appropriate time to establish fees is prior to the adoption of the Annual Budget so that these 
fees can be reflected in the revenue items. 
 

DETAILS: 

Current Fees and Charges 
 
Benchmarking analysis as outlined in Table 1 reveal that current fees and charges for the 
Library remain competitive with other libraries.  
 

Table 1 - 2007/2008 Comparative Analysis of revised Fees and Charges 
 

Service Cambridge Subiaco Nedlands Vic Park   Fremantle Scarborough Vincent 

Photocopying 

A4 Black/White $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 

A3 Black/White $0.40 $0.20 $0.20 $0.40 $0.40 $0.20 $0.20 

Replacement 
M/ship Cards $4.00 $5.00 $5.00 $4.40 $3.00 $5.75 

$5.00/$10.00 
maximum per 
family  

Internet FREE FREE 

Internet free 
Email user kiosk 
$2.00 for 30 
minutes 

FREE 
(members 
only) 

Internet free 
Email user 
kiosk $2.00 
for 30 
minutes 

FREE FREE 

Computer Disks $2.50 No $2.50 $1.40 No No No 

Library Bags 

Red $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 

Linen $5.00 No $4.00 No $2.50 No No 

Lost/Damage of Library Items   

SLWA 
Full 
replacement 
cost 

Charge 
depreciation price 

Damaged 
Charge 
depreciation 
price 
Lost/Missing  
Full 
replacement 
cost  

Charge 
depreciation 
price 

Full 
replacement 
cost 

Local 

Full 
replacement 
cost 

  

Charge 
depreciation 
price 

Full 
replacement 
cost 

  

Printing 
charges per 
page 

$0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 

Local Studies 
scanner per 
page 

$5.00 No 
Multifunctional 
machine - low 
usage FREE 

No No No No 

Internet 
Training $5.00 

Only offered 
to Healthcare 
/ Pensioners- 
FREE   

$5.00-  
seldom held  

FREE - 
seldom held 

FREE - 
seldom held 

OPAC 
training only 
provided - 
FREE 

No 
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Service Cambridge Subiaco Nedlands Vic Park   Fremantle Scarborough Vincent 
Word 
Processing FREE FREE FREE FREE No $2.30 

(30 mins)  No 

Temporary Membership 

Single 
$20.00 
2 items 
borrowed   

No No $40.00   

$20.00 
1 item 
borrowed 
 
$40.00 
2 items 
borrowed   

$16.00   
$50.00   
2 items 
borrowed   

Family 
$50.00 
2 items per 
card 

No No No No No No 

Room Hire        
Group Studies 
Room $10.00 p/h No No No No No No 

Reading Room $14.00 p/h No No No No No No 
Interview  
Room $5.00 p/h No No No No No No 

Reservation 
 Cancellation 
 Fee 

$2.00 No No No No No No 
Non-

attendance Fee $5.00 No No No No No No 
 
Proposed 2008/2009 Fees and Charges 
 
Amendments 
 
It is proposed to amend three current charges, namely: 
 
1. Temporary Membership Deposit 
2. Replacement Membership Cards 
3. Room Hire - Reading Room 
 
1. Temporary Membership Deposit 
 

The temporary membership deposit enables travellers to borrow two items at a time per 
card.  A refund is available when all loan items are returned in good order and the 
temporary membership is cancelled. Temporary memberships generally apply to 
overseas travellers visiting the Town for a short stay.  It provides some surety in case 
the person departs without returning borrowed items.  The family membership provides 
for a maximum charge for the family regardless of the number of members.  As the 
average book price is estimated at $30, a family of four borrowing 2 items each creates 
a risk the Town may lose 8 items with an estimated value of $250.  It is therefore 
recommended that the family membership be deleted and a single membership card 
charge apply for each person at the revised deposit fee of $50.00 each.  
 

2. Replacement Membership Cards 
 

A minor amendment is recommended to increase replacement membership card 
charges from $4.00 to $5.00.   
 

3. Room Hire - Reading Room 
 

A minor amendment is recommended to increase room hire charges for the Library 
Reading Room from $14.00 to $15.00 per hour.    
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New charges 
 
The introduction of five new charges is recommended, namely: 
 
1. Colour Photocopying 
2. Flash drives 
3. Audio ear buds 
4. Event attendance  
5. Historical Photographs 
 
1. Colour Photocopying 
 

The recent purchase of a new public photocopier provides the capacity to offer colour 
copying.  Nedlands, Scarborough and Vincent Libraries offer this service with charges 
ranging from $2.00 for A4 to $3.50 for A3 page size. It is recommended that $2.00 for 
an A4 page and $3.00 for A3 be charged. 
 

2. Flash Drives 
 

Customers using the library computers and wishing to take a copy of their work with 
them at present have the option to either email it to themselves (if they have access to 
the internet outside the library) or to burn a disk.  Difficulties are experienced by some 
people in burning disks. In addition disks are not reusable.  Offering 1 gigabyte and 2 
gigabyte flash drives for purchase at $15.00 and $20.00 respectively will provide a more 
flexible option for library users.   
 

3. Audio Ear Buds 
 

Some people wish to listen to audio information on the public computers which may 
disturb others.  It is recommended that the library sell ear plugs at $2.00 per set. 
 

4. Event Attendance  
 

The library presents an annual programme of free events. These events encourage 
development of literacy skills, lifelong learning as well as information on options 
available to people to assist them in making informed decisions.  The sessions target 
adults at an introductory level and provide a sample of a subject without requiring any 
commitment such as joining a formal education course or interest group.  The sessions 
are generally very popular and help create the library environment as a place for 
community interaction and participation.  There is an emerging demand for an extension 
to some of the popular sessions which cannot currently be resourced within that 
financial year.  Feedback indicates that people may be prepared to pay for these follow 
up sessions if they could be held in the following few months.  It is recommended that a 
new cost recovery fee of $15.00 for the first 2 hours plus $10.00 for each subsequent 
hour be established for sessions not part of the annual library programme that are 
developed and presented specifically in response to community demand. 
 

5. Historical Photographs 
 

The library receives occasional requests for copies of photographs held in the Local 
Studies Collection for which Council holds the copyright.  The Town requires the 
agreement that only one copy will be made for personal use with any subsequent 
reproduction requiring written permission of the Town.  The most efficient and timely 
means of satisfying this need is to provide images on a disk. It is recommended that 
$5.00 be charged for the first image and $2.00 for each subsequent disk image. 
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New and amended charges to be introduced and other existing fees and charges to apply in 
the forthcoming 2008/2009 financial year are as outlined in Table 2. 
 

Table 2 - 2008/2009 Proposed Cambridge Library Fees And Charges 
 

Service 2007/2008 2008/2009 Difference
Photocopying 
Black and White  A4 $0.20 $0.20 Nil
Black and White  A3 $0.40 $0.40 Nil
Colour   A4 NEW $2.00 $2.00
Colour   A3 NEW $3.00 $3.00
Replacement Membership 
Cards $4.00 $5.00 $1.00

Internet FREE FREE Nil
Computer Disks $2.20 $2.20 Nil
Flash Drives   
1 Gigabyte NEW $15.00 $15.00
2 Gigabyte NEW $20.00 $20.00
Audio ear buds - pair NEW $2.00 $2.00
Library Bags 
Red $1.00 $1.00 Nil
Linen $5.00 $5.00 Nil

Loss/Damage of Library 
items 

Full replacement 
cost.  $5.00 

minimum

Full replacement 
cost. $5.00 

minimum
Nil

Printing Charges per Page $0.20 $0.20 Nil
Local Studies Scanner per 
Page $5.00 $5.00 Nil

Internet Training $5.00 $5.00 Nil
Word Processing FREE FREE Nil
Temporary Membership Deposit 
Single $20.00 $50.00 $30.00
Family $50.00 Deleted Deleted
Room Hire 
Group Studies Room $10.00 $10.00 Nil
Reading Room $14.00 $15.00 $1.00
Interview Room $5.00 $5.00 Nil
Reservation Cancellation 
Fee 

$2.00 $2.00 Nil

Event attendance  
Introductory/ Special events FREE FREE Nil
Demand/Extension 
1-2 hours  NEW $15.00 $15.00
Per hour over 2 hours NEW $10.00 $10.00
Non Attendance Fee $5.00 $5.00 Nil
Historical Photographs on 
disk (Council copyright) 
1 image NEW $5.00 $5.00
2 or more images per image NEW $2.00 $2.00

 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The adoption of the proposed fees and charges will have a minimal impact on the revenue in 
the next financial year as it is not anticipated there will initially be a heavy turnover.   
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The Annual Review of fees and charges for the Cambridge Library supports a number of Key 
Outcome Areas outlined in the Town’s 2005-2009 Strategic Plan mission including: 
 
Community 
Quality services to meet identified community needs and expectations 
 
Economic  
Financial sustainability 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the fees and charges for the Cambridge Library for 2008/2009 as detailed in the 

above report be adopted, effective from 1 July 2008; 
 
(ii) the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to waive fees and charges in accordance 

with the provisions of Section 6.12 (1)(b) of the Local Government Act 1995 should 
special circumstances apply. 

 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.42 REVIEW OF FEES AND CHARGES - YOUTH SERVICES   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the current fee structures for the Town’s Youth Service. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Each year, as part of the budgetary process, the fees and charges are reviewed. Such a 
process encompasses the review of various services and programs provided within the Town’s 
Youth Service. The most appropriate time to set and review these fees is prior to adopting the 
budget so that the new fees can be reflected in the revenue items. In general terms, it is 
accepted that fees and charges change to coincide with the Perth Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
movements.  
 
In relation to specific charges to Youth Services, these are nominal as it is proposed to keep 
general charges the same as the 2008/2009 financial year with the exception of increasing the 
upper limit of some the programs offered by the Youth Services. 
 

DETAILS: 

The Town’s Youth Services facilitate and deliver a wide range of programs and services, 
predominantly from the premises at 86 Cambridge Street, West Leederville. In addition to the 
programs offered at 86 Cambridge Street, a number of activities are offered at other locations 
within the Town. 
 
Participating in these activities attracts a small fee and monies collected from participants are 
offset against the overall cost.  It is suggested that due to the increase in costs in providing 
some activities, for example canoeing and cookery, the upper limit should be increased to $33. 
All other fees and charges in relation to programs will remain the same as the 2007/2008 
financial year.  
 

Item 2007/2008 
(GST Inclusive) 

Proposed 2008/2009 
(GST Inclusive) 

Entry Fees-gigs and music events $5.50 per event $5.50 per event 

Entry Fees-activities and workshops(dependent 
upon material cost) *** 

$5.50-$11.00 per 
activity/workshop 

$5.50-$33.00 per 
activity/workshop 

 
**** Discretion of staff is required in cases of genuine hardship 
 
As well as the costs associated in participating in an array of activities and programs, the Youth 
Services also offer limited photocopying and telephone usage, which attract a nominal charge. 
It is also proposed that they too remain the same as the 2007/2008 financial year namely: 
 

Item 2007/2008 
(GST Inclusive) 

Proposed 2008/2009 
(GST Inclusive) 

Photocopying $0.20 per page $0.20 per page 

Telephone $0.50 per call $0.50 per call 
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POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The adoption of the proposed fees and charges will have a minimal direct impact on the 
revenue in the next financial year.  
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The Annual Review of fees and charges supports the Town’s 2005-2009 Strategic Plan mission 
including: 
 
To provide leadership and commitment in achieving sustainable, social, environmental and 
economic outcomes for the benefit of the local community and; 
 
To enhance the local lifestyle through community engagement, innovation, and excellence in 
service delivery and governance. 
 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

The proposed fees and charges for the 2008/2009 financial year have been assessed under 
the Community Consultation Policy. In accordance with the assessment criteria, it was rated at 
18 points out of 100, which provides for Level 1 consultation where no specific consultation is 
required other than the investigative and assessment process undertaken by Council’s staff. 
 

 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the fees and charges pertaining to Youth Services for the 2008/2009 financial year, 

as detailed in the above report, be adopted, effective from 1 July 2008; 
 
(ii) the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to waive fees and charges in accordance 

with the provisions of Section 6.12 (1)(b) of the Local Government Act 1995 should 
special circumstances arise. 

 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.43 REVIEW OF FEES AND CHARGES - CAMBRIDGE SENIOR SERVICES   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the current fees structure for the Cambridge Senior Services. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Each year, as a part of the budgetary process the fees and charges relating to the delivery of 
Senior Services to recipients within the Town are reviewed. 
 

DETAILS: 

The fee structure for Cambridge Senior Services is determined by its primary funding agency, 
the Health Department’s Rehabilitation, Aged and Continuing Care Directorate under the Home 
and Community Care (HACC) Program.  
 
The service continues to include diversification of activities in the Day Centre program, 
including outings which have proven very popular amongst clients. These include day trips for 
socially isolated clients with the extended excursions continuing to be well received. Other 
services provided include; domestic assistance, social support, personal care, centre based 
day care, transport, respite care, assessment, case planning/review and allied health. The need 
and success of the services provided has been demonstrated by the recent increased funding 
secured from HACC.  
 
A competitive analysis as highlighted in Table 1 below has been undertaken which reveals wide 
variances in fees and charges imposed by Cambridge Senior Services and other services 
providers. The agencies contacted advised that their fees were also being reviewed and it was 
envisaged that increases would be recommended in the forthcoming financial year. 
 
Table 1: 2007/2008 Competitive Analysis 
 

Agency Domestic 
Assistance 

Day Centre Shopping Personal 
Care 

Allied Health 

City of 
Wanneroo 

$6.25  
per hour 

$7.00 day + 
cost of meal 

$6.25  
per visit 

$6.25  
per hour 

$24.00 
$31.50 
(Domiciliary) 

City of 
Subiaco 

$7.00  
per hour 

$6.00 day + 
$6.50 meal 

$7.00 
per visit 

$7.00 $15.00 
$23.00 
(Domiciliary) 

City of 
Stirling 

$5.00  
per hour 

$10.50 day 
(includes meal) 

$5.00 or 
$7.00 per 
couple 

$5.00  
per hour 

$23.00 
$30.00 
(Domiciliary) 

Mercy Aged 
Care 

$8.00 $12.00 $8.00 $8.00 N/A 

Cambridge 
Senior 

Services 

$7.00  
per hour 

$14.00 
(includes meal) 

$5.00 
per visit 

$7.00  
per service 

$18.00 
$18.00 
(Domiciliary) 

 
HACC Safeguards Bulletin No. 14 advises that fees can be charged for shopping, both when a 
client accompanies the worker and when the worker shops on behalf of the client. Furthermore 
under HACC guidelines, the Cambridge Senior Services must adhere to their National 
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Safeguard Fee Policy and Principles. These policies and principles seek a contribution from 
clients towards the costs of the HACC Services(s) they receive at a level that is fair and 
affordable, but sufficiently flexible to adapt to individual circumstances.   
 
