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The Council Of The City Of Cockburn 

Minutes Of Ordinary Council Meeting 
Thursday, 10 March 2022 

Minutes 
 

PRESENT 

Elected Members 

Mr L Howlett  -  Mayor (Presiding Member) 
Mr T Widenbar  -  Deputy Mayor (arrive 7.01pm) 
Mr K Allen  -  Councillor (via eMeeting) 
Ms P Corke  -  Councillor (via eMeeting) 
Mr T Dewan  -  Councillor (via eMeeting) 
Mr P Eva  -  Councillor (via eMeeting) 
Ms L Kirkwood  -  Councillor (via eMeeting) (via eMeeting) 
Mr M Separovich  -  Councillor 
Ms C Stone  -  Councillor (via eMeeting) 

In Attendance 

Mr T Brun  -  Chief Executive Officer (via eMeeting) 
Mr D Arndt  -  Chief of Built and Natural Environment (via eMeeting) 
Mr S Downing  -  Chief Financial Officer (via eMeeting) 
Mr A Lees  -  Chief of Operations (via eMeeting) 
Mrs G Bowman  -  Chief of Community Services (via eMeeting) 
Ms E Milne  -  Executive Governance and Strategy 
Ms V Green  -  Executive Corporate Affairs (via eMeeting) 
Ms J Iles  -  Executive People Experience & Transformation (via 

eMeeting) 
Mr N Sandiford  - Systems Support Officer (Observer) 
Mrs B Pinto  -  Governance Officer 
Mrs S D'Agnone  -  Council Minute Officer  

 

1. Declaration of Meeting 

The Presiding Member declared the meeting open at 7pm, welcomed all in 
attendance at the online meeting, and made the following announcements:  

“Given the increasing number of COVID-19 cases and exposure sites in and around 
Cockburn, and the need to ensure the safety and welfare of the community, staff, and 
Elected Members, this meeting, the March Ordinary Council Meeting, and all 
Standing Committee meetings during this time will be conducted online. 
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Members of the community were advised to submit their questions electronically by 
5pm on Wednesday 9 March 2022. Where time permits, public questions and their 
responses will be read out and the information captured in the meeting Minutes. 

7.01pm Deputy Mayor Widenbar entered the meeting. 

Several Councillors will be connecting to the meeting from their homes and I advise 
that where connectivity is lost, at any stage of the meeting, there will be a need for 
the meeting to wait until connectivity is resumed.   

The majority of the Executive are also connecting to the meeting electronically, either 
from their home or from other parts of the Administration building. 

“Kaya, Wanju Wadjuk Budjar” which means “Hello, Welcome to Wadjuk Land” 

I acknowledge the Nyungar People who are the traditional custodians of the land on 
which this meeting is being held and pay respect to the Elders of the Nyungar Nation, 
both past and present and emerging, and extended that respect to Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander Australians who are with us tonight online. 

Tonight’s meeting will be electronically recorded and live streamed on the City’s 
website, except where Council resolves to go behind closed doors. All recordings are 
retained in accordance with the General disposal Authority for Local Government 
Records produce by the State Records office.  

A copy of the recorded proceedings will be available on the City’s website within two 
business days of the Council meeting. This will be easy to find from the front page of 
the City’s website. Everybody present should be mindful of their conduct during this 
recorded meeting. 

Live streaming meetings is a Council initiative aimed at increasing the City’s 
transparency and openness, as well as making Council meetings more accessible to 
the Cockburn community and those beyond. 

As the majority of Councillors will be participating in tonight’s meeting online, I will be 
notifying Council and the administration of their votes.  Elected Members in the 
Chamber will vote via the electronic voting button, while those online will vote with a 
show of hands.   

Elected Members, raise your hand if they wish to speak, and please ensure you 
microphone is turned off unless you are speaking.” 

2. Appointment of Presiding Member (If required) 

N/A 
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3. Disclaimer (To be read aloud by Presiding Member) 

Members of the public, who attend Council Meetings, should not act immediately on 
anything they hear at the Meetings, without first seeking clarification of Council's 
position. Persons are advised to wait for written advice from the Council prior to 
taking action on any matter that they may have before Council. 

4. Acknowledgement of Receipt of Written Declarations of 
Financial Interests and Conflict of Interest (by Presiding 
Member) 

Mayor L Howlett  – Impartiality Interest – Item 25.1 
Cr C Stone  – Impartiality Interest – Item 25.1 
Mr S Downing, Chief Financial Officer  – Impartiality Interest – Item 25.1 
Mayor L Howlett – Impartiality Interest – Item 25.2 
Cr C Stone – Impartiality Interest – Item 25.2 
Mr S Downing, Chief Financial Officer – Impartiality Interest – Item 25.2 
Mr T Brun, Chief Executive Officer – Direct Financial Interest – item 25.3 

5. Apologies and Leave of Absence 

Cr C Terblanche  -  Leave of Absence 

6. Written Requests for Leave of Absence 

Nil  

7. Response to Previous Public Questions Taken on Notice  

Nil  

8. Public Question Time 

Anthony Certoma, Coogee 
Item 13.9 - Annual General Meeting of Electors Motion – Corporate Credit Card 
Reporting 
 
Q1. Per page 52 of 407, can the CEO explain in sufficient detail as to the four sub 

sections (a) through (d) and particularly “(d) sufficient information to identify 
the transaction”, how he, as the CEO, complies with Regulation 13 of the 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 under 13.  
 
(1) “If the local government has delegated to the CEO the exercise of its 
power to make payments from the municipal fund or the trust fund, a list of 
accounts paid by the CEO is to be prepared each month showing for each 
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account since the last such list was prepared- (a) the payee’s name (b) the 
amount of the payment (c) the date of the payment (d) sufficient information to 
identify the transaction? 
 
In the current December Credit Card Statement when is the actual date of 
payment and where is it shown in the payments’ listings? 

 
A1. The Chief Financial Officer advised the City believes it is compliant with Local 

Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 currently in place.  
 

At no stage has the City been subject to either Department or Auditor 
comments or findings on how it publishes details on credit card expenditures.   
 

Q2. If we use the first Credit Card holder Adrian Chester as an example, how can 
the CEO justify that the total amount of $106.02 gives “sufficient information to 
identify the transactions” incurred by the card holder? 

 
A2. The Chief Financial Officer advised all credit cardholders who use Council 

supplied cards must adhere to the following rules: 
 

a.   Comply with the City’s guidelines for use of credit cards 
b.   Credit card transactions must be acquitted with invoices and receipts 

detailing the nature of the expenditure and the budget to which the 
transaction is to be expensed. 

c.  The expending officer then signs off for the expenditure, then forwards it 
to the line manager to check and counter sign. 

d.  Finance Division review of expenditure to ensure compliance. 
 
All credit card expenditure is then subject to annual audit by Councils auditors. 
 
The CEO has sufficient information through the above process to ensure 
compliance with Council’s guidelines. 

 
Q3. Does the CEO truly believe that the current reporting system offers best 

practice reporting, gives full accountability and transparency, whilst 
maintaining the proper level of oversight for the Elected Members and the 
community for this expenditure item of almost $1M pa? 

 
A3. The Chief Financial Officer advised yes, the City is compliant with existing 

regulations.  Furthermore, it is noted that the City’s public reporting of credit 
card expenditures currently materially exceeds that of both the Minister for 
Local Government and of the City’s own regulator, the Department of Local 
Government, Sports and Cultural Industries.   
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Joanne Curry 
Item 13.12 - Reinstatement of On Lead Dog Beach at Ammunition Jetty 
 
Q1. Where does the most southern point of CY O’Connor Beach start from?  
 
A1. The Chief of Community Services advised CY O’Connor Reserve is defined by 

Lot 1759 McTaggart Cove North Coogee, however, the beach area historically 
accessible to dogs extended approximately 230 metres south into Lot 2161 
McTaggart Cove, North Coogee.  

 
Q2. Is it not the beach that is located on the north side of the rocks in front of the 

old Power Station?  
 
A2. The Chief of Community Services referred to her previous response. 
Q3. If a beach is defined as a sandy shore between the high and low water marks, 

then would it not make sense that the southern point of CY O’Connor Beach in 
fact commences from the north side of those rocks adjacent to the old Power 
Station?  

 
A3. The Chief of Community Services referred to her previous response. 
 
7.10pm Deputy Mayor Widenbar departed the meeting. 
 
Q4. From the current maps posted, advising of the new dog on-leash only beach, it 

appears that the shown starting point is not on a beach but in fact inland of the 
protective rock barrier in front of the old Power Station. Is that correct?  

 
A4. The Chief of Community Services advised the new on-leash dog beach at 

Chelydra Point Beach will start from the southern end of Lot 2161 McTaggart 
Cove, North Coogee, adjacent to the Caledonia Loop Road Reserve, and 
extend to the land boundary of Lot 1759 McTaggart Cove North Coogee.  

 
Page 310 of the February 2022 Ordinary Council Meeting shows a closer 
image of the area.  
 
The maps provided by the City are to be used as guidance only, and none 
should be considered to scale.  
 
To ensure there was clear understanding of the proposed beaches, the City 
incorporated estimated distances of the proposal in all community consultation 
and the report to Council. 
 
The City is also installing numerous signs to clearly delineate the area where 
the dog on-leash beach starts.  

 
Q5. Is it not accurate to say that the initial first approximately 130metres of the 

400metres of CY O’Connor Beach to be utilised is in fact not on a beach but 
inland between Chelydra Beach and CY O’Connor Beach through very soft 
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and often hot sand, which could be difficult to transverse for some potential 
users? 

 
A5. The Chief of Community Services advised the City is not aware of any 

additional access issues to this section of the beach, other than what would be 
normally considered for any coastal environment.  

 
The new on-leash area provides good and levelled access via North Coogee 
from the southern end.  

 
Q6. Will the Chief of Community Services together with a representative from 

Ranger Services agree to meet with representatives of ROC for the Dogs Inc. 
onsite at a mutually agreeable day and time to go through the issues onsite, 
including distances, CCTV coverage, Ranger patrols, signage, and defined 
barrier between on lead only and dog exercise area at CY O’Connor Beach? 

 
A6. The Chief of Community Services advised that, subject to the nature and 

intent of a meeting it will depend on the City’s  representatives and also 
whether there was acceptance to attend.  
 

 Additionally, the City is not aware of any issues given that the on-leash dog 
beach has not come into effect.  
 
Over the coming weeks, CCTV and additional signs will be installed and is not 
likely to leave any confusion as to where dogs can be on a leash or not.  

   
Q7. Taking into account that there is no point at which the entire stretch of the on 

lead only dog beach can be seen, how it is anticipated this area will be 
policed?  

 
A7. The Chief of Community Services advised City Ranger Services will be 

policing the area by physical patrols, CCTV and on complaint and reporting,  
as it does with any other area in the City.   

 
Q8. How is this policing option easier than policing the currently proposed 800m of 

Ammunition Jetty Beach, which has a straight line of sight from each end as 
well as multiple pathways down to the beach along its length? 

 
7.14pm Deputy Mayor Widenbar returned to the meeting. 
 
A8. The Chief of Community Services advised Council has considered the 

Ammunition Jetty Beach area on multiple occasions and made the 
determination it will be dog prohibited.   

 
It is noted that has been clear advice against allowing dog access at 
Ammunition Jetty Beach from the WA Government via the Department of 
Local Government, Sports and Cultural Industries and also the Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions. 
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Stephen Greenwood, Hammond Park 
Item 13.13 Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Resident Group Draft 

Capital Budget Submission 
 
Q1. With reference to the table on page 72 of 407, regarding Resident Group Draft 

Capital Budget submissions, why is it that of the 128 projects submitted over 
the three financial years, only 55 or only 43% were approved?  

 
A1. The Chief of Community Services advised this measure is not an accurate 

reflection of the program’s success to date.  
 

To enhance the likelihood of resident groups accessing the $30k funding 
allowance per group under the program, they are asked to submit up to three 
projects in priority order.  
 
For example, a resident group can submit up to three projects, each up to a 
value of $30k.  
 
Should the highest priority project satisfy the City’s criteria and be included in 
the proposed Draft Annual Budget, then the lower priority projects are not 
considered.  
 
However, if the highest priority project is assessed to be unfeasible, the group 
still has an opportunity to secure funding with the remaining two projects.  
 
This methodology is designed to increase a group’s chance of success in the 
program, with a better measure being how many of the groups making 
submissions each year have projects included in the budget (over 90% each 
year).  
 
It should also be noted that many projects submitted by the groups in the past 
were able to be accommodated within existing budgets or had already been 
included in the budget by City officers.   

 
Q2. What were the main reasons for rejection?  
 
A2. The Chief of Community Services advised that, as can be seen in the answer 

for question 1, the main reason has been the extra projects exceeding the 
$30k funding limit per group. 

 
Q3. Is there a need for an information or education program to be run for the 

individual Residents Associations to help them fully take advantage of this 
program as over the three year period, on average, only 15 associations 
submitted projects with only 43% of the projects approved, whilst an average 
of only 56% of the available funds were utilised?  

 
A3. The Chief of Community Services advised that each year the City’s 

Community Development team works with the Resident Groups to brief and 
guide them through the submission process.  
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This year, the City has received submissions from 19 Resident Groups 
submitting 45 proposals for assessment. 
 
These proposals will be considered by Council as part of the FY23 Budget 
deliberations. 
 

Q4. Is there a mechanism in place or a channel to go through for an individual 
resident association to obtain some ballpark costings for certain types of 
projects?  

 
A4. The Chief of Community Services advised that currently there is not a process 

in place to facilitate this idea, however, it is a good suggestion and the City’s 
Community Development and Operations teams will examine ways that this 
could be implemented. 

 
Q5. Is it not correct to say that the Resident Groups Draft Capital Budget 

Submissions are in fact a subset of the City’s Total Draft Capital Budget rather 
than an incremental budget item? 

 
A5. The Chief of Community Services advised yes. 
 
Q6. In other words, is the Total Draft Capital Budget dollar figure set at a high end 

level and the various components of it, including the Resident Groups Draft 
Capital Budget Submissions, determines its final make up to that level?  

 
A6. The Chief of Community Services advised the capital budget is comprised of a 

number of components including Resident Group projects. The funding is set 
to enable a range of projects to be completed including asset management 
plans and other Council adopted strategies and plans. 

 
Q7. Given the human resources currently available to the City in undertaking major 

yearly projects to the value of $30M plus per annum, does it seriously believe 
that a possible 40 odd projects such as playground shade sails, new 
footpaths, barbecues, park/reserve signage, solar lighting, exercise 
equipment, shelters, tables, with a maximum value of $10,000 each will 
significantly tax its current resources? 

 
A7. The Chief of Community Services advised Council approves the funding of 

resources, including staff, based on an agreed level of services and projects.  
Additional projects, such as these, require their own additional appropriation 
by Council over and above the standard services and projects approved for 
delivery.  

 
 
James Moore, Spearwood 
Subject: Underground Power – Phoenix Road, Spearwood 
 
Q1. Please provide an update on the progress to complete underground power for 

Phoenix Road, Spearwood. 
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A1. The Chief of Operations advised there is no current program for the 

undergrounding of power along Phoenix Road, or current WA Government 
funding programs scheduled.  Should the State Government announce a new 
round of funding, the City will look to nominate the areas within the City that do 
not currently have underground power, including parts of Spearwood. 

 
Anthony Certoma, Coogee (continued) 
Subject: Financial 
 
Q4.  Explain why the average general rates per person, at $909, is approximately 

30% higher than the Cities of Joondalup ($612), Gosnells ($559), Stirling 
($621), and Wanneroo ($633), and even 13.5% higher than Melville ($786)? 

 
A4. The Chief Financial Officer advised that local governments raise rates from 

residential, commercial, industrial, rural, and vacant land properties within its 
district, and then expend those funds across a range of services for those 
ratepayers and residents.  

  
Cockburn rates are heavily skewed to commercial and industrial rates, similar 
to the Kwinana, Perth, and Belmont local governments, and unlike Joondalup, 
Gosnells, Stirling, Wanneroo, and Melville.  
 
The inference in the question that Cockburn rates each person $909 is 
distorted as this is not the case.  
 
A more accurate and relevant statistic is to compare the above local 
governments using residential rates per person, as this is what the general 
population pays its local government.  
 
The comparison is as follows, and includes residential waste management 
charges, as some local governments include these in their rates whilst others 
do not.  
 
The per capita charge for 2021/22 is as follows:  

• Cockburn  $613  
• Melville   $644  

• Joondalup  $599  

• Stirling   $652  

• Gosnells   $604  

• Wanneroo  $575* 
 
Cockburn compares favourably with all the above local governments.  

 
The more usual comparison measure is rates per residential property, as the 
per capita measure is more of a poll tax statistic similar to the UK, not WA.  
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Using residential rates per property, the comparison is: 

• Cockburn  $1,624 
• Melville   $1,747 

• Joondalup  $1,611* 

• Stirling   $1,521 

• Gosnells   $1,757 

• Wanneroo  $1,714 
 
Again, Cockburn’s comparison with the other Local Governments is 
favourable.  
 
This data is from the 2021/22 budget documents for each of the mentioned 
local governments. 
 

Q5.  Why is it that the City had to raise $155,735,577 in Total Operational Revenue 
to run its operations, whilst Joondalup with some 42,000 more residents (35% 
more) only required $151,213,935 and Gosnells with some 7,000 more 
residents (5.6%), only required $125,939,071? 

 
A5.  The Chief Financial Officer advised that, as noted in the response to question 

1 above, each local government provides a range of similar services, but also 
provides a range of services which are unique.  

 
The City of Cockburn provides several unique services which provides context 
to its operating revenue. Those services and the operating revenue associated 
with the services include:  
 

• Cockburn ARC      $11.4m,  
• Port Coogee Marina     $1.3m,  

• Henderson Waste and Recovery Park  $13m, and  

• Commercial Waste Collection   $18.8m. 
 
Gosnells and Joondalup do not provide these services.  
 
In addition, Joondalup Arena, which is comparable to the Cockburn ARC, is 
provided by the State Government to residents of Joondalup at no cost to City 
of Joondalup.  
 
There are other unique services which also increase operating revenue, for 
example, $2.9m from commercial property rentals, $7.9m in operating grants 
for aged, youth, family, and childcare services. 

 
Q6. Why does the City have employee costs of $62,845,278 whilst Joondalup 

($60,940,622) and Gosnells ($49,478,787) are both lower in total and even 
more so when the LGA population is taken into account?  
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A6. The Chief Financial Officer advised the FY22 Municipal Budget for payroll for 
each of the above are: 

• Cockburn  $64,100,946  
• Joondalup  $66,183,322  

• Gosnells   $51,483,433* 
 
Each local government provides a range of services which makes the 
comparison difficult without a specific knowledge and costing structure of 
those services in the local governments mentioned in the question.  
 
In addition, some local governments choose to insource (increased staff 
numbers and higher payroll costs), versus those local governments that 
outsource services (reducing staff numbers and payroll costs but leading to 
higher material and contract costs, resulting from the outsourced service cost).  
 
When payroll costs and material and contract costs are combined as a 
percentage of total operation revenue: 

• Cockburn 64% 
• Joondalup 81% 

• Gosnell  78%  

• Melville  72%  

• Wanneroo 74%  

• Stirling  78% 
 

Cockburn compares favourably against the other two local governments noted 
in the questions, and also with the other local governments mentioned in 
question 1. 

 
Q7. Does the total FTE staff numbers impact this?  
 
A7. The Chief Financial Officer advised the question is not clear. 
 
Q8. Does the City of Cockburn have bigger teams but could review some of its 

operations? 
 
A8. The Chief Financial Officer advised the City has only enough staff to meet 

service delivery requirements and reviews each position when a vacancy 
occurs, as to the necessity to fill that position. 

 

Q9. Why does the City have employee costs of $62,845,278, whilst Stirling 
($82,021,661) and Wanneroo ($71,314,624) appear to have significantly lower 
employee costs, when taking into account that they both have almost twice the 
population base of Cockburn? 

 
A9. The Chief Financial Officer advised, as noted in my response to question 3, 

compared to Cockburn, both Stirling and Wanneroo have higher combined 
payroll and material/contract costs as a percentage of total operating revenue.  
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It is also worth noting that neither Wanneroo nor Stirling provide equivalent 
facilities to the Cockburn ARC, a landfill operation, or an ocean marina. 

 
Q10. Explain how the City of Cockburn apparently has different service needs for 

residents, commerce and industry than the other Cities compared?  
 
A10. The Chief Financial Officer advised that, as noted in the response to question 

6, Cockburn provides several unique services which require costs to be 
incurred, including the Cockburn ARC, a landfill operation at Henderson, and a 
marina facility at Port Coogee.  

 
It also has significant industrial areas with different transport infrastructure 
needs to residential areas.  
 
Other services considered unique or more of a focus for the City include: 
 

• Maintenance of a substantial network of natural areas (bushland, possum 
bridge and surrounding lakes systems)  

• Waste management, including six tip passes, four verge collections and 
three bin systems, including weekly recycling 

• Million-dollar community grant program 

• Financial counselling services 

• Parenting services, individual and family support counselling services 

• Cockburn Care Frail Aged Service 

• Dedicated Seniors Centre (5 days per week) and Youth Centre 6 days per 
week) 

• Cockburn Integrated Health Centre with GP Super Clinic 

• The Wetlands Centre and WA Wildlife 

• Waste and Environmental Education programs  

• Public jetties and other marine infrastructure (eg: sand bypassing system, 
groundwater interception drain, shark barrier (netsystem) at Coogee 
Beach, Omeo Dive Trail, groynes, sea walls, etc. 

• Caravan Parks and coastal management and funded plans 

• Commercial and industrial road building programs, including multi-million-
dollar Jandakot Road, Hammond Road and Spearwood Avenue 
duplication projects, and including bridge duplication at Spearwood 
Avenue. 

 
Q11. Why is it that at an average of $527 per resident, the City of Cockburn’s 

Employee costs are substantially higher than Joondalup ($379, 28% more), 
Gosnells ($393, 25% more), Stirling ($368, 30% more), and Wanneroo ($332, 
37% more)? 

 
A11. The Chief Financial Officer advised referred to his response to question 6.  
 
Q12. Can the City of Cockburn itemise the list of services that it is providing within 

the community that apparently the other LGAs aren’t providing given lower 
Employee Costs?  
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A12. Please refer to my response to question 6 and 10. 
 
Q13. Can we responsibly continue to deliver these services on an ongoing basis 

given the pressure it puts on rate rises even with our yearly growth in the rates 
base of approximately 1,000 new dwellings per annum? 

 
A13. The Chief Financial Officer advised that, as noted in his response to question 

4, Cockburn has some of the lowest residential rates when compared to the 
South West Group, Growth Local Governments, and other local governments.  

 
The City’s operating budget is balanced (unlike many other local 
governments) and the City’s rate increases have been modest, particularly 
when compared with State Government increases over the past five years. 
It is noted the new dwellings come as part of new developments for which the 
City accrues depreciation of newly built assets such as roads, paths, 
streetlighting, paths and recreational and park facilities.  
 
The Council has always adopted a prudent practice to fund their future 
replacement and maintenance costs through placing funds into reserves.  
 

There is no windfall or excess revenue arising from newly rateable properties.  
 
Q14. Can the City of Cockburn confirm that the following financial year employee 

turnover rates are correct?  2018/2019 - 5.5%, 2019/2020 - 11.2%, 2020/2021 
- 11.8%. 

 
A14. The Chief Financial Officer advised that turnover rates were: 

FY19 at 16.18%, FY20 at 12.66%, FY21 at 11.81%. 
 
Q15. Can the City of Cockburn administration please provide an update on the 

status of the potential review of the Workforce Plan, including dates when the 
Workforce Plan is scheduled to be reviewed?  

 
A15. The Chief Financial Officer advised the Workforce Plan is currently being 

reviewed and will be released as part of the Annual Budget process. 
 
Q16. Will the City Administration outline the current status of work progress on a 

new Workforce Plan given that the current one expires this financial year 
(2021-2022)?  

 
A16.  The Chief Financial Officer referred to his responses to question 15. 
 
Q17. How has the City of Cockburn used the review process to review service 

levels and organisational restructure to ensure continued efficiencies in the 
future Workforce Plan? 

 
A17. The Chief Financial Officer advised the City has undertaken a significant 

organisational restructure over the past 12 months, adopting a contemporary 
business structure where all service functions and levels were reviewed. 
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The outcomes are still being progressed and these will lead to better and more 
efficient services.  

 
 7.34pm The Presiding Member advised that, due to time restrictions, which 

included a large volume of Deputations to be heard, Public 
Question Time would now be closed and all unheard questions 
and their responses would be provided in writing and also 
recorded in the Minutes for the meeting. 

 
 
Anthony Certoma, Coogee (continued) 
Subject: Ordinary Council Meeting Minutes 
Responses provided by the Executive, Governance and Strategy 
 
Q18. With reference to the Minutes of the 10/02/2022 Ordinary Council Meeting, in 

relation to Agenda Item 13.3 Initiation of Proposed Scheme Amendment 
No.153 – Lot 760 (No.49) Berrigan Drive, South Lake – Additional Uses. On 
page 67 of 537, it states that the Council Decision on “That the 
recommendation be adopted, with the exclusion of the Funeral Parlour.” was 
Lost on the Casting Vote of the Presiding Member 4/4.  
Can his worship Mayor Howlett confirm that this is correct?  

 
A18. This is correct. 
 
Q19. Can his worship, Mayor Howlett, explain to confused residents and Elected 

Members at the time, why he initially voted for the motion and some 20 
seconds later, used his casting vote to defeat the Motion?  

 
A19. The Mayor is not required under any legislative framework to explain his voting 

decisions. 
 
Q20. Did he in fact vote the wrong way initially and used his Casting Vote to correct 

the error? 
 
A20. Please refer to my response to question 19. 
 
Q21. Why did the Mayor not feel the need to stick to his initial convictions? 
 
A21. Please refer to my response to question 19. 
 
Q22. In the Report of the Inquiry into City of Cockburn on Page13 under the 

heading “Conduct of Briefing Sessions” in para 75 to 84, a number of key 
issues are discussed in relation to Briefing Sessions. Para. 77. “Notably, at the 
time of the Inquiry being held, the briefing sessions were chaired by the CEO, 
closed to the public and very informal.”  Can his worship Mayor Howlett 
confirm if this is still the case?  

 
A22. Yes. 
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Q23. At which monthly meeting can Mayor Howlett confirm that he took over 
chairing the Agenda Briefing Meetings?  

 
A23. The review of Committees and Forums form part of the review currently being 

undertaken by the Governance Review Steering Committee.  
 
Q24. Are they still closed to the Public?  
 
A24. Please refer to my response for to question 22. 
 
Q25. Are they still very informal?  
 
A25.  Please refer to my response for to question 22. 
 
Q26. In Para. 81. “the Mayor stated he had no authority at the briefing sessions and 

that because the sessions were chaired by the CEO, he saw himself as “the 
same as all Elected Members”, unable to exert his authority as Mayor to 
preside over the briefing sessions and call members to order if they were 
behaving poorly.”   Is this still the case?  

 
A26. Yes, that is the case.   
 
Q27. If not, why not or if so why so? 
 
A27. Elected Members are required to comply with the Code of Conduct for Elected 

Members which includes their individual behaviour.  It should be noted that the 
City’s Standing Orders do not apply to briefing sessions. 

