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File Ref: 14/5470/112884.14
The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury has submitted its report to
Council. The report makes recommendations based on the
following questions;


What level of infrastructure quality do we want to pay for in
Marrickville?

 What are our local priorities for investment?
RECOMMENDATION
THAT:
1.

the report be received and noted;

2.

Council proceed to publish the Jury’s report unedited
and in full to the community;

3.

Council endorses the Jury’s level
recommendations for asset condition;

4.

Council endorses the Jury’s prioritisation of new
investment in unfunded capital infrastructure; and

5.

Council reconvenes the Jury early in 2015 to receive a
report on Council’s response to its recommendations.
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FUNDING PACKAGE RESPONSE TO MARRICKVILLE
INFRASTRUCTURE JURY RECOMMENDATIONS (INCLUDING
A PROPOSED SPECIAL RATE VARIATION, COMMENCING
2015/16)
File Ref: 14/5366/111398.14
Like most NSW councils, Marrickville has an annual infrastructure
asset renewal shortfall as well as a number of unfunded capital
projects. With this in mind, Council recently resolved to
commission a Citizens Jury (known as the ‘Marrickville
Infrastructure Jury’) to consider two questions:
1.

2.

What level of infrastructure quality does the community want
to pay for in Marrickville?
and
What should be our local priorities for investment?

The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury (MIJ) has now completed its
exercise, the product of which is in tonight’s Business Paper.
With respect to Question 1, the MIJ has established the level of
service for existing assets it is prepared to accept. With respect to
Question 2, the MIJ has agreed to a list of new priority capital
works.
The MIJ made it clear they would like Council to pursue internal
efficiencies/productivity gains and maximize alternate revenue
raising options before considering a Special Rate Variation.
The MIJ also recognised that in the available time, they were not
able to fully fund all their priorities. Taking on board the
recommendations of the MIJ, Council officers have developed 2
Scenarios comprising a range of funding options that fully fund the
priorities of the MIJ. Common to both Scenarios is a proposed
Special Rate Variation (SRV).
If Council is of a mind to support either Scenario in the Funding
Package (including a proposed SRV), it must adhere to the
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) guidelines
and timeframes outlined in the body of this report.
RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council:
1.

support in-principle Scenario 1 contained in the
Proposed Funding Package to address the annual
funding shortfalls associated with renewal of existing
assets and new priority capital works, as identified by
the Marrickville Infrastructure Jury;

2.

support a Special Rate Variation under Section 508(A) of
the Local Government Act, 1993 for the purposes of
public exhibition and community consultation;
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3.

exhibit the proposed Special Rate Variation through
relevant documents contained within Council’s
Integrated Planning and Reporting Framework;

4.

endorse the proposed Special Rate Variation Community
Engagement Plan contained within the body of this
report;

5.

notify the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal
(IPART) of its ‘Intent to Apply’ for a Special Rate
Variation; and

6.

consider the feedback received from the community
during public exhibition at its meeting of 17 February
2015 with a view to making a final determination on
whether to make formal application to IPART for a
Special Rate Variation.

QUARTERLY BUDGET REVIEW STATEMENT FOR THE
PERIOD ENDED 30 SEPTEMBER 2014

44

File Ref: 4717/112866.14
Clause 203 of the Local Government (General) Regulation 2005
requires that a quarterly budget review be considered by Council,
which shows revised estimates for income and expenditure for the
year, indicates whether Council’s financial position is satisfactory
and makes recommendations for remedial action where needed.
The Quarterly Budget Review Statements (QBRS) are prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the Code of Accounting
Practice and Financial Reporting. This report provides a
comprehensive high level overview of Council’s financial position
at 30 September 2014 in accordance with the Code, together with
supplementary information. The report recommends budget
adjustments where needed and advises Council on issues which
are presently being managed.
RECOMMENDATION
THAT:

C1114 Item 29

1.

the report be received and noted; and

2.

Council approve the variations identified as matters
requiring budget adjustments.

WESTCONNEX NEW M5 STATE SIGNIFICANT
INFRASTRUCTURE APPLICATION REPORT
File Ref: 14/6836/115358.14
On 4 November 2014 the NSW Government released the M5 State
Significant Infrastructure Application Report (M5 Report), which
sets out proposals for Stage 2 of the WestConnex Motorway. This
includes an extension of the M5 East via new tunnels from Beverly
Hills to St Peters and a new surface-level motorway interchange at
St Peters.
4
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The M5 Report has been prepared to initiate the approvals process
for the project and has been submitted to the Department of
Planning and Environment (DP&E) to obtain requirements for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As part
of the identification of these requirements the DP&E will conduct a
Planning Focus Meeting, involving Council staff.
On 12 November representatives of Council’s executive met with
the staff of the WestConnex Delivery Authority (WDA) for a briefing
on the project and to raise queries. The discussion focussed on
Campbell Street widening, likely demand for additional traffic
capacity on King Street, Newtown, particularly in the period before
WestConnex Stage 3 is complete and priorities beyond the site.
There is potential for Council to engage with WDA during the
project design phase over the coming months with the aim of
working through these issues.
RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council:
1.

receive and note this report;

2.

note any additional issues to those raised in this report
which can be included in Council’s submission to the
Department of Planning and Environment for
consideration in the establishment of requirements for a
future Environmental Impact Statement.; and

agree to ongoing engagement with the WestConnex
Delivery Authority aimed at protecting King Street
Newtown from the impacts of additional traffic and
determining place based improvements to areas
immediately surrounding tunnel infrastructure and the
broader local road network.

3.

3

Reports with Confidential Information

Reports appearing in this section of the Business Paper are confidential in their entirety or
contain confidential information in attachments.
The confidential information has been circulated to Councillors separately.
C1114 Item 30

CHESTER STREET CAR PARK - EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST
File Ref: 14/4657/102501.14
This report discusses the Expression of Interests (EOIs) received
for the redevelopment of the car park at Chester Street,
Petersham. The report discusses the various issues affecting the
current process.
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RECOMMENDATION
THAT:
1.

Council move into closed session to deal with this
matter as information contained in CONFIDENTIAL
ATTACHMENTS 1 of the report is classified as
confidential under the provisions of Section 10A (2)(c)
and (d) of the Local Government Act 1993 for the
following reasons:
a.

the
information
within
CONFIDENTIAL
ATTACHMENT 1 of this report, if disclosed, could
confer a commercial advantage on persons with
whom the Council proposes to or may conduct
business; and

b.

it is not in the public interest to reveal the
information in these attachments as they disclose
sensitive information concerning the financial
offerings provided by companies as part of the
Expressions of Interest (EOI) process, outline
valuation information which would confer a benefit
on prospective tenderers in their commercial
dealings with Council or contains information
about the likely contents of the Tender process
which could confer an advantage if released ahead
of the tender process.

And in accordance with Sections 10A(4) of the Local
Government Act 1993, that the
Chairperson allows members of the public to make
representations as to whether this part of the meeting should
be closed.
OR, WHERE THE MEETING IS NOT CLOSED:
THAT:
1.

