NOTICE OF ORDINARY MEETING
Notice is hereby given that a meeting of

Will be held at the Forster Administration Centre,
4 Breese Parade, Forster

23 NOVEMBER 2016 AT 2.00PM

The order of the business will be as detailed below (subject to variation by Council)

1.

Acknowledgement of Country

2.

Declaration of Pecuniary or Conflicts of Interest (nature of Interest to be Disclosed)

3.

Apologies

4.

Confirmation of Minutes

5.

Matters Arising from Minutes

6.
7.
8.

Address from the Public Gallery
Matters for Information
Close of Meeting

Glenn Handford
INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER
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CONSIDERATION OF OFFICERS’ REPORTS:
INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER

1

SPECIAL RATE VARIATION APPLICATION TO IPART

Report Author
Steve Embry, Director Corporate & Business Systems
File No. / ECM Index Financial Management - Special Rate Variation 2016/2017
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report provides information on the recent community engagement process conducted in relation
to the proposal to seek a special rate variation from the Independent Pricing & Regulatory Tribunal
(IPART). It seeks a decision from Council as to whether it wishes to notify the IPART of its intention to
apply for special rate variation. While SRV Guidelines for 2017/18 have not yet been issued IPART
have advised that timelines in the 2016/17 Guidelines should be followed. This means notification of
intention to apply for a SRV needs to be provided to IPART by 11 December 2016.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That Council notify the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) of its intention to apply
for a section 508A special variation to its general income in terms of that set out in the report.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Council is required to formally notify the IPART of its intention to apply for a special rate variation prior
to proceeding with the preparation and lodgement of an application.

BACKGROUND
MidCoast Council (MCC) was formed by proclamation on 12 May 2016. Since the merger
occurred Council has applied resources to ascertain condition data for major infrastucture assets
being roads and bridges across the Council area and to combine financial data into a Long Term
Financial Plan.
Through the early stages of this financial and asset analysis it became evident that MCC would
face challenges to retain asset conditions at current levels without significant increases in
revenue and/or reductions in expenditure. As a result of this preliminary analysis community
engagement was conducted in June 2016 to advise the community of the merger situation and to
advise that a Special Rate Variation would be investigated to ensure financial sustainability of the
new Council. This advice was also included on a FAQ sheet distributed at community meetings
and on Council's website. While MCC had only just been formed when the June engagement
activities were held the need for rate variations to maintain infrastructure were well understood
across the area. The three former Council areas had all factored in significant rate variations into
their Fit for the Future proposals and the former Greater Taree and Great Lakes Councils had
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applied for Special Rate Variations for 2016/2017 however these were unable to be determined
by IPART due to the merger occurring prior to the determinations being issued.
Following the June community engagement program, further detailed analysis was undertaken to
review asset conditions across MCC and the consolidated financial position.
The asset analysis was conducted with support from technical asset experts Morrison Low and
this identified the new Council had significant challenges with a sealed road and bridges
infrastructure backlog in the order of $150 to $180 million and an annual renewal gap of $5
million. The high level asset strategy resulting from this analyis is as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Maintain assets across MCC in current condition
Don’t let condition 3 roads slip into condition 4 & 5
Risk and economic benefit of which condition 4 & 5 roads to prioritise for renewal
Seek additional grant funding for regional roads and major transport routes
Seek SRV to fund annual $5 million gap in renewal program funding for sealed
roads

Accompanying the high level asset strategy is a Financial Strategy to address the renewal gap
across road and bridge assets, and start to address the backlog of works. The strategy includes
savings achieved in merger efficiencies, factors in the State Government Stronger Communities
Funds allocated to merged councils; and includes a modest Special Rate Variation. While the
aim is to keep Special Rate Variation increases to a minimum it is not surprising that a Special
Rate Variation is required given the level of increases identified by the three former Councils prior
to the merger.
As the merger continues to take shape opportunities for efficiencies are evident however the
fundamental gap in funding to address road and bridge renewal remains and can only be partially
addressed through efficiency savings. If Council does not address this funding issue there is
considerable risk that the condition of the road network will continue to decrease and the backlog
of unfunded works will increase. This will in turn impact on customer satisfaction as it is well
known that the condition of the road network is of critical importance to our community.
The broad financial strategy is summarised below and identifies three sources of funds being
MCC (efficiency savings), State Government (Stronger Communities Fund allocated to merged
Council's) and SRV (funds raised through SRV) :

2016-17

2017-18
Yr 1

2018-19
Yr 2

2019-20
Yr 3

2020-21
Yr 4

TOTAL

$3 M

$5 M

$5 M

$5 M

Nil

$18 M

State Govt

Nil

$5 M

$5 M

$2 M

Nil

$12 M

SRV based on option 2

Nil

$2 M

$4 M

$6 M

$8 M

$20 M

$3 M

$12 M

$14 M

$13 M

$8 M

$50 M

MCC

Totals
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The application of funds under the above scenario is proposed as follows:

Renewals

Backlog

2016-17

2017-18
Yr 1

2018-19
Yr 2

2019-20
Yr 3

2020-21
Yr 4

TOTAL

$3 M

$5 M

$5 M

$5 M

$ 5M

$23 M

Nil

$7 M

$9 M

$8 M

$3 M

$27 M

The SRV proposed to achieve the funding level required to achieve the above strategy is 5% per
year for 4 years, inclusive of the rate peg. IPART has advised to use an estimated rate peg of
2.5% for financial planning. In effect the proposed SRV is for 2.5% above the rate peg for 4
years.The application to IPART to achieve the 4x5% SRV is complicated by the fact that the
former Greater Taree City Council and the former Great Lakes Council have Environmental
Levies which expire within this 4 year period. Current IPART and Office of Local Government
Guidelines require SRV's (being the Environmental Levies) which expire within the period of a
proposed new SRV to be brought forward and rolled into the new SRV.
This means the Environmental Levy from the former GTCC of 5% and from the former GLC of
6% have to be re-applied for as part of the new 4x5% SRV application. Given this it is proposed
that the Environmental Levies be standardised at 6% and also applied across the enitre MCC
area, including the Gloucester region.
Also, in the case of the Gloucester region there is an existing 3x13% SRV with the last year of
that approval being 2017/18. Under the new SRV proposal the last year of this 13% would not
proceed and would be replaced by the 5% (SRV) and a 6 % Environmental Levy (total 11%).
The 5% would be applied for 4 years (as with the Taree and Great Lakes regions) and the
Environmental Levy would be ongoing consistent with the Taree and Great Lakes regions. As
each of the former areas must be identified separately for rating purposes the identification of the
impact across the MCC area is complex. It is best summed up in the following tables for each
region:
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Great Lakes Region 1 year x 11% (including rate peg and 6% Environmental Levy renewal)
and 3 years x 5%

2017-18
(Yr 1)

2018-19
(Yr 2)

2019-20
(Yr 3)

2020-21
(Yr 4)

Rate peg

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

SRV

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

Environmental levy

6%
Renewal

Manning Region 1 year x 11% (including rate peg and 5% Environmental Levy renewal
increased to 6%) and 3 years x 5%

2018-19
(Yr 2)

2017-18 (Yr 1)

2019-20
(Yr 3)

2020-21
(Yr 4)

Rate peg

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

SRV

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

Environmental
levy

6%
Renew 5% + 1%,
ongoing

Gloucester Region 1 year x 11% (including rate peg and new Environmental Levy of 6%
and removal of final year of 13% SRV) and 3 years x 5%

2017-18 (Yr 1)

2018-19
(Yr 2)

2019-20
(Yr 3)

2020-21
(Yr 4)

Rate peg

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

SRV

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

2.5%

Environmental levy

6%
New & ongoing
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Included in the SRV proposal is the freezing of waste charge for 3 years, providing ratepayers
with cumulative savings of $120 over 3 years and assisting in the affordability of the proposed
SRV.
The above strategy and SRV proposal has been communicated to the community through the
Community Engagement Strategy shown as attachment A. This has included a broad publicity
program, community newsletter, website information and ten community meetings attended by
over 300 members of the community. A survey conducted by Jetty Research is currently
underway to ascertain community opinion on preferred levels of service and support for the SRV,
including the Environmental Levy.
DISCUSSION
The decision for Council at this stage is whether to notify IPART of the intention to apply for the
SRV proposed. Given the analysis and information available it is recommended that IPART be
advised of Council's intention to apply for an SRV. Following the receipt of all information from
the community feedback sessions and surveys this information will be collated and reported back
to Council prior to the submission of Council's formal application which at this stage, is required
to be lodged with IPART in February 2017.
CONSULTATION
Consultation has been undertaken in line with the Community Engagement Strategy.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
The SRV proposal makes it clear that the impact of not applying for and receiving a SRV to raise
the required funds will result in a deterioration of essential road and bridge infrastructure. It will
also result in an increase in the backlog of work required on roads and bridges requiring a
significant injection of funds at a later stage. Investment in infrastructure renewal now is a much
more cost effective and fair proposition than deferring such necessary expenditure to future years
when the needs will be far greater.
ALIGNMENT WITH COMMUNITY PLAN/OPERATIONAL PLAN
The proposal is in line with the integrated planning and reporting strategy documents of the three
former Councils.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Council proposes to implement a road and bridges improvement program to commence to
address renewal of essential infrastructure. The level of this program is dependent upon the
success of the SRV. Without the SRV a program of $30 million is proposed over four years and
with the SRV a program of $50 million is proposed over four years. Without the additional funds
from the SRV there will be limited funds to apply towards the backlog. A further complication
occurs if the Environmental Levy is not renewed, as Council will need to determine whether to
fund this program of activities from general revenue, which would reduce the funds available for
assets and infrastructure.
RECOMMENDATION
That Council notify the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) of its intention to apply
for a section 508A special variation to its general income in terms of that set out in the report.
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ANNEXURE
A:

Community Engagement Strategy - Special Rate Variation
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DIRECTOR PLANNING AND NATURAL SYSTEMS

2

DRAFT GREAT LAKES DCP AMENDMENTS - WATER SENSITIVE
DESIGN

Report Author
Louise Morris, Strategic Landuse Planner, (Forster)
File No. / ECM Index SP-DCP-DRAFT 3
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report outlines the proposed revisions to the Water Sensitive Design Section within the
Great Lakes Development Control Plan (DCP). The development controls only apply to the
previous Great Lakes Council area and form part of the broader program of continuous
improvement in managing planning documents. An overview of the proposed changes was
presented at a meeting of the Local Representative Committee on 14 September 2016.
The review of the Great Lakes Water Sensitive Design Section is specifically aimed at:





Simplifying the development controls for applicants and assessors and sets out a clear
process for users;
clarifying how the water quality objectives are applied based on scale, type and location of
development;
ensuring that the development controls are targeted at delivering the greatest water quality
improvements; and
improving and simplifying the development controls for areas outside of the main urban
localities.

It is recommended that the draft Water Sensitive Design section of the Great Lakes DCP
contained in Attachment B be placed on public exhibition in accordance with the requirements of
the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979. In addition it is also proposed to undertake
targeted industry engagement during this time.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That Council endorse the draft amendments to the Water Sensitive Design section of the Great
Lakes DCP, as contained in Attachment B, for community engagement with a final draft to be
presented to Council following consideration of any submissions received during this period.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
If the final draft of the Water Sensitive Design section is ultimately supported by Council, this will
replace the current provisions within the Great Lakes DCP.
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BACKGROUND
What is Water Sensitive Design?
Water Sensitive Design (WSD) is an approach to development and re-development that
integrates the whole water cycle into the design (stormwater, groundwater, waste water and
water supply). This approach improves water quality and manages the volume of water leaving a
development, reduces the overall demand on water sources and minimises the pollution entering
our waterways.
How does rainfall and development affect water quality?
Rainfall naturally contains high levels of nitrogen. When that rainwater is concentrated as
stormwater (rather than soaking into the soil and taken up by plants) it can cause problems within
waterways such as algal blooms and increased turbidity.
When constructing a new building on an undeveloped site, the stormwater flows or hydrology of
that site is altered. That is, when it rains on a developed site, run-off is generated instantly from
the hard surfaces such as driveways, roofs, etc. In comparison, on an undeveloped site, where
there are minimal or no hard surfaces, run-off is only generated when the soil is saturated and
cannot hold any more water. As such, developed sites generate greater volumes of stormwater
than undeveloped sites. Research has shown that the cumulative effect of changes in the
hydrology on water quality are significant.
There has been a demonstrable improvement in the health of estuaries within the previous Great
Lakes Council area over recent years as documented in Council's annual waterway health report
card. This improvement can be attributed in part to the development of and adherence to the
Great Lakes WSD policy.
How were the current development controls for Water Sensitive Design developed?
The previous Great Lakes Council made a significant investment into research and catchment
and estuary modelling to establish the Great Lakes Water Quality Improvement Plan for the
Wallis, Smiths and Myall Lakes (2009). The WSD Section of the Great Lakes DCP was
developed in consultation with an external and internal working group in 2012 to address one of
the key actions from this Plan.
The aim of the development controls is to cap nutrient inputs to waterways for all new
subdivisions and gradually reduce pollutant loads from existing urban areas being transported to
receiving waters. The controls are currently applied to the assessment of large scale (greater
than 2000m2) and small scale (less than 2000m2) development for water quality impacts.
DISCUSSION
Review of the WSD Development Controls
A comprehensive review program of the Great Lakes DCP was endorsed by the previous Great
Lakes Council at its Strategic Committee Meeting on 11 August 2015. A higher priority was
given to certain aspects of the DCP which included the current Water Sensitive Design section as
seen in Attachment A.
Given that the process was well advanced at the time of the MidCoast Council merger, it is
proposed to continue the review of the WSD section for the benefit of its current users.
Implications for how the development controls may apply more broadly within the MidCoast
Council area will be assessed at a later date, as part of the consolidation of the planning
documents for the whole MidCoast region.
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The current WSD development controls within the Great Lakes DCP were modelled on existing
controls in use by various Sydney Councils. Since their introduction, extensive work has been
undertaken to adapt the controls to better suit our region, including those areas outside of the
main towns and villages. The draft changes seen in Attachment B are a culmination of this work
in addition to delivering on the broader aims of the review which are aimed at:




Simplifying the development controls for applicants and assessors and set-out a clear
process for users;
clarifying how the water quality objectives are applied based on scale, type and location of
development; and
ensuring that the development controls are targeted at delivering the greatest water quality
improvements.

Workshop held with previous Great Lakes Councillors on 10 May 2016
A workshop was held with the previous Great Lakes Councillors at their Strategic Meeting on 10
May 2016. The workshop was aimed at gathering general feedback on the Water Sensitive
Design planning controls and also to provide an overview of the intended approach for the review
process.
A number of questions were raised by the Councillors during the workshop. These are listed
below along with a response.
Why not construct Water Sensitive Design only in public spaces?
The previous Great Lakes Council had been undertaking a program of progressively retro-fitting
WSD measures within suitable public spaces. However, this work alone was found to be
insufficient in maintaining or improving the water quality of the catchment due to the following
limitations:




an audit undertaken only identified limited available public space;
road reserves were found to be largely unsuitable as they contained public infrastructure;
and
in some instances the current use of the public space made it unsuitable for WSD measures.

Is it effective to apply Water Sensitive Design at the small scale, i.e. to a single dwelling?
The science behind WSD assumes that Council will be taking a three-way approach to achieve
improvements in water quality through:
1.
2.
3.

retro-fitting WSD measures within suitable public spaces;
applying WSD controls to large scale subdivisions; and
applying WSD controls to small scale development including individual houses.