 
 
Mike Walker, North Lake 
Subject: Roadworks: Intersection of North Lake Road and Farrington Street, North 
Lake 
Responses provided by the Chief of Operations 
 
Q1. Given the inordinate amount of time it has taken to affect the roadworks at the 

intersection of North Lake Road and Farrington Road, North Lake, can the 
Council examine the scope of work, the original budget and the actual costs, 
with a view to determining whether the project has given the best value for 
ratepayers, and provide that review to the ratepayers? 

 
A1. Construction of a second right-turn land on North Lake Road and widening of 

Farrington Road was approved under the WA State Blackspot program based 
on crash data.  

 
The Blackspot program contributed $600,000 to the project.  
 
The project scope identified the most cost-efficient delivery methodology which 
mitigated the need to close Farrington Road for two months and impact traffic 
flow on North Lake Road for an extended period.  
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Cost increases are related to traffic management, Wester Power works, traffic 
signal amendments and an increase to the number of nights required to deliver 
the works.  
 
Future crash data will determine the overall success of the project. 

 
Q2. If the answer is no, then why not?  
 
A2. N/A 
 
Q3. Then can I request, the scope of work and initial and final cost information, as it 

would appear that a project announced to take two weeks and starting in 
August 2021 has blown out considerably in time and I would imagine cost to 
review the project? 

 
A3.  The project commenced in November 2021 with a four month construction 

period, which allowed for contingencies and extensions of time. The project is 
now complete apart from line marking, which is performed by Main Roads WA. 

 
  
Janette Mouttet, Jandakot 
Subject: UDIA Conference 
Responses provided by Chief Executive Officer 
 
Q1. Mr Brun, as City of Cockburn CEO, please explain why the UDIA on-line 

program reflected your participation as a guest speaker at the recent UDIA 
conference in Bunker Bay, sitting on a panel of four, with the WA Planning 
Minister, planning to discuss “delivering on infill targets and how to overcome 
community resistance” when I always understood that City of Cockburn 
Delegated Officers and Elected Members were there to represent the 
community and supposed to serve, rather than discuss ways to overcome 
community resistance?  

 
A1. I was invited alongside the Minister for Planning and the Director General of 

Communities to be a member of a panel relating to infill and development.  
 

The invitation provided an opportunity, along with the state government, to 
engage with sectors of industry.  
 
I made the following points with respect to infill and density: 

• Community objection to infill generally comes from poor quality infill 

• Developers need to focus on providing quality development  

• Density should occur generally around public transport nodes, including 
proposed Tier 2 public transport 

• All dwellings should have street frontage or park frontage 

• Higher density should come with higher public open space than the 
standard (or standards updated by the State to achieve this) 

• Battle-axe developments should be avoided. 
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Q2. Mr Brun what takeaways did you get from the UDIA Conference that were 
helpful regarding the retainment of the Glen Iris Golf Course, first developed in 
1964, with 220 homes now directly surrounding the course and many more 
with secondary views, all paying premium prices?  

 
A2. I had no discussion about the proposed rezoning and the session I attended 

had no relevance.  
 
Q3. Mr Brun, as CEO, why do you think the City of Cockburn Community 

Scorecard Survey resulted in such a poor score of just 38, with City of 
Cockburn’s result coming last in the category “The City has a good 
understanding of the community’s needs” as per page 18 of the City of 
Cockburn Annual Report? 

 
A3. Although 38 percent of community members agreed that “City of Cockburn 

staff have a good understanding of community needs” and 37 percent of 
community members agreed that “Elected Members at the City of Cockburn 
have a good understanding of community needs”.  

 
Most of the remaining respondents answered neutral or unsure, with a 
minority,15 to 17 percent of community members, disagreeing with these 
statements. 

 
When ratings are averaged for staff and Elected Members’ understanding of 
community needs, and compared to participating councils in Western 
Australia, the City of Cockburn is in 12th place out 42 Councils.  

 
Q4. Mr Brun, having just viewed the footage from the recent UDIA WA large 

conference you attended and participated in, please can you explain how you 
were able to attend such a conference, where the footage clearly shows there 
was absolutely no social distancing, either in the conference room, or the 
restaurant (masks off), yet the City of Cockburn has denied residents and 
ratepayers from attending an Ordinary Council Meeting (for the second 
month), where social distancing can be easily controlled, as was evidenced at 
the last Annual General Meeting that the City of Cockburn general public/ 
ratepayers attended?  

 
A4. I only attended the Friday morning session, under two hours indoors, where all 

the participants were masked.  
 

I did not attend any social events.  
 

With respect to the OCM, as has been responded to at last month’s Ordinary 
Council Meeting Public Question Time, the reason for moving to online 
meetings relates to the significant risk an exposure event would pose to the 
entire governance and leadership functions of the Council and the City. 
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Having online meetings represents effective risk management and mitigation 
to avoid having a large number of Elected Members and the Executive 
becoming COVID positive, or close contacts, all at the same time.  
 
It is noted that the online format has not prevented members of the community 
from presenting their questions to Council and having responses provided on 
the public record. 
 
This is reflected by the extensive 47 questions and two Deputations at the 
February OCM and 50 questions presented and seven Deputations at the 
March OCM.  
 
As such, this clearly indicates the format has not in any way hindered the 
ability for electors and the members of the public to raise questions and 
matters.  
 
Further, it is noted, the City’s regulator, the Department of Local Government, 
Sports and Cultural Industries, do not allow members of public to attend their 
offices at all, unlike the City, which is still providing in person customer service 
and operational functions across our many diverse service units.  

 
Q5. Have you been notified of any COVID positive cases from the 100+ UDIA WA 

event that you attended on 2-4 March? 
 
A5. Yes, I understand there has been positive cases.  

9. Confirmation of Minutes 

 

9.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0021) Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting - 

10/02/2022 

 
Recommendation 
That Council confirms the Minutes of the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 
Thursday, 10 February 2022 as a true and accurate record. 
 
 
Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Deputy Mayor T Widenbar 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 
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10. Deputations 

The Presiding Member invited the following deputations: 

• Katherine Pritchard 
Item 13.7: Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Basic Infrastructure 
Support and Intervention 
 

• Anthony Certoma, Coalition for the Community Inc. 
Item 13.8: Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Residential Council 
Rates 2022-2023 

 

• Anthony Certoma, Coalition for the Community Inc. 
Item 13.9: Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Corporate Credit 
Card Reporting 

 

• Judy Fogarty 
Item 13.11: Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Manning Park Ridge 

 

• Joanne Curry, ROC for Dogs Inc. 
Item 13.12: Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Reinstatement of 
On Lead Dog Beach at Ammunition Jetty 

 
8.19pm Cr Eva departed the meeting and returned at 8.20pm. 
 
8.23pm Deputy Mayor Widenbar left the meeting and returned at 8.25pm. 
 
8.33pm Cr Separovich departed the meeting. 
 

• Stephen Greenwood, Coalition for the Community Inc. 
Item 13.13 Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Resident Groups 
Draft Capital Budget Submissions 

 
8.36pm Cr Separovich returned to the meeting. 

 

• Stephen Greenwood, Coalition for the Community Inc. 
Item 13.14: Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion – Payment of 
Allowances to Elected Members whilst on Leave of Absence 

 
The Presiding Member thanked all deputees for their presentations.  
 

11. Business Left Over from Previous Meeting (if adjourned) 

Nil  
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12. Declaration by Members who have Not Given Due 
Consideration to Matters Contained in the Business Paper 
Presented before the Meeting 

Nil  

 

 

En Bloc Resolutions 
 
8.42pm The following Items were carried by En Bloc Resolution of Council: 
 

13.1 13.11 15.1 

13.2 13.12 18.3 

13.3 13.14 21.3 

13.4 13.15 24.1 

13.5 13.16  

13.6 13.17  

13.7 13.18  

13.8 13.19  

13.10 13.20  

 
 
 
 
En Bloc Resolution – Absolute Majority Items 
 
8.43pm The following items were carried by En Bloc Absolute Majority Resolution 

of Council: 
 

16.1 18.1 
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13. Decisions Made at Electors Meeting 

 

13.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0022) Annual General Meeting of Electors - 

Motion - Withholding Approval of Structure Plans and Development 
Plans in Treeby 

Author D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; 

(2) RECEIVES the report; and 

(3) REVIEWS Local Planning Policy (LPP) 5.19 – Structure Plans and 
Telecommunications Infrastructure, in light of the City’s recent experiences in 
seeking to implement the Policy under the current Planning Regulations.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

ARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 

At the Annual Electors Meeting conducted on 1 February 2022, the following motion 
was put to the electors present: 

Motion              
That the City of Cockburn Council withholds approval on any current or future 
Structure Plan or Development Plans for Treeby until residents of Treeby, including 
Calleya Estate residents, have quality and reliable, widespread phone coverage. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for such 
motions to be formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local 
Government Act 1995. 

Submission 

N/A 
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Report 

The availability of mobile phone coverage has become an issue in the Treeby area, 
following rapid urbanisation of the area. Between 2016 and 2022, the resident 
population of Treeby is forecast to have increased from 971 to 4,298, with the 
population forecast to reach 8,916 by 2041. 

At the 10 November 2021 Ordinary Council Meeting (OCM), Cr Dewan submitted the 
following Notice of Motion: 

‘That Council advocate to the Federal Government/Telstra/Optus etc. for an 
urgent action in finalising a time bound plan to implement the Telecom Tower 
and associated equipment, servicing the Treeby area.’ 

A report was presented at the OCM which noted the hesitancy of telecommunication 
providers to commit to the delivery of new infrastructure, and advice from Telstra that 
new infrastructure was due to come online in late December 2021.  

A resolution was passed that the City write to all major telecommunications 
companies requesting that they prioritise planning and land acquisition for network 
expansion purposes. 

On 6 January 2022, the City wrote to Telstra, Optus and Vodafone requesting the 
prioritisation of planning and land acquisition for the expansion of telecommunication 
services within the City’s growth areas.   

At the time of writing this report, the City has not received a response from any of the 
service providers. 

Planning Context – Structure Plans 

Schedule 2, Part 4 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning) Schemes 2015 
(the Regulations) sets out the responsibilities of local government and the Western 
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) in relation to structure plans.  

The Regulations set out the responsibility for a local government to advertise and 
assess a structure plan, however their ultimate determination (ie: approval or refusal) 
is a WAPC responsibility. 

Under Schedule 2, Part 5, clause 16 of the Regulations, a structure plan must 
address specific matters, unless otherwise agreed by the WAPC. Such matters 
include information relating to: ‘the extent to which the plan provides for the 
coordination of key transport and other infrastructure.’  

The City’s Local Planning Policy 5.19 – Structure Plans and Telecommunications 
(LPP 5.19), requires structure plan proponents to demonstrate that efforts have been 
made to determine the need for new or upgraded telecommunications infrastructure, 
and whether providers are planning such infrastructure within the immediate area.  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 13.1   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     27 of 431 

Where a proposal has not addressed the requirements of LPP 5.19, City Officers 
have sought to use the above requirement to seek additional information addressing 
this matter, prior to formally accepting the structure plan and/or releasing it for public 
advertisement.    

Such attempts have typically been frustrated by developers, infrastructure providers 
and ultimately the WAPC, whom have the authority to determine what does and does 
not need to be addressed within a structure plan, both for advertising and final 
approval. 

Of note, despite the intent of State Planning Policy 5.2 – Telecommunications 
Infrastructure (SPP 5.2) in encouraging early consideration, the specific requirements 
to accommodate mobile infrastructure is rarely addressed in structure plans 
elsewhere within the Perth Metropolitan Region (and beyond).   

Nor do City officers have delegated authority to independently recommend approval 
or refusal of any structure plan, aside from ‘minor’ amendments to existing WAPC 
approved plans.   

Upon completion of advertising, the Regulations require the City to provide its 
assessment and a recommendation regarding final determination to the WAPC within 
60 days, a timeframe that can only be extended with the specific agreement of the 
WAPC (which is typically only given with the proponent’s consent).  

In the event that Council defers making a recommendation to the WAPC without 
such an agreement, the City is then unable to fulfill its obligations under the 
Regulations, and risks the WAPC making a final decision without the benefit of the 
City’s input (and at its potential further expense). 

The Regulations empower the WAPC to provide a written direction to the City to 
provide a report and supporting information to WAPC, to enable a decision to be 
made.  

Where the City fails to comply with such a direction, the WAPC may take reasonable 
steps to obtain the requested information, and (with the consent of the Minister for 
Planning) any costs involved in obtaining the necessary services or information be 
recovered as a debt due to the Commission. 

Planning Context – Development 

With respect to Development Approvals, it is important to note the vast majority of 
development within the Treeby locality involves single residential dwellings, that 
where consistent with the Residential Design Codes (as augmented by specific Local 
Planning Policies and/or Local Development Plans), are exempt from the 
requirement to obtain development approval under the Regulations.   

Where development approval is required, Schedule 2, Part 9 of the Regulations 
allows the City (or Development Assessment Panel) a specific timeframe to 
determine a development application (60 or 90 days depending on whether 
advertising is required).   
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After this time the applicant has the right to ‘deem’ the application refused, and lodge 
an application to review that decision with the State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) 
under Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. 

By the time a relevant development application is submitted, it is generally the case 
that both a structure plan and a subdivision application will have already been 
approved by the WAPC for the same land.   

If the City were to attempt to defer or refuse a development application at this stage, 
on the basis of inadequate mobile phone coverage, this would effectively penalise 
subsequent purchasers and it is highly unlikely that the City would be able to defend 
its position at SAT.   

Defending such (or multiple) decision(s), will also have a significant financial 
implication on the City.  

Conclusion 

A key issue, which must be considered, is that the responsibility for 
telecommunications lies exclusively with the Commonwealth Government, as defined 
under the Australian Constitution.  

It is noted that, on being notified of the issues, the City, contrary to claims made at 
the Annual General Meeting of Electors, has taken considerable steps, including 
direct engagement with agencies and Telstra, at the highest levels, seeking direct 
intervention and response.  

Those engagements are proving effective, with positive engagement and measures 
currently being investigated, all within what are usually lengthy period processes.   

Whilst the City may take the position that an appropriate level of mobile phone 
coverage is required prior to structure plans being approved in Treeby, the WA 
Government Regulations do not provide the City with the authority to withhold 
processing applications in the manner suggested.   

It can, however, raise the matter as a serious concern, and request that the WAPC 
require modifications necessary to address the intent of SPP5.2, prior to it granting 
final approval. 

In the limited subsequent instances where the City acts as the determining authority, 
it is not recommended that development approvals be deferred or refused, on the 
basis of the likely resource and financial impost on the City, with little hope that such 
action would have any meaningful impact on the concern being raised. 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 

Local Economy 
A sustainable and diverse local economy that attracts increased investment and 
provides local employment. 
• Increased Investment, economic growth, and local employment. 
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City Growth & Moving Around 
A growing City that is easy to move around and provides great places to live. 
• An attractive, socially connected, and diverse built environment. 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 

Deferring or refusing to process structure plans may result in the WAPC completing 
the structure plan process and seeking Ministerial approval to invoice the City for the 
additional effort involved. 

If the matter proceeds to a full SAT hearing, significant costs will be incurred by the 
City in having to defend a refusal or ‘deemed’ development application refusal. 

Legal Implications 

Schedule 2, Part 4, clauses 16 to 23 (inclusive) of the Planning and Development 
(Local Planning Schemes) Regulation 2015. 

In the event that the City defers determination of a development application, or 
refuses a development application on the basis of inadequate mobile phone 
coverage, the applicant may lodge an application for review with the State 
Administrative Tribunal, subject to Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 
2005. 

Community Consultation 

This matter was the subject of a resolution of the Annual Electors’ Meeting, held on 1 
February 2022. 

Risk Management Implications 

N/A 

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 

The mover and seconder of the Motion at the Electors’ Meeting have been informed 
that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council Meeting 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 

Nil  
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13.2 (2022/MINUTE NO 0023) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – New Development Street Plans 

Author D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting; 

(2) RECEIVES the report; and 

(3) NOTES the suite of existing strategies and documents that support the use of 
local native species (where appropriate), and the management of species in 
community gardens.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
 
That the City of Cockburn ADOPTS and implements a policy requiring all future 
developments ensure priority for plants and vegetation is focussed on local native 
Australian plants, shrubs, trees, and vegetation.   
 
That all housing developments provide street trees which support the local native 
Australian wildlife. 
 
That City of Cockburn review and amend their Verges Policy to include Australian 
plants native to the local area and that Community Gardens are not permitted to plant 
or grow nut trees, based on community safety to support inclusion for all, as 
community gardens are used by early learning centres and schools. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
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Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
The City currently has a variety of documents that support the use of local native 
species in verges, streetscapes, public open space, and new subdivisions. Key ones 
of relevance to this motion are listed below (and are all available via the City’s 
website).  
 
Urban Forest Plan 2018-2028  
Outlines a clear vision for the future management and expansion of Cockburn’s 
urban forest.   
 
The Plan provides a snapshot of the current state of our urban forest and maps a 
pathway to increasing canopy cover whilst protecting against future vulnerabilities.  It 
builds upon existing policies and is strategically aligned to a suite of existing plans 
and strategies to support the delivery of its vision and targets. 
 
Local Planning Policy 5.1 – Public Open Space 
Supplements Liveable Neighbourhoods (LN), the State Government’s operational 
policy as it relates to the assessment of structure plan and subdivision proposals.   
 
LN requires a comprehensive site analysis to be undertaken to identify areas of 
natural and cultural significance, and encourages (where practical) the retention of 
items of significance whilst seeking to achieve a balance between bushland 
retention, the provision of water management features and active play space.  
 
Subdivision Construction Standard - POS Development Guide 
Identifies a set of principles to guide the design, construction and handover of new 
public open space reserves within the City.  
 
The policy encourages the retention and revegetation of native vegetation where 
possible, the salvaging and relocating of Grass Trees (Xanthorrhoea preissii) and 
Zamia palms (Macrozamia reidlei) from bushland cleared during the site development 
process, and the use of local native species that complement the character of the 
site, although the use of exotic species with low on-going maintenance and water 
requirements is also permitted. 
 
Local Planning Policy 5.18 – Subdivision and Development – Street Trees 
Seeks to increase the number of street trees in the City’s road reserves in new and 
infill areas and provides a framework for their installation and management.   
 
Requires one street tree per property (or roughly one every 10m), of a species 
(typically chosen from the tree palette included within the City’s Street Tree 
Masterplan) that will mature to a sufficient size and canopy, and be located such as 
to provide sufficient shading of the street verge area (without conflicting with road 
infrastructure or services to ensure longevity). 

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



OCM 10/03/2022   Item 13.2 

 

      

32 of 431      

Street Verge Improvement Policy - Verge Improvement Guidelines 
Read in conjunction with the City’s Verge Guidelines, it details key considerations for 
the development, improvement, enhancement and maintenance of verges within the 
City of Cockburn.   
 
Included is a list of waterwise plants suitable for each area.  Subsidised native plants 
and sustainability grants are also made available to City residents on a seasonal 
basis.  
 
Guideline for Community Gardens  
Guides community groups on the steps required to create a sustainable community 
garden.  
 
The step-by-step methodology enables prospective community groups to clearly 
comprehend the approval process, consultation requirements and risks with 
managing a garden. It is incumbent on prospective applicants to detail the plants and 
trees to be grown and how they intend to mitigate any risks associated with the fruit 
or vegetable produces.   
 
Whilst the intent of the motion is admirable and broadly supported, there are good 
reasons why the City does not take a blanket approach to the use of native 
vegetation on both public and private land.  

In particular, whist often being drought tolerant/waterwise species, local native 
shrubs and trees do not always suit or take account of the practicalities outlined 
below: 

1. The use of imported fill in most subdivisions (which can be sourced from as far 
away as Gingin).  

The assumption that endemic species from Cockburn will thrive on fill soils from 
other regions is incorrect.  

2. With the state government push for more efficient use of urban land (resulting in 
smaller lot sizes), many lot frontages (exclusive of the crossover) are between 
2.5 – 6m wide.   

To facilitate solar passive design considerations for these houses, those 
orientated northward, require a deciduous tree to allow shade in summer and sun 
in winter. Very few local trees will provide this. 

3. There are also very few local native species that have a suitable growth form, 
mature size (shade canopy) and root habit to make them suitable for use in street 
verges.   

Currently there are approximately six different natives that could be used, of 
these only four are technically classed as local, and are all from the same 
Myrtaceae family, which makes them very risky to use extensively (in the event 
they succumb to a particular disease or insect such as Phytophthora dieback and 
Myrtle rust). 
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4. University studies on trees which support bird food foraging and nesting habits 
has shown that many non-native tree species make up a significant portion of the 
Carnaby’s Cockatoo and other priority/vulnerable bird species food source.   

The State (non-native) pine plantations is a good example of this. 

5. The City actively plants nut trees as these are a good source of Carnaby food 
replacement trees (to offset the losses experienced in the southern Banksia 
woodlands), but does so in a considered manner by typically planting them in 
garden beds such that dropped nuts do not become a projectile when run over by 
lawn mowers, or become slip and trip hazards on footpaths.  

6. Whilst it can encourage certain outcomes through the Development Approval 
process, the City does not have any authority over the retention or replacement 
of vegetation on private property.  

Equally, landowners hold the liability for any issues created by their choices. 

7. Plant contractors are often restricted in the plant and tree choice by the stock that 
is available from the plant and tree nurseries at that time.  

Even the City’s choice of plants is constrained by what the nurseries have grown 
in the years previous as stock. 

8. With both street trees and even more so on private land, many people prefer 
exotic species over the look of natives and are far more likely to ensure their 
maintenance and long-term survival (in a manner that positively contributes to the 
City’s urban canopy). 

Whilst there is no specific policy that encourages the prioritisation of native 
vegetation on private property (landscaping is discussed more broadly within both the 
local planning scheme and various local planning policies relating to specific land 
uses), it is the City’s regular practice to do so wherever possible, noting the practical 
limitations addressed above. 

Having regard for the above, there appears no need to adjust the City’s policy 
framework in response to the motion.   
 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
Local Economy 
A sustainable and diverse local economy that attracts increased investment and 
provides local employment. 
• A City that is 'easy to do business with'. 
 
Environmental Responsibility 
A leader in environmental management that enhances and sustainably manages our 
local natural areas and resources. 
• Sustainable resource management including waste, water and energy. 
• Address Climate Change. 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
Without addressing the key practicalities discussed above, elevating the importance 
of use of native over other vegetation (and other matters), could have a variety of 
unintended consequences, from unnecessarily adding further red-tape to the 
regulatory process, to concerns regarding the long-term maintenance and survival of 
the City’s urban canopy. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.3 (2022/MINUTE NO 0024) Annual General Meeting of Electors - Motion 

- On Street Parking 

Author D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council:  

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and  

(2) RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That the City of Cockburn Council ADOPTS the immediate implementation for  all 
future urban developments, to have provision on every road within an ‘estate’ to 
include on street parking which does not interfere with traffic movement, flow or 
safety of people moving throughout the estate.   
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Policy Setting 
 
The hierarchy and function of each road within a proposed new estate is determined 
by the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) through the Structure 
Planning and Subdivision phases of development. 
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Liveable Neighbourhoods (LN) is the state government’s operational policy as it 
relates to the assessment of structure plan and subdivision proposals.   
 
Element 2 – Movement Network, sets out requirements and some design solutions 
for a standard set of street types (a range of arterial routes or local streets), and 
some examples of traffic management treatments that satisfy the element objectives.  
 
Responding to the State Sustainability Strategy, a key general principle of this 
section is for movement networks to involve more land efficient street reserves, 
including narrower pavement and lane widths that concurrently promote reduced 
vehicle speeds, reduced kerb radii and increased requirements for footpaths and 
large street trees to support pedestrians, together with other details to support a 
more balanced movement system. 
 
The various policy requirements of Element 2 seek to ensure that street reserve and 
physical road widths are sufficient to cater for all functions that the street is expected 
to fulfil, including safe and efficient movement of all users (motorised or otherwise), 
buffering residents against traffic nuisance, and the provision of parking, public 
utilities and landscaping.   
 
To this end, LN includes cross-sections to demonstrate what the WAPC considers to 
be an appropriate balance at each level of the road hierarchy.   
 
Whilst local context always needs to be taken into consideration (discussed further 
below), LN typically encourages the provision of embayed parking only on higher 
order streets, or on routes adjacent areas of more intense activity, such as local 
centres, schools or public recreation reserves.   
 
At R52, it identifies on-street parking (causing minor delays), as an acceptable 
means of achieving the target speed on lower order streets. 
 
Practical Limitations 
 
Due to the competing needs of other infrastructure, to require embayed parking on 
every access street would almost certainly require a greater amount of land being 
dedicated to the movement network, contrary to the general principle discussed 
above.   
 
In this context, it is highly unlikely that land developers will support the resultant loss 
of saleable land and additional construction costs involved, or that the WAPC will 
support the impact this may have on the efficient use of urban zoned land. 
 
There are also a number of practical impediments to implementing this approach, 
such as the limited space typically available in front verges (due to the trend towards 
increasingly narrower lot frontages), the responding need that would cause to dictate 
crossover locations, the impact that would then have on purchaser choice (in terms 
of housing orientation and design), and the damage that would likely occur to the 
parking infrastructure installed ahead of housing construction.   
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Another disadvantage of embayed parallel parking is the limited number of vehicles 
able to be accommodated (given the kerb length is not as high as in angle parking). 
 
A More Focussed Approach 
 
Across the City (and broader metropolitan region), there are many areas of intense 
residential, commercial, or industrial activity where the demand for parking often 
exceeds supply.  The space made available for parking should be allocated on a 
priority and case-by-case basis, taking into account other broader societal, 
economical, environmental, and visual amenity considerations. 
 
In such cases, estimates of the total demand and priorities are allocated to 
competing interests including the suitability of embayed parking provision to the 
intended road type/function, traffic flow characteristics and type of road users, visual 
impact, and the primary frontage activities and land uses along the street.   
 
This supply/demand assessment is typically done through the structure planning 
process over a sufficiently large area to ensure parking problems are not transferred 
to adjacent streets. 
 
Broader Considerations 
 
If, as a society, we continue to support the over-provision of car parking, this will 
encourage the continued use of private vehicles at the expense of improved use and 
provision of more sustainable modes of transportation, thereby contributing to 
broader traffic congestion.   
 
This is another reason why contemplating the supply of embayed street parking 
should be undertaken in a more considered basis, as in some instances the provision 
of bays may not be justified or required, or could impose an adverse impact on 
amenity, safety and traffic management in a surrounding locality.  
 
In some circumstances it may even be preferable to minimise the provision of parking 
bays, to encourage people to use alternative transport modes that are conveniently 
available in the vicinity.   
 
This is reinforced within Austroads Guide to Traffic Management Part 11: Parking, 
which states that: 
 

“there needs to be recognition of different user priorities through the introduction 
of a parking hierarchy.  The objectives of the parking hierarchy are to uphold the 
safety and convenience of all road users, encourage the use of alternative 
transport modes such as walking, bus, train and cycling, promote equitable and 
transparent allocation of parking spaces across all user groups, and facilitate 
consistent decision-making regarding parking infrastructure”. 
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Conclusion 
 
Given its inconsistency with the States operational policy covering such matters, and 
its broader objectives of maximising the efficiency of urban zoned land, and 
encouraging a greater take up of alternative forms of transportation, adjusting the 
City’s subdivision and engineering standards to require embayed parking on every 
street is unlikely to be supported by the WAPC or achieve the stated intent. 
 