Council resolve that CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT 1
to the report be treated as confidential in accordance
with Section 11(3) of the Local Government Act 1993,
as it relates to a matter specified in Section 10A(2) of
the Local Government Act 1993, and as such is to be
treated as confidential; and

2.

adopt the recommendation
ATTACHMENT 1.
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C1114 Item 25

Subject:

MAYORAL MINUTE: FIT FOR THE FUTURE PROGRAM

File Ref:

14/4089/117839.14

From Councillor Mark Gardiner, Mayor of Marrickville
MOTION:
THAT Council:
1.

authorise the General Manager to execute the Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) at ATTACHMENT 1 and to undertake the tasks assigned to that role within the
MOU; and

2.

allocate up to $30,000 to carry out work outlined in the MOU in its next quarterly
budget review.

Background
On 12 November 2014 I attended a meeting with the General Manager at the invitation of the
Mayor of the City of Canada Bay. Mayors and General Managers (where available) from the
City of Canada Bay, Ashfield, Leichhardt, Burwood and Strathfield Councils attended. These
are the councils the Independent Local Government Review Panel recommended should
amalgamate with Marrickville Council.
The meeting sought to understand the position of each council on the NSW State
Government’s Fit for the Future program.
All councils present opposed forced amalgamation of councils.
All councils present acknowledged the need to open dialogue between the councils with a view
to obtaining the facts necessary to consult with our respective communities and to take a
decision on whether and how to respond to the requirement to submit a Fit for the Future
submission by 30 June 2015.
The meeting considered a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) proposed for execution by
each council to enable us to progress that dialogue in a coordinated manner. A draft is at
ATTACHMENT 1.
The purpose of this MOU is to:
i)

Formalise the alliance between the six councils to support and facilitate a robust
response to the State Government Fit for the Future Program; or in the event that 1
or more councils choose not to respond to the Program, provide those councils with
reliable data on the likely outcomes of the mergers on their communities.

ii)

Facilitate opportunities for mutual exchange and collaboration between the
councils through:
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Shared modeling of the merger options to identify the likely social,
environmental, financial and governance outcomes on the respective
councils and their communities thereby enabling each council to prepare
their business cases.



An integrated community engagement program to actively inform our
communities about the State Government reform agenda and its
implications for the respective local government areas.

iii) Thereafter enable respective councils to respond and/or engage further with their
communities as best suits their particular circumstances.
It is proposed that each council contribute up to $20,000 each to engage consultants to
undertake shared modelling of the merger options. Up to a further $10,000 is proposed from
each council to coordinate communications to our communities. Messaging will be tailored to
the needs of each council’s community.
In addition to merger options, there will be an examination of the pros and cons of a Joint
Organisations model which has to date been reserved by the NSW State Government for use
by non-metropolitan councils. This model retains existing council governance arrangements
and establishes a Council of Mayors to coordinate regional planning and dialogue with other
tiers of government and a shared service/shared procurement arrangement coordinated
through a collective of general managers (See Annexure 1 to Attachment 1).
A Steering Committee comprising the General Managers of each council will coordinate the
engagement of consultants and the tasks identified in the MOU as well as engaging with
respective Mayors on media, publicity and communications. Working Parties will be
established within each council to support these arrangements.
A timeline for engagement of consultants is included in the draft MOU.
I urge Councillors to support the execution of the MOU, the allocation of the funding necessary
to carry out this necessary work and to delegate to the General Manager authority to execute
the MOU and to undertake the tasks assigned to that role within the MOU.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Draft MOU Fit for the Future
2. Annexure 1 to Attachment 1 Fit for the Future

8

Attachment 1

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

9

Attachment 1

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

10

Attachment 1

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

11

Attachment 1

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

12

Attachment 1

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

13

Attachment 1

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

14

Attachment 2

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

15

Attachment 2

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

16

Attachment 2

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

17

Attachment 2

Item 25

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

18

Item No:

C1114 Item 26

Subject:

MARRICKVILLE INFRASTRUCTURE JURY - INFRASTRUCTURE QUALITY
AND PRIORITIES FOR INVESTMENT

File Ref:

14/5470/112884.14

Prepared By: Robyn Smith - Strategic Planner and Prue Foreman - Coordinator,
Communication and Engagement
Authorised By: Brian Barrett - General Manager
SUMMARY
The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury has submitted its report to Council. The report makes
recommendations based on the following questions;


What level of infrastructure quality do we want to pay for in Marrickville?

 What are our local priorities for investment?
RECOMMENDATION
THAT:
1.

the report be received and noted;

2.

Council proceed to publish the Jury’s report unedited and in full to the community;

3.

Council endorses the Jury’s level of service recommendations for asset condition;

4.

Council endorses the Jury’s prioritisation of new investment in unfunded capital
infrastructure; and

5.

Council reconvenes the Jury early in 2015 to receive a report on Council’s
response to its recommendations.

Our Place, Our Vision – Marrickville Community Strategic Plan 2023
4.3
4.6

Council is innovative in its delivery of services and projects
Council consults, engages and communicates with the community effectively

BACKGROUND
At its meeting on 24 June, Council resolved to convene a randomly selected Marrickville
Infrastructure Jury to participate in an innovative public decision-making process (C0614 Item
5). To ensure maximum public confidence in the decision, a deliberative democracy process of
community engagement was undertaken. The purpose of the Jury was to enable Council to
make informed decisions about infrastructure asset renewal, prioritisation of unfunded capital
works and funding strategies, along with measures Council might take to address these.
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DISCUSSION
The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury comprised 30 local residents who were demographically
representative of Marrickville's diverse community. The jurors were randomly selected by
independent research foundation newDemocracy. The process was independently facilitated.
In order to analyse the assumptions that define Council’s infrastructure asset renewal shortfall
and to assess unfunded capital works, the Jury was charged with answering:
 What level of infrastructure quality do we want to pay for in Marrickville?
 What are our local priorities for investment?
Council’s adopted Resourcing Strategy outlines a total infrastructure asset shortfall estimated
at $10 million per annum which includes upgrade works, operational and maintenance costs
as well as necessary renewal works. The Jury was asked to analyse only the shortfall for
renewal works which is estimated at $5.065 million per annum. It was also asked to consider
the priorities for new investment. The cost of unfunded new capital works as outlined in the
Resourcing Strategy is estimated at over $4 million per annum.
The Jury deliberated during five workshops from 20 September to 25 October 2014 on
information provided by Council and independent sources. An additional workshop, attended
by 21 of the 30 jurors, was held on 8 November as the Jury required more time. The Jury’s
final report “How good is good enough” in respect to public infrastructure? contains five
principles which underpin its decision-making and 10 recommendations for Council. These
include the acceptable minimum level of service for existing infrastructure renewal, priorities
for new infrastructure and strategies to address the funding shortfall.
Infrastructure renewal
The Jury’s recommendations about levels of service (table 1 in the Jury’s report) outline the
minimum acceptable condition for each asset group. This results in a reduction of Council’s
assets renewal shortfall from an estimated $5.065 million per annum to approximately $2.35
million per annum.
New infrastructure
The Jury endorsed the priorities for new unfunded assets as outlined in Council’s Resourcing
Strategy (adopted June 2014). The estimated annual shortfall for new unfunded assets is
$4.075 million per year increasing to $4.475 million from 2016/17.
Addressing the funding shortfall
The Jury recommended that Council should not increase rates when alternate revenue
raising measures are available. Council should optimise existing capacity, pursue efficiencies
and facilitate innovation opportunities. In the available time, the Jury was unable to arrive at a
consensus about how Council should fund any remaining shortfall once other options are
exhausted. The Jury made three recommendations to increase revenue:
 Pursue parking controls through the use of parking rangers to at least double the net
revenue raised through parking fines ($3.378 million in 2013/14)
 Introduce parking meters in all Council car parks by the end of 2015
 Introduce resident permit parking across residential streets throughout the LGA
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 Council should improve its data management to better inform decision making and
facilitate greater community participation.
 Council should convene an Infrastructure Jury no later than September 2016 to provide
input into the formation of the 2017-2021 Delivery Plan and associated Strategies and
Management Plan.
 The Jury encourages a cultural and organisational shift in the adopted method of assets
condition assessment.
 Council should assess flooding areas and prepare designs for those which expose the
Council to the greatest risk first.
 The Jury supports investment in LED lighting replacement strategies to minimise the
cost of and dependence on power
 Council should increase its cycle of audits of Council property building assets to every
five years in order to provide better baseline data.
 Council should undertake the Integrated Property Strategy in conjunction with the LEP
and other statutory plans.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The Jury’s recommendations will impact the development of the 2015/16 Budget and the Long
Term Financial Plan for Council. Details of the implications are provided in the report.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury is a significant community engagement process conducted
between September and November 2014. The full process has been documented on Council’s
community engagement hub - YourSayMarrickville.com.au, and via print and social media.
Submissions from the wider community were encouraged and fed into the Jury’s deliberations.