The science further showed that an improvement in water quality could only be achieved by
including small scale development such as individual houses in addressing WSD. For example,
during the period of July 2012 to June 2015 the previous Great Lakes Council applied WSD to
160 houses and 18 dual occupancies/multiple dwellings. This had the cumulative effect of
preventing around 67kg of total nitrogen and 1.5 tonnes of sediment from entering directly into
the surrounding waterways from individual house blocks.
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Is Water Sensitive Design effective if stormwater runoff from the entire lot is not
captured?
For smaller scale development such as a single dwelling, the water quality targets that need to
be met are a percentage reduction in gross pollutants, suspended solids, phosphorus and
nitrogen loads. In comparison, larger scale proposals are required to achieve a 'neutral or
beneficial' effect on water quality. The reduced water quality targets for smaller scale
developments are about allowing flexibility in the assessment process. This approach
recognises some of the challenges faced by smaller scale development such as limited space
available for implementing water quality treatment devices whilst delivering on the water quality
improvements needed to achieve a cumulative effect on improving water quality.
Why does Council regulate the materials needed to construct water quality treatments
such as the plants used in raingardens?
The materials used to construct water quality treatments are the mechanism for filtering out the
pollutants, suspended solids, phosphorus and nitrogen loads from the stormwater. Wherever
possible Council has tried to provide flexibility to the landowner in how they design and locate
their water quality devices, but ultimately it still needs to achieve the water quality targets for the
development as set-out in the Great Lakes DCP.
In regards to regulating the plant species used in raingardens, originally Council required 100%
of plants to be taken from the approved plant species list within the Great Lakes DCP. This was
revised down to 50% to allow the landowner more control over their landscaping design as this
was the minimum amount of plants needed for the filtering process to be effective to meet the
water quality targets.
How costly is it to include water quality treatments into a development?
The Great Lakes DCP controls set out the basic requirements for the design and construction of
water quality devices that will achieve the water quality targets for a particular development. A
general estimate of the cost of installing a water quality treatment such as a raingarden is
between $1000 and $2000. The DCP controls allow for the water quality devices to be
incorporated into the landscaping which can save on costs. Ultimately though, how much the
landowner wishes to spend in terms of design and construction is negotiated between
themselves and their designer and/or builder.
How does Council ensure development controls are consistently applied?
Council officers use a range of methods to ensure WSD development controls are consistently
applied, including standard conditions on development approvals and promoting standard plans
for design and layout. However, assessing officers are also accommodating if a land owner
wishes to take a different approach to the standard to achieve the water quality targets for their
development. This flexible approach can sometimes create the perception of not applying the
development controls consistently.
Proposed changes to the Water Sensitive Design Section of the Great Lakes DCP
The next section of this report will provide a detailed summary of the proposed changes that can
be seen in the draft document in Attachment B. This includes a flowchart, shown in Annexure A,
which provides users with an overview of the process of applying the WSD controls to their
development.
Overview
Currently the WSD Section of the Great Lakes DCP is separated into two parts, small and large
scale development. These are defined as development on lots up to 2,000m2 and development
on lots over 2,000m2 respectively. This separation has been found to be unclear as the DCP
requirements take into account other aspects of development in addition to lot size. To address
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this, the amended controls have been grouped primarily by development type then refined by
scale, lot characteristics and location.
There were also administrative changes to improve the WSD Section of the Great Lakes DCP
which included:





Clarification of planning controls and how to apply them to particular sites and development.
Removal of excess information not directly related to the planning controls.
Ensure terminology is consistent with the broader Great Lakes DCP; for example, the
removal of competing definitions such as 'greenfield site' and 'infill development.'
Removal of any development controls that are not consistently being applied.
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ANNEXURE A - DRAFT FLOWCHART OF WATER SENSITIVE DESIGN PROCESS
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Improved controls related to Council approved Stormwater Strategy or Drainage Plan
The preference is to apply WSD development controls at the subdivision stage for when the
development is complete. This means a common solution is designed and constructed at the
subdivision stage and generally no further works are required on the individual lots other than a
minimum rainwater tank size.
The aim of this approach is avoid placing the onus on individual landowners to consider and
construct water sensitive design measures at the time of further development. However it is also
recognised that this may not be appropriate for small scale subdivision where there is a
maximum of three (3) resultant lots. In this situation, it is proposed that a drainage plan be
submitted showing the water quality targets that will need to be achieved and the potential
location of the water sensitive design measures based on the drainage characteristics of the
sites. The final design and layout will then be assessed on each individual lot at the time of
further development. It is intended that any potential issues with satisfying water sensitive design
such as drainage and location will be negotiated at the subdivision stage and not fall on the
future land owners.
The draft seen in Attachment B prompts users to check if their property has already been
considered as part of a Council approved Stormwater Strategy or Drainage Plan at the beginning
of the section. This will be displayed on Council's online mapping and will include a summary
sheet for those properties affected which details what, if any, works are required.
Separation of Controls into Development Type, Scale and Location
Single dwelling and dual occupancy


The introduction of exemptions for a house or dual occupancy with a maximum total roof
area of 500m2 that is located outside of priority areas. The priority areas will be available on
Council's online mapping for users to search. A PDF copy of the proposed areas can be
seen in Attachment C. The priority areas were identified around the main residential
settlements including Forster, Tuncurry, Tea Gardens and Hawks Nest; and within a 500m
buffer to major water bodies e.g. Lakes.
Excluded from the priority areas were:
 National Park;


State Forest;



Waterways;




Smaller inland villages that had potential localised impacts on water quality but relatively
low impact on the overall catchment area; and
Majority of rural areas.



The exemptions for alterations and additions have been expanded for residential
development to allow up to a 150m2 increase in overall impervious surface.



Clarification that there are reduced requirements for un-serviced sites i.e. not connected to
reticulated water. This would generally be restricted to a minimum rainwater tank size and
controlled dispersal of any overflow from the tanks or other hard surface areas.



The introduction of standard plans for raingardens and swales design including an example
of a lot layout. The standard plans will sit outside the DCP so that they can be easily
amended if required.
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Subdivision, minor (results in 3 lots) and major (results in more than 3 lots)


Clarification that boundary adjustments and Strata Subdivision are exempt from WSD
provisions.



Sets out a simplified process for minor subdivision (results in a maximum of 3 lots) which
identifies the water quality targets for the lots and requires a Council approved Stormwater
Drainage Plan showing how WSD can be achieved on the proposed lots. The installation of
water quality treatments will then occur on the individual lots at the time of further
development.



Targets major subdivision (results in more than 3 lots) which will require a Water Sensitive
Design Strategy. The preference is for water quality treatments to be designed and
constructed at this stage for the whole site.

Intensive Livestock Agriculture and Intensive Plant Agriculture



The Introduction of requirements specific to this type of development, which is defined within
the Great Lakes Local Environmental Plan 2014. This includes activities such as
commercial poultry farms.
This type of development is distinct to residential development and clarification was needed
on the Water Quality Targets and requirements to be addressed in a Water Sensitive Design
Strategy specifically for this form development.

Other Development (excluding the development listed above)
WSD requirements for other types of development not listed above remains the same and are
still decided based on the lot size (as measured by the legal property boundary). However, the
lot size has been increased by 500m2 to 2,500m2. This means minor development is assessed
for lots up to 2,500m2 and major development on lots greater than 2,500m2.
Next Steps
1.
Undertake internal, community and industry consultation on the proposed amendments.
2.
Report back to Council on submissions received and present a final draft for adoption.
CONSULTATION
Assuming Council endorses the recommendations within this report, the draft document will be
placed on public exhibition in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental Planning &
Assessment Act 1979, during which time any person is able to make a submission. Targeted
consultation would also occur with industry.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
These changes will only apply to the previous Great Lakes Council area and are designed to
clarify and simplify the requirements around Water Sensitive Design.
ALIGNMENT WITH COMMUNITY PLAN/OPERATIONAL PLAN
The Great Lakes Community Strategic Plan - Great Lakes 2030
Key Direction 1 'Our Environment.' Objective 1: Protect and maintain the natural environment so
it is healthy and diverse. Objective 2: Ensure that development is sensitive to our natural
environment. Performance outcome indicator - improved standards of water quality in our lakes
and catchments.
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Operational Plan
Objective 9 Plan for sustainable growth and development - 9.1.1 Monitor & update Council's land
use framework to ensure it is responsive to community needs and expectations - undertake high
priority amendments to the Great Lakes DCP and review format and structure of Great Lakes
DCP to make it more user friendly for online customers.
TIMEFRAME
It is expected that the review process will be completed by the end of this year (2016).
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Nil. This work has been included in the Strategic Planning Operational Plan.
RISK CONSIDERATION
Nil.
RECOMMENDATION
That Council endorse the draft amendments to the Water Sensitive Design section of the Great
Lakes DCP, as contained in Attachment B for community engagement with a final draft to be
presented to Council following consideration of any submissions received during this period.

ATTACHMENTS
A:
B:
C:

Current Water Sensitive Design Section of the Great Lakes Development Control Plan.
Draft Amended Version of the Water Sensitive Design Section of the Great Lakes
Development Control Plan.
Proposed Priority Areas for Water Sensitive Design for Single Dwellings and Dual
Occupancies.
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3

TUNCURRY LANDFILL CLOSURE

Report Author

John Cavanagh, Manager, Waste Health and Regulatory Services
(Forster Office)
File No. / ECM Index Forster Tuncurry Waste Management Facility
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report is regarding the closure of the Tuncurry Landfill and subsequent impacts associated
with cost and the short term diversion of Council's domestic waste collection (garbage trucks)
and Commercial mixed waste (trucks) from the Tuncurry Landfill to the Bucketts Way Landfill
until Great Lakes Landfill (Minimbah) is operational.
At current filling rates the Tuncurry Landfill is expected to reach finished levels in January 2017.
By diverting commercial mixed waste (trucks only) and domestic waste collection trucks (only) to
the Bucketts Way Landfill earlier, the landfill life should be extended until March 2017 for
domestic self haul small vehicle customers (until the transfer station is commissioned). This
aligns with the new Tuncurry Transfer station operations and also saves the cost of establishing
a 'temporary' transfer station for the shortfall period.
All recyclable and processable waste, for example green waste, concrete bricks and tiles, metal
waste and cardboard, regardless of vehicle type, will continue to be accepted at Tuncurry.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That domestic waste from the former Great Lakes Council area Waste Collection Contract be
disposed at the Bucketts Way Landfill from 1 December 2016 until the Great Lakes Landfill
(Minimbah) is operational.
That commercial mixed waste (trucks) that cannot be sorted, recycled or reprocessed be directed
to the Bucketts Way Landfill for disposal until the Great Lakes Landfill (Minimbah) is operational.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The additional costs to transport the contracted domestic waste collection vehicles from Tuncurry
Landfill to the Bucketts Way Landfill are as follows:

Additional
charge per
kilometre
Additional
Charge per
service
Cost Per month
Cost per
annum

Domestic
Waste

Bulky Waste
Clean Up

Litterbins

Bulk Bins
Flats/Units

$1.44

$ 2.17

$1.44

$1.44

$0.10

$0.58

$1.1547

$1.0924

$8,809.25

$947.56

$1,326.35

$ 1,069.51

$

12,152.67

$15,916.20 $12,834.12

$

145,832.04

$105,711.00 $11,370.72

Total Increase

Note: The total cost per month is expressed in 2 different ways for perspective, however the total
amount is the same.

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 23

BACKGROUND
At current waste generation rates Tuncurry Landfill is due to be closed in January 2017. The
Transfer Station and Great Lakes Landfill (Minimbah) were scheduled for completeion prior to
this time, however with delays to both projects, these sites will not be operational until the end of
February 2017.
The timeframes for project completion were expected to differ slightly during this period with
weather, waste disposal fluctuations in summer and other variations. A back up plan is in place to
divert kerbside collected and commencial waste (in trucks) to the Bucketts Way Landfill until the
sites were operational.
DISCUSSION
The long term alternatives to disposing of waste in the MidCoast Council area are being
investigated and a benefit cost analysis will be carried out for each alternative in the 'Facilities
Review' project which was recently approved. The outcomes of this review will be presented
back to Council when complete. The outcome of this review will also determine the most
appropriate site for future landfilling.
The main alternative to be evaluated in this report is the option to send waste from the Tuncurry
Transfer Station to either the Bucketts Way Landfill or Great Lakes Landfill (Minimbah). However
it is recommended to utilise the already operational Bucketts Way Landfill now until the Facilities
Review is completed. This approach will also avoid duplicating operating costs associated with
commencing operations at the Great Lakes Landfill (Minimbah).
By redirecting commercial waste to the Bucketts Way Landfill, all domestic self-haul (cars, trailers
and utes) waste can continue to be disposed of at the Tuncurry Landfill until the Transfer station
is completed. This ensures a continued service to the community and extends the life of the
Tuncurry Landfill until the transfer station is operational. These vehicles will then simply
changeover to using the Transfer Station.
It is proposed that all fully recyclable and processable materials continue to be processed at
Tuncurry. This was the intention with the changeover from Landfill to Transfer Station.
CONSULTATION
Earlier this year and again recently local commercial contractors were formally notified on the
imminent closure of the Tuncurry Landfill. They have been notified that they will be redirected to
either the Great Lakes Landfill (Minimbah) or the Bucketts Way Landfill.
The extra distance to Great Lakes Landfill (Minimbah) is 23.4km and Bucketts Way Landfill
27km. Therefore the extra impact on commercial customers is relatively minimal at 3.6km or
7.2km for a round trip.
Negotiations have also taken place with Council's Waste Collection contractor with associated
cost implications noted above under Finance/Resource Implications. It is expected that there will
be only minor implications for the Bucketts Way Landfill operations.
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BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
The extra $12,152.67 per month for the domestic collection service contract will be funded by the
waste operations budget.
RECOMMENDATION
That domestic waste from the Waste Collection Contract is disposed of at the Bucketts Way
Landfill from 1 December 2016 at a cost of $0.1035 per service per collection until the Great
Lakes Landfill (Minimbah) is operational.
That commercial mixed waste (trucks) that cannot be sorted, recycled or processed be directed
to the Bucketts Way Landfill for disposal until the Minimbah Landfill is operational.
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4

REVIEW OF THE CITY OF GREATER TAREE HERITAGE STUDY 1990

Report Author
Sue Calvin, Team Leader Strategic Landuse Planning, (Taree)
File No. / ECM Index S371
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
The City of Greater Taree Heritage Study 1990 is programed for review in the Operational Plan
for 2016-17. The review is jointly funded by Council and a grant from the NSW Office of
Environment and Heritage. Approximately 105 sites will be reviewed to determine the level of
heritage significance and protection to be applied. Consultation with landowners will be an
important element of the review, which is to be completed by June 2017.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That a review of the City of Greater Taree Heritage Study 1990 commence and findings be
reported to Council by May 2017.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The project will be funded by a $6,000 grant from the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage
and $10,000 of Council allocated funds (Taree office). The review is to be undertaken by
Council’s Heritage Advisor, Lillian Cullen with support from Strategic Planning.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
If sites are recommended for listing in Schedule 5 of the Greater Taree Local Environmental Plan
2010 (LEP 2010), the requirements of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
and the associated Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 will be applied.