Table 2 below highlights the proposed fees and charges for the 2008/2009 financial year and 
Table 3 highlight the fee limit which is established by HACC as part of their Safeguard Fees 
Policy. 
 
Table 2: 2008/2009 Proposed Cambridge Senior Service Fees and Charges 
 
Senior Programs – HACC  2007/08 2008/09 Increase 
Centre based program 
 - activities 

*$7 $8 $1 

Centre based program  
- meal and morning/afternoon tea 

*$14 $15 $1 

Home based programs  
- Home Respite, Domestic Assistance   

*$7 
Per Hour 

$8 $1 

Home based programs 
– Allied Health) 

$18 
(per session) 

$20 $2 

Home based programs  
-  Personal Care  

$7 
(per session) 

$8 $1 

Home based programs 
 – Shopping 

$5  
(per visit) 

$7 
(per visit) 

$2 

Home based Programs 
– Social Support 

No Charge No Charge Nil 

Home Maintenance  $15 $18 $3 
Outings  
–within the parameters of Day program 

$5-$20 $5-$20 Nil 

Visiting group-per person $5 $5 Nil 
Extended excursions – overnight trips, 4 
nights 5 days 

Up to $240 Up to $300 Up to $60 

 
Note: * GST not applicable 
 
The HACC Safeguard Fees Policy also states that a fee limit must be set which means that 
whilst some clients receive several services from an agency, they can only be charged up to 
the fee limit.  This limit is not applied to some services including meals, transport, podiatry 
(Allied Health) and home maintenance. 
 
Table 3: 2008/2009 Cambridge Senior Services Fee Limit 
 
Category Fee Limit 
Level 1 – Full pensioner or equivalent pension eligibility income $20 per week 
Level 2- Part pensioner or equivalent pension eligibility income $30 per week 
Level 3 – Non pensioner $50 per week 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Policy Number 2.1.5 – Cambridge Senior Services Fees and Safeguards Policy. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The adoption of fees and charges pertaining to the Cambridge Senior Services will have a 
direct impact on the revenue in the next financial year. The 2008/2009 Budget which is 
currently in draft form has incorporated the proposed fees as mentioned in the report. 
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The Annual Review of fees and charges supports one of the main mission statements of the 
Town’s 2005-2009 Strategic Plan in providing leadership and commitment in achieving 
sustainable, social, environmental and economic outcomes for the benefits of the community. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

The proposed fees and charges have been assessed under the Community Consultation 
Policy. In accordance with the assessment criteria, it was rated at 18 points out of 100, which 
provides for Level 1 consultation. 
 
Level 1 (Score 0-40) 
 
No specific consultation required other than the investigative and assessment process 
undertaken by Council’s staff. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That: 
 
(i) the following fees and charges for the Cambridge Senior Services be adopted, 

effective from 1 July 2008:- 
 
 
SENIOR PROGRAMS – HACC 

 
2008/09 

 
Centre based program- activities $8 
Centre based program – meal and morning/afternoon tea $15 
Home based programs- Home Respite, Domestic Assistance 
(per hour) 

$8 

Home based programs – Allied Health 
(per session) 

$20 

Home based programs -  Personal Care 
(per session) 

$8 

Home based programs- Shopping $7 
Home Based programs – Social Support No Charge 
Home Maintenance 
(per hour) 

$18 

Outings –within the parameters of Day program $5-$20 
Visiting group - per person $5 
Extended excursions – overnight trips, 4 nights 5 days Up to $300 
* Fee Limit:  
Level 1 - Full pensioner or equivalent pension eligibility 
income 

$20 
per week 

Level 2 - Part pensioner or equivalent pension eligibility 
income 

$30 
per week 

Level 3 - Non pensioner $50 
per week 

 
* Fee Limit – Applicable to clients with multiple needs (with the exception of meals, 
transport, podiatry, Allied Health and home maintenance); 
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(ii) the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to waive fees and charges in accordance 

with the provisions of Section 6.12 (1)(b) of the Local Government Act 1995 should 
special circumstances apply. 

 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.44 REVIEW OF FEES AND CHARGES - BOLD PARK AQUATIC CENTRE   

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the current fee structure for entry, programmes and services at the Bold Park Aquatic 
Centre. 
 

BACKGROUND: 
Each year, as part of the budgetary process, all fees and charges for Council's facilities and 
services are reviewed.  The most appropriate time to set these fees is prior to adopting the 
annual budget so that the new fees can be reflected in the revenue items. 
 

DETAILS: 
Current fees and charges for the Centre remain competitive with the market, with an increase 
of approximately 7% proposed for the 2008/2009 financial year. This increase will also offset 
some of the escalations in the Aquatic Centre’s operational costs including utility charges, 
staffing and maintenance costs. 
 
The review looks at the following areas; 
 
1. Illustration of competitive fees and charges 
2. Justification for fees and charges 
3. Organised program, lane hire and service charges. 
 

Competitor Analysis - Fee Comparisons - Current 2007/2008 
Single Entry Bold 

Park 
Beatty 
Park 

Swan 
Park 

Challenge 
Stadium 

Fremantle Bayswater 
Waves 

Claremont Terry 
Tyzak 

Aqualife 

Adult 4.10 4.50 4.10 4.50 4.20 4.80 4.00 4.20 4.50 
Child (under 15) 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.40 2.50 3.70 3.00 3.10 3.40 
Child (under 5) Free 

(see 
below) 

See 
below 

Free Under 4 
Free 

See 
below 

Under 3 
Free 

Free Free Free 

Family Pass (2 adults, 2 
children) 

12.00 12.50 13.00 N/A 11.00 14.20 11.00 13.00 12.80 

Student (15+ with current 
ID) 

3.60 3.50 3.30 3.30 3.00 3.70 2.70 3.20 3.40 

Senior 3.00 3.00 3.30 3.30 3.00 3.70 2.20 2.70 3.10 
Pensioner (Health Card 
Holder) 

3.50 3.00 3.30 3.30 3.20 3.70 1.50 3.20 3.60 

School Program 2.50 N/A N/A N/A 1.80 2.20 2.00  2.20 
Squad Trainer Adult 3.70 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.20 N/A 
Non Swimmer 1.70 1.20 1.20  2.00 1.50 2.00 1.50 1.40 
Spectator (carnival) 3.00 2.00 1.20 3.00 N/A N/A 2.00 N/A N/A 
Organised Programs          
Swimming Classes 10.00 10.50 9.98 11.00 10.25 11.00 9.00 11.60 10.00 
Swimming Class (45 min) 11.50 N/A N/A N/A 11.00 11.00 N/A 11.80 10.00 
Squad Junior (per month) 70.00 N/A 68.00 N/A 68.00 74.00 N/A N/A 38.00 
Squad Intermediate (per 
month) 

80.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.40 

Living Longer Living 
Stronger 

6.00 N/A N/A N/A 5.50 N/A N/A 6.00 N/A 

Aquarobics (1 hour) 7.10 9.00 9.00 7.00 
(45 min) 

6.70 9.50 7.00 10.50 8.10 

Creche .3.50 4.00 3.45 3.40 3.20 3.00 N/A 4.20 3.50 
Spa and Swim N/A 9.00 7.20 N/A N/A 9.00 N/A 8.40 7.50 
Spa add on 3.10 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  3.00 
Child under 4 accompanied 
by a paying adult 

Under 5 
Free 

Under 4 
Free 

N/A Free Free Under 3 
Free 

Free Free Free 

Child under 4 accompanied 
by a non-swimming adult 

4.10 4.50 4.10 4.50 4.00 4.80 N/A N/A N/A 
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Justification for Fee Increases 
 
Bold Park Aquatic Centre has positioned itself as a quality facility serving the family, casual lap 
and recreational swimmer. Benchmarking against other metropolitan Aquatic Centres indicates 
that Bold Park Aquatic Centre sits at the lower end of the market with fees. 
 
Previous years (except the 2007/2008 financial year which saw a 7% increase) have shown 
increases in accordance with the consumer price index movement, which is estimated currently 
to be 4%. However, due to the increase in operational costs for the ageing Centre, and 
increased competition it is proposed to introduce an increase of approximately 7%, rounded to 
the nearest 10 cents. This increase still places Bold Park Aquatic Centre in a competitive 
pricing position when benchmarking against other ‘like’ facilities. 
 

Proposed Fee Increase - Casual Entries 
 

CASUAL Current - 2007/2008 Proposed - 2008/2009  

 
Admission Price GST

Inc 
GST Price GST 

Inc 
GST 

 
Variance

Adult 3.73 .37 4.10 4.00 .40 4.40 .30
Child 2.73 .27 3.00 2.91 .29 3.20 .20
Child Under 5 yrs 
(Must be accompanied by 
a full fee paying adult)  Free  Free 
Family 10.91 1.09 12.00 11.82 1.18 13.00 1.00
Student 3.28 .32 3.60 3.55 .35 3.90 .30
Seniors 1.55 .15 3.00 2.91 .29 3.20 .20
School entry 2.28 .22 2.50 2.46 .24 2.70 .20
Squad Entry Adult 3.37 .33 3.70 3.55 .35 3.90 .20
Non Swimmer 1.55 .15 1.70 1.63 .17 1.80 .10
Spectator Carnival 1.55 .15 3.00 2.91 .29 3.20 .20
Crèche 3.19 .31 3.50 3.64 .36 4.00 .50
Aquarobics 6.46 .64 7.10 6.90 .70 7.60 .50
Living Longer Living 
Stronger 5.46 .54 6.00 5.91 .59 6.50 .50
Health Care Card 3.19 .31 3.50 3.46 .34 3.80 .30
Spa add on 2.82 .28 3.10 2.82 .28 3.10 0

 
• The Spa add on is a fee that is added to the normal entry fee which allows for a reduction 

for users who receive a discount. 
• The Crèche is an additional service provided to customers and does not contribute 

financially to the Centre’s position as the cost to provide the service exceeds the revenue 
received. 
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Proposed Fee Increase - Multiple Entries 
 

MULTI PASSES Current - 2007/2008 Proposed - 2008/2009  

 
Admission Price GST

Inc 
GST Price GST 

Inc 
GST 

 
Variance

Adult 35.46 3.54 39.00 37.28 3.72 41.00 2.00
Child 24.55 2.45 27.00 26.37 2.63 29.00 2.00
Student 29.46 2.94 32.40 31.82 3.18 35.00 2.60
Seniors 24.55 2.45 27.00 26.37 2.63 29.00 2.00
Health Care Card 28.64 2.86 31.50 30.91 3.09 34.00 2.50
Squad Entry Adult 33.64 3.36 37.00 35.46 3.54 39.00 2.00
Crèche 26.37 2.63 29.00 32.73 3.27 36.00 7.00
Aquarobics 57.28 5.72 63.00 61.82 6.18 68.00 5.00
Vacation Swimming 22.73 2.27 25.00 24.55 2.45 27.00 2.00
Non Swimmer 17.28 1.72 19.00 18.18 1.82 20.00 1.00

 
Note - Increase in single entries is reflected in the multiple entries. 
 
 
Organised Programme, Lane Hire and Service Charges 
 
In addition to the entry fees and charges in the competitive analysis, there are a number of 
other programs and hire charges benchmarked. As with the entrance fees, the Centre’s 
charges remain competitive. An increase is proposed for the crèche and swim program to 
remain in line with other Centres.  
 

Proposed Fee Increase - Organised Program, Lane Hire and Service Charges 
 

Activity Current  
2007/2008 
 (Inc GST) 

Proposed 
2008/2009 
(Inc GST) 

Variance 

Swimming Classes Pre-school 
(20 & 30 min)        * GST free 

10.00 10.50 .50 

Swimming Classes 
(30 min)                * GST free 

10.50 11.00 .50 

Swimming Class 
(45 min)                * GST free 

11.50 12.00 .50 

Private 1               * GST free 31.00 35.00 4.00 
Squad Junior (per month) (2) 70.00 

 
72.00 2.00 

Squad Intermediate (per month) (3) 80.00 85.00 5.00 
**Body Harmonics LTS (10) 225.00 230.00 5.00 
**Body Harmonics 
Freestyle (5) 

225.00 230.00 5.00 

**Body Harmonics 
Graduate (10) 

180.00 200.00 20.00 

**Body Harmonics private (5) 440.00 450.00 10.00 
BBQ Hire 5.00 5.00 NIL 
Lane Hire 9.00 10.00 1.00 
Community Room Hire 11.50 12.00 .50 
Carnival Hire (6 Lanes) 130.00 150.00 20.00 
Locker Hire (small) 1.00 1.00 NIL 
Locker Hire (large) 2.00 2.00 NIL 
Inflatable pool toy  1.00 1.00 NIL 
Buoyancy Belt Hire 2.00 2.00 NIL 
Kickboard Hire 1.00 1.00 NIL 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\C IC.DOC 179 

 
Some of the proposed charges vary in relation to price increases, they are still comparable with 
other centres. In some cases, the fees and charges have remained the same as the current 
financial year. 
 