CONCLUSION
The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury’s recommendations will enable Council to make informed
decisions about infrastructure asset renewal, prioritisation of unfunded capital works and
funding strategies, along with measures Council might take to address these.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Marrickville Infrastructure Jury - Final Report - "How Good is Good Enough" in Respect to
Public infrastructure?
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C1114 Item 27

Subject:

FUNDING PACKAGE RESPONSE TO MARRICKVILLE INFRASTRUCTURE
JURY RECOMMENDATIONS (INCLUDING A PROPOSED SPECIAL RATE
VARIATION, COMMENCING 2015/16)

File Ref:

14/5366/111398.14

Prepared By: Steve Kludass - Director, Corporate Services
Authorised By: Steve Kludass - Director, Corporate Services
SUMMARY
Like most NSW councils, Marrickville has an annual infrastructure asset renewal shortfall as
well as a number of unfunded capital projects. With this in mind, Council recently resolved to
commission a Citizens Jury (known as the ‘Marrickville Infrastructure Jury’) to consider two
questions:
1.
2.

What level of infrastructure quality does the community want to pay for in Marrickville?
and
What should be our local priorities for investment?

The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury (MIJ) has now completed its exercise, the product of which
is in tonight’s Business Paper.
With respect to Question 1, the MIJ has established the level of service for existing assets it is
prepared to accept. With respect to Question 2, the MIJ has agreed to a list of new priority
capital works.
The MIJ made it clear they would like Council to pursue internal efficiencies/productivity gains
and maximize alternate revenue raising options before considering a Special Rate Variation.
The MIJ also recognised that in the available time, they were not able to fully fund all their
priorities. Taking on board the recommendations of the MIJ, Council officers have developed 2
Scenarios comprising a range of funding options that fully fund the priorities of the MIJ.
Common to both Scenarios is a proposed Special Rate Variation (SRV).
If Council is of a mind to support either Scenario in the Funding Package (including a
proposed SRV), it must adhere to the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART)
guidelines and timeframes outlined in the body of this report.

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council:
1.

support in-principle Scenario 1 contained in the Proposed Funding Package to
address the annual funding shortfalls associated with renewal of existing assets
and new priority capital works, as identified by the Marrickville Infrastructure Jury;

2.

support a Special Rate Variation under Section 508(A) of the Local Government
Act, 1993 for the purposes of public exhibition and community consultation;

3.

exhibit the proposed Special Rate Variation through relevant documents contained
within Council’s Integrated Planning and Reporting Framework;

4.

endorse the proposed Special Rate Variation Community Engagement Plan
contained within the body of this report;
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5.

notify the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) of its ‘Intent to
Apply’ for a Special Rate Variation; and

6.

consider the feedback received from the community during public exhibition at its
meeting of 17 February 2015 with a view to making a final determination on
whether to make formal application to IPART for a Special Rate Variation.

Our Place, Our Vision – Marrickville Community Strategic Plan 2023
6.5

Council is financially viable and provides value for money in the delivery of its services

BACKGROUND
Marrickville Infrastructure Jury
The Marrickville Infrastructure Jury (MIJ) was formed in early September 2014 and met for the
first time on Saturday 20 September 2014. The MIJ was tasked with answering two questions:
1. What level of infrastructure quality does the community want to pay for in Marrickville?
and
2. What should be our local priorities for investment?
Once the MIJ had addressed those two questions, Council was tasked with quantifying the
results. The final piece of work was for the MIJ to identify what sources of funding should be
used to finance the Jury’s final recommendations.
The MIJ concluded its deliberations and handed down its final report on Saturday 8 November
2014. This is the subject of a separate report to Council. The MIJ specifically excluded
consideration of the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future proposal in making its
recommendations.

DISCUSSION
MIJ Desired Condition Levels of Existing Infrastructure Assets
The MIJ has clearly articulated what condition levels (quality) they would like to see in relation
to Council’s infrastructure asset network. The following table is a summary of the desired
condition levels determined by the MIJ, together with the estimated shortfall in funding for each
of those desired condition levels. (Note: LOS = Level of Service)
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Estimated
Shortfall in
Funding

Asset Category

MIJ Desired Condition Level

Roads

Council’s current LOS endorsed
condition1-3). No Roads in condition 5

in

$1,058,000

Footpaths

Council’s desired LOS endorsed (100% of
footpaths in condition 1-3). No Footpath in
condition 4 or 5.

$nil

Kerb & Gutter

Council’s current LOS endorsed (74% of kerb and
gutter in condition 1-3). No Kerb & Gutter in
condition 5.

$163,000

Roadside Furniture

Council’s current LOS endorsed (85% of Roadside
Furniture in condition 1-3). No Roadside Furniture
in condition 5.

$134,000

Pits & Pipes

(80%

Council’s current LOS endorsed (97% of pipes and
pits in condition 1-3). Renew condition 4s if a flood
risk. No Pits and Pipes in condition 5.

$261,000

Park Buildings

Council’s current LOS endorsed (93% in Conditions
1-3). No Park Buildings in Condition 5.

$52,000

Play Equipment

Council’s current LOS endorsed (98% in Conditions
1-3). No Play Equipment in Condition 5.

$140,000

Park Paths

Council’s current LOS endorsed (100% in
Conditions 1-3). No Park Paths in Condition 4 or 5.

$200,000

Park Assets

Council’s current LOS endorsed (90% in Conditions
1-3). No Park Assets in Condition 5.

Commercial Carparks

Council’s desired
Condition 1-3).

in

$148,000

Property Buildings

Council’s desired LOS endorsed (90% in Condition
1-3).