BACKGROUND
The City of Greater Taree Heritage Study 1990 is over 16 years old and in need of review. The
study provided the foundation for many of the heritage listings currently in Schedule 5 of the
Greater Taree Local Environmental Plan 2010 (LEP 2010). Over 300 potential heritage sites
were identified in the study which resulted in approximately 200 being listed in the LEP 2010.
Around 100 sites are in need of review to determine whether they should progress to listing in the
LEP.
Typically, a review of heritage studies should occur within 5-10 years, which demonstrates the
urgency of this project. It is important to examine whether the remaining 100 potential sites
warrant listing or have the circumstances changed (e.g. building demolished, significantly altered
or new owners).
This heritage study covered key towns and villages in the Manning Valley including Taree,
Wingham, Cundletown, Coopernook, Tinonee, Croki and some other rural areas.
In undertaking this review it is important to note that heritage listings in LEP 2010 are well
advanced with over 300 items listed which is significant in comparison to other regional Councils
(Port Macquarie-Hastings 95 and Kempsey 105).
DISCUSSION
The key objectives of this review are to:
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 update our heritage information available for the Manning Valley and make it readily available
on Council’s website (currently difficult to view as the studies are PDFs and hard copies) and
the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage database
 identify which sites still have heritage value and prioritise those recommended for inclusion in
LEP 2010
 work with landowners to discuss what heritage values apply to their site and the value of
heritage listing.
From initial investigations it appears that around 80% of the potential sites are dwellings which
can be difficult to progress to LEP listing as:
 researching the historical significance for privately owned dwellings can be difficult
 owner’s often object to listing their houses as they feel constrained by the listing
 some sites are located in a Conservation Area which already offers a layer of heritage
protection.
Based on this scenario, only sites assessed as being heritage significant are likely to progress to
LEP listing and/or where an owner has no objection to their site being listed.
A recommendation for heritage listing would only be made against the owner's wishes where the
building demonstrated exceptional heritage significance.
There are three stages proposed in this review:
1. Scope (October-November 2016)
Undertake a desktop assessment of the heritage study to identify the potential sites, their location
and attributes identified in the heritage study. Review aerial mapping and Council records to
identify why sites were not listed in the LEP and any changes to the site. Undertake site
inspections to confirm the presence of the heritage item and its condition in accordance with the
State’s heritage assessment guidelines.
2. Assess and research (December-March 2017)
Categorise the heritage places as follows:
(a) no longer has heritage value (e.g. removed or significantly altered)
(b) ‘readily listable’ as it is a public asset owned or managed by Council or other government
agency (e.g. cemetery, hall, park, bridge, tree)
(c) potential value requiring more research
(d) significant heritage value displaying strong heritage features or place of significant events or
local identity.
Undertake research to clarify the heritage value, consult with landowners to confirm and add to
the values, and ascertain the priority of listings. Assistance will be sought from the local historical
societies and groups. Where required, additional inspections with landowners of the more
significant sites will occur to record and further assess the heritage values of the place.
3. Recommend (April-June 2017)
Develop a list of recommendations for the potential heritage places identified in the heritage
study that takes into consideration the research materials and discussions with landowners. Seek
endorsement of the study and progression of priority sites for future listing in LEP 2010. Provide
updated information on Council’s website for easy reference and finalise reporting with OEH.
CONSULTATION
Consultation is an important element of the review in terms of:
 working closely with landowners of the sites to gather accurate historical information on the
heritage place. It is important to ensure the landowners are well informed of the listing
process and implications of being listed
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 working with local historical societies and groups to research information on the potential
sites.
The typical approach is to only list properties where the owner has consented to the listing. An
exception is where historical sites have the highest level of significance and/or there is a strong
threat of removal. Such sites will be clearly identified and reported to Council.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
It is a positive community impact to protect the local heritage in the Manning Valley and ensure
the information in our heritage studies remains current. A negative community impact can arise
when landowners of potential sites have concerns about the listing. To reduce the negative
impact it is important to be responsive to landowners concerns in terms of having information and
staff readily accessible to discuss any issues arising.
ALIGNMENT WITH COMMUNITY PLAN/OPERATIONAL PLAN
The heritage study review is consistent with the Heritage Strategy (Strategy No 30) in the
Manning Valley Community Plan 2010-2030 which is to:
Ensure that our heritage is valued, preserved, conserved and interpreted.
The heritage study review is also listed in the MidCoast Council Operational Plan 2016-17
(Manning Region) as a key initiative being to:
Review 1990 Greater Taree Heritage Study to update and identify potential
heritage items.
TIMEFRAME
The heritage study review is required to be completed by June 2016 as stated in the funding
agreement with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
The project will be funded by a $6,000 grant from the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage
and $10,000 of Council allocated funds (Taree office).
RISK CONSIDERATION
Heritage listings can be controversial with landowners objecting to a potential listing. It is
important to address this issue by:
 undertaking research to ensure a listing is warranted before undertaking consultation
 providing a high level of advice and support to landowners
 only listing properties where the owner has consented to the listing. The exception is where
historical sites have the highest level of significance and/or there is a strong threat of
removal. Such sites will be clearly identified and reported to Council.
RECOMMENDATION
That Council endorse the process for review of the City of Greater Taree Heritage Study 1990
commence and the findings be reported to Council by May 2017.
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5

PLANNING PROPOSAL FOR LOTS 1, 2 & 9 DP32272 & LOT 48
DP1090335 COOPERNOOK

Report Author
File No. / ECM Index

Michael Griffith, Strategic Planner, (Taree)
S878

Date of Meeting 23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
The planning proposal aims to alter the zoning of Lots 1, 2 and 9 DP32272, and Lot 48
DP1090335, from rural to urban to enable the expansion of the Coopernook village. This
planning proposal was exhibited from 31 August until 28 September 2016 with eight (8)
submissions received. This report details the issues raised during exhibition and seeks adoption
of the amended planning proposal (Attachment A) and finalisation of the rezoning.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That the amended planning proposal for Lots 1, 2 and 9 DP32272, and Lot 48 DP1090335 as
attached to this report be forwarded to the NSW Department of Planning and Environment for the
associated local environmental plan to be drafted and made.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Nil
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
The Greater Taree LEP 2010 and any amendments have been developed in accordance with the
requirements of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and the associated
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.

BACKGROUND
The planning proposal aims to alter the zoning of Lots 1, 2 and 9 DP32272, and Lot 48
DP1090335, from rural to urban to enable the expansion of the Coopernook village. The land is
identified in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Location of proposed rezoning
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The land was identified in the Greater Taree Draft Conservation and Development Strategy 2005
as a village expansion area and as a growth area in the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy
2006-31.
The former Greater Taree City Council resolved at its Ordinary Meeting on 17 June 2015 to
forward the planning proposal to the Department of Planning and Environment for their
consideration. A Gateway determination was made in July 2015 allowing the planning proposal to
proceed to exhibition. The Gateway determination authorised Council to exercise delegation to
make the plan. The submissions received during the exhibition period are discussed in this
report.
A summary of the process for considering this planning proposal is shown below.

Application
assessed
and reported
to Council
(June 2015)

Council
refer to
Minister
(July 2015)

Gateway
determination
(July 2015)

Exhibit Planning
Agency
proposal
consultation
and additional (Aug - Sept 2016)
studies

Consider
submissions.
Report to
Council

Make the
plan

(Aug 2015 - July
2016)

DISCUSSION
Eight (8) submissions were received during the exhibition period and the issues raised are
addressed below.
Agency submissions
Submissions from Essential Energy and MidCoast Water supported the planning proposal to
proceed on the basis that a number of matters will be addressed at the Development Application
(DA) stage. These include the preparation of a local water supply and sewerage strategy,
construction of necessary water supply and sewerage infrastructure, creation of easements for
electrical infrastructure and any necessary electrical infrastructure relocation. These matters are
consistent with the requirements for new urban release areas and pose no concern to the
rezoning proceeding.
The Department of Education and Training had no objection to the proposal.
Community submissions
Five (5) community submissions were received. Four (4) supported the application, including a
submission from the Principal of Coopernook Public School. The Principal identified that the
40km school zone will have to be extended in the future to accommodate this growth area. This
will be a future consideration for the traffic committee when the development proceeds.
One (1) submission against the proposal was received from a neighbour. They raised concerns
about the impact that their use of the land for dairy operations and cattle farming may have on
any new development. Particular concerns were raised about the noise impact that the weaning
of cattle would have on future residents.
There is a history to this issue. The subject land was identified in the Greater Taree Draft
Conservation and Development Strategy 2005 and the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy 200631. In 2008, a Development Application (DA) was approved on the neighbouring property for a
dairy and yards, incorporating a 200m boundary setback from the land subject to this planning
proposal. When the DA application was lodged the owner of the subject land raised concerns
about this potential conflict.
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At the time of assessment it was determined that the setback would act as a buffer from the
boundary and the assessing officer was aware of the future development potential of the land
subject to this planning proposal. On this basis of the setbacks the Development Application (DA)
was approved. Any future subdivision of the subject site will include the provision of appropriate
buffers and setbacks, and subdivide the land in a manner that accommodates neighbouring land
uses.
CONSULTATION
Community consultation was undertaken from 31 August until 28 September 2016 and involved:

letters being sent to all neighbouring landowners;

placing a notice in the Manning News section of the Manning River Times on 31
August and the 7, 14 and 21 September 2016;

making the planning proposal and associated documents available on Council’s
website, in the foyer of the Taree Administration Building, and Taree and Harrington Libraries;
and

a number of radio and local television interviews about the proposal.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Based on the community feedback this planning proposal will provide a positive impact for the
community by providing additional opportunities to live within the village of Coopernook and
support the existing services in the village such as the Coopernook Public School, Post Office
and shop.
ALIGNMENT WITH COMMUNITY PLAN/OPERATIONAL PLAN
The rezoning of land is consistent with a number of strategies in the Manning Valley Community
Plan 2010-30, the key strategy being:
“Ensure a wide choice of housing styles and locations, with consideration of accessibility,
adaptability and affordability” (Strategy 21).
The Manning Region Operational Plan 2016/2017 identified the processing of planning proposals
as a key initiative.
TIMEFRAME
The Gateway determination requires that this amendment process be completed by 31 July
2017. This project is on target to meet this timeframe.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
The application is assessed on a user-pays basis in accordance with Council’s fees and charges.
All required studies and fees in association with the planning proposal have been, and will
continue to be, incurred wholly by the applicant.
RISK CONSIDERATION
Nil
RECOMMENDATION
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A.
That Council adopt the planning proposal, contained in Attachment A to this report, to
amend Greater Taree Local Environmental Plan 2010 to rezone Lots 1, 2 and 9 DP 32272, and
Lot 48 DP 1090335.
B.
That Council submit the planning proposal to the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office for the
associated local environmental plan (LEP) to be drafted.
C.
That upon acceptance of the Parliamentary Counsel's Office drafted LEP, Council utilise
its authorisation to use delegation to make the local environmental plan.

ATTACHMENTS
A:

Amended planning proposal

Due to its large size, Attachment A has been circulated in hard copy to the Administrator only as
a paper conservation measure. However, this Attachment is publicly available on Council's
Website
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6
TENDER DECOMMISSION/REMOVAL UNDERGROUND FUEL TANKS EPA GRANT
Report Author
Officer (Taree Office)
File No. / ECM Index

Philip Martin, Senior Environmental Health
S1476

Date of Meeting 23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
The purpose of this report is to provide a recommendation to Council regarding the tender for the
decommissioning/removal of underground petroleum storage systems (UPSS) located within the
Council road reserve at four identified sites at Wingham, Coopernook, Tinonee and Taree and
associated groundwater investigations.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
Endorsement of selected contractor.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The project is funded by the Environmental Trust by way of a successful grant application.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
The project is provided and supported by the Environment Protection Authority. There are no
identified legal implications.

BACKGROUND
This project is part of the EPA’s “Derelict Underground Petroleum Storage System Council Road
Reserve Program (Derelict UPSS CRR Program)” and follows the successful Pilot Program in
which Council participated in 2013/14.
Funding has been provided by way of a grant through the EPA/Environmental Trust and allows
for the decommissioning and removal of identified abandoned underground fuel tanks located in
Council road reserves (footpath areas). The grant does not apply to tanks located on private
property.
Initially a grant of $275,000 was provided however as part of the initial investigations, ground
penetrating radar (GPR) research identified that on one site, tanks originally believed to be on the
road reserve were in fact on private property. The removal of this site from the program resulted
in the return of $73,500 from the grant to the EPA. Deducting the cost of the GPR research,
Council has remaining $193,170 to complete the project on the remaining four identified locations
with a total of eight tanks to be decommissioned/removed.
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The locations involved in the program are as follows:

41 Isabella Street Wingham (3 tanks)

53-55 Victoria Street Taree (1 tank)

8 Manchester Street Tinonee (2 tanks)

23 Macquarie Street Coopernook ( 2 tanks)

(Note: 13-15 Farquhar St Wingham (4 tanks) withdrawn from the program as the tanks
were identified as being on private property)
DISCUSSION
The project was placed on open tender in accordance with the Council’s Tendering Policy and
the Local Government Act and Regulations.
The tender was posted on Council's online tendering portal, TenderLink and advertised publicly
on 13 September 2016 and closed on 12 October 2016.
At the close of tenders Council received four submissions from the following companies in
alphabetical order:





Ground Doctor Pty Ltd
Petrolink Engineering Pty Ltd
Remediation and Contracting Pty Ltd (Division of GHD)
Robert Carr and Associates Pty Ltd trading as RCA Australia

Prior to closing, a Probity and Evaluation Plan was prepared, which guided the evaluation panel
through the evaluation process. The plan details the method of weighting assessment for tenders
and general information in relation to probity. The evaluation plan was set to assess the quality of
proponents against the pricing submitted, so as to arrive at the best possible value for money
outcome. Value for money is an important requirement for tendering in Local Government and is
based on the fact that price alone should not be the reason for selecting any proposal.
The formal tender evaluation was undertaken on 13 October 2016. The tenders received were
assessed against the evaluation criteria and tendering requirements as detailed in the tender
documents.
All tenders were considered as conforming. Additional technical and financial details are included
in the attached Confidential Tender Evaluation Report.
Evaluation for the quality components of the tender compared with the tender prices submitted
determined that the proposal offered by Ground Doctor Pty Ltd provided the best value for
money.
CONSULTATION
The following staff have been consulted in the process of evaluating this tender:




Asset Planning
Property and Procurement
Environmental Health
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COMMUNITY IMPACTS
All efforts will be made to reduce impacts on shop proprietors, pedestrians and motorists during
the period of work.
The successful contractor is required to submit Traffic and Pedestrian plans for consideration
prior to work commencing.
TIMEFRAME
The project is expected to take no more than twelve weeks in total from the date of awarding the
contract.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
The project is fully funded by the Environmental Trust by way of a successful grant. The amount
of grant money currently available for this project is $193,170 and is expected to cover the costs
of the project based upon the tender submission.
The total pricing for the all Tank Removal, Environmental Assessment, Footpath reestablishment
etc. as quoted by Ground Doctor Pty Ltd is $137,265 excluding GST.
RISK CONSIDERATION
It is anticipated that the tank removals and surrounding soil analysis will be straight forward
without soil or water contamination implications. If however excessive contamination is found
which may increase costs and exceed the budget, the EPA have confirmed that a determination
will then be made on how to proceed, with additional funding being considered based upon the
circumstances.
RECOMMENDATION
1.
That Council award a contract to Ground Doctor Pty Ltd. (subject to execution of all
contract documentation) for the Decommissioning/Removal of the specified Underground
Petroleum Storage Systems (UPSS) including stage 2 works (associated groundwater
investigations).
2.
That the unsuccessful consultants/contractors who submitted a tender be thanked for their
valuable participation in the tender process.