* Swim Classes are GST exempt 
 
** Body Harmonics is a unique adult swim programme introduced to Perth by Olympic 
 swimmer Shane Gould. Bold Park Aquatic Centre is proud to be able to offer this 
 program to their customers. The program consists of a Learn to Swim, Long Axis 
 Freestyle, Graduate, Private and Series. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The adoption of the proposed fees and charges will have a direct impact on the revenue next 
financial year. This will impact on the 2008/2009 budget which, is currently in draft form and 
incorporates the proposed fees and charges as detailed in the report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The adoption of the proposed fees and charges supports one of the main targets in the Town’s 
Strategic Plan, namely Economic Development and in particular the following goal:- 
 
To defray some of the Town’s expenditure on facilities, particular regional, by assessing 
opportunities for cost recovery to reduce costs to the ratepayers. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

The proposed fees and charges for the 2008/2009 financial year have been assessed under 
the Community Consultation Policy. In accordance with the assessment criteria, it was rated at 
20 points out of 100, which provides for Level 1 consultation.  This means that there is no 
specific consultation required other than the investigative and assessment process undertaken 
by the Council’s staff. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

The proposed fees and charges for the forthcoming 2008/2009 financial year will ensure the 
Bold Park Aquatic Centre remains competitive to other similar Centres within the metropolitan 
area. 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the fees and charges for the Bold Park Aquatic Centre for 2008/2009, as detailed in 

the above report be adopted, effective from 1 July 2008; 
 
(ii) should special circumstances apply, the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to 

waive fees and charges in accordance with the provisions of Section 6.12 of the 
Local Government Act 1995. 

 
Carried 8/0 
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IC08.45 LORDS SPORTS CENTRE - IMPLICATIONS FOR TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider and adopt a Council position in relation to a report commissioned and released for 
public comment by the City of Subiaco titled 'A Review of the Implications of the closure of 
Lords Sports Club and the Feasibility of a City-operated Recreational Facility'.  The report 
includes a recommendation for the Town of Cambridge to enter into a joint development and 
operation with Subiaco for an indoor courts facility complex on Cambridge owned land at 
Matthews Netball Centre. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The Town received a written request from the City of Subiaco on 15 January 2008 seeking the 
Town’s support to contribute financially towards the capital and operational costs of a regional 
recreational facility.  A response was provided by the Town dated 1 February 2008 stating that 
it is unlikely that the Town would make a financial contribution towards the construction and/or 
operation of a regional recreation facility as a result of the closure of Lords Sports Club.  Copies 
of both pieces of correspondence have previously been circulated to Council, however they are 
also provided as an Attachment. 
 
Information pertaining to the Lords Sports Club detailed in this report has been derived from 
several City of Subiaco Council reports and a consultants report as detailed above (this report 
has been circulated for reference and is available on the Subiaco Council website).  The report 
was prepared by a number of consultants engaged by the City of Subiaco. 
 
Consultant's Report 
 
The consultant's report was considered by the Subiaco Council in April 2008 and a decision 
was made for the report to be released for public information and comment.  Submissions on 
the report are required by 5pm Monday 2 June 2008.  The Town received a copy of the report 
via an email from Subiaco. 
 
The Subiaco consultant’s report included a recommendation that has significant financial 
consequences for this Town's ratepayers relating to a joint venture development between the 
City of Subiaco and the Town of Cambridge. 
 
The recommendations in the consultant's report (Section 11, page 35) are that, in the event 
that Subiaco cannot be satisfied that there will be adequate alternative indoor court facilities 
available after the closure of Lords at the end of 2008, then consideration should be given to 
this being located at Matthews Reserve as a joint venture with the Town of Cambridge.  Only if 
this option is not practicable, would options for developing on Subiaco land be considered, 
firstly at Rosalie Park and secondly on the existing (Lords) site. 
 
The joint development option on Matthews would require the Town to contribute an estimated 
$5.75 million in capital cost and annual operating costs of $650,000. 
 
It is recommended that a formal decision by Council now be made in relation to Subiaco's 
report and the joint development option as proposed. 
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DETAILS: 
 
The Lords Sports Club is a privately owned commercial enterprise, Foxington Pty Ltd, and was 
originally established in the 1980's among industrial buildings within the Jolimont area, 
specifically at 588 Hay Street.  Foxington Pty Ltd leases the Lords Sports Club area from the 
City of Subiaco (which owns the land). However the club now occupies prime residential land, 
creating conflicts of land use, traffic and urban design. The income derived from the land 
leased to Foxington Pty Ltd is part of an investment portfolio which provides income to 
supplement rates and assists the City of Subiaco to pay for a wide range of community facilities 
and services. 
 
The Lords Sports Club encompasses the following facilities: 
 
• 6 Multi-purpose indoor courts 
• Gymnasium  
• 2 fitness areas  
• 4 Squash courts 
• Indoor 25 metre heated pool 
• Cafeteria 
• Change room facilities; and 
• Creche. 
 
Current Position 
 
The viability of the Lords Sports Club has been a concern since 2003 which has resulted in 
Foxington Pty Ltd advising the City of Subiaco in November 2007 that it intends to close the 
Lords Sports Club at the end of December 2008. This would allow their customers enough time 
to make a choice of alternatives. 
 
It is not the intent of the Administration to critique the report titled "The Implications of the 
Closure of Lords Sports Club and the Feasibility of a City-Operated Recreational Facility" 
presented to the City of Subiaco. The purpose is to comment on various aspects that will 
impact on the Town of Cambridge. 
 
The City of Subiaco has known since 2003 that the Lords Sports Club was no longer profitable 
to its owners (due in part to the commercial lease charged by the City) which has resulted in 
the public announcement in November 2007 that the facility  would close in December 2008. 
 
The foreshadowed closure of the Lords Sports Club has given rise to considerable public and 
emotive debate, a petition being presented to the Subiaco Council which has resulted in the 
Subiaco Council, in December 2007, deciding that a report be prepared on the following 
matters: 
 

(i) Supply and demand for recreational facilities of different types within 5km of 
Subiaco, with specific reference to facilities currently provided by Lords Sports 
Club; 

(ii) Impact upon supply and demand of the closure of Lords Sports Club; 

(iii) Whether any consequent "gap" in the market is likely to be filled by other 
commercial operations; 

(iv) If not, the feasibility of the City of Subiaco operating a facility to fill the gap, either 
directly or via a contract operator; 

(v) If so, what are the specific recreational needs such a facility would be seeking to 
meet, and where such a facility is best located; 
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(vi) The extent to which the costs and benefits of operating such a facility would accrue 
respectively to customers, versus ratepayers of Subiaco generally and persons 
living outside the City; 

(vii) The prospects of receiving Federal and/or State Government financial contribution 
towards the construction and/or operation of such a facility; 

(viii) Possible contribution from other local governments in the western suburbs towards 
the construction and/or operation of such a facility due to the regional nature of the 
catchment of clients; and 

(ix) Any statutory, policy and financial implications. 
 
Advice received from Subiaco 
 
Correspondence was received from the City of Subiaco in January 2008 in relation to item (viii) 
above and the Town's view on the role of Lords Sports Club in meeting recreational needs of 
the western suburbs and whether or not the Town would contribute capital and ongoing costs 
towards a regional facility. 
 
The Town responded (via the Administration with copies of the response circulated to Elected 
Members at the time) in February 2008, indicating that based on the substantial contribution 
already made by the Town to regional facilities and services it is unlikely that the Town would 
make a financial contribution towards the construction and/or operation of a regional facility as 
a result of the closure of Lords. 
 
The facilities nominated in the correspondence that are provided and subsidised by Cambridge 
include the operation of an aquatic facility (Bold Park Aquatic Centre), Matthews Netball Centre 
and other recreations facilities such as the coast line (City and Floreat Beaches), Lake Monger 
and Perry Lakes Reserve.  Also, ratepayers of the Town are providing funding, in the order of 
$100 million, towards new sporting facilities for Athletics, Basketball and Rugby Union which 
are significant both regionally and statewide. 
 
Subiaco were also advised that this matter has not been considered by Council but that the 
response served as an indication of the likely position of Council.  Subiaco were advised that if 
they required a formal Council decision on the matter then it would be necessary for them to 
provide additional information on the business model including details of management, cost 
sharing and any commercial returns for land tenure. 
 
The Town’s response to the initial enquiry is not referenced in the Subiaco Council’s 
consultants report.  A reference on page 27 of the report states that the matter (of a joint 
development option at Matthews) "has not yet been raised with that authority" (i.e. Town of 
Cambridge). 
 
Therefore, there has been no formal consultation with the Town with respect to the Matthews 
option.  Despite this, the structure of the consultant's report gives the impression that Matthews 
is a viable option with a joint development with Cambridge being distinctly possible. 
 
Contribution Proposed 
 
The report, in part, was to report on "possible contribution from other local governments in the 
western suburbs, towards the construction and/or operation of such a facility due to the regional 
nature of the catchment of clients."   

 
The extent of comment in the report prepared by the consultants was extremely limited, saying 
in relation to contributions from State and Local Government that "responses received to date 
give no indication that substantial financial support will be available from any of these sources",  
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(except as noted with a potential joint venture).  As no other local government was referred to in 
the recommendation, the above comment in relation to the position of other Councils is 
considered appropriate.  However, due to the significance of both the financial cost and use of 
Cambridge land, the comment is not adequate in representing the views of the Town. 
 
The report also makes the assumption (page 27) that "it may be reasonable to assume that any 
such development (on Matthews), would be undertaken on a 50:50 basis with equal 
contribution and entitlement to all capital and operating costs, revenues, debt obligations, etc."  
This statement asserts, to any reader of the report, that the Cambridge contribution is entirely 
likely.  This statement is considered inappropriate given that the Town has not considered the 
matter. 
 
The basis of the decision of Subiaco to joint venture with the Town at Matthews appears to be 
primarily driven by this option having the least financial impact on Subiaco ratepayers (refer 
Page 31).  However, this option will have the greatest financial impact on Cambridge 
ratepayers.  It appears that in an effort to unencumber freehold land owned by Subiaco to 
enable an appropriate investment return, the report is suggesting that it is reasonable to 
relocate a sporting facility to Cambridge freehold land without any compensation for the 
freehold value in a lease or otherwise. 
 
The philosophy of the City of Subiaco is that a number of people who use the Lords Sports 
Club do not all reside within Subiaco with a considerable number being residents within the 
Town.  
 
However, if the same philosophical analogy is also applied to the Town of Cambridge, there are 
a number of facilities provided to residents located outside its locality, with no financial 
contribution from neighbouring Councils or sporting organisations as listed below: 
 

• Bold Park Aquatic Centre 
• Cambridge Youth Centre 
• Wembley Community Centre 
• Leederville Town Hall 
• Quarry Amphitheatre 
• Matthews Netball Centre 
• Pat Goodridge Reserve 
• Alderbury Reserve 
• Floreat Sporting Precinct 
• Lake Monger Reserve 
• Perry Lakes Reserve 
• Coastline of City and Floreat Beach 
• New state sporting facilities for Athletics, Basketball and Rugby Union. 

 
Replacement Indoor Courts Facility 
 
The Subiaco consultant’s report highlights three potential sites for a new indoor court facility at 
an approximate cost $11.5 million if constructed in 2009-2010.  
 
Such a facility as outlined in Table 1 below encompasses the following: 
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Table 1: Proposed Indoor Court Facility 

 
Description Area 
4 Indoor courts for badminton, basketball, netball, volleyball, soccer and hockey 3,800 m2
Crèche/Playgroup( for 30 children) 115 m2
2 Meeting Rooms 60 m2
Office/Kiosk 170m2
First Aid Room 15m2
Change Room/Toilets 150m2
Storage Room 120m2
Cleaners Storage Room 16m2
Lobby and circulation 200m2
Seating area overlooking courts 400m2
Total Floor area *5,046m2

 
* Note: Consultants report shows total floor space at 5,200m2 however the calculations 

provided are incorrect. 
 
The cost of the facility (as modelled for Rosalie Park) would be as follows: 
 
Development Cost 
Construction estimate (April 2008) 
 

$9,500,000

Escalation (2 yrs) 
 

$950,000

Professional fees @ 10% 
 

$1,050,000

Total capital outlay $11,500,000
 
Operating Cost 
Debt Servicing ($11.5m @ 8%)* 
 

$920,000

Annual sinking fund contribution, indexed 30 yrs)
 

$330,000

Net operating deficit 
 

$250,000

Total net operating cost (per annum) $1,300,000
 
* excludes principal repayment 

 
Note: Cambridge contribution proposed to be half at $5.75m construction cost and $650,000 

annual operating cost. 
 
The three sites identified for the new facility include: 
 
1. Current Lords Complex Site (City of Subiaco); 
2. Rosalie Park (City of Subiaco); and 
3. Matthews Netball site (Town of Cambridge). 
 
Of the above sites, the Matthews Netball Centre within the Town of Cambridge was seen as the 
superior location for a number of reasons and would require a joint development with the Town. 
From the City of Subiaco's perspective this option would have the least financial impact on its 
ratepayers.  The report suggests that consideration should be given to locate a new indoor 
court complex at the Matthews Netball Centre site as a joint development with the Town of 
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Cambridge.  If this is not practicable, then any new facility should be developed at Rosalie Park 
in preference to the existing site. 
 
Other reasons to choose the Matthews Netball centre site, apart from the least financial impact 
to the City of Subiaco are highlighted in Table 2 below taken from the consultants report. 
 

Table 2: Preferred Site Matrix 
 

CRITERIA LORDS SITE ROSALIE PARK MATTHEWS 
Distance from existing 
site 

Not applicable 1.5km 1km 

Land owner City of Subiaco City of Subiaco Town of Cambridge 

Proximity to primary 
market 

Good Good Good 

Proximity to existing 
public transport systems 
(rail and bus) 

Good Poor Poor 

Parking and vehicle 
access 

Poor access; current 
parking inadequate 

Good access but limited 
additional capacity 

Good access; large 
carpark already in 
existence 

Loss of residential 
amenity with the 
proposed building size 

Significant Limited None 

Size of available site for 
proposed development 

Adequate Poor Good 

Existing facilities ability 
for integration 

Self-contained Poor - proposed 
building site requires 
some relocation of 
existing outdoor 
sporting uses 

Good 

 
The Matthews Netball Centre site is currently being reviewed as part of the Pat Goodridge 
Precinct Master Plan project.  The City of Subiaco has been consulted on the matter. The 
reasons cited why this site is the preferred location as outlined in the table above are 
debatable, particularly in relation to parking and vehicle access which already presents a major 
concern to the Town and users of the facility. Such an issue is one of the thrusts of the Pat 
Goodridge Precinct Master Plan with a major deliverable of the study being an integrated 
transport strategy being developed. 
 
If the proposal for the joint development is based on sharing the cost of regional facilities to 
account for outside users, then a holistic approach to this principle should be investigated.  The 
Town has made a considerable investment over the years to such infrastructure and 
recognition of the Town's financial contribution would be welcome. 
 