$158,000

TOTAL

LOS

endorsed

(100%

$40,000

$2,354,000
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Difference between Council’s Desired Level of Service & the MIJ Desired Level of
Service
Council’s desired level of service was originally estimated at $5.065m. The MIJ, through its
deliberations, has determined that Council’s current level of service is satisfactory for many
categories of assets. Importantly, the MIJ has also determined that in all instances, Condition
5 (Very Poor) is not acceptable.
Council estimates the annual cost of the MIJ’s desired level of service to be $2.354m, a
reduction of approximately $2.7m from Council’s original desired level of service estimated at
$5.065m.
This is considered a great outcome. Council now has a much better understanding of what the
community expects in terms of our infrastructure assets and the services they deliver our
residents. Furthermore, the outcome improves Council’s financial health as it reduces the
annual shortfall in funding required to maintain our infrastructure assets at a satisfactory level.
This will assist Council’s position in demonstrating it is ‘Fit for the Future’.
However, it should be noted that there is still an annual funding shortfall that needs to be
addressed. The Proposed Funding Package, outlined later in this report, deals with how this
shortfall might best be managed.

MIJ New Priority Capital Works
The MIJ determined the following new capital works as a priority. Whilst there was some
debate over the relative priority of individual projects over others, the MIJ agreed that all of the
works were important and should be funded.
Priority New Capital Works

Annual Funding Shortfall

Town Centre Streetscape Upgrades

$750,000

Storm Water – Flood Mitigation & Increased Pit $1,000,000
and Pipe Capacity
Car Park Lighting Upgrade

$12,500

Properties – facilities renewal with
upgrades to current standards

$292,000

Kerb ramps ( pram ramps)

$120,000

Bicycle Plan

$400,000

Local Area Traffic Management (LATM)

$400,000 (from 2016/17)

Integrated Property Strategy

$1,500,000

TOTAL

$4,474,500

Note: The MIJ also included LED Street Lighting as a high priority, however costings are not
yet available for these works.
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The combined annual shortfall in funding for both new capital works and the renewal of
existing assets is summarised in the table below:
Description of Works
Renewal of Existing Assets
New Priority Capital Works
TOTAL

Annual Funding Shortfall
$2,354,000
$4,474,500
$6,828,500

Fit for the Future
The MIJ process has been an outstanding success. The Jury has worked through Council’s
Asset Management planning information and made what it considers to be realistic
assessments of what an acceptable asset condition is in each asset category. This has
reduced the infrastructure funding gap by $2.7m. In addition, the Jury endorsed $4.474m in
priority capital works as necessary.
The Jury did not consider the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future proposal in its
deliberations. In September 2014, Council agreed to open a strategic dialogue with a number
of councils to explore the potential impacts on Council’s future financial sustainability of
merging with one, some or all of those councils.
If Council is to consider an option of not merging with another council or of merging in a
financially sustainable manner, it must address its own infrastructure funding gap and its own
financial sustainability immediately. While cost reduction through efficiencies and increased
revenue options are available to Council, it can only fully bridge the infrastructure funding gap
through an ongoing increase in its rate revenue, service reductions or service level changes.
Council is the custodian of the community’s infrastructure and it is Council’s responsibility to
manage that infrastructure for both current and future residents. That responsibility can only
be properly discharged by objectively considering a wide range of funding solutions, including
a rate increase.

Council’s Proposed Funding Package
In developing a funding strategy to address the annual funding shortfall, Council was mindful
of the recommendations the MIJ made in its final report. The following measures represent a
balanced and sustainable approach to the annual funding shortfall dilemma and are presented
in the context of what is considered to be prudent financial management.
1.

Targeted Annual Productivity / Efficiency Gains
In addition to the $600,000 already factored in the 2015/16 Budget for
productivity/efficiency gains and approximately $1m in efficiencies in the Resource
Recovery area which impact on the Domestic Waste Management Charge, Council is
proposing to implement a targeted annual productivity plan aimed at generating an
additional $1,000,000 per annum (total recurrent target is therefore $1,600,000 per
annum). This plan will be developed over the next 2 months and will be designed in such
a way that it does not impact on the range of services Council currently provides to the
community or on the level of service offered to the community.

2.
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Increase net revenue forecasts for Parking Fines and Parking Meters
Council will continue to review opportunities for increased revenue from parking fines
and parking meters. Following an initial analysis of parking enforcement related income
and expenditure, it is considered feasible to increase net revenue available to the
2015/16 Budget and beyond by $1,520,000. This will be achieved by installing new
parking meters on King Street, Enmore Road and Edgeware Road carpark as well as
continuing the enforcement of existing time limited parking throughout the LGA.
A $1,520,000 increase in net revenue represents a 45% increase in overall net
revenue generated from parking related revenue.
While the MIJ set a target of a 100% increase in net revenue, the following outcomes
would be expected from any higher level of enforcement action:
a. Council’s parking patrol strategy has developed over the last 10 years. The strategy
does not look to provide patrols for all Council areas but to ensure Council officers
are patrolling those areas identified with the greatest need.
b. The income which reflects our current patrol strategy has effectively reached its
ceiling. We will continue to respond to changes in the Council area which may
increase income however significant sustainable increases beyond CPI are
unlikely.
c. Expanding our patrol strategy to include all areas of Council will not produce
sustainable income increases. Repeated fining does influence changes in behavior
in areas with a predominantly static population therefore making any sustainable
income increase unlikely.
3. Proposed Special Rate Variation
The above measures will only go so far to addressing the annual funding shortfall.
Whilst the MIJ recommended a Special Rate Variation as a last resort measure, it is a
valid and prudent measure to seriously consider, particularly given the nature of the
works proposed. The rationale for a Special Rate Variation for asset renewal and new
capital works is perfectly consistent with the Special Rate Variation Applications
approved by IPART in recent years.
It is recommended that Council seek to increase rates incrementally over the next 6
years, as opposed to a one-off significant rate increase to assist in the overall Funding
Package. More information on the proposed Special Rate Variation is provided in the
section titled ‘Special Rate Variation Information’.
Summary of the Proposed Funding Package
The table below summarises the sources of funding proposed to meet the annual funding
shortfalls for both the renewal of existing assets and the inclusion of new capital works, as
ratified by the MIJ.
Proposed Funding Source
Productivity & Efficiency Gain Plan to reduce Expenditure
Additional Parking Fine and Parking Meter Revenue
Additional Revenue via a SRV
TOTAL
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Proposed Funding $
$1,000,000
$1,520,000
$4,308,500
$6,828,500
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If Council was of a mind to pursue a Special Rate Variation, it must make application to IPART
for a Special Rate Variation under Section 508(A) of the Local Government Act, 1993. This
section of the Act enables Councils to increase rates in a cumulative manner for a period of
not less than 2 years and not more than 7 years.
Scenario 1
After taking into consideration annual expenditure savings of $1m and additional parking
related income of $1.52m, Council is left with a $4.3m annual shortfall in funding based on the
MIJ’s findings.
Scenario 1 proposes an incremental increase in rates over a 6 year period to fund the annual
$4.3m shortfall.
An initial rate increase of 3% would occur in Year 1, followed by a 1.5% rate increase in Years
2, 3, 4 & 5, and a 3.5% rate increase in Year 6. This, together with the annual IPART increase
of 3%, is outlined below:

It should be noted that the current Aquatics Levy of 3.5% expires in 2020/21. The proposed
3.5% rate increase in 2020/21 effectively replaces the Aquatics Levy. This means that in Year
6, rates will effectively only rise by the IPART increase. In Year 7, rate increases would revert
back to the IPART increase only.
Scenario 2
Scenario 2 only contemplates annual expenditure savings of $1m. It does not include the
additional parking related income of $1.52m. It acknowledges that Council may not wish to
introduce additional parking meters or concentrate on enforcement action. This leaves
Council with a $5.82m annual shortfall in funding. Like Scenario 1, Scenario 2 proposes an
incremental increase in rates over a 6 year period, but in this case the proposed SRV is to
fund an annual $5.82m shortfall.
An initial rate increase of 3% would occur in Year 1, followed by a 2.5% rate increase in Year’s
2, 3, 4 & 5, and a 3.5% rate increase in Year 6. This, together with the annual IPART increase
of 3%, is outlined below:

It should be noted that the current Aquatics Levy of 3.5% expires in 2020/21. The proposed
3.5% rate increase in 2020/21 effectively replaces the Aquatics Levy. This means that in Year
6, rates will effectively only rise by the IPART increase. In Year 7, rate increases would revert
back to the IPART increase only.
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Impact on Average Residential Rates
The impact of both Scenarios on annual average residential rates is highlighted in the table
below:

As indicated in the table above, annual average residential rates would progressively rise
above the approved IPART increase to a maximum of $116 per annum (or $2.23 per week) in
Year 6 for Scenario 1 and $160 per annum (or $3.08 per week) in Year 6 for Scenario 2.
Impact on Average Business Rates
The impact of both Scenarios on annual average business rates is highlighted in the table
below.

As indicated in the table above, annual average business rates would progressively rise above
the approved IPART increase to a maximum of $827 per annum (or $15.90 per week) in Year
6 for Scenario 1 and $1,113 per annum (or $21.40 per week) in Year 6 for Scenario 2.
Comparison with Neighbouring Councils
In terms of relative impact on average residential and business rates, the following table
highlights the impact of the proposed Special Rate Variation over the next 6 years in
comparison to some of our neighbouring Councils (Note: The Marrickville Council figures are
based on Scenario 1):

Despite a proposed rate increase, Council’s projected average residential and business rates
still compare favourably with other neighbouring Councils. In fact, Council’s relative ranking for
both average residential and business rates remains unchanged in 2020/21, when compared
with where they are today.
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Given the deliberative democracy process Council has already undertaken (via the MIJ),
clarification was sought from IPART as to what additional community consultation was
required in order for Council to satisfy the IPART’s consultation requirements.
The following is a summary of IPART’s position on this matter:
1. Council will need to ensure there is a robust awareness campaign once the Final
Report becomes public (particularly to the extent that it involves a SRV).
2. Council needs to re-exhibit appropriate elements of its suite of IP&R documents to
reflect the proposed SRV. It is suggested that the Resourcing Strategy and Delivery
Program be re-exhibited as they are the documents that outline Scenarios such as a
proposed SRV.
3. Council should schedule two or three ‘Information Sessions’ whereby a member of
the general public can come along to a designated venue and ask questions of Council
in relation to:
a.
b.
c.
d.

The Citizens Jury process
The need for a SRV
What impact it will have on residents and businesses
What the likely Schedule of Capital Works might include

Note: These ‘Information Sessions’ are about giving the broader community an
opportunity to question and understand what Council is endeavouring to do.
Clarification was also sought from IPART in relation to timeframes. As it stands, SRV
Applications are due to be submitted to IPART no later than Monday 16 February 2015.
Request for extensions must be made in writing to IPART at the time Council notifies IPART of
its intent to pursue a SRV (due 12 December 2014). Council would only be seeking a few days
extension to coincide with our scheduled Council Meeting on Tuesday 17 February 2015.
Initial enquiries indicate a small extension of time should not be a concern.

Proposed Community Engagement Program
Bearing in mind the advice received from IPART, it is proposed to engage the broader
community in the following manner:
1. Public Exhibition of amended IP&R documentation that outlines the extent of and need
for an SRV including information on the Jury process
2. The public exhibition will be available to the community online and in locations
throughout the LGA and promoted via:






A dedicated ‘Your Say Marrickville’ project page that includes a discussion forum
Council’s website
Brochure – letterbox drop to all households
Community Information Sessions
Display at Council’s Administration Centre and Marrickville, Stanmore, Dulwich Hill
and St Peters Libraries
 Posters and flyers at Council facilities including childcare centres, aquatic centres,
recreation centres
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 Posters and flyers distributed through Council’s Magic Yellow Bus service targeting
families throughout the LGA
 Notification to all of Council’s Advisory Committees and Reference groups
 Mail-out to all ratepayers via a Information Leaflet included in the rates notices (due
to be posted on 23 January)
 Display at Council’s Australia Day event in Enmore Park (26 January 2015)
 Media releases
 Social media including Facebook and Twitter
 Council’s e-newsletters
 Information translated into Council’s major community languages
3. Community submissions can be made:
 online through ‘Your Say Marrickville’
 in writing to Council
 in person at Customer Service
In addition to the above, it is considered appropriate to re-convene the MIJ in late January
2015 to discuss the finer details of the proposed funding package and share the broader
community feedback received at that point in time.
Indicative Timeline
The following indicative timeline is provided for the benefit of Council and the community:
Activity

Timeframe / Deadline

Council decision on intention to apply for a SRV

25 November 2014

Council notifies IPART of ‘Intent to Apply’ for a SRV

12 December 2014

Community Engagement (Public Exhibition)
-

Starts

26 November 2014

-

Ends

04 February 2015

Reconvene MIJ to discuss Proposed Funding Package Late January 2015
and Community Feedback received to date

SRV Applications due to IPART

16 February 2015 **

IPART determines SRV Applications

19 May 2015

** Council Meeting scheduled for Tuesday 17 February to consider community feedback and
resolve whether to pursue a Special Rate Variation.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The financial implications of the proposed SRV have been outlined in this report.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The community residents who represent the Marrickville Infrastructure Jury have been
engaged in an exhaustive and extensive examination of Council’s existing infrastructure
renewal shortfall and have also endorsed the list of priority capital works.
A community awareness campaign will now commence to enable residents amongst the
broader community to question and understand what the MIJ recommendations mean to them.
Council’s proposed funding response can also be reviewed.