ATTACHMENTS
A:

Confidential Tender Evaluation Report.
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7

CAPITAL WORKS REPORT - OCTOBER, NOVEMBER & DECEMBER 2016

Report Author
ECM Index
Date of Meeting

Phil Miles – Manager Projects and Engineering
Corporate Mgt - Works Depot
23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report provides advice on work currently in progress or recently completed within MidCoast
Council by day labour staff and contractors. Also included is advice on work planned in the near
future.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That Council note the information included in this report.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Projects listed within this report are included in the 2015/16 Operational Plans of the former
Great Lakes, Greater Taree and Gloucester Shire Councils. In addition this report includes
projects included in the 2016/17 Operational Plan of MidCoast Council or grant funding that has
subsequently been accepted by Council.
Work funded under Council’s Road Maintenance Council Contract (RMCC) with Road & Maritime
Services (RMS) for the state road sections of The Lakes Way and Failford Road is also included.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Nil.

BACKGROUND
An update on the progress of capital works included in the 2015/16 and 2016/17 Operational
Plans for the MidCoast Council area is included in this report. It also includes works undertaken
through special grants and the RMCC. The report is provided for the information of Council.
DISCUSSION
Annexure A (Works Program - Monthly Report) provides a summary of the capital works
completed in October and those in progress or commmencing in November and December. The
projects listed to commence in the month of December are a projection based on work programs
at the time of writing this report. The annexure outlines whether the work is being undertaken by
day labour staff or contractors.
Within the projects listed in Annexure A, a summary of the main highlights is as follows:
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Taree
 Completion of major projects including: The Bucketts Way Stage 2 – Tinonee (practical
completion – final seal and linemarking planned Dec / Jan), Bulga Rd resheet, asphalt seal to
The Lakes Way – Godfrey Hill Road to Talabah Close.
 Continuation of major projects including: Reconstruction of High & Flett St roundabout, and
commencement of Abdoos Bridge replacement.
Pacific Palms
 The reconstruction project is nearing completion on The Lakes Way at Bungwahl. The final
seal and linemarking are planned to occur in early December
Bulahdelah
 Council staff have completed the construction of the new appraches to the bridge. The new
guardrail will be erected in early November.
 Markwell Rd is closed for the construction of the Dorney's Bridge. This will result in the
existing timber / concrete structure being replaced with a new concrete bridge.
 Work has commenced on sealing the next stage of Bombah Point Road.
Tea Gardens / Hawks Nest
 Works has commenced on Marine Drive reconstruction. The drainage works will be
completed followed by the kerb & gutter and road construction works.
 The sand renourishment project for Jimmy's Beach will be completed in the first week of
November. This project will replace sand lost in recent weather events.
Smiths Lake
 Works have commenced on the rehabilitation of a section of Macwood Road, Smiths Lake.
Gloucester
 Continuation of The Bucketts Way Upgrade Project #86 (2.5 Km of reconstruction
commencing approx. 6 Km east of Gloucester). 0.5 Km sealed and pavement works
continuing on a further 1Km. The Work is being undertaken by day labour and sub-contract.
Total Project value $2M (of the total $16M Federally funded project between Taree &
Gloucester).
 The seal extension on Mograni Creek Road is now complete with the sealing works done by
contractors. The construction crew is currently bulking in pavement material and extending
pipes on Curricabark Road Seal Extension Project. This project also forms part of the final
Roads to Recovery Seal Extension Program with Scone Road and Gloucester Tops Road’s
project development underway. The total project cost is $1.3M.
Further information on these projects is included in Attachment A, in addition to other projects in
progress or due to commence in the near future.
CONSULTATION
The management and coordination of all aspects of the Capital Works Program is undertaken in
consultation with a wide range of internal and external stakeholders.
The key stakeholders in the preparation of this monthly report include the Engineering / Asset
Planning, Operations and Finance Departments.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Community Impacts are considered and managed as part of each Capital Works Program
project.
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TIMEFRAME
Details are reported within the attachments.
RECOMMENDATION
That Council note the information in this report.

ATTACHMENT:
Summary of projects completed or to be completed October, November and December 2016
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8

FOOTPATH AND KERB & GUTTER CONTRIBUTIONS

Report Author
Ron Hartley, Director Engineering & Infrastructure Services, (Forster)
File No. / ECM Index Roads; Footpaths; Kerb & Guttering Construction
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report considers the policy of charging contributions towards footpath and K&G construction.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
1. That MidCoast Council continue to charge for K&G contributions based on the Great Lakes
Council Schedule of Fees and Charges
2. That contributions for the construction of footpaths be discontinued for works which have not been
commenced at the time of this decision
3. That Council continue to collect contributions for those works that have been completed prior to
this decision
4. That the necessary administrative and advertising processes be undertaken to amend the
Schedule of Fees and Charges in accordance with this decision.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
In 2015/2016 GL Council collected approximately $90,000 in contributions. However, generally
this amounts to approximately $30,000 to $40,000 per year. There has been an insignificant
amount collected in the former GTCC and GSC areas in recent years.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Under section 217 of the Roads Act 1993 Councils are entitled to recover contributions towards
footpaths and kerbing and guttering.
Section 217 states:
217 Roads authority may recover cost of paving, kerbing and guttering footways
(1) The owner of land adjoining a public road is liable to contribute to the cost incurred by a roads
authority in constructing or paving any kerb, gutter or footway along the side of the public road
adjacent to the land.
(2) The amount of the contribution is to be such amount (not more than half of the cost) as the roads
authority may determine.
(3) The owner of land the subject of such a determination becomes liable to pay the amount
determined on receiving notice of that amount.
(4) This section does not apply to the renewal or repair of any paving, kerb or gutter in respect of
which contributions have previously been paid and does not apply to the Crown as regards
public open space.
(5) In this section, a reference to a gutter includes, in the case of a roadway that is laid to the kerb in
a permanent manner, a reference to such part of the roadway as is within 450 millimetres of the
kerb.
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BACKGROUND
Prior to the amalgamation of the 3 former Councils, Great Lakes Council had requested a further
review of the footpath and Kerb & Gutter (K&G) contributions policy. A report was prepared but, as a
result of the amalgamation announcement, the report was not submitted to Council. The
amalgamation has impacted on the recommendations that were to be made in that report and it is
suggested that the opportunity should be taken to review the contributions policy, prior to the
commencement of any such works in the current Financial Year, with the adoption of a policy
covering the entire MidCoast Council area.
DISCUSSION
Each of the former Councils contained items covering contributions for footpath and K&G within their
Schedules of Fees and Charges. The current Schedule of Fees and Charges for the 3 regions is:
Gloucester
Path – Yes (50% of actual cost with no cap)
K&G – Yes (50% of actual cost with no cap)
Taree
Path – Yes (50% of actual cost with no cap)
K&G – Yes (50% of actual cost with no cap)
Great Lakes
Path – Yes (50% of actual cost up to a max of $62/m)
K&G – Yes (50% of actual cost up to a max of $105/m)

The former Great Lakes Council has had new road and footpath construction programs for many
years, whereas the former Greater Taree and Gloucester Councils were more involved in the
replacement of existing infrastructure. As a result, GTCC and GSC rarely charged contributions.
Within the Great Lakes Council the charging of contributions for K&G has not been contentious
because residents actually see an improvement to their property through better drainage and
upgraded appearance. However, the charging of contributions for footpaths has been a contentious
issue for a number of reasons, including:
 Residents claim they don't use footpaths in front of their residence
 The source of funding for the footpath can cause an inequity between contributors
 Some residents have manicured lawns on the nature strip and see the footpath as a visual
blight
 Some residents have difficulty paying contributions which can amount to $500 to $2,000
 Charging generates substantial resident backlash towards staff and causes a disproportionate
workload for the income generated. Many staff have difficulty supporting the charging of
contributions for philosophical reasons.
The policy of charging contributions has been debated by GL Councillors a number of times and the
policy retained for the following reasons:
 Those residents who had already paid contributions may feel aggrieved
 The funds received enabled the footpath program to be extended. In 2015 footpath
contributions amounted to approximately $90,000 due to an extensive program of works but
an average year resulted in contributions of $30,000 to $40,000.
 Charging contributions discouraged frivolous requests for more footpaths which could not be
met by Council
 All residents use footpaths that other residents have contributed to in the past.
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A review of policies for nearby Councils has been undertaken with the following results:
Port Stephens
Path – No
K&G – Yes
Newcastle
Path – No
K&G – No
Port Macquarie
Path – Yes (rate is very low $11.50/m frontage and $5.50/m side and rear)
K&G – Yes
Singleton
Path – No
K&G – No
Cessnock
Path – No
K&G – Yes
Dungog
Path - Yes
K&G – Yes (both path and K&G are the same rate of $52.80/m)
As is indicated by this information, the majority of nearby Councils do not charge contributions for
footpaths. However, most charge for K&G.

CONSULTATION
Consultation has been undertaken with a number of neighbouring Councils in the area.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Contributions towards footpath construction has been a contentious issue in the Great Lakes
area and is similarly contentious in many LG areas. Many residents object to the payment for
public infrastructure which they see as a Council responsibility.
TIMEFRAME
It is proposed that the recommendations in this report be implemented immediately.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Contributions received are utilised to extend the footpath construction program. Elimination of
contributions for footpaths will reduce the amount of footpath constructed. However, there will be
no budget implications.
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RECOMMENDATION
1. That MidCoast Council continue to charge for K&G contributions based on the Great Lakes
Council Schedule of Fees and Charges.
2. That contributions for the construction of footpaths be discontinued for works which have not been
commenced at the time of this decision
3. That Council continue to collect contributions for those works that have been completed prior to
this decision
4. That the necessary administrative and advertising processes be undertaken to amend the
Schedule of Fees and Charges in accordance with this decision.

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 42

9

REVIEW AND UPDATE MANNING RIVER FLOOD STUDY - FINAL
REPORT

Report Author
Roshan Khadka, Flood & Drainage Engineer (Taree)
File No. / ECM Index S1373
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

The following item was presented at the Ordinary Meeting held on 26 October 2016. The report
was deferred by the Administrator, John Turner for further review.
The report is now presented for consideration.

SUMMARY OF REPORT
Council engaged BMT WBM Pty Ltd to complete the Review and Update Manning River Flood
Study in accordance with NSW Government’s Flood Prone Land Policy and Floodplain
Development Manual 2005. This project involved the development of two dimensional hydraulic
model of the Manning River and its floodplain within the study area using the latest available
digital terrain model and cross sections of the Manning River.
The study area comprised the lower floodplain of the Manning River from downstream of
Wingham to the coast including Tinonee, Taree, Cundletown, Harrington, Manning Point and
adjacent rural and semi-rural areas.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
The flood levels and flood extent (mapping) within the study area, based on the 1% Annual
Exceedence Probability (1 in 100 year) with 2100 Sea Level Rise predictions plus 10% increase
in rainfall due to climate change, be endorsed for floodplain development purposes.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Whilst there are no statutory or legislative requirements to adopt a Flood Study, the requirements
of NSW Government’s Floodplain Development Manual 2005 are best met by doing so.

BACKGROUND
A previous flood study of the Manning River from Wingham to the coast was completed by the
Department of Public Works in 1991. Since the completion of this study, there have been
significant developments in hydraulic modelling techniques. The opportunity to undertake a new
study will provide improvements to the existing flooding information, particularly with regards to
the flood mapping outputs. This will help guide both the floodplain risk management and
emergency response management process.
The study area comprised the lower floodplain of the Manning River from downstream of
Wingham to the coast including Tinonee, Taree, Cundletown, Harrington, Manning Point and
adjacent rural and semi-rural areas. The study involved the development of two dimensional
hydraulic model of the Manning River and its floodplain within the study area using the latest
available digital terrain model and cross sections of the Manning River.
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The study considered entrance dynamics (scouring and deposition of sediment on the river bed)
during flooding at Harrington and Farquhar inlets.
The primary objective of this study is to define the flood behaviour within the Manning River
catchment through the establishment of appropriate hydrologic and hydraulic models. The study
has produced information on flood flows, velocities, levels and extents for a range of flood events
under existing catchment and floodplain conditions.
DISCUSSION
Flood Study Outcomes
A hydraulic model was developed for this study using two dimensional hydraulic modelling
software package TUFLOW. The developed model was calibrated for June 2011 and March
1998 flood events and then validated for March 2013, February 1990 and February 1929 flood
events. The model was then run to estimate flood flows, velocities and levels for 20%, 5%, 2%,
1%, 0.5%, 0.2% Annual Exceedence Probability (AEP) and the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF).
The model was also used to determine flood behaviour for the future sea level rise and increase
in rainfall due to climate change.
Modelled peak flood levels at selected locations are shown in Table 1 below.
Table 1: Modelled Peak Flood Levels (m AHD) for Design Flood Events

The peak flood levels for various design events at Taree from this study were compared with the
peak flood levels from the previous study. Table 2 below shows the comparison of design peak
flood levels at Taree with previous study.
Table 2: Comparison of Design Peak Flood Levels at Taree with Previous Study

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 44

Modelling results show that the 1% AEP flood level of this study is lowered by up to 500 mm from
the previous study. This study uses long term flood rainfall statistics, more accurate hydrologic
and hydraulic modelling technique and more realistic representation of floodplain in 2
dimensional modelling domains. This study also considers entrance dynamics during flood
events. Thus, the result of this study is considered more accurate.
Climate Change Considerations
This study considers the sea level rise and increase in rainfall due to climate change. Figure 1
shows the water surface profile along river channel from new flood study (this study) for the:

1% AEP flood level for the current condition,

1% AEP with 2050 sea level rise predictions plus 10% increase in rainfall due to climate
change,

1% AEP with 2100 sea level rise predictions plus 10% increase in rainfall due to climate
change, and

1% AEP flood level from the previous study.
The figure shows that the profile of new 1% AEP with 2050 sea level rise plus 10% increase in
rainfall due to climate change is the best match for the previous 1% AEP profile.
Figure 1: Water Surface Profile along River Channel for Various Flood Scenarios

The numbers of properties affected by various flood events are also assessed. Table 3 presents
the number of properties affected by various flood events and corresponding flood planning
levels.
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Table 3: Properties affected by Various Flood Events

Table 3 Note: FL = Flood Level which is the modelled flood water height.
FPL = Flood Planning Level which introduces a 0.5m freeboard (best practice) on
top of the FL to account for uncertainties and assumptions within the model and to
accommodate the impact of flood water wave action.

The merger of MidCoast Council has allowed the floodplain management experiences and
considerations of the former Greater Taree City Council (GTCC) to be harmonised with that of
the former Great Lakes Council (GLC) – specifically with respect to GTCC’s predominantly
riverine based population and GLC’s predominantly coastal based population.
With respect to climate change and flooding, rainfall increases generally have the greatest impact
on riverine populations while sea level rise generally presents the greatest impact for coastal
populations. This is reflected in previous flood studies of both former council’s where GTCC’s
focus was on increased rainfall as a climate change input while GLC’s focus was on sea level
rise.
New Flood Level
To consider the future planning horizon in terms of the impact of climate change, it is appropriate
that the new flood level consider both increased rainfall and sea level rise, with the new flood
level for future development being:
1% AEP inclusive of 2100 sea level rise plus 10% increase in rainfall due to climate change.
Comparing this with the previous flood level, the new flood level will be higher on the lower
coastal floodplains (ie where predicted rising sea levels influence the flood waters), but the flood
level upstream of Dumaresq Island will remain consistent with the previous 1% AEP flood level.
In terms of the impact on property, Table 3 shows that:




3955 properties are currently affected by the existing (previous study) 1% AEP flood level,
An additional 559 properties are affected by the new 1% AEP flood with 2100 sea level
rise plus 10% increase in rainfall due to climate change.
It also shows that the total number of properties affected by flood related development
controls (Flood Planning Level inclusive of the 0.5m freeboard) for the 1% AEP flood with
2100 sea level rise plus 10% increase in rainfall due to climate change is 5056.