It is disappointing that the consultants engaged by the City of Subiaco have not: 
 
(a) taken into account the correspondence forwarded to the City of Subiaco by the Town in 

February 2008 as it clearly states that is unlikely that the Town would commit to capital 
and operational costs of a regional recreational facility) Although they acknowledge that 
no substantial financial support will be provided by the State and Local Government; and 

 
(b) directly consulted the Town in relation to a possible joint venture Indoor Recreation 

Facility being located at the Matthews Netball Centre site. 
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POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

 
Potentially, financial implications if the indoor recreation facility is located at the Matthews 
Netball Centre include a contribution towards the capital cost of $11.5 million and an 
approximate annual operational cost of $650,000. 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The potential location and joint venture arrangement for an indoor recreation facility at 
Matthews Netball Centre in conjunction with the City of Subiaco, from a financial perspective 
does not support the economic key outcome area of the Town' 2005-2009 Strategic Plan. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

It is not recommended that the Town support a financial contribution of both capital and 
operational funding to a regional recreation facility as a result of the imminent closure of Lords 
Sports Club in December 2008 for a number of reasons including:- 
 
1. the Town already provides, and has contributed to a large number of local, state and 

regional facilities, reserves and coastline areas that are also used by residents who 
reside outside the Town's boundaries, and 

2. the cost implications for ratepayers of the Town. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. City of Subiaco correspondence dated 14 January 2008 and Town of Cambridge 
response dated 1 February 2008 

 
2. Consultant's Report - "A Review of the Implications of the closure of Lords Sports Club 

and the Feasibility of a City-operated Recreational Facility'". 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the City of Subiaco be advised that the proposal for a joint development option at 
Matthews Netball Centre for a replacement indoor courts facility due to the closure of 
the Lords Sports Centre is not supported for the following reasons: 
 
(i) the Town already provides, and has contributed to, a large number of local, state 

and regional facilities, reserves and coastline areas that are also used by residents 
who reside outside the Town's boundaries; 
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(ii) the cost implications for ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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GOVERNANCE AND CORPORATE COMMITTEE 
 
The report of the Governance Committee held on 19 May 2008 was submitted as under:- 
 

1. ELECTION OF PRESIDING MEMBER 

It was agreed that Cr Pelczar be elected Presiding Member of the Governance and 
Corporate Committee for the period from May to October 2008 inclusive. 

2. DECLARATION OF OPENING 

The Presiding Member declared the meeting of the Governance and Corporate 
Committee open at 6.02 pm. 

 

3. RECORD OF ATTENDANCE/APOLOGIES/LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Present : Time of Time of 
 Entering Leaving 
 
Members: 
 
Cr Otto Pelczar (Presiding Member) 6.02 pm 7.18 pm 
 
Mayor Simon Withers 6.02 pm 7.18 pm 
Cr Sonia Grinceri 6.02 pm 7.18 pm 
Cr Alan Langer 6.02 pm 7.18 pm 
Cr Julie Watson 6.05 pm 7.18 pm 
 
Observers: 
 
Cr David Berry 
Cr Hilary Pinerua 
 
Officers: 
 
Jason Buckley, Chief Executive Officer 
Jason Lyon, Director Corporate and Strategic 
Roy Ruitenga, Manager Finance 
Neil Costello, Manager Governance 
Denise Ribbands, Administration Officer (Governance) 
 
Adjournments:  Nil 
 
Time meeting closed:  7.18 pm 
 
APOLOGIES/LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 
Nil 
 

4. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

Nil 
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5. DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS 

Nil 

6. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

 
That the Minutes of the Ordinary meeting of the Governance and Corporate Committee 
held on 14 April 2008 as contained in the April 2008 Council Notice Paper be confirmed. 

7. DECLARATION OF MEMBERS' INTERESTS 

Item GC08.29 Mayor Withers, Cr Grinceri, Cr Langer - Impartiality Interest 
   Cr Pelczar - Financial Interest 

 

8. REPORTS 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\D GC.DOC 191 

 

GC08.25 AMENDMENT TO STANDING ORDERS LOCAL LAW 2008   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To adopt amendments to the Town of Cambridge Standing Orders Local Law to add an 
additional clause allowing Elected Members the opportunity to ask supplementary questions of 
an application proponent during the course of Committee discussion about the issue at hand. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

At its meeting held on 26 February 2008, the Council considered a Notice of Motion submitted 
by Cr Grinceri.  The Notice of Motion related to the current Standing Orders that operate for 
Committee meetings, whereby Elected Members may ask a question of an application 
proponent only immediately following their three minute presentation.  Cr Grinceri's motion 
proposed that supplementary questions be permitted during subsequent Committee discussion. 
 

DETAILS: 

This proposal can be accommodated through the provision of an additional clause in the 
Standing Orders.  It will be placed at the conclusion of Part 16 - Committees of the Council as 
clause 16.7 and will read as follows:- 
 

"16.7 QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 
(1) During discussion on any item of business, Committee Members may ask any 

member of the public who has made a representation on that item one question 
relating to that item. 

 
(2) Further questions may be asked by the Presiding Member or by a Member with the 

consent of the Presiding Member. 
 
(3) Each question and response:- 

 
(a) must be brief, concise and to the point; 
(b) is not to be accompanied by argument or debate." 

 
In accordance with the requirements of Section 3.12 of the Local Government Act 1995, the 
proposed amendment has firstly been considered by the Council (February 2008), then given 
Statewide and local public notice, inviting submissions from members of the public and other 
interested parties.  A copy of the proposed amendment is also sent to the Minister for Local 
Government. 
 
The six week submission period expired on Monday, 12 May 2008, with no public submissions 
being received.  The process from here on is that the proposed amendment is once again 
considered by the Council, given final approval and then published in the Government Gazette 
with a commencement date 14 days after publication, advertised once more locally and copies 
provided to the relevant Minister. 
 
The final step in what is a rather convoluted process is that the amendment to the local law, 
together with explanatory memoranda prepared by the Council, is then submitted to the 
Parliamentary Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation for scrutiny. 
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POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil.  Policy 1.1.7 governing Deputations at Committee Meetings, provides the opportunity for 
residents and ratepayers to address Committees in support of particular issues.  The policy 
does not contain any provisions regarding questions from Elected Members. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

This proposal is in accordance with the Council’s objective of effective community information 
and interaction. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria, it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is 
required.  In accordance with legislative requirements however, the Amendment has been 
advertised both statewide and locally. 
 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

That: in accordance with the provisions of Section 3.12 of the Local Government Act 1995:- 
 
(i) the Council of the Town of Cambridge hereby records having decided by an ABSOLUTE 

MAJORITY to amend its Standing Orders Local Law 2007 as follows:- 
 

"That the Council's Standing Orders be amended by adding an additional clause as 
detailed below to allow Elected Members the opportunity to ask supplementary questions 
of an application proponent during the course of discussion about the issue at hand:- 
 
"16.7 QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 
(1) During discussion on any item of business, Committee Members may ask any 

member of the public who has made a representation on that item one question 
relating to that item. 

 
(2) Further questions may be asked by the Presiding Member or by a Member with the 

consent of the Presiding Member. 
 
(3) Each question and response:- 

(a) must be brief, concise and to the point; 
(b) is not to be accompanied by argument or debate." 

 
(ii) the Local Law amendment in (i) above be published in the Government Gazette and 

advertised locally; 
 
(iii) a copy of the gazetted amendment be forwarded to the Minister for Local Government 

and documentation supporting the amendment be provided to the Joint Standing 
Committee on Delegated Legislation. 
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Committee Meeting 19 May 2008   
 
During discussion, Members agreed that questions of members of the public who have made a 
representation should be directed through the Presiding Member. 
 
Amendment  
 
Moved by Cr Langer, seconded by Cr Grinceri 
 
That clause (i)(1) of the motion be amended by adding the words "through the Presiding 
Member, following the word "may". 
 
Amendment carried 5/0 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That: in accordance with the provisions of Section 3.12 of the Local Government Act 
1995:- 
 
(i) the Council of the Town of Cambridge hereby records having decided by an 

ABSOLUTE MAJORITY to amend its Standing Orders Local Law 2007 as follows:- 
 

"That the Council's Standing Orders be amended by adding an additional clause as 
detailed below to allow Elected Members the opportunity to ask supplementary 
questions of an application proponent during the course of discussion about the 
issue at hand:- 
 
"16.7 QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 
(1) During discussion on any item of business, Committee Members may, 

through the Presiding Member, ask any member of the public who has made 
a representation on that item one question relating to that item. 

 
(2) Further questions may be asked by the Presiding Member or by a Member 

with the consent of the Presiding Member. 
 
(3) Each question and response:- 

(a) must be brief, concise and to the point; 
(b) is not to be accompanied by argument or debate." 

 
(ii) the Local Law amendment in (i) above be published in the Government Gazette and 

advertised locally; 
 
(iii) a copy of the gazetted amendment be forwarded to the Minister for Local 

Government and documentation supporting the amendment be provided to the 
Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation. 

 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\D GC.DOC 194 

Amendment 
 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Pelczar 
 
That clause (i) of the motion be amended by adding the words "the presentation on" 
following the word "to". 
 
Amendment Carried 7/1 
 
For: Mayor Withers, Crs Berry, Grinceri, Langer, Pelczar, Pinerua and Watson 
Against: Cr Bradley 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 

That: in accordance with the provisions of Section 3.12 of the Local Government Act 
1995:- 
 
(i) the Council of the Town of Cambridge hereby records having decided by an 

ABSOLUTE MAJORITY to amend its Standing Orders Local Law 2007 as follows:- 
 

"That the Council's Standing Orders be amended by adding an additional clause as 
detailed below to allow Elected Members the opportunity to ask supplementary 
questions of an application proponent during the course of discussion about the 
issue at hand:- 
 
"16.7 QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 
(1) During discussion on any item of business, Committee Members may, 

through the Presiding Member, ask any member of the public who has made 
a representation on that item one question relating to the presentation on that 
item. 

 
(2) Further questions may be asked by the Presiding Member or by a Member 

with the consent of the Presiding Member. 
 
(3) Each question and response:- 

(a) must be brief, concise and to the point; 
(b) is not to be accompanied by argument or debate." 

 
(ii) the Local Law amendment in (i) above be published in the Government Gazette and 

advertised locally; 
 
(iii) a copy of the gazetted amendment be forwarded to the Minister for Local 

Government and documentation supporting the amendment be provided to the 
Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation. 

 
Carried by an ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 6/2 
 
For: Mayor Withers, Crs Grinceri, Langer, Pelczar, Pinerua and Watson 
Against: Crs Berry and Bradley 
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GC08.26 APPLICATION OF THE COMMON SEAL - PROPOSED POLICY   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To seek clarification from Council on the affixing of the Common Seal of the Town of 
Cambridge to certain documentation.  
 

BACKGROUND: 

The common seal of the Town of Cambridge is currently affixed to a variety of documents 
including Local Laws, Transfers of Land, Caveats, Covenants and Lease Agreements.  The 
seal has always been affixed in accordance with prevailing management practice, as there 
have been no formal guidelines available for the use of a common seal in the local government 
environment.  A recent review of this process has highlighted the diversity of documents that 
have had the seal affixed and the need to put in place guidelines clarifying the types of 
documents that require sealing. 
 

DETAILS: 

The Local Government Act empowers Local Governments to hold and affix a common seal, but 
does not outline the circumstances under which the Common Seal is to be affixed. 
 
The development of a policy for the application of the Common Seal will provide the 
Administration with clear direction and ideally, should be premised on the basis that the 
common seal is to be affixed to certain documents as proof that the document in question has 
been attested to by the Town.   Affixing the Common Seal will result in that particular document 
being formally reported to Council as having been executed. 
 
The attachment of the common seal requires the accompanying signatures of both the Mayor, 
or in their absence the Deputy Mayor, and the Chief Executive Officer or the person acting in 
that position. In the absence of the requirement to affix a common seal, the Chief Executive 
Officer is empowered under the Local Government Act to authenticate a document. The 
requirement for the Common Seal to be affixed is therefore a question of balancing good 
governance with operational efficiencies. 
 
A list of documents that have had the common seal affixed should then be presented to the 
next available Council meeting (as has been the case to date).  

Guidelines  
  
It is suggested that the following documents will require the Common Seal of the Town of 
Cambridge to be affixed:  
 
• Local Laws  
• Land transactions, including but not limited to sale, leases, assignments, subleases, 

consent to mortgage, surrenders, transfers, lodgement and withdrawals of caveats and 
amalgamations as decided by Council.  

• Town Planning Schemes and Scheme Amendments  
• Documents of a ceremonial nature (where the affixing of the common seal is for posterity 

rather than as a legal requirement). 
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• Any document stating that the Common Seal of the Town of Cambridge is to be affixed.  
 
Additionally, the following procedures for the secure use of the common seal should be 
adopted: 
 
1. The Chief Executive Officer is to have charge of the common seal and is responsible for 

the safe custody and proper use of it. 
2. The common seal may only be used on the authority of the Council given either generally 

or specifically and every document to which the seal is affixed must be signed by the 
Mayor or in their absence the Deputy Mayor, and the Chief Executive Officer or a senior 
employee authorised by him or her. 

3. The Administration is to record in a register each date on which the common seal was 
affixed to a document, the purpose of the document, and the number of copies sealed. A 
report listing the documents to which the Common Seal has been affixed is to be 
presented to the next Ordinary Meeting of Council. 

4. The wording to accompany the application of the common seal should be as follows: 
 "Dated this (date) day of (month) (year) 
 
 The Common Seal of the ) 
 Town of Cambridge  ) 
 was hereunto affixed in the ) 
 presence of:   ) 
 
 
 
 
 ………………………………………….  ……………………………………….. 
 (Insert name of Mayor)    (Insert name of Chief Executive Officer) 
 

 
  

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Common Law 
Under common law principles originally, the common seal of a body corporate was the only 
legally recognised expression of an act of that body corporate and the affixing of the seal was 
sufficient to be legally binding.  However these days, generally, this requirement is no longer in 
operation. 
 