CONCLUSION
The MIJ’s Final Report delivered a number of great outcomes, including the reduction of
Council’s existing asset renewal annual funding shortfall from $5.065m to $2.354m. In
addition, the MIJ endorsed a number of new capital works they considered important. These
new capital works total $4.474m per annum over 10 years.
In terms of funding the total package of works ($6.82m per annum), Council has taken into
consideration the views of the MIJ insofar as they relate to productivity/efficiency gains and
parking related revenue. Having considered what is both feasible and reasonable, there is still
a significant funding gap.
Two Scenarios have been presented in this report to Council, both incorporating a SRV to
assist fund the total works package ($6.82m per annum).
Whilst it is acknowledged that the MIJ could not arrive at an 80% majority consensus with
respect to a proposed SRV, Council must now determine whether an incremental rate
increase is an appropriate way forward in addressing the recurrent funding shortfall.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil.
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C1114 Item 28

Subject:

QUARTERLY BUDGET REVIEW STATEMENT FOR THE PERIOD ENDED 30
SEPTEMBER 2014

File Ref:

4717/112866.14

Prepared By: Caroline Bugg - Deputy Chief Financial Officer
Authorised By: Steve Kludass - Director, Corporate Services
SUMMARY
Clause 203 of the Local Government (General) Regulation 2005 requires that a quarterly
budget review be considered by Council, which shows revised estimates for income and
expenditure for the year, indicates whether Council’s financial position is satisfactory and
makes recommendations for remedial action where needed.
The Quarterly Budget Review Statements (QBRS) are prepared in accordance with the
requirements of the Code of Accounting Practice and Financial Reporting. This report provides
a comprehensive high level overview of Council’s financial position at 30 September 2014 in
accordance with the Code, together with supplementary information. The report recommends
budget adjustments where needed and advises Council on issues which are presently being
managed.

RECOMMENDATION
THAT:
1.

the report be received and noted; and

2.

Council approve the variations identified as matters requiring budget adjustments.

Our Place, Our Vision – Marrickville Community Strategic Plan 2023
4.5 Council is financially viable and provides values for money in the delivery of its services.

BACKGROUND
This report provides an overview of Council’s quarterly financial position as at 30 September
2014, comprising the first quarter of the 2014/2015 financial year.
The mandatory QBRS report is prepared in accordance with the Code of Accounting Practice
and Financial Reporting. It includes the following supplementary information:
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Attachment 1
Attachment 2
Attachment 3
Attachment 4
Attachment 5
Attachment 6
Attachment 7
Attachment 8
Attachment 9

Mandatory
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Item
Income & Expenses (External Reporting Format)
Income & Expenses by Key Result Activity
Income & Expenses Working Capital Result
Income & Expenses KRA Working Capital Result
Capital Budget
Cash & Investments
Key Performance Measures
Contracts Listing
Consultancy & Legal Expenses

DISCUSSION
Review of the Operating Budget and Capital Budget
All Budget Program Managers are required to review the 2014/2015 Operating Budget and
Capital Budget on an on-going basis. This process identifies any proposed variations to the
adopted budget in order to ensure all adopted budgets and programs are achieved. Minor
amendments with a net nil impact have been treated as an Administrative Budget Adjustment.
All other significant proposed adjustments are provided in this report.
Connecting Marrickville
At the November 2014 Infrastructure, Planning and Environmental meeting, a report on the
next steps of Connecting Marrickville – Place Based Planning was tabled. The committee
requested further information regarding the program outlined in the report. Included in the
report was a request for an additional budget allocation of $120,000 to fund the project.
$60,000 of the requested $120,000, for the development of a Capacity Assessment Tool has
been incorporated into this quarterly review (funded by Connecting Marrickville Reserve) with
a further $60,000 to be allocated in the December budget review from revenue funds.
The $60,000 requested represents 0.2% of the capital budget for 2014/2015.
Manager Integrated Strategy comments:
Connecting MARRICKVILLE has as one of its key objectives to apply an action learning and
research approach and monitor results. The changes proposed by Connecting
MARRICKVILLE are significant for the organisation and will result in a completely new way of
working that is unique in the local government industry. As an example of this, comments from
New Democracy were that the idea of the place-based collaborative planning proposed by
Connecting MARRICKVILLE was one of the most exciting ideas they had seen in local
government.
Marrickville has a long and strong research history with a large amount of this work occurring
in integrated water management. The major benefits of this research partnership have not
solely been in the technical aspects of integrated water management (such as water treatment
systems) but in behavioral changes such as organisational change, strategy, policy,
resourcing and knowledge management. These changes have seen Council make significant
steps towards becoming a water sensitive community and have built capacity to design and
build effective treatment systems (the Bruce St rain garden was opened earlier this year) and
address the common barriers in organisations to sustaining best practice. ATTACHMENT 10
indicates the research history and the impacts on Council as a result.
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The proposal to develop a Capacity Assessment Tool which will be used to measure
performance is outlined in more detail in ATTACHMENT 10. The Capacity Assessment Tool is
seen by leading researchers at Monash to be of sufficient value to warrant an application for
an Australian Research Council (ARC) Linkage grant which could inject many times the $$
investment proposed for Council into the research project as well as an equivalent level of inkind support by Monash. The tool will be used to measure the impact of a range of corporate
initiatives (Connecting MARRICKVILLE, M360, leadership program, Achievement Planning,
C2R2) and determine the benefits and changes of Council’s sustainability culture over time.
The budgeted amount of $60,000 will be spent over a two year period if Council and Monash
University are successful with the ARC Linkage grant application.
Council’s consolidated working funds position is as follows:
Details
Working Capital as at 30 June 2014
Original Budget:
 Operating Budget Surplus
 Capital Budget Deficit
Original Budget Surplus
Forecast Original Working Capital Position at 30 June
2015
Working Capital as at 30 June 2014
Original Budget Surplus

Amount
$4,555,000
$1,965,576
($1,954,861)
$10,715
$4,565,715
$4,555,000

September Review – Budget Surplus/Deficit
Revised Budget Surplus
Projected Working Capital Position at 30 June 2015
Revised Projected Working Capital
Benchmark Figure as at 30 June 2014
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$10,715
$0
$10,715
$4,565,715
$4,565,715
$2,293,000
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The following budget adjustments are proposed in response to Council decisions:
Summary
A budget increase for the
Future Cities program

Council

Meeting
Date
20/5/14

A budget increase for the
Sunday Streets trial

Council

15/7/14

17

$7,500

$7,500
deficit

A budget increase for the
Movie Nights Youth Activities

Council

15/7/14

21

$5,000

$5,000
deficit

A budget increase for the After
Hours Youth Activities

Council

15/7/14

21

$40,000

$40,000
deficit

A budget increase for the
Marrickville Companion Animal
Action Plan

Council

15/7/14

26

$21,400

$21,400
deficit

A budget increase for Water
and
Sustainability
Improvement Program projects
funded by State Grant

Infrastructure,
Planning &
Environmental
Services
Committee
Council

02/09/14

6

$580,343

Nil

16/09/14

3

$21,600

$21,600
deficit

A budget reduction to reflect
the reduction in rates at
Annette Kellerman Aquatic
Centre, water rates to be paid
by Belgravia

Council*

18/11/14

New

$15,797

$15,797
surplus

A revenue review as part of the
September
2014
budget
process that include an
increase in DA fee income

Council*

18/11/14

New

$91,703

$91,703
Surplus

A budget adjustment to reflect
the cost of the Capacity
Assessment Tool funded by
Connecting
Marrickville
reserve.