Thus, for the flood planning level it is recommended to adopt the new 1% AEP flood level with
2100 sea level rise plus 10% increase in rainfall due to climate change plus 500mm freeboard for
all new developments.

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 46

CONSULTATION
This study involved key technical stakeholders from Council and the Office of Environment and
Heritage (OEH).
Oversight was provided through the former Greater Taree City Council Floodplain Management
Advisory Committee, comprising council staff, councilors, OEH, SES, and community members.
While this committee met on a number of occasions during the project, with minutes and
recommendations reported to the former Greater Taree City Council, this group was invited to an
informal meeting on 22 August 2016 (post merger) to gain an appreciation of the former Great
Lakes Councils experience specifically in relation to harmonizing sea level rise considerations.
During the study a public exhibition was conducted over the period 01/03/2016 to 28/03/2016
which included a public information drop-in night on 15/03/2016.

COMMUNITY IMPACTS
The updated Manning River Flood Study provides information to the residents of the study area
to:


understand flooding behavior within the study area in larger flood events;



become involved with SES in planning for Emergency Management.

Comparing the new study with the previous study, the new flood level will be higher on the lower
coastal floodplains (ie where predicted rising sea levels influence the flood waters), but the flood
level upstream of Dumaresq Island will remain consistent with the previous flood level.
As a result, there will be an additional 1101 properties (up from 3955 to 5056) within the new
flood planning level which will require specific floodplain related consideration for any new
development.
It is recognised that any increase to the flood planning area and level will have an impact on
future development, specifically in relation to floor level heights. This is acknowledged however it
is considered prudent to future proof new or greenfield developments against the most current
and accurate flooding information over the anticipated life of that development. Council also
recognises the situation is somewhat different for existing in-fill or redevelopment. In line with the
former GLC practice, in-fill development and redevelopment assessment will take into
consideration the flood planning levels adopted for adjacent development.
In terms of insurance premiums, it is understood that these are based on current day flood levels
and DO NOT take future predictions such as climate change into consideration. As shown in
Table 2 above, the new 1% AEP without climate change is on average 500mm lower than the
previous study levels, which should translate to fewer properties receiving the full loading for
flood insurance. In order to share the insurance burden, it is understood that the risk (and
therefore the premiums) are proportioned over all properties within the Probable Maximum Flood
(PMF) and by definition, the PMF has not changed thus the total number of properties likely to be
impacted by flood related insurance remains the same.
TIMEFRAME
Once adopted, the Review and Update Manning River Flood Study becomes applicable
immediately.
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BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
There are no costs associated with this recommendation.
The costs associated with completing this flood study have been previously budgeted, inclusive
of a two-thirds grant through the Office of Environment and Heritage.
RISK CONSIDERATION
Whilst there are no statutory or legislative requirements to adopt Flood Study, the requirements
of NSW Government’s Floodplain Development Manual 2005 are best met by doing so.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that:

1.
2.
3.

The Review and Update Manning River Flood Study 1% Annual Exceedence Probability (1
in 100 year) flood levels with 2100 Sea Level Rise plus 10% increase in rainfall due to
climate change extent within the study are to be endorsed.
The Flood Planning Area to be the area covered by the 1% Annual Exceedence Probability
(1 in 100 year) flood levels with 2100 Sea Level Rise plus 10% increase in rainfall due to
climate change plus 500mm freeboard.
Flood related development controls be applied to all new development within the Flood
Planning Area.

ATTACHMENTS
A. Review and Update Manning River Flood Study - Final report
B. Review and Update Manning River Flood Study - Mapping Compendium
NOTE: Due to the large size of the attachments, they are only available on MidCoast
Council's website.
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TOWN CREEK FLOODING AND WATERCOURSE REHABILITATION
PLAN

Report Author
ECM Index

Geoff Love, Investigations Engineer, (Forster)
Nabiac Town Creek Rehabilitation Plan

Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
Town Creek Flooding and Watercourse Rehabilitation Plan consolidates engineering and
environmental management opportunities along Town Creek watercourse. It establishes
preliminary design concepts and budgets that will guide funding in the improvement of flood
conveyance and riparian biodiversity within the main commercial area of Nabiac.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That the Town Creek Flooding and Watercourse Rehabilitation Plan be adopted by Council as a
basis for future project planning in the Town Creek area.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The Town Creek Flooding and Watercourse Rehabilitation Plan provides the necessary basis for
future funding applications to improve flood risk management and channel biodiversity. Staff
resources will be required in project conception, funding applications, community engagement
and consultant management.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Nil.

REPORT
Town Creek Flooding and Watercourse Rehabilitation Plan consolidates engineering and
environmental management opportunities along Town Creek watercourse. It establishes
preliminary design concepts and budgets that will guide funding in the improvement of flood
conveyance and riparian biodiversity within the main commercial area of Nabiac. The report has
been widely welcomed by community groups and local businesses.
The document provides a summary of preliminary flooding, geomorphology and ecology
investigations. These were completed to support development of a rehabilitation plan for Town
Creek to improve flood conveyance (decrease flood levels) and riparian biodiversity.
Consultation was carried out with Nabiac community representatives (Nabiac Village Futures
Group and Nabiac Landcare) during a site meeting to introduce principal stakeholders to the
consultants.
 Section 1 introduces the study site.
 Section 2 provides a summary of flood modelling undertaken to inform development of
the concept plan.

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 49

 Section 3 outlines geomorphic design concepts, design objectives and criteria, and the
existing geomorphic behaviour of Town Creek.
 Section 4 provides a summary of key elements of the ecology investigation including
vegetation management and planting recommendations.
 Section 5 presents the objectives of the rehabilitation concept plan and constraints and
opportunities identified for the study site.
 Section 6 contains a list of references used during the study.
The Rehabilitation Plan comprises:
 Main Report: "Town Creek Flooding and Watercourse Rehabilitation" (BMT WBM,
October 2016)
 Appendix A: "Town Creek Rehabilitation Project" (Ecological Consultants Australia, 2016)
 Appendix B: "Town Creek Rehabilitation Concept Plan" (Ecological Consultants Australia,
2016).
Copies of the document are available at Taree and Forster offices.
CONSULTATION
Community groups (Nabiac Village Futures Group and Nabiac Landcare) have been part of a
working group from the inception meeting with the consultants. The final draft Plan was exhibited
between 19 September and 20 October 2016. No submissions were received as both groups
were very satisfied with the report - no further work was required (pers. comm. Louise Collins).
TIMEFRAME
Four watercourse work areas to be undertaken over 5-10 years.
RECOMMENDATION
That the Town Creek Flooding and Watercourse Rehabilitation Plan be adopted by Council as a
basis for future project planning in the Town Creek area.
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ROAD RESUMPTION COMPENSATION FOR GLOUCESTER TOPS DRY
ROAD

Report Author

Julian Schneider, Senior Survey Design and Property Officer,
Gloucester Office
File No. / ECM Index R5/97
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
The former Gloucester Shire Council acquired Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 of Deposited Plan 729791 being
part of what is now known as Gloucester Tops Dry Road in October 2002. The acquisition
process was never completed and this report seeks to resolve the compensation of the former
land owner and finalise the acquisition.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That Council agrees to compensate Mr TJ Laurie estate in accordance with the Valuation Report
prepared by Country Coast Valuers dated 18 July 2016.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Funds are available within Council’s (former Gloucester Shire) Road Resumptions account.
These funds are from the sale of land comprising former Council Public Roads. This is in
accordance with Section 43 of the Roads Ac t 1993.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Nil

BACKGROUND
The former Gloucester Shire Council commenced negotiations with Mr TJ Laurie in 1989 to
acquire land to provide an alternative “dry road” (ie not affected by creek crossings) to the
Gloucester Tops Road, which itself traverses seven causeways.
In 1992 the Department of Conservation and Land Management published a gazettal notice for
road resumption. Deposited Plan 729791 was registered on the 4th December 1992 which is the
plan of survey of Gloucester Tops Dry Road.
Council then began negotiations with the then land owner Mr TJ Laurie, however the negotiations
were never concluded. Recently the estate of the late Mr TJ Laurie approached Council to
finalise this matter.
DISCUSSION
Mrs M Laurie wrote to Council in May 2016 seeking compensation for the land Council resumed
for public road through her late husband’s land. Council agreed to this and had a Valuation
Report prepared by a suitably qualified consultant.
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CONSULTATION
Mrs M Laurie
Baker Love ( Estate Solicitors )
Senior Survey Design and Property Officer (Gloucester Office)
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
The finalisation of this matter will resolve a long outstanding acquisition with a positive outcome
for all parties involved.
ALIGNMENT WITH COMMUNITY PLAN/OPERATIONAL PLAN
This complies with the former Gloucester Shire Council’s Direction 5 – Governance and
partnerships – Objective 2: Establish strong partnerships with community groups and
government.
TIMEFRAME
Both Council and the Estate are keen to have this matter finalised and it would be prudent to
resolve this matter as soon as possible while council has an agreement in principle with the
effected land owner.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Administration and legal fees are estimated at no more than $7,000.
Compensation is in accordance with the attached Valuation Report.
RISK CONSIDERATION
Council does not have a Memorandum of Release, however it has a good relationship with the
Estate and an agreement in principle with the land owner.
RECOMMENDATION
That Council agrees to compensate Mr TJ Laurie estate in accordance with the Valuation Report
prepared by Country Coast Valuers dated 18 July 2016.

ATTACHMENTS
A:

Confidential Valuation Report dated 18 July 2016.
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DIRECTOR COMMUNITY SPACES AND SERVICES

12

VIBRANT SPACES TRIAL

Report Author
Paul De Szell - Director Community Spaces and Services
File No. / ECM Index S503/02
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
Interest has been expressed by both the business community and the Local Representative
Committee (LRC) in extending the provisions of the Vibrant Spaces initiative detailed in the
“Footpaths in Town Centres Policy” (see Attachment A), adopted in 2015 by the former Greater
Taree City Council.
This report discusses a proposed trial extension of the Vibrant Spaces initiative undertaken
across the Manning Valley and identifies an intent to extend the approach to discreet areas within
MidCoast Council – specifically the town centres of Bulahdelah, Gloucester, Tea Gardens,
Hawks Nest, Pacific Palms & Stroud.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the Vibrant Spaces initiative undertaken across the Manning Valley be extended to
the town centres of Bulahdelah, Gloucester, Tea Gardens, Hawks Nest, Pacific Palms &
Stroud on a 6 month trial basis.

2.

That the existing policies and procedures which apply to footpath use in the former
Gloucester and Great Lakes Local Government Areas be suspended over the trial areas
until the findings of the trial are reported back to Council.

3.

That the “Footpaths in Town Centres Policy” adopted by the former Greater Taree City
Council which covers the town centres of Taree, Wingham, Old Bar and Harrington, be
extended to cover Bulahdelah, Gloucester, Tea Gardens, Hawks Nest, Pacific Palms &
Stroud until the findings of the trial are reported back to Council.

4.

That the payment of existing permits/leases over footpaths and permits/leases sort up
until the end of the trial be suspended until the findings of the trial are reported back to
Council.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Extension of the Vibrant Spaces initiative to the town centres of Bulahdelah, Gloucester, Tea
Gardens, Hawks Nest, Pacific Palms & Stroud will have a minor budgetary impact in the order of
$1000 - $2000. This impact is considered acceptable given the potential economic benefits the
trial has to offer the local business communities within these localities.
There will also need to be significant staff resource allocated to the promotion and facilitation of
the Vibrant Spaces initiative in the new areas. How this resource will be allocated is yet to be
determined.
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LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Nil

BACKGROUND
A Vibrant Spaces trial was conducted in Taree in 2014. The trial concluded that the most
appropriate way to manage footpath space in town centres is not through existing regulation but
by way of policy. Consequently the “Footpath Activities in Town Centres” Policy was adopted by
the former GTCC in 2015.
Based on the experience in the Manning Valley the vibrant space concept is a good low risk
approach that has the potential to stimulate economic growth and activity if it is fully supported by
the local business community.
Outcomes from the Taree Trial


the majority of participating businesses (74%) reported an increase in their sales and
number of people entering their store



85% of those surveyed felt there was a positive change in the vibrancy of the streets



the number of cafes with outdoor dining doubled



confidence in the rental market improved



the partnership between Council and businesses improved



future improvements were implemented by local businesses at their cost to further
improve the look of the street



both the community and businesses reported wanting more - more chairs, more colour,
more activity, more shops involved and the concept allowed in all our town centres.



improved perceptions about the Taree town centre being more “colourful and friendly”.

This success was attributed to the:


use of simple rules



easy sign-up process



removal of fees



cooperation between businesses, the community and Council



willingness of Council to trial and explore new ideas.

DISCUSSION
The successful trial in Taree and subsequent policy adoption has delivered significant benefit to
businesses operating in areas where economic stimulation is required.
Typically, the policy delivers benefit where businesses are operating but would not otherwise
choose to go through the process of obtaining development approval, then entering a
subsequent licence arrangement with Council due to cost and regulatory impediments.
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Additionally, these areas typically present a “low risk” environment for removal of the traditional
regulatory approach to the management of footpaths and business operators in smaller town
centres.
It is proposed that MidCoast Council adopt a trial period where the former Greater Taree City
Council Policy “Footpaths in Town Centres Policy” is extended to limited town centres in the
MidCoast region which would result in:
1.

a minimalist approach to regulating the use of footpaths

2.

imposition of just three key requirements

3.

suspension of fees payable to use the footpath.

Key Themes
Simplicity:
Simplicity was crucial to the success of the trial in Taree. Providing a simple brochure outlining
the three simple rules allowed for a clear understanding of the trial (see Attachment B). The
sign-up process was very easy and provided an element of trust. Businesses need only to ‘tick a
box’ confirming that they have undertaken the relevant steps.
Facilitate vs Regulate:
There is great potential for MidCoast staff to change and as was in the case in Taree, shift from
being enforcers of rules and regulations to being advisors. This relationship grew into a
partnership with Council and business sharing goals to benefit community. With a better
understanding of the barriers Council imposes on businesses, we were able to work together to
remove the red tape that impedes business growth and success.
Access:
The Australian Human Rights Commission outlines that for as far as possible, a footpath should
allow for a continuous accessible path of travel. They have a range of footpath requirements
including “a minimum clear width of 1.8 metres at the narrowest point and a minimum clear
height of 2 metres”. This width is based on two people using wheelchairs having enough room to
pass each other or turn around if required.
The Commission:
... encourages local government authorities with responsibility for footpaths to develop policies
that reflect this good practice, however, individual authorities must make their own decisions on
how to proceed based on the needs of local communities, local conditions, historical practice and
any unique heritage or environmental issues.
In summary, the application of these guidelines is at the discretion of each Council and we need
to consider ways to engage community members who can provide advice to business and
Council on access issues but recognise that this is critical to the success of the trial.
Business Partnerships:
The successful application of the trial is also dependent on ongoing monitoring and coaching of
business to test, trial and respond quickly when things don’t work. It is therefore imperative that
we work with local chambers of commerce and anticipate that members of the chamber can be
trained to encourage and support the trial.
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Benefits


Limited compliance staff (rangers) are able dedicate time to more community significant
activity (such as pollution and illegal dumping).