Agency Law 
A body corporate has the legal capacity of a natural person and may act or express its 
intentions and enter into legal relations through authorised human agents.  As such, a body 
corporate may enter into a contract regardless of whether or not the common seal is used to 
execute a document. 
 
Corporations Law 
Sections 126 and 127 of the Corporations Act 2001 address the use of a common seal.  These 
provisions do not apply to local governments which whilst a body corporate, falls within the 
definition of "exempt public authority" in section 9 of that Act. 
 
Local Government Act 1995 
Section 2.5(2) of the Local Government Act 1995 stipulates that a local government is "a body 
corporate with perpetual succession and a common seal".  Whilst it is clear that a local 
government, as a body corporate, has a common seal, there is no stipulated requirement for 
the use of the common seal in particular circumstances. 
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Section 9.49 stipulates that a document, is, unless this Act requires otherwise, sufficiently 
authenticated by a local government without its common seal if signed by the Chief Executive 
Officer or an employee of the local government who purports to be authorised by the Chief 
Executive Officer to so sign. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Financial Implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The affixing of the common seal complies with the Council's obligations for accountable and 
transparent governance and rigorous statutory compliance. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Affixing of Common Seal - proposed policy 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the proposed policy for the affixing of the Town of Cambridge Common Seal, as 
attached to and forming part of the Council Minutes, be adopted. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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GC08.27 DOCUMENTS SEALED - SEPTEMBER 2007 TO MAY 2008  

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To advise Council of documents that have been affixed with the Town of Cambridge Common 
Seal. 
 

DETAILS: 

There is no statutory requirement for the Council to give prior approval for the Seal of the 
Municipality to be placed on documents.  It is considered desirable, however, to provide the 
Council with relevant information relating to documents sealed. 
 
A schedule of documents affixed with the Common Seal of the Town of Cambridge is included 
as an attachment to this report. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Policy or Statutory implications related to this report. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications related to this report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Sealing of Council documents is consistent with the Town's 2005-2009 Strategic Plan key 
outcome area of Governance - Accountable and Transparent Governance. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it is rates at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Schedule of documents that have been affixed with the Town of Cambridge Common 
Seal. 

 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That it be noted that the Common Seal of the Town of Cambridge has been affixed to the 
documents as listed in the schedule attached to this report. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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GC08.28 CONSTITUTIONAL RECOGNITION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To advise the Council of action being taken nationally through the Australian Local Government 
Association seeking recognition of Local Government in the Australian Constitution. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Local Government has a long standing policy position of wanting to be recognised in the 
Australian Constitution.  The Rudd Federal Government has promised a new referendum on 
the question of Constitutional Recognition for Local Government, so the Australian Local 
Government Association (ALGA) and its component State bodies have developed a strategic 
framework and process for wide engagement in the development of the case for Constitutional 
Recognition and for gaining agreement to a proposition that could be put to government for the 
purposes of conducting a referendum for Constitutional Recognition of Local Government 
within the next three years. 
 

DETAILS: 

What is not so widely agreed, understood or defined is what form Constitutional Recognition 
should take. 
 
• Should recognition be simply symbolic? 
• Should it impose certain funding obligations on the Commonwealth? 
• Should it protect Local Government from forced structural change? 
• Do Councils have other expectations from Constitutional Recognition? 
 
Resource materials have been developed by ALGA to inform local governments of the intended 
process:- 
 
Step 1: Constitutional Recognition resource materials distributed to local governments. 
 
Step 2: Local governments to conduct a "Council Conversation" and develop local position. 
 
Step 3: Optional step - local governments share outcomes at July Zone meetings. 
 
Step 4: Local Government Week Convention to consider the question of Constitutional 

Recognition.  WALGA to appoint 10 representatives to attend a National State and 
Expert Forum. 

 
Step 5: ALGA will convene a National State and Expert Forum.  This will reconcile State 

Association input and specific options to be put to a broadly based National 
Constitutional Forum.  Expert technical advice will assist in the drafting of specific 
wording of resolutions to meet desired objectives and develop technical argument 
on various options. (August/September) 

 
Step 6: ALGA wil prepare business papers for a National Constitutional Forum based on 

input from the National State and Expert Forum. (October) 
 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\D GC.DOC 200 

Step 7: Conduct of the National Constitutional Forum.  This would be in the style of the 
National Roads Congress designed to establish an agreed local government 
position and to settle the question to be put at a referendum on Constitutional 
Recognition of Local Government. (December 2008) 

 
Step 8: ALGA to develop "camera ready" legislation for the referendum and present to 

government. 
 
Matters suggested for consideration during the "Council Conversation" noted in Step 2 are:- 
 
(a) whether your council supports constitutional recognition of local government; 
(b) your views on what your council would like to see achieved from constitutional 

recognition of local government; 
(c) what your council would like to see in the Australian Constitution; 
(d) what you think we need to do to gain sufficient community support to win a referendum, 

if and when one was put to the Australian people. 
 
A series of 'Fact Sheets' have been produced by ALGA to assist Council's when considering 
this matter.  A copy of the Fact Sheets are attached to this report for information. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil at this time. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil at this time. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Not applicable. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria, it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is 
required. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Fact Sheets 1 to 8. 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 

Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
 
(i) the report relating to the question of Constitutional Recognition for Local 

Government be received; 
 
(ii) WALGA be advised that the Council supports the Australian Local Government 

Association's development of a case for Constitutional Recognition for Local 
Government. 

 
Lost 0/8 
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GC08.29 OCEAN GARDENS RETIREMENT VILLAGE : AMENDMENTS TO 
CONSTITUTION   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider changes to the Constitution of the Ocean Gardens (Inc) as proposed by the 
Chairman of the Ocean Gardens (Inc) Board. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

An approach has been made to the Council by the Chairman of the Ocean Gardens (Inc) Board 
seeking the Council’s consideration of proposed amendments to the Constitution of Ocean 
Gardens (Inc). 
 
This request is made in accordance with the provisions of Clause 44 of the Constitution, which 
states:- 
 
“44. Subject to the prior written approval of the resolution by the Town, the Constitution of the 

Association may be altered added to or repealed at any General Meeting of the 
Association by a resolution passed by not less than three-quarters of the members of the 
Association at that meeting.” 

 
This clause was part of the original "Rules of Ocean Gardens (Inc)" detailed in Schedule 1 of 
the Ocean Gardens (Inc) Act 2004.  It was incorporated as a result of the findings of an 
investigation by the Western Australian Ombudsman.  In his report, the Ombudsman advised 
that the Constitution had previously been amended in a way that, inter alia, "enabled the 
Association and its assets (including valuable real estate) to be changed from a situation where 
it was publicly accountable via the City (of Perth) to one in which there is, effectively, no public 
accountability for the administration of those assets or the disposition of any surplus funds". 
 
A copy of the current Constitution has been circulated for Members’ information. 
 

DETAILS: 

The Chairman is seeking a Special Resolution as follows:- 
 
"That the Constitution be amended with effect from the date of lodgement with the 
Commissioner of the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection (Date of 
Lodgement) as follows: 
 
1. Clause 10(4) be deleted and replaced with the following clause: 

 
“(a)   Two (2) members of the Board who shall be appointed by the Board. 
(b)   The Board shall determine the eligibility requirements for the selection of those  

persons to be appointed by the Board under this clause and the term of their 
appointment. 

(c)   The Board may remove any member of the Board appointed under this clause or 
elected under the previous clause 10(4) and appoint another person in their 
place.” 
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2. Clause 12 be deleted and replaced with the following: 

 
“If any member of the Board resigns, is unwilling to act, becomes incapable of acting, 
dies or permanently resides out of the Perth Metropolitan Area or is absent without 
leave previously granted by a resolution of the Board for three (3) consecutive meetings 
of the Board or for any reason whatsoever ceases to act as a member of the Board then 
that person shall cease to be a Member of the Board.  The appointor of the person in 
respect of which the vacancy arises will be entitled to appoint the replacement.” 
 

3. Clause 13 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “13. Not used.” 
 
4. A new clause 14(3) be inserted as follows: 
 

“(3) The members of the Board of Management appointed under clause 10(4) shall 
automatically become a Member of Ocean Gardens (Inc.) during their period of 
appointment to the Board.” 

 
5. Clause 20 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

“20. Quorum of the Board: 
 
(a) Subject to clause 20(b), three (3) members of the Board shall form a quorum, 

provided that at least one of those members is a council member of the Town. 
(b) If the Board members appointed by the Town under clause 10(2) are unable to 

participate in or vote at a meeting of the Board due to a conflict of interest, three 
(3) members of the Board shall form a quorum.” 

 
6. Clause 28 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “28. The business of the Annual General Meeting shall be:  
 

(a) the confirmation of the minutes of the last Annual General Meeting and of any 
Special General Meeting;  

(b) the receipt and adoption of the Board's report;  
(c) the receipt and adoption of the Auditor's report and the annual accounts;  
(d) special business (if any) brought forward after written notice as hereinbefore 

mentioned; and 
(e) general business.” 
 

7. Clause 33 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “At all General Meetings voting shall be by a show of hands.  In the event of an equality 

of votes the vote shall be determined in the negative.” 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Nil 
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

Not applicable. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Trial Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance 
with the assessment criteria, it was rated at 16 points (out of 100), which indicates community 
consultation is not required in this instance. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 

A number of changes to the Constitution of Ocean Gardens (Inc) have been sought by the 
Chairman of the Board of Ocean Gardens (Inc).  It is considered that the changes are 
reasonable and it is therefore recommended that the amendments be supported. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Ocean Gardens Retirement Village Constitution 
 
Committee Meeting 19 May 2008   
 
Prior to consideration of this item, Mayor Withers, Cr Grinceri and Cr Langer disclosed an 
interest affecting impartiality and declared as follows:- " with regard to Item GC08.29 - Ocean 
Gardens Retirement Village - Amendments to Constitution, I disclose that I have an association 
with the Ocean Gardens Retirement Village (Inc).  The nature of this association is my role as a 
Council nominated representative on the Board.  As a consequence, there may be a perception 
that my impartiality on the matter may be affected.  I declare that I will consider this matter on 
its merits and vote accordingly."  Cr Pelczar, in accordance with Section 5.65 of the Local 
Government Act 1995, declared a financial interest in this matter.   
 
Cr Pelczar left the meeting at 6.13 pm whilst the matter was discussed and voted upon and Cr 
Watson was elected to take the chair for this item. 
 
Council Meeting 27 May 2008  
 
Prior to consideration of this item, Mayor Withers, Cr Grinceri, Cr Langer and Pinerua disclosed 
an interest affecting impartiality and declared as follows:- " with regard to Item GC08.29 - 
Ocean Gardens Retirement Village - Amendments to Constitution, I disclose that I have an 
association with the Ocean Gardens Retirement Village (Inc).  The nature of this association is 
my role as a Council nominated representative on the Board.  As a consequence, there may be 
a perception that my impartiality on the matter may be affected.  I declare that I will consider 
this matter on its merits and vote accordingly."  Cr Pelczar, in accordance with Section 5.65 of 
the Local Government Act 1995, declared a financial interest in this matter.   
 
Cr Pelczar left the meeting at 8.16 pm whilst the matter was discussed and voted upon. 
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COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION: 

Moved by Cr Langer, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That approval be given for the following clauses of the Constitution of Ocean Gardens 
(Inc) to be amended: 
 
(i) Clause 10(4) be deleted and replaced with the following clause: 

 
"(a) Two (2) members of the Board who shall be appointed by the Board. 
(b) The Board shall determine the eligibility requirements for the selection of 

those persons to be appointed by the Board under this clause and the term of 
their appointment. 

(c) The Board may remove any member of the Board appointed under this clause 
or elected under the previous clause 10(4) and appoint another person in 
their place.” 

 
(ii) Clause 12 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

“If any member of the Board resigns, is unwilling to act, becomes incapable of 
acting, dies or permanently resides out of the Perth Metropolitan Area or is absent 
without leave previously granted by a resolution of the Board for three (3) 
consecutive meetings of the Board or for any reason whatsoever ceases to act as a 
member of the Board then that person shall cease to be a Member of the Board.  
The appointor of the person in respect of which the vacancy arises will be entitled 
to appoint the replacement.” 

 
(iii) Clause 13 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “13. Not used.” 
 
(iv) A new clause 14(3) be inserted as follows: 
 

“(3) The members of the Board of Management appointed under clause 10(4) 
shall automatically become a Member of Ocean Gardens (Inc.) during their 
period of appointment to the Board.” 

 
(v) Clause 20 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

“20. Quorum of the Board: 
 

(a) Subject to clause 20(b), three (3) members of the Board shall form a quorum, 
provided that at least one of those members is a council member of the Town. 

(b) If the Board members appointed by the Town under clause 10(2) are unable to 
participate in or vote at a meeting of the Board due to a conflict of interest, 
three (3) members of the Board shall form a quorum.” 

 
(vi) Clause 28 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “28. The business of the Annual General Meeting shall be:  
 

(a) the confirmation of the minutes of the last Annual General Meeting and of any 
Special General Meeting;  

(b) the receipt and adoption of the Board's report;  
(c) the receipt and adoption of the Auditor's report and the annual accounts;  
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(d) special business (if any) brought forward after written notice as hereinbefore 
mentioned; and 

(e) general business.” 
 

(vii) Clause 33 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “At all General Meetings voting shall be by a show of hands.  In the event of an 

equality of votes the vote shall be determined in the negative.” 
 

Cr Watson left the meeting at 8.17 pm and returned at 8.19 pm. 
 
Amendment 
 
Moved by Cr Langer, seconded by Cr Pinerua 
 
That clause (i)(a) of the motion be amended by deleting the word "who" and clause (ii) of 
the motion be amended by deleting the word "which" and inserting the word "whom". 
 
Amendment Carried 8/0 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 

That approval be given for the following clauses of the Constitution of Ocean Gardens 
(Inc) to be amended: 
 
(i) Clause 10(4) be deleted and replaced with the following clause: 

 
"(a) Two (2) members of the Board shall be appointed by the Board. 
(b) The Board shall determine the eligibility requirements for the selection of 

those persons to be appointed by the Board under this clause and the term of 
their appointment. 

(c) The Board may remove any member of the Board appointed under this clause 
or elected under the previous clause 10(4) and appoint another person in 
their place.” 

