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DISCLAIMER
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disclaims any liability for any loss whatsoever and howsoever caused arising out of reliance by any
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person or legal entity should only rely on formal confirmation or notification of Council resolutions.

lan Hill
Acting Chief Executive Officer
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OUR COMMITMENT

To enhance social, environmental and economic well-being through
leadership and working in partnership with the Community.
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ITEM 1

1.1

ITEM 2

21

2.2

23

OPENING OF MEETING
Opening

The Acting Mayor declared the meeting open at 5:30pm and
acknowledged the traditional owners, the Kariyarra people.

RECORDING OF ATTENDANCE AND APOLOGIES
Attendance
Elected Members

Councillor George J Daccache (Acting Mayor)
Councillor Arnold A Carter

Councillor Stan R Martin

Councillor Jan M Gillingham

Councillor David W Hooper

Councillor Michael (Bill) Dziombak

Officers

Mr lan Hill Acting Chief Executive Officer

Ms Natalie Octoman Director Corporate Services

Mr Gordon Macmile Director Community Development
Mr Eber Butron Director Planning and Development
Ms Jenella Voitkevich Acting Director Engineering Services
Mr Ayden Férdeline Administration Officer Governance
Apologies

Nil

Approved Leave of Absence

Mayor Kelly A Howlett
Councillor Julie E Hunt
Councillor Gloria A Jacob
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ITEM 3

31

3.1.1

3.2

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE

Questions from Public at Ordinary Council Meeting held on
Wednesday 25 July 2012

Ms Louise Newbery Starling

On 13 June 2012 the Director Engineering Services advised me that
Redbank Road is an approved road train route for its full length. Can |
please be advised as to when was this gazetted, when was this
advertised and what was the consultation period for local residents?

Director Engineering Services advised that this matter has been raised
with Main Roads Western Australia and a response will be forwarded
on to Ms Starling when received.

Could | please have a response to the question | raised at the Ordinary
Council meeting on 23 May 2012 regarding the illegal use of
properties?

Director Planning and Development advised that 65 Redbank Road is
subject to a Freedom of Information request, therefore no further
information on this matter can be provided in this forum.

Questions from Elected Members at Ordinary Council Meeting
held on Wednesday 25 July 2012

Nil
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ITEM 4

4.1

4.1.1

4.1.2

4.2

4.2.1

PUBLIC TIME
Acting Mayor opened Public Question Time at 5:33pm.

Public Question Time
Mr Chris Whalley

Could Council ensure that when referring to the new Wanangkura
Stadium, the township precedes it? Council should refer to the facility
as the ‘South Hedland Wanangkura Stadium.’

Acting Mayor advised this matter will be investigated.

Mr Paul Smeit

The property at 8 Mosley Street, which is being considered by Council
tonight as part of 11.1.5 ‘Proposed Eight (8) - “Multiple Dwelling” on Lot
1 (8) Moseley Street, Port Hedland (File No.: 400100G)’, will
significantly increase the density on this residential street. This property
is on a blind corner and will house 15 people, so | have concerns
regarding public safety and lack of space for car parking.

Acting Mayor advised that Council will consider this Item tonight.

Acting Mayor closed Public Question Time at 5:35pm.

Acting Mayor opened Public Statement Time at 5:35pm.

Public Statement Time
Rev. Phillip Knight

Spoke in favour of the development outlined in Item 11.1.3 ‘Amended
Plans for previously approved Four (4) “Grouped Dwellings” and a “Use
not Listed - Rectory” on Lot 1724 (9) Padbury Place, Port Hedland,
6721 (File No.: 406830G & 803206G)’.

Acting Mayor closed Public Statement Time at 5:37pm.
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ITEM 5

5.1

5.2

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS WITHOUT NOTICE

Councillor Carter

How many consultants were engaged in the construction of
Wanangkura Stadium?

Acting Director Engineering Services advised that this matter will be
investigated.

What was the total cost of the Stadium?

Acting Director Engineering Services advised the total project
expenditure was $34,788,488.

Was the building signed off as a completed project? If so, by whom?

Acting Director Engineering Services advised that the building did not
receive internal signoff from Council.

Who was aware of the safety problem of the building, and why was
Council not informed?

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised the Administration’s most recent
awareness of this matter was on 18 July 2012 when the matter was
being dealt with at a project level. On 27 July 2012 it became apparent
that preventative measures would be required over the subsequent
days if this facility were to be open to the public. The Officer's
Recommendation in Item 12.1 ‘Wanangkura Stadium — Temporary
Closure, Compliance Limitations and Proposed Solutions (File No.:
26/14/0013)’ suggests that an independent review of the project history,
compliance, processes and responsibilities be undertaken, and a report
presented back to Council.

The word ‘Council’ is in the media; as in, the failures of this project are
being attributed to Council and not the Administration. Why is this?

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised that, having reviewed the
Town’s media releases, the information provided by the Town was
misinterpreted by the media as meaning the Council.

Was the building covered under our insurance policy while not adhering
to our safety standards?

Director Corporate Services advised this question is taken on notice.

Councillor Martin

Has there been a breach of the Local Government Act 1995, in that
staff did not advise Councillors of the safety issues associated with
Wanangkura Stadium? Should Cabinet have been allowed in an unsafe
facility?
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5.3

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised he would take advice on this
matter if the Council were to resolve in that direction.

Should you, as CEO, explain to the media that this issue was
concealed from Councillors?

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised that no information was
concealed from Elected Members. Issues like this occur in projects not
infrequently and are managed according to the perceived risk. The
Acting Chief Executive Officer said he is satisfied that the judgement
call made by the Town on 27 July 2012 was appropriate.

How would we go about getting an independent inquiry into this
situation? | am concerned that there was no indemnity insurance.

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised that the Officer's
Recommendation in Late Item 12.1 ‘Wanangkura Stadium — Temporary
Closure, Compliance Limitations and Proposed Solutions (File No.:
26/14/0013)’ does suggest an external review of the process.

Councillor Gillingham

WA Premier Colin Barnett said on national television that all Councillors
knew about the issue. | did not know. Can the Chief Executive Officer
write to the Premier and ask why he did not make this issue known to
us at the grand opening of Wanangkura Stadium, and also at the
luncheon?

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised that he has not seen a transcript
of the comments made by the Premier; however, from the radio
interview he heard, the Premier did not infer that Councillors had any
prior knowledge of the issue. Clarification could be sought from the
Office of the Premier.

Can we seek out what guidelines companies provide their Fly In, Fly
Out (FIFO) workers with during their induction in regards to local
sensitivities? Something needs to be done to educate these workers
about how they are coming to our town.

Acting Mayor advised we could write a letter.
Acting Chief Executive Officer advised such enquiries could be made

were there a Council resolution requesting that. This resolution should
identify the name(s) of the employer(s) in question.
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5.4

5.5

Councillor Dziombak

In the West Australian newspaper on 4 August 2012, an article relating
to the closure of Wanangkura Stadium included the following quotation:
“Port Hedland acting mayor George Daccache admitted the council
knew of the problems before Sunday's sold-out opening basketball
game.” Can the Deputy Mayor please name the Councillors who knew
of this problem before the opening?

Acting Mayor advised this quote is not accurate and said he did not
provide this quotation.

Acting Chief Executive Officer said that he was of the opinion that the
media releases circulated made it clear that it was the Administration,
not Council itself, which was aware of the matter prior to the opening.

The phone calls we have received are embarrassing. How can this
situation be rectified so that nothing of this nature occurs in the future?

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised, with the benefit of hindsight,
that the Town’s media releases could have been worded differently
were it envisioned that they could be misconstrued. However, in a
similar situation, he would not handle the matter differently because
issues regularly occur in projects and it is not feasible to notify Elected
Members of every problem that may arise.

Councillor Daccache

Can you please outline the announcements that came out of the
Regional Cabinet Meeting held in Port Hedland last week?

Acting Chief Executive Officer advised a number of announcements
were made over the weekend: the opening of Wanangkura Stadium,
the potential location of the Pilbara Maritime Common User Facility, the
commitment of $112 million towards the Marina Precinct development,
funding for three years towards the North West Festival, the installation
of water efficiency metering, and improved mobile telecommunication
coverage throughout the Pilbara by way of 11 new tower
upgrades/installations.

PAGE 10



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

ITEM 6

ITEM 7

71

DECLARATION BY MEMBERS TO HAVE GIVEN DUE
CONSIDERATION TO ALL MATTERS CONTAINED IN THE
BUSINESS PAPER PRESENTED BEFORE THE MEETING

Cr G J Daccache Cr A A Carter
Cr S R Martin Cr J M Gillingham
Cr M Dziombak Cr D W Hooper

NOTE: Councillor Martin advised that the Administration had
provided him with insufficient time to review the Late Items.

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

Confirmation of Minutes of Ordinary Meeting of Council held on
Wednesday 25 July 2012

201213/050 Council Decision
Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of Council held on
Wednesday 25 July 2012 be confirmed as a true and correct
record of proceedings with the following amendment:

- That point iv) of Item 11.1.4 ‘Proposed Scheme Amendment
No. 57 — Amend the Town of Port Hedland Town Planning
Scheme No. 5 by Recoding Lot 513 Barrow Place, South
Hedland from “R30” to “R50’”’, recorded on page 39 of those
Minutes read, “adopts Scheme Amendment 57”.

CARRIED 6/0
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ITEM 8

ITEM 9

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY CHAIRPERSON WITHOUT DISCUSSION
Councillor Daccache advised that he attended the:

opening of the Wanangkura Stadium;

70™ anniversary of the 1942 bombing of Port Hedland;
Chamber of Commerce Business Leaders’ breakfast;
Western Australian Local Government Convention;
2012 Hedland Cup day; and

Pilbara Maritime Common User facility presentation.

REPORTS BY ELECTED MEMBERS WITHOUT DISCUSSION

Councillor Carter

Councillor Carter advised that he too attended the Pilbara Maritime
Common Use facility presentation and said the amount of money the
Department of Commerce has committed to the feasibility study
represents a genuine commitment by the State to bring an alternative
industry to Port Hedland.

Councillor Carter thanked the Town’s outdoor workforce for their
assistance in the 2012 Hedland Cup Day.

Councillor Martin
Councillor Martin said he attended the Pilbara Maritime Common User

facility presentation and, if the project goes ahead, it will be the greatest
thing to ever happen to Port Hedland.

Councillor Gillingham

Councillor Gillingham congratulated the staff responsible for the
opening of Wanangkura Stadium. While there were a few hiccups this
week, this facility is one that the community should be proud of.
Councillor Gillingham attended the Western Australian Local

Government Convention in Perth last week and thanked Council for the
opportunity to network with other Elected Members of different Shires.

Councillor Dziombak

Councillor Dziombak advised that the past fortnight saw some of the
most exciting announcements in Hedland history.

Councillor Hooper

Councillor Hooper advised that he attended the Regional Cabinet visit.
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ITEM 10 PETITIONS/DEPUTATIONS/PRESENTATIONS/SUBMISSIONS

Nil

Disclaimer

IMPORTANT NOTE:

Members of the public are cautioned against taking any action on
Council decisions, on items on this evening’s Agenda in which
they may have an interest, until formal notification in writing by
Council has been received. Decisions made at this meeting can
be revoked, pursuant to the Local Government Act 1995.
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ITEM 11
111

6:08pm

71.1.1

REPORTS OF OFFICERS

Planning and Development Services

Councillors Daccache and Dziombak declared a financial interest in
ltem 11.1.1 ‘Proposed Road Dedication over Lot 253 Wallwork Road’
as they are BHP Billiton shareholders with shares over the statutory
threshold.

Councillors Daccache and Dziombak left the room.

Councillor Carter assumed the chair.

Councillor Carter advised that Council is unable to consider this matter
tonight due to a lack of quorum.

Proposed Road Dedication over Lot 253 Wallwork Road

Officer Leonard Long
Manager Planning

Date of Report 23 July 2012

Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil

Summary

Council has received a request from BHP Billiton to support its request
to dedicate a portion of Lot 253 for “Public Road” purposes.

Council is recommended to support the request.
Background

During the preparation of the Port Hedland International Airport Land
Use Plan, two public access roads were identified. North of the existing
cemetery access road and south of the cemetery linking Precinct 3 with
Wedgefield via Pinga Street. The public access road linking Precinct 3
with Pinga Street has also been identified through the subdivision
process.

The proposed road dedication is over a portion of Lot 253 Wallwork
Road currently unallocated Crown land.

Prior to the Department of Regional Development and Lands
progressing with the Crown Subdivision, confirmation that the Town will
accept the management order for the newly created road reserve is
required.
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6:09pm

Consultation
Nil
Statutory Implications

Section 56 of the Land Administration Act 1997 prescribes the process
required to be followed by a local authority to dedicate roads.

Policy Implications

Nil

Strategic Planning Implications

Nil

Budget Implications

The proposed road forms part of the overall subdivision of Precinct 3
and is a requirement within the Precinct 3 agreement that it be
constructed by BHP Billiton.

Officer’s Comment

The proposed access road is an integral part of the subdivision of
Precinct 3 and will ensure the potential traffic flow will be adequately
addressed.

Attachments

1. Proposed road dedication.

Officer’s Recommendation

That Council supports the request from BHP Billiton on behalf of the
Town of Port Hedland to dedicate the following portion of land as road

reserve as shown on the attached plan (Attachment 1) from Wallwork
Road through Lot 253 to the Western boundary of Lot 2444.

Councillors Daccache and Dziombak re-entered the room and resumed
their chairs.

Councillor Carter advised that the Iltem was not considered due to a
lack of quorum.
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71.1.2

Proposed Twenty (20) Multiple Dwelling on Lot 860 (15)
Minderoo Avenue, South Hedland (File No.: 804898G)

Officer Luke Cervi

Senior Planning Officer
Date of Report 12 July 2012
Application No. 2012/239
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

Council received an application from Hodge Collard Preston Architects
on behalf of the registered proprietor Hedland Quality Homes Pty Ltd,
to construct twenty (20) Multiple Dwellings on Lot 860 (15) Minderoo
Avenue, South Hedland (the site).

The application is presented to Council for consideration as an
objection was received during public consultation.

Council Officers recommend approval of the application.

Background

Site Description

The subject site is generally rectangular in shape and has frontage to
Minderoo Avenue, Anchor Street and Centaur Avenue. The subject site

covers an area of approximately 2765m?.

The site is zoned “Residential R30” under the Town of Port Hedland
Town Planning Scheme No. 5 (TPS5) and is currently vacant.

Proposal

The applicant is proposing to construct twenty (20) Multiple Dwellings
on the subject site consisting of 6 single bedroom dwellings and 14 two
bedroom dwellings.

Consultation

Internally:

The application was circulated to the following internal units, with
comments received, included in the report:

Acting Chief Executive Officer

Manager Technical Services

Manager Building Services

Manager Environmental Health Services
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8 AUGUST 2012

Externally:
Agencies:

e Horizon Power
e Water Corporation

Adjoining owners:

2 Minderoo Avenue, South Hedland

4 Minderoo Avenue, South Hedland

8 Minderoo Avenue, South Hedland

10 Minderoo Avenue, South Hedland
Lot 854 Minderoo Avenue, South Hedland
2 Minilya Link, South Hedland

41-43 Steamer Avenue, South Hedland
45 Steamer Avenue, South Hedland

47 Steamer Avenue, South Hedland

Lot 855 Centaur Avenue, South Hedland
3 Centaur Avenue, South Hedland

5 Centaur Avenue, South Hedland

25 Captains Way, South Hedland

27 Captains Way, South Hedland

29 Captains Way, South Hedland

The application was advertised in the North West Telegraph on 27
June 2012, and a notice placed on site allowing for a 14 day period for
any interested parties to provide comments / objections to the proposal.

As a result of the above community consultation
objection was received.

5 Centaur Avenue, South Hedland (the landowner)
Summary of Written Submission

The objection received can be summarized as follows:

process one (1)

Received

Summary of Objection Planning Response

Density The plot ratio provided for the
development is .498. This complies with
the acceptable development standard
which allows a maximum .5 plot ratio.

this is not the case.

Reduction in Property | The objector has not provided any
Value justification to support this statement.

It has been Council Officer's experience
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Reduction in rental return | As above the objector has not provided

any justification to support this statement.

Again it has been Council Officer’s
experience this is not the case.

Statutory Implications

In accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005, the
proposed development is subject to the provisions of the Town of Port
Hedland Town Planning Scheme No. 5.

Policy Implications
Nil
Strategic Planning Implications

The following sections of Council’s Plan for the Future 2010-2015 are
considered relevant to the proposal:

Key Result Area 4: Economic Development

Goal 1: Land Development Projects
Fast-track the release and development of
commercial, industrial and residential land.

Budget Implications

An application fee of $13,858.00 has been received as per the
prescribed fees approved by Council.

Officer’'s Comment

In terms of TPS5, the site is identified as “Residential R30”. Under the
zoning table the proposed land use is specified as follows:

Multiple Dwellings: “SA” (the development is not permitted
unless the Council has granted planning
approval after giving notice in
accordance with clause 4.3)

R-Code Assessment for Multiple Dwellings

The proposed “Multiple Dwellings” have been assessed in accordance
with Part 7 of the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R-
Codes). The proposal is consistent with the Acceptable Development
Standards except as follows:
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Clause 7.1.2 — Building Height

The development proposes a number of external walls exceeding the
6m acceptable development standard. These walls range between
approximately 6.2m and 7m.

The 7m height is consistent with the acceptable development standard
for a concealed roof and the varied heights have been used as design
features to provide interest to the building and break up the bulk of the
building. It is considered the variations provide for a more aesthetically
pleasing building than could be achieved if adherence to the acceptable
development standard occurred. The proposal appropriately addresses
the performance criteria of the provision.

Passive Surveillance of the Park

The site adjoins koombana park. The design of the building provides for
passive surveillance of the park by providing major openings in units 11
and 20 (being the first floor units closest to the park). The proposal is in
accordance with the acceptable development standards.

Attachments

1. Locality Map

2.  Floor Plans and Elevations
3. 3D Perspectives

4.  Objection Email

Options
Council has the following options when considering the application.
1. Approve the application subject to conditions.

Resulting in the ability for the development of the site to go ahead as
proposed.

2. Refuse the application.
Refusal may result in the decision being taken to the State
Administrative Tribunal for reconsideration, as the development

complies with the applicable legislative requirements.

Option one (1) is recommended.
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201213/051 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Gillingham
That Council:
i) Approves the application submitted by Hodge Collard

Preston on behalf of Hedland Quality Homes Pty Ltd, to
construct twenty (20) Multiple Dwellings on Lot 860 (15)
Minderoo Avenue, South Hedland, subject to the following
conditions:

1.

This approval relates only to the proposed “MULTIPLE
DWELLING” - Twenty (20) Multiple Dwellings and other
incidental development, as indicated on the approved
plans (DRG2012/239/1 — DRG2012/239/4). It does not
relate to any other development on this lot.

The development shall only be used for the purpose
which is related to a “Multiple Dwelling”. In terms of the
Town of Port Hedland’s Town Planning Scheme No. 5,
“Multiple Dwelling” is defined as:

“Multiple Dwelling

a dwelling in a group of more than one where any part of
a dwelling is vertically above part of any other.”

This approval shall remain valid for two (2) years if
development is substantially commenced. (Refer to
advice note 3).

A minimum of 29 car bays shall be provided on-site in
accordance with the approved site plan
(DRG/2011/597/1).

No parking bays shall be obstructed in any way or used
for any purposes other than parking.

Front walls and fences within the primary street setback
area and / or adjoining any public area shall be no
higher than 1.8m measured from natural ground level
and be visually permeable above 1.2m.

Fences shall be reduced to no higher than 0.75m from
the natural ground level when within 1.5m of where the
Vehicle Access Point (driveway) meets a street and
where two (2) streets intersect.
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8.

10.

All stormwater must be retained onsite. Disposal to be
designed in accordance with Council’s Engineering
Department Guidelines, to the satisfaction of the
Manager Technical Services.

Roof mounted or freestanding plant or equipment such
as air conditioning units shall be located and/or
screened to the satisfaction of the Manager Planning
Services.

Alterations or relocation of existing infrastructure within
the road reserve shall be carried out and reinstated to
the satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services, at
the developer’s expense.

Conditions to be complied with prior to the submission of a
Building Licence application.

11.

12.

13.

Prior to the submission of a building licence application,
an Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control plan shall
be submitted and approved by the Manager Planning
Services.

Prior to the submission of a building licence application,
a Rubbish Collection Strategy/Management Plan shall
be submitted for approval by the Manager Technical
Services. The strategy/plan shall consider service
vehicle maneuvering on the internal roads of the
development. Any alterations to the approved plans
required as a result of the strategy/plan shall be
incorporated into the building licence plans. The
approved strategy/plan shall be implemented to the
satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services.

Prior to the submission of a building licence application,
a construction site management plan shall be submitted
and approved by the Manager Planning Services. The
construction site management plan shall indicate how it
is proposed to manage the following during
construction:

a. The delivery and storage of materials and
equipment to the site;

b. The parking arrangements for the contractors and
subcontractors;

c. Impact on traffic movement;

d. Operation times including delivery of materials;
and

e. Other matters likely to impact on the surrounding
residents / businesses;
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Conditions to be complied with prior to the occupation of the
development.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Prior to the occupation of any part of development
landscaping and reticulation shall be established with
the use of mature trees and shrubs in accordance with
the approved plan (DRG2012/239/4) and thereafter
maintained to the satisfaction of the Manager Planning
Services.

Prior to the occupation of any part of the development,
access way(s), parking area(s), turning area(s) shall be
constructed, kerbed, formed, graded, drained, line
marked and finished with a sealed or paved surface by
the developer to an approved design in accordance with
Port Hedland Town Planning Scheme No. 5, and
Australian Standards, to the satisfaction of the Manager
Technical Services.

Prior to the occupation of any part of the development,
the driveways and crossover shall be designed and
constructed in accordance with Council’s Crossover
Policy 9/005, to the satisfaction of the Manager
Technical Services.

Prior to the occupation of any part of the development,
lighting shall be installed along all driveway(s), access
way(s), parking area(s), turning area(s) and pedestrian
pathways by the developer. Design and construction
standards shall be in accordance with relevant
Australian Standards and to the satisfaction of the
Manager Technical Services.

FOOTNOTES:

1.

This lot is located in an area likely to be subject to
inundation and flooding from rising sea levels, tidal
storm surges and/or catchment flooding over the next
100 years.

You are reminded this is a Planning Approval only and
does not obviate the responsibility of the owner /
developer to comply with all relevant building, health
and engineering requirements.

In the absence of a clear definition of “substantially
commenced” within the Port Hedland Town Planning
Scheme No. 5, for the purpose of this approval
“substantially commenced” shall mean the approved
development shall be at least 50% complete.
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4.

In the absence of a clear definition of “mature trees and
shrubs” within the Port Hedland Town Planning
Scheme, No.5, for the purpose of this approval “mature
trees and shrubs” shall mean trees of no less than 2m in
height and shrubs of no less than 0.5m in height.

Waste receptacles shall be stored in a suitable
enclosure, provided to the specifications of Council’s
Health Local Laws 1999.

The development shall comply with the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997, at all times.

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of
Worksafe Western Australia in the carrying out of any
works associated with this approval.

To clear any conditions kindly contact the Town’s
Compliance Officer on (08) 9158 9300. Please note it
may take up to 28 days to clear conditions.

CARRIED 6/0
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ATTACHMENT 4 TO ITEM 11.1.2

Cervi Luke

Subject: FW: Application 2012/239 - lat 860 (15) Minderso Ave, South Hedland 6722

From: Kirsting Scales [mailto:kirstine@evolutionhomes.com.au
Sent: Friday, 6 July 2012 2:37 PM

To: Djanegara Ryan
Subject: RE: Application 2012/239 - lot 860 (15) Minderoo Ave, South Hedland 6722

Dear Ryan

Thank you for getting back to me.

We own a million dollar home on Centaur Ave, We would like to formally object to this development as this density
of living will cause a significant deterioration in the value of our property along with the rental income we can
receive an it

Do | need to complete anything formal to register our objection?

Many thanks for your assistanca and help

Anthony and Jeanette Gibsan
Andrew and Kirstine Scales

Regards

Kirstine Scales
Mobile 0421 391 491

FVOLUTION
HOMES

Phone 08 5301 4441
Fax 08 9301 4467
E-mail  kirstine@evolutionhemes.com.au
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71.1.3

Amended Plans for previously approved Four (4)
“Grouped Dwellings” and a “Use not Listed - Rectory”
on Lot 1724 (9) Padbury Place, Port Hedland, 6721 (File
No.: 406830G & 803206G)

Officer Ryan Djanegara
Planning Officer

Date of Report 24 July 2012

Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil

Summary

Council received a request from Goldman Construction on behalf of the
Trustees of the Diocese of North West Australia, to approve amended
plans pertaining to the Council approved Four (4) “Grouped Dwellings”
and a “Use not Listed - Rectory” on Lot 1724 (9) Padbury Place, Port
Hedland, 6721.

The proposed changes are required for the development to proceed.
Background

At its Ordinary Council Meeting of 22 February 2012, Council approved
an application for the construction of Four (4) “Grouped Dwellings” and
a “Use not Listed - Rectory” on Lot 1724 (9) Padbury Place, Port
Hedland, 6721.

The Officer recommended the application be partially approved, by
approving the Use Not Listed — Rectory and refusing the Four (4)
Grouped Dwellings. The recommendation was made on the basis the
use “Grouped Dwellings” was not incidental to the predominant use
being a “Place of worship”, thereby contradicting the Port Hedland
Town Planning Scheme No. 5. Notwithstanding this Council resolved to
approve the application (including the Grouped Dwellings) subject to
conditions.

The applicant has advised that the approved plans originally submitted
to Council were incorrectly surveyed. As a result the applicant is
required to obtain Council approval for the amended plan.

Proposed Amendments

The applicant has advised the following error occurred on the approve
plan previously submitted to Council:

o The existing church building is located 0.66m further north, and
o The existing church is 0.66m longer than indicated on the
approved plans.
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Implications of Proposed Amendment:

1. reduced the accessway width to the 4 grouped dwellings from 6m
to 5.8m;

2. reduced the accessway width to car parking bays 14 - 25 from 6m
to 5.8m;

3. relocated the internal retaining wall abutting bays 14 to 25 1.122m
further back; and

4. reduced the setbacks from the access leg to the proposed
dwellings.

Consultation

Nil

Statutory Implications

In accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005, the
proposed development is subject to the provisions of the Town of Port
Hedland Town Planning Scheme No. 5 (TPS5).

Policy Implications

Nil

Strategic Planning Implications

Nil

Budget Implications

An application fee of $139.00 has been received as per the prescribed
fees approved by Council.