Instead, continued negotiation with the State approval authority on the basis of a 
more considered, context-specific approach to each site (as encouraged in LN and 
Austroads Guide to Traffic Management), is recommended. 
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Local Economy 
A sustainable and diverse local economy that attracts increased investment and 
provides local employment. 
• A City that is 'easy to do business with'. 
 
Environmental Responsibility 
A leader in environmental management that enhances and sustainably manages our 
local natural areas and resources. 
• Sustainable resource management including waste, water and energy. 
 
City Growth & Moving Around 
A growing City that is easy to move around and provides great places to live. 
• An integrated, accessible and improved transport network. 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
If the motion was adopted and subsequently imposed by the WAPC, there would be 
a likely increase in City expenses for maintaining future expansion of its movement 
network. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
Planning and Development Act 2005 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
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Risk Management Implications 
 
Adopting a policy requiring all streets to have embayed parking will further complicate 
future planning of the City’s remaining greenfield areas, and (where accepted by the 
WAPC), result in the City having to participate in defending appeals to the State 
Administrative Tribunal (SAT) under Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 
2005. 
 
Where the City tries to frustrate the structure planning or subdivision processes to 
accommodate this outcome, the applicant has the right to seek WAPC intervention 
which, when done with limited justification, may limit the City’s influence over other 
aspects of the proposal. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



OCM 10/03/2022   Item 13.4 

 

      

40 of 431      

 

13.4 (2022/MINUTE NO 0025) Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion 

– Comment on Cockburn 

Author D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and 

(2) RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That City of Cockburn adhere to their Planning Policies and requirements and 
ensure no Structure Plan or plans for development are uploaded to Comment on 
Cockburn, until they meet all the requirements of said policies.  
 
And that where there appears discrepancies or conflicting information, a formal 
process is ADOPTED to ensure the information is nonbiased and researched prior 
to making a final decision on development plans. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A. 
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Report 
 
Structure Plans 
 
The structure planning process is a statutory process set out in Schedule 2, Part 4 of 
the Planning and Development (Local Planning) Schemes 2015 (Regulations), 
including requirements for advertising. 

The Regulations set out the responsibility for a local government to advertise and 
assess a structure plan, however, the determination (approval or refusal) is a 
responsibility of the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC). 

In terms of what is required for structure plans, Schedule 2, Part 4, clause 15(1) and 
Part 5, clause 30(1) of the Regulations sets out the following: 

A structure plan must —  

a) be prepared in a manner and form approved by the Commission; and  

b) include any maps, information or other material required by the 

Commission; and  

c) unless the Commission otherwise agrees, set out the information required 

under subclause (1A). 

Subclause (1A) requires the submission of information such as major land uses, 
zoning or reserves; estimates of future lots; and the extent to which the plan provides 
for the coordination of key transport and other infrastructure. 

In practical terms, these provisions only set out the requirements for adequate 
information to be provided with a structure plan. 

The WAPC Structure Plan Framework (August 2015) provides more guidance on the 
requirements of the Regulations and constitutes the ‘manner and form’ for the 
preparation of structure plans under Schedule 2, Part 4, clause 16(1)(a). 

Clause 4.4 of the ‘Structure Plan Framework’ provides more clarity on the local 
government’s role in reviewing a structure plan for acceptance under Schedule 2, 
Part 4, clause 16(1) of the Regulations.  

It states the local government’s role is to determine whether the information 
submitted with a structure plan:  

1. meets the requirements of clause 16 of the Regulations,  

2. is sufficient for an assessment of the application to be made, 

3. is in a suitable form to be advertised.  

The clause also clarifies that the acceptance of a structure plan for advertising does 
not indicate it is supported by the local government or that the structure plan will be 
approved by the WAPC. 
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This makes it clear that the intent is not for a full assessment of the structure plan to 
occur prior to acceptance for advertising, but rather that sufficient information is 
provided to enable that assessment to occur.   

Clause 4.5 of the Structure Plan Framework provides further guidance, stating that in 
determining if additional information to that submitted with the structure plan is 
required, the local government is to consider whether:  

• the additional information is required for a planning purpose relevant to the 

structure plan 

• the additional information is required by a State Planning Policy;  

• the additional information will be able to be provided in a timely manner  

• it is fair and reasonable to request the additional information, in the particular 

circumstances. 

There is no statutory requirement for structure plans to provide information required 
by a local planning policy (only a State Planning Policy) in order to be accepted for 
the purposes of advertising. 

Therefore, including specific requirements for information to be submitted with 
structure plans in a local planning policy can only serve to provide guidance on what 
is expected from the local government.   

In the statutory context outlined above, it would ultimately be unreasonable for a local 
government not to accept a structure plan for the purposes of advertising on the 
basis of a lack of information as required by a local planning policy, if the information 
required by the Regulations has been provided.  

Should the local government refuse to accept a structure plan for advertising where 
the information required by the Regulations has been provided, the WAPC have the 
power to take reasonable steps to ensure that the plan is advertised. 

Critically, as outlined in the Structure Plan Framework, acceptance of a structure plan 
for advertising does not indicate that it is supported by the local government.   

This means that subsequent to advertising, the structure plan undergoes a thorough 
assessment against the state and local planning framework, which includes local 
planning policies. 

Development Applications 

The process for accepting, advertising, and determining development applications is 
set out in Schedule 2, Part 9 of the Regulations. 

This requires that development applications be submitted with specific information, 
such as locations plans, plans, sections, and elevations, etc., in order to be accepted 
by the local government.   
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This information is required to enable assessment of the proposal. 

The Regulations set out statutory timeframes for determining development 
applications which must be met by the local government.   

The Regulations also specify when a development application is required to be 
advertised.  

This means once an application is submitted with the information required by the 
Regulations, the local government must promptly proceed with advertising (where it 
is required) in order to be able to determine the application within the statutory 
timeframes. 

If the statutory timeframe for determination is not met, the applicant has the right to 
‘deem’ the application refused, and lodge an application to review that decision with 
the State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) under Part 14 of the Planning and 
Development Act 2005. 
 
Conclusion 

Whilst the City may adopt local planning policies to provide guidance of what 
information is expected to be submitted with a structure plan for advertising, the 
Regulations do not specifically provide for the City to delay acceptance and 
advertising of the structure plan solely on the basis of those requirements.   

For development applications, the Regulations set out the information that is required 
to be submitted.   

Where an application is submitted with the required information, and the Regulations 
require advertising, the local government is required to proceed with advertising, in 
order to meet the statutory timeframes.  

 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 

Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 

Deferring or refusing to process structure plans may result in the WAPC completing 
the structure plan process and seeking Ministerial approval to invoice the City for the 
additional effort involved. 
 
Regarding development applications, there is the potential for the City to incur legal 
costs where applications are made to SAT for development applications that are 
‘deemed refusals’, where they are not determined within the statutory timeframes. 
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Legal Implications 
 
In processing structure plans and development applications the City must adhere to 
the Regulations.   
 
If the City does not determine development applications within the statutory 
timeframes the applicant has the right to ‘deem’ the application refused, and lodge an 
application to review that decision with the State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) under 
Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. 
 
Community Consultation 
 
This matter was the subject of a resolution of the Annual Electors’ Meeting, held on 1 
February 2022. 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
There is a risk that if the City does not determine development applications within the 
statutory timeframes the applicant will lodge an application to review a ‘deemed 
refusal’ decision with SAT, rather than the City determining the application. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.5 (2022/MINUTE NO 0026) Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion 

– Third Party Appeal Rights 

Author D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council:  

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and  

(2) RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
 

Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That Council supports WALGA’s position in support of the introduction of Third-Party 
Appeal Rights for decisions made by Development Assessment Panels (only).  

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Who is responsible for third-party appeal rights legislation? 
 
Any contemplation of third-party appeal rights is required to involve all local 
governments, the Western Australian Local Government Association (WALGA), the 
development industry, and the WA community, and is ultimately to be determined by 
the state government. 
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It is not possible for the City of Cockburn to establish any form of third-party appeal 
rights to the City of Cockburn in isolation.  
 
The legislative framework around development applications and appeals is 
administered under state government legislation.  
 
As the legislative framework applies to all local governments, there is a mandate that 
suggests all local governments are required to have the same processes. 
 
The City of Cockburn is required to follow the above processes, framework, and 
practices in relation to third-party appeal rights. 
 
What has the City of Cockburn done in relation to lobbying for third-party 
appeal rights in the past? 
 
The City of Cockburn has responded to WALGA in June of 2017, indicating officers 
would not be in favour of the introduction of third-party appeal rights in WA for the 
following reasons: 
 

• “The Western Australian planning framework already provides opportunity for 
stakeholders to participate productively and collaboratively in the decision-
making process through advertising of planning applications, workshops and 
other forms of community engagement.  

 

Third Party Appeals are more likely to incite negative rather than constructive 
debate on planning applications and issues. 
 

•       Statutory and strategic planning documents setting out the framework and 
requirements for planning applications including Local Planning Schemes, 
Local Planning Strategies, Local Planning Policies, amendments to these, and 
Local Development Plans are advertised to the community and other 
stakeholders, effectively allowing them to influence these requirements.  

 
In light of this, third-party Appeals are not a necessity since decisions on 
planning applications are based on a framework that is already shaped by the 
community. 

 

•       According to our processes of Westminster democracy, the community vote in 
Council elections.  

 
If there is a major concern that the planning requirements the community 
helped to form are not being ‘applied’ by the decision makers, the community 
has the opportunity to make these concerns clear when the decision makers 
seek re-election as Councillors.  
 
In this way, decision makers are held accountable by the community and, as 
the elected representation of the community, are required to make decisions in 
the community’s best interest.  
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Third Party Appeals takes the decision making away from local government 
resulting in a loss of community representation in decision making. 

 

•       It seems the driving force behind the review of third-party appeal rights is due 
to decision making being taken away from community elected representatives 
and given to State Government appointed ‘technical experts’ (Development 
Assessment Panels).  

 
This loss of community representation in decision making is likely to be the 
reason some DAP decisions have been met with community revolt. Ironically, 
third-party appeal rights would further exacerbate this issue, with decisions 
being taken away from local government and given to the State Government.  

 

•       With third-party appeal rights, a planning approval from the local government 
would not provide surety to the applicant that they may proceed with 
development.  

 
This impacts the entire planning system - when is an approval an actual 
approval? Even if third-party appeal did not often result in the overturning of a 
local government’s decision to approval a planning application, they would 
result in delays in the implementation of planning approvals which have been 
deemed by the local government to comply with the planning framework.  
 
Third-party appeal rights result in greater uncertainty in the planning process 
and decision making.   

 

•       Even if third-party appeals were restricted to appeals based on proper 
planning grounds, stakeholders could appeal on the guise of genuine planning 
concerns whilst the real reason for the appeal is not planning related.  

 
For example, the City has experienced fervent opposition to places of worship 
on the grounds of traffic concerns, when it has become clear that the real 
concern is opposition to perceived social or religious prejudicial issues.  

 

•       Third-party appeals would primarily be against local government decisions, 
resulting in local government officers being required to attend appeals which 
would be a drain on Council resources and time. 

 

•       The community may have the perception that third-party appeals are 
influenced by the number of objections made on a planning proposal.  

 
 However, the number of objections should not influence a decision on a 

proposal, particularly if the objections are not valid planning concerns.  
 

Thus, third-party appeals may incite large volumes of irrelevant objections to 
proposals and result in misguided community expectations. 
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• The discussion paper feels limited to the built form somewhat rather than 
discussing reviewable decisions more broadly.  
 
For WALGA to set out a broader perspective, they should also acknowledge: 

o Appeals at the SAT are lodged for a variety of reasons, it could be the 

decision itself or the conditions applied. 

o There are other processes set out in local planning schemes and/or 

deemed provisions other than DAs which may be subject to review – some 
of these would go to the Court of Appeal (such as DCP cost contribution 
disputes) and others the SAT (such as valuation disputes for owners of land 
required under a DCP).  

In terms of both of these examples, to allow any third party an appeal right 
is illogical and would undermine the stability of a development contribution 
plan.  

 
o For both instances, this dispute resolution comes only as a final straw 

where the parties are unable to agree outside of the Court or the SAT.  

These appeal rights are only triggered at the point where an owner is 
seeking to fulfil a liability (i.e. they have requested an estimate to be 
invoiced upon) they are not part of the development approval assessment.  

This has the potential to set up a ‘second go’ at a third-party appeal at a 
later stage in the development process.  
 
How would this be counteracted if an initial third-party appeal attempt was 
unsuccessful? 

 
o Local governments are often called upon to clear conditions of subdivision, 

one of which may be for cash in lieu of public open space. Under the P&D 
Act, there is a dispute resolution process available to owners which the LG 
must participate in (also Court of Appeal).  

Once again, this has the potential to set up a ‘second go’ at a third-party 
appeal at a later stage in the development process. How would this be 
counteracted if an initial third-party appeal attempt was unsuccessful? 

 
o Local governments are often joined to reviews with WAPC or a JDAP 

o The strata plan process – how does this relate? 

 

•       Overall, there is a lack of evidence that third-party appeal rights are 
necessary.  

 

• Noting in this case, City officers are not supportive of third-party appeal rights.  
 
 
  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 13.5   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     49 of 431 

What did WALGA do with the City’s 2017 (above) comments? 
 
A total of 35 local governments, including the City of Cockburn, provided responses.  
In summary: - 

• 11 local governments supported the WALGA AGM motions 

• 19 local governments did not support the WALGA AGM motions 

• 5 local governments do not support any third-party appeal rights being introduced.  
 

The responses indicate that nearly twice as many members do not support the 
proposed changes.  

Therefore, WALGA recommended that the proposed amendments to the preferred 
Model (Development Assessment Panel applications only) are not supported.  

WALGA’s final decision was as follows: 

‘Local Government supports the introduction of third-party appeal rights for 
decisions made by Development Assessment Panels’ 

What options does Council have in relation to an alternative position to 
WALGA? 

Should Council disagree with the above WALGA position or that of City of Cockburn 
officers, Council may wish to consider an alternative position.  

It should be noted that the third-party appeal right discussion has (recently) been an 
ongoing and evolving discussion since 2018. 

State government and Department of Planning Lands and Heritage (DPLH) advisers 
have accordingly to date developed their own views (and potential appetite for 
change) in relation to the issues.  

These decision makers may (or may not) be receptive to any (late) additional 
information on the topic of third-party appeal rights, particularly given the extensive 
discussions to date.  

Council would need to contemplate to what degree these decision makers might be 
influenced at this (late) stage in the process.  

What is DPLH’s March 2021 position on third-party appeal rights for JDAP 
applications? 

DPLH have prepared a document titled Development Assessment Panel Practice 
Notes: Making Good Planning Decisions. DPLH have indicated: 

• ‘The right of review is available to the Applicant for approval only. Unlike other 
jurisdictions, there is no right of review to a third party (for example, a 
neighbour) if they are unhappy with the approval of an application’. 
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•  ‘Applications for prerogative relief in relation to planning matters are rare. 
When this type of relief is invoked, it is usually by a third party who has been 
aggrieved by the decision of a local government to approve development 
which they think should not have been approved.  

This course of action is taken because of the absence of a right to commence 
an application for review under the SAT Act.  

In Western Australia, judicial review is administered by the Supreme Court of 
Western Australia through the granting of writs of prerogative relief’. 

Accordingly, it appears the state government has not, to date, entertained the 
request for third-party appeal rights for JDAP applications.  
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Nil 
 
Legal Implications 
 
Third party appeal rights apply in the context of an appeal to the Supreme Court.  
 
The decision on third party appeal rights outside of that framework is a decision that 
WALGA has provided comment on to DPLH.  
 
It is DPLH advisers and the State government that are able to make any legislative 
changes.  
 
To date no third-party appeal rights have been instigated or actioned.  
 
Local governments do not have the legal power to enforce such a decision in 
isolation of the broader state legislative framework.  
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
The risks are explained under the above under the ‘What options does Council have 
in relation to an alternative position to WALGA?’ section of this report.  
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Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.6 (2022/MINUTE NO 0027) Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion 

– Registers 

Author(s) D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

1) NOTES the Motions carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; 

(2) RECEIVES the report; and 

(1) NOTES that public access to records is permitted via the Freedom of 
Information Act 1992.   

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following two 
Motions were put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion 1 
 
That the City of Cockburn Council ADOPTS a Contact Register that reports any and 
all meetings, whether verbal or written, formal or informal, that Authorised Officers or 
Elected Members have with a Developer, prospective Developer, or consultant of a 
Developer, regarding a matter pertaining to any land or infrastructure matter where 
the project cost is estimated to exceed $2M, within the City, and could be bought 
before Council in the future.  
 
Such a record would be publicly available each month at the Council Office 
Reception. 
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Motion 2 
 
That: 

(1) public registers must be set up for lobbyists and all meetings with third parties 
relating to applications to the City of Cockburn, 

 
(2) all Council resolutions and all existing and new registers be uploaded on the 

City of Cockburn website within 30 days of each amendment to that particular 
register, 

 
(3) all uploaded registers to the City of Cockburn website must be searchable by 

catchwords. 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
City officers note the Motions, which are very similar in intent, and request that 
Elected Members consider the current mechanisms already in place, which provide 
an open and transparent Governance Framework, set by current legislation, the City 
of Cockburn Code of Conduct, and City values in providing good customer service.  
 
The need for a Contact with Developers Register and a Public “Lobbyist” Register 
may be reconsidered once the Elected Members are aware of these existing 
mechanisms.  
 
The content of the following Report is concentrated on the “Contact with Developers 
Register” Motion, as that is the most relevant to operations of the City, and 
employees are not in a position to meet with “lobbyists” on issues external to the 
City;s standard operational processes. Therefore, the comprehensive information 
provided below in relation to a “Contact with Developers Register”, would apply to 
any “lobbyists” Register and for the avoidance of any doubt, the related information 
has purposely not been repeated in that regard.    
 
What is the purpose of a Contact with Developers Register? 
Contact with landowners, developers, and any associated consultants, is a regular 
and necessary function of the role of a City Officer or Elected Member.  
 
Often, the nature and frequency of that contact can sometimes falsely lead to 
allegations or perceptions of bias, influence or even corruption, being made towards 
City Officers or Elected Members.  
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It is noted the Motion relates to ‘any land or infrastructure matter where the project 
cost is estimated to exceed $2 million’, therefore it is assumed the purpose of the 
Contact with Developers Register is limited to any proposal which is considered to be 
‘major development’.  
 
Is a Contact with Developers Register necessary?  
Numerous factors would need to be considered in order to inform whether a 
Contact with Developers Register is actually necessary. Keeping of current and 
accurate records could arguably negate the need for a register of this kind.  

‘Contact’ with a government officer or Elected Member is a ‘record’.  

A record is information recorded in any form that is created, received and 
maintained by an organisation in the course of conducting its business activities 
and kept as evidence of such activity.  

This includes, but is not limited to: phone calls, meeting minutes, emails and 
reports.  

Recordkeeping in Western Australia is subject to Legislation and Standards, 
including: 
 
1. State Records Act 2000 
2. Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 
3. Criminal Code Act Compilation Act 1913 
4. Electronic Transactions Act 2011 
5. Evidence Act 1906 
6. Freedom of Information Act 1992 
7. Interpretation Act 1984 
8. Local Government Act 1995 
9. State Records Commission: Principles and Standards 
10. Australian Standard on Records Management 

 
In particular, City Officers and Elected Members are required to adhere to the State 
Records Act 2000, which governs legislation around the keeping of records and is 
the basis for the City of Cockburn’s Records Management Policy (the Policy).  
 
The Policy provides that: 
 

All employees, contractors and Elected Members will ensure that full and 
accurate records are created to provide evidence of business transactions and 
decisions and that these records will be registered in the City of Cockburn’s 
recordkeeping system. 

When a developer meets with the City, it is the expectation that Elected Members 
and Officers record the nature of these interactions within the City’s record keeping 
software.  
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Record keeping is essential for ensuring probity of decision making and protects the 
individual from accusations of bias or corruption.  

What about making this form of contact available to the public?  
Legal mechanisms already exist which make government information accessible to 
those seeking it.  

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act 1992 the public can access any 
information kept as a record, provided that record is redacted in accordance with the 
Privacy Act 1988 (removing the names of businesses and individuals other than 
employees or officials of the City).  

It is preferable that information is shared in accordance with the parameters of the 
Freedom of Information Act 1992 (Act).   

Requests provide the public with a reasonable degree of detail and access to a 
variety of government held information including emails, documents, notes, phone 
calls and meeting minutes.   

Further, in accordance with the Act: 

(2) Subject to this Act, a person’s right to be given access is not affected by —  

(a)  any reasons the person gives for wishing to obtain access; or  
(b) the agency’s belief as to what are the person’s reasons for wishing to 

obtain access. 

Providing information via the Act is not subject to discrimination and is open to all 
who apply.  
 
Further, this method not only ensures the documents are treated in line with privacy 
legislation, but also provides access to a sufficient degree of detail not shown within 
a basic register format. 
 
As well as the Freedom of Information Act 1992, the public are legally permitted to 
access government documents pursuant to the Local Government Act 1995.  

Clause 5.94 provides that the public can inspect certain information as permitted 
under the Act, including the City’s Code of Conduct, complaints, gifts register, annual 
budget and plans for the future of the district, to name a few.  

The legislation is both the Freedom of Information Act 1992 and the Local 
Government Act 1995 provides sufficient and regulated access to government 
records.  

Whose responsibility is it to act in the interests of probity?  
All individuals are responsible for acting within the realms of good governance.  
 
A contact with Developers register does not prevent the inherent decision of an 
individual to act outside of ethical parameters, as the register solely records who met 
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with whom, about what property, and does not contain a detailed listing of what was 
discussed.  
 
City policy around the keeping of records (in particular, pre-lodgement meeting 
minutes) are a current method utilised by officers which provides transparency 
around contact with developers.  
 
The City of Cockburn Employee Code of Conduct (March 2021) requires officers, as 
public officials, to disclose any conflicts of interest, maintain appropriate records and 
conduct themselves in a manner which does not undermine the public’s confidence 
in the City to perform its functions.  
 
Failure to do so is a violation of the code which may result in dismissal.  
 
The keeping of a register does not necessarily prevent an officer from acting against 
the Code of Conduct because it does not disclose the detailed nature of discussions 
had during meetings.  
 
If an officer or Elected Member chooses to meet with developers and in some 
manner acts outside of the interests of good governance, a register would do nothing 
more than identify that the meeting occurred.  
 
What are other considerations of note? 
 
Commercial Confidentiality  
 
If the register specifies a property, there are likely to be commercial implications for a 
developer that has not yet purchased land but is making preliminary investigations.  
 
This could be a deterrent to developers seeking advice and may contribute to 
additional costs and wasted effort for developers and local government.  
 
It should be noted that a developer may have a legal right to privacy under the 
Privacy Act 1988 and decline to enter their details onto a public register, or remain 
anonymous, as they are not an employee of the organisation or an elected official.  

Administration operations  
 
The City of Cockburn operates under several Departments which liaise at different 
stages with developers.  

The motion specifies the parameter of a financial threshold of two million dollars.  

The City receives numerous proposals of a minor scale (for example, a single house) 
which would be over the threshold but garner minimal to no interest to the general 
public.  

Further, the keeping of a single register is likely impractical, as it would be difficult to 
coordinate across Departments. 
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By way of example, in 2021, the City received approximately ten development 
applications, 44 subdivision referrals (four lots or more), 24 building permits, six 
structure plan proposals and 48 subdivision clearances (four lots or more) with an 
actual or estimated value of over $2 million.  

That equates to over 100 instances where an applicant could potentially meet with 
the City to discuss their proposal (if the applicant chooses to do so just once in the 
life of the application).  

Nature of Development  

Many planning proposals submitted to the City are for recommendation only and are 
not the responsibility of the City to approve or refuse.  

For example, Joint Development Assessment Panel proposals are the responsibility 
of the JDAP.  

Structure Plans and subdivisions are determined by the Western Australian Planning 
Commission.   

Scheme Amendments are determined by the Minister for Planning and are subject to 
review by the Environmental Protection Authority prior to public advertising.   

These proposals are of a complexity and significance to reasonably warrant the 
keeping of a register, however, they are subject to numerous ‘checks and balances’ 
before being determined by agencies other than the City of Cockburn.  

Are there any examples of Contact with Developers Registers elsewhere in 
Perth? 
The City of Vincent maintains a public Contact Register with Developers, based upon 
their Policy No. 4.2.15 Council Member Contact with Developers.  

This register records prescribed contact between developers and Elected Members 
but does not include employees.  

Recommendation 
 
The proponents have not demonstrated any evidence of failure of process, 
impropriety, or illegal behaviour at the City of Cockburn, to warrant the creation of a 
uniquely excessive administrative process.  

In light of the failure to substantiate any cause, or associated benefit to such 
excessive bureaucratic oversights, in consideration of the existing mechanisms within 
current legislation, a Contact with Developers Register is superfluous to the 
operations of the City.  
 
Further, the register is not recommended as it would unlikely achieve its intended 
purpose, as individuals are in control of their own probity.  
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It is considered that given this tool is not employed by other local governments 
(unless between Developers and Elected Members only) it is not clear what the risks 
and benefits are of maintaining one.   

 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Nil 
 
Legal Implications 
 
The Local Government Act 1995 does not require the keeping of a Contact Register 
with developers or lobbyists. Registers are required to be kept for Gifts, Financial 
Interest Disclosure and Complaints. 
 
In keeping a Contact with Developers Register, or Lobbyist Register, it is vital to 
ensure that the information is accurate. Inaccuracy of information could lead to legal 
challenge.  
 
There are also legal implications for not keeping sufficient records pursuant to the 
State Records Act 2000, in accordance with a government agency’s recordkeeping 
plan. This could result in fines of $10,000 per offence.  
 
It should be noted that a developer may have a legal right to privacy under the 
Privacy Act 1988 and decline to enter their details on a public register, or remain 
anonymous, as they are not an employee of the organisation or an elected official, 
and this should be further investigated.  

Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
Nil. There is no statutory requirement to maintain a Contact with Developers Register 
or Lobbyist Register.  
 
Further, the City does not have a policy regarding the keeping of registers outside 
those prescribed by the Local Government Act 1995.  
 
  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 13.6   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     59 of 431 

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motions at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.7 (2022/MINUTE NO 0028) Annual General Meeting of Electors - 

Motion - Basic Infrastructure Support and Intervention 

Author D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting;  

(2) RECEIVES the report; and 

(3) REQUESTS City Officers monitor the Federal Department of Infrastructure, 
Transport, Regional Development and Communications Mobile Black Spot 
and Peri-Urban Mobile Programs and as part of its ongoing advocacy 
approach, encourage providers to apply for grants that facilitate the timely 
delivery of additional telecommunications infrastructure capable of improving 
services within Treeby.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 
     

 

Background 

At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present. 

Motion 

That City of Cockburn provide immediate and urgent intervention to support residents 
of Treeby by arranging immediate support and solution to the lack of mobile phone 
reception by providing a temporary phone tower or immediate installation of a mobile 
phone tower as an extreme health and safety issue. 
 