 
(ii) Clause 12 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

“If any member of the Board resigns, is unwilling to act, becomes incapable of 
acting, dies or permanently resides out of the Perth Metropolitan Area or is absent 
without leave previously granted by a resolution of the Board for three (3) 
consecutive meetings of the Board or for any reason whatsoever ceases to act as a 
member of the Board then that person shall cease to be a Member of the Board.  
The appointor of the person in respect of whom the vacancy arises will be entitled 
to appoint the replacement.” 

 
(iii) Clause 13 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “13. Not used.” 
 
(iv) A new clause 14(3) be inserted as follows: 
 

“(3) The members of the Board of Management appointed under clause 10(4) 
shall automatically become a Member of Ocean Gardens (Inc.) during their 
period of appointment to the Board.” 
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(v) Clause 20 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

“20. Quorum of the Board: 
 

(a) Subject to clause 20(b), three (3) members of the Board shall form a quorum, 
provided that at least one of those members is a council member of the Town. 

(b) If the Board members appointed by the Town under clause 10(2) are unable to 
participate in or vote at a meeting of the Board due to a conflict of interest, 
three (3) members of the Board shall form a quorum.” 

 
(vi) Clause 28 be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 
 “28. The business of the Annual General Meeting shall be:  
 

(a) the confirmation of the minutes of the last Annual General Meeting and of any 
Special General Meeting;  

(b) the receipt and adoption of the Board's report;  
(c) the receipt and adoption of the Auditor's report and the annual accounts;  
(d) special business (if any) brought forward after written notice as hereinbefore 

mentioned; and 
(e) general business.” 

 
(vii) Clause 33 be deleted and replaced with the following: 

 
 “At all General Meetings voting shall be by a show of hands.  In the event of an 

equality of votes the vote shall be determined in the negative.” 
 
Carried 7/0 
 
Cr Pelczar returned to the meeting at 8.24 pm 
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GC08.30 PAYMENT OF ACCOUNTS   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To confirm the payment of accounts to pay for expenses incurred by the Town to fund its 
operation. 
 

DETAILS: 

Regulation 13 of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 requires a 
list of accounts to be prepared and presented to Council.  Below is a list of the cheques raised 
and Electronic Funds Transfers for the payment of accounts from the Municipal Account (and 
Trust Account where applicable).  Included as Attachment 1 to this report is a listing of all 
payments issued for the period week ending 4 April 2008 to week ending 30 April 2008. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

Payments are in accordance with Policy No. 2.3.4 “Council Bank Accounts and Payments”. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Expenses incurred are charged to the appropriate items included in the annual budget. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The presentation of details of accounts is consistent with the Town’s Strategic Plan 2005-2009 
key outcome area of Governance and its objective of accountable and transparent governance 
and rigorous statutory compliance. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 

 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That in accordance with Regulation 13 of the Local Government (Financial Management) 
Regulations 1996, the schedule of accounts as detailed below be confirmed, as attached, 
be included in the Minutes of the Council:- 
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(i) Cheque Payments 
 

Date From Date To Details Amount 
03-April-2008 04-April-2008 V21818 - V21877 $193,086.14 
05-April-2008 11-April-2008 V21878 - V22015 $360,817.43 
12-April-2008 18-April-2008 V22016 - V22142 $501,375.95 
19-April-2008 24-April-2008 V22143 - V22245 $279,120.34 
Total Cheque Payments $1,334,399.86 

 
 
(ii) Electronic Fund Transfers (EFT’s) 

Date From Date To Details Amount 
Investments    
01-April-2008 30-April-2008 Inv00079 - Inv00085 $4,750,684.69 
    
Direct Debits    
01-April-2008 30-April-2008 Sup47 $1,697.19 
    
Accounts Payable    
01-April-2008 30-April-2008 AP075 - AP085 $11,277,347.80 
    
Payroll    
15-April-2008 30-April-2008 Pay 086 - Pay 093 $796,095.68 
    

  
Total EFT Payments $16,825,825.36 

 
TOTAL PAYMENTS $18,160,225.22 

 
Carried 8/0 
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GC08.31 INVESTMENT SCHEDULE   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To advise the Council of the amount of surplus funds invested, the distribution of those funds 
and the financial performance of each investment (i.e. interest earned) year to date. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Council’s Investment Policy No. 2.3.6 allows for investing of funds into direct investment 
products and managed funds. 
 
Investment products must comply with both the credit risk rating and terms to maturity 
guidelines as set out in the policy. 
 
Investment reports are to be submitted on a monthly basis and are to contain the details as 
stipulated in the policy for each of the three sources of Council funds, namely General, 
Reserves and Endowment Lands. 
 

DETAILS: 

At its meeting held on 6 May 2008, the Reserve Bank Board left the official cash interest rate at 
7.25%.  In a statement issued by the Board, it concluded that weighing up the available 
domestic and international information that the current stance on monetary policy remains 
appropriate for the time being. 
 
All Council investments for April 2008 performed above the UBS Bank Bill Index interest rate of 
8.24% with the exception of:- 
 
• Emerald Series 2006-1 which returned 8.23%  (annualised) 
• Colonial Premium Cash which returned 8.22% (annualised) 
• ANZ Banking Group Sub Debt which returned 8.19% (annualised) 
• Bank of Queensland Negotiable Certificate of Deposit which returned 7.97% 
• Bank of Western Australia Term Deposit which returned 7.96% 
• CBA Bank Bill which returned 7.57% 
 
The weighted average interest for investments at 30 April 2008 was 8.08%. 
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The graph below shows the interest rate performance of the Town's investment portfolio for the 
12 month period April 2007 to April 2008. 
 

Investment Performance 
For April 2007 to April 2008
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The graph below shows the rolling weighted average investment performance of the floating 
rate notes/CDOs and the interest and capital growth of the managed cash funds making up the 
Town's investment portfolio, since June 2005. 
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The total investment at the end of April 2008 is $14.79 million which consists of Municipal 
Funds of $6.40 million, Reserve Funds of $6.57 million and Endowment Lands Fund of $1.82 
million. The graph below represents the total investment portfolio of the Town from April 2007 
to April 2008. 
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The investment performance as at the end of April 2008 is as follows: 
 
 Rating Current 

Interest 
Rate 

April 
2008 

Income 

Total Amount 
Invested 

% of Funds 
Invested 

Floating Rate Notes 
ANZ Subordinated Debt "AA-" 8.19% $3,535 $517,084 3.50% 
NAB subordinated debt "AA-" 8.38% $3,445 $524,238 3.54% 
Emerald Reverse Mortgage "A" 8.23% $6,620 $1,030,390 6.97% 
Sub Total   $13,600 $2,071,712 14.00% 
      
Managed Funds      
LGFS Fixed Out-Performance 
Cash Fund "AA-" 8.77% $14,384 $2,095,015 14.16% 
Colonial Premium Cash Fund "AAA" 8.22% $19,029 $2,323,216 15.71% 
Sub Total   $33,413 $4,418,231 29.87% 
      
Term Deposit      
BankWest TD "A1+" 7.96% $22,899 $3,523,662 23.82% 
Commonwealth Bank TD "A1+" 7.57% $19,725 $3,299,320 22.30% 
Bank Of Queensland TD "A2" 7.97% $8,673 $1,479,763 10.00% 
Sub Total   $51,297 $8,302,745 56.13% 
      
Total Investments   $98,310 $14,792,688 100.00% 
 
Weighted Average Interest 
 
The weighted average interest is 8.08% compared against the Bank Bill Index benchmark 
which has been an average of 8.24% for April 2008. The Bank Bill Index is a measure of past 
performance opposed to the Bank Bill Swap Rate (BBSW) for 3 months of 7.7950% on 30 April 
2008, which is based on forward interest earnings. 
 
The investment reporting format from Oakvale Capital Pty Ltd giving more detail is included as 
an attachment to this report. 
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POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The general, reserves and Endowment Lands funds are invested in accordance with the 
guidelines set down in the Town’s Policy No. 2.3.6 – Investment. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Interest from investments represents a significant revenue item in the Council’s Budget and it is 
therefore important that the Council’s investment performance is monitored closely.  Detailed 
monthly reports together with detailed policy investment guidelines support this. 
 
The Investment Schedule as circulated provides details of the performance of each individual 
investment to date.  A summary of the investment performance to budget is provided below:- 
 

 Budget 
2006/2007 

Actual as at
April 2007 

 
% 

Budget 
2007/2008 

Actual as at 
April 2008 

 
% 

General* $410,000 $450,599 109.9% $540,000 $500,425 92.7% 
Reserves $338,000 $337,268 99.8% $346,400 $132,285 38.2% 
Endowment Lands $100,000 $105,103 105.1% $215,000 $2,013 0.9% 
TOTAL $848,000 $892,970 105.3% $1,101,400 $634,723 57.6% 

 
* Includes bank account interest and underground power instalment interest of $155,064. 
 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

There are no specific details in the Strategic Plan outlining the requirements for the investment 
of Council funds.  However, the management of these surplus funds is consistent with the 
Town’s 2005-2009 Strategic Plan key outcome area of Economic and Resource Management 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Oakvale Consolidated Investment Report - March 2008 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the Investment Schedule as at April 2008, attached to and forming part of the Notice 
Paper, be received. 
 
Carried 8/0 
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GC08.32 FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MONTHLY REVIEW - MARCH 2008   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the Town’s financial performance and assess budget variations following the 
completion of the March 2008 monthly financial statements. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The March 2008 financial statements have been produced and were circulated to Elected 
Members for the April 2008 Governance and Corporate Committee.  The March 2008 financial 
statements can therefore be read in conjunction with the comments made. 
 
The purpose of this report is to comment on those variances that have occurred for the period 
ended 31 March 2008.  Variances can be either timing variances (i.e. receipt payments 
occurring in a different month to anticipated) or permanent variances. 
 
A list of detailed explanations has been provided for individual budget line items where 
variations were considered to be significant, that is 10% or more and is provided as an 
attachment to this report. 
 

DETAILS: 

I. Financial Overview at as 31 March 2008 
 

A financial overview of significant items for consideration by Elected Members for the nine 
month period ended 31 March 2008 is provided as follows: 
 
Statement of Financial Position 
 
• The “Statement of Financial Position” as at 31 March 2008 shows the Town has a 

solid financial base with a net current asset position or working capital of $1.46 
million. 

 
• Current liabilities of $19.7 million includes a current loan liability of $14.4 million up 

from $13.7 million in February which relates to the development of the Floreat 
Sporting Precinct and costs associated with the Ocean Mia land subdivision.  This 
loan has now been reduced to $1 million as at May, following receipt of the 
proceeds from lots of land sold to date. 

 
• Current rates debtors as at 31 March 2008 are $270,000 down 10% from $300,000 

in February. 
 

II. Financial Operations 
 
Net Result from Operations 
 
• The net result from operations for the nine month period ended 31 March 2008 is 

$3.6 million against a budgeted net result position of $10.1 million after booking 
depreciation of $3.9 million.  The budgeted net result includes an expected profits 
from the sale of Ocean Mia land of $7.8 million.  Settlement of Ocean Mia land lots 
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sold occurred in April/May and proceeds have been recognised in the appropriate 
month.  Accordingly profits will be reflected in the April 2008 financial statements. 

 
• Total revenue is 74% of year to date budget with $23 million actual revenue against 

year to date budget revenue of $31 million due to the timing issue with the gain on 
sale of land from the Ocean Mia subdivision.  The areas of revenue which are 
making a significant contribution to the $23 million revenue position continue to be 
Community Amenities and Economic Services.  This is due to an increase in 
planning and building fee revenue respectively which has been a result of the 
strong Western Australian economy.   

 
• Total expenditure is below budget at 92% of year to date budget with actual 

expenditure of $19.3 million against $20.9 million year to date budget.  The majority 
of areas are under budget, the exception being other property and services (5.3% 
over year to date budget). 
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The graph above shows year to date budget net operating increasing significantly from 
March onwards based on the expected proceeds to be realised from the Ocean Mia land 
subdivision sales.  However, proceeds have been received in April 2008.  Land sales 
have been delayed and will not be sold in accordance with cash flow estimates detailed in 
the Budget. 
 
Cash Surplus from Operations 
 
The cash surplus from operations for the period ended 31 March 2008 is $6.6 million 
against a budgeted surplus of $3.4 million. 
 
The main factors contributing to the $3.2 million variance in cash surplus are: 
 
• Expenditure being below year to date budget by $1.5 million; 
• Capital expenditure being below year to date budget by $2.0 million. 
• Transfers to reserves ($0.3) 
 
These are mainly due to timing differences and this surplus will decrease over the next 
three months as these timing differences are eliminated and capital expenditure 
programmes are completed. 
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Cash Surplus
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The above budgeted forecasted surplus trends are based on the following assumptions: 

 
• February – budget surplus of $5.6 million; 
• March - budgeted to receive proceeds from land sales of $13 million and pay back 

majority of the loan which offsets the proceeds and reduces the surplus to $3.3 
million.  

• April – budget to receive more proceeds from land sales of $12 million less further 
loan repayments made resulting in a surplus of $6.2 million; 

• May – Land proceeds transferred to Endowment Lands Account reducing surplus to 
$1.1 million; 

• June - surplus of $200k based on the forecasted year and budget. 
 
III. Capital Works Programs 
 

The Town's Capital Works Programs are progressing and at the end of March 2008: 
 
42.6% of the annual budget for parks has been invoiced (up from 22.9%);  
38.2% of the annual budget for roads and lanes has been invoiced (up from 33.5%); 
67.6% of the annual budget for footpaths has been invoiced (up from 46.1%).   
 
Note that the above information represents works invoiced and does not necessarily 
reflect progress 'on the ground'. 
 

IV. Aged Debtors Report 60 Days and Over 
 

The total amount of non rates debtors outstanding for more than sixty days beyond the 
due date of payment at April is $10,794 down from March 2008 outstanding balance of 
$10,899.   
 
The main invoices outstanding at the end of March are a $4,387 invoice for unlawful 
demolition being pursued by Fines Enforcement and a $2,409 invoice for groundhire due 
from the Wembley Baseball Club which represent 62% of the outstanding amount of 
$10,899. 
 
