9.1 DUNSTONE GROVE / LINDE RESERVE MASTER PLAN - DEMOLITION OF THE BUILDINGS LOCATED AT 64 AND 66 NELSON STREET, STEPNEY - SUBMITTED BY MAYOR ROBERT  BRIA

NOTICE OF MOTION: Dunstone Grove / Linde Reserve Master Plan – Demolition of the Buildings Located at 64 and 66 Nelson Street, Stepney

SUBMITTED BY: Mayor Robert Bria

FILE REFERENCE: S/00232 S/1674

ATTACHMENTS: Nil

Pursuant to Regulation 13(2) of the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2000, the

following Notice of Motion has been submitted by Mayor Robert Bria.

NOTICE OF MOTION

That the following resolution made at the Council meeting held on 5 May 2008 (Item 10.1, page 35), be

rescinded:

“That the buildings located at 64 and 66 Nelson Street be demolished.”;

and replaced with the motion:

“That the buildings located at 64 and 66 Nelson Street Stepney be retained and that staff be authorised to amend the Master Plan to incorporate the cottages at 64, 66 and 68 into the design of the reserve.”

REASONS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION

My principal reason for submitting this Notice of Motion is to allow the Council an opportunity to review theissues associated with this particular aspect of the Linde Reserve/Dunstone Grove Master Plan. Rescission motions should only be in special circumstances and in my opinion, this is a case which warrants the Council to review its decision. Having said this, my view is that the issues concerning urban design, heritage, streetscape, which whilst relevant, are confusing the decision making process.  Put simply, the development of Linde Reserve/Dunstone Grove, can proceed irrespective of the cottages.  Clearly, some will argue that the cottages will add value to this redevelopment, whilst others will argue that the cottages will detract from the redevelopment. Perhaps if we were starting with a clean slate, the cottages would not have been built on the reserve. However, the fact is that the cottages are there and must be taken into account in any decision which is made by the Council. As such, from my perspective, the best way forward for the Council is to deal with the cottages is from an asset management perspective. In doing so, the complex and as it appears divisive, arguments can be put to one side. From an asset management perspective, the ideal solution would be to put all of the groups in this locality into one central hub at the St Peters Town Hall. The Council’s decision does not achieve this as the Women’s Community Centre will be retained on the reserve and not re-located to the St Peters Town Hall. As such, when distilled down to the financial aspects, the Council needs to determine what trade-offs it needs to make, the cost estimates included in the staff report considered by the Council at its May 2008 meeting, clearly shows that the difference between demolishing 64 and 66 Nelson Street, relocating the Women’s Community Centre to 68 Nelson Street and relocating Club 68 to the St Peters Town Hall, is marginal.