Officer’'s Comment

Although the changes are considered minor, Council Officers remain
concerned about the approval of the original application, because the
proposed use “Grouped Dwellings” were not considered incidental to
the main use being a “Place of worship”, thereby contradicting the Port
Hedland Town Planning Scheme No 5.

Options

Council has the following options when considering the application.

1. Refuse the amended site plan.

Should Council refuse to approve the amended site plan, the applicant
will not be able to undertake the development.
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2.  Approve the amended site plan.

The amended site plan would supersede the site plan originally
approved under Condition 1 of permit 2011/585. However, the permit
will remain unchanged.

Option one (1) is recommended.
Attachments

1. Locality Plan
2.  Previously approved Site Plan with changes identified
3. Amended Site Plan

Officer’'s Recommendation

That Council refuses the request from Goldman Construction on behalf
of the Trustees of the Diocese of North West Australia, to approve
amended plans pertaining to the Council approved Four (4) “Grouped
Dwellings” and a “Use not Listed - Rectory” on Lot 1724 (9) Padbury
Place, Port Hedland, 6721.

201213/052 Council Decision
Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Gillingham
That Council:

A. approves the request from Goldman Construction on behalf
of the Trustees of the Diocese of North West Australia, to
approve amended plans pertaining to the Council approved
Four (4) “Grouped Dwellings” and a “Use not Listed -
Rectory” on Lot 1724 (9) Padbury Place, Port Hedland, 6721,
subject to:

1. The approval pertains to the amendments indicated on
the site plan (DRG2011/585/1), and supersedes the
original site plan approved under permit 2011/585; and

2. All other conditions as stated in Planning Approval
2011/585, remain unchanged.

CARRIED 6/0

REASON: Council supports the developer’s application as
previously indicated in January 2010.
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ATTACHMENT 2 TO ITEM 11.1.3

Attachment 2 — Previously approved Site Plans with changes identified
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11.1.4

Proposed “Infrastructure” — Telecommunications Facility
at Lot 2 (20) Clark Streetf, Port Hedland (File No.:
402222G)

Officer Michael Pound

Senior Planning Officer
Date of Report 24 July 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

Council received an application from Planning Solutions on behalf of
Service Stream Mobile Communications and Telstra Corporations Ltd
to construct a Telecommunications Facility on Lot 2 (20) Clark Street,
Port Hedland (site). The existing lattice tower has reached the end of its
useful life and structural limits, and is to be removed to allow for
installation of the new facility.

The application is presented to Council for consideration as an
objection was received during public consultation.

The application is recommended for approval.
Background

Site Description (ATTACHMENT 1)

The site is bounded by Clark Street to the west, McGregor Street to the
south and existing residential development to the north/east. Land
immediately south of the site is undeveloped land zoned “Urban
development” and abuts reserve land utilised for waste water disposal
and treatment.

The site has an area of approximately 7.8702ha.
Development Plan and Amendment No. 38

The WAPC endorsed a Development Plan for the site on 24 November
2011 and the site was identified as “Other Public Purposes -
Telecommunications”, which was in accordance with the Town of Port
Hedland Town Planning Scheme No. 5 (TPS 5).

On 13 December 2011, Amendment No. 38 was approved by the
Minister of Planning for the purpose of rezoning the site, Lot 5474
Thompson Street and Lot 2 & 4 McGregor Street from Part “Other
Public Purposes — Telecommunications” and Part “Residential R15” to
“Urban Development.”
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Proposal (ATTACHMENT 2)

To achieve the necessary network coverage requirements, Telstra
proposes to install one (1) new lattice tower to accommodate two (2)
new panel antennas mounted on the proposed lattice tower. Seven (7)
existing Telstra antennas currently on the existing lattice tower are to
be relocated onto the new structure, together with underground cabling
between the equipment and antenna devices and ancillary safety and
access equipment.

The replacement lattice tower is of similar height and scale as the
existing lattice tower, which is to be removed to allow installation of the
new facilities.

In summary the proposed development consists of the following
features:

Lattice Tower: 1
Height: 40.0m above natural ground level
# of Panels | Dimensions Elevations
Antennas
Existing 4 2090mm x 510mm x 2 @ 38.6m C/L
108mm above natural
ground level
2@ 27.0m C/L
above natural
ground level
1 2630mm x 300mm x 38.6m C/L
115mm above natural
ground level
2 3300mm (I) x 52mm (dia) 40.0m above
natural ground
level
Proposed |2 1 x 1330mm (h) x 160mm 31.0m C/L
(w) x 95mm (d) above natural
ground level
1 x 1330mm (h) x 370mm
(w) x 120mm (d)

The lattice tower structure will be of a galvanised finish which is
considered to be the most unobtrusive option for the proposed
infrastructure.
Consultation

Internally

The application was circulated to the following internal units with
comments received included in this report.
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o Manager Technical Services;
o Manager Building Services, and
o Manager Environmental Health Services.

Externally
Agencies:

o Horizon Power
Adjoining owners:

3 Nereus Court, Port Hedland;

5 Nereus Court, Port Hedland;

6 Nereus Court, Port Hedland;

4 Nereus Court, Port Hedland;

6 Thetis Place, Port Hedland;

4 Thetis Place, Port Hedland;

4 Oceanus Court, Port Hedland;

5 Neptune Place, Port Hedland;

3 Clark Street, Port Hedland;

5 Clark Street, Port Hedland;

13 Clark Street, Port Hedland;

15 Clark Street, Port Hedland;

35 McGregor Street, Port Hedland;
3 Thetis Place, Port Hedland;

19 Thompson Street, Port Hedland;
13 Thompson Street, Port Hedland;
11 Thompson Street, Port Hedland,;
9 Thompson Street, Port Hedland;
7 Thompson Street, Port Hedland;
6 Clark Street, Port Hedland;

78 Sutherland Street, Port Hedland;
8 Trembath Street, Port Hedland; and
6 Oceanus Court, Port Hedland.

The application was advertised in the North West Telegraph on 4 and
11 July 2012, allowing for a 14 day period for any interested parties to
provide comments / objections to the proposal.

As a result of the abovementioned community consultation and referral
process one (1) objection was received.

Objection Received (ATTACHMENT 3)

The objection can be summarized as follows:
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Objection Summary

Applicants Response (ATTACHMENT 4)

This type of infrastructure
should no longer be
considered in a residential
area.

It is not uncommon for mobile telephone network base
station facilities to be located in and adjacent to
residential areas, there are numerous examples
throughout Australia. In order to provide the
community  with  effective  telecommunications
coverage, carriers need to provide telecommunications
infrastructure in the locality where coverage is
required, such as in this area. Locations such as
Wedgefield or further out of town will simply not
provide coverage to the locality.

Telecommunications facilities will continue to be
required in residential areas in order to provide the
community with adequate coverage.

Concerns regarding
impacts on health.

Telstra takes the health and safety of the public
extremely seriously and acts in accordance with all
legislation and standards. Telstra relies on the expert
advice of national and international health authorities
such as the Australian Radiation Protection and
Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) and the World
Health Organisation (WHO) for overall assessments of
health and safety impacts. The consensus is there is
no substantiated scientific evidence of health effects
from EME generated by radio frequency technology,
including mobile phones and base stations, when used
in accordance with applicable standards. Australia’s
Standard for EME is designed to protect all sectors of
the public wherever they are in relation to the
proposed base station, 24 hours a day.

All carriers are required to comply with Federal
government standards incorporating substantial safety
margins to address concerns for potentially sensitive
groups in the community (such as children, pregnant
women, the infirm and aged).

The EME predictive report (ATTACHMENT 4)
indicates this facility is estimated to equate to a
maximum of 0.22% (around one 450™) of the
Australian Communications and Media Authority
(ACMA) mandated exposure limits, which is very low
relative to other sources of EME that can currently be
found in the environment. Should adjacent residents
request, Telstra would be pleased to undertake a post-
installation EME assessment, in order to confirm the
proposed facility complies with the exposure limits set
by the Australian Communications and Media
Authority (ACMA).
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Visual Pollution The proposed facility is replacing an existing facility on

site of similar size and accordingly there will be no
change to the visual amenity of the area. Telstra will
need to retain a facility in the area to maintain and
improve mobile telephone telecommunications to
community.

Use of the Land There is no change to the current use of the land and

with or without this proposal, the land will continue to
be utlised for telecommunications related
development.

Planning Unit Response

It is considered the applicant has suitably addressed the concerns
including health related matters raised in the objectors letter. Given the
proposal is to replace the existing facility with a new
telecommunications lattice tower, Officers consider that the proposal
does not impact adversely on the community but provides a service to
the surrounding community for which there is a demonstrated and
growing demand.

Statutory Implications

In accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005 the
proposed development is subject to the provisions of the TPS5.

State Planning Policy No. 5.2 — Telecommunications Infrastructure
Policy Implications

Nil

Strategic Planning Implications

Nil

Budget Implications

An application fee of $480.00 has been received as per the prescribed
fees approved by Council.

Officer’'s Comment

In terms of TPS 5, the site is zoned “Urban Development”.
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Appendix 1 — Definitions of TPS5 defines “Urban Development” as;

“development which is undertaken by multiple land owners of lots
in an area set aside for the range of uses associated with urban
areas such as residential, commercial, community, roads and
open spaces.”

Clause 6.4.1 Urban Development Zone of TPS 5 states:

“The purpose of the Urban Development Zone is to identify land
where detailed planning and the provision of infrastructure is
required prior to the further subdivision and development of land.
This planning should be documented in the form of a
Development Plan. Although subdivision and development may
take place prior to the Scheme maps being amended to reflect the
details of Development Plans; the Scheme maps should be
amended as soon as practicable following the creation of lots and
Crown reserves.”

The proposed infrastructure replaces an existing facility and is deemed
to be consistent with the objectives of the “Urban Development” Zone
by maintaining, and improving, mobile telephone telecommunications to
the business and residential communities of the Port Hedland townsite
and greater Port Hedland area, and does not compromise the ultimate
purpose intended for the Zone.

Clause 6.4.2 Urban Development Zone of Part VI — Development
Requirements of TPS5 states:

“‘Subject to the provisions of 5.2. the Council may require the
preparation of a Development Plan for the whole or any part of the
Urban Development zone.”

The proposed facility is to be located on a site already utilised for
telecommunications infrastructure, with an existing lattice tower of
similar size and scale to be replaced by the proposed facility.

The subject proposal is designed and located such that it achieves
network coverage for Telstra without any additional impact on the visual
amenity of the surrounding area.

The proposed development does not involve the removal of any
vegetation and is appropriate to the context in which it is located, being
an area utilised for telecommunications uses.

Given the above, Council Officers are of the opinion the proposed
development adequately addresses the relevant matters to be
considered by Council.
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State Planning Policy No. 5.2 — Telecommunications Infrastructure

State Planning Policy No. 5.2 (SPP 5.2) aims to facilitate the
development of an effective state-wide telecommunications network in
a manner consistent with the economic, environmental and social
objectives and orderly and proper planning.

SPP 5.2 is supplemented by Guidelines for the Location, Siting and
Design of Telecommunications Infrastructure (Guidelines). The
following principles, as stated in SPP 5.2 and/or the Guidelines, are
relevant:

“Telecommunication facilities should be designed and sited to
minimise any potential adverse visual impact on the character and
amenity of the local environment, in particular, impacts on
prominent landscape features, general views in the locality and
individual significant views.”

The proposed facility replaces an existing structure of similar size and
scale in an area currently utilised for telecommunications infrastructure.
The infrastructure will therefore blend with the existing structures on the
subject site.

There are no prominent landscape features or individual significant
views.

Accordingly, the proposed development is unlikely to cause significant
detrimental visual impact on the amenity of the locality.

“Telecommunication facilities should be designed to minimise
adverse impacts on the visual character and amenity of residential
areas.”

The proposed facility replaces an existing lattice tower structure
currently on the subject site. The impact on visual amenity of the
surrounding residential areas will not change.

Accordingly, the proposed development is unlikely to cause any
significant detrimental visual amenity impact.

“Unless it is impractical to do so telecommunication towers should
be located within commercial, business, industrial and rural areas
outside identified conservation areas.”

The subject site is currently utilised for telecommunications
infrastructure purposes, and is not identified as a conservation area. It
is therefore submitted the site selection is entirely consistent with the
requirements of SPP 5.2.
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“Co-location of telecommunications facilities should generally be
sought, unless such an arrangement would detract from local
amenities or where operation of the facilities would be significantly
compromised as a result.”

Detailed investigations by the applicant and their client have confirmed
there are no co-location opportunities in the vicinity of the site which
would satisfy the coverage objectives for the facility.

The proposed facility is necessary in order to maintain existing
coverage in the area and provide future, and improved, coverage to an
area not adequately serviced by co-located infrastructure. Further,
there are no existing structures within the vicinity of the subject site
suitable  for accommodating low-impact telecommunications
infrastructure.

In addition, due to the higher frequency utilised by the NextG® network,
the transmission range of the signal is reduced. As a result, and also
due to the topography of the region, co-location of infrastructure on
more distant sites will not adequately cover the area proposed to be
serviced by the proposed infrastructure.

“Design and operation of a telecommunications facility should
accord with the licensing requirements of the Australian
Communications Authority, with physical isolation and control of
public access to emission hazard zones and use of minimum
power levels consistent with quality services.”

The proposed infrastructure will operate in compliance with the
Australian ~ Communication and Media  Authority (ACMA)
Electromagnetic  Emissions (EME) regulatory  arrangements
(ATTACHMENT b5). This assessment was undertaken in accordance
with the ARPANSA prediction methodology and report format. The
assessment confirms that the proposed installation operating at full
power complies with the Radiocommunications (Electromagnetic
Radiation — Human Exposure) Standard 2003.

Further, it is a condition of telecommunications carriers’ licences that
they must comply with the Telecommunications Act 1997 and the
Telecommunications Code of Practice 1997. The Code of Practice
further requires carriers to comply with the Australian Communications
Industry  Forum  Industry Code for the Deployment of
Radiocommunications Infrastructure (ACIF Code). The ACIF Code
imposes site specific obligations on carriers, including, inter alia, the
requirement to have regard to guidelines established within the ACIF
Code to facilitate a Precautionary Approach to site selection and
infrastructure design. In accordance with the conditions of its licence,
Telstra has, in selection of the site and design of the proposed
infrastructure, applied the Precautionary Approach mandated by the
ACIF Code.

It is also noted that there is no requirement under SPP 5.2 for
separation from sensitive sites or buffer distances.

PAGE 45



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

In light of the above, it is clear the proposed development is consistent
with the provisions of TPS5 and does not compromise the ultimate
purpose intended for the Zone.

Summary

The proposed site has been selected and designed in accordance with
the precautionary approach required of telecommunication carriers.

The proposed development complies with the spirit and intent of TPS5,
and SPP5.2. Detailed investigations have confirmed there are no co-
location opportunities in the vicinity of the subject site which would
satisfy the coverage objectives for the facility.

Attachments

Locality Map

Development Plans

Objection Letter

Applicant’s response

Summary of Estimated RF EME Levels

agkrwnhPE

Options

Council has the following options when considering the application:

1. Approve the application subject to conditions

Approval will ensure existing coverage in the area and provide both
future and improved coverage to an area not adequately serviced by
telecommunications infrastructure.

2. Refuse the application.

Refusal will limit telecommunication coverage within the existing and
wider vicinity.

Option one (1) is recommended.

201213/053 Officer’s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Hooper

That Council:

i)  Approves the application submitted by Planning Solutions on
behalf of Service Stream Mobile Communications and Telstra
Corporations Ltd to construct a Telecommunications Facility

on Lot 2 (20) Clark Street, Port Hedland, subject to the
following conditions:
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1.

10.

11.

This approval relates only to the proposed
“INFRASTRUCTURE” Telecommunications Facility and
other incidental development, as indicated on the
approved plans (DWG2012/256/1 — DWG2012/256/3). It
does not relate to any other development on this lot.

In terms of the Port Hedland Town Planning Scheme No
5, “Infrastructure” is defined as follows:

“physical equipment or systems, such as cables,
pipelines, roads, railways, conveyors and pumps
constructed, operated and maintained by a public
authority or private sector body for the purposes of
conveying, transmitting, receiving or processing water,
sewerage, electricity, gas, drainage, communications,
raw materials or other goods and services, but does not
include industry.”

The development shall be substantially commenced
with 2 years otherwise the approval shall lapse.

A minimum of three (3) car bays shall be provided as
indicated on the approved site plan.

No parking bays shall be obstructed in any way or used
for any other purpose than parking.

Front walls and fences within the primary street setback
area shall be no higher than 1.8m measured from natural
ground level and be visually permeable above 1.2m.

Fences shall be reduced to no higher than 0.75m from
the natural ground level when within 1.5m of where the
Vehicle Access Point (driveway) meets a street and
where two (2) streets intersect.

Stormwater shall be retained on-site, in accordance with
Council’s Technical Services Guidelines.

Roof mounted or freestanding plant or equipment such
as air conditioning units shall be located and / or
screened to the satisfaction of the Manager Planning
Services.

Dust and sand shall be contained on site with the use of
suitable dust suppression techniques to the satisfaction
of the Manager Environmental Health Services.

Alterations or relocations of existing infrastructure
within the road reserve shall be carried out and
reinstated at the developers cost, to the specification
and satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services.
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The following conditions are to be cleared by Planning
Services prior to any works taking place on the lot.

12.

13.

14.

Prior to the commencement of any works a detailed
landscaping and reticulation plan including any street
verge, shall be submitted and approved by the Manager
Planning Services. The plan to include location, species
and planting details with reference to Council’s list of
Recommended Low-Maintenance Tree and Shrub
Species for General Landscaping included in Council
Policy 10/001.

Prior to the commencement of any works, an “Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan” shall be submitted and
approved by the Manager Planning Services.

Prior to the commencement of any works, a
“Construction Site Management Plan” shall be
submitted and approved by the Manager Planning
Services. The “Construction Site Management Plan”
shall indicate how it is proposed to manage the
following during construction:

a. The delivery of materials and equipment to the site;

b. The storage of materials and equipment on the site;

c. The parking arrangements for the contractors and
subcontractors;

d. Impact on traffic movement;

e. Operation times including delivery of materials;
and

f.  Other matters likely to impact on the surrounding
residents / businesses;

Condition to be cleared by Planning Services prior to
commissioning the infrastructure.

15.

16.

Prior to commissioning the “Infrastructure” landscaping
and reticulation shall be established with the use of
mature trees and shrubs in accordance with the
approved plan and thereafter maintained to the
satisfaction of the Manager Planning Services. (Refer to
advice note 3)

Prior to commissioning the “Infrastructure”, lighting
shall be installed along all driveway(s), access way(s),
parking area(s), turning area(s) and pedestrian pathways
by the developer. Design and construction standards
shall be in accordance with relevant Australian
Standards to the satisfaction of the Manager Planning
Services.
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17. Prior to commissioning the “Infrastructure” the
driveways and crossover shall be designed and
constructed in accordance with Council’s Crossover
Policy 9/005, and approved by the Manager Planning
Services.

ADVICE NOTES:

1.

This lot is located in an area likely to be subject to inundation
and flooding from rising sea levels, tidal storm surges and/or
catchment flooding over the next 100 years.

You are reminded this is a Planning Approval only and does
not obviate the responsibility of the owner / developer to
comply with all relevant building, health and engineering
requirements.

In the absence of a clear definition of “mature trees and
shrubs” within the Port Hedland Town Planning Scheme,
No.5, for the purpose of this approval “mature trees and
shrubs” shall mean trees of no less than 2m in height and
shrubs of no less than 0.5m in height.

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of Worksafe
Western Australia in the carrying out of any works associated
with this approval.

To clear any conditions kindly contact the Towns Compliance
Officer on (08) 9158 9300. Please note it may take up to 28
days to clear conditions.

CARRIED 6/0
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ATTACHMENT 1 TO ITEM 11.1.4
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Stockton Merja

From: De Meilion Steve
Sent: Thursday, 12 July 2012 10:44 AM
To: Records
Subject: IPA288686 - Please register the email
: P,
SynergySoft IPA28866 “M " /t L)) M.P
" Thank you.

Town of
Port Hedland

and.wa.
rthed| gov.au

From: Pound Michael
Sent: Wednesday, 11 July 2012 3:10 PM
To: De Meillon Steve

Subject: Fwd:

Mate,

Please forward to Laurie and request they respond to the objection received.

Regards, | PR 28%b6 .
Michael Pound ' Fila t. aber: L*p?ZQLl ..........
. -~-\.rinnt:..":gﬂf}:'—.“.'.".j J ‘,‘"“"~.‘.e§,...l{1}..,..
Begin forwarded message: )
From: Mal & Shaz Blythe <mandsblythe@bizpond.com>

Date: 10 July 2012 5:48:42 PM AWST

To: Pound Michael <snrpo@porthedland.wa.gov.au>

Michael,
| would like to comment on the proposed planned Telecommunication Infrastructure,

| would have hoped that this type of infrastructure would no longer be considered in a residential
area these days.

| feel it is wrong on what impact to health it may cause In the future. The placement of such visual
pollution in a purely residential area is totally unacceptable.

With usable land in Port Hedland at such a premium, why would anyone contemplate the use of
such valuable land for such industrial use as this mind blowing.

I feel it should be built either in Wedgefield or even further out of town | together
Thanks

M & S Blythe
S Clarke St
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ATTACHMENT 4 TO ITEM 11.1.4

Town =L
II=::L:-;:tI ‘f};edrand PﬂSTEB u.m tzf; :

M & 5 Blythe OurRef:  2012/288 / 8022926
5 Lark Street Your Ref:
Port Hedland WA 6721

Encuities: Steve da Maillon
Direct Line: 08 8158 8307
Email: podi@porthediand wa. gov.au

Dear SirMadam

APPLICATION  No: F TELECOMM N
T - 1L L
5 HE D

Further to your objections raised reading the abovementioned application,
the applicant has provided the following response and additional information
{attached).

Obiection 1

| would have hoped that this type of infrastruciure would no longer be
considered in a residential area these days.

Response 1

Itis not uncemmon for mobile telephone network base station facilities to be
located in and adjacent to residential areas and there are numerous
examples throughout Australia. In order to provide the community with
effective telecommunications coverage, Camiers need to provide
telecommunications infrastructure in the locality where coverage is required,
such as in this area. Locations such as Wedgewood or further out of town
will simply not provide coverage to the locality.

Telecommunications facilities will continue to be required in residential areas
in order to provide the community with adequate coverage.

Obiection 2
I feel it is wrong on what impact to health it may cause in the future.
Response 2

Telstra lakes the health and safety of the public extremely seriously and acts
in accordance with all legisiation and standards. Telstra relies on the axpert

Chie Cantre F 0] G155 3300
McGragor Street F 420) &150 Bass
PO Bak 41 crincilEp thedliEme. v, gonal
Porl Heclamd, Wh G721 v porihediand. wa.gov.au
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advice of national and intemational health authorities such as the Austrafian
Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) and the World
Health Organisation (WHO) for overall assessments of health and safety
impacts. The consensus is that there is no substantialed scientific evidence
of health effects from EME generated by radio frequency technology,
including mobile phones and base stations, when used in aceordance with
applicable standards. Australia's Standard for EME is designed to protect all
sectors of the public wherever they are in relation to the proposed base
station, 24 hours a day.

All carriers are required to comply with Federal govermnment standards
incorporating substantial safety margins to address concemns for potentially
sensitive groups in the community (such as children, pregnant women, the
infirm and aged).

The EME predictive report provided to Council conducted by Telstra {copy
herewith} indicates that this facllity is estimated lo equate to a maximum of
0.22% (around one 450th) of the Australian Communications and Media
Authority (ACMA) mandated exposure limits, which is very low relative to
other sources of EME that can currently be found in the environment.
Should adjacent residents request, Telstra wouid be pleased to undertske a
post-installation EME assessment, in order to confirm the proposed facility
complies with the exposure limits set by the Australian Communications and
Media Authority (ACMA,).

Obijection 3

The placement of such visua! pollution in a purely residential area is totally
unacceptable.

Response 3

The proposed facility is replacing an existing facility on site of similar size
and accordingly there will be no change to the visual amenity of the area.
The enisling laltice tower Is cumrently near the end of its useful life and
structural limits and is to be removed to allow for instaliation of the new
facility. Telstra will need to retain a facility in the area to maintain and
improve mobile telephone telecommunications to community.

Obijection 4

[ feel it should be built either in Wedgefield or even further out of town all
together.

RT

LAND
PILBARA'S
FORTCITY

Clvie Centrs P (06 £1 58 2200 P
MoGregor Streat F |05) 9158 0358 J
PO Bo 41 counciyonhodiand we oov.eF S i
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Response 4
See inilial comments.

After consideration of the above and attached information you choose to
withdraw your appiication, please formally write to the Town to this affect.
Alternatively if your objection remains the application shall be determined by
Council at an Ordinary Council Meeting.

Should you require any further information or wish ta spaak directly with the
applicant please don't hesitate to contact ma on 9158 9307.

Yours sipcerely,
.’:F":’ fjf/

Yy ~
LA
DE MEILLON
.~ AISENIOR PLANNING OFFICER

2
/" /16 July 2012

i

'|,.."r

HEDLAND
PILBARA'S
PORTCITY

Civle Centre P {08 9158 8300
MoGregor Sireet F [08) 9150 8359 .
PO Fi 41 cauncllporihechant, wa govay #
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ATTACHMENT 5 TO ITEM 11.1.4

Summary of Estimated RF EME Levels around the
Mobile Phone Base Station at Cooke Point Exchange 27 McGregor Street, Port Hedland WA
6721

Introduction: Date 101172011 NSA Site No (6721004)
This report summarises the estimated maximum cumulative radiofrequency (RF) electromagnetic energy (EME) levels at
ground bevel emittad from the existing Mobile Fhone Base Siation antennas at Cooke Point Exchange 27 McGregor Street Pont
Hedland WA 6721 . Maximum EME levels are estimated in 360° circular bands out fo 500m from the base station. The
procedures for making the estimates have been developed by the Australian Radiation Prolection And Nuclear Safety Agancy
(ARPANSA)'. These are documented in the ARPANSA Technical Report; *Radio Frequency EME Exposure Levels - Prediction
Methodologies™ which is available at hitp:!'www,arpansa.gov.ay

EME Health Standard

ARPANSA, an Australian Government agency in the Health and Ageing portfolio has established a Radiation Protection
Standard? specifying limits for confinuous exposure of the general public to RF transmissions at frequencies used by motile
phone base stations. Further information can be gained from the ARPANSA web site.

The Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA)? mandates exposure limits for continuous exposure of the
general public to RF EME from mobile phone base stafions, Further information can be found &t the ACMA websile

hitp:/jemr.acma,gov. au
Existing Site Radio Systems
| Telsta/GSMO00 [ Telstra/ WCOMABS0 |

Table of Predicted EME Levels - Existing

Distance from the antennas al Cooke Point Exchange 27 Maximum Cumiiative EME Level - All carriers at this sile
McGregor Street (% of ARPANSA exposure limits?)
in 380° cireular bands Public exposune mit = 100%
Om to 50m 0.014%
50m to 100m 0.045%
100m to 200m 0.22%
200m to 300m 0.21%
300m to 400m 0.12%
400m to S00m 0.071%
Maximum EME level
182.74 m, from the antennas at Cooke Point Exchange 27 0.22%
McGregor Street

Note: Estimation for the masimur level of RF EME at 1.5m above the ground from the existing amtennes assuming level ground, The
estimated levels have been calculated on the maximurn mebie phone call capacity anticpated for this site, This estimation does not indude
possible radio sigral attenuation due to buldings and the general environment.  The actual EME levels will generally be significantly less then
predicted due to path lesses and the base station automatizally minimising transmitter power b only sérve cstablished phone calls®. Whes
epplicable, particular locations of inkerest in the area surrounding the base station, induding topograghical variations, are assessed in Apgpendix
A" Cther areas of Interest” table on the fast page.

Summary - Existing Radio Systems

RF EME levels have been estimated from the existing antennas at Cooke Point Exchange 27 McGregor Sireet Port Hedland
WA B721 . The maximum curmulative EME level at 1.5 m above ground level is estmated to be 0.22 % of the ARPANSA public
expasure limits.,

Enviranmendzl EME repoet ju10.3) {2007 ARPANSA Fomat) Producad with RE-Map2 2.0 (Build 0,293
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Existing and Proposed Site Radio Systems

Telstra / WCDMAZ100
Telstra / GSM300 Telstra / WCDMABS0 (proposed)
Table of Predicted EME Levels - Existing and Proposed
Distance from the antennas at Cooke Point Exchange 27 Maximurm Cumulative EME Level - All camiers at this site
McGragor Street (% of ARPANSA exposure imits)
in 360° circular bands Pubslic exposure limit = 100%
Om to 50m 0.02%
50m to 100m 0.055%
100hm to 200m 0.29%
200m to 300m 0.29%
300m to 400m 0.18%
400m to 500m 0.1%
Maximum EME level
199.6 m, from the antennas al Cooke Point Exchange 27 0.2%%
McGregor Street

Nnte:Esﬁrmlimibrmemm-.mIevemfRFEME#I.Smabwemeywmﬁmhmdﬁrqaquwmmmlrgm
ground. The estimated bevels have been calculated on the maximum mabils phone call capacity anticipated for this site, This estimation does
niok include possibie radio signal attenuation due to buildings and the general snvironment,  The achual EME levals will ganerally be
snificantly less than predicted due to path ksses and the hase station autorsatically minirising irangmither power to only serve established
muk*.mmm,mmammmlmnmammmmumm induding topographical variations, are
assessed in Appendix A Other areas of Interest” table on the last page,

Summary - Existing and Proposed Radio Systems

RF EME levels have been estimated from the existing and proposed antennas al Cooke Point Exchange 27 McGregor Street
Port Hedland WA 6721 . The maximum cumulative EME level at 1.5 m above ground level is estimated to be 0.28 % of the
ARPANSA public exposune limits.

Reference Notes:
L The Australian Mmmmwmmmwmmmammmmlmm
the Health and Ageing portflic. ARPANSA is charged with respansibility for protecting the health and safety of people, and tha
emdronment, from the harmiful effects of radiation (iorising and non-ionising]).

1 Australian Radiation Protecticn and Nudear Safety Agency [ARPANSA), 2002, *Redistion Protection Standard: Maximum Expasure
Levels to Radiofrequency Fields — 3 kMz to 300 GHZ', Radiation Protection Series: Publication No, 3, ARFANSA, Yallambie Australia.
[Prinbed version: ISEM 0-642-75400-6 [S5N 1945-0760]

[Whesh version: ISBN 0-642-79402-2 155N 1445-9760]

1. The Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA) 15 resporsibie for the reguiation of broadcasting,
radiocomiraiications, telecommunications and online content. Tnformation on EME is availabie at hitp:/iemr acma, oo au/

4, mEEweﬂIMnmlsrepmaﬂumeurﬂrmmmmu:
- base station transmitters operating Bl maximum power (o automatic power reduction)
= simultanenis telephone calls on all channeks
- an unchstructed line of sight view to the antennas,
In practice a worst-case scenanio is rarely the case, There are often trees and bulldings in the immediate vicinity, and calular
networks sutomatically adjust rensmit power to sult the actual telephone traffic. The level of EME may alsa be affected whene
significant landscape features are present and prediced EME kevels might not be the absslule maxdmum 2t 3l locations.

5. Further explanation of this report may be found in "Understanding the ARPANSA Envircnmental EME Report” and other documents
o the ARPANSA web site, htip:! /wiw. 8rpansa,oov.au

Issued by: Telsim, Diata reference fie - Port Hedand WA 721 -20111118131003

Environmental EME report {v10.3) (2007 ARPANSA Forrnat) Produced with RF-MapZ 2.0 (Buid 0.293)
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Existing and Proposed Site Radio Systems

Telstra / WCDMAZ100
Telstra / GSM300 Telstra / WCDMABS0 (proposed)
Table of Predicted EME Levels - Existing and Proposed
Distance from the antennas at Cooke Point Exchange 27 Maximurm Cumulative EME Level - All camiers at this site
McGragor Street (% of ARPANSA exposure imits)
in 360° circular bands Pubslic exposure limit = 100%
Om to 50m 0.02%
50m to 100m 0.055%
100hm to 200m 0.29%
200m to 300m 0.29%
300m to 400m 0.18%
400m to 500m 0.1%
Maximum EME level
199.6 m, from the antennas al Cooke Point Exchange 27 0.2%%
McGregor Street

Nnte:Esﬁrmlimibrmemm-.mIevemfRFEME#I.Smabwemeywmﬁmhmdﬁrqaquwmmmlrgm
ground. The estimated bevels have been calculated on the maximum mabils phone call capacity anticipated for this site, This estimation does
niok include possibie radio signal attenuation due to buildings and the general snvironment,  The achual EME levals will ganerally be
snificantly less than predicted due to path ksses and the hase station autorsatically minirising irangmither power to only serve established
muk*.mmm,mmammmlmnmammmmumm induding topographical variations, are
assessed in Appendix A Other areas of Interest” table on the last page,

Summary - Existing and Proposed Radio Systems

RF EME levels have been estimated from the existing and proposed antennas al Cooke Point Exchange 27 McGregor Street
Port Hedland WA 6721 . The maximum cumulative EME level at 1.5 m above ground level is estimated to be 0.28 % of the
ARPANSA public exposune limits.

Reference Notes:
L The Australian Mmmmwmmmwmmmammmmlmm
the Health and Ageing portflic. ARPANSA is charged with respansibility for protecting the health and safety of people, and tha
emdronment, from the harmiful effects of radiation (iorising and non-ionising]).

1 Australian Radiation Protecticn and Nudear Safety Agency [ARPANSA), 2002, *Redistion Protection Standard: Maximum Expasure
Levels to Radiofrequency Fields — 3 kMz to 300 GHZ', Radiation Protection Series: Publication No, 3, ARFANSA, Yallambie Australia.
[Prinbed version: ISEM 0-642-75400-6 [S5N 1945-0760]

[Whesh version: ISBN 0-642-79402-2 155N 1445-9760]

1. The Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA) 15 resporsibie for the reguiation of broadcasting,
radiocomiraiications, telecommunications and online content. Tnformation on EME is availabie at hitp:/iemr acma, oo au/

4, mEEweﬂIMnmlsrepmaﬂumeurﬂrmmmmu:
- base station transmitters operating Bl maximum power (o automatic power reduction)
= simultanenis telephone calls on all channeks
- an unchstructed line of sight view to the antennas,
In practice a worst-case scenanio is rarely the case, There are often trees and bulldings in the immediate vicinity, and calular
networks sutomatically adjust rensmit power to sult the actual telephone traffic. The level of EME may alsa be affected whene
significant landscape features are present and prediced EME kevels might not be the absslule maxdmum 2t 3l locations.

5. Further explanation of this report may be found in "Understanding the ARPANSA Envircnmental EME Report” and other documents
o the ARPANSA web site, htip:! /wiw. 8rpansa,oov.au

Issued by: Telsim, Diata reference fie - Port Hedand WA 721 -20111118131003

Environmental EME report {v10.3) (2007 ARPANSA Forrnat) Produced with RF-MapZ 2.0 (Buid 0.293)
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71.1.5

Proposed Eight (8) - “Multiple Dwelling” on Lot 1 (8)
Moseley Street, Port Hedland (File No.: 400100G)

Officer Michael Pound

Senior Planning Officer
Date of Report 26 April 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

As a result of the refusal of the application submitted by RPS on behalf
of Vladimir Ejov to construct eight (8) Multiple Dwellings on Lot 1 (8)
Moseley Street, Port Hedland, the applicant lodged an appeal with the
State Administrative Tribunal requesting the matter be reviewed.

The State Administrative Tribunal has made the following order:

“Pursuant to s 31(1) of the State Administrative Tribunal Act 2004
(WA) the respondent is invited to reconsider its decision by 8
August 2012. If the respondent decides to affirm its earlier
decision to refuse to grant development approval, it is to provide
clear reasons for its refusal.”

Council Officers recommend the favourable reconsideration of the
application.

Background

At the Ordinary Council Meeting of 9 May 2012, Council resolved (9
May 2012, Council Decision 201112/443, page 54) to refuse an
application submitted by RPS on behalf of Vladimir Ejov to construct
eight (8) Multiple Dwellings on Lot 1 (8) Moseley Street, Port Hedland
(site).

Original Proposal

The original application submitted by the applicant was for the
construction of ten (10) single bedroom dwellings. The proposal was
advertised and property owners within the area notified. As a result of
consultation twenty three (23) objections were received.

After negotiations with the applicant the development was reduced from
ten (10) single bedroom units to eight (8) single bedroom units. This
proposal was re-circulated to property owners and only five (5)
objections were reaffirmed.
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Site Description (Attachment 1)

The site is located toward the eastern side of Port Hedland
approximately five kilometres from the Port Hedland town site. The land
faces north toward the coast and is zoned ‘Residential R-30’ pursuant
to the Town of Port Hedland Town Planning Scheme No. 5 (TPS5). The
site is 1030m? in size, is relatively rectangular and has access to
reticulated sewer.

There is an existing single dwelling on the site which will eventually be
demolished to make way for the proposed development. In addition to
the existing single dwelling on the site there are two (2) small
outbuildings to the rear of the dwelling. A driveway and crossover is
located along the western frontage of the lot towards the southern
boundary.

A former Reserve to the west of the lot has recently been amalgamated
into the lot. The fence line is still currently located in its original position
and will be realigned to incorporate the easement area as a part of this
development.

Proposal (Attachment 2)

The applicant is proposing to construct eight (8) Multiple Dwellings on
the site. Four (4) “Multiple Dwellings” will be located to the rear of the
lot in a single building structure while another four (4) “Multiple
Dwellings” will be located across the front of the lot in two (2) separate
building structures.

The proposed eight (8) “Multiple Dwellings” will be developed in a
staged manner, whereby the rear four (4) “Multiple Dwellings” will be
developed as part of the first stage and the existing dwelling at the front
will be retained. The remaining four (4) proposed “Multiple Dwellings” at
the front will then be constructed at a later stage.

Consultation

The consultation process for the application was undertaken in
accordance with clause 4.3 of the Port Hedland Town Planning
Scheme No 5, for the original submission. Twenty three (23) objections
were received during the consultation period. The same consultation
was again undertaken for the amended application which received only
five (5) objections.

However, the reduced amount of objections (twenty three (23) down to
five (5)) may be attributed to the objectors not being aware of having to
reaffirm their objection.

Due to the State Administrative Tribunal’s request to reconsider the
matter, written requests have been mailed as well as hand delivered to
all twenty three (23) objectors requesting their comment on the
amended application.

PAGE 62



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

8 AUGUST 2012

As a result of the above consultation objections have been received /

reaffirmed.

Summary of Comments / Objections received during the initial
consultation process (pertaining to the original application for ten 10
“Multiple Dwellings”):

Objections Received
during initial Consultation
Process (Attachment 3)

Applicant’s Response to objections received
during initial Consultation Process
(Attachment 4)

Overcrowding —

Proposed development is
trying to fit too many
dwellings and people on a
standard size block.

Consistency with the R-Codes —

The density of the development complies with the
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R-
Codes) and is in accordance with its density coding
pursuant to the Scheme (i.e. R30).

Noise —

The increased traffic flow of
residents, construction
noises and then the noise
level from people living
there will be increased.

Any potential noise created due to the increased
number of dwellings is attempted to be minimised
through the use of screening and appropriate
orientation of the dwellings that face internally away
from the surrounding dwellings.

The increased traffic flow is consistent with the
density of the zone. Construction noise is inevitable
with any construction site and is subject to the
approval of a construction/operations management
plan.

Privacy —

As the development is two
storey high it will be
overlooking all its
neighbours properties
privacy.

Consistency with the R-Codes —

The proposed development meets the privacy
requirements of the R-codes, however further
screening could be provided if required by the Town
of Port Hedland. An example of further privacy
measures that could be taken are further screening
along the fence lines of affected homes and planting
of vegetation buffers. Screening is not required on
stairways as they are not considered a ‘medium to
long term location for habitation’ within the R-codes.
These screening requirements have been
conditioned.

Please note screening for the rear left unit has been
included on the attached revised plans.

Parking (design and
number) —

Not enough parking has
been allowed for the size of
the development and the
overflow will affect the
amenity of the street and

Recent liaison between the project building designer
and Council staff has led to preparation of revised
drawings which address identified car parking design
issues. Accordingly, the parking layout only required
a slight re-design to comply with Australian
Standards and the R-codes with particular attention
being given towards, dimensions, turning areas, and
layout and visitor car parking bays.
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cause problems in the area
with parking on the other
residents verges.

Quality of Life —

Proposed development is
trying to fit too many
dwellings and people on a
standard size block reducing
the quality of life of which |
am opposed to

Consistency with the R-Codes —

The proposed development is consistent with the
provisions of the R-codes, the objectives of which
include the provision of a full range of housing types
and densities and to ensure appropriate standards of
amenity are provided for all dwellings and adjoining
properties.

Dwelling Size —

Indicates transient residents
will be preferred to live in
these size units with no
room outside for living and
inside is very contained with
basic amenities only.

Consistency with the R-Codes —

The dwellings are compliant with the R-codes and the
Scheme which permits one bedroom dwellings to be
developed on land zoned residential R30. In order to
provide some variation to the proposed dwellings,
two bedroom dwellings are also proposed within the
development which is also consistent with Liveable
Neighbourhood objectives. These objectives provide
emphasis on supporting sustainable urban
development through land efficiency across all
elements and a variety of lot sizes and housing types
to cater for the diverse housing needs of the
community. The proposal supports and achieves
these objectives.

Environmental Impact —

The impact on surrounding
nature and trees in the area.

The subject site is zoned ‘Residential’ under the
Scheme which applies a density of R30. The
proposed development is consistent with this density
and will be used for residential purposes. Any
perceived environmental impacts resulting from the
development will be appropriately managed through
building and development controls.

Communication —

Request more consultation
about the time frames to
build and the storing of
building equipment and
materials if the development
goes ahead.

Public consultation was undertaken by the Town of
Port Hedland in accordance with the Scheme
requirements. In this regard, the proposal was
advertised and all submissions received have been
considered by Council staff in its assessment of the
proposal.

Construction of the proposed development will be
undertaken in accordance with a constriction
management plan.

Compliance with Building
Codes of Australia (BCA) —

The design of the buildings
are not in line with Section 3
of the Building Code.

Subject to issue of planning consent the proposal will
then be assessed under the Building Codes of
Australia as part of the building licence process. A
building licence is required to be issued by the
Council prior to any development taking place on the
site.
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Construction Storage, Noise
and Cleanliness —

The development is proposed in two stages which
will minimise the impact of construction on the
surrounding properties. It is proposed to develop the
rear four dwellings as the first stage, whereby
construction materials will be confined to the rear
section of the lot. The second stage of development
(remaining 6 dwellings) will not occur until the Water
Corporation has confirmed water supply is available
to the remaining 6 proposed dwellings, which is
currently expected by 2014.

The site will be managed in accordance with a
construction management plan.

Sewerage —

Strained sewerage
problems in the street
already with the last
development of two houses
not 10.

The Water Corporation has advised that sewer
connection to the first stage (i.e. 4 dwellings) is
currently available. It also advised that waste water
headwork’s are scheduled for upgrade in 2014,
whereby suitable capacity will be available to service
the proposed second stage of development.

Local Amenity —

Will be out of character from
the other dwellings in the
street and could affect land
values.

The proposed development has been designed to
minimise any impacts on the amenity of the existing
residential locality and includes measures such as
screening and building orientation to mitigate any
perceived or potential impacts. The proposed
dwellings to the front of the lot address the street and
the majority of car parking spaces are located behind
buildings or street trees to soften the impact on the
street. Furthermore a detailed landscaping plan will
be required as a condition of planning consent which
will further assist and alleviate any perceived visual
impacts.

Stormwater Disposal —

The effect of flood levels on
adjoining properties in the
yearly cyclonic season

Stormwater disposal is addressed on site and as
indicated on the attached plans, an on-site facility to
pump stormwater into the public drainage network
after a storm event is also provided.

Water Supply —

WaterCorp objects to the
development of five or more
dwellings until 2014

It has been advised by the Water Corporation has
advised the area requires upgrading of current water
supply services and until such time that this upgrade
occurs the site cannot support more than 5 dwellings.
It is the intent of the owner therefore, to develop the
land in a staged manner whereby the rear four
dwellings will be developed as part the first stage and
the existing dwelling at the front will be retained. The
remaining six proposed dwellings at the front will then
be constructed at a latter stage when water supply is
available. As mentioned above, this is anticipated by
2014. As discussed with Council staff, a condition of
planning consent, with a corresponding advice note,
to acknowledge the staged approach will be imposed.
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Removal of Street Trees —

Tech Services

In accordance with the revised plans (attached) the
southern crossover has now been altered to retain
the existing street tree previously proposed for
removal. The driveway now veers to the north of the
tree avoiding the need to remove it. The main
driveway to the rear dwellings and services box has
also been moved in order to retain the street tree
closest to the western boundary. Accordingly, all
street trees have been retained by the developers
building designer, ensuring the existing amenity of
the streetscape is preserved.

Number of Crossovers —

Tech Services

The proposed crossovers servicing the front
dwellings are required in order to retain all the street
trees, whilst providing appropriate access to all
dwellings.

Summary of Comments / Objections received during the second
consultation process (pertaining to the amended application consisting
of eight (8) “Multiple Dwellings”:

Objections Received | Applicant’s Response to objections received
during second | during second Consultation Process
Consultation Process (Attachment 6 & 7)

(Attachment 5)

Overcrowding —

Proposed development is
trying to fit too many
dwellings and people on a
standard size block.

Consistency with the R-Codes —

The density of the proposed development is
compliant with Section 7 of the Residential Design
Codes which stipulates that the maximum plot ratio of
a multiple dwelling development in the R30 density
coding shall be 0.5. the proposed development does
not exceed this plot ratio.

Noise and Safety —

The increased traffic flow of
residents, construction
noises and then the noise
level from people living
there will be increased.

The density of the application is consistent with
Section 7 of the Residential Design Codes and the
Town of Port Hedland’s Local Planning Scheme.
While any potential noise created due to the
increased number of dwellings is minimised through
the use of screening and appropriate orientation of
the dwellings that face internally away from the
surrounding dwellings as per the residential design
codes, it is essentially management issue which can
be enforced through local laws and the town planning
scheme .

Construction Stage —

Noise levels and location of
construction vehicles

Development of the site will be carried out in
accordance with requirements of a building licence to
be issued by Council. This will incorporate measures
to ensure residential amenity of the area is protected.
The development is proposed in two stages which
will minimise the impact of construction on the
surrounding properties. It is proposed to develop the
rear four dwellings as the first stage, whereby
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construction materials will be confined to the rear
section of the lot. The second stage of development
(remaining 4 dwellings) will not occur until the Water
Corporation has confirmed water supply is available
to the remaining 4 proposed dwellings, which is
currently expected by 2014.

Privacy —

Overlooking to the rear of
the property and staircase
with no screening.

Consistency with the R-Codes —

The proposed development meets the privacy
requirements of the R-codes including screening of
all windows and outdoor activity areas which may
overlook neighbouring properties. However, further
screening could be provided if required by the Town
of Port Hedland. An example of further privacy
measures that could be taken are further screening
along the fence lines of affected homes and planting
of vegetation buffers. Screening is not required on
stairways as they are not considered a ‘medium to
long term location for habitation’ within the R-codes.

Parking) —

Not enough parking has
been allowed for the size of
the development and the
overflow will affect the
amenity of the street and
cause problems in the area
with parking on the other
residents verges.

Parking is compliant with the Residential Design
Codes and the Town of Port Hedland'’s Local
Planning Scheme. The Town of Port Hedland’s
engineering department is satisfied with the parking
that is provided and that it is compliant.

Unit Design —

Unit design indicating to be
used by FIFO workers

Consistency with the R-Codes —

The units have been designed in accordance with the
Residential Design Codes for multiple dwelling
developments. There is no requirement for a bath or
private yard, however private courtyard areas are
provided in accordance with the residential design
codes for use of each dwelling including clothes
drying.

Any other requirements for the unit design will be
assessed during the Building Licence stage of the
proposal.

Amenity of Building —

Design and materials of the
proposed development will
be out of character to the
surrounding area.

The proposed dwellings have been designed to have
a minimum impact on the local amenity. Dwellings
have been designed to address the street and
screening has been incorporated to minimise visual
impact from neighbouring properties. Further
screening and buffer vegetation planting can be
required as a condition of approval.

The materials of the proposed development will be
subject to the issue of a building licence.
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Storage Shed/ Shed
Facilities —

Removal of storage sheds
and parking of boats

The separate storage facility has been removed each
storage facility has been incorporated into each
dwelling. The storage areas were included to comply
with Section 7.4.7 A7.1 of the Residential Design
Codes. Although the storage areas have been
incorporated into each dwelling they are still in
compliance with the Residential Design Codes and
there is no requirement for them to be provided as a
separate structure or to provide parking for boats or
other large equipment.

Water Drainage —

Not enough drainage/water
runoff has been indicated in
the plans supplied, threat to
neighbouring properties.

Stormwater disposal is addressed on site and as
indicated on the attached plans, an on-site facility to
pump stormwater into the public drainage network
after a storm event is also provided, as
recommended by Council staff.

Effect on Neighbours —

Site plan does not show
location of surrounding
houses, their entertaining
areas/living areas and the
effect on neighbouring
families.

As addressed in ‘Amenity of building’ and ‘Privacy’
and ‘Noise and safety’.

Is the Developer Local —

If the developer is not a
local, he/she will not care
about the many impacts
these units will have on
existing
locals/neighbours/families

The developer is the owner of the land and has right
to develop that land within the requirements of the
Town of Port Hedland’s local Planning Scheme and
the Residential Design Codes.

Dust Zone —

Design and purpose of units
more suited for the ‘Dust
Zone/West End’

The land is zoned within the Town of Port Hedland’s
Local Planning Scheme ‘Residential R30’ in which a
multiple dwelling development to a maximum 0.5 plot
ratio is appropriate. This proposal complies with
those detalils.

Families First —

The need to build more 4/3
bedroom houses which
include all amenities that a
normal family house would
have.

This development is appropriate for a wide range of
the demographic, including small families, couples of
all ages and singles of all ages. It is a requirement of
the Liveable Neighbourhoods document that
dwellings be provided which will accommodate for a
range of people with a range of living arrangements.
Providing only large four and three bedroom homes
will create housing which is only suitable for one
section of the full demographic. It will also contribute
to inefficient use of land for affordable housing within
the town which is a problem that Council is trying to
avoid via upcoding many areas within the town site,
this property being one of them.
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Summary

Officers consider the applicant’s response to all the objections raised to
be satisfactory. In summary, the applicant has responded to the original
issues raised by the community by decreasing the density from 10 to 8
dwellings, modifying the site layout, providing improved access and
manoeuvrability for vehicle movement, increasing usability of the
dwellings and placing greater emphasis on maintaining amenity to the
existing streetscape.

Council Resolution

At the Ordinary Council Meeting of 9 May 2012, Council resolved to
refuse the application, providing the following reasoning:

“Council believes the application for development contains bad
planning principles and that it should acknowledge the
widespread opposition from the community.”

Council’s reasons for refusal can be summarized as follows:

1. Bad planning principles; and
2. Community opposition.

In this regard it is important Council recognize the proposed
development complies with the relevant development controls imposed
by both the Port Hedland Town Planning Scheme No.5, as well as the
“‘Acceptable development” and / or “Performance criteria” imposed by
the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia.

Taking this into consideration, should Council resolve to reaffirm its
refusal it will as requested by the State Administrative Tribunal have to
provide clear reasons for its refusal on the grounds of bad planning
principles.

Further, the second reason provided by Council, whilst not the same
type of development, the State Administrative Tribunal in the matter
between J & P Metals Pty Ltd and the Shire of Dardanup, in which the
Shire noted “Community Opposition as Sole Consideration” determined
as follows:

“.....The Tribunal determined that community opposition could not
of itself be a determinative matter, as it was but one of many
considerations relevant to the determination of the application ...”

Statutory Implications

In accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005, the
proposed development is subject to the provisions of TPS 5.
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Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996 Section 10
‘Revoking or changing decisions made at Council or Committee
meetings — s5.25(e)’.

Policy Implications

At the Ordinary Council Meeting of 25 July 2012, Council Resolved to
initiate the amendment of Local Planning Policy No. 11.

The proposed amendment to the Local Planning Policy 11, includes
variation to “Acceptable Development” standards of the R-Codes
relating to Multiple Dwelling developments to ensure the provision of
housing diversity.

Section 7.4.3 “Dwelling Size” of the Residential Design Codes reads as
follows:

‘A3.1 Development that contains more than 12 dwellings are to
provide diversity in unit types and sizes as follows: -

o minimum 20 percent 1 bedroom dwellings, up to a
maximum of 50 per cent of the developments; and
o minimum of 40 per cent 2 bedroom dwellings.

and

A3.2 The development does not contain any dwellings a smaller
than 40 sgm plot area, excluding outdoor living areas and
external storage.

Should the amendment to Local Planning Policy No. 11 be adopted by
Council, it will be required, any permanent residential development is
only permitted to have a maximum of 25% of the development
comprising of single bedroom units.