 

The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 

Submission 

N/A 
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Report 

The availability of mobile phone coverage has become an increasing issue in the 
Treeby area, following rapid urbanisation of the area. Between 2016 and 2022, the 
resident population of Treeby is forecast to have increased from 971 to 4,298, with 
the population forecast to reach 8,916 by 2041. 

On 27 May 2021, Josh Wilson, Federal Member for Fremantle, wrote to Paul 
Fletcher, Federal Minister for Communications, Urban Infrastructure, Cities and the 
Arts, regarding phone coverage in Treeby.  

In the response dated 31 July 2021, Minister Fletcher advised the provision of mobile 
phone infrastructure was a commercial decision for the relevant providers and 
advised that the existing NBN infrastructure could be utilised to improve household 
phone coverage using wi-fi. 

At the 11 November 2021 Ordinary Council Meeting (OCM), Cr Dewan submitted the 
following Notice of Motion: 

‘That Council advocate to the Federal Government/Telstra/Optus etc. for an 
urgent action in finalising a time bound plan to implement the Telecom Tower 
and associated equipment, servicing the Treeby area.’ 

A report was presented at the OCM which noted the hesitancy of telecommunication 
providers to commit to the planning and delivery of new infrastructure, and advice 
from Telstra that new infrastructure was due to come online in late December 2021.  

A recommendation was adopted that the City write to all major telecommunications 
companies requesting that they prioritise planning and land acquisition for network 
expansion purposes. 

On 6 January 2022, the City wrote to Telstra, Optus and Vodafone to request the 
prioritisation of planning and land acquisition for the expansion of telecommunication 
services within the City’s growth areas.   

At the time of writing this report, the City is yet to receive a response from any of the 
service providers. 

There are two nearby mobile telecommunications towers located in Atwell and 
Banjup, operated by Telstra and Vodafone respectively.  

Telstra previously advised that the Atwell tower would be upgraded/become 
operational in late 2021 and should provide some improvement to residents in 
Treeby pending their continued investigations for an additional tower in and around 
the Jandakot/Treeby area.   

It is unknown whether the Vodafone operated tower in Banjup provides mobile 
coverage to residents in Treeby. 
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The City has been in active discussions with Aurecon, acting on behalf of Telstra, 
regarding a range of potential sites to address existing issues and future provision.   

Current discussions focus on the potential excision of a site from a Council managed 
reserve within the Cockburn Central East employment area, for the purpose of 
Telstra constructing an additional telecommunications tower.  

The City has provided qualified in-principle support for the proposal, however 
landowner (State Government) and development approval are key processes that 
need to be successfully completed before installation could commence. 

Future Opportunities  

Aside from the City’s role in determining the suitability of a limited range of higher 
order telecommunications infrastructure via its regulatory processes (planning and 
building), its influence over the provision of mobile telecommunication services is 
limited to an advocacy role.  The City does not have the technical expertise or means 
to install, or project manage its own telecommunications infrastructure, temporary or 
otherwise. Importantly, the City is not a telecommunications carrier under the 
Telecommunications Act 1997. 

The Federal Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 
Communications (the Department) operates the Mobile Black Spot Programme 
(MBSP), which seeks to extend mobile phone coverage and competition within 
regional Australia. The program has principally been used to deliver new mobile base 
stations operated by Telstra, Vodafone and Optus.  

The Department’s mapping identifies Treeby as an ‘Ineligible Area’ for funding under 
the program, however, the program extends into the rural area of Banjup, located on 
the southern side of Armadale Road. 
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Figure 1 – Extract from Mobile Blackspot Database Mapping  
(Source: Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications) 

Should the City identify are mobile coverage issues that extend into Banjup, there 
may be a future opportunity for the City to advocate for MBSP funding, which may 
have the effect of improving mobile coverage in Treeby.  

The Department also runs the Peri-Urban Mobile Program (PUMP), which provides 
grant funding mobile operators and infrastructure providers to deploy new mobile 
infrastructure for bushfire-prone areas on the edge of major Australian cities.  

The majority of the Treeby locality is identified as an eligible area for the PUMP 
program (see Figure 2 below), however, mobile operators and providers were due to 
submit applications for the current round of funding by 18 February 2022.  It is not 
known whether any operators or providers have applied for grants relating to mobile 
infrastructure project in Treeby or the surrounding area. 
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Figure 2 – Extract from Peri-Urban Mobile Program mapping - eligible areas shown in red  
(Source: Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications) 

Should the Department call for a new round of applications for the PUMP program 
(and the need still exists at that time), this may present an opportunity for the City to 
advocate for mobile operators and infrastructure providers to apply for a grant to 
facilitate the timely delivery of additional telecommunications infrastructure capable of 
improving services within the Treeby locality. 

 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 

Local Economy 

A sustainable and diverse local economy that attracts increased investment and 
provides local employment. 
• Increased Investment, economic growth and local employment. 
• A City that is 'easy to do business with'. 
 
Community, Lifestyle & Security 
A vibrant healthy, safe, inclusive and connected community. 
• A safe and healthy community that is socially connected. 
 
City Growth & Moving Around 
A growing City that is easy to move around and provides great places to live. 
• An attractive, socially connected and diverse built environment. 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 

N/A 

Legal Implications 

The City is not a telecommunications carrier under the Telecommunications Act 1997 
and therefore cannot provide this service itself. 

Community Consultation 

This matter was the subject of a resolution of the Annual Electors’ Meeting, held on 1 
February 2022. 
 
Future proposals for mobile telecommunications may be subject to community 
consultation, where required under Commonwealth communication regulations and 
the City’s Town Planning Scheme No.3. 

Risk Management Implications 

N/A 

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 

N/A  

The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 

Nil  
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13.8 (2022/MINUTE NO 0029) Annual General Meeting of Electors - Motion 

- Residential Council Rates 2022-2023 

Author S Downing  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council:  

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and  

(2) RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 
 

Motion 
That the City of Cockburn Council adopts a rate setting criteria for the 2022-2023 
Budget that caps the residential rate rise to a maximum of 1% for the next financial 
year. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
The City is required to prepare, and Council to adopt, a Municipal Budget each 
financial year. 
 
As part of the considerations in preparation of the annual budget, Council assesses a 
range of increases to rates and fees and charges, together with other income 
sources. 
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Council is guided in its consideration by the Long-Term Financial Plan in its aim to 
meet the expectations of the community, as set by the adopted Strategic Community 
Plan and Corporate Business Plan. 
 
The assumptions behind the Long-Term Financial Plan are for rates to rise annually 
by approximately 2 percent.  
 
This is then reviewed each year as part of the budget preparation process, taking into 
further consideration the economic circumstances at the time of the adoption of the 
budget, including cost increases from a range of sources.  
 
Council has responded to the economic circumstances by varying the assumed rate 
increases.  
 
This was evidenced in 2020/21 when the State Government requested that local 
government freeze both rates and fees and charges.  
 
The Council responded positively by freezing rates at their 2019/20 level in addition 
to planned increases to fees and charges.  
 
In 2021/21 Council retained a COVID19 Rates concession, believing the economic 
circumstances justified the retention of the concession. 
 
Council has had modest increases over the last five years as evidenced by the table 
below: 
 

Financial 
Year 

Rate Increase State Govt Increases in 
Essential Services 

Perth CPI 

2021/22 1.50% 0.6% 5.7%* 

2020/21 0.00% 0.0% 4.2% 

2019/20 1.90% 2.0% 0.1% 

2018/19 1.90% 4.8% 1.6% 

2017/18 1.75% 7.7% 0.9% 

Total 7.05% 15.1% 12.5% 

Average 1.41% 3.02% 2.5% 

 
The source of the State Government increase in essential services (household 
basket of services) is from the State Government Budget Paper No.1 (Treasurer’s 
Speech) and Budget Papers volumes 1 to 3. 
 
*Perth CPI of 2021/21 is for the December 2020 to December 2021 rather than for 
the standard financial year period. 
 
The motion from the Annual Electors Meeting held on Tuesday 1 February 2022 
“…caps the residential rate rise to a maximum of 1% for the next financial year.” 
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As part of the budget process, City Officers model a range of options and their 
financial implications, for Elected Members to consider before adopting the Municipal 
Budget.  
 
The motion request for a 1 percent increase cap to residential rates will be modelled 
and presented to Elected Members for their consideration and determination. 
 
 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
The risk in adopting a flat 1 percent increase prior to the completion of the budget 
preparation process, is that Council may have to absorb costs from rapidly increasing 
inflation without consideration of passing these costs onto users of Council’s 
services. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.9 (2022/MINUTE NO 0030) Annual General Meeting of Electors – Motion 

– Corporate Credit Card Reporting 

Author S Downing  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council:  

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and  

(2) RECEIVES the report.  

  

Council Decision 
MOVED Mayor L Howlett SECONDED Cr C Stone 
That Council: 

(1) INTRODUCES detailed Monthly Corporate Credit Card and Store Card (fuel 
cards) Expenditure Reporting for all officers issued with a corporate credit 
card(s); and 

(2) INITIATES the date of commencement to be from the July 2022 Ordinary 
Meeting of Council to enable ‘visibility’ and ‘transparency’ of all transactions of 
each card holder. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

 
Reason for Decision 

Improving transparency of the detailed use of corporate credit and store (fuel) card 
expenditure across all business units of the City is a fair request from 
ratepayers/residents of the City.   
 
Introducing monthly reporting will provide another step to fully informing Elected 
Members and the community of expenditure incurred on each and every corporate 
credit card. 
 
The date of commencement being the July 2022 Ordinary Meeting of Council will 
allow any technical or other requirements to be addressed by the City’s 
Administration. 
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Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 
 

Motion  
That the City of Cockburn Council ADOPTS the immediate implementation of the 
Corporate Credit Reporting System that reports each individual purchase made on 
each credit card on a monthly basis, as it is the current “best practice” reporting 
method, ensuring that:  
 
(1) it will comply fully with Regulation 13 of the Local Government (Financial 

Management) Regulations 1996 giving greater oversight and in the public 
interest. 
 

(2) it will comply fully with the Western Australian Auditor General’s Report 7 May 
2018 released by Colin Murphy, Auditor General. 
 

(3) it will pre-empt the Local Government proposed reform of this very issue which 
will be legislated later this year. 
 

(4) it is the “best practice” reporting of this expenditure currently undertaken by at 
least 10 other significant Local Government areas, that provides substantially 
greater accountability, transparency and oversight in this area, and could also 
lead to significant reduction of expenditure of funds. 

 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
The City currently has 77 credit cards on issue to officers. 
 
Over the last three completed financial years, the City has spent the following sums 
using credit cards: 
 

Financial Year Amount Spent using Credit 
Cards 

% of Total Expenditure 

2018-2019 $952,294 0.60% 

2019-2020 $924,863 0.58% 

2020-2021 $948,476 0.60% 
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All credit card transactions are acquitted with appropriate receipts and authorised by 
the credit card holders’ line managers.  

All transactions are reviewed by Finance to ensure compliance with Use of Credit 
Card Guidelines. 

With the announcement by the Minister for Local Government on Local Government 
Reform, all credit card payment details will be published each month when the reform 
process has been through Parliament. 

Currently the City complies with Regulation 13 of the Local Government (Financial 
Management) Regulations 1996 as noted below: 

13. Payments from municipal fund or trust fund by CEO, CEO’s duties as to etc. 

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

(a)  the payee’s name 
(b)  the amount of the payment 
(c)  the date of the payment 

(d)  sufficient information to identify the transaction. 
  
A number of Councils report additional information in relation to what is acquired 
using credit cards and the amount spent on individual transactions.  

Some Councils name officers whilst other councils name positions. 

The Department of Local Government has never raised an issued with the City in 
how information has been disclosed.  

It is clear, the Minister in his reform proposals would like to address two issues: 

1. Uniformity of disclosure and hence the proposed amendments to the relevant 
regulations. 

2. Reported abuse of credit cards in local governments, where control is vested in a 
single person. This is not the case in the City of Cockburn’s control and approval 
of credit card expenditure. 
 

However, it is noted that neither the Minister, nor his two Departments, apply the 
processes he is recommending for Local Government in that they do not disclose to 
the public their credit card transactions. Their reporting is internal only. 

The Auditor General, in her recent audit of Local Government use of credit cards, 
recommended all credit card expenditure incurred by the Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) should be reported to Council on the basis that the CEO has no direct Officer 
report, and as such the use of the credit card should be noted by Council.   

The City supplies full details each month of credit card spending by the CEO. 
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The City will have the relevant systems in place when and if the Financial 
Management Regulations are amended, noting however, as per the 
recommendations made: 

Each local authority’s internal and external audit protocols exist to protect against the 
‘agency risk’ of inappropriate or improper use of credit cards. 

The proposal would work counter to the Department’s overall proposals 
recommendations of ‘red tape reduction’. 

The proposal would risk fuelling the waste of public question time at Ordinary Council 
Meetings with petty/vexations/judgemental questions as to what was spent by whom, 
and where.  

 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
The City is compliant with the Local Government (Financial Management) 
Regulations, specifically Regulation 13. 
Advice to Proponent/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.10 (2022/MINUTE NO 0031) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Coogee Golf Course - Feasibility Study 

Author A Lees  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council: 

1. NOTES the motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and 

2. RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That the City of Cockburn Council REQUIRES that the completed Feasibility Study 
into the proposed 9 Hole Coogee Golf Course be presented by the April Ordinary 
Council Meeting, 2022. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
Nil 
 
Report 
 
In accordance with the program planning for this item, the Draft Feasibility Study was 
presented to the February 2022 Elected Members Strategic Briefing Forum as part of 
the normal briefing processes. 
 
The Coogee Golf Complex is currently scheduled for commencement in 2027, as per 
the adopted Long-Term Financial Plan 2020-21 to 2029-30.  
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Given the current five-year Council endorsed timeframe for the project delivery, it is 
expected that further amendments to the study may transpire, resulting in follow up 
briefings and Council reports, should they be required.  
 
Council may, during the annual budget process or at any time, amend the timing and 
funding for this or any project, subject to an Absolute Majority decision.  
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Community, Lifestyle & Security 
A vibrant healthy, safe, inclusive, and connected community. 
• Accessible and inclusive community, recreation and cultural services and facilities 
that enrich our community. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
NA 
 
Legal Implications 
 
NA 
 
Community Consultation 
 
NA 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
With the Coogee Golf Complex currently listed in the Long-Term Financial Plan 
2020-2021 to 2029-2030 for commencement in 2027, there is minimal risk to the City 
reputation for not receiving the feasibility study at the April 2022 OCM.  
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.11 (2022/MINUTE NO 0032) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Manning Park Ridge 

Author(s) D Arndt  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council:  

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and  

(2) RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 

At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 
 

Motion  
That, given the Manning Ridge and Manning Park’s high conservation value and 
significant status, the City of Cockburn:  
 

1. Commissions a comprehensive environmental assessment of the indigenous, 
conservation and biological significance of Manning Ridge and Manning Lake, 
which are integral parts of the State Government’s Beeliar Regional Park, 
including a Bushland Forever area, prior to any consideration of future uses and 
facilities for public recreation.  
 

2. Commits to protecting and enhancing the integrity of the existing Manning Park 
and Ridge, first and foremost, as a highly significant environmental conservation 
area, by developing a comprehensive strategy for its enhancement and future 
management as a part of the Beeliar Regional Park, including reinstatement of the 
biological connection of the ridge and lake system and rehabilitation of damaged 
zones. 
 

3. Commits to prohibiting the use of illegal bike trails by mountain bike riders 
throughout Manning Ridge and reinstates already damaged vegetation areas 
where illegal trails have already been made.  
 

4. Recognises the unsuitability and unsustainability of Manning Park Ridge to 
develop as a future destination as a Mountain Bike Venue. 
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The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Motion 1 - Response 
The City has already formed a community engagement group who are currently 
working through several issues in relation to the trail network at Manning Park.  

The role of the group is to work collaboratively alongside the independent facilitator 
to review the issues, opportunities and solutions associated with the future of 
Manning Park, including potential consideration of the trail network in Manning Park.   

While not a decision-making body, the group will provide important insight that will 
help to advise Council in relation to the potential for any future trail development.  

The focus of the group is not to undertake detailed work, assessments, or 
environmental compliance. 

The group has met on four occasions since November and will meet again in early 
2022 to finalise their report.  

This report will include suggestions on relevant environmental and heritage studies to 
be undertaken prior to any consideration of future uses and facilities for public 
recreation at Manning Park.  

Motion 2 – Response  

The City of Cockburn is committed protecting and enhancing the integrity of Manning 
Park: 

1. The Beeliar Regional Park Management Plan, to which the City is a signatory, 
provides broad direction for protection and enhancement of the conservation, 
recreation, and landscape values of the Beeliar Regional Park.  

It does this by developing strategies aimed at conserving the special features of 
the park while providing for community requirements.  
 
The Plan helps ensure the park is managed appropriately and is capable of 
sustaining high nature and cultural values, as well as use by the community.   

 
2. The City of Cockburn Natural Area Management Strategy identifies Manning Park 

as a high priority reserve.  
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Reserves are prioritised to ensure that finances and resources are allocated in a 
manner that will provide the best outcomes for both the community and the 
natural environment. 

 

3. The Manning Park Master Plan identifies actions (24-26) to enhance and 
conserve the environmental values of Manning Park.  

Manning Park is managed in line with in the above mentioned plans and strategies 
with the aim of protecting and enhancing the natural values of the park.  
 
This includes the rehabilitation of degraded areas and investigation into the 
establishment of additional ecological linkages within and external to the park.  
 
Motion 3 Response  
The City does not support the construction of unsanctioned mountain bike trails.  
 
Riding bikes in the park is not illegal. Pages 11 and 12 of the Beeliar Regional Park 
Management Plan identifies Area 30 (upland areas of Manning Park) as suitable for 
nature trails, cycle tracks and through access ways. 

The community engagement group will be meeting again in early 2022 to finalise 
their report.  

The report will provide important insight that will help to advise Council in relation to 
the potential for the closure and rehabilitation of existing trails.   

Motion 4 – Response  
Should Council make a decision that supports the establishment of Manning Park as 
a mountain bike destination or venue, then appropriate investigations will be 
undertaken to assess the suitability and sustainability of such trails.   
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Environmental Responsibility 
A leader in environmental management that enhances and sustainably manages our 
local natural areas and resources. 
• Protection and enhancement of our natural areas, bushland, parks and open 
spaces. 
 
Community, Lifestyle & Security 
A vibrant healthy, safe, inclusive and connected community. 
• Accessible and inclusive community, recreation and cultural services and facilities 
that enrich our community. 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
This matter was the subject of a motion at the 1 February 2022 Annual General 
Meeting of Electors. 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.12 (2022/MINUTE NO 0033) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Reinstatement of On Lead Dog Beach at Ammunition Jetty 

Author G Bowman  

Attachments 1. Department of Local Government, Sports and Cultural 
Industries - Response ⇩   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council NOTES this report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 
 

Motion  
That the City of Cockburn Council REVOKES the decision made at the Council 
Meeting conducted on 10 September, 2020 in relation to item 17.1 (3)(a) and 
REINSTATES access to the beach, from the section from Ammunition Jetty 
(extending approximately 800 metres south), to the old fence line, which is 
approximately 100 metres north of the children’s Camp entrance to the beach, for 
dog walkers and their dogs, and designate the area as “dogs on leash only”. 
Including that: 
 
(1) dogs will not be permitted off leash on this beach and will not be permitted 

on, or within, the primary dune system, unless utilising designated signed 
official access points provided by the City of Cockburn, along the footpath 
that cut through the dunes to the beach;  
 

(2) this will allow the area to be returned to a safe “on leash” space for the 
community to utilise and enjoy; 
 

(3) it will also endorse the principal that dog owners who have their dogs “on 
leash” under their effective control are treated the same as walking along a 
footpath or park with their dog “on leash” and that they are equal to other 
members of the public and not treated as second class citizens; 
 

(4) geo fencing poles be erected in line with the old fence line, to monitor any 
infringement of dogs going further south past that point. 
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The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Background 

The issue of this portion of the beach has been a matter of contention since 
September 2020, when Council resolved (in part) to change the area previously 
dedicated as a ‘dog on-leash only’ beach to a ‘dog prohibited’ area. 
 
Some respondents cited that confusion was caused by the choices related to the 
proposal, which did not mention the possibility of prohibiting dogs from the beach 
altogether. 
 
The eventual change of the area to ‘dog prohibited’ was supported by the 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA), the Woodman 
Point Community Advisory Committee, and many community members, due to 
concerns for shore nesting birds that use areas of Woodman Point. 
 
Since September 2020, Council has had several opportunities to consider and 
revoke its previous decision.  
 
However, in 2021, three alternative on-leash beach proposals were approved, along 
with another option not to create an additional dog accessible area along the coast. 
 
Report 
 
Chelydra Point Beach  

At the February 2022 Ordinary Council meeting, Option A (approximately 200m of 
Chelydra Point Beach and up to 400m of the southern end of C.Y. O’Connor Beach) 
was approved to become an on-leash only dog beach. 
 
Since the February 2022 Council decision, the City now provides a dedicated dog on-
leash only beach effective from the 14 March 2022.  
 
Coastal Access by Dogs  

As a result of the February 2022 Council decision, the City now allows dogs at: 
 

• CY O-Connor (on and off-leash) - approximately 1.5km 

• Chelydra Point Beach (on-leash only) - approximately 600 metres 

• Jervoise Bay Beach (on and off-leash) - approximately 1.4km.  
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There is a small pocket of beach located at the Naval Base Shacks Reserve that also 
allows dogs on-leash by default, however this area is relatively small (75 metres) and 
accessible only by stairs. 
 
Accordingly, the only beach areas where dogs are not permitted (except for 
registered assistance dogs) are: 
 

• Ngarkal Beach - approximately 120 metres 

• Coogee Beach - approximately 1.8km 

• Woodman Point Beach - approximately 2.7km (includes approximately 600m of 
Wapet Groyne) 

 
Based on the above-estimated distances of available beach space, dogs can now 
access approximately 43% of the City’s available beaches. 
 
Accordingly, the City believes there is a good balance between current community 
desires for dog accessible beaches and where people can visit the beach without 
interacting with dogs either on or off-leash. 
 
Stakeholder Consultation  

The Woodman Point Regional Park area is managed by the Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA), the Department of Planning 
Lands and Heritage, and the Department of Local Government Sport and Cultural 
Industries as per the Woodman Point Regional Park Management Plan.  
 
Accordingly, approval by both of these departments should be provided before 
Council considers changing the designated dog prohibited areas. 
 
Department of Local Government, Sports and Cultural Industries 

Subsequent to this Notice of Motion, the City wrote to the Department of Local 
Government Sport and Cultural Industries (DLGSCI).   
 
Feedback from DLGSCI was sought, as they are a critical stakeholder in this item, 
due to the Recreational Camp located at Woodman Point Regional Park. 
 
DLGSCI response (Attachment 1) highlights their position had not changed since 
previous correspondence, and they do not support the creation of this proposed 
dog on-leash beach. 
 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions 

The City did not write to DBCA regarding this motion as previous communication 
from DBCA is clear that it does not support the creation of new dog accessible 
areas within the Woodman Point Regional Park. 
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Woodman Point Community Advisory Committee  

The City did not write to the Committee because of this motion due to a recent letter 
provided outlining the Committee’s position. In their previous letter, the WPCAC 
outlined they do not support any changes to the dog access within the Woodman 
Point Regional Park. 
 
In summary, it is very apparent the statutory authorities representing the WA 
Government are not supportive of the alternate Woodman Point proposal.  
 
Revocation Process  

Procedurally, for this previous Council decision to be revoked, as requested by the 
motion passed at the Annual Electors’ Meeting, the section of the Council decision 
which had the effect of prohibiting dogs from that part of the coastline needs to be 
revoked by Council before the motion carried at the Annual Electors’ Meeting being 
considered.  
 
The relevant statutory provisions are of the Local Government Act 1995 S 5.25(1)(e) 
and Regulation 10 of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996.  
 
In practice, this requires a Notice of Motion to be provided, signed by at least four 
Elected Members, proposing the following resolution: 
 

That Council revokes the following decision made at the Council Meeting 
conducted on 10 September 2020, in relation to Item 17.1 (Minute No 0198) 
“Adoption of the Animal Management and Exercise Plan 2020-25”: 
 
(3)(a) Woodman Point Beach, Coogee as a dogs prohibited area from south of 
the Ammunition Jetty (adjacent to John Graham Reserve) to where it 
intersects with the current dogs off-leash area. 

 
Such a Motion would require an Absolute Majority of the Council, that is six members 
to vote in favour of the revocation for it to take effect, otherwise, the motion will be 
declared lost. 
 
Should the revocation motion be passed (by an Absolute Majority of Council), the 
following motion will need to be considered by Council and passed, again by an 
Absolute Majority of Council, pursuant to the provisions of the Dog Act 1976, (Section 
31 (3A)); 
 

That Council provides 28 days public notice (as defined in Section 1.7 of the 
Local Government Act 1995) of its intention to allocate: 
 
1. Woodman Point Beach, Coogee as a dogs on leash only area from south of 
the Ammunition Jetty (adjacent to John Graham Reserve), extending 
approximately 800 metres to the south; and 
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2. Woodman Point Beach, Coogee as a dogs prohibited area 800 metres 
south of the Ammunition Jetty extending to where it intersects with the current 
dogs off leash area 

 
The matter can only be initiated per the statutory provisions, and therefore any Notice 
of Motion requires the signatures of four Elected Members to enable it to proceed.   
 
Dog Accessibility  
 

The overall accessible areas available to dog owners is almost unrestricted. Dogs 
under effective control are allowed within all public open spaces managed by the 
City, except for Coogee Beach Reserve and the dog prohibited beaches. 
 

Apart from these areas, dogs can access any other public open space within the City 
of Cockburn. 
 

In addition to the large land area, the City has, as a result of the Animal Management 
and Exercise Plan 2020–2025, created more timeshare areas where pet owners can 
take their dogs off-leash when sporting events are not underway. 
 

The City is one of only a handful of local governments that have created a specific 
plan to manage the growing needs for pet-owning residents and visitors within the 
City. 
 
Geo Tagging Technology  
 

The City has explored geo-fencing technology; however, at present, providers cannot 
reliably demonstrate the technology to a standard where the City considers it is 
prudent to invest in this technology. 
 

The City always looks to use technology where possible and will continue to monitor 
advances of geo-tagging and CCTV technology to monitor public open spaces where 
there are ongoing compliance issues identified. 
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 

Environmental Responsibility 
A leader in environmental management that enhances and sustainably manages our 
local natural areas and resources. 
• Protection and enhancement of our natural areas, bushland, parks and open 
spaces. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 

Allowing access to Woodman Point for dogs may trigger a referral to the Department 
of Agriculture, Water and the Environment for an Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC) Assessment. The initial assessment 
(application) fee is $6,577, and further assessment by the Department is based on a 
fee for service chargeable to the applicant.  
  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



OCM 10/03/2022   Item 13.12 

 

      

84 of 431      

Based on indicative figures provided by the Department in 2021 and the need to  
engage several consultants, a budget allocation of approximately $120,000 will be  
required to undertake the EPBC assessment process. 
  