Improved relationship with Council



Stimulates collective thinking between business in town centres to improve streetscape.

COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Nil.
RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the Vibrant Spaces initiative undertaken across the Manning Valley be extended to
the town centres of Bulahdelah, Gloucester, Tea Gardens, Hawks Nest, Pacific Palms &
Stroud on a 6 month trial basis.

2.

That the existing policies and procedures which apply to footpath use in the former
Gloucester and Great Lakes Local Government Areas be suspended over the trial areas
until the findings of the trial are reported back to Council.

3.

That the “Footpaths in Town Centres Policy” adopted by the former Greater Taree City
Council which currently covers the town centres of Taree, Wingham, Old Bar and
Harrington, be extended to cover Bulahdelah, Gloucester, Tea Gardens, Hawks Nest,
Pacific Palms & Stroud until the findings of the trial are reported back to Council.

4.

That the payment of existing permits/leases over footpaths and permits/leases sort up
until the end of the trial be suspended until the findings of the trial are reported back to
Council.

ATTACHMENTS
A.

“Footpaths in Town Centres Policy” adopted by the former Greater Taree City Council.

B.

Vibrant Spaces Brochure
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STRONGER COMMUNITIES FUNDING

Report Author
Lyndie Hepple - Community Development Coordinator (Forster)
File No. / ECM Index MidCoast Council Stronger Communities Funding
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
The “Stronger Communities Fund” was established by the NSW Government to provide merged
Councils with funding to kick start the delivery of projects that improve community infustructure
and services. The “Stronger Communities Fund” will allow local residents, community groups and
MidCoast Council to work together to deliver infrastructure and services that will make a real and
lasting difference to our local communities. This report details the process and outcomes of the
first funding round.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That “Stronger Communities Funding” of $508,195 be allocated to 17 organisations as detailed in
the report.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The NSW Government has provided MidCoast Council with $1 million to establish a “Stronger
Communities Fund”. This fund will be distributed across MidCoast Council in two tranches of
$500,000.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Nil.

BACKGROUND
The “Stronger Communities Fund” was established by the NSW Government to provide merged
Councils with funding to kick start the delivery of projects that improve community infustructure
and services. Funding of $15 million was provided to MidCoast Council by the NSW Government,
with $1 million specifically allocated to a community grants program.
The criteria for funding distribution and assessment panel composition was dictated by the NSW
Government. This specified that all grants were required to be distributed to incorporated, not-forprofit community groups for projects identified and assesed using an open call for applications.
To be successful for grant funding, community projects had to meet the following critieria:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

deliver social, cultural, economic or environmental benefits to local communities
address an identified community priority
be well defined with a clear budget
demonstrate that any ongoing or recurrent costs of the project can be met by the
community group once grant funding has been expensed
the organisation must demonstrate the capacity to manage the funds and deliver the
project
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A Stronger Communities Fund Assessment Panel was also established with the sole
responsibility of assessing projects against the defined criteria and making recommendations to
Council for funding. The panel consisted of:





The Administrator, or his delegate
State Member(s) of Parliament (4) or their representatives
Regional Coordinator of the Department of Premier and Cabinet, or their delegate
An independent probity advisor, appointed by the Administator to advise the Panel of their
deliberations and assessmetn process

To ensure that all projects met the intent of the funding the following inelgibility criteria were also
applied to the assessment of projects:










Individuals or sponsorship of cash prizes for individuals or teams
Activities or events that are a core responsibility of state or federal government
departments, although contribution to components/projects that expand on those core
responsibilities may be considered
Projects or events where the primary purpose is to promote political or religious beliefs or
where people are exlcuded on political or religious grounds
Money that has already been spent
Payment of ongoing salaries (although one-off facilitator fees for the project may be paid
from the grant)
Recurrent operational costs (eg postage, telephone, stationery, electricity, cleaning costs)
Fundraising via direct requests for donations. Programs that raise funds for charity may
be considered, however if it is envisaged that the program will be an annual event,
sufficient proceeds must be held back for the following year's running costs, since a
subsequent application for running the same event will not be considered.
Payment of refundable bonds required to be lodged in association with the hire of facilities
or equipment.

State Government guidelines indicated applications up to $50,000 should be called for. MidCoast
Council decided to offer the funding in two rounds of $500,000 each, with applications for round
one opening on 29 August and closing at 4.30pm on 7 October.
Seventy-six applications seeking $2,335,013 in funding to contribute to $5,291,914 worth of
projects, were received.
The Assessment Panel convened on Tuesday 24 October 2016 to discuss and assess the
applications. As a result of the assessment process the panel recommended the allocation of
$508,195 to 17 applicants as follows:

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 58

Organisation

Name of project

Funding
allocated

Total
project
value

Coomba Aquatic
Club Inc

Boatshed construction with upper
level observation deck

$40,000

$209,000

Cuddlepie Early
Childhood Learning
Centre

Wood be Good

$21,740

$21,740

Cundletown & Lower
Manning Historical
Society Inc

Preserving the Future for the Past

$23,385

$142,485

Flourish Australia

Taree Community Garden

$8,186

$8,186

Forster Tuncurry Girl
Guides

Tree removal and refurbishment of
building

$25,000

$25,000

Friends of Browns
Creek (Crooked
Creek)

Browns Creek Walkway/Exercise
Trail

$50,000

$240,000

Gloucester Pre
School Inc

Early Years Learning Centre removal of asbestos to prepare for
new building

$39,000

$737,280

Great Lakes United
Football Club

Lighting for No 3 Field

$50,000

$145,000

Hawks Nest Bridge
Club Inc

HN Bridge Club Community Arts &
Cultural Building

$33,000*

$350,000

Manning Valley
Neighbourhood
Services Inc

Collaborating to Inspire & Aspire

$14,2000

$18,200

Marine Rescue
Forster Tuncurry

Remote Monitoring Project

$29,200

$32,200

Marlee Hall and
Porgress Association
Inc

Hall Extension

$17,800

$20,950

North Arm Cove
Residents'
Association Inc

Give Us a Heart!

$47,940

$59,440

Pacific Palms
Football Club

Refurbishment of Pacific Palms
Community Sporting Clubs Canteen

$23,744

$25,744

Stroud Community
Lodge Inc

Stroud Community Services

$50,000

$65,000

Tea Gardens Hawks
Nest Preschool
Kindergarten Inc

Playground improvements

$30,000

$62,000

Waukivory
Community Hall

Rennovation and Innovation

$5,000

$5,000

RECOMMENDATION
That “Stronger Communities Funding” of $508,195 be allocated to 17 organisations as detailed in
the report.
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REQUESTS
COUNCIL

FOR

DONATIONS

-

FORMER

GLOUCESTER

SHIRE

Report Author
Andrew Braybrook, Project Manager - Community Spaces & Services
File No. / ECM Index Community Relations - Donations to Community Associations
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
A number of requests for donations have been received and held over by the former Gloucester
Shire Council during the transition to MidCoast Council. Five have been processed for payment,
as there were specific budget allocations in the Gloucester Shire Council 2016/2017 budget.
However, there are two requests from sporting groups for donations to reimburse DA and CC fee
payments and a request for reduction in rates from a preschool that need to be considered by
Council.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
1.

2.
3.

4.

That Council make a donation of $305 to the Gloucester Rugby League Football Club;
this being the equivalent amount to the DA fee and CC fee paid for a new kiosk facility in
September 2016.
That Council make a donation of $499.35 to the Gloucester Soccer Club; this being the
equivalent amount to the DA fee paid for a new clubhouse facility in 2015.
That Council make a donation of $1,200 to the Gloucester Preschool; this being for a
reduction in rates, as has been the practise in recent years and as budgeted for in the
former Gloucester Council's 2016/2017 budget.
That Council encourage community groups to factor in the costs of DA and CC fees into
their project costs and fund-raising, so that there is no need to request a subsidy from
Council.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The donation of $1,200 to the Preschool is covered by a current budget allocation (Gloucester).
The $804.35 donation for the two sporting groups will come from the income from DA and CC
fees already received (Gloucester).
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Nil.

BACKGROUND
This report addresses requests from three local Gloucester organsations that seek donations
from MidCoast Council. Two relate to requests for refunds of DA / CC fees for building projects.
The third, is a request for a rates subsidy.
The newly formed MidCoast Council does not yet have a uniform policy relating to donations.
This report details the approach of the three former Councils and also suggests an interim
approach that will provide consistency in dealing with such matters until a formal policy is
developed in the future.
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Gloucester Rugby League Football Club
The Gloucester Rugby League Football Club has written to Council asking for consideration that
DA fees of $407.50 paid for a proposed new kiosk be paid back to the club as a donation by
Council. The Club have stated that 'the building will become a valuable community asset which
has the potential to serve many sporting and community groups throughout the area'.
Based upon precedent, it seems likely that the former Gloucester Shire Council would have
granted some form of donation to the group. The total paid of $407.50 comprised a DA fee of
$305 and an archiving fee of $102.50.
It is proposed that the DA fee component of $305 be donated back to the club.
Gloucester Soccer Club
The Gloucester Soccer Club has written to Council asking for consideration that the DA paid for a
proposed new clubhouse is reimbursed to the club as a donation by Council. The letter states
that 'the club is a community organisation, run by a group of local volunteers, and does not make
profits'.
The soccer club paid $2005.85 in total which included a bond of $1,000. The DA fee was $293,
the CC fee was $206.35, the Inspection Fee was $364 and the LSL Fee was $142.50 (this is not
retained by Council, and was forwarded on to the relevant authority).
It is proposed that the DA fee and the CC fee be returned to the club as a donation of $499.35.
The bond of $1,000 will also be returned on satisfactory completion of the works.
Gloucester Pre-School
The Gloucester pre-school has applied for a reduction in rates for the 2016-2017 rating period.
The former Gloucester Shire Council has been providing a subsidy equivalent to the General
Rate to the Gloucester Pre-School since 2007. There is evidence that the Council intended to
shift from an annual subsidy to a Community Grants application process; however this was not
fully implemented due to the merger proclamation.
The Gloucester Shire Council budget does have an allocation of $1,200 for this purpose,
however the General Rate component of the rates and charges totals $1,508.04.
It is proposed that the Rates Notice to be invoiced to the Gloucester Pre-School be reduced by
$1,200 as a donation from Council.
DISCUSSION
In the future, MidCoast Council will need to develop a policy that defines its position in regard to
requests for donations.
Historically, the three former Councils had different approaches to the issue. At Great Lakes, the
Planning Division provided no financial assistance where all fees were paid in full. Any requests
for donations were addressed by the Community Services Branch; who responded depending on
the perceived level of community benefit.
At Greater Taree, the decision was made by the Director as to whether fees were waived or
reduced.
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At Gloucester Shire Council, the fees were paid up front and the matter was referred to the
Council for consideration.
Based upon the approach taken by the former Gloucester Shire Council over the last 4-5 years; it
is highly likely that the three requests contained in this report would have been referred to the
elected Council for decision and that subsidies or donations would have been granted. The
recommendations in the report are formed on this basis.
Until a formal policy is developed by MidCoast Council it is proposed that a starting point for
consideration of requests for refund/donation is that Council only donate back the DA fee or CC
fee component of monies paid by community groups / organisations that Council deems merit a
donation. This means that monies paid for Archiving, LSL and advertising costs etc. are not
reimbursed or covered by donation.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
It could be argued that by the Council reducing or subsidising the fees paid by local community
organisations and groups, the Council is to some degree partnering with the group and
supporting the development of local projects and initiatives by demonstrating support.
However, the community also has a broad expectation that their local Council runs in a businesslike and efficient manner. DA fees are a means of covering the costs of administration,
inspections and record-keeping for local building projects.
Ideally, community groups should factor in the costs of DA and CC fees into their project costs
and fund-raising, so that there is no need to request a subsidy from Council.
This is particularly the case where the local groups are lodging funding applications with
government, building societies, and grant funding bodies. It is recommended that Council officers
encourage local groups to incorporate DA and CC fees into their total project costs when
budgeting or seeking funding support.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
At this point of time, the three budgets (Gloucester, Taree, Great Lakes) have not been fully
harmonised, thus all three donations will come from the former Gloucester Shire Council's
budget. The donation of $1,200 to the Preschool is covered by a budget allocation. The $804.35
(combined amount) donation for the two sporting groups will come from reducing the income
from DA and CC fees already received.
RECOMMENDATION
1.

2.
3.

4.

That Council make a donation of $305 to the Gloucester Rugby League Football Club;
this being the equivalent amount to the DA fee and CC fee paid for a new kiosk facility in
September 2016.
That Council make a donation of $499.35 to the Gloucester Soccer Club; this being the
equivalent amount to the DA fee paid for a new clubhouse facility in 2015.
That Council make a donation of $1,200 to the Gloucester Preschool; this being for a
reduction in rates, as has been the practise in recent years, and as budgeted for in the
former Gloucester Council's 2016/2017 budget.
That Council encourage community groups to factor in the costs of DA and CC fees into
their project costs and fund-raising, so that there is no need to request a subsidy from
Council.
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ANNEXURES
A:

Letter from Gloucester Rugby League Football Club
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B:

Letter from Gloucester Soccer Club
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C:

Letter from Gloucester Preschool
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QUARTERLY BUDGET REVIEW STATEMENT - SEPTEMBER 2016

Report Author
Phil Brennan, Manager Finance, (Forster)
File No. / ECM Index Financial Management - Management Plan Quarterly Reports
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report presents the Quarterly Budget Review Statement (QBRS) for the period to 30
September 2016 to Council for consideration, as required by Clause 203(1) of the Local
Government (General) Regulation 2005.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That the Quarterly Budget Review Statement for the period to 30 September 2016 be noted and
the budget variations proposed, including transfers to and from reserves be approved.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
After the completion of the September 2016 QBRS Council's projected budget result is for a
deficit of $56,433. There are variations across the budget and the material variations are outlined
in the report.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Council is required by legislation to prepare quarterly budget review statements including an
opinion by the Responsible Accounting Officer as to whether the financial position of the Council
is considered to be satisfactory.