However, the subject application has been submitted prior to Council
initiating the amendment to Local Planning Policy No 11, as a result the
proposed development complies with the Residential Design Codes.

Strategic Planning Implications

The following sections of Council’s Plan for the Future 2010-2015 are
considered relevant to the proposal:

Key Result Area 4: Economic Development
Goal 1: Land Development Projects
Fast-track the release and development of
commercial, industrial and residential land.
Budget Implications

There are a number of potential budget implications:
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1. Should Council resolve not to reconsider the matter, Council may
appoint a Town Planning Consultant to represent Council at the
State Administrative Tribunal, preliminary estimates obtained by
Council Officers suggest this cost may be between $20,000 and
$30,000.

Alternatively Council can nominate Councillors to represent Council at
the State Administrative Tribunal.

2. In a previous decision made by the Shire of Dardanup to refuse
an application on similar grounds as resolved by Council, the
State Administrative Tribunal ordered as follows:

“....The Shire of Dardanup pay the applicant’s reasonable
professional costs and disbursement arising from the application
for review on the basis that the Shire failed to genuinely attempt to
make a decision on the merits of the application.....)

In this regard the applicant requested costs of $85,000 but was only
awarded costs of $10,288.

Officer’'s Comment

As a result of the order handed down by the State Administrative
Tribunal, Council is invited to reconsider its decision. Should Council
reaffirm its previous resolution for refusal, the State Administrative
Tribunal requires clarity on the reason Council has provided.

“Council believes the application for development contains bad
planning principles and that it should acknowledge the
widespread opposition from the community.”

Technical Planning Assessment

In terms of TPS 5, the site is identified as “Residential R30”. Under the
zoning table the proposed land use is specified as follows:

Multiple Dwellings: “SA” (the development is not permitted
unless the Council has granted planning
approval after giving notice in
accordance with clause 4.3)

R-Code Assessment for Multiple Dwellings
The proposed “Multiple Dwellings” have been assessed in accordance

with Part 7 of the Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R-
Codes).
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Clause 7.1.4 — Side Setbacks

The applicant is seeking a variation to the side setback for the ground
units 1 - 4 (south elevation) and the ground units 5 — 6 (east
elevation).The south elevation requires a minimum side setback of
3.9m. The applicant has provided a setback of 2.0m. The east elevation
requires a minimum side setback of 3.1m. The applicant has provided a
setback of 1.8m. In order to support the variation, the applicant must be
able to address this in accordance with Clause 7.2.3 which states:

“Building setback from the boundaries or adjacent buildings so as
to:

o Ensure adequate daylight, direct sun and ventilation for buildings
and the open space associated with them;

o Moderate the visual impact of building bulk on a neighbouring
property;

o Ensure adequate to daylight and direct sun for adjoining
properties; and

o Assist in protecting privacy between adjoining properties.”

While there are a number of inconsistencies with the setback
requirements, the proposed setbacks do provide a more efficient use of
the land and design of the building has been used to minimise
imposition of the building onto neighbouring properties. This has been
done through facing the dwelling units to the inside of the site and
addressing the street frontage for the majority of the dwellings. Dwelling
layout and windows have been designed to ensure minimal
overlooking, and obscured glazing and window screening will be used
where required and have been indicated on the plans.

In light of the above, it is recommended the proposed variations are
supported.

Clause 7.3.2 — Landscaping

In accordance with the Clause 7.3.2 of the R-Codes, the street setback
areas are to be developed without car parking, except for visitor bays
and with a max of 50% hard surface. In accordance with the
Performance Criteria P2 the applicant has provided the following
justification:

“Although the carports are located within the street setback area,
they are in line with the dwellings and their open form allows sight
through the carports. These factors minimize the impacts of the
carports on the streetscape, allowing for a favorable outcome.”

In light of the above, it is recommended the proposed variation is
supported.
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Clause 7.3.3 — On-site Parking provisions

In accordance with the Appendix 7 of TPS 5 and Clause 7.3.1 of the R-
Codes, the applicant is required to provide a minimum of ten (10) car
parking bays. The applicant has provided ten (10) car parking bays on-
site.

Access & Parking — Appendix 7 of TPS 5
NLA — Nett Lettable Area

Acceptable Development Standards Units Required | Provided
Multiple DweIIin(Z:;s

Unit size: <75m =1.0 8 8 8
Visitors: 0.25 bays per unit 2 2
Total 10 10

Clause 7.3.5 - 7.3.6 Vehicular Access

In accordance with Clause 7.3.5 — 7.3.6 of the R-Codes, Vehicular
access is required to be limited to one per 20m street frontage visible
from the street. Technical Services allow for a maximum of two (2)
crossovers per property. In accordance with the Performance Criteria
the applicant has provided the following justification:

“t is considered that the three driveways are necessary in order to
preserve the street trees that exist on the verge. Preservation of
all street trees on the verge is a requirement of the Shire officers.”

In light of the above, it is recommended the proposed variation is
supported. Furthermore, Technical Services have no objection to the
proposed additional crossover.

Clause 7.4.1 — Visual Privacy

In terms of visual privacy to the adjoining neighbours, the proposed
development is consistent with Clause 7.4.1 of the R-codes. The
applicant has also provided privacy screens along the balconies of
dwellings 3 & 4 to assist in addressing any privacy concerns.

Attachments

1. Locality Map

2. Site Plan, Floor Plan and Elevations
3.  Councilor Objection

4.  Applicant’s response
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Officer’'s Recommendation 1

That Council revokes Council decision 201112/443 of Agenda Item
11.1.2 “Proposed Eight (8) — Multiple Dwellings on Lot 1 (8) Moseley
Street, Port Hedland.” held on 9 May 2012 and recorded on page 54 of
those Minutes that states:

“That Council refuse the application.

REASON: Council believes the application for development
contains bad planning principles and that it should acknowledge
the widespread opposition from the community.”

Officer's Recommendation 2

That Council:

Approves the application submitted by RPS on behalf of Vladimir
Ejov to construct eight (8) Multiple Dwellings on Lot 1 (8) Mosely
Street, Port Hedland, subject to the following conditions:

1.

This approval relates only to the proposed Eight (8)
“MULTIPLE DWELLINGS” and other incidental
development, as indicated on the approved plans
(DWG2012/23/1 — DWG2012/23/9). It does not relate to any
other development on this lot.

The development shall only be used for the purposes which
are related to “Multiple Dwelling”. In terms of the Town of
Port Hedland’s Town Planning Scheme No. 5, a “Multiple
Dwelling” is defined as:

“Multiple Dwelling”

“a dwelling in a group of more than one where any part of a
dwelling is vertically above part of any other.”

This approval shall remain valid for a period of twenty-four
(24) months if development is commenced within twelve (12)
months, otherwise this approval shall remain valid for twelve
(12) months only.

A minimum of 10 car bays shall be provided on-site in
accordance with the approved site plan.

No parking bays shall be obstructed in any way or used for
any purposes other than parking.

Front walls and fences within the primary street setback area
and / or adjoining any public area shall be no higher than
1.8m measured from natural ground level and be visually
permeable above 1.2m.
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7.

10.

11.

Fences shall be reduced to no higher than 0.75m from the
natural ground level when within 1.5m of where the Vehicle
Access Point (driveway) meets a street and where two (2)
streets intersect

Stormwater shall be retained onsite in accordance with
Council’s Technical Services Guidelines to the satisfaction of
the Manager Technical Services.

Roof mounted or freestanding plant or equipment such as air
conditioning units shall be located and/or screened to the
satisfaction of the Manager Planning Services.

Dust and sand to be contained on site with the use of
suitable dust suppression techniques to the satisfaction of
the Manager Environmental Health Services.

Alterations or relocation of existing infrastructure within the
road reserve shall be carried out and reinstated to the
satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services, at the
developer’s expense.

Conditions to be complied with prior to the submission of a
Building Permit application.

12.

13.

14.

Prior to the submission of a building permit application, an
Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control plan shall be
submitted and approved by the Manager Planning Services.

Prior to the submission of a building permit application a
detailed landscaping and reticulation plan including adjoining
street verges and / or common area, shall be submitted and
approved by the Manager Technical Services. The plan to
include location, species and planting details with reference
to Council's list of Recommended Low-Maintenance Tree
and Shrub Species for General Landscaping included in
Council Policy 10/001.

Prior to the submission of a building permit application, a
Rubbish Collection Strategy/Management Plan shall be
submitted for approval by the Manager Technical Services.
The strategy/plan shall consider service vehicle
maneuvering on the internal roads of the development. Any
alterations to the approved plans required as a result of the
strategy/plan shall be incorporated into the building licence
plans. The approved strategy/plan shall be implemented to
the satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services.
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15.

Prior to the submission of a building permit application, a
construction site management plan shall be submitted and
approved by the Manager Planning Services. The
construction site management plan shall indicate how it is
proposed to manage the following during construction:

a. The delivery and storage of materials and equipment to
the site;

b. The parking arrangements for the contractors and
subcontractors;

c. Impact on traffic movement;

d. Operation times including delivery of materials; and

e. Other matters likely to impact on the surrounding
residents / businesses;

Conditions to be complied with prior to the submission of an
Occupation Permit.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Prior to the submission of an occupation permit, landscaping
and reticulation shall be established with the use of mature
trees and shrubs in accordance with the approved plan and
thereafter maintained to the satisfaction of the Manager
Planning Services.

Prior to the submission of an occupation permit, access
way(s), parking area(s), turning area(s) shall be constructed,
kerbed, formed, graded, drained, line marked and finished
with a sealed or paved surface by the developer to an
approved design in accordance with Port Hedland Town
Planning Scheme No. 5, and Australian Standards, to the
satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services.

Prior to the submission of an occupation permit, the
driveways and crossover shall be designed and constructed
in accordance with Council’s Crossover Policy 9/005, to the
satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services.

Prior to the submission of an occupation permit, lighting shall
be installed along all driveway(s), access way(s), parking
area(s), turning are(s) and pedestrian pathways by the
developer. Design and construction standards shall be in
accordance with relevant Australian Standards and to the
satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services.

Prior to the submission of an occupation permit, the
applicant shall provide aged/disabled access to the existing
Council path network in accordance with Austroads Part 13
— Pedestrians to the satisfaction of the Manager Technical
Services.

Prior to the submission of an occupation permit, the
development shall be connected to reticulated mains sewer.
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FOOTNOTES:

1.

You are reminded that this is a Planning Approval only and does
not obviate the responsibility of the developer to comply with all
relevant building, health and engineering requirements.

Waste receptacles shall be stored in a suitable enclosure to be
provided to the specifications of Council’s Health Local Laws
1999.

The development must comply with the Environmental Protection
(Noise) Regulations 1997 at all times.

Waste disposal and storage shall be carried out in accordance
with Council’'s Health Local Laws 1999.

The owner / developer will be required to obtain a Demolition
Licence prior to the demolition of the existing dwelling.

The proposed development is to comply with Part D3 of Vol 1 of
the BCA — Access for people with disabilities.

The proposed development is to comply with Section ¢ of Vol 1 of
the BCA — Fire separation between each sole occupancy unit.

The developer shall take note the area of this application may be
subject to rising sea levels, tidal storm surges and flooding.
Council has been informed by the State Emergency Services the
one hundred (100) year Annual Recurrence Interval cycle of
flooding could affect any property below the ten (10)-metre level
AHD. Developers shall obtain their own competent advice to
ensure measures adopted to avoid that risk shall be adequate.
The issuing of a Planning Consent and/or Building Licence is not
intended as, and must not be understood as, confirmation the
development or buildings as proposed will not be subject to
damage from tidal storm surges and flooding.

Applicant shall comply with the requirements of Worksafe
Western Australia in the carrying out of any works associated with
this approval.

201213/054 Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin

That Council request an extension of time from the State
Administrative Tribunal to reconsider its decision in relation to the
proposed eight dwellings on Lot 1 (8) Moseley Street, Port
Hedland.

CARRIED 5/1
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Record of vote:

FOR AGAINST

Cr Carter Cr Daccache
Cr Martin

Cr Gillingham
Cr Dziombak
Cr Hooper

PAGE 78



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

ATTACHMENT 1 TO ITEM 11.1.5
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ATTACHMENT 2 TO ITEM 11.1.5

¥ 2 i fe 2013]23
i) e rlba bl

DATE | !Biihdm.".t

Thursday 9™ February 2012

Attn: Michael Pound
Planning Officar
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 6721

Document # IPAZ3658 I I I

Dane: 15.02.2012
Officar: LEONARD LONG
File: 4001 B3

Dear Sir,

: APPLICATION No: 2012/2 R TEN {10) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT
1(8 ELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

I strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:
» OVERCROWDING - Proposed development is trying to fit foo many
dwellings and people on a standard size block
» NOISE - the increased traffic flow of residents, the months of
construction noises to develop and then the noise level from

going about their daily lives will be increased dramatically for such a
quiet neighbourhood

Thank you for considering my objections and ! wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting.

ot

Wayne & Sonia Marten
7 Moseley Street
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02 SEP 2011 4:07AM  CuCRH g15a9999

Thursday 87 Fabruary 2012

Attn: Michael Pound

Planning Officer

Town of Port Hedland -

PO Box 41 ] [' f" Z ?;g‘?, l

Fort Hedland 6721 File Number; ............ L.-t.'l.,d,,_:.LL'Lf:f' U
int. Correspondent: LEI\:L’I\Q?yC’-"{
Lo | (B) Mo ed ey S+

Dear Sir,

H : 2012123 FOR 1 LTI
1 (8 S 3 RT HEDLA 1

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| etrongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:
« PRIVACY - as the development is two storey high it will be overlooking
our property and this will impact on any privacy that we have :
s« PARKING - Not enough parking has been allowed for the size of the |
development and the overflow will affect the amenity of the street and

cause problems In the ares with parking on other residents verges
inconveniencing them,

Thank you for considering my objections and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council mesting.

Yours Sincerely,

Ay

Tanla & Tim Wilay
23 McGregor Street
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Pound Michael

From: fraser sdam [fraser.adam@cucrh.uwa edu.au]

Sent: Monday, 12 February 2012 3.01 PM

Ta: Pourd Michael

Subject: FW: Application 2012/23 for 10 muitiple dwellings at ot 1 (8) Moselay Street
Michael Pound

Planning Officer

Dear Michael,

Thank you for forwarding the plans for this proposal. In our discussion today, | raised sur concerns regarding privacy
of our staff accommodation, given this development overlooks the backyards of several other properties including
our owr.

You indicated that the building complies with R codes in regards to privacy which | can appreciate, however the
plang appear to have little or no screening from upper storey walkways or stairs and would have clear views into the
yards of several houses at the rear and most probably the sides of the development. This, coupled with the harsh
Jatural envirenment which causes difficulties in growing screening plants, glve me reason to believe that the privacy
in the rear yard of our property will be negatively impacted upon.

Qur preference would be for a single level development which is more in keeping with the area and which would not
negatively impact on the privacy and amenity of surrounding properties as this current development cartainly
appears to,

Regards
Fraser

Fraser Adam "‘/

Centre Manager

Combined Universities Centre for Rural Health
167 Fitzgerald Street, Geraldton WA 6530
Tel: {08)29560230, Fax: (08) 9642006

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service,

For more information please visit httpy/'www.svmanteccloud.com
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Tuesday 14" February 2012

Atftn: Michael Pound
Planning Officer
Town of Part Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 8721

Dear Sir,
RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN (10} MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT
1{8) MOSELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

I strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:

» OVERCROWDING / QUALITY OF LIFE - Proposed development is trying
to fit too many dwellings and people on a standard size block reducing
the quality of life which | am opposed to

* DWELLING SIZE - indicates transient residents will be preferred to live
in these size units with no room outside for living and inside is very
contained with basic amenities only - are they for FIFO people only??
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - on surrounding nature and trees in area
PRIVACY - as the development is two storey high it will be overlooking
other properties and this will impact on any privacy that families have
especially with children

= COMMUNICATION ~ I and other property owners would like more
consultation about the time frames to build and the storing of building
equipment and materials if the development goes ahead

| wish to be kept informed of any outcome or if the matter will be considered at a
future council meeting.

Yours Sincerely,

Beth Walsh v
4A Waodgina Street
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Speakman Chloe

From: Bele Kate

Sent; Wednesday, 15 February 2012 9:22 AM

To: Butron Eber

Cc: Records

Subject: ICR23674 - FW: proposed site at 8 Moseley Street

Attachments: protest 8 Moseley Joanie.docx; BETH 44 Woodgina objection letter decx: 8
_Mosaley_St_Dev from Sue.docm; protest & Moseley Anika docx

SynergySofi: ICR23874

i Eber

Plaase find atizchad objaction lztisis to 8 Mossley Stroer,
Fevords — can you plaase reooid? Thanks

Chesrs
Katz

From: Mayor Kelly Howlett [mailto: kellyhowlett35@hotrmail.com)
Sent: Wednesday, 15 February 2012 9:08 AM

To: Bale Kate

Cc; jsfoleyEwestnet com.ag

Subject: FW: proposed sile at § Moseley Street

Dear Kate,
Can these attached letters please be sent off to Records and to Planning??
Thank you,

Kelly Howlett
{mob) 04399 41431

Date: Wed, 15 Feb 2012 08:56:06 +0800
From: jsfoley@westnet,com.ay
I

To: mayorkellyhowletti@ porthedland.wa.gov.au; it oV, EU;

crailingham@porthedland.wa.aov.au; crearter@prohediand, wa. ; crmarting®parthediand.wa.gov.au;

crdziombak@porthedland. wa gov.au; ¢ i nd. ; crdaceached@porthedland.wa,gov.au;
U land v

Subject: proposed site at & Hose]ey Streat

I am forwarding on some of the protest letters that were put into the council re the plans for 8 Moselay
1
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Date; 15.02 20112
Dfficer: LEOMNARD LONG
File: 4001006

Thursday 9" February 2012

Attn: Michae! Pound
Planning Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 6721

Dear Sir,

RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN {10) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT
1 (8) MOSELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:

+ OVERCROWDING - Proposed development is trying to fit too many
dwellings on a standard size block

« PRIVACY - Will be overlooking our property and our swimming pool area
in particular removing our right to privacy

Thank you for considering my objections and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting.

Yours Sincerely,

Bfeore:

A

Sarah Feeney /
25 McGregor Street

PAGE 98



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

(L ==
=T EF‘.EEI
DATE .
copes  heded  Ho Lﬁm
“"‘.*-(;Lq:_ht. 1y p;an,.,,:j

3 Moseley Street

II
f_-‘*' -
Port Hedland, 6721. ) = !"ﬂ‘:rf‘\c\

Ta Michael Pound

Town of Port Hedland ) - -_a- ‘///

Box 41 Post Office

Fortaduns, 4721 0000 R0
Document ¥, IPAZIBED

Drate: 15.02.2012
Oifflcer: LEOMARD LONG
File: 007G

Dear Michael,

| write in protest of the idea of the 10 units proposed to be built at 8 Moseley Street, across from my
home. The idea of building what amounts to a single man's camp in the midst of a street of families
that have family lifestyles, living in single dwelling homes is totally unacceptable. The area that is
used in the plan is surrounded by people who would have their life as they know it ripped apart with
the addition of up to 20 more vehicles on this tiny space, the noise of a 24hour workforce coming
and going and the inappropriate behaviours indulged in by the temporary workforce that this type of
building would heuse. This design is not a plan that is compatible with family dwellings.

The design of these buildings are not in line with section3 of the building code that requires any
builder making more than 4 dwellings on the same piece of land must make every fourth home to
universal design standards. This flouting of building requirements is also an indication of the plans
being orientated for the single temporary residence,

A further huge concern to me is the |ay down area to be used. There is no space anywhere on this
very limited space of 8 Moseley Street for materials and having been subjected to the trauma’s of
having the full surrounds of my home being used as lay down area over the previous 2 years, just to
canstruct 2 dwellings | am certainly not prepared to have all my verge used again for this purpose.

Should the development proceed the inadequate parking for the number of vehicles' ten dwellings
would entail would cause a spill over on the tight and dangerous earner of Moseley and Wogina
street and | see my home again being subjected to the excess cars being parked on my verge edge
and blocking the vision around this corner,

The lack of any knowledge of the area planned for is obvious when the view to the ccean is given as
the area that overlooks the neighbour's hame. This knowledge also leads one to understand that
this construction is only being put together to maximise the financial advantage with no respect of
the interest of long term locals and their lifelong residence.

While understanding there is a requirement for more housing in Port Hedland, this type is at odds
with the councils expressed planning priority to see that Hedland remains family focused with
reluctance for fly in fly out workers. Building and increasing accommaodation, yes but not at all costs,
Nat at the cost of the way of life valued by our families that have lived here for years
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These plans show no areas to entertain or have realistic extra car bays for visitors. Again having
witnessed the number of vehicles that have been parked up in larger blocks with couples that have
big incomes and industrial employment, my concem for the safety of the surrounding families,
children and parents walking their babies with a single men’ s camp and the associated behaviour,
right in our midst, is huge.,

et again | feel overwhelmed by a council that has difficulty remembering that we are an old and
long established town and are determined to try to hold onto the valuable neighbourhood in the
caring family atmosphere we value so highly

Yours Sinceraly

Joan Foley /
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wasa Usked to 201223

ENTEHEL

Fernandez Michelle

From: Pound Michael

Sent: Friday, 10 February 2012 Z:49 PM

To: Fermandez Michelle

Subject: IPAZ23519 - PW: Application MNe: 2012/23 for Ten {10) Dwellings at Lot 1 (8) Moselay
Street Port Hedland

SynergySoft: IPAZ3519

Pleass link and register to 2012/23

From: Mandy [mailto:marn

Sent: Friday, 10 February 2012 2:36 PM
To: Martin Paul

Ce: Pound Michael

Subject: Application No: 2012/23 for Ten (10} Dwellings at Lot 1 (8) Moseley Street Port Hedland

Dear Mr Martin,

| am writing to express my concerns in regards to the above mentioned Development Proposal. As a resident of
Moseley Strest of 5 years | can confidently say it is a very family orientated area where most peaple know and look
out for each other, and the introduction of & dwelling such as this will certainly pose prablems for our community.

Some key objections to this development are:

1. The majority of units are 1 bedroom and 2x2 bedroom. These units have windows facing neighbouring yards
on all sides of the structure. The plans show screens on the windows which certainly is insufficient as faras
privacy for the neighbouring yards is concerned as you can still see through them. Neighbouring yards are
well and truly entitled to their privacy.

2. The units have an zllocated car park per tenant which leaves visitors and friends parking on residents front
verges, inconveniencing local residents and creating traffic congestion being lecated on a small corner in a
built up area. | can only deem this a safety hazard,

3. The recreation area of this dwelling will be located alongside the fence of a family who have young children
and therefore the children may be subject to all forms of unwanted behaviour should there be any
undesirable tenants.

4, The actual construction of this dwelling will incur months of noise whilst building, not only interfering with
the daily lives of all who reside next to this block but other residents are shift workers wha will be forced to
endure major disruptions to their living arrangements.

i

| can enly see negatives in this venture as far as the direct community is concerned, the positives | can't really
SEE any.

| sincerely appreciate your time in reviewing my objections and would appreciate upcoming feedback onthis
situation,

Kind regards
Paul Smeaton

16 Moseley Street
0400 229 674

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.

For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud, com
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Document 2 [PAZIEI
Daia:

14.02.2012
Officer: LEONARD LONG

Filie. 00 DOG
1h tH'N oF %h\'\
Thursday 9" February 2012 s ’*’-‘Enem_-;g”ﬂ@\
- TLFER 291 %
Attn: Michael Pound EB 2017 |
Planning Officer :
Town of Port Hedland .
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 6721

Dear Sir,
RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN (10) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT
1(8) MOSELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on 8
Moseley Street, Port Hedland which is a neighbouring property to some property |
own in Moseley Street — 12A & 12B.

| strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:

= This area is populated with families and we don't need single fly in, fly
out

» OVERCROWDING- Proposed development is trying to fit too many
dwellings and people on a standard size block

» DWELLING SIZE - indicates transient residents will be preferred to live
in these size units with no room outside for living and inside is very
contained with basic amenities only

* SEWERAGE - Strained sewerage problems in the street already with the
last development of fwo houses not 10

* NOISE - the increased traffic flow of residents, construction noises and
then the noise level from people living there will be increased
dramatically for such a quiet neighbourhood and for my tenants

+ AMENITY OF BUILDINGS — will be out of character from the other
dwellings in the street and could affect land values

* PRIVACY - as the development is two storey high it will be overlooking
all its neighbouring properties privacy

= PARKING - Not enough parking has been allowed for the size of the
development and the overflow will affect the amenity of the street and
cause problems in the area with parking on other residents verges

Thank you for considering my objections and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting.

Yours Sincerely,

Darryl Brown
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PO Box 339
Port Hedland 6721
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11 February 2012

Mr Michael Pound
Planning Manager
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland WA 6721

Dear Michael

APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN (10) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT 1 (8) MOSELEY
STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

Thank you for the receipt of plans and letter of 25" January 2012. In regard to the above development | wish to
voice my opinion. | am against and cbject the proposal | received yesterday.

) Inir I net wera | g =5 Toviie fof davasor f i VEL, (v an
(REie L ."." Y i ny 1 Iy & resoents In the Beal 1SiL e
I vid 0 et with thes (e hatact { uxist Jual ¢ & saldy 1 t
ican Chureh has plans o ermdt & (wostcrey ine's 8 yiia style how 7 on the adjtsinitxy Inty

Below are my concerns;

Dogs e duveicpsr and planhar enstits he o deve'opmant 1 sutable v oo take due accoult of Pon
Medlang's increasipaly Yropical ang ow i clirmale. Doas this developmant have g
Rood runofl Whiat will be the sffect on food lavels 3 sdnining properties in tha ye
I l Al B x N t 0l torrents 1e " o ||
and sta in Padbury Clase, Port Hediand, with the land Jow paint finishing a1 the Moselay and 'Wodaina
Stiasts junclion This natien! easement hoes between 15e propetiez of 6 Wodging Street, Port Hedland and
the Angican Church mtls, Whete s 1hus water (o go If ihe existing sirip of land has dweellings on #7 YWho will
gay and insall the gipe work aed can 1 jos up to S0sting stoen watar deains?
I f 3 lipie dwaeling a | ale Jorrtial
g ! {onel ea ML Tr | le. The
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A Concermns tegardng ten (10) dwellings built on o amond 3 1000sgm black of tand and overicoking of 5
neighbour's yards (swimming pool aress, chiidien play areas, eic), are not unrgasonable i the
SUTIIASTNEES. ANy windows [ dwellings constructod an B 1elavant pan of the sutijet lard which would
potentlly aflow a view of that ares should be the subject of a screrning condiion for privacy.