Any change to the current scenario will also require replacement signage to be 
installed at the appropriate locations, with costs being allocated from the City’s 
Facilities Maintenance Budget. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
State Legislation: 

Sections 5.33, 5.25 (1) (e) and 1.7 of the Local Government Act 1995, Regulations 
10 and 3A of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996, and Section 
31 (3A) of the Dog Act 1976 refers. 

Commonwealth Legislation: 

Part 7 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 refers. 
 
Community Consultation 
 
This matter was the subject of a resolution carried at the Annual Electors’ Meeting 
conducted on 1 February 2022. 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
There is a “Low” level of “Compliance” risk and a “Substantial” level of 
“Brand/Reputation” risk associated with this item. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Management of some foreshore areas is a responsibility of local government. 

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



OCM 10/03/2022   Item 13.12 Attachment 1 

 

 

     

     85 of 431 

  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 13.12 Attachment 1   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

 

     

86 of 431      

  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



OCM 10/03/2022   Item 13.12 Attachment 1 

 

 

     

     87 of 431 

  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 13.12 Attachment 1   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

 

     

88 of 431      

 
 

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 13.13   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     89 of 431 

 

13.13 (2022/MINUTE NO 0034) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Resident Groups Draft Capital Budget Submissions 

Author(s) G Bowman and S Downing  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council:  

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors;  

(2) RECEIVES the report; and 

(3)    RECOMMENDS the request be consider as part of the FY24 Budget 
deliberations.  

  

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr L Kirkwood SECONDED Cr M Separovich 
That Council:  
 

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors;  
 

(2) RECEIVES the report; and 

 
(3) REQUIRES consultation with all Cockburn Resident Groups with feedback to be 

provided back to council by July 2022.  

CARRIED 9/0 

 
Reason for Decision 

We cannot keep rates low while also increasing expenditure. This motion was not put 
forward by all resident groups, some groups have expressed that they were only 
made aware of the motion after it was bought to Council and didn’t feel it was 
representative of their views. Some resident groups have concerns about increasing 
rates due to this consideration of expenditure. More consultation with all resident 
groups at the monthly CCDG meetings should be sought prior to any considerations 
for the upcoming budget. 
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Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion 
That the City of Cockburn Council ENDORSES that Resident Associations can 
submit up to five projects to a total value of $50,000 for consideration in the City’s 
2023-2024 Draft Capital Works Budget process. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Budget submissions from Residents Groups has been in place for three years with 
2021-2022 being the third year. The program is currently underway for financial year 
2022-2023. 
 
The following table demonstrates the program has been well received: 
 

Financial 
Year 

No of Residents 
Groups submitting 

Projects 

No. of Projects 
submitted 

Projects 
approved 

Funding Provided to 
undertake the 

projects 

2021-2022 18 44 14 $308,000 

2020-2021 13 31 20 $400,000 

2019-2020 15 53 21 $357,000 

 
All projects submitted by the Community Residents Groups are assessed using the 
following project criteria: 

• Maximum $30,000 per resident group 

• Maximum three projects per association 

• Projects must be in the following areas: 

o Playground Shade sails 

o Playground improvements (if additional equipment will require extensions to 

the play pit border and additional soft fall material you will need to consider 
this as part of your submission as it will impact the cost of the project) 

o New footpaths linking other footpaths 

o Verge/median landscaping 

o Small art projects (e.g. murals) 

o Other small community projects (e.g. parklets) 
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o Park Improvements: 

▪ Solar lighting along footpaths (consider length and proximity to adjacent 
houses) 

▪ Trees in parks 

▪ Barbecues (assess if there is a shelter, drinking fountain, seating, etc. 
already in the park as these are essential infrastructure to support a 
BBQ. If a park doesn’t have these elements then you will need to 
consider the cost of these items in your submission) 

▪ Shelter, Tables, Seating, bins (consider accessibility issues) 

▪ Exercise equipment 

▪ Half-Court Basketball Courts (consider park size and location on park) 

▪ Sporting infrastructure (liaise with the City prior to submission) 

▪ Park/Reserve signage (consider sign content and name of park). 

Projects meeting the criteria are approved and then go forward in the Draft Capital 
Works Budget for consideration by Council. 

Projects are not assessed for inclusion based on whether: 

• Projects exceed value or are too costly 

• Projects are already in the current or next year’s budget 

• Projects are not sufficiently developed to proceed at this stage. 

As noted in the table, projects costs are $300,000 to $400,000 per annum. If all 
projects were approved the cost would be projected at $630,000.  

To lift the maximum allocation to $50,000 per group would now lift the maximum 
spend to $1,050,000 based on 21 Residents Groups, an equivalent of approximately 
just below an additional 0.4 percent rate rise. 

However, the City acknowledges that there has been a recent and significant 
increase in the cost of materials, equipment and products and that the $30,000 
allocation should be increased in light of this to a reasonable amount.  

The City has also received feedback from some Residents Groups that the projects 
they wished to submit met other criteria except the $30K combined maximum value 
so they also support an increase in the allocation but do not support an increase in 
the number of projects.  

Another issue is the City not having sufficient existing staff resources to deliver an 
increased number of projects or works by the City.  

If consideration is given to moving the current upper limit of projects from 63 (being 
21 X 3 projects) to 105 (being 21 X 5), there would be a need to provide additional 
staff resources to manage this.  

Many of the projects are worthwhile and those that don’t make the approved list in 
the current financial year are encouraged to re-apply in the following year. 
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The City therefore acknowledges a 33 percent increase to a total combined value of 
$40,000 per Resident Association whilst maintaining the number of projects to three 
may be feasible. 
 

To lift the maximum allocation to $40,000 per group would now lift the maximum 
spend to $840,000 based on 21 Residents Groups. 
 

At this stage the current process works well with three projects and the increased 
dollar value ($40,000) per Resident Group will address the recent cost increases in  
materials and products. 
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 

Listening and Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 

If Council adopts the motion (based on $50,000 per project) or a variation (based on 
$40,000 per project), there will be a potential allocation of up to $1,050,000 or 
$840,000, not inclusive of any overhead costs, in managing the delivery of the 
program, in the draft Capital Works Budget for FY24 Resident Group submissions. 
 
Legal Implications 
 

N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 

N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 

This item carries a low reputational risk as it makes a commitment to invite Resident 
Group project submissions for a higher total financial value than in previous financial 
years for Council consideration in the draft FY24 budget process.  
 

The proposal from the Motion passed at the Annual Electors Meeting contains a 
reputational risk from not being able to complete the projects as promised. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 

The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 

Nil  
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13.14 (2022/MINUTE NO 0035) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Payment of Allowances to Elected Members whilst on Leave 
of Absence 

Author E Milne  

Attachments 1. Extract - Elected Members Entitlements - Allowances and 
Reimbursements Policy ⇩  

2. Policy - Elected Members Leave of Absence ⇩   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors;  

(2) RECEIVES the report; and 

(3) through the Delegated Authority and Policies (DAP) Committee, REVIEWS the 
“Elected Members Leave of Absence” Policy by considering the statutory 
implications of withholding payment of meeting allowances to Elected Members 
for any period of Leave of Absence approved by Council.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     

Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That the City of Cockburn Council AMENDS the “Elected Members Entitlements – 
Allowances and Reimbursements Policy” of 9 September 2021, Policy Statement, 
(9) Policy Administration, 2, Payment of Fees/Allowances (on Page 6) by 
INSERTING the following sub clause: 
 
(f) If an Elected Member is granted Leave of Absence by Council for any reason, 

then all relevant allowances will automatically be suspended for the period of 
leave granted. 

 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
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Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Section 5.98 of the Local Government Act, 1995 (the Act) provides for Council to pay 
all Elected Members fees and allowances associated with their Council related role.  
 
This includes meeting attendance fees for all members and a separate allowance for 
the Mayor and Deputy Mayor, in recognition of the additional associated functions 
performed by those roles.  
 
The City’s Policy “Elected Members Entitlements – Allowances & Reimbursements” 
provides for the following allowances to be paid to members: 
 

• Mayoral Allowance  

• Deputy Mayoral Allowance (Section 5.98A) 

• Annual Meeting Attendance Allowance (Mayor and councillors) 
 

The Meeting Attendance Allowance payment is set by the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal (SAT) under Section 7B of the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975 and can 
be paid on either a “per meeting” basis, or an annual basis, in lieu, pursuant to 
Section 5.99A of the Act. 
 
Council’s Policy also states the maximum amount prescribed by SAT determination 
will be paid to Members for all allowances.  
 
However, this requires an Absolute Majority decision of Council and is therefore 
reviewed immediately following the elections every two years.  
 
Council’s Policy also provides that all such allowances will be paid monthly in arrears, 
calculated from the beginning of each electoral cycle (ie: third Saturday in October 
biennially). 
 
Section 2.25 (1) of the Act provides for Council to grant a leave of absence to Elected 
Members and Section 2.25 (2) restricts the Council’s capacity to grant leave to a 
maximum period encompassing six Ordinary Council Meetings, unless otherwise by 
Ministerial approval. 
 
Over the past three years Council has granted the maximum leave permitted to 
members on three occasions.  
 
As referred to in the Motion passed at the Electors’ Meeting, there is some concern in 
the community that some Councillors appear to be utilising this provision in the Act to 
take extended personal leave and are therefore not available to assist electors during 
this period of leave.  
 

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 13.14   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     95 of 431 

On the basis that the City’s Allowances Policy provides for monthly payment of the 
allowance entitlements, there is some scope for Council to reconsider its Policy on 
“Elected Members Leave of Absence” and the potential to include an expectation that 
members seeking any extended period of Council approved Leave of Absence 
beyond three months would not be expected to receive the relevant allowance.  
 
Any relevant Policy amendment should consider the inclusion of an expectation that 
members will acknowledge that taking Council approved periods of absence from 
their civic responsibilities effectively removes them temporarily from the role for which 
they were elected and that the ratepayers of the City should not be expected to pay 
for such periods of absence.  
 
Accordingly, it is recommended that Council accepts that the granting of long term 
paid absences for Members is seen as an undesirable use of public funds, which 
requires some affirmative action to address in the future.  
 
The City will consider the receipt of legal advice on the matter and make 
recommendations based on clarifying the impacts of any Policy changes.     
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
The adopted Municipal Budget contains funding to provide the maximum allowances 
approved by Council to be paid to all members monthly. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
Given the statutory provisions (Section 5.99A of the Act) which allow Council to pay 
Meeting allowances on an annual basis (in lieu of a per meeting amount), it is 
recommended that further advice be considered and  provided to Council for 
determination, through the DAP Committee.  
 
Consequently, it should be acknowledged that paying the meeting allowances for 
extended periods of absence may raise community concern and there should be 
some proactivity demonstrated by Council to address the issue.  
 
A policy position provides a clear demonstration of Council’s expectation that its 
members will take their basic responsibilities seriously when considering applying for 
an extended period of leave from attending to their duties. 
 
In addition, Sections 2.25 (1) and (2), 5.98, 5.98A of the Local Government Act 1995 
and Section 7B of the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975 refer   
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Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
There is a “Moderate” level of assessed “Financial Impact” Risk associated with this 
item, based on the Municipal Budget including the total amount of allowances to be 
routinely paid to members each month. 
 
There is a “Moderate” level of assessed “Brand / Reputation” Risk associated with 
this item, given that the issue has been recently the subject of print media reports 
and public concern. 
 
There is a “Moderate” level of assessed “Compliance” Risk associated with this item, 
given that any recommendation is to be based statutory compliance and legal advice 
received. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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13.15 (2022/MINUTE NO 0036) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Motions Dealt Separately 

Author E Milne  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; 

(2) RECEIVES the Report; and  

(3) NOTES that the statutory procedure for the consideration by Council of 
decisions made at an Electors’ Meeting is specified in Section 5.33 (2) of the 
Local Government Act 1995.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That each motion brought forward from an Electors’ Meeting must be dealt with 
separately and ‘noted’ is not an accepted answer from Council. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Section 5.33 (1) of the Local Government Act 1995 (the Act) prescribes that all 
decisions made at an Electors’ Meeting are to be considered by Council at either: 
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1. The next Ordinary Council Meeting (OCM) 
2. The first OCM after that Meeting 
3. A Special Council Meeting called for that purpose. 

 
Section 5.33 (2) of the Act requires Council decisions made in response to motions 
passed at Electors’ Meetings are to record the reasons for the Council decision in the 
Minutes of the relevant Council Meeting.  
 
Accordingly, City Officers are responsible for preparing relevant reports in a timely 
manner to comply with the statutory requirements referred to above.  
 
These are subsequently submitted as separate Officer Reports in accordance with 
the related subject matters of the Motions passed at the Electors Meeting. 
 
The reports follow the same format as others submitted on the Agenda of the 
relevant OCM, including a recommendation, however, there may be occasions when 
a recommendation is simply to “Note” or “Receive” the information.  
 
On these occasions, there may not be an actionable outcome as an outcome of the 
report, hence it is appropriate that the information be simply noted. 
 
In this instance, there is no specific action which can be recommended for actioning 
by the City as the legislative imperative overrules any other preference which may be 
considered more appropriate or acceptable to the community. 
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A  
 
Legal Implications 
 
Sections 5.33 (1) and (2) of the Local Government Act 1995 refers 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
1. There is a “Low” level of assessed “Brand/Reputation” Risk associated with this 

item, which may be forthcoming as a result of dissatisfaction with the 
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recommendation from a small sector of the community (ie: attendees at Electors’ 
Meetings). 
 

2. There is a “Low” level of assessed “Compliance” Risk associated with this item, 
as the procedure for dealing with motions passed at Electors Meetings is 
regulated by statute, as noted above.  

 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.16 (2022/MINUTE NO 0037) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Ward System 

Author(s) E Milne  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; 

(2) NOTES that the statutory review for the Ward Boundaries and Councillor 
Representation for the City of Cockburn is required to be undertaken and 
submitted to the Local Government Advisory Board by no later than 31 March 
2025; 

(3) COMMITS to considering all options, including the abolition of the Ward System, 
and adopting a whole of district representation model, at the time of the next 
review.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 
     

 

Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That City of Cockburn Council REMOVE the ward system for representation of 
residents, but used for title purposes, that each Elected Member represents residents 
of Cockburn as a whole community. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
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Report 
 
Section 2.2 (1) (c) and Schedule 2.2 (6) of the Local Government Act 1995 specifies 
that local governments which operate under a ward system of representation are 
required to review their systems at least every eight years.  
 
The most recent review of the City’s Ward Boundaries and Member Representation 
was adopted by Council in February 2017 and was operative in time for the elections 
held in October 2017.  
 
In accordance with the legislative requirements, a formal review of the current system 
must be undertaken and submitted for Council consideration no later than February 
2025. 
 
One of the primary drivers of any review where wards are in place is that the 
representation numbers (of Councillors) for each ward are equally proportionate to 
elector numbers for each ward.  
 
Where there is a percentage deviation of plus or minus 10 percent at any time, this 
triggers the need for a formal review to take place. 
 
At the most recent elections held in October 2021, the respective ward elector 
numbers, as confirmed by the WA Electoral Commission, were as follows: 
 
West Ward – 26,069   (33.17%) 
Central Ward – 25,618        (32.60%) 
East Ward – 26,900   (34.23%) 
 
Total district electors – 78,587  (100.00%) 
 
Each ward currently has three councillor representatives, plus the Mayor, who is 
elected by all electors. 
 
The ward figures above confirm the number of electors is broadly consistent across 
the three wards and there is a variation of less than 1 percent in each ward, with the 
median average number of 26,196 (total number of electors (78,587) divided by three 
wards.  
 
Given these figures are not likely to vary significantly prior to the next elections in 
October 2023, it is recommended that any review of the system of representation not 
be undertaken until 2024, in preparation for the 2025 elections. 
 
Local Government Reform - Implications 
 
Under the current Local Government Reform proposals for stronger local democracy 
and community engagement, there is a recommendation that wards are abolished for 
small local governments.  
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There are no implications for Tiers 1 and 2 local governments in the proposed 
reforms. 

 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
An independent Consultant will be appointed to undertake the statutory review, an 
amount of circa $30,000 will be required to be included in the FY25 Municipal budget. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
Section 2.2 (1) (c) and Schedule 2.2 of the Local Government Act 1995 refer 
 
Community Consultation 
 
As a statutory requirement, public notice advising of the formal review of the Ward 
Boundaries and Elected Member Representation, calling for submissions, will be 
undertaken as part of the review process  
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
1. There is a “Moderate” level of assessed “Brand/Reputation” Risk associated with 

this item, in the event of potential community pressure to adopt one model over 
another. 

 
2. There is a “Low” level of “Compliance” Risk associated with this item, in the event 

of the statutory timeframe for the review being overlooked as a result of the Local 
Government Advisory Board not informing the City of the associated statutory 
requirements. 

 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.1
7 

(2022/MINUTE NO 0038) Annual General Meeting of Electors - 

Motion - Refusal of Requests 

Author E Milne  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; 

(2) RECEIVES the Report; and 

(3) NOTES the information provided in relation to public access to information 
records held by the City of Cockburn.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOULY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That any refusal by an Executive of Council for requests for information from electors 
is to be advised to Council and noted in the next meeting minutes. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
The right to public access of information held by local governments in this State is 
governed by the Local Government Act 1995 (Act) and the Freedom of Information 
Act 1992. 
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Section 5.94 of the Act and Regulation 29 of the Local Government (Administration) 
Regulations 1996 (the Regulations) provides an extensive list of information held by 
local governments which must be provided for public inspection upon request.  
 
Section 5.95 and Regulation 29A limits the right of public access to some information 
in certain circumstances, mainly where the information is classified as confidential.  
 
The limitations of public access to confidential information discussed behind closed 
doors at a Council Meeting can be removed by Council resolution, and such 
information can then be made available for public access from that time.  
 
There is a specific limitation on the provision of any rate record or electoral roll 
information, unless approved otherwise by the Chief Executive Officer, in specific 
circumstances.  
 
Furthermore, access to any information and record held by a local government is 
subject to application pursuant to the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act, 
1992. 
 
This is a separate statutory procedure and applications are directed and processed 
through the City’s appointed Freedom of Information (FOI) Officer.   
 
Matters which are the subject of FOI requests are not subject to Council 
consideration. 
   
Given the extensive statutory provisions available for information, documents and 
other records held by local governments, to be accessed by the public, it is not 
considered necessary for requests which have been specifically refused by an 
Executive member of the City, under the relevant statutory provisions, to be reported 
to Council for the purpose of noting in the Minutes of the Meeting. 
 
In summary the proposed process is inconsistent with the existing detailed legislative 
and statutory requirements including rights of appeal through the FOI Commissioner.  
 
Further it is noted that the proponents of the motion have failed to identify any 
failures, breaches in inappropriate behaviour or actions to justify moving outside of 
the WA Government’s mandated statutory processes, meaning any new conditions 
and requirements would place additional costs and resources without any apparent 
driver or benefit.   
 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
N/A 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
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Legal Implications 
 
Sections 5.94 and 5.95 of the Local Government Act 1995, Regulations 29 and 29A 
of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996 and the Freedom of 
Information Act 1992 refer. 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
There is a “Moderate” level of assessed “Brand/Reputation” Risk associated with this 
item, with possible complaints received from the public in relation to requests for 
information being denied 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the motion at the Electors Meeting on the proposal has been advised 
that this matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council Meeting. 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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13.18 (2022/MINUTE NO 0039) Annual General Meeting of Electors - 

Motion - Documents Withheld 

Author E Milne  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council:  

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and 

(2) RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

   
 

Background 

At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  
That: 

(1) no document will be withheld from the electors unless specifically prescribed 
and approved by Council, at a general meeting of Council, 

 
(2) no contracts or contracts that are badged as "Commercial in Confidence" will be 

accepted without that specific approval. 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995 

Submission 

N/A 

Report 

As mentioned in the previous report related to the refusal of requests for information 
held by the City to be reported to Council for noting in the Minutes of a Council 
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Meeting, the statutory provisions for the release of information held by the City is 
bound by the relevant provisions of the Local Government Act 1995 (the Act). 
 
This report addresses the more specific motion carried at the Electors Meeting 
related the release of documents and Contracts to electors. 
 
The Motion seeks to have a Meeting of Council specify and approve whether any 
document (including Contracts) of the City can be withheld from being provided to the 
public and that all documents and Contracts held as City records should be made 
available to public, until Council resolves otherwise.  
 
Section 5.96 (6) of the Act and Regulation 29A of the Regulations limits the rights of 
public access to confidential information held by the City.  
 
However, this limitation may be removed by Council decision to make that 
information available for public access, as provided by Section 5.96 (7) of the Act.  
 
From a statutory perspective, Section 5.96 (7) of the Act stipulates it is only possible 
for Council to approve public access to confidential information provided to it, for the 
purposes of considering a matter at a Council Meeting.  
 
Confidential information is prescribed under Regulation 29A as being: 
 

• information that would reveal a decision of the City in relation to the sale or 
purchase price of land to or by the City, subject to the sale or purchase 
proceeding or not taking place 

• information which deals with anything which is subject to Council consideration 
behind closed doors. 

 
Matters which may be considered by Council behind closed doors are specified at 
5.23 of the Act and include “a contract entered into, or which may be entered into, by 
the local government and which relates to a matter to be discussed at a Meeting” 
(Section 5.23 (2) (c).  
 
Accordingly, it is not appropriate for Council to consider whether information should 
be deemed confidential or not prior to it being provided to Council for consideration 
in an officer Report.  
 
This is a function of the Chief Executive (CEO), as specified in Section 5.41 (b) of the 
Act which states, as follows: 
 

“The CEO’s functions are to: 
 

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

 
Accordingly, it is clearly a task of the administration (under the direction of the CEO) 
to provide information that is required for Council determination (including information 
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deemed confidential) to Council Members in advance of any Council Meeting taking 
place.  
 
Therefore, any confidential documentation must be withheld from public access 
pending consideration of whether such information should be made available for the 
public to access and a Council decision is carried to that effect.  
 
Therefore, it is not possible for documents (including Contracts) held by the City and 
deemed confidential by the CEO, to be released for public access until so resolved 
by Council resolution. 

 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 

Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 

 

Budget/Financial Implications 

N/A 

Legal Implications 

Sections 5.23 (2) (c), 5.41 (b), 5.95 (6) and (7) of the Local Government Act 1995 
(the Act) and Regulation 29A of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 
1996 (the Regulations) refer. 

Community Consultation 

N/A 

Risk Management Implications 

There is a “Moderate” level of assessed “Compliance” risk associated with this matter 
should statutory provisions not be adhered with. 

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 

The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Ac, 1995 

Nil  
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13.19 (2022/MINUTE NO 0040) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Local Government Act Review 

Author E Milne  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the Motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; 

(2) NOTES that Council considered this matter at the Ordinary Council Meeting in 
December 2021, adopting Minute Number 0249; and 

(3) NOTES the information which confirms the schedule for the lodging of 
submissions to the WA Local Government Association (WALGA) in relation to 
the proposed reform of the Local Government Act 1995 precludes any further 
public comment from being considered.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

RRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
 

Background 

At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present. 

Motion 

That electors require any law reform submission on the Local Government Act, is to 
be made public and advertised for public comment prior to any submissions being 
made. 

The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 

Submission 

N/A 
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Report 

The State Government (through the Minister for Local Government) is pursuing a 
rewrite of the Local Government Act 1995. 
 
In November 2021 the Minister released a paper of proposed reforms to the 
legislation for public consultation. 

It is noted this consultation undertaken by the Minister occurred primarily over the 
Christmas and New Year period, which is generally not considered good practice.  
 
Further, given the significance of the proposed reforms the total comment period was 
relatively short.  
 
On behalf of the sector, WALGA prepared a summary of the proposed reforms, 
together with its advice and recommendations on the proposals, seeking feedback 
from individual local governments by 28 January 2022.  
 
In December 2021, the Government confirmed the comment period was extended to 
25 February 2022.  
 
As the City of Cockburn does not meet in January, the WALGA paper and 
recommendations were presented to the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 9 
December 2021, at which Council adopted the WALGA Advocacy Position and 
Recommendations, subject to seeking further clarification on a matter related to 
“Recording and Live Streaming of all Council Meetings”, as shown in the attachment. 

This Council decision has been forwarded to WALGA, where the matter has since 
been considered at all WALGA Zone Meetings and at a Special Meeting of the 
WALGA State Council to endorse a final submission, which was presented to the 
State Government in late February 2022. 
 
Accordingly, the capacity for the Council’s submission, which largely supports the 
WALGA recommendations, to be advertised for public comment, is not possible, due 
to strict timeframes associated with the process, as imposed by the State 
Government, now having passed. 
 
It is also noted that members of the public and any group is able to submit their 
submissions directly to the Minister as part of this process. 

 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 

Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 

N/A 

Legal Implications 

There has been no advise provided by the Government as to the likely timeframe the 
Bill will be drafted or put through Parliament, or as to when the effects (Reforms) are 
scheduled to take effect. 

Community Consultation 

The process has been advertised for public comment through the State Government 
(Department of Local Government) from 10 November 2021, closing on 25 February 
2022.  
 
The closing date was extended on 23 November 2021 from the original closing date 
of 12 January 2022. 

Risk Management Implications 

There is a “Moderate” level of “Brand/Reputation” Risk associated with this item, as 
the level and impact of the proposed reforms will not be fully comprehended until the 
new legislation has been passed and becomes operational. 

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 

The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting. 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995 

Nil  
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13.20 (2022/MINUTE NO 0041) Annual General Meeting of Electors – 

Motion – Total Employee Cost Review 

Author J Iles  

Attachments 1. Seven Year Comparison of Key Metrics for Motion Group of 
Local Governments ⇩   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

1. NOTES the motion carried at the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of 
Electors; and 

2. RECEIVES the report.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 1 February 2022 Annual General Meeting of Electors, the following Motion was 
put forward and carried by Electors present: 

Motion  

That the City of Cockburn Council REQUIRES that a review be conducted, and a 
report be prepared for the July Ordinary Council Meeting, 2022 on the City’s 
current total employee cost base, with particular reference to the following: 
 

(i) Comparisons with Joondalup, Melville, Gosnells, Stirling, and Wanneroo 
Local Government areas in total costs and with regards to population, 
 

(ii) Employee costs versus materials and contracts costs, 
 

(iii) The proposed Budget for employee costs for 2022-2023 and 2023-2024 
Financial Years, 
 

(iv) Recommendations moving forward to achieve a more efficient delivery of 
services. 
 

 
The statutory requirement for Motions carried at Electors’ Meetings is for them to be 
formally considered by Council, pursuant to Section 5.33 of the Local Government 
Act 1995. 
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Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Motion – Recommendation 1 
 
The motion passed at the Annual Electors Meeting requires: 
 

Comparisons with Joondalup, Melville, Gosnells, Stirling, and Wanneroo Local 
Government areas in total costs and with regards to population 

 
Firstly, it is noted that metric comparison by population is not an accepted or effective 
tool.  
 
Population ignores the reality of local governments such as Cockburn, which have a 
large non-residential rate base (noting the City’s significant commercial areas such 
as the Australian Maritime Complex, Henderson, Bibra Lake).   
 
These areas all require extensive asset provision and services.  
 
Secondly, it fails to acknowledge diversity of households and the number of residents 
per household.  
 