A report detailing the debtors and the respective amounts outstanding with appropriate 
explanations where relevant is attached.   
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V. Budget Reallocations 
 

Whilst reviewing budget variances, staff were asked to review all budget items within their 
area and to identify and make any necessary budget re-allocation requests.  Given that 
budgets are normally set well in advance and that circumstances can and do change 
throughout the financial year, adjustments to the budget are expected.  No request for a 
budget adjustment was received.  
 

VI. Budget Variances 
 

Permanent Differences 
 
The total permanent variances from budget for income budget line items is forecast as at 
31 March 2008 to be $49,000, however this includes variances from restricted budget line 
items such as reserves and Endowment Lands interest which do not affect general funds 
and if excluded would result in a surplus of $390,000 with the main contributing factors 
being interim rates revenue, parking fees, planning fees and building fees. 
 
The total permanent variances from expenditure budget line items is forecast as at 31 
March 2008 to be $188,000. 
 
The overall impact of permanent differences are forecasted to be favourable result of 
$202,000 if excluding restricted funds such as reserves and Endowment Lands.  
 
Timing Differences 
 
There are a large number of timing variances which have no impact on budget as the 
variations will be eliminated   These variations are largely the result of seasonal 
variations, a change in work schedules due to contractor availability and a change in 
market conditions. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

The Local Government Act 1995, Section 6.4 requires the preparation of financial reports.  The 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996, in particular Regulation 34, 
expands on this requirement to include a monthly financial report to be prepared identifying 
significant variations between actuals and budget.  This report complies with this requirement. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The variations in expenditure and revenue line items, compared to budget, may have an impact 
on Council funds. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The management of budgeted funds is consistent with the plan’s key outcome area of 
Economic and Resource Management.  Furthermore, the management of budgeted funds 
supports accountable and transparent governance and enforces rigorous statutory compliance. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
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SUMMARY: 

The main variations from budget to date, those exceeding $10,000, have been identified and a 
list of those variances provided as an attachment to this report which has highlighted both 
favourable and adverse variances. 
 
Budgets are normally prepared and finalised at the commencement of the financial year and 
therefore are based on information, trends and assumptions current at that time. However, 
circumstances and events can and do change during the financial year and variances are to be 
expected. Therefore, a consolidated overview of the Town’s performance against total budget 
set at the end of the March 2008 period indicates the Town’s operations are on budget with a 
surplus of $6.6 million against a year to date budget of $3.4 million with a favourable variance 
as at 30 June 2008 of ($390,000) based on known events as at 31 March 2008. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. March 2008 - Budget Variation Report 
2. Debtors Council Report – February 2008 to April 2008 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the report on the Financial Statements as at 31 March 2008 be received and the 
variances to the Budget be noted. 
 
Carried 8/0 
 
 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\D GC.DOC 219 

 

GC08.33 MONTHLY FINANCIAL STATEMENTS   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To receive the Financial Statements for the period ended 30 April 2008. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The Financial Statements for the period ended 30 April 2008 have been prepared and have 
been circulated with the Notice Paper.  
 

DETAILS: 

The financial management statements are provided on a monthly basis to both Council and 
management to monitor actual performance against budgets set and aid in the decision making 
process. 
 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Policy or Statutory Implications related to this report. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

A table of key financial indicators is provided below comparing financial information for the 
current period with the same period in the previous financial year. 
 

Details 
Annual 
Budget 

2006/2007 
Budget 
Apr 07 

Actual 
Apr 07 

Annual 
Budget 

2007/2008 
Budget 
Apr 08 

Actual 
Apr 08 

Financial Position      
Working Capital   $12,339,546   $10,626,066
Investments:      
 General   $6,048,683   $6,401,241
 Reserves   $6,272,781   $6,570,827
 Endowment Lands 
Account   $2,106,158   $1,820,620

      
Financial Operations      
Revenue $22,653,200 $21,073,800 $22,957,134 $41,050,200 $38,078,900 $33,437,565
Expenditure $24,243,500 $19,744,400 $19,677,028 $25,895,100 $23,037,100 $21,829,517
Operating Profit/(Loss) ($1,590,300) $1,329,400 $3,280,106 $15,155,100 $15,041,800 $11,608,048
Depreciation Expense $5,372,500 $4,474,700 $4,322,362 $5,503,500 $4,590,800 $4,382,010
      
Other      
Budget Surplus  $4,439,400 $5,071,127  $2,565,580 $5,973,795
Transfers from/(to) 
Reserves $1,009,400 $308,100 $345,334 $1,735,800 $658,300 $726,031

Transfers from/(to) 
Endowment Lands $661,300 $143,000 $137,909 ($9,514,200) $116,700 $116,697

Capital Expenditure $12,376,400 $3,972,700 $4,137,133 $15,056,100 $12,993,620 $10,058,987
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The preparation of financial reports to monitor performance is consistent with the Town’s 
Strategic Plan key outcome areas of Governance and Economic and Resource Management, in 
particular, the objectives of accountable and transparent governance, statutory compliance and 
management of assets. 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

This matter has been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance with 
the assessment criteria it was rated at Level 1, for which no community consultation is required. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the Financial Statements for the period ended 30 April 2008 be received. 
 
Carried 8/0 
 
 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008 

 

H:\CEO\GOV\COUNCIL MINUTES\08 MINUTES\MAY 08\D GC.DOC 221 

 

GC08.34 REVIEW OF FEES AND CHARGES - GENERAL FEES AND CHARGES   

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To review the current fee structure for miscellaneous Council services. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Each year, the Council must establish the fees and charges to be levied for its various services. 
The most appropriate time to set these fees is prior to adopting the annual budget so that the 
new fees can be reflected in the revenue items. 
 

DETAILS: 

The fees and charges pertaining to miscellaneous services for the 2008/2009 financial year 
have been assessed and, to keep our fees in line with other local authorities, the following 
changes are proposed:- 
 
Electoral Rolls Hard Copy (Per Ward) 
 
Increase fee from $165.00 to $170.00. 
 
Settlement Enquiries 
 
Increase fee from $70.00 to $80.00. 
 
Rate Enquiries 
 
Increase fee from $15.00 to $20.00. 
 
All other fees and charges to remain unchanged. 
 

 
Details of Fees and Charges 

2007/2008 
Amount 

(GST inc) 

2008/2009 
Amount 

(GST inc) 
1. 
 
 
 

2. 
 
 
 

3. 
 

4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Electoral Rolls 
• Hard Copy (Per Ward) 
• Disc Copy (Per Ward) 
 
Street Directory 
Hard Copy (Per Ward) 
Disc Copy (Per Ward) 

Settlement Enquiries (Rates, Orders & Requisitions) 
 
Rate Enquiries 
Photocopying Charges  
• A4 (Per copy) 
• A3 (Per copy) 
• A0, A1 and A2 (Per Copy) 
• Two to Five copies (Per Copy) 
• Six or more copies (Per Copy)  

 
$45 

$110 
 
 

$55 
$165 

 
$70 * 

 
$15 * 

 
$0.55 
$1.10 

$11 
$8.25 
$5.50 

 
$45 

$110 
 
 

$55 
$170 

 
$80 * 

 
$20 * 

 
$0.55 
$1.10 

$11 
$8.25 
$5.50 
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Details of Fees and Charges 

2007/2008 
Amount 

(GST inc) 

2008/2009 
Amount 

(GST inc) 
5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. 

Council Minutes and Agendas 
Access to Council Minutes and Agendas is available on 
the Council's website. 
Charges applicable for the provision of hard copies of 
items are as follows:- 
• Notice Paper at Meetings 
• Single Item  
• More than one item (per item) 
 
 
Note: Excludes confidential items. 
 
Freedom of Information 
• Access Application (Non-personal information) 
• Access Applications (Personal information) 
• Photocopying (Per Copy) 
• Staff Time (Per Hour) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Nil 
Nil 

$0.55 per item 
or $30 per 

hour (pro-rata) 
 
 
 

$30* 
Nil 

$0.20* 
$30* 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Nil 
Nil 

$0.55 per item 
or $30 per 

hour (pro-rata) 
 
 
 

$30* 
Nil 

$0.20* 
$30* 

 

 
*GST Not Applicable 

 

POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no Policy or Statutory Implications related to this report. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The adoption of the fees and charges will have a direct impact on the revenue received in the 
next financial year. This will impact on the 2008/2009 budget which is currently in draft form 
and has incorporated the proposed fees as mentioned in the report. 
 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION: 

The adoption of the proposed fees and charges for the 2008/2009 financial year supports the 
Town’s Strategic Plan, namely Economic (Economic and Resource Management) and in 
particular the following strategy:-  
 
“Review service delivery methods assessing the costs and benefits of service delivery.” 
 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: 

The proposed fees and charges pertaining to miscellaneous services for the 2008/2009 
financial year have been assessed under the Community Consultation Policy.  In accordance 
with the assessment criteria, it was rated at a Level 1 consultation which requires no specific 
consultation other than the investigative and assessment process undertaken by Council's 
staff. 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
(COMMITTEE AND ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the following General Fees and Charges for 2008/2009 be approved: 
 

 
Details of Fees and Charges 

2007/2008 
Amount 

(GST inc) 

2008/2009 
Amount 

(GST inc) 
1. 
 
 
 

2. 
 
 
 

3. 
 

4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Electoral Rolls 
• Hard Copy (Per Ward) 
• Disc Copy (Per Ward) 
 
Street Directory 
Hard Copy (Per Ward) 
Disc Copy (Per Ward) 

Settlement Enquiries (Rates, Orders & Requisitions) 
 
Rate Enquiries 
Photocopying Charges  
• A4 (Per copy) 
• A3 (Per copy) 
• A0, A1 and A2 (Per Copy) 
• Two to Five copies (Per Copy) 
• Six or more copies (Per Copy)  

 
$45 

$110 
 
 

$55 
$165 

 
$70 * 

 
$15 * 

 
$0.55 
$1.10 

$11 
$8.25 
$5.50 

 
$45 

$110 
 
 

$55 
$170 

 
$80 * 

 
$20 * 

 
$0.55 
$1.10 

$11 
$8.25 
$5.50 

5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. 

Council Minutes and Agendas 
Access to Council Minutes and Agendas is available on 
the Council's website. 
Charges applicable for the provision of hard copies of 
items are as follows:- 
• Notice Paper at Meetings 
• Single Item  
• More than one item (per item) 
 
 
Note: Excludes confidential items. 
 
Freedom of Information 
• Access Application (Non-personal information) 
• Access Applications (Personal information) 
• Photocopying (Per Copy) 
• Staff Time (Per Hour) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Nil 
Nil 

$0.55 per item 
or $30 per 

hour (pro-rata) 
 
 
 

$30* 
Nil 

$0.20* 
$30* 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Nil 
Nil 

$0.55 per item 
or $30 per 

hour (pro-rata) 
 
 
 

$30* 
Nil 

$0.20* 
$30* 

 

 
*GST Not Applicable 
 

Carried 8/0 
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9. CONFIDENTIAL REPORT 

 
 GC08.38 WEST LEEDERVILLE - PROPERTY ACQUISITION 
 

Refer Confidential Item 13.1 
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10. COUNCIL REPORTS 
 

Nil 
 

11. URGENT BUSINESS 
Nil 
 

12. MOTIONS OF WHICH NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN 
 

12.1 TREESCAPE PLAN - ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE 
 
Submission by Cr Grinceri 
 
That:- 
(i) a Committee be formed to review and make recommendations to Council on the 

Treescape Plan and on Council policies relating to trees; 

(ii) the Committee comprise: 

(a) Two Councillors from the Coast Ward;  

(b) Two Councillors from the Wembley Ward; and  

(c) Up to four members of the public who have expertise in trees, botany, 
horticulture, town planning or such experience or expertise as the committee 
regards as relevant and helpful to its purpose; 

(iii) the Chief Executive Officer to determine the appropriate level of staff involvement 
in the Committee's work.  

 
ADMINISTRATION COMMENT: 
 
The Towns' Streetscape Plan 2002 - 2012 was developed by Mr Charles Aldous Ball 
(Arboriculturist) and Mr Philip Palmer (Landscape Architect & Landcare Heritage) and 
was endorsed by Council in October 2002 (TS02.82) following an extensive six week 
public comment period.  Contributions to the Plan were also made by the Administration 
and the Town's contracted staff and consultants who have appropriate qualifications and 
extensive experience in tree management. 
 
The aims of the plan are as follows:- 
 
• Analyse and assess the Town's street tree asset 
• Ensure the long term viability and sustainability of the streetscape 
• Retain the leafy nature and aesthetic contribution of street trees within the Town 
• Production of an Implementation Program. 
 
A copy of the plan has been circulated for Members' information. 
 
The Streetscape Plan has been designed to provide the Administration and Council with 
clear direction and guidance in managing the Town's Street Trees.  The plan provides 
specific information for tree species selection for each street in the Town.  This tree 
selection is based on knowledge and experience of how various tree species perform in 
road reserve situations and in particular in relation to risk management and safety and 
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health issues.  Managing trees in road reserves requires specific knowledge and 
experience due to the difficulty in maintaining trees in these harsh environments. 
 
Preference has not been given in the plan for either native or non native trees.  The 
choice has been made based on selection criteria designed to identify the most 
appropriate tree species for each street irrespective of its origin.  All trees chosen are 
water wise. 
 
The Plan was last reviewed by Council in March 2005 (TS05.20) and it is planned to 
undertake a minor in-house review in 2008/2009.  The next major review is planned for 
2012, ten years after adoption and this review will require the employment of a qualified 
person or persons to assist.  It will include a public comment period and will require 
Council approval when complete. 
 
The Administration's workload in Infrastructure is presently very high.  The Treescape 
Plan and Street Tree Policy together with the knowledge of appropriately qualified staff 
have assisted in managing resident requests/questions due to the clear direction 
provided within these documents.  It is suggested that ongoing monitoring of the Plan 
provides sufficient control and any increase in the commitment of resources in this area 
would impact negatively on other areas of operation. 
 
Should the Council wish to proceed with the establishment of a Treescape Committee 
however, a decision by an absolute majority will be required.  It will also be necessary to 
establish terms of reference for the Committee and various administrative matters such 
as the number of and contribution required from "other persons" and the reporting 
procedure for the Committee.  It should also be noted that in accordance with Section 
5.10 of the Local Government Act 1995, the Mayor is entitled to be appointed as a 
member of the committee if he so wishes. 
 