5. The sewapa system infrastructine and the axisting Town's water sarvices and othar utilifies neving sufficiert
capacty o handia any sxiea load from the development. What of the dispesal of garbage bije? From the
plins, hite is scant rocm on the verge 10 adequately supgent 10 of mare gartwmgs bink, Are nll mlevant
serices suppled to the development sita am techukaly and smdionmentally camied ot in a satisfactory
mannes that will not be an eye-soie?

B As o loca! resident who recsnlly bought 6 Wedglina Siweel, Port madiang, [ fsvs a right 1o safe ant decent
housing. There appears aply one divaway accessing 1he rear of Ine property from Mosoy Stroet The
development sile intiects overcrowding for the fand size, Iy fite in the devetopment combaad with parsistan
high winas. other resfdental sepsrtios oous e fn s of fiie and thus destroysd, Thare is fitée room for
SImergenay SeIviess 1o stop e catastrophe and § poteniind ieheataning siuation, i & fiie bicke ot I Fe
devsippment,

7. Anciher safely sspact ¥as o dovoloper onsursd that adsquite Frowton is made lor access to sundght,
breezes and ouidnos hving space for the cccupants, partecdarly chiltien; af the propicsed cumplex?

8. Has the developer made (@asonpble arangements of common space for the jaundanng and &ying of
clotties for the oechpanias?

9. Additional traffic generatod by the development or the design of the developinent does not alicw for the
nmwness and beods (n Messley ard Woagena Straots, paniculany where the driveway Is situated. The
Intent surely. is to ensure ihal sale and conversm pedestrian and vehicie movement within and adjacent fo
the dovelopment site is achizyed, and that it nearby road netwark is capoble of accammodaling additinnal
ivaffic flows. Vigitor Parking: The developer o ensurs thit adeqieits s convanlent stosicions e mads on
the dovelopement sae for parking far both residents, company and visitors vehicles, boats, railers and other
"toys’ Wil this develogment and drivewnsy deny the owners and tenanis of 8 Wedgina Steet, Port Hadiand,
and pecesd to the existing givewsy? Call the ownet putchase from the Counc| the vacant land on the
camer of Maselsy and Wodging Strenis, to prevont this happening?

10, Will thare be now. reaidontial (10) strata litios o a singhes strata fitle? Whic wiif in these dvnllings? Are
there oy Lpodiic bullding restriction codes that naed to be met? What will happen i there s furthes
deveiopmant oi e iot? Such as new G-2oikag of future gss avaikahilly? YWhat wail the impac! be on the
oximing neighbouwhood in e htute?

11 I8 the davelopment "Up For Sals" o leassd oul to Companies with Flypdn ang Fly Out Workors? The
Iixelihond thal “euteidas” moving through o weideatial srea would be less respectful of &, and of the peace
nnd wuist of residents, han the realdents themselves, and ihal Wiwelcome mtiusions, It oaly by way of noisy
and disorderly behaviaor, would happen. This development i5 not harmanious with “the precinct's chisacts:

w @b lowe-aEnsity and small scaln of davalopment”

12, We mugt ensre that 1he envirgnmert temaing a central concem, | understand from the present rontal
tenanis of 8 Mosaley Strowt, Port Hodiand; have busn advited Ly riew ownety, the very fsgs and ety
reed on wige of sald gropenty have termites and will be deatroyed, It Uil is Ihe case. why cidn'l these
axtremely heatthy-lovking aged shade troes shatter in cur last Qategary 3 Cyutons?
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10.02.2012

Wednesday 8" February 2012 Officer: LECNARD LONG
File: 401006

_ T
Attn: Michael Pound =
Pianning Officer
Town of Port Hadland
PO Box 41
Port Hedland 6721
Dear Sir,
RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN (10} MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT 1 (8]
MOSCLEY STREET, FORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on the
neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead as | believe the:

CONSTRUCTION STAGE - noise levels could disturb our children from a sleeping
routine & the building work may damage our foundation for the house and concrete
slabs we have everywhers

MNOISE & SAFETY - the increased activity of traffic and noise levels from the new
neighbours will be magnified for us as | have 3 young children and a baby on the way
and | like that this street is quiet and safe for my family to reside in,

PRIVACY - From the plans it indicales that all of the units’ balcanies will have a direct
view over the span of our yard with the proposed front units overlooking the front
yard and side of the house and the rear 2 bedroom units will be overlooking our
entertaining area in the backyard. — removing our right to privacy.. The current
proposal reflects “oceans views® in the incomrect direction.

SEWERAGE - Plans don't indicate an upgraded sewerage system as the street is
experiencing problems already with new developments across the road. Also our
concerns are highlighted because the sewage line runs about 3m in from the back
fence at 8 Moseley sireet and units will be built directly over the top. Has the water
corporation been informed or a requested to build been submitted to them yet?
PARKING - what if there is an overflow of parking as there is 10 units with a
rminimum of 10 spaces for residents and 2 for visitors, will they be allowed to park in
the street?

UNIT DESIGN - 1 bedroom, no bath in bathroom, no yard/private garden per unit
and the same number of bathrooms to bedrooms — suggests that the housing won't
be appropriate for families and indicates to be FIFO compliant,

AMENITY OF BUILDING - Streetscape on plans is non conclusive to the surrounding
area and | believe the condensad dwelling will be out of character with the rest of the
area as the building will be too tall, too close to our boundary and there is no
indication of what screening or greenery will be used?

WATER DRAINAGE - Mot enough drainagefwater runoff has been indicated in the
plans supplied.

EFFECT ON NEIGHBOURS — The cument proposed site plan does not show the
current location of surmounding houses, their entertaining/iving areas and the effect
on naighbouring families.

IS THE DEVELOPER A LOCAL? If the developer is not a local? He/She will not care
about the many impacts these units will have on existing locals/neighboure/families.

Cocument #  [PAZI623
Diarba:
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DUST ZONE ~ We belisve the design and purpose of these units will be more suited
to the ‘dust zone/west end' and strongly recommend keeping the family streets for
families.

Thank you for considering my objections above and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting

Yours Sincerely,
Camile Matthews & Mick VYukusich

10 Moseley Street
Port Hedland 6721
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DmmiLl!#: IFAZAEI0
Diate:

10.02.2012
Officar: LEONARD LONG
Flle: 400 006

Thursday 9™ February 2012

Attn: Michael Pound Mokaf) daosq, Lormerd = mgl]\clgffﬁ;ﬁ;‘sﬁ.&wq Ay

Planning Officer e apelica .
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41 @3.\ s 3 pregere o nﬁemlmﬁ:&t—?{
Port Hedland 6721 W o gadh doxeder erihineg P
e with Ddons,
'lt.\z.ll‘,lta_
Dear Sir,

RE: APPLICATION No: 2012123 FOR TEN (10) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT
1{8) MOSELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish tu uumment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:

« OVERCROWDING / QUALITY OF LIFE - Proposed development is trying
to fit too many dwellings and people on a standard size block reducing
the quality of life which | am opposed to

« NOISE - the increased traffic flow of residents, the months of
construction noises to develop and then the noise level from people
going about their daily lives will be increased dramatically for such a
quiet neighbourhood

* PARKING - Not enough parking has been allowed for the size of the
development and the overflow will affect the amenity of the street and
cause problems in the area with parking on other residents verges
inconveniencing them.

Thank you for considering my objections and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting

Yours Sincerely,

-

Nick Mayo ./
5A Moseley Street
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10 February 2012,

Mr Michael Pound,
Planning Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 6721
Dear Sir,

I wish to complain about the idea of building ten units on the block over the road from us at 8
Maoseley Street and to say that | am completely against it being build because it will be difficult to
have people all deing shifts when we are trying to sleep, with noisy mine vehicles coming inand out
at all hours.

Last time there was building by my home, the builders put their vehicles and building material all
ever the path that the shire made especially for me to use and be safe in my wheel chair on this
dangerous corner, Three or four times [ had to get the ranger to dear the pathway, just so | could
get into my own home entrance. Also the families trying to get around the corner with prams and
grmall children were forced to walk on the road.

As there is anly Murn and | In cur home, | will be very afraid to be alone in our home It | know there
is a single men's camp over the road.

Thank yo u% /4/’

Anika Coppin Folev
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Thursday 8" February 2012
Attn: Michael Pound
Planning Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41
Port Hedland 6721
Dear Sir,
RE: APFLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN (10) M FPLE LINGS AT LOT

1 (8) MOSELEY STREET RT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:
» OVERCROWDING - Proposed development is trying to fit too many
dwellings on a standard size block
* NOISE - the increased traffic flow of residents, the months of
construction noises to develop and then the noise level from people

going about their daily lives will be increased dramatically for such a
quiet neighbourhood

Thank you for considering my objections and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting.

Yours Sincerely,

Dharcim Patel "!
1 Condon Street
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Thursday 9" February 2012 i

Attn: Michael Pound J
Planning Officer

Town of Port Hedland o
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 6721

Dear Sir,

RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN {10} MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT

1(8) MOSELEY ET, PORT HEDLAND WA 67

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings at 8
Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead as | know from experience living
on this location that it is a lovely quiet friendly place to live with your family.
Unfortunately we are not the owners of this property and we will be sad to move and
are saddened to hear of the proposal to overdevelop this block:

Out concerns for the neighbours are:

= OVERCROWDING — Proposed development is trying to fit too many
dwellings and people on a standard size block

+ NOISE - the increased traffic flow of residents, the months of
construction noises fo develop and then the noise level from people
going about their daily lives will be increased dramatically for such a
quiet neighbourhood

« AMENITY OF BUILDINGS — will be out of character from the other
dwellings in the street

* PRIVACY - as the development is two storey high it will be overlooking
all of the neighbouring properties impacting on their privacy

* PARKING - Not enough parking has been allowed for the size of the
development and the overilow will affect the amenity of the street and
cause problems in the area with parking on other residents verges
inconveniencing them.

Thank you for considering my objections and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting.

PAGE 112



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

A O

Ciate: 10.02.2012
Officer: LEOHNARD LOMNG
Fila: A00100G

Thursday 9" February 2012

Attn: Michael Pound
Planning Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Fort Hedland 6721

Dear Sir,

RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN (10) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT

1 {8) MOSELEY STREET. PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:

*+ OVERCROWDING - Proposed development is trying to fit too many
dwellings and people on a standard size block

= NOISE - the increased fraffic flow of residents, the months of
construction noises to develop and then the noise level from people
going about their daily lives will be increased dramatically for such a
quiet neighbourhood

+ PARKING - Not enough parking has been allowed for the size of the
development and the overflow will affect the amenity of the street and
cause problems in the area with parking on other residents verges
inconveniencing them.

Thank you for considering my objections and | wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meefing.

Yours Sincerely, iy

%,,/@%/

Mark O'Reilly v/
12B Moseley Street
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Thursday 9™ February 2012

Attn: Michael Pound
Planning Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 6721

Dear Sir,

RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR 10) MULTIPLE LLINGS AT LOT
1 (8) MOSELEY STREET, PORT H D WA 6721

I wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reason:

* OVERCROWDING - Proposed development is trying to fit too many
dwellings on a standard size block

Thank you for considering my objection and | am willing to discuss any future plans
put forward for a smaller size development as | don't disagree with development just
the size of this proposal is too big.

I wish to be kept informed of any outcome or if the matter will be considered at a
future council meeting.

Yours Sincerely,

adhft Lamb
12A Moseley Street
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Thursday 9" February 2012

Attn: Michael Pound

Planning Officer

Town of Port Hedland

PO Box 41 oo e
Port Hedland 86721

Dear Sir,

RE: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR TEN (10} MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT

1 (8) MOS! STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

| wish to comment in relation to the above application to construct 10 dwellings on
the nelghbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

| strongly object to this development going ahead for the following reasons:

» OVERCROWDING / QUALITY OF LIFE - Proposed development is trying
to fit too many dwellings and people on a standard size block reducing
the quality of life which | am opposed to

* DWELLING SIZE - Indicates transient residents will be preferred to live
in these size units with no room outside for living and inside is very
contained with basic amenities only

+ NOISE - the increased ftraffic flow of residents, the months of
construction noises fo develop and then the noise level from people
going about their daily lives will be increased dramatically for such a
guiet neighbourhood

. PRWAC?-nsﬂmdevalngmmﬁahvusﬁamyﬁtgﬁ#n&ﬂbeom::g
our property and this will impact on any privacy that we have

* PARKING - Not enough parking has been allowed for the size of the
development and the overflow will affect the amenity of the street and
mmpmbkmm#mammﬂrpaﬂfnyanomnrmfdmtsw
inconveniencing them.

Thank you for considering my objection and | am willing to discuss any future plans
put forward for a smaller size development as | don't disagree with development just
the size of this proposal is too big.

I wish to be kept informed of any outcome or if the matter will be considered at a
future council meeting.

Yours Sincerely,
L= —=

Tracey Young & Les Humberston ~//
4B Woodgina Street
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Qur Ref: | 1546 Email: hannah.paget@rpsgroup.com.au
Date: OF March 2012

Chief Executive Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland YA 6721

Attention: Michael Pound
Crear Sir

Response o Submissions Received Regarding Development Application (21012/13)
at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

Thank you for your letter attaching the various submissions received regarding the proposed
development for ten {10} multiple dwellings at 8 Moseley Street. Port Hedland.

In order to address some of the issues (in particular carparking and amenity) please find
attached revised plans to supersede those submitted in the original proposal.

Furthermore, it is cur understanding that 18 submissions of objection were received by the
Town of Port Hedland in respect of the proposal. Comments in response to each of the main
issues raised are provided below.

Owercrowding

The density of the development complies with the Residential Design Codes of Vvestern
Australia (R-Codes) and is in accordance with its density coding pursuant to the Scheme
{ie. R30).

Moise

Any potential noise created due to the increased number of dwellings is minimised through
the use of screening and appropriate orientation of the dwellings that face internally away
from the surrcunding dwellings.

Privacy

The proposed development meets the privacy requirements of the R-codes. however
further screening could be provided if required by the Town of Port Hedland. An example
of further privacy measures that could be taken are further screening along the fence lines
of affected homes and planting of vegetation buffers. Screening i not required on stairways

as they are not considered a ‘medium to long term location for habitation” within the R-
codes.

Please note screening for the rear left unit has been included on the attached revised plans.
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Parking (design and number)

Recent liaison between the project building designer and Council staff has lead to
preparation of revised drawings which address identified car parking design issues.
Accordingly, the parking layout only required a slight re-design to comply with Australian
Standards and the R-codes with particular attention being given towards, dimensions,
turning areas, and layout and visitor car parking bays.

Quality of Life

The proposed development is consistent with the provisions of the R-codes, the objectives
of which include the provision of a full range of housing types and densities and to ensure
appropriate standards of amenity are provided for all dwellings and adjoining properties.

Drwelling Size

The dwellings are compliant with the R-codes and the Scheme which permits one bedroom
dwellings to be developed on land zoned residential R30. In order to provide some
variation to the proposed dwellings, two bedroom dwellings are also proposed within the
development which is also consistent with Liveable Meighbourhood objectives. These
cbjectives provide emphasis on supporting sustainable urban development through land
efficiency across all elements and a variety of lot sizes and housing types to cater for the
diverse housing needs of the community. The proposal supports and achieves these
objectives.

Environmental Impact

The subject site is zoned "Residential’ under the Scheme which applies a density of R30.
The proposed development is consistent with this density and will be used for residential
purposes. Any perceived environmental impacts resulting from the development will to be
appropriately managed through building and development controls.

c _—

Public consultation was undertaken by the Town of Port Hedland in accordance with the
Scheme requirements. In this regard. the proposal was advertised and all submissions
received have been considered by Council staff in its assessment of the proposal.

Compliznce with the Building Codes of Australia

Subject to issue of planning consent the proposal will then be assessed under the Building
Codes of Australia as part of the building licence process. A building licence is required to
be issued by the Council prior to any development taking place on the site.

Construction Storage, Moise and Cleanliness

The development iz proposed in a two stages which will minimise the impact of
construction on the surrounding properties. It is proposed to develop the rear four
dwellings as the first stage, whereby construction materials will be confined to the rear
section of the lot. The second stage of development (remaining & dwellings) will not occour
until the Vvater Corporation has confirmed water supply is available to the remaining &
proposed dwellings. which is currently expected by 2014.

11548: Response to Objections Page 2
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Sewerage

The Vvater Corporation has advised that sewer connection to the first stage (ie. 4
dwellings) is currently available. It also advised that waste water headwork’s are scheduled
for upgrade in 2014, whereby suitable capacity will be available to service the proposed
second stage of development.

Local Amenity

The proposed development has been designed to minimise any impacts on the amenity of
the existing residential locality and includes measures such as screening and building
orientation to mitigate any perceived or potential impacts. The proposed dwellings to the
front of the lot address the street and the majority of car parking spaces are located behind
buildings or street trees to soften the impact on the street. Furthermore a detailed

landscaping plan will be required as a condition of planning consent which will further assist
and alleviate any perceived visual impacts.

Stormwater Disposal

Stormwater disposal is addressed on site and as indicated on the attached plans, an on-site
facility to pump stormvwater into the public drainage network after a storm event is also
provided, as recommended by Council staff.

Wvater Supply

It has been advised by the Vvater Corporation that the area requires upgrading of current
water supply services and until such time that this upgrade occurs the site cannot support
more than 5 dwellings. It is the intent of the owner thersfore, to develop the land in a
staged manner whereby the rear four dwellings will be developed as part the first stage and
the existing dwelling at the front will be retained. The remaining six proposed dwellings at
the front will then be constructed at a latter stage when water supply is available. As
menticned above, this is anticipated by 2014. As discussed with Council staff, a condition of
planning consent, with a corresponding advice note, to acknowledge the staged approach
will be imposed.

Bemoval of Street Trees

In accordance with the revised plans (attached) the southern crossover has now been
dltered to retain the existing street tree previously proposed for removal. The driveway
now veers to the north of the tree avoiding the need to remove it The main driveway to
the rear dwellings and services box has also been moved in order to retain the street tree
closest to the western boundary. Accordingly, all street trees have been retained by the
developers building designer, ensuring the existing amenity of the streetscape is preserved.

Mumber of Crossovers

The proposed crossovers servicing the front dwellings are required in order to retain all
the street trees, whilst providing appropriate access to all dwellings.

WWe trust each of the above comments provides suitable response to the various matters raised

during the consultation process and we look forward to favourable determination of the revised
proposal by Council.

11548: Response to Objections Page 3
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In the meantime should you have any gqueries or require further information, please do not
hesitate to contact the undersigned, or alternatively Stan Lawrence —Brown at this office.

Yours sincerely
RPS

Hannah Paget
Town Planner

ccc  Client — Peter Rakic

11548: Response to Objections Page 4
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Speakmsn Chloe

From: Pound Michael

Sent: Wednesday, 18 April 2012 5:20 PM

Ta: Recards

Subject: ICR25802 - Fyy: APPLICATION Mo: 2012/23 FOR EIGHT (&) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS
AT LOT 1 (8) MOSELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 8721

SynergySoft: ICR25802

From: Jah‘n mathews m;ﬂ - ' -

Sent: Wednesday, 18 April 2012 4:04 PM
To: Pound Michael

! Subject: RE: APPLICATION Na: 2012/23 FOR EIGHT (8) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT 1 (B) MOSELEY STREET,
PORT HEDLAND Wa 6721

I have concerns about the proposed development, they are the impact on the area of what appears to be dwellings
for single or fifo persons, at present family's often walk along the road to the beach, they can’t use the footpath
(there isn't one) recently the road was blacked off completely at the east end for hours while building material was
unloaded r.2 notification te residents. This street is a family street kids dogs ete. if this project goes ahead | dread to
think where all the parking of vehicles Is E0ing to be on a bend .

John mathews

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit https/fwww . symantecclond. com

File Number: ............. Go00G..... s |
'nt. Correspondent: LﬁUﬂﬂfd%'e'ﬁkm
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Wednesday 18" April 2012

Aftn: Michael Pound
Planning Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 5721

Dear Sir,

: APPLICATION No: 2012/23 FOR EIGH 8) MULTIPLE INGS AT

MOSELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

OT1(8

I'wish to commant in relation to the above application to construct & dwellings an the

neighbouring property at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland.

I strongly object to this development going ahead as | belisve the:

- CONSTRUCTION STAGE - noise levels could disturb our children from a sleeping
routine & the building work may damage our foundation for the house and concraete

slabs we have everywhera, Thl_e proposed development Block

by the shire and local businesses for the young girl across the road whom requires
wheelchair access, and was blocked in her awn yard on a daily basis. |, myself also
experienced difficulties walking with my children to the foreshore path and beach,
had to walk through the middle of the road with a pram, dog and small child, on g
busy blind comer on several occasions and encountered some near misses.

Consequently having to drive the 100 Metres for the safety of my children,

- NOISE & SAFETY - the increased activity of traffic and noise levels from the new

neighbours will be magnified for us as | have 3 young children and a
way, which all our bedrooms are along that side of the house, which wi
distance of approx 4 metres, and | like that this street is quiet and safe

to reside in.

Il enly give a
far my family

- PRIVACY - From the plans it indicates that two of the unit's at the rear of the property
upstairs balconies will have a direct view over the span of oyr backyard with the

next to our fence with no screening or privacy protection,

proposed front units overlooking the front yard and side of the house and the side
three bedroom units will be overlooking our entertaining area in the backyard, —

removing our right to privacy. Also two of the unit's staircases will run Upwards right

- SEWERAGE - Plans don't indicate an upgraded sewerage system as the strest
recently had been experiencing problems with naw developments across the road.
Also our concems are highlighted because the sewage line runs about 3m in from
the back fence at 8 Moseley st. Units will be built directly over the top. Has the water

of B spaces for residents and 2 for visitors, will they be allowed to park
The amount of bedrooms has not changed or reduced from the |ast

a minimum

in the strest?
planz, but the

parking has reduced. | do not want to sea ancther parking disaster like Pretty pool
developments and park. By my calculations if two units indicate FAMILYS, they
usually require two parking spots for two adults. Therefore 10 Parking bays should be

provided at least for residence and then some for visitors ect,
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' " UNIT DESIGN - 1 bedroom, no bath in bathroom, no yard/private garden per unit
and the same number of bathrooms to badrocms — suggests that the housing waon't
be appropriate for families and indicates to be FIFQ compliant. Although twe units
have been dropped, two units have added bedrooms, maybe suggesting families,
however, still FIFO compliant and no private garden or shed to indicate a family

friendly residence.

the area as the building will be too tall, too close to our boundary, too many units and
there is no real indication of what screening, greenery or what

materials will be used? Tilt panels? Cladding? Brick? Tin7?

- STORAGE/SHED FACILITIES — The storge/shed block or facilities indicated on the
last plans have been removed and the plans no longer allow for ample storage of
bikes, man toys, gardening equipment, boats ect (the things normal families
accumulate for the Pilbara living.) Will we be seeing boats ect parked on the strest

along with the excess of residing vehicles?

WATER DRAINAGE - Mot enough drainage/water runoff has been indicated in the
plans suppiied. The development site also runs from the street downhill onto the
property, meaning water will not run out of yard, but acress and into neighbouring

yards.

EFFECT ON NEIGHBOURS — The current proposed site plan does not show the
current location of surrounding houses, their entertaining/living areas and the effect

on neighbouring families.

- IS THE DEVELOPER A LOCAL? If the developer is not a local? He/She will not care
about the many impacts these units will have on existing locals/neighbours/families.

- DUST ZONE - We believe the design and purpose of these units will be more suited
to the 'dust zone/west end’ and strongly recommend keeping the family streets for

families.
- FAMILIES FIRST — We strongly recommend to council
collectively encourage long term families and residences

would want for their children.

in order for the town to
to continue or reside in
town. We need to be building more 4/3 bedrooms houses in family areas. This needs
to include all the amenities that a normal family house would haye ie,
Plzy arealgarden for kids and ample parking for ‘Pilbara Toys'. There aren't many
area's left in Port Hedland that can provide the safety, security and space any parent

Thank you for considering rmy objections above and | wish to be kept informed of any

outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeti
Yours Sincerely,
Camile Mathews & Mick Vukusich

' 10 Moseley Street
Port Hedland 6721

ng.

outside building facing

Shed, pool,
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3 Moseley Strest
Fl:i-l't Hedland, 6721.
To Michael Pound
Town of Port Hedland
Box 41 Post Office

Port Hedland, 6721

Dear Michael,

| 'write in protest of the idea of the 10 units proposed to be built at 8 Moseley Street, across from my
home. The idea of building what amaunts to a single man's camp in the midst of a street of families
that have family lifestyles, living in single dwelling homes is totally unacceptable. The area that is
used in the plan is surrounded by people who would have their life as they know It ripped apart with
the addition of up to 20 more vehicles an this tiny space, the noise of a 24hour workfores coming
and going and the inappropriate behaviours indulged in by the temporary workforce that this type of
building wauld house. This design is not a plan that is compatible with family dwellings.

The design of these buildings are not in line with section3 of the building code that requires any
builder making more than 4 dwellings on the same piece of land must make every fourth home to
universal design standards. This flouting of bullding requirements is also an indication of the plans
being orientated for the single temparary residence.

A further huge concern to me is the lay down area to be used. There is no space anywhere on this
very limited space of 8 Moseley Street for materials and having been subjected to the trauma’s of
having the full surrounds of my home being used as lay down area over the previous 2 years, just to
construct 2 dwellings | am certainly not prepared to have all my verge used again for this purpose,

Should the development proceed the inadequate parking for the number of vehicles' ten dwellings
would entail would cause a spill over on the tight and dangerous corner of Moseley and Wogina
Street and | see my home again being subjected to the excess cars being parked on my verge edge
and blocking the vision around this corner,

The lack of any knowledge of the area planned for is obvious when the view to the ocean Is given as
the area that overlooks the neighbour's home, This knowledge alsa leads one to understand that
this construction Is anly being put together to maximise the financial advantage with ne respect of
the interest of long term locals and their lifelong residence.

While understanding there is a requirement for more housing in Port Hedland, this type is at odds
with the councils expressed planning priority ta see that Hedland remains family focused with
reluctance for fly In fly out workers. Building and increasing accommadation, yes but not at all costs.
Naot at the cost of the way of life valued by our families that have lived here for years
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Thess plans show no areas to entertain or have realistic extra car bays for visitors. Again having
witnessed the number of vehicles that have been parked up in larger blocks with couples that have
big incomes and industrial employment, my concern for the safety of the surrounding families,
children and parents walking their babies with a single men’ s camp and the assacisted behavieur,
right in our midst, is huge.