The general accepted metric is average rates per dwelling which provides an 
effective and accurate metric between household impacts of local government 
charges.  
 
Notwithstanding these key points, the analysis has been provided below. 
 
The first part is a comparison of payroll costs over the last seven years to key metrics 
including payroll to rates, payroll to total revenue and payroll to total operating 
expenditure.  
 
The information is sourced from Council adopted budgets 2015-16 to 2021-22 (seven 
budget years).  
 
The comparison group has been expanded and includes growth Councils (Cockburn, 
Kwinana, Rockingham, Swan, Gosnells, and Wanneroo).  
 
It further compares with Councils in the South West Group (Cockburn, Melville, 
Fremantle, Kwinana, and Rockingham – this is the normal comparison group for 
Cockburn). As the motion requested, Joondalup and Stirling have been added to the 
broader group below. 
 
A further comparison has been provided in the table below of operating surpluses or 
deficits (that is total operating revenue less total operating expenditure).  
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This is an important metric as it allows for cash backing depreciation which funds 
capital expenditure on assets. 
 
As noted below Cockburn compares favourably with the other local governments in 
the group as follows: 
 

Ratio Ranking in 13 LGA 
Group 

Ranking in Motion 
Group 

Payroll to Rates 2 2 

Payroll to Total Revenue 5 3 

Payroll to Total Expenditure 7 3 

Operating Surplus or (Deficit) 2 1 
Table 1 – Cockburn’s rankings on a range of ratios 
 
Table 2 below contains a detailed Council by Council analysis to support Table 1.  
 
A detailed Council by Council report for the seven years is attached to this report. 
 
Council Payroll 

to Rates 
% 

Rank Payroll to 
Total 

Revenue 
% 

Rank Payroll to 
Total 

Expenditure 
% 

Rank Operating 
Surplus or 

(Deficit) 

Rank 

Cockburn 56.86% 2 40.07% 5 40.85% 7 $3,028,491 2 

Melville 57.30% 3 44.12% 9 43.95% 9 -$453,929 3 

Fremantle 78.51% 13 50.99% 13 47.71% 13 -$5,352,069 5 

Kwinana 65.38% 7 43.59% 7 37.26% 5 -$10,862,952 10 

Rockingham 67.64% 9 41.07% 6 33.50% 1 -$35,278,288 13 

Canning 77.93% 11 46.51% 11 45.54% 11 -$2,649,459 4 

Armadale 58.90% 4 37.87% 2 35.20% 3 -$8,724,000 7 

Perth 78.27% 12 39.51% 4 37.79% 6 -$8,912,386 8 

Swan 63.30% 5 44.87% 10 47.54% 12 $10,901,550 1 

Joondalup 65.72% 8 43.98% 8 41.01% 8 -$10,903,866 12 

Gosnells 71.59% 10 48.85% 12 44.41% 10 -$10,544,552 9 

Stirling 64.37% 6 37.75% 1 35.40% 2 -$16,377,397 11 

Wanneroo 54.60% 1 38.07% 3 36.64% 4 -$7,886,833 6 

         

Average 64.91%  41.96%  39.80%  -$8,001,207  

Table 2 – Comparison Payroll to Rates, Total Revenue & Total Expenditure and Operating Surplus or 
Deficit for Growth Councils and South West Growth Councils 
 

As can be seen, Cockburn compares favourably with all other Local Governments. 
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In Table 3, a comparison of Council’s spending on items classified under Materials 
and Contracts in comparison with other local governments. 
 

Council Material & Contracts Expenditure (MC) % MC to Total 
Expenditure 

Cockburn $38,067,853 24.3% 

Melville $33,324,216 27.9% 

Fremantle $27,799,573 33.4% 

Kwinana $26,127,651 34.9% 

Rockingham $52,218,384 27.3% 

Canning $37,696,972 29.8% 

Armadale $46,401,900 37.5% 

Perth $57,882,406 28.4% 

Swan $38,111,890 20.8% 

Joondalup $55,194,834 34.2% 

Gosnells $30,941,005 26.7% 

Stirling $98,166,960 37.3% 

Wanneroo $73,738,173 35.0%    

Average % of the 13 Councils 30.6% 
Table 3 – Comparison of material and contracts expenditure to Total Expenditure 

 
As noted in Table 3, Cockburn has a low ratio of expenditure for materials and 
contracts as a total of operating expenditure.  
 
One reason for this is that Cockburn does not outsource large service delivery 
functions such as the Cockburn ARC.  
 
Council deliberately resolved to keep the management and operations of the largest 
service internal rather than outsource.  
 
Other Councils have chosen to outsource. 
 
The final part of the Part 1 was to compare populations of the six named Councils. 
Table 4 below lists current population and the growth of each Council in population 
terms over the period 2015/16 to 2021/22 (as forecast).  
 
Cockburn is growing at the same speed as Wanneroo and Gosnells, with Stirling and 
Joondalup having low population growth.  
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This statistic is important in that growth adds pressure to current services and assets. 
 

Council Population Growth % 

Cockburn 121,326 12.03% 

Joondalup 163,567 1.60% 

Melville 110,657 8.08% 

Wanneroo 219,788 12.84% 

Gosnells 138,147 13.12% 

Stirling 225,000 2.20% 
Table 4 – Population growth of Local Governments 2015-16 to 2021-22 
 
 

As part of the motion, there was a request to review total costs to population.  
 
In Table 5 below, the data has been reviewed using a metric of comparing total 
revenue to total Payroll & Material and Contracts as a percentage.  
 
It is noted that Cockburn had higher revenues than other councils in the Motion 
Group it also had higher costs, all on a per capita basis.  
 
However, when compared with other councils, the City had the lowest percentage 
spend on payroll and materials & contracts. 
 

Council Population Total Rev 
per Capita 

Payroll & Materials 
& Contracts (M&C) 

per Capita 

% of Total. 
Revenue to Pay 

& M&C 

Cockburn 121,326 $1,318 $1,293 64% 

Melville 110,657 $1,077 $1,081 72% 

Joondalup 163,567 $920 $987 81% 

Gosnells 138,147 $763 $839 78% 

Stirling 225,000 $1,096 $1,169 78% 

Wanneroo 219,788 $921 $957 74% 
Table 5 – Total revenue to payroll and materials & contracts on a per capita basis 
 
Motion – Recommendation 2 
 
The second part of the motion is to look at “Employee costs versus materials and 
contracts costs”. 
 
Table six below aggregates Payroll and Material and Contracts and then compares it 
as a percentage of the total operating revenue (revenue) for each local government. 
 
It is clear some Councils insource service delivery and others outsource, yet the 
majority of the Councils in the comparison table provide similar or same services to 
its residents and ratepayers.  
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The combination of the two expenditure functions provides a truer comparison when 
compared with the operating revenue used to fund the services (not just rates). 
 
As noted in Table 6, Cockburn is the highest-ranking service when payroll and 
materials and contracts are aggregated. 
 
 

Council Revenue Payroll Materials & 
Contracts 

(M&C) 

Total Payroll 
& M&C 

% of 
Revenue 

Rank 

Cockburn $159,958,986 $64,100,946 $38,067,853 $102,168,799 63.9% 1 

Melville $119,190,268 $52,587,207 $33,324,216 $85,911,423 72.1% 4 

Fremantle $77,761,075 $39,649,332 $27,799,573 $67,448,905 86.7% 12 

Kwinana $63,985,739 $27,892,254 $26,127,651 $54,019,905 84.4% 11 

Rockingham $156,167,706 $64,133,992 $52,218,384 $116,352,376 74.5% 5 

Canning $123,936,334 $57,646,788 $37,696,972 $95,343,760 76.9% 6 

Armadale $114,879,500 $43,509,300 $46,401,900 $89,911,200 78.3% 9 

Perth $194,765,672 $76,960,603 $57,882,406 $134,843,009 69.2% 3 

Swan $193,724,440 $86,917,370 $38,111,890 $125,029,260 64.5% 2 

Joondalup $150,487,601 $66,183,322 $55,194,834 $121,378,156 80.7% 10 

Gosnells $105,382,656 $51,483,433 $30,941,005 $82,424,438 78.2% 8 

Stirling $246,565,378 $93,077,383 $98,166,960 $191,244,343 77.6% 7 

Wanneroo $202,511,857 $77,092,475 $73,738,173 $150,830,648 74.5% 5 
   

    
 

  

Average % of the 13 Councils    74.2%   

Table 6 – Comparison of payroll and materials & contracts to revenue 

 
Motion – Recommendation 3 
 
The budget for 2022-2023 is currently being prepared by the City for Council’s 
consideration. At this stage in the preparation cycle, the budget has not been 
completed. 
 
Motion – Recommendation 4  
 
The City is constantly looking at continuous improvements for efficient delivery of 
services as a means for keeping rates low.  
 
In summary, Cockburn compares favourably with other local governments in the 
Growth Council group, South West Group and Other Groups. 
 
It is noted the simplistic metrics around employee numbers or costs fail to understand 
contemporary business practice and management techniques, especially in light of 
the need of an organisation to focus on its operating costs which are a function of 
total expenditure as opposed to employee costs.  
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A simplistic approach as proposed by the motions would potentially see the City 
outsource functions such as the ARC and Henderson Waste Recovery Park and 
Waste Collection Services for example and pay a higher overall cost – all just to 
achieve an employee metric target.  
 
Notwithstanding these considerations, the evidence provided in this report clearly 
demonstrates that the City of Cockburn compares extremely favourably to the 
suggested benchmark local governments. 
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
This is an information only report in response to a Motion passed at the Annual 
Electors Meeting. As such there is no risk to the Council with the provision of the 
information. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The mover of the Motion at the Annual General Meeting of Electors has been 
informed that the matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting 

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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14. Built and Natural Environment 

Nil  
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15. Finance 

 

15.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0042) Payments Made from Municipal Fund and 

Local Procurement Summary - January 2022 

Author S Downing  

Attachments 1. Monthly Payments Report January 2022 ⇩  
2. Corporate Credit Cards Expenditure Summary - December 

2021 ⇩   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council RECEIVES the list of payments made from the Municipal Fund during 
the month of January 2022, as attached to the Agenda.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     

Background 
 
Council has delegated its power to make payments from the Municipal or Trust fund 
to the Chief Executive Officer and other sub-delegates under Delegated Authority 
‘Local Government Act 1995 - Payment from Municipal and Trust Funds’.  
 

Regulation 13(1) of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 
requires a list of accounts paid under this delegation to be prepared and presented to 
Council each month. 
 

It should be noted that the City no longer holds any funds within the Trust fund, 
following legislative amendments requiring public open space (POS) cash in lieu 
contributions to now be held in Municipal reserves.  
 
Submission 
 

N/A 
 
Report 
 

A listing of payments made from the City’s Municipal bank account totalling $17.35 
million is attached to the agenda for review.  
 

This comprises: 

• EFT payments (suppliers and sundry creditors) - $14.09 million (674 payments). 

• Payroll payments - $3.18 million (2 fortnights). 

• Corporate credit cards – total of $72,808 (69 cards); and 

• Bank and credit card merchant fees - $5,922. 
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The City processes two payment runs each month to ensure its trade suppliers are 
paid on a timelier basis, particularly local and small businesses.  
 
Also attached is a summary of credit card spending for the month of December, 
summarised by cardholder.  
 
There were no transactions on the CEO’s credit card for the month.  
 
Local Procurement 
 
Monthly statistics on local and regional procurements are summarised below, 
showing percentage of dollars committed ($) and percentage of purchase orders (%):  
 

 
 
The following one year rolling chart to January 2022 tracks the City’s procurement 
spend with businesses located within Cockburn and the South West Group (SWG) 
region.  
 
The rolling 12 month cumulative regional spend was $53.2 million, representing 
46.6% of the City’s spend, with $36.5 million or 32.0% within Cockburn: 
 

 
 
These results track the City’s performance in achieving Council’s “local and regional 
economy” principle contained within its Procurement Policy (i.e. a buy local 
procurement preference). 
 
 

  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 15.1   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     127 of 431 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Local Economy 
A sustainable and diverse local economy that attracts increased investment and 
provides local employment 

• Thriving local commercial centres, local businesses and tourism industry. 
 
Listening and Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation 

• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money 

• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences. 

 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
All payments made have been provided for within the City’s Annual Budget, as 
adopted and amended by Council.  
 
Legal Implications 
 
This item ensures compliance with s6.10(d) of the Local Government Act 1995 and 
Regulations 12 and 13 of the Local Government (Financial Management) 
Regulations 1996. 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
Council is receiving the list of payments already made by the City under delegation in 
meeting its contractual obligations.  
 
This is a statutory requirement and allows Council to review and clarify any payment 
that has been made. 
 
Advice to Proponents/Submitters 
 
N/A 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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 (2022/MINUTE NO 0043) Extension of Time 

Council Decision 
MOVED Deputy Mayor Widenbar SECONDED Cr M Separovich 
 
That Council pursuant to Clause 4.13 of Standing Orders Local Law 2016, extend 
time for up to one hour, the time being 8.56pm, to enable the business of the 
meeting which remains unresolved to be considered. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0  

 
 

15.2 (2022/MINUTE NO 0044) Monthly Financial Reports - January 

2022 

Author S Downing  

Attachments 1. Monthly Financial Report January 2022 ⇩   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) ADOPTS the Monthly Financial Reports containing the Statements of Financial 
Activity and other financial information for the month of January 2022, as 
attached to the Agenda; and 

(2) AMENDS the FY22 Municipal Budget as detailed in the Monthly Financial 
Reports and summarised below: 

Nature 
Amount  

$ 
Budget Surplus 

Impact 

Operating Expenses  44,475 Decrease 

Capital Expenses (153,000) Increase 

Transfer from Reserves 163,000 Increase 

Net Budget Surplus impact 54,475 Increase 

 

TO BE CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr C Stone SECONDED Deputy Mayor T Widenbar 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 9/0 
     

 

 

Background 
 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 prescribe that a Local 
Government is to prepare each month a Statement of Financial Activity.  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



OCM 10/03/2022   Item 15.2 

 

      

148 of 431      

Regulation 34(2) requires the Statement of Financial Activity to be accompanied by 
documents containing: 

 
1. Details of the composition of the closing net current assets (less restricted and 

committed assets); 
2. Explanation for each material variance identified between YTD budgets and 

actuals; and 
3. Any other supporting information considered relevant by the Local Government. 
 
Regulation 34(4)(a) prescribes that the Statement of Financial Activity and 
accompanying documents be presented to Council within two months after the end of 
the month to which the statement relates. 
 
The regulations require the information reported in the statement to be shown either 
by nature or type, statutory program, or business unit.   
 
The City has chosen to report the information according to nature or type and its 
organisational business structure. 

 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 - Regulation 34 (5) 
states “Each financial year, a Local Government is to adopt a percentage or value, 
calculated in accordance with the Australian Accounting Standards, to be used in 
statements of financial activity for reporting material variances.” 

 
This regulation requires Council to annually set a materiality threshold for the 
purpose of disclosing budget variances within monthly financial reporting.  
 
Council adopted to continue with a materiality threshold of $300,000 for the FY22 at 
the August 2021 Ordinary Council Meeting.  
 
This is applied based on relevance to capital works programs, significant projects, 
and distinct service areas.  
 
Remedial action is sometimes required to address budget variances, including 
budget cash flow timing adjustments or budget amendments (either submitted to 
Council each month via this standing agenda item or included in the City’s mid-year 
budget review as legislated). 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
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Report 
 
The attached Monthly Financial Report for January 2022 has been prepared in 
accordance with the Local Government Act and Financial Management Regulations.  
 
This has been reviewed by management, with the following commentary addressing 
key results contained within the report and the City’s budgetary performance to the 
end of the month.  
 
Note that the budget information does not include the mid-year budget review 
adopted by Council at its meeting on 10 February. 
 
Opening Surplus 
 
The budgeted opening surplus is showing a value of $8.34 million, as adopted by 
Council to fund the City’s carry forwards.  
 
The actual opening surplus brought forward is currently reported as $8.59 million, 
showing an additional $0.243 million of unallocated surplus.  
 
This was updated in the mid-year budget review adopted by Council in February and 
will be reflected in the monthly financial report next month. 
 
Closing Surplus 
 
The City’s budgeted end of year closing surplus currently stands at $37,637, reduced 
from the originally adopted $160,114 in June 2021.  
 
To the end of January, the YTD surplus was $66.67 million, versus a YTD budget of 
$37.71 million. 
 
The surplus position is at its largest in July, when annual rates revenue is 
recognised. This is then progressively reduced throughout the year by the City’s net 
spending.  
 
The YTD budget variance of $28.95 million in the closing surplus represents all 
variances across the operating and capital programs, which are separately reviewed 
in this report.  
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Operating Revenue 
 
Operating revenue of $148.20 million for the year to 31 January was $1.38 million 
ahead of YTD budget.  
 
The following table summarises the operating revenue budget performance by 
nature: 

 

Revenue from 
operating activities 

Amended YTD  
Actual  

 
$ 

YTD  
Variance 

 
$ 

Full Year 
Budget 

$ 

YTD  
Budget 

$ 

Rates 112,170,000  111,861,614  112,023,748  162,134 

Specified Area Rates 555,000 555,000 584,724 29,724 

Operating Grants, 
Subsidies, Contributions 

15,589,466 8,186,015 7,235,133 (950,882) 

Fees and Charges  34,480,480 21,709,478 24,313,183 2,603,705 

Interest Earnings 1,610,000 1,093,333 1,352,169 258,836 

Profit/(Loss) on Asset 
Disposals 

3,628,957 3,413,649 2,691,650 (721,999) 

Total 168,033,903 146,819,089 148,200,607 1,381,518 

 
Material variances identified in the City’s operating revenue were identified as 
follows:       

 

• Fees and Charges ($2.60 million over YTD budget) 
o Revenue from commercial landfill fees ahead of budget by $1.35 million. 

• Operating Grants, Subsidies, Contributions ($0.95 million under YTD budget) 
o State funding for the Roe 8 land rehabilitation project was $0.23 million under 

YTD budget. 
o Childcare subsidies received were $0.43 million under the YTD budget 

target. 

• Profit/(Loss) on Asset Disposals ($0.72 million under YTD budget) 
o Land sale related profit was $0.69 million under the YTD budget. 
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Operating Expenditure 
 
Operating expenditure to 31 January of $88.97 million was under YTD budget by 
$7.09 million.  
 
The following table summarises the operating expenditure budget variance 
performance by nature: 
 

Expenditure from 
operating activities 

Amended 
YTD  

Actual  
$ 

YTD 
Variance  

$ 

Full Year 
Budget 

$ 

YTD  
Budget 

$ 

Employee costs (65,286,668) (38,334,698) (36,459,007) 1,875,691 

Materials and contracts (39,245,145) (23,520,816) (18,823,782) 4,697,034 

Utility charges (6,109,826) (3,573,101) (3,288,219) 284,882 

Depreciation on non-
current assets 

(36,429,117) (21,290,014) (20,375,474) 914,540 

Interest expenses (542,341) (286,439) (246,596) 39,843 

Insurance expenses (1,910,200) (1,910,200) (2,307,898) (397,698) 

Other expenditure (12,492,212) (7,142,141) (7,465,627) (323,486) 

Total (162,015,509) (96,057,409) (88,966,603) 7,090,806 

 
Material variances identified in the City’s operating expenditure were identified as 
follows:  
 

• Employee Costs ($1.87 million under YTD budget) 
o The forecast superannuation guarantee charge (SGC) liability for In Home 

Care providers has been budgeted at $0.79 million, with this due to be paid in 
February now.  

o Other YTD budget variances in the salary budget are from timing in filling 

vacant positions. 

• Materials and Contracts ($4.69 million under YTD budget): 
o Operations & Maintenance were showing a $1.07 million underspend of their 

YTD budget, with the following material items: 
- landfill related contract costs under by $0.29 million.  
- parks, streetscapes, POS & bushland maintenance collectively under 

by $0.67 million. 
o The Community Development business unit was showing a collective 

underspend of $0.84 million against YTD budget. 
- Childcare related spending under by $0.31 million 

o Sustainability & Environment was $0.85 million under YTD budget,  

- Roe 8 land rehabilitation project under by $0.36m 
- Port Coogee sand bypassing project under $0.30 million (timing 

difference). 
o Recreation Infrastructure & Services was down $0.51 million against YTD 

budget 
- Cockburn ARC under by $0.28 million 

• Insurance expenses ($0.40 million over full year budget).  
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o Significant performance-based workers compensation adjustments by LGIS 

(adjusted in mid-year budget review). 

• Other Expenditure ($0.32 million over YTD budget) 
o The waste landfill levy expense was $0.67 million over YTD budget, in line 

with extra landfill tonnages and revenue received. 
o Council grants & donations program was $0.34 million behind YTD budget.  

• Depreciation/amortisation on assets was collectively under budget by $0.91 
million, largely representing lower depreciation on building assets resulting from 
the formal revaluation completed in June 2021.  

 
Capital Expenditure 
 
Council originally adopted a capital expenditure budget of $36.19 million, which has 
now increased to $97.18 million with the inclusion of carry forwards and other budget 
amendments made this year.  
 
As at 31 January, $31.78 million (32.7 percent) had been spent on the capital 
program, representing a YTD underspend of $16.46 million.  
 
Adjustments were made in the mid-year budget review to defer several projects 
unable to be delivered this year.  
 
The following table shows the budget performance by asset class: 
 

Capital acquisitions 

Amended 

YTD 
Actual 

$ 

YTD Actual 
Variance 

$ 
Budget 

$ 

YTD 
Budget 

$ 

Land  2,520,000   840,000   840,000   -    

Buildings 20,357,871  12,668,131  11,047,801  (1,620,330)  

Furniture and equipment  92,000   7,000   -    (7,000)  

Plant and equipment  6,897,375   4,122,375   1,836,846  (2,285,529)  

Information technology  1,604,890   1,376,557   450,711  (925,846)  

Infrastructure - roads 30,262,399  15,332,633   9,957,977  (5,374,656)  

Infrastructure - drainage  2,193,416   1,584,249   329,676  (1,254,573)  

Infrastructure - footpath  2,913,494   2,411,556   945,576  (1,465,980)  

Infrastructure - parks hard 17,568,982   5,597,511   1,940,287  (3,657,224)  

Infrastructure - landscaping  2,275,641   1,297,769   1,054,043  (243,726)  

Infrastructure - landfill site  3,130,709   165,513   48,314  (117,199)  

Infrastructure - marina  6,289,234   2,130,550   3,286,588   1,156,038  

Infrastructure - coastal  1,074,987   706,987   45,000  (661,987)  

Total 97,180,998  48,240,831  31,782,819 (16,458,012) 
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The following asset classes contained projects showing material variances: 
 

• Roads infrastructure was showing an overall budget variance of $5.37 million 
under YTD budget and included the following project material variances (timing 
issues): 

 

Project Amended 
Annual 

Budget $ 

YTD 
Amended 
Budget $  

YTD 
Actual  

$ 

YTD  
Variance  

$ 

Rockingham Road and 
Phoenix Roundabout 1,141,507 1,141,507 68,737 1,072,770 

Jandakot Road 
(Berrigan to Solomon 
stage 1) 8,361,810 6,300,000 5,407,507 892,493 

Hammond Road Branch 
to Bartram 8,747,007 2,150,000 1,320,827 829,173 

Rockingham Rd 
Hamilton to Bailey 474,069 474,069 25,809 448,260 

Rockingham Rd Paulik 
to Hamilton 407,871 407,871 28,280 379,591 

 

• Buildings construction had a net budget variance of $1.62 million under YTD 
budget, with most variances due to timing differences apart from Treeby 
Community Centre (addressed in the mid-year review):   

 

Project Amended 
Annual 
Budget 

YTD 
Amended 

Budget 

YTD 
Actual  

$ 

YTD 
Variance $ 

Malabar Park BMX 
Facility 1,541,369 1,541,369 25,143 1,516,227 

Consultancy Services - 
Heatlh and Fitness 
Expansion 660,335 430,335 393 429,942 

Goodchild Park 
Upgrades 1,305,493 481,905 69,317 412,588 

Beale Park 
Redevelopment 329,107 329,107 24,252 304,855 

Wetland Education 
Centre 370,369 370,369 679,430 (309,061) 

Frankland Park 
Recreation Centre & 
Ovals - Design 6,421,561 3,483,545 4,627,763 (1,144,218) 

Calleya Estate 'Treeby' 
Community Centre 3,051,833 1,864,154 3,753,199 (1,889,045) 
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• Parks hard infrastructure had a YTD budget variance of $3.66 million, with only 
the two following projects showing a material variance: 

 

Project Amended 
Annual 
Budget 

YTD 
Amended 

Budget 

YTD 
Actual  

$ 

YTD 
Variance 

$ 

Coogee Beach Master 
Plan 

1,443,361 1,443,361 943 1,442,418 

Aubin Grove Skate 
Facility 

575,258 575,258 29,436 545,822 

 
  

• The plant replacement programs for both heavy plant and light fleet have a 
combined YTD budget variance of $2.28 million, although $3.92 million of plant is 
currently on order and awaiting delivery. 

• Marina infrastructure was reporting a $1.15 million variance to YTD budget, but 
this is only a timing difference in payments for the marina expansion project. 

 
Non-Operating Grants, Subsidies and Contributions 

 
The City’s budget for capital grants and contributions is $28.99 million, with $5.63 
million accounted for against a YTD budget of $5.39 million. The recognition of this 
revenue is tied to the completion of funded capital projects (as per Australian 
Accounting Standards).  
 
Financial Reserves 
 
A detailed schedule of the City’s financial reserves is included in the financial report, 
showing a balance of $169.02 million in total reserves held at the end of January.  
 
Council funded reserves make up $130.37 million of this balance, with the remaining 
$38.65 million held for externally restricted purposes (i.e. grant funded, developer 
contributions, specified area rates).    
 
Transfers into reserves to the end of the month totalled $15.46 million, including 
$8.34 million for last year’s carried forward projects, $2.41 million from sale of land 
proceeds, and $4.01 million in developer contribution plan receipts. 

 
YTD transfers out of reserves totalled $17.92 million, with $16.81 million of this for 
funding delivery of capital projects. 

 
Cash and Financial Assets 
 
The City’s closing cash and financial assets investment holding at month’s end 
totalled $233.40 million (down from $239.17 million last month).  
 
This included financial assets (term deposits and investments) of $228.41 million, 
with the balance of $10.76 million representing cash and cash equivalent holdings.  
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$174.38 million of these funds were internally and externally restricted, representing 
the City’s financial reserves and liability for bonds and deposits.  
 
The remaining $59.03 million represented unrestricted funding for the City’s 
operating activities and liabilities. 
 
Investment Performance, Ratings and Maturity 
 
The City’s term deposit portfolio yield continued its increase to an annualised 0.75 
percent (up from 0.63% last month and 0.56% the month before).  
 
This outperformed the City’s target rate of 0.60 percent (comprising RBA cash rate of 
0.10% plus a 0.50% performance margin).  
 
Interest earned on investments to the end of month was $0.68 million, well on track 
to achieve the revised full year budget of $1.1 million (upgraded in mid-year review).  
 
New investments for the month were placed at rates ranging from 0.68 percent for 
ten months up to 1.91% for three years.  
 
Banks are offering stronger rates for long term fixed deposits on the view the RBA 
will start lifting rates sometime mid-year.  
 