BACKGROUND
This report presents the Quarterly Budget Review Statement (QBRS) for the period to 30
September 2016 to Council for consideration, as required by Clause 203(1) of the Local
Government (General) Regulation 2005.
The Quarterly Budget Review Statements (Attachments A, B, C) for the quarter ended 30
Sepptember 2016 provides information on Council's projected financial position for the year
ending 30 June 2017.
As Council is aware the 2016/2017 budget is in fact 3 separate budgets that were prepared and
relate to the former councils. Following the amalgamation on 12 May 2016 guidance from the
Department of Premier and Cabinet was that the Operational Plan and budget of the new Council
was to be a composite of the former councils. Council is still operating 3 separate financial
computer systems, so this review has been conducted by reviewing each of those budgets and
combining the results to provide a consolidated report.
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The adopted budget position was as follows:
Office
Forster
Gloucester
Taree
Combined

Original Budget Result
$0 (Balanced)
$4,417 (surplus)
$258,149 (surplus)
$262,566 (surplus)

This gave a combined projected budget result of a surplus of $262,566. It should be noted that
this was an operational budget position and did not include the impact of non-cash items such as
depreciation.
The September QBRS also includes the impact of the 2015/2016 re-votes which were approved
by Council at its October 2016 Ordinary meeting. A total of $27,570,451 of operating and capital
expenditure was added into the adopted 2016/2017 budget. These expenditures were funded by
a variety of sources including unexpended revenue, environmental levy, section 94 contributions,
grant funding and restricted assets.
DISCUSSION
The adjustments proposed to the 3 office budgets following the completion of the September
Review are set out in the table below. These are for the material items, there are some smaller
offsetting adjustments between line items and small income and expenditure under $500 that
have not been separately identified.
Reduced Costs / Increased Revenue
Taree Office
Staff Costs - GM - Budget Saving in operating budget due to reduction in
Executive positions following amalgamation.
Development & Assessment of GM Performance - Budget saving in
operating budget.
Councillor Allowances - Budget saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Local Representative Committee Expenses
Mayoral Allowance - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Local Representative Committee Expenses
Mayoral Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Local Representative Committee Expenses
Councillor Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Local Representative Committee Expenses
Operations C & C - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Local Representative Committee Expenses
Council Meeting Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Local Representative Committee Expenses
Staff Costs - Exec Leader CS - Budget Saving in operating budget due to
reduction in Executive positions following amalgamation
Operations - Exec Leader CS - Budget Saving in operating budget due to
reduction in Executive positions following amalgamation
Staff Costs - Org Development - Budget Saving in operating budget due to
vacancy in previous staff structure which will not be filled.
Recruitment Costs - Budget Saving in operating budget - minimal external
recruitment to be undertaken during current financial year.
Staff Costs - Accounts - Partial budget saving in operating budget due to
vacancy in previous staff structure which will not be filled
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(241,236)
(10,000)
(145,386)
(58,471)
(7,800)
(13,000)
(1,000)
(8,000)
(132,323)
(1,000)
(98,903)
(39,400)
(48,000)
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Library Photocopying Income - Additional Revenue following
standardisation of fees applying to all libraries in 2016/2017
Fees & Charges - OSSM - Projected increased revenue from septic tank
applications based on current trends
Fees & Charges - Development Services - Projected increased revenue
from subdivision fees based on current trends
Gloucester Office
Employee Expenses - GM - Budget Savings in operating budgets due to
reduction in Executive positions following amalgamation
Vehicle Expenses - GM - Budget Savings in operating budgets due to
reduction in Executive positions following amalgamation
Fringe Benefits Tax - Budget Savings in operating budgets due to
reduction in items subject to FBT following amalgamation
Audit Expenses - Budget Saving in operating budget following
consolidation of functions following amalgamation
Mayoral Allowance - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Councillor Allowances - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Councillor Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Election Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - election
deferred until September 2017
Councillor Training & Conference Expenses - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Delegates Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Councillor IT Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
MIDROC Contribution - Membership discontinued following amalgamation
HROC Contributions (including Projects) - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Insurance Premiums - Councillor & Officers Liability - Budget Saving due
to amalgamation
Insurance Premiums - Fidelity Guarantee - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Insurance Premiums - Statutory Liability Insurance - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Insurance Premiums - Casual Hirers Insurance - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Insurance Premiums - IT Insurance - Budget Saving due to Amalgamation
Internal Audit - Wages for Staff now being paid out of Forster Office
Governance Policy Implementation - Wages for Staff now being paid out
of Forster Office
Legislative Compliance Database - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Subscriptions - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Financial Reporting Templates - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Review of Community Strategic Plan - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Promotional Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Forster Office
Mayoral Allowance - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Administrator's expenses
Deputy Mayor Allowance - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Administrator's expenses
Mayoral Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Administrator's expenses
Councillor Allowances - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Administrator's expenses
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(7,000)
(10,000)
(20,000)

(240,000)
(19,000)
(4,750)
(45,000)
(25,200)
(79,297)
(16,168)
(30,000)
(12,000)
(5,000)
(3,000)
(75,000)
(1,900)
(3,629)
(1,100)
(3,629)
(1,181)
(3,085)
(11,000)
(10,000)
(3,000)
(2,988)
(3,000)
(3,000)
(5,000)
(36,983)
(4,109)
(10,500)
(169,560)
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Councillor Travelling Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation budget transferred to Administrator's expenses
Councillor Expenses - Budget Saving due to amalgamation - budget
transferred to Administrator's expenses
Councillor Training - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Member's Accident Insurance - Budget Saving due to amalgamation
Administration Building Operating Expenses - Electricity - Budget Saving
due solar generation and contract review
Public Liability / Professional Indemnity Insurance Premium - Budget
saving due to amalgamation
Fidelity Guarantee Insurance Premium - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Councillor & Officers Liability Insurance Premium - Budget Saving due to
amalgamation
Income - Interest Charged on Overdue Rates - increase in amount
expected to be levied based on a review of experience
Income - Financial Assistance Grant - Nett increase in FAG for all 3 former
councils.
Income - Development Assessment Fees - increase in projected fees
based on current trends
Income - Notification Fees - increase in projected fees based on current
trends
Income - PCA Application Registration Fees - increase in projected fees
based on current trends
Income - Swimming Pool Compliance Fees - increase in projected income
based on current trends
Additional Costs / Decreased Revenue
Taree Office
Local Representative Committee Expenses - Operating budgets
transferred from Councillor Expenses - nett additional cost $56,343 funded
from other savings
Income - Road Safety Officer Funding - amended budget to reflect actual
notification of allocation from RMS
Transfer to Merger Savings Reserve - create reserve and transfer savings
associated with merger for future allocation
Gloucester Office
Subscription to LGNSW - increase budget to reflect actual cost of LGNSW
membership for former GTCC for 2016/2017
Governance Travelling - increase budget to reflect additional staff
travelling associated with amalgamation implementation
Medical Expenses - Increase budget for payment of expenses associated
with staff management and return to work obligations.
Consultative Committee Expenses - increase budget to cover staff time
associated with attendance at Consultative Committee meetings due
increase in duration and frequency of meetings during merger
implementation
Road Resumption Expenses - increase budget to cover expenses
associated with road resumptions and land matters not provided for in
original budget
Transfer to Merger Savings Reserve - create reserve and transfer savings
associated with merger for future allocation
Forster Office
Coastal Councils Membership Subscription - additional cost above
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(20,449)
(27,146)
(9,000)
(986)
(25,000)
(221,702)
(8,343)
(11,340)
(10,000)
(322,266)
(29,000)
(5,000)
(5,000)
(20,000)

290,000

2,353
522,862

2,368
1,000
7,000
10,000

35,000

606,927

1,000
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existing allocations for membership of new Council to Coastal Councils
organisation
Salaries - additional expenditure associated with remuneration levels of
staff following placement of staff at management levels in new structure,
transfer of responsibility for payment of 1 staff member from Gloucester to
Forster and allowances approved for individual staff for additional
workloads arising from merger implementation requirements
Consultancy Expenses - new budget required to allow a review of
legislative requirements and existing compliance for operations at Nabiac
Showground associated with sale of cattle.
Office Furniture - increase budget to allow for purchase of office furniture
(chairs, desks etc) for additional staff working out of Forster Office on
merger implementation activities
Library Income - reduced revenue from Forster branch (fines and book
reservations) following standardisation of fees applying to all libraries in
2016/2017
Casual Staff & Contract Staff - additional budgets required to cover
Customer Service staff absences and secondments utilising casual staff
and labour hire staff while unable to externally recruit for vacancies due to
merger staff protection provisions
Office of the Administrator - create new budget for the Office of the
Administrator including remuneration, travel and other expenses. Funded
from transfer of budgets from GLC Mayor and Councillor expenses
Compliance Salaries - reduction in budget for first quarter of 2016/2017 for
continuing vacancy in Compliance area. Budget required in new structure
but unable to fill position at this time.
Transfer to Merger Savings Reserve - create reserve and transfer savings
associated with merger for future allocation
Adjustments which do not impact on projected result
Taree Office
Road Safety Projects - Advice received from RMS of approved funding for
projects
Capital Bridge Reconstruction - Funding advice received allowing project
to be included in budget
Bridge Reconstruction - Reserve funding to be utilised to allow project
work to be completed for Browns Creek Bridge project
Stormwater Management - Reserve funding utilised to allow project
planning work to be completed for stormwater management works
Sealed Roads Reconstruction - Reserve funding and RMS grant funding
for program
Blackspot Program - High Street / Fleet Street Roundabout - advice
received of RMS grant funding approved for project
Blackspot Program - Wingham Rd / Commerce Street Intersection - advice
received of RMS grant funding approved for project
CIG Stage 2 - The Bucketts Way - Reserve funding allocated to grant
funding to allow additional works to be undertaken
CDG308-GTCC Roads & Bridges Project - Reserve funding allocated to
grant funding to allow works to proceed
Bridge Inspections Data Stage 1 - program introduced following advice of
grant funding approved
Remembrance Drive Tourism Signage - RMS advice received approving
funding to allow works to proceed
Internal Road Maintenance - Reserve funding allocated to accommodate
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413,250

6,100

5,000

6,900

22,000

267,559

32,000

563,651

7,050
350,000
30,103
89,465
816,353
778,000
100,000
2,719,555
478,703
540,000
1,612,000
112,000
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upgrade of western entrance
Strategic Planning - Bohnock Boat Ramp - funding allocated from reserve
to meet required contribution
Heritage Advisor - OEH grant funding approved
Heritage Wharf Sign - OEH grant funding approved
Manning River Water Quality Projects - OEH grant funding approved
Riparian Fencing / Roadside Erosion Control - OEH grant funding
approved
Manning Floodplain ASS Remediation Strategy - OEH grant funding
approved
Riverbank Restoration 2016 Estuary Grant - OEH grant funding approved
Oxley Island Riverbank Restoration 2016 Fisheries - OEH grant funding
approved
Dumaresq Island Riverbank Restoration 2016 Fisheries - OEH grant
funding approved
Environmental Levy - Biodiversity - LLS grant funding approved
Dawson River Wetland Rehabilitation - OEH grant funding approved
Lowland Rainforest Restoration Project 2016 ET Grant - OEH grant
funding approved
Water Quality Monitoring - OEH grant funding approved
Endeavour Place Boat Ramp Upgrade - RMS grant funding approved
Bohnock Boat Ramp Upgrade - RMS grant funding approved
Manning Point Boat Ramp Upgrade - RMS grant funding approved
Bohnock Fish Cleaning Table - Fisheries grant funding approved
Gloucester Office
Centrelink Services - Gloucester Office - grant funding approved to cover
costs of service
NSW Regional Living Expo - Destination Gloucester fundraising allow for
additional expenditure on this project.
VIC Marketing Expenses - Additional VIC marketing income received
allows for additional expenditure on this project
RMS Flood Damage Income - funding approved for flood damage
restoration works
Forster Office
Forster Civic Precinct Project - introduce Commonwealth Government
funding and off-setting expenditure into the budget
Building Asset Renewal Works - allocate funding from budget to projects
Election Expenses - remove cost and funding of deferred September 2016
election from budget. Annual transfer of funds to reserve ($62,500)
remains
Engineering Staff Training - provide expenditure budget and funding from
reserve for Pavement Recycling and Stabilisation training for engineering
staff

10,000
3,250
4,864
59,365
50,770
30,000
70,000
19,523
18,760
10,000
9,000
40,570
10,000
224,088
408,052
167,860
5,000
41,989
3,178
7,950
555,560

6,000,000
263,780
250,000

9,750

The budget result for the 3 offices following the completion of the September Quarterly Budget
Review is as set out below. It shows the original budget position, September result and projected
30 June year end result.
Office
Forster
Gloucester
Taree
Combined

Original Budget
$0
$4,418 (surplus)
$258,149(surplus)
$262,567(surplus)

September Result
$323,779 (deficit)
$39,368 (deficit)
$44,147 (surplus)
$319,000 (deficit)
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Projected 30 June
$323,779 (deficit)
$34,950 (deficit)
$302,296 (surplus)
$56,433 (deficit)
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This projected result is considered to be reasonable given that the major savings have been
transferred into a Merger Savings Reserve. Further information on the balance of this Reserve
and of items charged against the New Council Implementation Fund are provided later in this
report.
The items that are primarily responsible for this projected position are the increase in salaries
that are shown in the Forster budget. However these have not been netted off against the
ongoing savings that have and will result from staff who have left the organisation and whose
positions are not included within the new staff structure that is being progressively implemented.
Merger Savings Reserve
As mentioned above, savings resulting from the merger have been transferred into a Merger
Savings Reserve. This is a way of capturing the hard dollar savings which can then be
reallocated into projects or to merger implementation costs should the initial $5 million State
Government Implementation Fund be fully expended. An amount of $322,266 being the amount
of Financial Assistance Grant received in excess of budget predictions has also been transferred
into the Merger Savings Reserve.
A decision was also taken that redundancy expenditure should be expensed against the
Implementation Fund rather than against the salary budget provided within each of the offices
budgets.
At the completion of the September Review the following amounts had been transferred into the
Merger Savings Reserve.
Office
Forster
Gloucester
Taree
Combined

$
563,651
606,927
522,862
1,693,440

New Council Implementation Fund
As Council is aware the State Government provided $5 million to assist with implementation
expenses associated with the amalgamation. Guidelines were provided that give direction as to
what is considered to be allowable expenditure from the fund. A works program has been
prepared and forwarded to the Government outlining items that it is expected that Council will
have to procure or services that it will have engage to assist in the implementation. The amount
nominated in that return exceeds the $5 million funding. As such the Merger Savings Reserve
outlined above will assist in ensuring that implementation is properly executed.
To date the following amounts have been expended or committed from the New Council
Implementation Fund:
Office
Forster
Gloucester
Taree
Total

$
293,970.04
251,128.47
259,858.21
804,956.72

This leaves approximately $4.2 million unexpended of the New Council Implementation Funds
held in investments. Given that the $5 million was invested in $1 million parcels, Council will
redeem the next maturing investment to cover expenditure incurred to date.
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The December Review will allow for a much clearer understanding of the financial position of the
merged Council. It will be necessary to devote some time to analysing the result given that it
forms the base on which the 2017/2018 budget will be prepared.
Responsible Accounting Officer's Statement
The following statement is made in accordance with Clause 203(2) of the Local Government
(General) Regulation 2005.
It is my opinion that the Quarterly Budget Review Statement for Mid-Coast Council for the quarter
ended 30 September 2016 indicates that Council's projected financial position at 30 June 2017
will be satisfactory at year end, having regard to the projected estimates of income and
expenditure and the original budgeted income and expenditure.
SIGNED:

DATE: 15 November 2016

Phil Brennan
Responsible Accounting Officer
Mid-Coast Council

RECOMMENDATION
That the Quarterly Budget Review Statement for the period to 30 September 2016 be noted and
the budget variations proposed, including the transfers to and from reserves be approved.

ATTACHMENTS
A:
B:
C:

September 2016 Budget Review Income & Expenditure Statement
September 2016 Budget Review Capital Budget
September 2016 Budget Review Contracts & Other Expenses
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CODE OF CONDUCT COMPLAINTS STATISTICS REPORT

Report Author
Rob Griffiths, Manager Governance, (Gloucester)
File No. / ECM Index Governance/Code of Conduct for Councillors and Staff
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
To report on Code of Conduct Complaint statistics from 1 September 2015 to 12 May 2016 for
the three former Councils and from 12 May 2016 to 31 August 2016 for Mid-Coast Council.
Council has received no complaints for Great Lakes Council and Greater Taree City Council. A
Code Investigation was completed on 15 September 2015 for Gloucester Shire Council, where
there was found to be no breach.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That the report be noted.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Council is required to receive this report and for the information to be provided to the Office of
Local Government.