Yet again | feel overwhelmed by a council that has difficulty re membering that we are an old and
long established town and are determined to try to hold onto the valuable neighbourhood in the
caring family atmosphere we value so highly

Yours Sincerely
Joan Foley Bf4/2012
Further to the above for Application 2012,/23 B Moseley Street

See all the above items for my protest. None of these issues have been addressed with these new
plans. As far as | can see the only thing that has changed is that our protest allowed the foals that
drew up the original plans to re orientate themselves with the use of my 5" paragraph and identify
the side of the block that faces the ocean.

Nothing else has changed and | remain totally opposed to this as well as the previous Transient
Worked Accommodation men's camp proposal. You anly have to look at the com plete eye sore that
the councll has already permitted on the comer of Sutherland and Crawford Street to know that

" building at this scale is totally inappropriate in our area of family homes and our families don’t want
It.

I hope you will see how inappropriate this is and insist to further builders that the integrity of
established family lifestyles must honoured.

Agrin Sincerly

Joan Foley
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3 Moseley Street
Port Hedland.6721

10 February 2012.

Mr Michael Pound,
Planning Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland 6721
Dear Sir,

'w.sh to complain about the idea of building ten units on the black over the road from us at &
Moseley Street and to say that | am completely against it being build because it will be difficult to
have people all doing shifts when we are trying to sleep, with noisy mine vehicles coming in and out
at all hours,

Last time there was bullding by my home, the builders put their vehicles and building materizal all
over the path that the shire made especially for me to use and be safe in my wheel chair on this
dangerous corner. Three or four times | had to get the ranger to clear the pathway, just so i could
get into my own home entrance, Alse the families trying to get around the corner with prams and
small children were forced to walk on the road.

As there s only Mum and | in our home, | will be very afrald to be alone in our home if | know there
is @ single men’s camp over the road,

Thank you

&nika Coppin Foley
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Tuesday 179 April D00 0 0

Attn: Michael Pound Date: 16.04.2012

Senior Planning Officer N e

Town of Port Hedland L

Dear Sir,

RE: APPLICTION No 2012/23 FOR EIGHT (8) MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AT LOT
1(8) MOSELEY STREET, PORT HEDLAND WA 6721

I wish to comment again in relation to the above application for 8 Moseley St,
Port Hedland.

The new plans are not acceptable to me. The new plans have even more
bedrooms and less parking space. So we'll have even more overcrowding.

The new plans now have a total of 16 bedrooms, that’s potentially 16 to 32
adults if they have partners.

They are going to share one car bay per unit (10 car bays in total for the whole
block ).

Most people have their own car, that’s potentially 16 to 32 cars.

What if some of them have a boat as well or a caravan?

I strongly object to the development going ahead for the following previous
reasons:

¢ OVERCROWDING / QUALITY OF LIFE - Proposed development is
trying to fit too many dwellings and people on a standard size block.
Reducing the quality of life, which 1 am opposed to.

o NOISE - the increased traffic flow of residents, the noise level from
people going about their daily lives will be increased dramatically
for such a quiet neighbourhood

* PARKING - not enough parking has been allowed for the size of the
development and the overflow will affect the amenity of the street
and cause problems in the area with parking on the other resident’s
verges inconveniencing them.

Thank you for considering my objections and I wish to be kept informed of any
outcome or if the matter will be considered at a future council meeting,

Youir Sincerely

Nick Mayo
5A Moseley ST.
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ATTACHMENT 6 TO ITEM 11.1.5

t 1.8 Frince Street. PO B 749, Busielton Westerm Ausiralia 615

T +il 89754 2878 F +61 B 9754 2035 E buss=konrpsgroupcomay W rpsgroup com.ay

Qur Ref: 1548 Email:  stanlawrence-brown(@rpsgroup.com.au
Date: 24 April 2012

Chief Executive Officer
Town of Port Hedland
PO Box 41

Port Hedland VVA 6721

Attention: Michaesl Pound

Dear Sir

RE: Response to Submissions Received Regarding Development Application
(21012/23) at 8 Moseley Street, Port Hedland

Thank your providing us with the submissions received after advertising the revised
development application (reduced from ten to eight grouped dwellings) at 8 Moseley Street
Port Hedland.

Following advertising of the original application, the proponent resolved to revisit the proposal
and change the design, in response to submissions received to the original plans and subsequent
discussions held with Council planning staff.

Upon receipt of the revised plans, Council staff resolved to advertise the revised proposal a
second time in order to gauge community response. During the second round of advertising a
total of five submissions were received, significantly below the eighteen submissions that were
received during initial advertising period, thus indicating acceptance of the proposal by the
majority the community.

In this regard. the revised proposal was designed to primarily address issues/concerns raised
during the initial advertising process and based on the lower rate of response it is apparent that
most of the concerns previously raised have been satisfied. Conversely the majority of issues
raised by the 5 submissions received the second time are generally the same as before with a
general focus towards the issue of density increase. In response to this we wish to highlight the
following points:

* The proposed density is in accordance with zoning and applicable density code (ie. R30)
of the locality pursuant to Council’s Town Planning Scheme;

*  The Town of Port Hedland's engineering department and other government authorities
support the revised proposal;

+ Car parking has been revised to ensure that all car bays meet the Shire’s requirements
for size and manoeuvrability;

*  The revised proposal i consistent with the Residential Design Codes of Vvestern

Australia (R-codes) and therefore the town planning scheme with respect to residential
layout and function. Vvhile it is acknowledged some variations to the R-codes have been

Unglsnl | Wiilsa Seontland | Morkarn besland | Irsland | Metherlands | USA | Ausorsls
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applied this is generally the case with medium density proposals and in order to
minimise impacts on neighbouring properties a number of measures have been
undertaken within the design including use of privacy screening. building orientation,
setbacks not too mention decreasing the number of dwellings.

* The revised plans have been designed in accordance with Liveable Meighbourhoods,
including the provision of varying dwelling types and housing mix in residential areas.

* The streetscape has been addressed through the minimisation of crossovers and visible
car parking and the retention of existing street trees.

In order to provide a visual impression of the future development. we also attach a streetscape
elevation of the proposal to be viewed in conjunction with the revised plans.

In summary, the proponent has responded to the original ssues raised by the community by
decreasing the density from 10 to & dwellings. modifying the site layout, providing improved
access and manoeuvrability for vehicle movement, increasing usability of the dwellings and
placing greater emphasis on maintaining amenity to the existing streetscape.

Wv'e trust that the revised proposal is mow in order for Council approval and in the meantime,

should you have any queries or require further information, please do not hesitate to contact
the undersigned on 975428%8.

Yours sincerely
RPS

S@n Lawrence-Brown
Technical Director = Town Flanning

oo Client — Viadimir Ejov and Peter Rakic

11548: Respanse to Objections Page 2

PAGE 128



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

ATTACHMENT 7 TO ITEM 11.1.5

Pound Michael

From: Stan Lawrence-Brown [Stan. Lawrence-Brown@rpsgroup.com.aul]
Sent: Friday, 27 April 2012 1:00 PM

To: Pound Michaal

Ce: Hannah Paget

Subject: 11546 - 8 Moseley Street, Port Hadland

Hello Michael,

The following email has been prepared to further address the issues which have been raised by neighbouring
landowners during the second round of advertising. The fallowing issues were raised and each has been addressed -

Construction Stoge —
Development of the site will be carried out in accordance with requirements of a bullding licence to be
issued by Council. This will incorporate measures to ensure residential amenity of the area is protected. The
development is proposed in two stages which will minimise the impact of construction on the surrounding
properties. It is proposed to develop the rear four dwellings as the first stage, whereby construction
materials will be confined to the rear section of the lot. The second stage of development {remaining 4
dwellings) will not occur until the Water Corporation has confirmed water supply is available to the
remaining 4 proposed dwellings, which is currently expected by 2014,

Overcrawding —
The density of the proposed development is compliant with Section 7 of the Residential Design Codes which
stipulates that the maximum plot ratio of a multiple dwelling development In the R30 density coding shall be
0.5. the proposed development does not exceed this plot ratio.

Noise and Safety —
The density of the application is consistent with Section 7 of the Residential Design Codes and the Town of
Port Hedland's Local Planning Scheme. While any potential noise created due to the increased number of
dwellings is minimised through the use of screening and appropriate orientation of the dwellings that face
internally away from the surrounding dwellings as per the residential design codes, it is essentially
management issue which can be enforced through local laws and the town planning scheme |

Privacy—
The proposed development meets the privacy requirements of the R-codes including sereening of all
windows and outdoor activity areas which may overlook neighbouring properties. However, further
screening could be provided if required by the Town of Port Hedland. An example of further privacy
measures that could be taken are further screening along the fence lines of affected homes and planting of
vegetation buffers, Screening is not required on stairways as they are not considered a ‘medium to long
term location for habitation” within the R-codes.

Seweroge -
Water Corporation has advised that sewer connection to the first stage (i.e. 4 dwellings) is currently
available. It also advised that waste water headwork’s are scheduled for upgrade in 2014, whereby suitable
capacity will be available to service the proposed second stage of development. It has no objection to the
proposal including location of dwellings.

Parking —
Parking is compliant with the Residential Design Codes and the Town of Port Hedland's Local Planning
Scheme. The Town of Port Hedland's engineering department is satisfied with the parking that is provided
and that it is compliant.

Unit Design -
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The units have been designed in accordance with the Residential Design Codes for multiple dwelling
developments. There is no requirement for a bath or private yard, however private courtyard areas are
provided in accordance with the residential design codes for use of each dwelling including clothes drying.
Any other requirements for the unit design will be assessed during the Building Licence stage of the
proposal.

Amenity of Building —
The proposed dwellings have been designed to have a minimum impact on the local amenity. Dwellings
have been designed to address the street and screening has been incorporated to minimise visual Impact
from neighbouring properties. Further screening and buffer vegetation planting can be required asa
condition of approval,

Storoge Shed / Shed Facllities =
The separate storage facility has been removed each storage facility has been incorporated into each
dwelling. The storage areas were included to comply with Section 7.4.7 A7.1 of the Residential Design
Codes. Although the storage areas have been incorporated into each dwelling they are still in compliance
with the Residential Design Codes and there is no requirement for them to be provided as a separate
structure or to provide parking for boats or other large equipment.

Water Drainage —
Stormwater disposal is addressed on site and as Indicated on the attached plans, an on-site facility to pump

stormwater into the public drainage network after a storm event is also provided, as recommended by
Council staff,

Effect on Neighbours =
As addressed in "Amenity of building” and ‘Privacy” and ‘Noise and safety’.

Is the Developer Local =
The developer is the owner of the land and has right to develop that land within the requirements of the
Town of Port Hedland's local Planning Scheme and the Residential Design Codes.

Dust Zone —
The land is roned within the Town of Port Hedland's Local Planning Scheme ‘Residential R30° in which a
multiple dwelling development to a maximum 0.5 plot ratio is appropriate. This proposal complies with
those details.

Families First =
This development is appropriate for a wide range of the demographic, including small families, couples of all
ages and singles of all ages. It is a requirement of the Liveable Neighbourhoods decument that dwellings be
provided which will accommodate for a range of people with a range of living arrangements. Providing anly
large four and three bedroom homes will create housing which is only suitable for one section of the full
demographic. It will also contribute to inefficient use of land for affordable housing within the town which
is @ problem that Council is trying to avoid via upcoding many areas within the town site, this property being
ane of them,

Issues associated with the types of people or sections of the community who may or may not live in a
proposed dwelling should not be a planning consideration. It should also be noted that the zoning of the
site could also facilitate up to 3 grouped dwellings each with six bedrooms and less parking requirements,
The proposal is an appropriate response to the current zoning of the land and is consistent with the
relevant planning framework provisions provided by Council’s Scheme for its residential area.

Regards,
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RPS

Stan Lawrence-Brown

Technlcal Director

Planning & Development

RPS Australia Asia Pacific

Unit 1, & Prince 5i, Busseiton, WA, Ausiralia, G280
P.0. Box 748, Bussalton, WA, 6280

Tel: +81 & 9754 2808

Fax: +81 § 9754 2085

Mobile: =61 417 996 451

Email: HSlan. Lawrance-Brown sgroup.
woane:  hittpo/i roup. Com. au

This e-mail message and ary atached e i e praperty of Me sender and it sent jn
confiderce 0 the addrasses anly

imizrmat communications ane "Ct secure and RPS is nol reaponsible for e abuse by third
partiess, any aheraton or cormupticn in transmission o for any 088 o damage caused by B viue
of by any other means.

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http:/www_symanteccloud.com
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71.1.6

Request for the Town fo Accept Management Orders for
Five (5) Public Open Space Reserves and Three (3)
Stormwater Drainage Reserves in the Osprey
Subdivision — WAPC 145526 (File No.: 18/14/0004)

Officer Steve de Meillon
Planning Officer

Date of Report 26 July 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

Council received a request form Taylor Burrell Barnett on behalf of the
South Hedland New Living Project to consider accepting the
Management Orders for five (5) Public Open Space Reserves and
three (3) Stormwater Drainage Reserves in the Osprey Subdivision,
South Hedland (WAPC 145526).

Background

An application for subdivision approval was lodged with the Western
Australian Planning Commission on the 23 January 2012 for the
following Lots:

Lot 556 on Plan 72058 (Certificate of Title LR3161/429)

Lot 3984 on Plan 215416 (Certificate of Title LR3161/421)
Lot 4150 on Plan 185336 (Certificate of Title LR3139/532)
Lot 5496 on Plan 185336 (Certificate of Title LR3139/533)
Lot 5497 on Plan 215416 (Certificate of Title LR3139/530)

The application is referred to as the Osprey subdivision (the site).

The West Australian Planning Commission issued conditional approval
of the Osprey subdivision on the 17 May 2012.

The five (5) Public Open Space Reserves and three (3) Stormwater
Drainage Reserves (Attachment 1) will be created as Crown reserves
in accordance with the subdivision approval.

The Town is required to provide written confirmation to the Department
of Regional Development and Lands (State Lands), it will accept the
management orders for the created Crown reserves.

Consultation

The application has been referred internally to Technical Services and
Recreation Services & Facilities.
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Statutory Implications

Section 46 of the Land Administration Act 1997 sets out the procedure
for the placing of care, control and management of reserves.

Policy Implications

Nil

Strategic Planning Implications

Nil

Budget Implications

Nil

Officer’'s Comment

Accepting the management orders will allow the Town to have the care,
control and management over the proposed Public Open Spaces and

Drainage Reserves.

The acceptance of the management orders is part of the process to
facilitate the subdivision and future development of the site.

Options

1. Accepts the management orders when created as Crown
reserves in accordance with the subdivision approval (WAPC
145526).

Accepting the management orders will allow the Town to have the care,
control and management over the proposed Public Open Spaces and
Drainage Reserves.

2. Refuses to accepted the management orders when created as
Crown reserves in accordance with the subdivision approval
(WAPC 145526).

Refusal to accept the management orders will result in the Town having

no care, control or management over the proposed Public Open

Spaces and Drainage Reserves.

Attachments

1. Subdivision Plan
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201213/055 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Dziombak

That Council:

1.

Accepts the management orders for the five (5) Public Open
Space Reserves and three (3) Stormwater Drainage Reserves
in the Osprey Subdivision when these are created as Crown
reserves in accordance with the subdivision approval (WAPC
145526).

Delegates the Manager Planning Services to notify the
Department of Regional Development and Lands it will accept
the five (5) Public Open Space Reserves and three (3)
Stormwater Drainage Reserves in the Osprey Subdivision
when these are created as Crown reserves in accordance
with the subdivision approval (WAPC 145526).

CARRIED 6/0
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ATTACHMENT 1 TO ITEM 11.1.6

Fublic Open Space and Drainage Reserve Plan
LTS 556, 3784, 4150, 54596 B 5477 QSFREY DRIVE, SOUTH HEDLAKD
A SOUTH HEDLAND HEW LIVING PROJECT
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11.1.7

Proposed Road Dedication to Extend Hakea Court Road
Reserve, South Hedland (File No.: 804989G)

Officer Steve de Meillon
Planning Officer

Date of Report 25 July 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

Council received a request from Hightower Planning and Development
on behalf of Hutchinson Builders to seek Councils support to formalise
road access to Lot 2771 Acacia Way, South Hedland (the Site).

It is recommended Council support the request for the road dedication
to extend Hakea Court, South Hedland.

Background

The Pilbara Joint Development Assessment Panel (JDAP) on the 16
May 2012 approved a development for sixteen (16) additional “Grouped
Dwellings” on Lot 2771 Acacia Way, South Hedland.

The applicant is seeking to extend Hakea Court to formalise access
onto the site. The extension of Hakea Court will be over a portion of
Unallocated Crown Land.

The Unallocated Crown Land is burdened with an existing easement to
the benefit of the Water Corporation. The Water Corporation have
indicated they are willing to surrender the easement subject to due
process being followed.

Consultation

The application was circulated internally to Technical Services, with no
objections raised.

Statutory Implications

Section 56 of the Land Administration Act 1997 establishes the
procedure for road dedications.

Policy Implications
Nil
Strategic Planning Implications

Nil
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Budget Implications

Nil

Officer’'s Comment

The site currently has a twenty four (24) “Multiple Dwelling”
development which gains access from Acacia Way. An application for
an additional sixteen (16) “Grouped Dwellings” was approved by JDAP
on the 16 May 2012.

The extension of Hakea Court will formalise an additional access to
accommodate the further development of the site. The additional
access provides safer vehicular movements around the site.

Options

Council has the following options for responding to the request:

1. Support the request for the road reserve dedication of Hakea
Court to provide access to Lot 2771 Acacia Way, South Hedland.

Approving the dedications will result in an additional access to the site
improving traffic safety.

2. Reject the request for the road reserve dedication of Hakea Court
to provide access to Lot 2771 Acacia Way, South Hedland.

Should Council not support the alterations, the applicant will need to
seek alternative options to gain vehicular access to the area.

It is recommended Council support the request for the road reserve
dedication of Hakea Court to provide access to Lot 2771 Acacia Way,
South Hedland.

Attachments

1. Locality Plan.
2. Road Dedication Plan.

201213/056 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin

That Council:

1. Supports the request from Hightower Planning and
Development on behalf of Hutchinson Builders to

permanently dedicate a road reserve as shown in Attachment
2,
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2.

Delegates the Manager Planning Services to submit the road
dedication request to the Department of Regional
Development and Lands (State Lands Services).

Notifies the applicant any road construction and required
signage will be at the applicants cost and is to be to the
specification of the Manager Technical Services.

CARRIED 6/0
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R 1] | Lot 2771 Acacia Way, South
8 Hedland (the Site)
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71.1.8

Request for Closure of Pedestrian Access Way Closure,
Pedestrian Access Way and Parklands Reserve and
Road Dedication of a Portion of Reserve 35325 (File No.:
802450G)

Officer Steve de Meillon
Planning Officer

Date of Report 25 July 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

Council has received a request from RPS the Town Planners on behalf
of LandCorp to undertake various land administration matters to
facilitate the continued redevelopment of the South Hedland Town
Centre.

The request is supported by Council Officers; it is recommended
Council consider the request favourably.

Background

Location (Attachment 1)

The applicant is seeking to undertake various land administration
matters to facilitate the continued redevelopment of the South Hedland
Town Centre.

Proposal (Attachment 2)

The following outlines the nature and extent of the request:

o Initiate Pedestrian Access Way Closure (Request 1).

Initiate closure of Reserve 45891 (Lot 6057) for the purposes of
extending Dalesford Close to link with Forrest Circle.

o Initiate Pedestrian Access Way and Parkland Reserve Closure
(Request 2).

Initiate closure of Reserve 35321 (Lot 3706) for the purposes of
amalgamating this area with Reserve 35326 for the purposes of
Drainage.

o Road Dedication (Request 3).
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Dedicate a portion of Reserve 35325 for the purpose of a road. Council
on the 10 November 2012 resolved to close reserve 35325. The
Department of Regional Development and Lands advised to dedicate a
portion of this land for the purposes of road if required.

Consultation

The various land administration matters were circulated to the following
agencies:

Internal

o Technical Services
o Investment & Business Development Services
o Economic Development Services

External

Department of Water

Horizon Power

Main Roads Western Australia
Optus

Telstra

Water Corporation

As a result of the referral process no objections or recommendation
were received.

Should Council resolve to support the various Land Administration
matters, the Pedestrian Access Way closures are required to be
advertised for a period of 35 days pursuant to section 58(3) of the Land
Administration Act 1997.

Statutory Implications

Pedestrian Access Ways

Section 87 of the Land Administration Act 1997 establishes the
procedure for closing and amalgamating a pedestrian access way with
the adjoining land.

Road Dedications

Section 56 of the Land Administration Act 1997 establishes the
procedure for road dedication.

Policy Implications

Nil
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Strategic Planning Implications
Nil

Budget Implications

Nil

Officer’'s Comment

The proposal forms part of the implementation indicators outlined for
Precinct 11 — City Centre within the Pilbara Port City Growth Plan.

The proposal is in addition to the wider redevelopment already
undertaken for the South Hedland Town Centre. As indicated on the
attached plan, the Town has already resolved to approve a number of
other land administration matters related to this proposal.

The changes will result in improved vehicle and pedestrian flows within
the area.

Options
Council has the following options when considering the request:

1. Support the request for the Pedestrian Access Way and
Parklands Reserve closures, and the dedication of Road Reserve.

Approving the Pedestrian Access Way and Parklands Reserve
closures, and the dedication of Road Reserve will result in the
continued redevelopment of the South Hedland Town Centre.

2. Reject the request for the Pedestrian Access Way and Parklands
Reserve closures, and the dedication of Road Reserve.

Should Council not support the proposed works, it may jeopardize
further development of South Hedland Town Centre.

Option 1 is recommended.
Attachments

1. Locality Plan
2. Land Rationalisation Plan South Hedland Town Centre
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201213/057 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin

That Council:

1.

Supports the permanent closure of Pedestrian Access Way
Reserve 45891, being Lot 6057 Forrest Circle, South Hedland;

Supports the permanent closure of a portion of Pedestrian
Access Way and Parklands Reserve 35321, being Lot 3707
Kybra Place, South Hedland;

Advertises the proposed Pedestrian Access Way closures for
a period of 35 days pursuant to the Land Administration Act
1997;

Subject to no objections being received during the
advertising period, delegates the Manager Planning Services
to complete the following:

i To submit the Pedestrian Access Way closure request
to the Department of Regional Development and Lands;

ii.  To submit the request to dedicate the closed Pedestrian
Access Way Reserve 45891 as “Road” to the
Department of Regional Development and Lands;

iii. To submit the request to amalgamate the 383m? portion
of the Pedestrian Access Way Reserve 35321 into
Drainage Reserve 35326, being Lot 3346 Collier Drive,
South Hedland;

Delegates the Manager Planning Services to notify the
Department of Regional Development and Lands, Council has
no objection to the cancellation of the Parklands reservation
as it relates to the portion of Reserve 35321 which is to be
closed.

Request the Department of Regional Development and Lands
dedicate a portion of Reserve 35325, being portions of Lot
6056 Forrest Circle, Lot 6058 Eucla Close and Lot 6059 Eucla
Close, South Hedland, as identified on the attached Land
Rationalisation Plan South Hedland Town Centre as “Road”
in accordance with section 56 of the Land Administration Act
1997.

CARRIED 6/0
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71.1.9

Request for Proposals - Pretty Pool Caravan Park (File
No.: 19/01/0002)

Officer David Westbury
Manager Economic
Development and Strategy

Date of Report 27 July 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

The Town of Port Hedland has been vested by the Minster of Regional
Development and Lands with the ability to develop a caravan park on
the Northeast corner of Styles and Sheridan Road in Reserve 29044
Lot 300 on Deposited Plan 53035 for a period not to exceed 21 years.

This item provides process options for Council to consider in order to
move forward with the development of the 6.834 hectare Pretty Pool
property, with Officers recommending a Request for Proposal process.

Background

On 1 January 1991 the Department of Regional Development and
Lands vested the Town of Port Hedland with the ability to develop a
6.84 Hectares Pretty Pool property as a caravan park for a period not to
exceed 21 years (subject to approval by the Minster for Regional
Development and Lands). The vesting has no stipulation regarding the
amount of or use of funds that can be derived from lease payments
from the development of a caravan park.

Objectives

The broad objective of this development is to diversify the Town of Port
Hedland economy by developing a tourist facility to increase the
availability of caravan park sites within the Town. More specifically,
from this project, the Town is seeking to achieve the following:

o The provision of short term and temporary accommodation in the
immediate future to a high demand;

o To support the development of the Town with significant aesthetic
development that enhance the built environment;

o Provide businesses with the opportunity to partner with the Town
to delivery economic outcomes decreasing the reliance on one
sector of the economy;

o Increase revenue for the Town in order to provide services to the
community.
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Consultation

External

o Department of Regional Development and Lands - State Land

Services

Internal

Chief Executive Officer

Director of Engineering Services
Director of Planning and Development
Director of Community Development
Director of Corporate Services

Statutory Implications

The Local Government Act 1995

“3.58. Disposing of property

(1) Inthis section —
“ispose ”includes to sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of, whether
absolutely or not;
“roperty ”includes the whole or any part of the interest of a local
government in property, but does not include money.

(2) Except as stated in this section, a local government can only
dispose of property to —

()
(b)

the highest bidder at public auction; or

the person who at public tender called by the local
government makes what is, in the opinion of the local
government, the most acceptable tender, whether or not it is
the highest tender.

(3) A local government can dispose of property other than under
subsection (2) if, before agreeing to dispose of the property —

(@)

(b)

it gives local public notice of the proposed disposition
describing the property concerned; and giving details of the
proposed disposition; and inviting submissions to be made to
the local government before a date to be specified in the
notice, being a date not less than 2 weeks after the notice is
first given; and

it considers any submissions made to it before the date
specified in the notice and, if its decision is made by the
council or a committee, the decision and the reasons for it
are recorded in the minutes of the meeting at which the
decision was made.

(4) The details of a proposed disposition that are required by
subsection (3)(a)(ii) include —

(@)

the names of all other parties concerned; and

PAGE 148



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

(b) the consideration to be received by the local government for
the disposition; and
(c) the market value of the disposition —

(i)
(ii)

as ascertained by a valuation carried out not more
than 6 months before the proposed disposition; or

as declared by a resolution of the local government on
the basis of a valuation carried out more than
6 months before the proposed disposition that the local
government believes to be a true indication of the value
at the time of the proposed disposition.

(5) This section does not apply to —

(@) a disposition of an interest in land under the Land
Administration Act 1997 section 189 or 190; or

(b) a disposition of property in the course of carrying on a
trading undertaking as defined in section 3.59; or

(c) anything that the local government provides to a particular
person, for a fee or otherwise, in the performance of a
function that it has under any written law; or

(d) any other disposition that is excluded by regulations from the
application of this section.
[Section 3.58 amended by No. 49 of 2004 s. 27; No. 17 of
2009s.10.]”