Although it is acknowledged these rates are still considerably well below the long-
term trends achieved in previous years.  
 
With the City’s strong financial position and high level of reserves, this is creating 
opportunity for the City to lift its investment yield.   
 
Current investments held are fully compliant with Council’s Investment Policy, other 
than several reverse mortgage securities purchased under previous policy and 
statutory provisions.  
 
These have a face value of $2.48 million and market value of $1.62 million. The City 
is carrying them at a book value of $0.91 million (net of a $1.575 million impairment 
provision) and continues receiving interest and capital payments, with $0.515 million 
returned to date of the original $3.0 million invested.  
 
The City’s short-term deposits (less than 12 months) made up 51.0% ($115.69 
million) of the City’s portfolio, down from 69.0% ($158.3 million) last month.  
These are classified under the following credit ratings: 
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Deposits invested between 1 and 3 years made up 49.0 % ($111.25 million) of the 
City’s portfolio, up from 31.0% ($71.2 million) last month, and classifed under 
following credit ratings: 
 

 
 
The City’s portfolio is allocated across the following institutions, showing a good level 
of diversiification:  
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Investment in Fossil Fuel Free Banks 
 
At month end, the City held 18.9% or $42.98 million of its investment portfolio with 
banks considered non-funders of fossil fuel related industries (down from 28% last 
month).  
 
The amount invested with fossil fuel free banks fluctuates month to month, due to the 
attractiveness of deposit rates being offered and the capacity of fossil fuel free banks 
to accept funds. These banks have been particularly uncompetitive with their rates in 
the past few months.   
 

 
 
Rates Debt Recovery 
 
The collectible rates and charges for 2021-22 (comprising arrears, annual levies and 
part year rating) totals $138.05 million. At the end of January, the City had $28.56 
million (20.7%) of this balance outstanding (excluding rates paid in advance).  
 
In terms of overdue and delinquent rates accounts under formal or legal debt 
recovery processes, the City had 482 properties owing a total of $1.70 million (523 
properties last month owing $1.85 million).  
 
Formal debt recovery activities are commenced when ratepayers have not committed 
to instalment or other payment arrangements or sought relief under the City’s 
Financial Hardship Policy. 
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Trade and Sundry Debtors 
 
The City had $3.59 million in outstanding debtors to the end of January.  
 
Those overdue by more than 90 days made up $531,866 (14.8%) of this balance. 
The 90-day debtors included State Government related debts totalling $129k, lease 
monies owing from naval base tenants totalling $160k, and debts owing from the 
Fremantle Football Club of $101k (paid in February).  
 
Budget Amendments - 2021-22 Budget Year 
 
There are several budget amendments proposed to the 2021-22 Council adopted 
budget as outlined below: 

 

• Savings in contract project officer role at ARC now absorbed into ARC 
Transformation budget costs, saving of $56,475. 

• Savings in grounds maintenance costs at the ARC of $8,000. 

• An additional $100k needed for the internal cladding replacement in the ARC 
sports stadium, following a tender process (funded from Cockburn ARC Building 
Maintenance Reserve). 

• An additional $53k needed to complete cabling for the geothermal rectification 
works at the ARC (funded from the Plant Replacement Reserve). 

• Allocation of $10k needed to appoint a consultant investigating electrical power 
supply harmonics issue (funded from budget surplus) 

• Installation of “No Parking” signs for waste collection purposes along 5 streets 
that are problematic for drivers, costing $10k (funded from Waste Collection 
Reserve).    

 
The following table summarises the effect of these budget changes by classification 
(as detailed under note 8 of the attached Monthly Financial Report): 

 

Classification 
Amount 

$  
Budget 
Impact 

Expenditure from operating activities 44,475 Decrease 

Payments - property, plant & equipment, infrastructure (153,000) Increase 

Transfers from reserves 163,000 Increase 

Net Budget Surplus impact 54,475 Increase 

 
Elected Member Budget Contingency 
 
The 2021-22 Municipal Budget does not currently include a contingency provision.  
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Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening and Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation 

• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
The City’s revised budget surplus for FY22 of $37,637 (as at 31 January) will 
increase to $92,112 with the budget amendments proposed in this report.  
 
This further increases to $224,819 with the changes included in the mid-year budget 
review adopted by Council at its February meeting.  
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 

 
Risk Management Implications 

 
Council’s adopted budget for revenue, expenditure and the closing financial position 
could factually misrepresent actual financial outcomes if the recommended budget 
amendments are not adopted.  
 
Further, some services and projects could be disrupted if budgetary requirements are 
not appropriately addressed. 
 
Advice to Proponents/Submitters 
 
N/A 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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16. Operations 

 

16.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0045) Cockburn Resource Recovery Precinct 

Author(s) A Lees  

Attachments 1. Cockburn Resource Recovery Park Business Case ⇩   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) ENDORSES the Cockburn Resource Recovery Park Business Case; 

(2) ENDORSES Option 3 – Relocation and Full Site Development (include leased 
areas) as outlined in the business case at an estimate cost of $22.5m; 

(3) INCLUDE funds commencing FY23 budget for Option 3 in accordance with the 
implementation program; and 

(4) ENDORSE the renaming of the Henderson Waste Recovery Park to Cockburn 
Resource Recovery Precinct.  

TO BE CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Deputy Mayor Widenbar SECONDED Cr T Dewan 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 9/0 

     

 
Background 
 
Following deferral of the Business Case at the 10 February 2022 Ordinary Council 
Meeting, officers presented a comprehensive briefing to the Elected Members on 
Thursday 24 February 2022, and resolved these key areas of interest:  
 

• Waste reserve account balances  
• Contaminated material   
• Site derived material volumes  
• Daily cover material  
• Projected future waste tonnages  
• Discount rates   
• Operational Revenue  

 
Submission 
 
N/A 
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Report 
 
The Henderson Waste Recovery Park was constructed in 1990 and one of the first 
landfills to lined waste cells with leachate management infrastructure to mitigate 
leachate leaking into the ground.  

Since commencement the park has received various waste streams at competitive 
market price to recoup a state imposed a landfill levy and annualised returns to the 
City.  

The park has also provided the additional benefit to property owners in the City with 
six annual trailer passes included in the rates notice. 

The City has actively managed the park by structuring the site with an arrangement 
of cells to maximise the horizontal and vertical space.  

Officers have also diligently and strategically met the annual licence conditions 
issued by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulations. Cells 1, 2, 3 and 
6 have been filled and capped, with Cells 4, 5 and 7 requiring a new direction as 
maintaining current business practices will result in the park closing in an estimated 
5.1 years.  

Cell 7 is the current active Cell receiving waste and has a projected economic life of 
5.1 years dependant on waste rates. Cells 4 and 5 ceased receiving waste in 2006, 
however remained uncapped to allow the decomposition and settlement to create 
additional airspace for future landfill. These two cells now have capacity to receive 
more waste, with a projected life of 7.1 years based on projected waste receival 
rates. However, they are constrained by the Domestic Transfer station. 

With Cells 4, 5 and 7 available airspace and the requirement to cap the cells post 
capacity to mitigate leachate accumulation and ground contamination an opportunity 
to redevelopment the park was proposed in the Waste Strategy 2020-2030.  

It is proposed to construct a new Cockburn Resource Recovery Precinct which will 
maximise the available airspace and release future revenue streams for the City.  

This new facility will create a sustainable and long-term community asset. Based on 
current gate rates and available airspace there is a return on investment of $45.6m 
from the leased areas over 40 years and $61.2m from landfill gate fees. 

The business case provides details on the proposed development include 
opportunities, risks, assumptions, cost implications, revenue streams, post closure 
costs of the facility and resourcing implication. The key points include the following: 

• Removing the domestic transfer station from Cells 4 and 5 to receive 549,440 
tonnes of waste 

• Cell 7 to receive a further 397,084 tonnes of waste 

• Combined potential income of $61.2M. 

• Projected life of the landfill 2034 

• Maintaining trailer passes 
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• Earthworks will create 400,000 tonnes of material to use as daily cover 

• Future tonnages in an ever-changing market  

• Financial modelling on each option 

• Implementation Plan. 
 
Three options have been identified within the business plan:  
 
Option 1 – Business as Usual 
 
Cell 7 will be filled in 5.1 years and then all uncapped cells (Cells 4, 5 and 7) will be 
capped at a cost of $16.4M to meet our licence conditions and the park closed. This 
will result in no residential trailer passes post 2027. 
 
Option 2 – Relocation and Partial Site Development (No Leased Areas)  
 
Construction of new $16.5m facility on the southern section of the site with access off 
Dalison Avenue. The facility would see a separate entry point for commercial 
vehicles and domestic vehicles, weighbridge, staff amenities, administration building, 
covered recycling and disposal area, reuse shop, education and interpretive centre 
and green waste decontamination site. This option enables the transfer station to be 
removed off Cells 4 and 5 releasing available airspace and maintaining trailer 
passes. 
 
Option 3 – Relocation and Full Site Development (Leased Areas) 
 
Construction of new $22.5m facility on the southern section of the site with access off 
Dalison Avenue. The facility would see a separate entry point for commercial 
vehicles and domestic vehicles, weighbridge, staff amenities, administration building, 
covered recycling and disposal area, reuse shop, education and interpretive centre 
and green waste decontamination site. The options also provide for 4 x leased area 
which will be constructed to facilitate complimentary waste processes to further 
recover material from the various waste streams. These leased spaces will be 
incoming generating during the remaining life of the landfill and post closure period. 
This option also enables the transfer station to be removed off Cells 4 and 5 
releasing available airspace and the retention of the trailer passes. 
 
An overview of the costs implications and Net Present Value (NPV) is provided in the 
table below: 
 

Financial Impact of 
Options 

Option 1  Option 2  Option 3 

Development Capex           Nil                                           $16,255,012 $22,509,149 

Capping Capex/Opex $29,752,698 $29,752,698 $29,752,698 

Op Revenue Landfill $102,543,557 $218,601816 $218,601816 

Op Lease Rental $0 $0 $45,642,706 

NPV $7,453,347 $10,998,880 $20,136,859 
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Table note: The current landfill gate rate of $145.45/t includes the WA State 
Government’s landfill levy of $70 (2021) leaving a balance of $75.45. This gate rate 
will need to be adjusted to remain competitive when the Waste to Energy facilities 
enter the market, a weighted average of $64.70 has been used in the financial 
modelling.  
 
Options 3 has been selected as the most advantageous investment for the City 
based on maximising the available airspace, returning an economic benefit to the 
City (highest NPV), enabling the retention of the residential trailer passes and 
generating future returns post closure of the precinct.  
 
In parallel with the development it was proposed to rename the Henderson Waste 
Recovery Centre to the Cockburn Resource Recovery Precinct. The renaming 
provides greater connectivity with the City and the Waste Strategy 2020-2030 vision - 
To lead and support a community that avoids waste generation, reduces 
environmental impacts and considers the waste that is produced as a valuable 
resource to be recovered, reused and recycled utilising the latest technologies 
available. A detailed marketing campaign will be undertaken during the 
redevelopment which will coincide with the opening of the new facility. 
 
 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Environmental Responsibility 
A leader in environmental management that enhances and sustainably manages our 
local natural areas and resources. 
• Sustainable resource management including waste, water and energy. 
• Address Climate Change. 
 
City Growth and Moving Around 
A growing City that is easy to move around and provides great places to live. 
• An attractive, socially connected and diverse built environment. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
The Long-Term Financial Plan 2020 -2030 includes a provision for the 
redevelopment of the precinct subject to endorsement of the business plan. Option 3 
has an overall capital investment of $22.5m which includes buildings ($4.7m), 
contingency ($5.5.m), site development ($6.8m), external roads ($0.5m) and 
developer contributions ($5m). 
 
The funding model for options 3 is outlined below:  
 

• Waste and Recycling Reserve $12m 

• Waste Collection Reserve $5.5m  

• Loan and/or land swap $5m 

• Total  $22.5m 
 

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 16.1   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     187 of 431 

The projected closing balances as at 30/6/2022 for the two waste reserves are as 
follows: 
 

• Waste and Recycling Reserve $15.336M 

• Waste Collection Reserve $8.313M  
 
In addition to these two waste reserve accounts the City has access to the 
Rehabilitation Reserve - $3.3m should addition funds be required. 
 
A $5m loan will furnish the balance of the project should the City be unable to 
facilitate a land agreement with Development WA for the City’s land portfolio in the 
Latitude 32 Industry Zone development.  
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
No community consultation has been undertaken on the business case, however 
consultation will be undertaken to inform sensitive receptor premises occupant/ 
owners in the area. 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
The business case provides an overview of the projects risks which can be managed 
in accordance with the City’s risk management framework. Should Council not 
support the business case there is a potential risk to the City’s brand and reputation 
along with a risk to its capacity to finance post closure costs. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
N/A  
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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17. Community Services 

Nil  
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18. Governance and Strategy 

 

18.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0046) Minutes - Delegated Authorities and Policies 

Committee Meeting - 17 February 2022 

Author E Milne  

Attachments 1. Delegated Authorities and Policies Committee Meeting - 
Minutes - 17 February 2022 ⇩   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) RECEIVES the Minutes of the Delegated Authorities and Policies Committee 
Meeting held on the 17 February 2022; 

(2) ADOPTS Committee recommendation Minute Numbers 0006, 0007, 0008, 
0009, 0010, 0012, 0013, 0014, 0015; and 

(3) ADOPTS Delegated Authority ‘Structure Plans and Activity Centre Plans. 

TO BE CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Deputy Mayor Widenbar SECONDED Cr T Dewan 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 9/0 

     
Background 
 
The Delegated Authorities and Policies (DAP) Committee conducted a meeting on 17 
February 2022. The Minutes of the meeting are attached for consideration by the 
Council. 
 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
The recommendations of the Committee are contained in the Minutes and are now 
presented for consideration by the Council.  
 
An Elected Member may withdraw any item from the Committee Minutes for 
discussion or to propose an alternative recommendation for the Council Meeting. Any 
such items will be dealt separately, as provided for in Council`s Standing Orders. 
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The focus of the Meeting was to consider those policies that were required to be 
reviewed and updated as seen necessary, including one delegated authority, as 
outlined below: 
 
1. Local Planning Policy LPP5.9 ‘Rainwater Tanks and Renewable Energy Systems’ 
2. Local Planning Policy LPP3.7 ‘Signs and Advertising’ 
3. Local Planning Policy LPP3.6 ‘Licensed Premises (Liquor)’ 
4. Local Planning Policy LPP1.8 ‘Incidental Structures’ 
5. Local Planning Policy LPP1.12 ‘Noise Attenuation’ 
6. Reinstatement of Delegated Authority ‘Structure Plans, rezoning applications and 

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendments’ 
7. Elected Members Entitlements – Allowances and Reimbursements’ – Childcare 

costs 
8. Access to Legal Services for Elected Members and Employees 
9. Appointment of Acting or Temporary Chief Executive Officer 
10. Elected Member Access to Bar Procedure 
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable, and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
As referred to in the Minutes 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
There is a “Low” level of “Compliance” risk and a “Substantial” level of “Brand / 
Reputation” risk associated with this item. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
N/A 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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 (2022/MINUTE NO 0047) Order of Business - Consideration of  Item 18.2  

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED C Stone  
 
That Item 18.2 ‘Appointment of Standing Committees’ be considered following 
consideration of Item 25.2. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

 
Item 18.2 was considered after Item 25.2 at 9.39pm 
 
 

18.2 (2022/MINUTE NO 0048) Appointment to Standing Committees 

Author E Milne  

Attachments 1. Extract Committee Appointments Policy ⇩  
2. Draft Terms of Reference - OP Co ⇩  

3. Draft Terms of Reference - GOV Co ⇩  
4. Draft Terms of Reference - ERC ⇩  
5. Draft Terms of Reference - ARC ⇩   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council, pursuant to Section 5.10 (1) of the Act: 
 
(1) DISBANDS the following Committees: 

a. Audit and Strategic Finance Committee 
b. Chief Executive Officer Performance Review and Key Projects Appraisal 

Committee 
c. Cockburn Community Events Committee 
d. Delegated Authorities and Policies Committee 
e. Grants and Donations Committee 
 

(2) ESTABLISHES the following Committees: 

a. Audit, Risk and Compliance Committee (ARC) 
b. Organisational Performance Committee (OpCo) 
c. Governance Committee (GovCo) 
d. Expenditure Review Committee (ERC) 

 
(3) ADOPTS the Terms of Reference (ToR) for each of the new Committees as 

per the attached Schedule;  
 

(4) APPOINTS the following Members to each of the Committees established by 
Council: 

 
1. Audit Risk and Compliance Committee (ARC):  
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(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. ____________________ 
ii. ____________________ 
iii. ____________________ 
iv. ____________________ 
v. ____________________ 

 
2. Organisational Performance Committee (OP Co): 

(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. Mayor Howlett 
ii. ____________________ 
iii. ____________________ 
iv. ____________________ 
v. ____________________ 

 
3. Governance Committee (Gov Co): 

(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. ____________________ 
ii. ____________________ 
iii. ____________________ 
iv. ____________________ 
v. ____________________ 

 
4. Expenditure Review Committee (ERC): 

(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. _____________________  
ii. _____________________ 
iii. _____________________ 
iv. _____________________ 
v. _____________________. 

 
TO BE CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 

  

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr C Stone SECONDED Deputy Mayor T Widenbar 
That  , pursuant to Section 5.10 (1) of the Act: 
 
(1) DISBANDS the following Committees: 

a. Audit and Strategic Finance Committee 
b. Chief Executive Officer Performance Review and Key Projects Appraisal 

Committee 
c. Cockburn Community Events Committee 
d. Delegated Authorities and Policies Committee 
e. Grants and Donations Committee; 
 

(2) ESTABLISHES the following Committees: 
a. Audit, Risk and Compliance Committee (ARC) 
b. Organisational Performance Committee (OpCo) 
c. Governance Committee (GovCo) 
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d. Expenditure Review Committee (ERC); 
 

(3) ADOPTS the Terms of Reference (ToR) for each of the new Committees as 
per the attached Schedule but NOTES the requirement for the review of each 
ToR at the next Committee meeting; 

 
(4) REFERS the Terms of Reference from the former Grants and Donations and 

the Community Events Committees to the Expenditure Review Committee for 
review of their Terms of Reference to ensure continuity of the roles under 
each former committee; 

 
(5) AMENDS the Corporate Strategic Budget and Planning Policy section (1) 4 to 

reflect the functions of the Grants and Donations Committee, and section (1) 
5 to reflect the Community Events Committee functions are both now 
implemented by the Expenditure Review committee; and 
 

(6) APPOINTS the following Members to each of the Committees established by 
Council: 

 
1. Audit Risk and Compliance Committee (ARC):  

(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. Glyn Geen, Independent Member 
ii. Mayor Howlett 
iii. Deputy Mayor Widenbar 
iv. Cr Allen 
v. Cr Dewan 

 
2. Organisational Performance Committee (OP Co): 

(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. Mayor Howlett 
ii. Cr Corke 
iii. Cr Dewan 
iv. Cr Eva 
v. Cr Separovich 
vi. Cr Stone 

 
3. Governance Committee (Gov Co): 

(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. Deputy Mayor Widenbar 
ii. Cr Corke 
iii. Cr Eva 
iv. Cr Kirkwood 
v. Cr Separovich 
vi. Cr Stone 

 
4. Expenditure Review Committee (ERC): 

(Minimum of four Elected Members) 
i. Deputy Mayor Widenbar  
ii. Cr Corke 
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iii. Cr Dewan 
iv. Cr Separovich 
v. Cr Stone. 

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 9/0 

 
Reason for Decision 

To deal with the Appointment to Standing Committees as per the Order of Business 
and remove the title of Councillor to be replaced with Elected Member. 
The Governance Review Steering Committee held on 23 February 2022 included 
points 4 and 5 (of this recommendation) in the first Alternate Recommendation which 
was lost on voting. These recommendations were then not included in any further 
recommendations of the meeting. 
 

     
Background 
 
At the inaugural meeting of the City’s Governance Review Steering Committee 
(GRSC), recommendations were made relating to the Governance Review Report 
(the Cole Report) prepared by Steven Cole, of Cole Corporate, and subsequently 
adopted by Council at its December 2021 Ordinary Council Meeting.  
 
The decision was to group the Cole Report recommendations into similar themes 
which could then be considered at separate GRSC meetings prior to being presented 
for Council consideration shortly thereafter. 
 
Theme 2 - “Council Committees” was considered at the GRSC Meeting held on 23 
February 2022. 
 
The Cole Report recommended that Council review the structure, terms of reference 
and composition of each of its standing/core Council Committees having due regard 
to improvement opportunities for core content and functions, meeting frequency, core 
competencies of Council members, equity of workload and presiding member 
capabilities. 
 
At the 23 February 2022 GRSC Meeting, the following Motion was passed: 
 
That Council REFERS the appointment of membership to all Committees (listed 
below) to the 10 March Ordinary Council Meeting. 

 
1. Audit, Risk and Compliance (ARC) Committee 
2. Governance Committee (Gov Co) 
3. Organisational Performance Committee (OP Co) 
4. Expenditure Review Committee (ERC). 
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Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
A key part of the GRSC Meeting conducted on the 23 February 2022 was to disband 
all currently established Standing Committees and to establish four new Committees, 
to assist the Council undertake the functions of the current five Committees and to 
include other functions, as relevant to each of the new Committees.  
 
The Draft Terms of Reference (TOR) (attached) for each of the proposed new 
Committees were also presented to the GRSC Meeting of 23 February 2022, which 
recommended that the relevant Committees review the proposed TORs at the 
inaugural meeting held for each.  
 
Accordingly, the TORs, once reviewed by each new Committee, will be referred to 
Council for final adoption as part of the initial meeting minutes for each new 
Committee.  
 
The next requirement to enable the Committees to function is to appoint membership 
to each of the Committees.  
 
The GRSC recommends a minimum of four (4) elected members be appointed to 
each Committee.  
 
The procedure for lodging nominations is contained within the relevant City Policy 
“Elected Members Appointments”.  
 
An extract of the applicable Clause of the Policy is shown in the attachment for the 
guidance of members wishing to nominate as a member (or deputy member) of any 
Committee. 
 
Council will subsequently consider the nominations received from elected members 
in accordance with the Policy at the appropriate point of the Meeting.   
 
 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 
Policy “Elected Member Appointments – Standing Committees, Reference Groups, 
Boards & External Organisations” refers. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
Sections 5.10 and 5.11A of the Local Government Act 1995 refer in relation to the 
appointment of members to Committees established by Council.  
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
There is a “Low” level of assessed “Compliance” risk associated with this item, as all 
appointments for membership of formally established Committees are required to be 
resolved by an absolute majority at a Council Meeting. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
N/A  
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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18.3 (2022/MINUTE NO 0049) Neighbourhood Watch Reference Group - 

Nomination 

Author E Milne  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the nomination by Cr Kirkwood for membership to the Neighbourhood 
Watch Reference Group (NHW); and 

(2) APPOINTS Cr Kirkwood as a member of NHW in line with the Elected Members 
Appointments – Standing Committees, Reference Groups, Boards and External 
Organisations Policy.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
The following nomination was received from Cr Kirkwood on 28 February 2022. 
 

I would like to nominate for the Neighbourhood Watch Group as an Elected 
Member.  

 
Reason 
I am already a Neighbourhood Watch Member as a community member, and I 
would like to re-join the group as an Elected Member following my leave of 
absence.  

 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Cr Kirkwood took a leave of absence as the Standing Committees, Reference 
Groups, Boards & External Organisations appointments were being made post 
Council election in 2021. 
 
In line with the Policy ‘Elected Members Appointment – Standing Committees, 
Reference Groups, Boards and External Organisations’, appointments and 
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membership changes can be made to Reference Groups outside of the biennial post 
Council election appointments. 
 
Currently the Council is represented by Cr Dewan and Cr Stone, although Cr Stone 
has taken a leave of absence. 
 
It is open for the Council to support this request. 
 
 

 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Community, Lifestyle & Security 
A vibrant healthy, safe, inclusive and connected community. 
• A safe and healthy community that is socially connected. 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• High quality and effective community engagement and customer service 
experiences. 
 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
N/A 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
The Proponent who lodged a submission on the proposal have been advised that this 
matter is to be considered at the 10 March 2022 Ordinary Council Meeting. 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
N/A   
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19. Corporate Affairs 

Nil  

20. Office of the CEO 

Nil  
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Note:   Item 21.1 was considered after Item 25.2 and Item 18.2 at 9.47pm. 

21. Motions of Which Previous Notice Has Been Given 

 

21.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0050) Elected Member Leave of Absence 

Author E Milne  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES the Notice of Motion submitted by Cr Dewan; and 

(2) REFERS the relevant Policy “Elected Members’ Leave of Absence” to the 
Governance Committee of the implications of imposing the conditions, as 
recommended in the Notice of Motion, on future applications for Leave of 
Absence by Elected Members.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr L Kirkwood SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED 8/1 

For: Mayor L Howlett, Deputy Mayor T Widenbar, Cr P Corke, Cr T Dewan, Cr P Eva, 
Cr L Kirkwood, Cr M Separovich, Cr C Stone 

Against: Cr K Allen 

 

     

 
Background 
 
The following Notice of Motion was submitted by Cr Dewan, via email, on 8 February 
2022 and amended on 23 February 2022: 
 
That Council: 

1. Notes that Under the Local Government Act 1995, Elected Members have a 
right to avail leave subject to Council Approval.  The absence of an Elected 
Member from any ward impacts the serviceability to the residents of the ward 
(reasons for absence could be genuine and compassionate). 

2. Notes that the absence of Elected Members also prevents an additional 
resource for debates and decision making in Council meetings and other 
groups. 

3. Agrees on a ceiling on the leave period for Elected Members to be 60 days 
maximum per block of two years, except for maternity or paternity leave, which 
can be for 90 days subject to Council approval. 
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4. Agrees application for leave must be given to Elected Members at least four 
weeks in advance, with the background of previous leave availed by the Elected 
Member. 

5. Agrees that in a block of two years, a maximum of 60 days leave may be 
permitted to Elected members, subject to Council approval. 

6. Agrees that allowances be suspended for the duration of the leave exceeding 
30 days per calendar year, except during maternity leave and paternity leave 
(maximum of 90 days), when all allowances are payable. 

 

Reason 

 
The typical number of residents in any ward is around approximately 30,000. The 
residents not only feel a sense of neglect but also disappointment on long absence. 

The absence also puts an additional load on the remaining Elected Members for the 
Ward.   

The debates cannot get the benefit of inputs from the absent Elected Member in the 
Council and other meetings.   

As every Elected Member has greater understanding of their respective ward’s 
residents and concerns as compared to the other Elected Member’s from other 
wards. 

 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
This matter was also raised at the Annual Electors Meeting on 1 February 2022 as a 
Motion and was passed at the Meeting. 
 
Given that Motions passed at Electors Meetings are required to be considered by 
Council, a separate Report on this matter has been prepared and considered earlier 
at this Meeting. 
 
It is recommended that the relevant Policy “Elected Members Leave of Absence” be 
referred to the DAP Committee for review of the proposals as submitted by Cr 
Dewan, in addition to considering the statutory implications of adopting the Motion. 
 