Infrastructure,
Planning &
Environmental
Services
Committee

04/11/14

4

$60,000

Nil

A budget increase for the
Movies in the Park

Meeting Type

Total

Item

Amount

2

$12,000

Net
Impact
$12,000
deficit

$0

*Denotes being reported to Council for the first time.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Responsible Accounting Officer Report
Clause 203 of the Local Government (General) Regulation 2005 requires that the Responsible
Accounting Officer reports whether the revised financial position is satisfactory having regard
to the original estimate of income and expenditure and if that position is unsatisfactory, to
recommend remedial action.
Accordingly, the Responsible Accounting Officer (Director Corporate Services) reports that:
It is my opinion that the Quarterly Budget Review Statements for Marrickville Council for the
quarter ended 30 September 2014 indicates that Council’s projected financial position at 30
June 2015 will be satisfactory.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Nil.

ATTACHMENTS
Income & Expense - Sep 14
1.
Income & Expense by KRA - Sep 14
2.
P&L Working Capital Result - Sep 14
3.
Working Capital by KRA - Sep 14
4.
Capital Budget - Sep 14
5.
Cash And Investments - Sep 14
6.
Key Performance Indicators - Sep 14
7.
Contract Listing - Sep 14
8.
Consultancy & Legal - Sep 14
9.
10. Connecting Marrickville - Supporting Information for Capacity Assessment Tool - Council
Budget Report November 2014
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Subject:

WESTCONNEX NEW M5 STATE SIGNIFICANT INFRASTRUCTURE
APPLICATION REPORT

File Ref:

14/6836/115358.14

Prepared By: Simon Lowe - Strategic Transport Planner
Authorised By: Tim Moore - Director, Planning and Environmental Services
SUMMARY
On 4 November 2014 the NSW Government released the M5 State Significant Infrastructure
Application Report (M5 Report), which sets out proposals for Stage 2 of the WestConnex
Motorway. This includes an extension of the M5 East via new tunnels from Beverly Hills to St
Peters and a new surface-level motorway interchange at St Peters.
The M5 Report has been prepared to initiate the approvals process for the project and has
been submitted to the Department of Planning and Environment (DP&E) to obtain
requirements for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As part of the
identification of these requirements the DP&E will conduct a Planning Focus Meeting,
involving Council staff.
On 12 November representatives of Council’s executive met with the staff of the WestConnex
Delivery Authority (WDA) for a briefing on the project and to raise queries. The discussion
focussed on Campbell Street widening, likely demand for additional traffic capacity on King
Street, Newtown, particularly in the period before WestConnex Stage 3 is complete and
priorities beyond the site. There is potential for Council to engage with WDA during the project
design phase over the coming months with the aim of working through these issues.

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council:
1.

receive and note this report;

2.

note any additional issues to those raised in this report which can be included in
Council’s submission to the Department of Planning and Environment for
consideration in the establishment of requirements for a future Environmental
Impact Statement.; and

3.

agree to ongoing engagement with the WestConnex Delivery Authority aimed at
protecting King Street Newtown from the impacts of additional traffic and
determining place based improvements to areas immediately surrounding tunnel
infrastructure and the broader local road network.

Our Place, Our Vision – Marrickville Community Strategic Plan 2023
1.4
3.1

The community feels safe, connected and has accessible infrastructure
The community is responding to climate change and is actively reducing greenhouse
gas emissions
65

Item 29

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

Council Meeting
25 November 2014

Item 29

BACKGROUND
On 4 November 2014 the WestConnex Delivery Authority (WDA) submitted the M5 Report to
the DP&E in support of a State Significant Infrastructure application and to request the
formulation of the DP&E Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements. The project
requires the approval of the Minister for Planning. Due to the timing of the release of the M5
Report and the limited time to review the documents, this report provides a brief overview of
the available documentation.
DISCUSSION
The New M5 Project forms part of WestConnex Stage 2, which would run from the existing M5
East at Beverly Hills via parallel tunnels that would surface at St Peters. The Project
comprises the following proposed components:


King George’s Road Interchange Upgrade, which would extend the length of the on/off-ramps to the M5 as well as widening the M5 in both directions.



New M5 twin tunnels, providing an alternative to the existing M5 East and more than
doubling capacity along the M5 East corridor; intended to relieve congestion in the
existing M5 tunnel that runs underneath the airport.



A new at-grade motorway interchange at St Peters, enabling direct access to/from the
M5 and potentially (subject to WestConnex Stage 3 approval) providing a connection
between the M4 East and M5 East. Access to the New M5 would be available from
local roads including Campbell Road, Euston Road and Bourke Road.



Widening of Campbell Road/Street and Euston Road through existing road widening
reservations.

Stage 2 of the WestConnex Motorway proposal is indicated by the light blue dotted line
(labelled ‘New M5’) in the diagram below:

Figure 1: WestConnex Overall Concept
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A Project Overview that sets out
http://www.westconnex.com.au/index.html

the

related

projects

is

available

site:

at:

The project is to be delivered through a design and construct contract which means that the
final design of the New M5 will not be known until mid 2015 when detailed tenders have been
received and the EIS is exhibited. Accordingly, the current assessment process by the DP&E
will be based on the broad project corridor as identified within the M5 Report, shown in Figure
1 above.

Figure 2: New M5, Proposed Southern Extension and St Peters Interchange

The M5 Report identifies the Alexandria Landfill site as the location for the motorway
interchange (see Figures 2 and 3), a site currently used as a landfill and waste transfer facility
and generally bounded by Princes Highway, Campbell Road, Burrows Road and Canal Road.
A total of six new lanes of traffic are proposed to be constructed from Beverly Hills to St Peters
from 2016 to 2019. All traffic would exit the New M5 via the motorway interchange into local
streets in the St Peters area. Should Stage 3 of WestConnex be constructed, a reduction in
traffic exiting the M5 at St Peters may occur as through-traffic would continue underground.
Current staging for planning Stage 3 would result in a minimum four year delay between the
New M5 being completed and the connection to the M4 (shown by the broken dark blue line in
Figures 2 and 3) being completed. As the NSW Government has not yet committed to a fixed
date for Stage 3, this timeframe may well increase.
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Figure 3: St Peters Interchange

The M5 Report identifies a need to widen local road connections in the St Peters area to
accommodate traffic generated from the new motorway that would exit via new tunnel portals.
Whilst the actual locations of the portals are to be determined during the design phase, the
WDA has indicated that these locations will broadly accord with land that is zoned for
acquisition under Marrickville Local Environmental Plan 2011 and that it is expected that no
additional land would need to be acquired.
Council officers understand that the owners of all of the properties affected by current road
reservations in MLEP 2011 on the proposed New M5 route have been notified in writing of the
submission of the M5 Report to the DP&E.
As proposed, the New M5 would be sub-surface until reaching St Peters, which means that
there would be no significant disturbance to Tempe Reserve as was initially proposed.
The following figure from the November 2014 WestConnex Community Update shows the
project timeline. The EIS is expected late next year at which time a formal public exhibition
would be undertaken.
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Figure 4: Summary Timetable

Based on a preliminary review of the project documentation, issues and concerns with the
proposal include:


Spill over of traffic onto the local road network.



Potential for altered clearway arrangements along King Street and Enmore Road,
Newtown to accommodate and prioritise increased traffic volumes and the
corresponding negative impact upon the retail activity of the historic shopping strip;



Altered traffic flows on other local roads across the LGA for vehicles seeking to access
tunnel portals.



Widening of Campbell Street and impact on heritage buildings, open space, private
property and community amenity.