Policy Implications

Nil

Strategic Planning Implications

Key Result Area 2:
Goal 1:
Immediate Priority:

Key Result Area 4:
Goal 1:
Immediate Priority:

Goal 3:
Immediate Priority:

Goal 4:
Immediate Priority:

Community Pride

Townscape

Undertake projects that upgrade the
appearance of verges and streetscapes
along major thoroughfares within the District

Economic Development

Tourism

Ensure that new caravan park/backpackers
facilities are developed within the Town
Business Development

Investigate new business/revenue streams
for the Town.

Land Development Projects

Fast-track release and development of
commercial, industrial and residential land.
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Officer’'s Comment
Options for Development of the Property

In accordance with the Local Government Act 1995, Council has three
options in moving forward with the development of this property.

Divest the Property for Housing

LandCorp has expressed a desire to develop the property as a
residential development in accordance with the plans being devised for
the East End Precinct. This would entail Council’s consent to relinquish
the vesting and grant development consent to LandCorp. An
amendment to the Town Planning Scheme would also be required to
facilitate residential development. If the property was divested and
LandCorp were to proceed with a residential development Council
would likely forgo the significant income expected from the lease of the
property. In addition, the development of the property as residential
does not afford the ability to diversify the local economy. This site is
made more crucial in the Town’s economic diversity strategy because
the caravan park site at the golf course has received objections related
to the Boodarie Industrial Estate buffer zone which appear to be
insurmountable in relation to a permanent caravan park.

Expression of Interest

An Expression of Interest is used to gauge the commercial interest in a
property and gain an understanding of the potential uses for the
property and provide feedback to the Town on the opportunities,
expectations and costs to the Town, to enable the Council to make an
informed decision as to the future of the property.

Following the receipt of the Expression of Interest, one of three
processes could follow, namely:

o A public tender;

o A select group tender from those who expressed an interest; and

o A private treaty negotiation, if the Town receives one expression
of interest that meets the relevant criteria.

The potential outcome is undeterminable until the expression/s of
interest have been received.

Request for Proposals

A Request for Proposals allows the Town to assess development
proposals in a much timelier manner while still ensuring that the
objectives of Council are achieved. By eliminating the Expression of
Interest step Council will still be able to assess the development
proposals against the criteria that would normally be obtained in a two-
step process and proceed with the development as soon as all of the
statutory obligations are completed.
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Attachments

1.

Locality Plan

201213/058 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Hooper

That Council, in accordance with the Local Government Act 1995
Section 3.5.8, request that Chief Executive Officer of the Town of
Port Hedland advertise a Request for Proposals for the 6.84
Hectare property described as lot 300 on Deposited Plans 53035
Reserve 29044 to be assessed against the following criteria:

a.

b.
C.

Demonstrated experience in operating a similar commercial
development in context of the setting;

Quality of the proposed caravan park design and amenities;
Return to Council from the lease period of 21 years;
Willingness to allow a third party to control the leasing of a
percentage or amount of the caravan spaces to ensure the
caravan park is used as tourist accommodation;

The timing and capacity of the entity making the proposal to
complete the project.

CARRIED 6/0
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71.1.10

Proposed Road Names for the Subdivision of Lot 556
Osprey Drive (File No.: 18/14/0004)

Officer Luke Cervi
Senior Planning Officer
Date of Report 23 July 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

The Town received a request from McMullen Nolan to endorse the
proposed names for the new roads created as a result of the proposed
subdivision of Lot 556 Osprey Drive, South Hedland.

The request is supported by Council Officer, Council is requested to
approve the proposed street names.

Background

The subdivision of Lot 566 Osprey Drive will result in the creation of
new roads. The applicant has proposed the following road names:

Darter Street
Harrier Street
Crake Street
Goshawk Lane
Shrike Way

Skua Lane

Snipe Way
Raven Street
Eagle Avenue
10. Gannet Street
11. Grebe Lane

12. Plover Way

13. Buzzard Street
14. Heron Way

15. Kookaburra Boulevard
16. Noddy Lane

17. Magpie Way

18. Bronzewing Lane
19. Falcon Way

20. Bittern Crescent

©CoNoO~whE

21. |Ibis Lane

22. Quail Way

23. Kingfisher Avenue
24. Kite Way

25. Turtledove Crescent
26. Albatross Crescent
27. Petrel Way

28. Cormorant Avenue
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29.
30.
31.

Kestrel Street
Nightjar Lane
Pelican Street

Consultation

Nil

Statutory Implications

The naming or renaming of roads must be dealt with as per Part 2,
Division 3, Section 26A of the Land Administration Act 1997.

Policy Implications

Nil

Strategic Planning Implications

Nil

Budget Implications

Nil

Officer’'s Comment

The road names provided by the applicant are based on a bird theme.
As they have not been utilised within the Town, the following names are
recommended for approval:

1.

2.

Darter Street - The darters or snakebirds are mainly tropical
waterbirds.

Harrier Street - A harrier is any of the several species of diurnal
hawks forming the Circinae sub-family of the Accipitridae family of
birds of prey.

Crake Street - The Corn Crake, Corncrake or Landrail is a bird in
the rail family. It breeds in Europe and Asia as far east as western
China.

Goshawk Lane - Goshawk may refer to several species of birds
of prey, mainly in the genus Accipiter.

Shrike Way - Shrikes are passerine birds of the family Laniidae.
Skua Lane - The skuas are a group of seabirds with about seven
species forming the family Stercoraridae and the genus
Stercorarius.

Snipe Way - A snipe is any of about 25 wading bird species. They
are characterised by a very long, slender bill.

Raven Street - Raven is the common name given to several
larger bodied members of the genus Corvus. They have black
plumage and large beaks.

Eagle Avenue - Eagles are members of the bird family
Accipitridae.
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10. Gannet Street - Gannets are seabirds comprising the genus
Morus, in the family Sulidae, closely related to the boobies.

11. Grebe Lane - Freshwater diving birds, some of which visit the sea
when migrating and in winter.

12. Plover Way - Wading birds belonging to the subfamily
Charadriinae. There are about 40 species.

13. Buzzard Street - The Buzzard is one of several medium sized,
wide ranging raptors with a robust body and broad wings.

14. Heron Way - The herons are long-legged freshwater and coastal
birds in the family Ardeidae.

15. Kookaburra Boulevard - Kookaburra are terrestrial kingfishers
native to Australia and New Guinea.

16. Noddy Lane - The Black Noddy or White-capped Noddy is a
seabird.

17. Magpie Way - Magpies are passerine birds of the crow family,
Corvidae.

18. Bronzewing Lane - The bronzewing pigeons are a group of
pigeons native to Australia.

19. Falcon Way - A falcon is any species of raptor in the genus
Falco. Widely distributed throughout Europe, Asia, and North
America.

20. Bittern Crescent - Bitterns are a classification of birds in the
heron family, Ardeidae, a family of wading birds.

21. |Ibis Lane - Ibis are a group of long legged wading birds.

22. Quail Way - Qualil is a collective name for several genera of mid
sized birds generally considered in the order Galliformes.

23. Kingfisher Avenue - Kingfishers are a group of small to medium
sized brightly coloured birds in the order Coraciiformes.

24. Kite Way - Kites are raptors with long wings and weak legs that
spend most of the time soaring.

25. Turtledove Crescent - The European Turtle Dove is a member of
the bird family Columbidae, the doves and pigeons.

26. Albatross Crescent - Albatrosses, of the biological family
Diomedeidae, are large seabirds.

27. Petrel Way - Petrels are tube-nosed seabirds.

28. Cormorant Avenue - The bird family Phalacrocoracidae is
represented by some 40 species of cormorants and shags. The
names "cormorant” and "shag" were originally the common
names of the two species of the family found in Great Britain,

29. Kestrel Street - The name kestrel is given to several different
members of the falcon genus.

30. Nightjar Lane - Nightjars are medium-sized nocturnal or
crepuscular birds with long wings, short legs and very short bills.

31. Pelican Street - Pelicans are a group of large water birds. They
are characterised by a long beak and large throat pouch used in
catching, and draining water from, their prey

The applicant has provided a list of alternative road names, should the
proposed names not be suitable. The suffixes for the roads may be
changed. They are listed as follows:
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Frigatebird - The frigatebirds are a family, Fregatidae, of seabirds.
There are five species in the single genus Fregata.

Booby - A booby is a seabird in the genus Sula , part of the Sulidae
family.

Dabchick - The Little Grebe (Tachybaptus ruficollis ), also known as
Dabchick, is a member of the grebe family of water birds. At 23 to 29
cm in length it is the smallest European member of its family. It is
commonly found in open bodies of water across most of its range.
Stork - Storks are large, long legged, long necked wading birds with
long, stout bills. They belong to the family Ciconiidae

It is recommended all the proposed road names including the
alternatives be approved. Those not utilized for the Osprey Subdivision
would be added to the approved road name register and could be used
in other subdivisions in the area.

Options

Council has the following options for responding to the request:

1. Support the proposed road names for the newly created roads as
indicated on Attachment 1.

The approval of the applicants request will result in the newly created
roads being named as per Part 2, Division 3, Section 26A of the Land
Administration Act 1997.

2. Reject the proposed road names for the newly created roads as
indicated on Attachment 1.

Should Council choose to refuse the applicants request, the applicant
will need to seek alternative names for the newly created roads.

Attachments

1. Road Name Plan

201213/059 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision
Moved: Cr Dziombak Seconded: Cr Carter
That Council:

i) Approves the use of the following road names:
Darter

Harrier

Crake

Goshawk

Shrike

Skua
Snipe

NookwNhE
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8.
9

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

Raven
Eagle
Gannet
Grebe
Plover
Buzzard
Heron
Kookaburra
Noddy
Magpie
Bronzewing
Falcon
Bittern

Ibis

Quail
Kingfisher
Kite
Turtledove
Albatross
Petrel
Cormorant
Kestrel
Nightjar
Pelican
Frigatebird
Booby
Dabchick
Stork

Delegates the Manager Planning Services to forward the
approved road names to the Geographic Names Committee
for final approval;

Advises the applicant any cost associated with the required
road signage will be at the cost of the applicant;

Advises the applicant the proposed street signs are to be to
the specifications of the Council’s Engineering requirements
and to the satisfaction of the Manager Technical Services.

CARRIED 6/0
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ATTACHMENT 1 TO ITEM 11.1.10
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11.2 Engineering Services

Nil
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11.3 Community Development

Nil
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11.4

11.4.1

6:21pm

11.4.1.1

Corporate Services

Finance and Corporate Services

Councillor Carter declared an impartiality interest in Item 11.4.1.1
‘Consideration of Late Submissions for Rates Concessions and
Exemptions for 2012/13 Annual Budget (File No.: .../...) as he is
associated with the Port Hedland Turf Club.

Councillor Gillingham declared an impatrtiality interest in Item 11.4.1.1
‘Consideration of Late Submissions for Rates Concessions and
Exemptions for 2012/13 Annual Budget (File No.: .../...)" as she works
in the same building as the Royal Flying Doctors Service.

Councillors Carter and Gillingham remained in the room.

Consideration of Lafte Submissions for Rates
Concessions and Exemptions for 2012/13 Annual Budget
(File No.: .../...)

Officer Jodie McMahon
Manager Financial
Services

Date of Report 2 August 2012

Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil

Summary

For Council to consider possible rates concessions and exemptions for
inclusion in the 2012/13 Annual Budget.

Background

Each year, as part of the Annual Budget, Council provides rates
concessions and exemptions to a number of community, recreation and
welfare organisations.

In June 2011 Council adopted a Rates Concession and a Rates
Exemption Policy to assist Council in determining community rate
concessions and exemptions and identify applicable exemptions.

As per these policies community groups are required to reapply for
rates concessions or exemption every two years. Letters were sent to
current concession or exemption holders and other organisations were
invited via an advertisement in the Northwest Telegraph to apply for
concessions for exemption for a two year period commencing financial
year 2012/13.
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On 13 June 2012 Council approved the following:
“201112/490 Officer's Recommendation / Council Decision
Moved: Cr Hooper Seconded: Cr Hunt
That Council:

Approves the following Rates Concessions for the 2012/13 and
2013/14 financial years:

. Assessment | Officer's

Organisation .
Number recommendation

Bloodwood Tree Association Inc A106283 100%
Hedland Women's Refuge A115030 100%
Pllba_ra Family Violence Prevention A155850 100%
Service
Port Hedland Peace Memorial AS03051 100%
Seafarers Centre Inc.
Port Hedland Pony Club A130005 100%
UCA_Assemny Limited (Frontier A113927 100%
Services)
UCA_Assemny Limited (Frontier A400610 100%
Services)
UCA_Assemny Limited (Frontier A152556 100%
Services)
I\:1cc):lunteer Marine Rescue Services A156550 100%
W|rra_1kg Maya Healt_h Service A106282 100%
Aboriginal Corporation
Youth Involvement Council Inc. A802207 100%
Youth Involvement Council Inc. A406870 100%
ﬁ]c():uth Hedland Lotteries House A130114 50%
Treloar Child Care Centre Inc. A154780 50%
Pllba_ra Family Violence Prevention A401480 0%
Service
Port Hedland Golf Club Inc. A156490 0%
South Hedland Owners & Trainers | A802155 0%
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Notes the following Rates Exemptions:

Organisation ASDEEIEE
9 Number
Grand Lodge of Western Australian Freemasons A130290
Homes for the Aged

Bloodwood Tree Association Inc A130239
Bloodwood Tree Association Inc A106284
Port Hedland Retirement Village A156730
Pilbara Meta Maya Regional Aboriginal Company A127380
Baptist Union of Western Australia A113872
Wangka Maya Pilbara Aboriginal Language Centre | AB03501

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 5/4”

On 21 June 2012 Councillors and Officers received a letter from the
South Hedland Owners and Trainers Association (SHOATA)

expressing their concern and disappointment

concessions to their organisation.

in offering no

Cr Gillingham then on the 27 June 2012 gave notice of her intent to

move the following motion:

“That Council reconsider the resolution made at the 13 June 2012
Ordinary Council meeting in relation to Item 11.4.1.1 ‘Rates
Concessions and Exemptions for 2012/13 Annual Budget’.”

This motion was then moved on 11 July 2012.

“‘Recommendation of Rates Concession
201213/019 Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Daccache

That Council reconsider the resolution made at the 13 June 2012
Ordinary Council meeting in relation to Item 11.4.1.1 ‘Rates
Concessions and Exemptions for 2012/13 Annual Budget.’

CARRIED 7/0

REASON: To reconsider providing rates concessions for those
organisations that were approved either a 50% concession or a nil
concession for the 2012/13 and 2013/14 financial years after
seeking further clarification from applicants where these
concession were not provided.”

A new report was provided to Council at the ordinary meeting on 25
July 2012 and the following recommendations were approved.
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201213/044 Officer's Recommendation / Council Decision
Moved: Cr Martin Seconded: Cr Jacob

That Council approves the following additional Rates Concession
for the 2012/13 and 2013/14 financial years:

. Assessment Officer's
Organisation .
Number recommendation
Soqth Hedland Owners & A802155 100%
Trainers

Consultation

All current community group concession holders were provided with the
opportunity to make an application for a rates concession, as per
Council policy.

Follow up contact was made to organisations that may have applied but
did not provide all the information requested to support their
application.

Contact was also made to organisations that are current concession
holders but had not completed an application by the due date.

Statutory Implications
Local Government Act 1995

6.47. Concessions

Subject to the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992, a
local government may at the time of imposing a rate or service
charge or at a later date resolve to waive* a rate or service charge
or resolve to grant other concessions in relation to a rate or
service charge.
* Absolute majority required.

6.26. Rateable land
(1) Except as provided in this section all land within a district is
rateable land.
(2) The following land is not rateable land —
(@) land which is the property of the Crown and —
(1)is being used or held for a public purpose; or
(i1)is unoccupied, except —
(1) where any person is, under paragraph (e) of
the definition of owner in section 1.4, the owner
of the land other than by reason of that person
being the holder of a prospecting licence held
under the Mining Act 1978 in respect of land the
area of which does not exceed 10 hectares or a
miscellaneous licence held under that Act; or
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3)

4)

()
(6)

(m where and to the extent and manner in
which a person mentioned in paragraph (f) of the
definition of owner in section 1.4 occupies or
makes use of the land;

(b) land in the district of a local government while it is owned by
the local government and is used for the purposes of that
local government other than for purposes of a trading
undertaking (as that term is defined in and for the purpose of
section 3.59) of the local government;

() land in a district while it is owned by a regional local
government and is used for the purposes of that regional
local government other than for the purposes of a trading
undertaking (as that term is defined in and for the purpose of
section 3.59) of the regional local government;(d) land used
or held exclusively by a religious body as a place of public
worship or in relation to that worship, a place of residence
of a minister of religion, a convent, nunnery or monastery, or
occupied exclusively by a religious brotherhood or
sisterhood;

(e) land used exclusively by a religious body as a school for the
religious instruction of children;

()  land used exclusively as a non-government school within the
meaning of the School Education Act 1999;

(9) land used exclusively for charitable purposes;

(h) land vested in trustees for agricultural or horticultural show
purposes;

(i) land owned by Co-operative Bulk Handling Limited or
leased from the Crown or a statutory authority (within the
meaning of that term in the Financial Management
Act 2006) by that company and used solely for the storage of
grain where that company has agreed in writing to make a
contribution to the local government;

() land which is exempt from rates under any other written law;
and

(k) land which is declared by the Minister to be exempt from
rates.

If Co-operative Bulk Handling Limited and the relevant local
government cannot reach an agreement under subsection (2)(i)
either that company or the local government may refer the matter
to the Minister for determination of the terms of the agreement and
the decision of the Minister is final.

The Minister may from time to time, under subsection (2)(k),
declare that any land or part of any land is exempt from rates and
by subsequent declaration cancel or vary the declaration.

Notice of any declaration made under subsection (4) is to be
published in the Gazette.

Land does not cease to be used exclusively for a purpose
mentioned in subsection (2) merely because it is used occasionally
for another purpose which is of a charitable, benevolent, religious
or public nature.
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[Section 6.26 amended by No. 36 of 1999 s. 247; No. 77 of 2006
Sch. 1 cl. 102.]

Policy Implications

2/013 Rates Exemption Policy (Non Rateable Land)
2/014 Rates Concession Policy (Rateable Land)

Strategic Planning Implications
Nil
Budget Implications

In order to accurately calculate the proposed rates raised for the
2012/13 Annual Budget, Council is requested to provide direction as to
which properties may be provided a concession.

Rates are Council’s primary means for raising income to cover
operational costs and approving these concessions will directly impact
Council’s Budget.

Council has already approved approximately $66,426.48 in
Concessions for the 2012/13 financial year.

If all recommendations are approved as recommended, Council will be
required to provide additional concessions of approximately $18,261.02
in rates revenue. The $18,261.02 is estimated based upon the
proposed 2012/13 rate in the dollar.

Officer’'s Comment

Councillors should note that as per the Town’s Policy for Concessions,
the below listed organisations applied for concessions outside the
submissions timeframes imposed as part of the Policy. Some
applicants have had extenuating circumstances while others are late
submissions; these are detailed in the below listed Summary of
Applications.

Summary of Applications

Rovyal Flying Doctor Service (applying for a concession on 14
residential properties)

Reason for Late Submission
The application was submitted late due to a change in Management for
the RFDS operations in Port Hedland.

Benefit provided to the Community
To provide aeromedical and primary health care across Australia.
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Financial Information

Royal Flying Doctor Service are funded through government grants,
sponsorship and fundraising. Their net loss for 2011/12 is $13,774,624
for their Western Operations.

Rates - Proposed
$38,848.32

Concession Applied for by Applicant
100%

Officers Recommendation

0% - $0.00

All properties on which Royal Flying Doctor Service are applying for
concessions on are residential and not used directly for the main
purpose of the organisation.

Port Hedland Kart Club

Reason for Late Submission

Recent valuations received identified that the Kart Club is to be rated,
2012/13 will be the first year the Kart Club is charged for rates. Council
officer’'s advised the Club of this after the original due date for
applications.

Benefit to the Community
Port Hedland Kart Club provides kart racing facilities to community
members of all ages.

Financial Information

Port Hedland Kart Club’s main source of income comes from the
canteen and licensed bar facilities during kart meetings. Other income
sources are membership fees, community grants and sponsors. Net
surplus for the financial year ending 2011 is $10,816.60.

Rates — Proposed
$1,040

Concession Applied for by Applicant
100%

Officers Recommendation

0%- $0.00

Officers recommend that there is no concession provided for the Port
Hedland Kart Club. After a review of their application officers found
their financial statements show a net profit of $10,816.60 which is
believed to be sufficient to pay the rates proposed.
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Port Hedland Speedway Club

Reason for Late Submission

The secretary of Port Hedland Speedway Club was ill for a period of
time and despite of Council officer’s trying to contact other members,
the application was not provided by the due date.

Benefit to the Community
Port Hedland Speedway Club provides car racing facilities for the
community.

Financial Information

Funding includes proceeds from the canteen and licensed bar during
race meetings and gate fees charged to patrons. Financial statements
were requested by the Rates Officer, however this information was not
provided.

Rates Proposed
$16,410.24

Concession Applied for by Applicant
100%

Officers Recommendation

0% - $0.00

The Speedway Club has not provided financial information for officer to
assess their application.

Port Hedland Turf Club

Reason for Late Submission

Recent valuations received identified that the Turf Club is to be rated,
2012/13 will be the first year the Turf Club is charged for rates. Council
officer's advised the Club of this after the original due date for
applications.

Benefit to the Community

Provides stables for local horses and facilities for jockeys. The
premises are utilised by horse trainers racing in Port Hedland race
meetings.

Financial Information

The main source of Income for the Port Hedland Turf Club is revenue
from Race Meetings, Membership fees and bar sales. The net profit for
the year ending 2011 was $97,526.

Rates Proposed
$1,040

Concession Applied for by Applicant
100%

PAGE 168



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

Officers Recommendation

0% - $0.00

Officers recommend that there is no concession provided for the Port
Hedland Turf Club. After a review of their application officers found their
financial statements show a net profit of $97,526 which is believed to
be sufficient to pay the rates proposed.

Len Taplin Childcare Centre

Reason for Late Submission

Although Officer’s contacted Len Taplin Child Care Centre on several
occasions, the application for Concession was not received by the due
date.

Benefit to the Community

Len Taplin Child Care Centre provides day care services for children
under the age of five years.

Financial Information

Fees are obtained from care given to children and community grants
that are applicable to their organisation. Estimated net profit for the
financial year ending 2011 is $30,649.

Rates — Proposed
$1,621.56

Concession Applied for by Applicant
50%

Officers Recommendation

50% - $810.78

Officers are recommending 50% concession as while the centre is
charging a fee for service they are providing an essential service for the
Community.

Conclusion

Council offering concessions to rates payable by community groups,
not for profit organisations and youth organisations demonstrates its
support and assistance to the community.

Officers are suggesting the above recommendations as they believe
that it is representative of the services provided by the organisation to
the community of the Town of Port Hedland.

Attachments

1. Rate Concession and Exemptions Applications Summary.
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Officer’'s Recommendation

That Council:

1.

Approves the following additional Rates Concessions for the
2012/13 and 2013/14 financial years:

Oraanisation Assessment | Officer's

9 Number Recommendation

Roya_ll Flying Doctor A102320 0%

Services

Roya_ll Flying Doctor A116509 0%

Services

Roya_ll Flying Doctor A117190 0%

Services

Roya_ll Flying Doctor A117310 0%

Services

Roya}l Flying Doctor A119270 0%

Services

Roya}l Flying Doctor A121420 0%

Services

Roya}l Flying Doctor A123140 0%

Services

Roya}l Flying Doctor A125790 0%

Services

goya}l Flying Doctor A125800 0%
ervices

Roya}l Flying Doctor A125810 0%

Services

Roya}l Flying Doctor A125820 0%

Services

Roya_ll Flying Doctor A127350 0%

Services

Roya_ll Flying Doctor A153246 0%

Services

Roya_ll Flying Doctor A300057 0%

Services

Port Hedland Kart Club | A130165 0%

Port Hedland 0

Speedway Club A156260 0%

Port Hedland Turf Club | A805022 0%

Len Taplin Childcare A402430 50%

Centre
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201213/060 Council Decision

Moved: Cr Gillingham

That Council:

1.

Seconded: Cr Martin

Approves the following additional Rates Concessions for the
2012/13 and 2013/14 financial years:

Organisation Assessment | Council
9 Number Decision
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A102320 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A116509 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A117190 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A117310 0%
Services
Roya}l Flying Doctor A119270 0%
Services
Roya}l Flying Doctor A121420 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A123140 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A125790 0%
Services
goya_ll Flying Doctor A125800 0%

ervices
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A125810 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A125820 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A127350 0%
Services
Roya_ll Flying Doctor A153246 0%
Services
Roye}l Flying Doctor A300057 0%
Services
Port Hedland Kart Club A130165 100%
cP:?urtb Hedland Speedway A156260 50%
Port Hedland Turf Club A805022 0%
Len Taplin Childcare A402430 50%
Centre

CARRIED 6/0
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201213/061 Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin

That Council increase the Rates Concession to 100% for the Port
Hedland Turf Club (assessment number A805022) for the 2012/13
and 2013/14 financial years.

CARRIED 6/0
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Concessions

ATTACHMENT 1 TOITEM 11.4.1.1

Copies of S
Use and . Frequency Payment ) : Officer's
.. Assessment Type of Service . . Financial . Proposed Proposed
Organisation Address Occupancy of . of service received for Audited Last year | recommen- Comments .
Number Provided .. . Stetement . Rates Concession
Property provision service . dation
provided
Applying for 100%
Cecupied b Concession, Officers
Royal Flying 3 FINLAY RFDF; Porty Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A102320 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant . -
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
. 8 MARTIN Cccupied by . Concession, Officers
Royal Flying COURT REDS Port Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A116509 ! and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
Services SOUTH Hedland Base health care days a week applicant not used for primar i
HEDLAND staff primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cecupied b Concession, Officers
Royal Flying 15 WOODMAN RFDF; Porty Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A117190 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant . -
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cecupied b Concession, Officers
Royal Flying 3 THETIS RFD'; Porty Aeromedical | .. it time recommend 0%. ;
Doctor A117310 PLACE, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant . -
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cecunied b Concession, Officers
Royal Flying 17 WOODMAN RFDF; Porty Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A119270 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant . -
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Royal Flying 15 CRAIG C;E;F;'E‘igy Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time Cor:(c:zirilr:r;’nodfg‘;ers S
Doctor A121420 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% . . > $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant Residential property, -
Services HEDLAND health care .
staff not used for primary
purpose of
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organisation.