Ongoing resourcing and support levels for the Committee will also have to be 
considered and prioritised.  These will have to be accommodated within existing staffing 
levels.  In accordance with the status of similar groups, the Committee will not have any 
delegated decision making powers and will report its recommendations through the 
Infrastructure and Community Committee for ultimate consideration by the Council.  
Neither the Committee nor its individual members will be able to direct staff.  Section 
5.41 of the Local Government Act 1995, provides that the Chief Executive Officer is 
responsible for the employment, management, supervision, direction and dismissal of 
employees. 
 
It is suggested that the Terms of Reference and other procedural matters could be 
developed by the Administration for consideration by the Corporate and Governance 
Committee at its June 2008 meeting. 
 
POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Operational issues relating to planting, pruning and removal of street trees are managed 
within the Management of Street Trees Policy No: 5.1.3. 
 
Committees of this type must be established in accordance with the provisions of 
Sections 5.8, 5.9 and 5.10 of the Local Government Act 1995. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
There is no existing funding source to provide for the operation and servicing of a 
Treescape Committee or reviewing the Treescape Plan.  Resources for the Committee's 
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activities will need to be committed by the Chief Executive Officer, subject to the 
availability of funds and staffing. 
 
Moved by Cr Grinceri, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That:- 
(i) a Committee be formed to review and make recommendations to Council on 

the Treescape Plan and on Council policies relating to trees; 

(ii) the Committee comprise: 

(a) Two Councillors from the Coast Ward;  

(b) Two Councillors from the Wembley Ward; and  

(c) Up to four members of the public who have expertise in trees, botany, 
horticulture, town planning or such experience or expertise as the 
committee regards as relevant and helpful to its purpose; 

(iii) the Chief Executive Officer to determine the appropriate level of staff 
involvement in the Committee's work.  

 
Amendment  
 
Moved by Cr Pinerua, seconded by Cr Grinceri 
 
That clause (ii) of the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
(ii) the Committee comprise:- 
 

(a) up to two Councillors; 
 
(b) up to four members of the public who have expertise in trees, botany, 

horticulture, town planning or such experience or expertise as the 
committee regards as relevant and helpful to its purpose; 

 
Amendment carried 5/3 
 
For: Mayor Withers, Crs Bradley, Grinceri, Pelczar and Pinerua 
Against: Crs Berry, Langer and Watson 
 
COUNCIL DECISION: 
 
That:- 
(i) a Committee be formed to review and make recommendations to Council on 

the Treescape Plan and on Council policies relating to trees; 
 
(ii) the Committee comprise:- 
 

(a) up to two Councillors; 
 
(b) up to four members of the public who have expertise in trees, botany, 

horticulture, town planning or such experience or expertise as the 
committee regards as relevant and helpful to its purpose; 
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(iii) the Chief Executive Officer to determine the appropriate level of staff 

involvement in the Committee's work.  
 
Carried 5/3 

 
For: Mayor Withers, Crs Bradley, Grinceri, Pelczar and Pinerua 
Against: Crs Berry, Langer and Watson 
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12.2 UNDERGROUND POWER IN FLOREAT 

 
Submission by Cr Bradley 
 
That the Chief Executive Officer surveys the ratepayers of Floreat to determine if they 
are prepared to advance the installation of underground power in their suburb by 
foregoing the State Government contribution to this project in the initial stages and to 
install low-tension 440Volt underground power on a street-by-street basis with the cost 
being met on a 50-50 (or otherwise) arrangement between Ratepayers and the Town of 
Cambridge. 
 
Background Information: 
 
In support of the motion, Cr Bradley has submitted the following background 
information:- 
 
"The residents and ratepayers of Floreat feel that they are being left behind in the 
conversion to underground power.  All the surrounding suburbs have been or are in the 
process of conversion to underground power except for Floreat which is being left out of 
the process. 
 
Floreat Park was intended to be one of the elite suburbs of Perth when the City of Perth 
laid out the suburb and the subdivision epitomised the "Garden Suburb" theme in the 
process.  Clearly this was part of the marketing plan at the time because in the early 
days few people wanted to live that far from the city and away from established 
community infrastructure.  After the opening of Perth's first suburban shopping centre at 
Floreat Forum, the suburb flourished and is now regarded as one of the most pleasant 
places in which to live, anywhere.  
 
This is a treasure that the Town of Cambridge does well to foster.  
 
The overhead distribution system is now old and proving to be an unsightly maintenance 
problem for the ratepayers of Floreat and Western Power. 
 
The overhead system with pole mounted transformers and switchgear is rapidly 
becoming inadequate due to the demands made upon it due to the redevelopment of 
Floreat with larger homes and greater use of air-conditioning systems. 
 
There is a growing resentment that other suburbs in Cambridge and elsewhere are 
receiving the benefits of this modern technology but Floreat is missing out. 
 
Underground power can be provided now if the ratepayers are prepared to pay for it - I 
believe that many of them will do so if given the chance.  I propose that the job is done 
in two phases as follows:- 

 
1. Low Tension (440Volt) cables be installed street-by-street to replace the 

overhead cables and lead-in to homes. 
1a. While this is being done, conduits are laid to provide for the future 

installation of auxiliary services such as fibre-optic broadband 
communication cables. 

1b. Where necessary, additional conduits are to be laid to allow for the future 
installation of the High Tension distribution cables to connect to the 
Transformers that will be installed at a later time when State Government 
funds are available.  
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2.  At a future time, Western Power will be easily able to pull into the pre-
existing conduits the High Tension Cables, replace the existing transformers 
with ground level transformers, and, then, remove all of the overhead 
hardware that may remain.  

 
Given that the Federal Government is promoting the use of Fibre Optic Broadband 
("super-highway") funds may be available to assist with this part of the cost.  Also, 
PayTV and Internet Service Providers (ISP's) may be interested in making a contribution 
to ensure this project gets off the ground.  
 
This is the process adopted by the City of Subiaco when that City installed underground 
power many years ago.  In the case of Subiaco, it totally funded the conversion from 
rates without a contribution from the ratepayers of each street. 
 
Extending underground power is a priority for ratepayers and Western Power as it is 
safer, requires less maintenance and enhances the appearance of all streetscapes 
where is is provided.  
 
I commend this motion to Council. 
 
ADMINISTRATION COMMENT: 

 
Clause 3.13(2)(c) of the Standing Orders provides that the Chief Executive Officer shall, 
not less than 24 hours prior to the meeting, send to each Member a report providing 
relevant and material facts and circumstances pertaining to the notice of motion on such 
matters as policy, budget and law, or for more complex issues, recommending that the 
matter be deferred to a later meeting to enable a report to be prepared. 
 
The Town's latest Newsletter contains an article related to the reasons for the lack of 
progress in implementing underground power in the Floreat area.  The present 
programme is based on the Council participating in the State Government scheme, 
competing with other local governments for limited government funding. 
 
The Administration is unaware at this time of the technical feasibility of the proposal as 
suggested by Cr Bradley.  Sufficient resources to undertake a comprehensive survey to 
determine commitment levels of individual ratepayers are also not presently available.  
The additional support necessary to enable this process to be undertaken is not 
currently quantifiable and will require further consideration and allocation of funding in a 
future budget.  Should the Council wish to proceed, it is recommended that a further 
report be prepared providing details of resource requirements and costings for a survey 
to be undertaken and providing further information on the technical aspects of the 
proposal.  It will also be necessary to confirm the cost sharing arrangement being 
proposed.  Report CCS06.133 (copy attached) considered by the Council in December 
2006 provides a review of implementation so far and a future strategy to implement 
underground power in the remaining areas of the Town not yet converted. 
 
POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Nil 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Any proposal for the Town to fund underground power installation from its own 
resources will have significant financial implications for the management of the Town's 
future wealth. 
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COUNCIL DECISION: 
 
Moved by Cr Bradley, seconded by Cr Pelczar 
 
That the Chief Executive Officer surveys the ratepayers of Floreat to determine if 
they are prepared to advance the installation of underground power in their 
suburb by foregoing the State Government contribution to this project in the 
initial stages and to install low-tension 440Volt underground power on a street-by-
street basis with the cost being met on a 50-50 (or otherwise) arrangement 
between Ratepayers and the Town of Cambridge. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Motion to be Put 
 
Moved by Cr Berry, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That the motion be put. 
 
Carried 5/3 
 
For: Crs Berry, Grinceri, Pelczar, Pinerua and Watson 
Against: Mayor Withers, Crs Bradley and Langer 
 
The motion was then put and lost 2/6  
 
For: Crs Bradley and Pelczar 
Against: Mayor Withers, Crs Berry, Grinceri, Langer, Pinerua and Watson 
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12.3 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF LOCAL NEWSPAPERS 

 
Submission by Cr Bradley 
 
That the Post Newspaper and the Western Suburbs Weekly (Community Newspaper 
Group) be acknowledged and congratulated for conveying to the ratepayers of the Town 
of Cambridge the views and resolutions of Council regarding the Stephenson Highway 
reservation through Cambridge. 
 
Background Information: 
 
In support of the motion, Cr Bradley has submitted the following background 
information:- 
 
"Within a day of the Post Newspapers publication of the article on the motion by Cr 
Pinerua regarding the Stephenson Highway reservation, I received several phone calls 
from ratepayers to discuss this important issue.  
 
Several commentators were distressed that Council would consider spending more 
money on chasing the State Government to do something about the planned roadway.  
"We have already spent $25,000 on this and achieved nothing, another $30,000 will be 
wasted and the State will ignore us again" was one strident comment.  
 
Another ratepayer from the City of Stirling heaped scorn on the idea of deleting the 
planned highway from the map.  "Scarborough should not have the heavy traffic 
thundering through this prime tourist precinct.  Cambridge is being obstructive on this 
issue and will pay the price when our Labor Government acts." 
 
Clearly, there has been a storm whipped up by the public stance of this Town. 
 
One ratepayer was more pragmatic when she said "It doesn't matter if the reservation is 
there so long as the roadway isn't, but, why spend money stirring a sleeping dog?" 
 
I had a phone call from a serving officer in the Army, based at Campbell Barracks, who 
said that the highway may be required for strategic defence purposes and hence the 
reservation will stay there forever. 
 
There were a number of calls from ratepayers who expressed concerns about the effect 
any highway would have on the natural environment and wildlife in the area.  I agree 
with these concerns but if the disused drive-in theatre site was restored that would 
balance the loss to the highway.  As far as the Golf Course goes I pointed out that this is 
really the flaw in the whole plan because the Golf Course was there long before the 
highway was proposed and it would be an extremely expensive undertaking and very 
unpopular with all golfers in Perth to destroy or divide this popular public facility. 
 
This debate and community interest is due in no small way to the publicity given by our 
local newspapers to the proposal by this Town and they should be given due credit for 
their contribution. 
 
ADMINISTRATION COMMENT: 

 
Clause 3.13(2)(c) of the Standing Orders provides that the Chief Executive Officer shall, 
not less than 24 hours prior to the meeting, send to each Member a report providing 
relevant and material facts and circumstances pertaining to the notice of motion on such 
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matters as policy, budget and law, or for more complex issues, recommending that the 
matter be deferred to a later meeting to enable a report to be prepared. 
 
The Council's decision, made at its meeting held on 22 April 2008, was that:- 
 
(i) the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer be authorised to form a Working Group with 

other interested Councils to oppose the southern extension of the Stephenson 
Highway; 

 
(ii) should the Working Group in (i) above be formed, the Mayor and Chief Executive 

Officer to report to Council the terms of reference of the Working Group and 
submit Minutes of Working Group meetings to Council; 

 
(iii) an amount of $30,000 be authorised by an ABSOLUTE MAJORITY as 

unbudgeted expenditure in accordance with Section 6.8 of the Local Government 
Act 1995 to:- 

 
 (a) engage consultants to advise the Working Group of the Council on issues 

relating to the Stephenson Highway if necessary; 
 
 (b) communicate to ratepayers and the public on issues relating to the 

Stephenson Highway. 
 
As identified on a front page story in the Western Suburbs Weekly ((May 13-19, 2008), 
the Town of Claremont has joined Cambridge in formally opposing the plan to extend 
the Stephenson Highway from the Mitchell Freeway to West Coast Highway and has 
allocated $15,000 to assist with funding consultants and studies and establishing the 
Working Group.  Coverage by local newspapers of the Council's plan to oppose the 
Stephenson Highway extension was both prominent and timely. 
 
The Administration has no record of the comments made directly to Cr Bradley. 
 
POLICY/STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Nil 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Nil. 
 
Moved by Cr Bradley 
 
Submission by Cr Bradley 
 
That the Post Newspaper and the Western Suburbs Weekly (Community 
Newspaper Group) be acknowledged and congratulated for conveying to the 
ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge the views and resolutions of Council 
regarding the Stephenson Highway reservation through Cambridge. 
 
Motion lapsed for want of a seconder 



COUNCIL 
27 MAY 2008   

 

H:\Ceo\Gov\Council Minutes\08 MINUTES\May 08\E Item 10 Onwards.doc 234

 
13. CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS 
 

Meeting Behind Closed Doors 
 
Moved by Cr Langer, seconded by Cr Bradley 
 
That the following matter be regarded as confidential in accordance with Section 
5.23(2)(c) and (e) of the Local Government Act 1995. 
 
Carried 8/0 
 
At 8.48 pm, Mayor Withers requested all persons other than Elected Members and 
Council Officers to leave the Council Chamber. 
 

 13.1 
 
 GC08.38 WEST LEEDERVILLE - PROPERTY ACQUISITION 
 

COUNCIL DECISION: 
(ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION) 
 
Moved by Cr Pelczar, seconded by Cr Watson 
 
That consideration be given to the acquisition of the property detailed in this 
report. 
 
Cr Bradley left the meeting at 9.05 pm and returned at 9.07 pm. 
Cr Pelczar left the meeting at 9.10 pm 
 
Carried 6/1 

 
For: Mayor Withers, Crs Bradley, Grinceri, Langer, Pinerua and Watson 
Against: Cr Berry 
 

14. CLOSURE 
 
There being no further business, the Mayor thanked those present for their attendance 
and declared the meeting closed at 9.19 pm. 
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