Legal advice on the matter has been received and should also be referred to the 
Committee as part of Council’s consideration. 
 
  

Version: 2, Version Date: 28/04/2022
Document Set ID: 11051856



Item 21.1   OCM 10/03/2022 

 

      

     409 of 431 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Listening & Leading 
A community focused, sustainable, accountable and progressive organisation. 
• Best practice Governance, partnerships and value for money. 
 

Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Funding is made available in the City’s adopted Municipal Budget for Meeting 
allowances to be paid for the 2021/22 Financial Year of the Annual “in lieu” amount 
for all Elected Members. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
Sections 2.25 (1) and (2), 5.98, 5.98A of the Local Government Act 1995 and Section 
7B of the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975 refer 
 
Community Consultation 
 
N/A 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
There is a “Moderate” level of assessed “Brand / Reputation” Risk associated with 
this item, given that the issue has been recently the subject of print media reporting 
and public concern. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
N/A 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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21.2 (2022/MINUTE NO 0051) Coogee Beach Parking 

Author E Milne and G Bowman  

Attachments 1. Proposed Parking Layout (South) ⇩  
2. Proposed Parking Layout (North) ⇩   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) RECEIVES the report; 

(2) APPROVES all regulatory signage and line markings within the attached 
parking layout designs; and 

(3) NOTES that any resolution reached by Council will commence from the date 
the decision is made, not the commencement of the calendar year.  

  

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr K Allen SECONDED Cr T Dewan 
That Council:  

(1) RECEIVES the report; 

(2) APPROVES all regulatory signage and line markings within the attached 
parking layout designs; 

(3) APPROVES those motorcycle infringements issued post 1 January 2022 up to 
the date of implementation of the changes approved in this resolution, in 
contravention to the Parking and Parking Facilities Local Laws 2007, to be 
written off and refunded to those who have paid the amounts imposed;  
 

(4) AMENDS the 2021/2022 Municipal budget to reflect reimbursement repaid up 
to $200 to affected parties with funds to come from Parking Infringement 
Revenue; and  

 

(5) AMENDS the Parking and Parking Facilities Local Law 2007 to reflect that the 
marked bus bays be made available during school holidays.  

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 9/0 

 
Reason 
 

People have been doing the right thing with their motorcycles by not parking in 
vehicle bays and taking up bays that have been allocated to vehicles.   
 
The City doesn’t provide parking for motorcycles. 
 
The bus bays will be heavily utilised during the school holidays, especially during 
summer holidays, where parking is required and therefore should be clearly marked 
for such use. 
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Background 
 
Cr Allen submitted the following Notice of Motion on 10 February 2022: 
 

That Council: 
 
(1) Create motorbike parking at Coogee Beach, 
(2) Amend bus parking only times to, school days only up to midday, 
(3) Backdate commencement to 1st January 2022. 
 
Reason 
 
The City is increasing in size yet parking at Coogee Beach is being reduced. 
During peak times, summer and very hot days, parking is at a premium. 
On the very hot days, parking is full by 7.30am. 
 
Officers created bus parking at the end of 2021 that has further created parking 
issues. Parking in this bay should be allowed on weekends and out of school 
times. 
 
Officers have issued tickets to motorbike riders who have done the right and 
thoughtful thing on these hot days by parking on the verge to allow vehicles to 
park rather than one bike taking up a vehicle bay as Coogee Beach doesn’t 
have parking bays for bikes. 

 
Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
Strategic Context 
 
There are pressures on the coastal zones of the state for land use and development 
for a variety of purposes including a mix of recreational, residential, industrial, and 
commercial uses.  
 
To provide guidance on these matters, the state government sets out policy and 
guidelines known as State Planning Policy 2.6 Coastal Planning (SPP2.6). 
 
In terms of some key aspects impacting local governments, SPP2.6 provides: 
 

• Obligations when undertaking its planning functions and land custodian roles 

• A hierarchy of coastal nodes (where differing levels of management or uses 
would apply) 

• The need to sustainably balance the use of the coast and provision of 
infrastructure with respect for natural processes, including sea level rise and 
foreshore change over time.  
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To respond to some of the obligations of SPP2.6, the Council adopted the Coogee 
Beach Foreshore Management Plan (FMP) in 2020.  
 
The FMP aims to guide management of the coastal reserve over the coming 50 
years to 2070, in a manner that ensures the preservation of ecological, cultural and 
social values of the area, whilst enabling use of the foreshore in a sustainable 
manner in the short to medium term.  
 
The FMP however is not a master planning document. Planning for capital works and 
redevelopment of the foreshore should be undertaken separately but should be 
consistent with and guided by the recommended actions and controls specified within 
this report.  
 
Part of the implementation phases recommended in the FMP is a review of the 
previous 2018 landscape masterplan, building upon that earlier work. 
 
The primary trigger for this review relates to potential change in tenure of the former 
rail reserve land (east of the Coogee Beach caravan park) and the need to upgrade 
Cockburn Road, to improve pedestrian and vehicle access in the area. 
 
There has also been a number of critical changes in recent years which warrant this 
broader strategic master planning being undertaken for the Coogee Beach precinct.  
 
This will ensure that the various projects which comprise the precinct all work 
together toward a cohesive vision for Coogee Beach, while responding to the needs 
to plan and respect coastal planning processes and enhance the both the user 
experience and ensure the implementation phasing of the key aspects of the vision 
occur in a structured and logical way.  
 
In line with this, a new project to update the Coogee Beach Management Plan will be 
proposed as part of the next budget review process.   
 
Local Area Traffic Management (LATM) policy assessment 
 
Traffic requests are reviewed and prioritised according to the above policy and where 
reviewed the assessment applies for a number of years (unless there is a critical 
change in that period). The request was last assessed 14 months ago. 
 
The outcome of the initial Traffic Management Warrant analysis resulted in the 
following finding: “A site with low safety and amenity concerns - no further action 
required”.  
 
Given this, the warrants for immediate installation of any additional parking 
bays are not met under the adopted policy. 
 
To provide for additional bays would be outside the policy guidance and therefore 
should be based on a Council decision. 
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The current markings for the bus bays are to accommodate buses who are accessing 
the area.  
 
There are currently no bus parking areas at Poore Grove, Coogee Beach or Omeo 
Beach.  
 
The area is currently being used by buses and commercial vehicles but lacks any 
marking of bays.  
 
The request was considered with regard to traffic safety and approved 18 May 2021. 
 
Operational context 
 
As a result of the motion, the City has prepared a draft parking redesign plan 
incorporating four new motorcycle bays and amending the existing bus bay location.  
 
The draft design continues to utilise the two-way traffic flow, given conversion to a 
one-way arrangement would require a more significant redesign in order to comply 
with applicable Australian Standards.   
  
This type of option would need to be a recommendation following the review of the 
Coogee Beach Masterplan.  
 
The amended bus bay will allow for a dedicated bus zone (seven days per week) and 
an additional space for two buses between Monday and Friday.  
 
On the weekends, the two additional bus bays would by default revert to parallel car 
parking, capable of parking four vehicles.  
 
The remaining dedicated bus bay would continue to be available seven days per 
week.  
 
The City recommends that the amended bus bays do not change usage at midday as 
it may inadvertently conflict with buses staying after 12pm.  
 
As a result of this, the buses would be committing an offence as per the Parking and 
Parking Facilities Local Law 2007 for parking over multiple parking bays within a 
parking station.   
 
In addition to the amended parking plan, the draft parking redesign plan has 
incorporated all regulatory signage within the Coogee Beach Parking Station.  
 
Many of these signs have been previously installed per officer delegation, which is 
non-conforming to the amended Parking and Parking Facilities Local Law 2007.  
 
Accordingly, Council’s approval of these changes should incorporate the wider area’s 
regulatory signs.  
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Backdating approval to 1 January 2022 
 
Since 1 January 2022, the City’s officers have infringed 26 vehicles for parking within 
the bus bay, and two motorcycles for parking on verges, footpaths, or other non-
parking areas.   
 
The total value of the infringements equates to $2,600 in revenue.   
 
All incidents occurred in well signposted areas with very clear delineating line 
marking in place.   
 
Whilst not recommended for any potential precedence that may be created, Council 
does have the ability (by resolution) to refund these offenders, however, the review of 
infringements is generally considered an operational matter with delegated authority 
provided to the City’s administration. 
 
Procedurally, any resolution reached by Council will commence from the date the 
decision is made, not the commencement of the calendar year.  
 
Accordingly, should Council wish to acknowledge the circumstances which led to the 
parking irregularities and subsequent infringements being issued, it will need to 
include further sub recommendations (4) and (5) to the Recommendations as follows:  
 

(4) APPROVES those infringements issued, post 1 January 2022 up to the date 
of implementation of the changes approved in this resolution, for 
contravention of the Parking and Parking Facilities Local Law 2007 to be 
written off and refunded to those who have paid the amounts imposed; and   

 
(5) AMENDS the 2021-2022 Municipal Budget to reflect the reimbursement, 

where paid of up to $2,600 to affected parties. The funds to come from 
Parking Infringement Revenue.  

 To Be Carried by An Absolute Majority   
 
Conclusion  
 
While there are no critical safety warrants under the LATM Policy, it is open to 
Council to approve for a revised car parking design to be undertaken.  
 
Such an approach should be carried out with the knowledge this diverts budget and 
resources from projects which do meet the policy needs as being a higher priority. 
 

Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
City Growth & Moving Around 
A growing City that is easy to move around and provides great places to live. 
• An attractive, socially connected and diverse built environment. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 
 
No additional funds are required to enact this recommendation, as the installation of 
the amended signs would come from existing operational budget.  

 
In the event Council wish to refund the owners of the illegally parked vehicles, the 
City will be required to refund $2,600 income.   
  
This figure is assuming all infringements have been paid.   
 
The City may be liable to several hundred dollars in Fines Enforcement Registry fees 
if owners have elected to pay their infringements by instalments.   
 
Legal Implications 
 
Per clause 8 of the City’s Parking and Parking Facilities Local Law 2007, Council is 
required, by resolution to approve the installation of signs to regulate parking on land 
managed by the City.   
 
Community Consultation 
 
The report is a response to a Notice of Motion; accordingly, no consultation has been 
undertaken.  
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
Actioning this proposal would be outside the guidance of the adopted LATM Policy. It 
is prudent this is noted as being a decision made not on traffic safety grounds.  
 
There is a low safety and amenity need for this proposal to be made given the LATM 
assessment. 
 
Given the minor cost of adding signage and line markings in accordance with the 
proposed design there is a low risk associated with this item. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
N/A 
 
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil 
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21.3 (2022/MINUTE NO 0052) Shark Fishing 

Author(s) G Bowman  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

(1) NOTES this Report; 

(2) FORMALLY REQUESTS that the Hon. Don Punch, Minister for Fisheries, 
includes the entire City of Cockburn coastline in additional shark fishing 
regulations, under the Fish Resources Management Act 1994; and 

(3) DEFERS the proposed amendment to the Local Law until such time the Minister 
advises of the Fish Management Act 1994 reviews the process.  

 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
On 21 February 2022, Cr Corke submitted the following Notice of Motion: 
 
Local Government Act Local Law 3.3 (d) to read:  
 

3.3 Prohibited Activities 
 
A person shall not on a reserve, foreshore or beach, fish for sharks by use of:  
 
• wire trace or a monofilament trace exceeding 1mm in diameter 
• hooks that exceed a shank length greater than 56mm and a gape greater 

than 23mm 
• a combination or gang of hooks that are joined by threading the point of 

one through the eye of another 
• balloon fishing. 
 
The following must not be used for berley or baiting: 
 
• blood 
• bone 
• meat 
• offal 
• animal skin. 
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If the shark or ray is hooked inside the mouth and will not be retained, the line 
must be cut as close as is safely possible to the hook and immediately released.  
 
Any person found to be in contravention of this local law will be subject to a fine 
of up to $1,000. 
  
Additionally, the use of non-stainless steel circle hooks, wire cutters and suitable 
gloves is recommended. 
 
The proposed amendments are to be advertised for a period of six weeks.  
 
Referencing throughout the Local Law be updated to match the amendments. 
 
Reason 
 
While shark fishing is banned in Cockburn there is no penalty attached and, as 
such, we have constant reports that it is occurring on a regular basis.  
 
Fishing for sharks where there are swimmers/water users should not happen and 
not just for public safety, important as this is. There is also the issue of cruelty to 
sharks and rays. Therefore, the use of any fishing gear intended to entice or 
catch sharks should be prohibited on our much used and increasingly popular 
beaches. As such, a substantial fine should act as a deterrent. 
  
And, while shark fishing is banned, fishers who are doing the right thing do still 
catch sharks inadvertently and therefore, by implementing best practice gear and 
handling procedures it is possible to ensure the ethical and humane treatment of 
captured animals. This is vital to the survival, sustainable management and 
conservation of sharks and rays, which play important roles in our aquatic 
ecosystem. 
 
Balloon fishing is a concern because whilst it is claimed that fishing balloons are 
bio-degradable, this does not mean they are harmless to marine life.  
 
From the Keep Australia Beautiful website: "Claims that balloons are bio-
degradable are misleading. While natural latex may be biodegradable, the 
addition of chemicals and dyes in balloon manufacture can make balloons persist 
for many months in the environment.  
 
Balloons that are released into the environment, even for a short time can cause 
harm. Similarly, degraded remnants of balloon can be harmful to animals that 
ingest them." 
 
Finally, the use of blood, bone, meat, offal or animal skin for berley or bait is a 
substantial risk to water users as it may attract sharks even if this is not the 
fisher’s intention.  
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Submission 
 
N/A 
 
Report 
 
The City’s Consolidated Local Laws 2000 list activities such as fish for sharks by use 
of set or buoyed lines or use blood or any other lure for the purpose of attracting 
sharks as a prohibited activity per Clause 3.3 of the local law.  

The City is not unique in restricting this activity, and several other Perth Metropolitan 
local governments prohibit shark attracting activities.   

An offence under a local law can be punishable on conviction by a penalty not 
exceeding a fine of $5,000. Within the City’s current local law, there is no modified 
penalty for those violating this law. However, nothing withholds the City from 
commencing prosecution action in the event there has been a significant offence. 

In addition to the City’s current provision of prohibiting shark attracting activities, the 
State Fish Resources Management Act 1994 provides the Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development authority to regulate fishing activities more 
generally across the State.  

It is understood the State government are working on amending legislation to restrict 
shark fishing in metropolitan areas of Perth. In any event, this State legislation will 
override existing local laws and prevent the City from making a new local law if it is 
inconstant with State legislation. 

The City has requested the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development consider adding the City’s coastal areas into their proposed additional 
shark fishing restrictions under the Fish Resources Management Act 1994. The City 
is currently awaiting a response from the Department.  

Procedurally to amend a local law, the process is outlined in the Local Government 
Act 1995 (WA) S. 3.16. The process will require (in summary); 

1. The local government give local public notice stating that; 

a. the local government proposes to review the local law;  

b. a copy of the local law may be inspected or obtained at any place 

specified in the notice; and  

c. submissions about the local law may be made to the local government 

before a day to be specified in the notice, being a day that is not less 

than 6 weeks after the notice is given.  

2. After the last day for submissions, the local government is to consider any 

submissions made and cause a report of the review to be prepared and 

submitted to Council.  
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3. When Council has considered the report, the local government may determine 

whether or not it considers that the local law should be repealed or amended. 

An absolute majority of Council is required for this decision. 

Given that the process to amend the existing local law requires similar input and 
resources consistent to creating a new local law, it is recommended that adding a 
penalty amount to the modified penalty table should be considered as part the 
current wider review of the City’s local laws. 
 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Environmental Responsibility 
A leader in environmental management that enhances and sustainably manages our 
local natural areas and resources. 
• Sustainable resource management including waste, water and energy. 
 
Community, Lifestyle & Security 
A vibrant healthy, safe, inclusive and connected community. 
• Accessible and inclusive community, recreation and cultural services and facilities 
that enrich our community. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
N/A 
 
Legal Implications 
 
The process of amending a local law is outlined by the Local Government Act 1995 
(WA) S. 3.16. 

Community Consultation 
 

No community consultation has been completed for this Notice of Motion.  

In the event that Council does amend a local law there is a statutory requirement for 
the City to advertise any proposed amendments for six weeks and write to the 
relevant minsters, in this case the Minister of Local Government and the Minister for 
Fisheries. 

Risk Management Implications 
 

There is a “moderate” risk of brand and reputational risk associated to this item. 

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 

N/A  
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 

Nil   
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22. Notices Of Motion Given At The Meeting For Consideration At 
Next Meeting 

Nil  

23. New Business of an Urgent Nature Introduced by Members or 
Officers 

Nil  
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24. Matters to be Noted for Investigation, Without Debate 

 

24.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0053) Banjup War Memorial - Restoration of a 

Permanent Accessible Pathway and Entrance 

Author A Lees  

Attachments N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council RECEIVES the Officer’s report.  

   

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr M Separovich SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

     
Background 
 
At the 11 November 2021 Ordinary Council Meeting, Mayor Howlett requested a 
report be presented to a future Council Meeting on the following: 
 

Restoration of a permanent accessible pathway and entrance to the Banjup 
War Memorial. 

 
Reason 
 
24/7 public access was lost following the Main Roads WA upgrade to 
Armadale Road. 
 

Submission 
 
NA 
 
Report 
 
Banjup Memorial Park, Armadale Road, Banjup is listed on the City of Cockburn 
Heritage list and local government inventory list of places.  
 
Banjup Memorial Park is associated with men from the district who enlisted in World 
War I and has social significance for their descendants along with the RSL. 
  
The Banjup Memorial Park was established after World War I with a gum tree planted 
for each of the fourteen men from the district who enlisted in the war.  
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A plaque naming each man is displayed at the park with another plaque held at the 
Azelia Ley Homestead. The plaque details the men who returned safely as well as 
those who were wounded or killed.  
 
The Banjup Memorial Park aesthetic value has been framed by Armadale Road and 
set within a natural bushland environment.  
 
A white post and rail fence frame its oblong shape covering an area of approximately 
100m2 along with 14 gum trees and bench seat for visitors.  
 
Informal parking on the adjacent Armadale Road Reservation was available up until 
2021, when Armadale Road was upgraded by Main Roads WA.  
 
Cockburn RSL maintains Banjup Memorial Park with support from the City. 
 
The Armadale Road works included construction of a dual carriageway, new and 
upgraded lighting along with a new Principle Shared Path (PSP).  
 
The works extended to the road reservation boundary resulting in the loss of the 
informal parking area to access the park.  
 
During detailed design revisions with MRWA, the City raised concerns over the loss 
of this informal parking, however due to safety consideration and design constraints, 
an access road or new parking embayment area was not supported.  
 
Since commencement of the roadworks, vehicular access to the park is only possible 
through a locked service gate to Rose Shanks Reserve via Warton Road and only 
with prior authorisation from the City. 
 
The Banjup Memorial Park is located directly adjacent to the Rose Shanks 
Conservation Reserve.  
 
The City has committed significant resources to rehabilitate this conservation 
reserve.  
 
Proposed access changes have been developed with a high priority on maintaining a 
clear separation of the environmental re-vegetation areas from the proposed access 
tracks and parking areas, ensuring vehicular and pedestrian movements are 
contained within the designated parking areas. 
 
To allow for safe movement and parking of vehicles, access to the park will be via 
Warton Road, just north of Armadale Road.  
 
As the park is accessed through Rose Shanks Reserve and in a secluded location 
with limited passive surveillance, a gate has been installed at the entry.  
 
This gate restricts access to this extremely isolated location and minimises anti-social 
activities transpiring.  
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Access is available seven days a week between 7am and 5pm, by calling the City’s 
contact centre during business hours.  
 
A sign outlining this process will be installed on the gate. 
 
Pedestrian access remains available from Armadale Road for pedestrians and 
cyclists travelling along the PSP on Armadale Road, with a small opening adjacent 
the memorial. 
 
Works are scheduled to commence in April and be completed by June   

 
 

 
Strategic Plans/Policy Implications 
 
Environmental Responsibility 
A leader in environmental management that enhances and sustainably manages our 
local natural areas and resources. 
• Protection and enhancement of our natural areas, bushland, parks and open 
spaces. 
 
City Growth & Moving Around 
A growing City that is easy to move around and provides great places to live. 
• An integrated, accessible and improved transport network. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Funds have been allocated in the FY22 Capex budget for upgrades to the Banjup 
War Memorial. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
NA 
 
Community Consultation 
 
NA 
 
Risk Management Implications 
 
The risk of failing to provide safe and accessible measures to ensure the public have 
access to an important historical site, and the resultant harm to the City’s brand and 
reputation if access is not provided. 
 
Advice to Proponent(s)/Submitters 
 
N/A  
 
Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act 1995 
 
Nil  
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24.2 Bartram Road Pedestrian Bridge 

 
Cr Dewan has requested a report be prepared on the current status of this project, 
the study outcomes and a forecast for it’s progress to construction. 
 
Reason 
 
In the past (2017) there has been a petition filed with the City to consider bringing 
forward the Construction of a Pedestrian Bridge over Bartram Road. 
 
The bridge was to connect the Atwell with Success and promote inclusivity between 
the two largest Suburbs of Cockburn.  
 
It specified potential advantages, namely: bike riding, walking and safety for the 
school children crossing between Success to Atwell College, Harmony Primary 
School, and Atwell Primary School. 
 
Subsequently a study was conducted by the City.  
 
I am aware that the traffic situation and flow would have undergone changes 
following a number of infrastructure development around the two suburbs. 
 
This would enable the latest status on the subject. If however you have any queries 
or suggestions please let us know. 
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25. Confidential Business 

 (2022/MINUTE NO 0054) Meeting to Proceed Behind Closed Doors 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr C Stone SECONDED Cr M Separovich 
 

That, pursuant to Clause 7.2 of the City of Cockburn Standing Orders Local Law 
2016, the meeting proceed behind closed doors, the time being 9.29pm 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

 
9.29pm  Cr Stone departed the meeting and returned at 9.30pm. 
 
Declaration of Interest 
 

Mayor Howlett submitted a Declaration of Impartiality Interest, pursuant to r22 of 
Local Government (Model Code of Conduct) Regulations 2021 for Item 25.1.   
Nature of Interest: Mayor Howlett was referred to in the Authorised Inquiry into the 
City of Cockburn. 
 

Cr Stone submitted a Declaration of Impartiality Interest, pursuant to r22 of Local 
Government (Model Code of Conduct) Regulations 2021 for Item 25.1. 
Nature of Interest: Cr Stone was referred to in the Findings of the Inquiry Report into  
the City of Cockburn. 
 

Mr Stuart Downing, Chief Financial Officer, submitted a Declaration of Impartiality 
Interest, pursuant to r22 of Local Government (Model Code of Conduct) Regulations 
2021 for Item 25.1. 
Nature of Interest: Mr Downing was referenced in the Department of Local 
Government Inquiry into the City of Cockburn. 
 
25.1 (2022/MINUTE NO 0055) Minutes - Governance Review Steering 

Committee Meeting - 8 February 2022 
 

This report and its attachments are CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 
5.23(2) (d) of the Local Government Act 1995, which permits the meeting to be 
closed to the public for business relating to the following: 
(d) legal advice obtained, or which may be obtained, by the local government and 

which relates to a matter to be discussed at the meeting.     

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr L Kirkwood SECONDED Deputy Mayor T Widenbar 
 
The Committee recommends that Council adopts the actions agreed as specified 
in the Confidential Resolution made behind closed doors. 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0l 
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Declarations of Interest 
 
Mayor Howlett submitted a Declaration of Impartiality Interest, pursuant to r22 of 
Local Government (Model Code of Conduct) Regulations 2021 for Item 25.2.   
Nature of Interest: Mayor Howlett was referred to in the Authorised Inquiry into the 
City of Cockburn. 
 
Cr Stone submitted a Declaration of Impartiality Interest, pursuant to r22 of Local 
Government (Model Code of Conduct) Regulations 2021 for Item 25.2. 
Nature of Interest: Cr Stone was referred to in the Findings of the Inquiry Report into  
the City of Cockburn. 
 
Mr Stuart Downing, Chief Financial Officer, submitted a Declaration of Impartiality 
Interest, pursuant to r22 of Local Government (Model Code of Conduct) Regulations 
2021 for Item 25.2. 
Nature of Interest: Mr Downing was referenced in the Department of Local 
Government Inquiry into the City of Cockburn. 
 
25.2 (2022/MINUTE NO 0056) Minutes - Governance Review Steering 

Committee Meeting - 23 February 2022 
 
This report and its attachments are CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 
5.23(2) (d) of the Local Government Act 1995, which permits the meeting to be 
closed to the public for business relating to the following: 
 
(d) legal advice obtained, or which may be obtained, by the local government and 
which relates to a matter to be discussed at the meeting.     
 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr C Stone SECONDED Cr M Separovich 
 
That Council adopts the actions agreed as specified in the Confidential Resolution 
made behind closed doors. 

CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTEMAJORITY OF COUNCIL 9/0 
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Declarations of Interest 
 
Mr Tony Brun, Chief Executive Officer, submitted a Declaration of Financial Interest, 
pursuant to Section 5.71A of the Local Government Act 1995 for Item 25.3. 
Nature of Interest: Mr Brun is the CEO and this item relates to his employment at the 
City of Cockburn.  
 
25.3 (2022/MINUTE NO 0057) Minutes - Chief Executive Officer 

Performance Review and Key Projects Appraisal Committee Meeting - 
17 February 2022 
 

 
This report and its attachments are CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 
5.23(2) (e)(iii) of the Local Government Act 1995, which permits the meeting to be 
closed to the public for business relating to the following: 

(e)(iii) a matter that if disclosed, would reveal information about the business, 
professional, commercial or financial affairs of a person.     
 

Council Decision 
MOVED Deputy Mayor T Widenbar SECONDED Cr C Stone 
 
That Council adopts the actions agreed as specified in the Confidential Resolution 
made behind closed doors. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

 
 

 (2022/MINUTE NO 0058) REOPEN MEETING TO PUBLIC 

COUNCIL DECISION 
MOVED CR L KIRKWOOD SECONDED CR P CORKE 
 
THAT THE MEETING RESUME WITH OPEN DOORS, THE TIME BEING 9.39PM  

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

 

MAYOR HOWLETT ADVISED THE MEETING THAT THE OFFICER 
RECOMMENDATIONS WERE ADOPTED BY COUNCIL WHILST BEHIND CLOSED 
DOORS. 
 

9.39PM ITEM 18.2 AND ITEM 21.1 WERE CONSIDERED AND THE 
CONCLUSION OF CONSIDERATION OF THE CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS.  
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26. (2022/MINUTE NO 0059) RESOLUTION OF COMPLIANCE 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council is satisfied that resolutions carried at this Meeting and applicable to 
items concerning Council provided services and facilities, are:- 

 
(1) integrated and co-ordinated, so far as practicable, with any provided by the 

Commonwealth, the State or any public body; 
 

(2) not duplicated, to an extent Council considers inappropriate, services or 
facilities as provided by the Commonwealth, the State or any other body or 
person, whether public or private; and 
 

(3) managed efficiently and effectively. 
 

Council Decision 
MOVED Cr C Stone SECONDED Cr M Separovich 
 
That the recommendation be adopted. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 9/0 

 

27. Closure of Meeting 

The meeting closed at 9.50pm. 
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