Lack of detail regarding number and location of exhaust stacks required along the
length of the motorway.



Lack of certainty regarding construction of WestConnex Stage 3.

These issues, together with any others identified, including matters that Council may wish to
raise, will be formally submitted to the DP&E to inform the EIS process.
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MEETING OF WESTCONNEX DELIVERY AUTHORITY AND COUNCIL STAFF
On 12 November 2014 Council’s General Manager, Director Planning and Environmental
Services, Acting Director Infrastructure Services and Communications and Marketing
Coordinator were briefed by WDA staff on the latest information related to the project.
The meeting gave Council staff the opportunity to raise questions and seek clarification on the
following issues.
Campbell Street Widening
- The concerns that many in the community have raised in relation to the widening of
Campbell Street were discussed. The rationale for the Campbell Street widening was
also queried, particularly given that it has the potential to funnel traffic along a relatively
short section of road into the tighter existing street network. Council noted that
increased capacity on Campbell Street may lead to pressure for increased capacity on
other streets in Enmore, Newtown and across the Marrickville LGA generally.
-

WDA advised that the widening would occur in accordance with a long term reservation
that had been retained for good reasons. It is WDA’s intention that the widening will be
designed to transition traffic back into the local road network.

-

The widening works are associated with network improvements around the motorway
interchange and cover, where possible, works through to the next major road
intersection. For efficiency these works are done at the time when construction
activities associated with the motorway are in progress.

-

WDA advised that an important component of preparing the project’s Environmental
Impact Statement will be a detailed traffic and transport assessment of the preferred
design to be selected next year. The project plan does not involve changes to increase
vehicle capacity of the road network beyond Campbell Street, Campbell Road and
Euston Road.

-

WDA representatives talked through the package of information that has gone to
residential property owners within the widening corridor and how these owners had
been invited to meet with WDA representatives to discuss how and when their
properties may be impacted.

Impact on King Street, Newtown
-

Council staff raised a primary concern that the project would lead to additional traffic
volumes along King Street, Newtown, as one of the most direct routes to the CBD and
North Shore via the Sydney Harbour Bridge. The provision of additional vehicle
capacity in the form of clearways would have a significant detrimental effect on retail
and pedestrian activity along this historic shopping strip where vacancy rates are
already high. This concern is heightened due to the minimum 4 year period between
the operation of WestConnex Stage 2 and completion of Stage 3.
WDA advised that, while detailed traffic modeling is a matter for the EIS none of the
current project planning contemplates changes to King Street.

Ongoing engagement with Council
-

Apart from planning for additional capacity and vehicle service levels on the
surrounding street network, Council queried the project commitments to place making
in the form of revitalised streets and roads, pedestrian priority, bicycle infrastructure,
new linkages and open spaces. In this respect Council described its commitment to
place based planning through Connecting Marrickville and the benefits of this work in
promoting alternative means of transport. It was pointed out that an integrated
approach to pedestrian and transport planning beyond the immediate tunnel
infrastructure, to improve local access to existing transport infrastructure through
improved walking and cycling options may have a positive effect on local traffic levels,
by reducing some vehicle journeys.
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WDA advised that they are moving to appoint urban design consultants to investigate design
opportunities around widened Campbell Street and available public space around the St
Peters interchange. They also advised that cycling infrastructure is a consideration for works
beyond the tunnel infrastructure. From now through until approximately April 2015, WDA are
in a design phase during which there may be opportunities to further consider the matters
Council raised. Provided Council was open to working towards outcomes related to the
project, WDA would be open to ongoing engagement in these areas.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Nil.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE PLANNING PROCESS
Since WestConnex was first announced in 2012, communication channels from the State
Government to Council have been limited and inconsistent. Earlier this year the former Mayor,
Councillor Haylen, released a statement regarding the ‘information vacuum’ that was
WestConnex. Details of the public consultation that has taken place to date with regard to
WestConnex are available on the WDA webpage provided above.
The WDA advises that community engagement regarding the St Peters interchange is
currently underway. Specific consultation activities being undertaken include the distribution of
community update leaflets, an info line and website, local door knocking, a WestConnex pop
up shop, and information sessions.
The purpose of the current M5 Report is to assist the formulation of Environmental
Assessment Requirements by the Secretary of DP&E under section 115Y of the EP&A Act.
The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements will inform the preparation of an
EIS for the project. Once the EIS has been finalised and submitted to DP&E, for the approval
of the Minister for Planning, Council and the community would have the opportunity to make
formal submissions.
DP&E have confirmed a Planning Focus Meeting will take place on 14 November 2014,
providing an opportunity for Council’s initial input into the environmental assessment process.
A formal written submission is due by 21 November 2014 which will enable issues raised by
Council, in consideration of this report, to be included in the submission.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil.
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Subject:

CHESTER STREET CAR PARK - EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST

File Ref:

14/4657/102501.14

Prepared By: William Blunt - Executive Manager, Major Projects
Authorised By: Brian Barrett - General Manager
SUMMARY
This report discusses the Expression of Interests (EOIs) received for the redevelopment of the
car park at Chester Street, Petersham. The report discusses the various issues affecting the
current process.
RECOMMENDATION
THAT:
1.

Council move into closed session to deal with this matter as information contained
in CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENTS 1 of the report is classified as confidential
under the provisions of Section 10A (2)(c) and (d) of the Local Government Act
1993 for the following reasons:
a.

the information within CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT 1 of this report, if
disclosed, could confer a commercial advantage on persons with whom the
Council proposes to or may conduct business; and

b.

it is not in the public interest to reveal the information in these attachments
as they disclose sensitive information concerning the financial offerings
provided by companies as part of the Expressions of Interest (EOI) process,
outline valuation information which would confer a benefit on prospective
tenderers in their commercial dealings with Council or contains information
about the likely contents of the Tender process which could confer an
advantage if released ahead of the tender process.

And in accordance with Sections 10A(4) of the Local Government Act 1993, that the
Chairperson allows members of the public to make representations as to whether this
part of the meeting should be closed.
OR, WHERE THE MEETING IS NOT CLOSED:
THAT:
1.

Council resolve that CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT 1 to the report be treated as
confidential in accordance with Section 11(3) of the Local Government Act 1993,
as it relates to a matter specified in Section 10A(2) of the Local Government Act
1993, and as such is to be treated as confidential; and

2.

adopt the recommendation in CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT 1.
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4.2
4.5

Council has a clear strategic direction which guides its decision making.
Council is financially viable and provides value for money in delivery of its services.

BACKGROUND
Council owns and manages several car parks within the Local Government Area which
currently provides public car parking (free – with time limits).
Council has been approached by several developers looking to acquire Council land (including
Council car parks) for inclusion into larger re-development proposals.
Council conducted an EOI process for the Chester Street, Petersham car park. This report
discusses that EOI.

DISCUSSION
The various issues associated with the EOI are discussed in CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT 1.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Acceptance of either EOI will result in a financial loss to Council.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
No public participation has occurred.

CONCLUSION
The EOI process resulted in two EOIs being submitted. These have been reviewed in relation
to various matters.

ATTACHMENTS
1. EOI Chester Street Petersham Carpark - Confidential
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