BACKGROUND
Under the Procedures for the Administration of the Code of Conduct Council's Complaints
Coordinator must, within 3 months of the end of September each year, report on a range of
complaints statistics to Council and the Office of Local Government (OLG).
The statistical reports for the 3 former Councils and Mid-Coast Council are included with this
report as Annexure A, B, C and D. The reports identify that no complaints were received in this
reporting period for Great Lakes Council, Greater Taree City Council and Mid-Coast Council. A
Code Investigation was completed on 15 September 2015 for Gloucester Shire Council, where
there was found to be no breach. The statistical reports have been transmitted to the OLG in
accordance with their request so that the figures can be incorporated into the Comparative
Information publication.

RECOMMENDATION
That the report be noted.
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ANNEXURES:
Annexure A: Model Code of Conduct Complaints Statistics Gloucester Shire council
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Annexure B: Model Code of Conduct Complaints Statistics Great Lakes Council
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Annexure C: Model Code of Conduct Complaints Statistics Greater Taree City Council
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Annexure D: Model Code of Conduct Complaints Statistics Mid-Coast Council
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17

GIFTS AND BENEFITS POLICY

Report Author
Rob Griffiths, Manager Governance, (Gloucester)
File No. / ECM Index Governance/Gifts and Benefits
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
A Gifts and Benefits Policy has been developed for consideration by Council. The Policy has
been prepared to provide guidance to Council Officials relating to the acceptance or refusal of
gifts and benefits. The general overarching policy position is that Council discourages the
offering and acceptance of any gifts regardless of the value.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That Council adopts the attached Gifts and Benefits Policy.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no legal implications. The Policy will provide guidelines which will minimise Council’s
exposure to risk which can occur in the event of inappropriate acceptance of gifts and benefits.

BACKGROUND
Following the amalgamation of Gloucester Shire Council, Great Lakes Council and Greater Taree
City Council a new Policy for the acceptance or refusal of Gifts and Benefits has been designed
in accordance with Council's adopted Code of Conduct.
The purpose of this Policy is to:
Provide guidance to Council Officials in regard to the acceptance or refusal of gifts and
benefits, as contained in Council’s Code of Conduct.
To provide advice to Council Officials on the procedure for notifying Council of a gift or
benefit.
To ensure Council meets its’ legal obligations and complies with guidelines issued by
regulatory authorities.
CONSULTATION
The Managers of MidCoast Council have been consulted.
COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Nil.
ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 91

TIMEFRAME
Immediate effect.
RISK CONSIDERATION
Having a clear Policy will minimise Council’s exposure to the risk of conflicts or perceived
conflicts of interest which can occur in the event of inappropriate acceptance of gifts and benefits.
RECOMMENDATION
That the attached Gifts and Benefits Policy be adopted
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ANNEXURE:
A:

Gifts and Benefits Policy
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18

LEASE - ARTS & CRAFTS BUILDING, BREESE PARADE, FORSTE

Report Author
Leonie Cooke, Property Officer (Forster)
File No. / ECM Index Council Properties - Leasing General; AD-LSE-ARTCRAFT-FOR
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
A report was presented to the 24 August 2016 Ordinary meeting in regards to the Forster Arts &
Craft Society's request for a further reduction outside of the scope of Council's current policy in
the proposed lease rental. After an address from representatives of the Society, the matter was
deferred to allow for further discussions.
This report outlines the result of those discussions.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That Council enters into a lease agreement with the Forster Art & Craft Society with the following
conditions:





Lease Term to be five (5) years
Initial rental to be fixed at $1,250pa for the first two years
Subsequent rental to be reviewed by Council & the Society
All outgoings which are separately metered will be payable by the Society with the
exclusion of Council rates which will be paid by Council.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
There would be a minimal increase in Council's rental income.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
A formal lease document between Council and Forster Arts & Craft Society will be required.

BACKGROUND
The report presented to the 24 August 2016 Council Ordinary meeting (copy annexed to this
report) contained the background to this leasing matter.
Representatives from the Arts & Craft Society addressed the Council meeting opposing the lease
rental. Although it had been calculated in accordance with Council's Policy PL-ADM- 002
"Leasing/Licensing of Council Land & Buildings" and its associated Procedure PR-ADM-004
providing a subsidy of 90% of the market valuation, the Society advised that this was
unsustainable for them.
At the meeting Council resolved ”That the matter be deferred to a future date pending further
discussions with the Forster Arts & Craft Society."
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CONSULTATION
A meeting was held between Council's Administrator and representatives of the Forster Arts &
Craft Society regarding the proposed lease conditions. The Society explained their position to the
Administrator that if Council applied the rental as assessed under Council's policy that it would
suffer hardship and would become unsustainable.
An outcome was negotiated with the following terms and conditions:






Lease Term to be five (5) years.
Initial rent to be fixed at $1,250pa for each of the first two years.
The rental will be reviewed by Council and the Society on the expiration of the first two
years.
The Society was not to be charged for Council rates.
The Society is to pay for all other outgoings that are separately metered including electricity,
gas and telephone.

TIMEFRAME
It is anticipated that a further report will be tabled to Council in 2018 to review the rental for the
year following the expiry of the first two years.
RECOMMENDATION
That Council enters into a lease agreement with the Forster Art & Craft Society with the following
conditions:





Lease Term to be five (5) years
Initial rental to be fixed at $1,250pa for the first two years
Subsequent rental to be reviewed by Council & the Society
All outgoings which are separately metered will be payable by the Society with the
exclusion of Council rates which will be paid by Council.
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ANNEXURE
Previous Report Presented to 24 August 2016 Ordinary Meeting

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 100

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 101

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 102

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 103

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 104

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 105

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 106

ORDINARY Meeting of the MidCoast Council held 23 NOVEMBER 2016

Page 107

19

INVESTMENTS REPORT - OCTOBER 2016

Report Author
Phil Brennan, Manager Finance
File No. / ECM Index Investments - Monthly Reports
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report provides details of the funds invested by Mid-Coast Council under section 625 of the
Local Government Act 1996 as required by clause 212 of the Local Government (General)
Regulation 2005.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
That the report be received and noted.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
A monthly report on Investments made and held by Council together with a statement by
Council's Responsible Accounting Officer is required by legislation.

BACKGROUND
Clause 212 of the Local Government (General) Regulation 2005 requires that the Responsible
Accounting Officer of Council must provide Council with a written report setting out all money
invested under section 625 of the Local Government Act, at the last day of the month
immediately preceding the meeting.
This report represents the position as at 31 October 2016. It is a consolidation of the investments
made by the 3 offices under the existing policies. As previously reported this will remain the case
for most, if not all, of 2016/2017 as the financial systems, policies and operations are merged.
Over the next few months the previous Investment Policies will be reviewed and consolidated
into a new Investment Policy which will be presented to Council for adoption. It is proposed that
this draft policy will be referred to an appropriate external adviser to peer review the contents
against relevant guidelines and industry best practice. Once adopted each office will start to
realign the investment porfolios to match the new policy settings.
DISCUSSION
The following comments are made in respect of the individual offices:
Gloucester Office
Total invested funds held by the Gloucester Office at 31 October 2016 amounted to $6,334,620.
The average return on invested funds was 2.64%. It should be noted that this is not a weighted
average return.
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The Gloucester policy limits for investments held per rating and per institution and the actual
results are set out below.
Per rating
A1+ or above
A1 or below
Unrated (max. of $250k)
Per Single Institution
A1+ or above
A1 or below
Unrated

Policy Limit
100%
65%
34%

Actual
61%
39%
0%

80%
34%
34%

39%
22%
0%

It should also be noted that in 2007 the former Gloucester Shire Council purchased a CDO
investment with the Commonwealth Bank worth $500,000 which subsequently reduced down to
zero as a result of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC).
Council instructed Piper Alderman (now Squire Patton Boggs) through International Litigation
Partners Pty Ltd on a no-win - no fee basis to try and recoup the lost investment. The initial case
has been settled for the group of claimants represented against the Commonwealth Bank,
recouping $150,000 of the original $500,000 capital for Council.
Squire Patton Boggs have submitted a second claim against the Fitch rating agency for any
amounts unrecovered from the Commonwealth Bank (Fitch was the rating agency behind the
Palladin investment purchased by Council). This claim is proceeding through various court
hearings at present.
The CDO is not included on the list of investments (Attachment A) due to the investment being
fully provided for back in 2008.
Taree Office
The Taree Office cash position as at 31 October 2016 was as follows:

Cash on Hand and at Bank (Ledger balance)
Investment Portfolio (Attachment A)
Total Funds

Balance
($'000)
$1,404
$37,700
$39,104

Investment movements during the month were:
Opening Balance
New Investments
Withdrawn Investments
Net Movement Cash at Call
Closing Balance

$38,500
$8,600
($9,400)
$0
$37,700

The weighted average return on the Taree Office investment portfolio at the end of September
2016 was 2.71%.
The Taree Office investments are being maintained in a series of term deposits with short
maturities (typically 90 days) in accordance with previous policy directions.
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Forster Office
The Forster Office investments at 31 October 2016 amounted $81,810,506. This includes the
$20 million from the NSW Government as part of the merger arrangements. The NSW
Government provided $15 million under the Stronger Communities Fund and $5 million under the
New Councils Implementation Fund to Mid-Coast Council. These amounts have been invested
as required by the Grant Funding Agreement and the investments and applicable interest is
separately identifiable in the list of investments.
The Forster Office investment portfolio remains weighted to shorter investments, however more
floating rate notes have been acquired in recent months.
The following table provides a summary of movement of Investments for the month of October
2016.
Investment
Type
Term Deposits
Managed FRNs
& FTDs
On
Call
Deposits
Total

Opening
Balance
01/10/2016
$49,000,000
$28,550,000

Movement

Portfolio %

$0
$500,000

Closing
Balance
30/09/2016
$49,000,000
$29,050,000

$4,244,345

-$483,839

$3,760,506

4.60%

$81,794,345

$16,161

$81,810,506

100.00%

59.89%
35.51%

Whilst Attachment A provides a detailed summary of each investment held by the Forster Office,
the following table provides an analysis of those investments based on their maturity horizon, the
actual amount and percentage of portfolio, the benchmark return and the actual weighted
average return for the month.
Investment
Horizon

Amount
Invested

Actual % of
Portfolio

Targeted
Minimum
Return

On Call

$3,760,506

4.60%

0-3 Months

$21,750,000

26.59%

Cash Rate
(1.76%)
BBSW +2040 (1.96%)

3-6 Months

$21,250,000

25.97%

BBSW +3050 (2.06%)

3.01%

6-12 Months

$10,000,000

12.22%

BBSW +4060 (2.16%)

3.13%

1-2 Years

$3,300,000

4.03%

BBSW +80100 (2.56%)

2.85%

Greater

$21,750,000

26.59%

BBSW +100
(2.76%)

3.13%

Total

$81,810,506

100.00%
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Weighted
Average
Monthly
Return
1.88%
2.91%

Investment

On Call
Accounts
Term
Deposits,
FRNs,
FTFDs
Term
Deposits,
FRNs, FTDs
Term
Deposits,
FRNs, FTDs
Term
Deposits,
FRNs, FTDs
Term
Deposits,
FRNs, FTDs
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Council uses a weighted average when determining the return (interest rate) on investments
within any given period. A weighted average calculation takes into account the interest rate
applied to each investment and the actual amount of each investment. The greater the amount
invested the more weight its interest rate carries.
The following table provides a break-up of Council's investments into long and short term with
their corresponding credit ratings.
Long Term Credit
Rating
AA
A
BBB & Unrated
Total

% of Portfolio
12.22%
8.25%
6.11%
26.58%

Short Term Credit
Rating
A1
A2
Unrated
Total

% of Portfolio
33.94%
34.59%
4.89%
73.42%

Long term investments are investments with a maturity of greater than 2 years.
CONSOLIDATED INVESTMENT POSITION
The following is a summary of the individual positions from each of the offices.
Office
Gloucester Office
Taree Office
Forster Office
Total

Amount Invested
$6,334,620
$37,700,000
$81,810,506
$125,845,126

RECOMMENDATION
That the report be received and noted.
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ANNEXURES
A:

Mid-Coast Council Investments at 31 October 2016
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B:

Responsible Accounting Officer's Certificate
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CLOSED COUNCIL

20

GROUP TENDER FOR SUPPLY AND DELIVERY OF CONCRETE PIPES

Report Author
Mal Ackerman, Team Leader Procurement, (Taree)
File No. / ECM Index S1320
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

REASON FOR CONFIDENTIALITY
This report is CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 10A(2)(d) of the Local Government
Act 1993, which permits the meeting to be closed to the public for business relating to the
following:
(d) commercial information of a confidential nature that would if disclosed:
(i) prejudice the commercial position of the person who supplied it.
Tender details, should they be revealed, may result in commercial disadvantage to parties
involved in the tender process. Some information provided to Council by tenderers is provided
on the basis that Council will treat it as commercial in confidence.
It is not in the public interest to reveal all details of these tenders or the assessment process.
Tenderers have provided sensitive information about their operations in the confidence that their
details will not be made public by Council. The practice of publication of sensitive information
provided by tenderers could result in the withholding of such information by tenderers and
reduction in the provision of information relevant to Council's decision.

21

TRANSFER OF LAND IN PAYMENT OF RATES - NORTH ARM COV

Report Author
Lee Howard, Revenue Coordinator, (Forster)
File No. / ECM Index Rate Recovery
Date of Meeting

23 November 2016

REASON FOR CONFIDENTIALITY
This report is CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 10A(2)(b) of the Local Government
Act 1993, which permits the meeting to be closed to the public for business relating to the
following:
(b)

the personal hardship of any resident or ratepayer
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22

TENDER - KILLAWARRA BRIDGE ABUTMENT REPLACEMENT

Report Author
ECM Index
Date of Meeting

Phil Miles – Manager Projects and Engineering
Corporate Mgt - Works Depot; Tendering
23 November 2016

REASON FOR CONFIDENTIALITY
This report is CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 10A(2)(c) and 10A(2)(d) of the Local
Government Act 1993, which permits the meeting to be closed to the public for business relating
to the following:
(c) information that would, if disclosed, confer a commercial advantage on a person with
whom the council is conducting (or proposes to conduct) business.
It is considered that it would be contrary to the public interest for this matter to be
discussed in an open meeting. The disclosure of information such as valuation ranges
and negotiated prices prior to acceptance may disadvantage Council in ensuring that only
a reasonable price is paid for land and that ratepayers are not impacted by Council having
to pay a premium.
(d) commercial information of a confidential nature that would if disclosed:
(i) prejudice the commercial position of the person who supplied it.
Tender details, should they be revealed, may result in commercial disadvantage to parties
involved in the tender process. Some information provided to Council by tenderers is
provided on the basis that Council will treat it as commercial in confidence.
It is not in the public interest to reveal all details of these tenders or the assessment
process. Tenderers have provided sensitive information about their operations in the confidence
that their details will not be made public by Council. The practice of publication of sensitive
information provided by tenderers could result in the withholding of such information by tenderers
and reduction in the provision of information relevant to Council's decision.

Glenn Handford
INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER
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