Applying for 100%
Concession, Officers

Royal Flying 1 NEPTUNE C;;gg'iigy Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A123140 PLACE, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant .
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cecunied b Concession, Officers
Royal Flying 185 ATHOL P ¥ Aeromedical . . recommend 0%.
RFDS Port . 24 hours 7 . First time . . S
Doctor A125790 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant .
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cccupied by Concession, Officers
. . o
Royal Flying 2 HALL REDS Port Aerom.edlcal 24 hours 7 . First time rgcom.mend 0%. g
Doctor A125800 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant .
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cccupied by Concession, Officers
. . o
Royal Flying 4 HALL REDS Port Aerom.ed|cal 24 hours 7 . First time r?com'mend 0%. $
Doctor A125810 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant )
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cecupied b Concession, Officers
Royal Flying 187 ATHOL RFDF; Porty Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A125820 STREET, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant .
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Applying for 100%
Cecupied b Concession, Officers
Royal Flying 5 GRANT RFDF; Porty Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A127350 PLACE, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant .
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
16B . Applying for 100%
Royal Flying SPOONBILL C;E;Z'E‘igy Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time Concession, Officers g
Doctor A153246 CRESCENT, and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% recommend 0%. $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant . .
Services SOUTH staff health care Residential property,
HEDLAND not used for primary
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purpose of
organisation.

Applying for 100%
Concession, Officers

Royal Flying 33 STYLES C;;gg'iizy Aeromedical 24 hours 7 First time recommend 0%. g
Doctor A300057 ROAD, PORT and primary Funding only Yes Yes . 0% Residential property, $2,774.88
. Hedland Base days a week applicant . -
Services HEDLAND staff health care not used for primary
purpose of
organisation.
Kartcg\lize'l'r:ack, Applying for 100%
Lot 2529 Great Clubhous:e, . Monthly, 2 Entry fges for . . Concession, Officers
Port Hedland A130165 .Northern Ablution Block, Kart R.aTcmg major meetlngs,. Ves Ves First time 0% recomrpen.d 0% as the $1,040 S
Kart Club Highway, Port Storage Facility events per membership rated organisation have a -
Hedland Containers, annum fees sufficienlt amOL:]nt of
Lighting surplus cash.
Applying for 100%
Concession, Officers
Port Hedland Loc 118 Licensed Bar, Speedwa 12 Gate fees for recommend 0% as the $
Speedway A156260 | Madigan Road, Speedway pT K 4 meetings meetings, No Yes 100% 0% organisation have not $16,410
Club Port Hedland Track, Canteen rac per year licensed bar provided the i
requested financial
information.
Applying for 100%
1S2 29 Training of ‘ ' Concession, Officers
Port Hedland AS05022 Johnson Lane, Horse Stables Horses, 6 months No Ves Yes First time 0% recomrpen'd 0% as the $1,040 S
Turf Club Port Hedland Temporary per year rated organisation have a -
Accomodation sufficient amount of
surplus cash.
Applying for 100%
Concession, Officers
0,
Len Taplin Iil)_z;zpiir Child Care Child Care for Mon-Fri Yes, charge fees re‘cioerT;Tgi\Z?sitoiﬁnas S
Childcare A402430 7am - for child care Yes Yes 50% 50% . ) $1,621.56
Centre Street, Port Centre 0-5 year olds 5.30pm (119 daily) provide essential day 810.78
Hedland care facilities to the
community but
charges fees.
Total $810.78

Concessions
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11.4.2 Governance and Administration

Nil
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ITEM 12

12.1

LATE ITEMS AS PERMITTED BY CHAIRPERSON/COUNCIL

Wanangkura Stadium — Temporary Closure, Compliance
Limitations and Proposed Solutions (File No.:
26/14/0013)

Officer Jenella Voitkevich
Acting Director
Engineering Services

Gordon MacMile
Director Community
Development

Date of Report 8 August 2012
Disclosure of Interest by Officer Nil
Summary

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with information
regarding the temporary closure of Wanangkura Stadium (formerly
known as Multipurpose Recreation Centre).

Council is requested to provide approval for remediation strategies to
enable the facility to be reopened to the public, approve waiving
membership fees for a period of time and request an independent
review of the circumstances surrounding the closure.

Background

Facility Opening

The ceremonial opening of Wanangkura Stadium occurred through an
extended series of celebrations on the weekend of 27 to 29 July 2012,
that included:

Children’s performances

Come-and-Try fitness classes and facility inspections

Spinifex Spree Carnival including fireworks

Local AFL derby and feature game involving the North West

Academy

o Civic Ceremony and National Basketball League game watched
by 600 spectators between the Perth Wildcats and Cairns Taipans

o Live streaming of the Olympic Games.
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Water and Fire Capacity Limitations — Initial Awareness

Council officers became aware on 18 July 2012 of water pressure
issues that could impact on the fire management systems installed at
Wanangkura Stadium. Evidence of tests undertaken earlier in the year
indicated that water flow and pressure at the facility was insufficient to
comply with fire control requirements. Council officers were assured
that measures had been incorporated within the facility to
accommodate this and relevant external compliance certification was
received. Observations made by Council officers at the Stadium on 26
July 2012 indicated that the water flow and pressure issues perhaps
were not resolved.

With these concerns identified, a range of temporary operational and
risk management initiatives were implemented for the weekend’s
activities commencing the next day. Immediate attention was also
given to identify suitable temporary arrangements, endeavouring to
allow the facility to operate in a compliant manner following the
weekend of celebrations, while the cause of the water capacity
limitations and solutions if necessary were identified.

Temporary/Interim Arrangements

In the event of a fire incident during the weekend’s celebrations a
number of management responses were in place:

FESA briefed and aware of low water flow and pressure

Council water tanker on site

Additional fire extinguishers on site

Additional staff (Rangers) on call with fire fighting unit

Staff were in a clearly identifiable uniform

Radio communication provided to all senior staff

Evacuation plan in place with staff briefed on the nominated

muster points and the closest exits. A briefing meeting was

conducted prior to the public entering the facility

o Notices and signage was produced and distributed (placed on
seating for ceremonial opening) to identify the muster points and
relevant egress points

o All smokef/fire detectors and alarms, exit doors and signage were

fully operational.

Fire engineers have endorsed the above strategy and deemed it
appropriate for the interim arrangements.

Post Ceremonial Opening/Initial Operations

With the weekend’s celebrations concluded the facility was available for
public use from Monday 30 July 2012. During this time a number of the
above interim arrangements remained in place, as efforts continued to
identify suitable solutions for the facility to continue operations in a
compliant manner.
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The belief at the time was that a temporary solution to the water flow
and pressure limitations could be identified and subsequently
implemented.

These efforts continued as an immediate priority including
communication with FESA, Water Corporation and the project’s
consultants including hydraulic and fire engineers. By midday on
Thursday 2 August 2012 all temporary solutions had been investigated
and rejected as not being feasible and the decision was made to close
the facility.

A series of media statements were released and appropriate contact
made with key stakeholders.

Inspection and testing by the project’s hydraulic engineers was
arranged for the following morning.

Water and Fire Capacity Limitations — Compliance Testing

The hydraulic engineers attended the site on Friday 3 August 2012
conducting a series of water flow and pressure tests in and around the
facility.

The results of the testing indicated that the water flow and pressure
available was not compliant with the Code.

Consultation
External

Doric Construction

Thinc Projects

Aurecon Consultants — fire and hydraulic engineering
FESA — Built Environment branch, Perth

FESA — local fire service

YMCA

Water Corporation

Chubb Fire Services

Independent fire engineers (review of options).

Internal

Executive team

Manager Building Services

Manager Environmental Health

Manager Recreation Facilities and Services
Manager Community Development
Manager Infrastructure Development.
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Statutory Implications

To ensure that the facility is compliant and that a Certificate of
Occupancy and a Public Building Certification can be issued, all
elements, including those recommended in this report, must comply
with the Building Act, Public Health Act, Building Code of Australia and
relevant Australian Standards.

The waiving of membership fees must be considered in accordance
with section 6.12 of the Local Government Act:

“6.12 Power to defer, grant discounts, waive or write off debts
(1) Subject to subsection (2) and any other written law, a local
government may —
(@) when adopting the annual budget, grant* a discount or other
incentive for the early payment of any amount of money;
(b) waive or grant concessions in relation to any amount of money; or
(c) write off any amount of money, which is owed to the local
government.
* Absolute majority required.
(2) Subsection (1)(a) and (b) do not apply to an amount of money
owing in respect of rates and service charges.
(3) The grant of a concession under subsection (1)(b) may be subject
to any conditions determined by the local government.
(4) Regulations may prescribe circumstances in which a local
government is not to exercise a power under subsection (1) or
regulate the exercise of that power.”

Policy Implications

Council’'s Procurement Policy 2/007 and Tender Policy 2/011 would
normally require a public tender for the procurement involved in the
recommended strategy. However this report recommends proceeding
with a variation to the current construction contract (10/19) with Doric
Construction to expedite procurement, implementation and reopening
of the facility. The variation will be assessed by a quantity surveyor for
accuracy and will incur an additional 10% cost for builders margin. This
can be accommodated within the existing budget and is considered
acceptable given the timeframes involved in a tender process.

Strategic Planning Implications

Strategic Community Plan 2012 to 2022

Community — We are a friendly, exciting city of neighbours that is
vibrant and diverse.

° 6.1.2 Vibrant — Provide access to recreational, cultural,
entertainment facilities and opportunities.
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Budget Implications

The following table provides a summary of the overall project revenue
and expenditure for the construction of Wanangkura Stadium. The
entire project cost is still being finalised, however current assessment
indicates that there is a budget surplus that could be utilised for
recommended remediation works.

Description Value

Total project budget $ 35,139,000
Expenditure 2009/10 $ 70,754
Expenditure 2010/11 $ 18,398,183
Expenditure 2011/12 $ 14,462,479
Expenditure to date 2012/13 $ 449475
Estimated outstanding commitments $ 1,407,578
Total project expenditure $ 34,788,488
Estimated budget surplus $ 350,512
Fropose_d allocation of 11/12 Royalties for Regions $  146.168
unding interest

Total budget available for remediation $ 496,680

The cost estimates of the recommended options, pending detailed
design, formal quote and quantity surveyor assessment are:

. Option 5 - $450,000
. Option 6 - $470,000

It's important to note that these costs would’'ve normally been incurred
as part of the project if the original facility design captured the
requirement for water tanks and pumps to be included due to the
limited water flow and pressure at the site. Further review of why this
wasn’t included will be carried out as outlined in Officers Comments.

The waiving of fees will result in a cost to Council however at this point
it's a demonstration of good-will towards members. A full analysis of
budget impacts will be undertaken and presented to Council in a
subsequent report.

Officer’'s Comment

The content of this component of the report will be provided in 3
sections:

(1) Customer and Member Services — temporary arrangements

(2) Review and recommendations for water flow and pressure

(3) Review of project history, process, compliance and
responsibilities
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Customer and Member Services — Temporary Arrangements

The YMCA and Council have been able to respond rapidly to the
closure of Wanangkura Stadium, developing options that minimise the
impact on customers utilising the Town’s health and fitness facilities.

The steps taken include:
Programs

o Members to have full access to the gym facilities at the JD Hardie
Centre in South Hedland and the Gratwick Pool facility in Port
Hedland. Access to both the gymnasium and group fitness was
provided the day following the closure

o Alternative group fitness time table has been developed for the JD
Hardie Centre. A partial fitness timetable was offered the day
following the closure and a full program provided from Monday 6
August 2012

o Alternative group fithess activities are being explored including
boot camps using various reserves around Port and South
Hedland.

Costs

o Members on a prepaid membership are currently accessing JD
Hardie gym and group fitness services at no cost and will receive
free suspension time until the facility reopens

o Customers receiving a direct debit membership will not have any
monies deducted from accounts until the facility reopens (the first
direct debit run was scheduled for 9 August 2012)

o Any person that has signed up on a new membership can request
a refund if the options above are not acceptable.

Other services / efforts

The aim of YMCA and Council staff has been to ensure that no
member or user of Wanangkura Stadium is disadvantaged as a result
of the closure of the facility. There has been extensive communication
with members to ensure that information has been forwarded to
customers regarding the closure.

Strategies implemented include:

o Manager Wanangkura Stadium and Manager Recreation Services
and Facilities being in attendance at the facility from 5.30am on
Friday 3 August to meet with all members who intended to use the
facilities

o Information regarding gym and group fithess options placed on
Port Hedland Leisure Website and Facebook

o Press release provided by the Town of Port Hedland included
Manager of Recreation Services and Facilities direct contact
provided for customers to contact with enquiries
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o Correspondence provided to all members sent on Wednesday 7
August 2012 explaining temporary gym and fithess arrangements.

Review and Recommendations for Water Flow and Pressure

The immediate priority for Council officers is to implement a strategy
that will result in a compliant, safe facility being delivered and open to
the public. To ensure a fully informed recommendation further
information and consultation was required.

A total of 6 hydrant flow and pressure tests were undertaken on 3
August 2012 at 3 locations directly connected to Wanangkura Stadium,
1 location on the Kevin Scott Oval (KSO) site and 2 street hydrants
located in surrounding roads. The Australian Standard requirement for
hydrants at the facility is a flow of 20L per second at a pressure of
200kPa. The results achieved across the 6 locations ranged from
5.76L/s (street hydrant) to 7.8L/s (KSO hydrant) at 200kPa. One
purpose of these tests was to determine if there was a reduction in flow
or pressure from the main water service to the facility, or around the
facility itself. If a significant reduction was observed then there could be
a blockage within the system, however overall the results were
relatively consistent at all locations. These tests also provide
information to calculate the volume of water entering the site to be able
to fill water tanks onsite, which was the likely remediation strategy
assumed at the time.

Flow tests were also conducted at 2 fire hose reels (FHR) located in the
facility. The FHRs had been commissioned, tested and deemed
compliant, however it was observed earlier that the flow appeared
inadequate. Tests conducted on 3 August 2012 resulted in confirmation
that the FHRs are compliant.

Standard practice when hydrant flow and/or pressure are inadequate is
to install water tanks to supplement the volume of water required to
control a fire over a 4 hour period. The following short term and long
term options were explored prior to presenting this report to Council.

Option 1 — Pipe water from existing irrigation tank

There is currently a freshwater irrigation tank (approximately 200,000L)
located behind the existing netball courts. This provides irrigation
around the Stadium and freshwater flushing of the ovals treated
wastewater irrigation.
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This option was explored in several stages:

o Immediate solution 1 — Ultilise existing irrigation ring main and
connect with pump into current fire booster. This option is the
most cost effective and would allow the facility to be open within
days. It would, however, only be a short term solution as the fire
water supply must be completely independent of irrigation water

o Immediate solution 2 — Install a temporary above ground pipe to
connect to a pump and current fire booster. Again, this could be
implemented quickly but would only be short term

o Long term solution 1 — Remove all irrigation connections from
existing tank, install smaller tank for irrigation purposes and install
permanent pipe and pumps to current fire booster

o Long term solution 2 — Install a new tank in the vicinity of the
existing tank farm specifically for fire water supply.

These options were dismissed by FESA due to the following reasons:

o The distance between the tank and the fire booster is too long,
increasing the risk of damage to the pipe therefore risking the
water supply

o The distance between the tank and the fire booster is too long,
therefore in the event of pipe damage or malfunction, the fire
brigade would not be able to pump water directly from the tank to
a fire in the building

o The existing tank requires internal separation to ensure 50%
water capacity at all times in the event of damage or
maintenance. The integrity of the tank to accommodate this was
guestioned.

Option 2 — Water trucks and/or small water tanks (short term only)

Water trucks and multiple small water tanks could be hired in the short
term to provide a supply of water to the fire booster. This could allow
the facility to open in a short amount of time. This option was explored
and determined that a large amount trucks and/or small water tanks
would need to be connected to effectively create a single water supply.
This would be complicated, costly and having multiple connection
points increases the risk of malfunction. FESA was not supportive of
this option.

Option 3 — Temporary installation of a large water tank adjacent to the
fire booster with direct fire feed

It was first thought that a large water tank could be procured and
installed temporarily adjacent to the fire booster. Instead of connecting
this to the fire booster and through the booster to the hydrants around
the site, the fire brigade would connect directly into the tank.

Upon investigation it was discovered that the lead time for delivery of a
temporary tank of the specification required would be equivalent to that
of the permanent solution, therefore not warranted.
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Option 4 — Relocation of existing irrigation water tank

This option was explored to determine if the timeframes taken to
relocate the existing irrigation water tank next to the fire booster would
be faster than procuring a new tank. Consideration was given regarding
the structural certification and modifications required to the existing
tank and the need to also provide a smaller tank to support irrigation
purposes. It was determined that procuring a new tank would have
greater benefits and could be achieved within a similar timeframe.

Ultimately, none of these potential short term options was considered
acceptable, leaving the only remaining option of installing a new water
tank and pumps adjacent to the fire booster.

Option 5 — Permanent installation of a water tank adjacent to existing
fire booster

This option would be fully compliant and achieve the necessary water
supply for adequate flow and pressure for the site fire hydrants. The
only concern with this option is the space required to accommodate a
water tank that is approximately the size of the existing irrigation tanks
behind the netball courts. It's a requirement that the water tank is within
close proximity of the fire booster, therefore the tank would be located
directly in front of the building.

Besides being less than desirable aesthetically, the location of the tank
would mean that the new entrance road and roundabout on Hamilton
road could not be constructed. The tank could be installed in-ground to
improve appearance however this would be at a significantly higher
cost and would still not permit the road to be constructed. This option is
viable if Council accepts the current entrance road arrangements and
the tank having an adverse impact on the appearance of such an iconic
building.

The installation of the water tanks could be completed within a 4 week
period. This will allow the fire brigade to connect directly to the tank,
which is acceptable by FESA in the short term and permit the facility to
be reopened. The installation of pumps and connection to fire booster
may take an additional 4 weeks.

Option 6 — Permanent installation of a water tank near the south-west
corner of the building and relocation of fire booster

This option would be fully compliant and achieve the necessary water
supply for adequate flow and pressure for the site fire hydrants. The
existing fire booster supports a ring main around the building connected
to 3 hydrants. The fire booster could be relocated to an area where the
booster and tanks would still provide fire fighting capabilities but not
impact directly on the appearance of the building or the new road
access. This would be a slightly higher cost than option 5 and could be
achieved within the same timeframes. It's suggested to relocate this to
the south west side of the building, near the oval.
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This would require some modifications in the design of stage 2 civil
works to ensure that both the road and water tank can be
accommodated.

Summary

Following substantial consultation and consideration of all options it is
recommended that Council approve option 6 — permanent installation of
a water tank near the south-west corner of the building and relocation
of fire booster.

Review of Project History, Process, Compliance and Responsibilities

The key focus of Council officers since realising the issue has been
solutions-based and aimed towards an reopening of the Stadium in the
shortest possible timeframe. Once this has been achieved, focus will
shift towards a review of the situations and circumstances which led to
the fire service capacity requirements not being met in this instance.
This review will also determine whether there are any process
implications for current and future Council projects. The review will
encompass the following:

o Review of the original plans and specifications of the building,
including services, drainage, accessibility and evacuation shelter
expectations

o Modifications made to original plans and specifications, including
approval process

o Planning and Building approval process

o Communication process for issues raised, including history of
these specific issues

o Decision making process throughout the project

o Reporting process throughout the project.

A future report will be presented to Council once all of the information
has been obtained and reviewed.

Attachments

Nil
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Officer’'s Recommendation
That Council:

1. Approves the implementation of the recommended remediation
strategy (Option 6) for fire safety including installation of water
tanks and pumps and relocation of fire booster, subject to final
design and authority approval process.

2. Sets aside the provisions in Council’'s Procurement Policy 2/007
and Tender Policy 2/011, due to the urgency of the situation, and
authorises the CEO and delegated officers to negotiate a variation
to Contract 10/19 Construction of Multipurpose Recreation Centre
to Doric Constructions for the purpose of supply and installation of
the remediation strategy, up to the value of the surplus budget
available.

3. Requests the CEO to arrange for an independent review of the
project history, compliance, processes and responsibilities and
present this report to Council.

4.  Approves the waiving of membership fees outlined in this report
for the period from the closure until reopening.

5. Requests a further report to Council when the costs of
remediation works and Stadium budget impacts are accurately
quantified.

201213/062 Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin

That Council suspend the provisions of Standing Orders relating
to the rules of debate to enable this matter to be further

discussed.
CARRIED 6/0
201213/063 Council Decision
Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin
That Council resume Standing Orders.
CARRIED 6/0
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201213/064 Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin
That Council:
1. Approves the implementation of the recommended

remediation strategy (Option 6) for fire safety including
installation of water tanks and pumps and relocation of fire
booster, subject to final design and authority approval
process.

Sets aside the provisions in Council’s Procurement Policy
2/007 and Tender Policy 2/011, due to the urgency of the
situation, and authorises the CEO and delegated officers to
negotiate a variation to Contract 10/19 Construction of
Multipurpose Recreation Centre to Doric Constructions for
the purpose of supply and installation of the remediation
strategy, up to the value of the surplus budget available.

Requests the CEO to arrange for an independent review of
the project history, compliance, processes and
responsibilities and present this report to Council.

Approves the waiving of membership fees outlined in this
report for the period from the closure until reopening.

Requests a further report to Council when the costs of
remediation works and Stadium budget impacts are
accurately quantified.

Clarifies that, contrary to some media reports, Elected
Members were not aware of water and fire services issues
and actions prior to the ceremonial opening.

Seeks clarification as to the comments made by the Premier
on radio talkback, which may have given the impression of
Elected Members’ prior awareness.

Seeks independent advice as to whether Elected Members
not being informed of the water and fire services issues prior
to the ceremonial opening constitutes a breach of the Local
Government Act 1995.

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 6/0
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ITEM 13

13.1

ITEM 14

14.1

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

NOTE: The Minutes of this Committee meeting are enclosed
under separate cover.

Airport Committee — 26 July 2012

Recommendation

That Council adopts the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the Airport
Committee held on 26 July 2012.

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAVE BEEN GIVEN

Councillor Carter
Motion
That Council:

(1) Reverts back to its previous Ordinary Council Meeting schedule of
one meeting per month; and

(2) Late items be excluded from further Agendas.

201213/065 Council Decision
Moved: Cr Daccache Seconded: Cr Hooper

That Council consider the motion by Councillor Carter in two
parts.

VOTE LOST 2/4

201213/066 Council Decision
Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin
That Council:

(1) Reverts back to its previous Ordinary Council Meeting
schedule of one meeting per month; and

(2) Late items be excluded from further Agendas.

CARRIED 4/2
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7:11pm

ITEM 15

15.1

Record of vote:

FOR AGAINST
Cr Carter Cr Daccache
Cr Martin Cr Hooper
Cr Gillingham

Cr Dziombak

201213/067 Council Decision
Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin

That Council hold its Ordinary Meetings on the fourth Wednesday
of each month at 5:30pm, commencing in September 2012.

CARRIED 6/0

201213/068 Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Hooper

That the meeting be closed to members of the public, as

prescribed in Section 5.23 (2)(c,e,h) of the Local Government Act

1995, to enable Council to consider the following Item:

15.1 Consideration of Request for Proposal 12/03 - Land
Leasehold Port Hedland International Airport (File No:
01/04/0003)

CARRIED 6/0

Acting Mayor advised the meeting is closed to members of the public.

CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS

Consideration of Request for Proposal 12/03 — Land
Leasehold Port Hedland International Airport (File No:
01/04/0003)

201213/069 Council Decision
Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Gillingham

That this Ordinary Meeting of Council be adjourned for five
minutes.

CARRIED 6/0
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7:19pm

Acting Mayor advised that the Meeting has resumed.

Officer’'s Recommendation

That Council:

1.

Reject the submission from North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd in
relation to Request for Proposal 12/03 Land Leasehold Port
Hedland International Airport Hotel on the following grounds:

a) North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd was not a short listed
Respondent of the Expression of Interest stage of the
process.

Authorise the Chief Executive Officer or their delegate to amend
the Request for Proposal documentation to remove Section 1.6
Prequalification Requirements.

Advertise the amended Request for Proposal nationally for a
period of 12 weeks.

Respond to North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd advising that their
submission to the Request for Proposal was rejected as they were
not a respondent of the Expression of Interest stage.

Council Motion

Moved: Cr Carter

That Council:

1.

Reject the submission from North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd in
relation to Request for Proposal 12/03 Land Leasehold Port
Hedland International Airport Hotel on the following grounds:

a) North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd was not a short listed
Respondent of the Expression of Interest stage of the
process.

Authorise the Chief Executive Officer or their delegate to amend
the Request for Proposal documentation to remove Section 1.6
Prequalification Requirements.

Advertise the amended Request for Proposal nationally for a
period of 6 weeks.

Respond to North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd advising that their
submission to the Request for Proposal was rejected as they were
not a respondent of the Expression of Interest stage.

MOTION LAPSED FOR WANT OF A SECONDER
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201213/070 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Martin
That Council:
1. Reject the submission from North West Gateway Hotel Pty

Ltd in relation to Request for Proposal 12/03 Land Leasehold
Port Hedland International Airport Hotel on the following
grounds:

a) North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd was not a short listed
Respondent of the Expression of Interest stage of the
process.

Authorise the Chief Executive Officer or their delegate to
amend the Request for Proposal documentation to remove
Section 1.6 Prequalification Requirements.

Advertise the amended Request for Proposal nationally for a
period of 12 weeks.

Respond to North West Gateway Hotel Pty Ltd advising that
their submission to the Request for Proposal was rejected as
they were not a respondent of the Expression of Interest
stage.

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 6/0

201213/071 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision

Moved: Cr Daccache Seconded: Cr Hooper

That the Meeting be opened to members of the public.

CARRIED 5/1

Record of vote:

FOR

AGAINST

Cr Daccache Cr Carter

Cr Martin

Cr Gillingham

Cr Dziombak

Cr Hooper

PAGE 193



MINUTES: ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING 8 AUGUST 2012

201213/072 Officer’'s Recommendation / Council Decision
Moved: Cr Carter Seconded: Cr Dziombak

That Council adopts the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of the
Airport Committee held on 26 July 2012.

CARRIED 6/0

ITEM 16 APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Nil
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ITEM 17 CLOSURE
171 Date of Next Meeting

The next Ordinary Meeting of Council will be held on Wednesday 22
August 2012, commencing at 5.30 pm.

17.2 Closure

There being no further business, the Acting Mayor declared the
meeting closed at 7:23pm.
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Declaration of Confirmation of Minutes

| certify that these Minutes were confirmed by the Council at its
Ordinary Meeting of

CONFIRMATION:

MAYOR

DATE
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