MINUTES

GENERAL MEETING

Wednesday, 16 February 2022

The Council Chambers
91 - 93 Bloomfield Street
CLEVELAND QLD

Due to the current COVID-19 situation in Queensland, Council has exercised the provisions under
Chapter 8 - Part 2, Division 4 of the Local Government Regulation 2012, which allows for some or
all Councillors to attend Statutory Meetings of Council by audio visual arrangements to minimise
serious risks to the health and safety of persons caused by the public health emergency involving

COVID-19.

Statutory Meetings of Council will be closed to the public and public participation will be
suspended until further notice.

The audio/video of each Statutory Meeting of Council will be available on Council’s website as
soon as possible after the conclusion of each meeting.
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GENERAL MEETING
HELD AT THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 91 - 93 BLOOMFIELD STREET, CLEVELAND QLD
ON WEDNESDAY, 16 FEBRUARY 2022 AT 9:30AM

1 DECLARATION OF OPENING
The Mayor declared the meeting open at 9:32am and acknowledged the Quandamooka people,
who are the traditional custodians of the land on which Council meets.

The Mayor also paid Council’s respect to their elders, past and present, and extended that respect
to other indigenous Australians who were present.
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2 RECORD OF ATTENDANCE AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE

MEMBERS PRESENT: Cr Karen Williams (Mayor), Cr Wendy Boglary (Division 1),
Cr Peter Mitchell (Division 2), Cr Paul Golle (Division 3),
Cr Lance Hewlett (Division 4), Cr Julie Talty (Deputy Mayor and
Division 6), Cr Rowanne McKenzie (Division 7), Cr Tracey Huges
(Division 8), Cr Adelia Berridge (Division 9), Cr Paul Bishop
(Division 10)

VIRTUAL ATTENDANCE: Cr Mark Edwards (Division 5)

EXECUTIVE LEADERSHIP TEAM: Andrew Chesterman (Chief Executive Officer), Amanda Pafumi
(Acting General Manager Organisational Services), Louise Rusan
(General Manager Community & Customer Services), Dr Nicole
Davis (General Manager Infrastructure & Operations), Deborah
Corbett-Hall (Chief Financial Officer), Andrew Ross (General
Counsel), Amanda Daly (Head of People, Culture and
Organisational Performance)

MINUTES: Natalie Merlehan (Corporate Meetings & Registers Coordinator)
LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Nil

COUNCILLOR ABSENCES DURING THE MEETING

Cr Tracey Huges entered the meeting at 9:40am (during Item 4)

@\ Page 5



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

3 DEVOTIONAL SEGMENT

Pastor Stephen Thomas of C3 Redland Bay also a member of the Minister’s Fellowship led Council
in a brief Devotional segment by virtual attendance.
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4 RECOGNITION OF ACHIEVEMENT
4.1 DAKOTA STRIPLIN
Mayor Karen Williams recognised local Redlands Coast musician Dakota Striplin:

Many of you may already know and will be following one of our young talented musicians,
Redlands Coast’s own Dakota Striplin. Today | would like to share some exciting news about this
young man and his latest achievements, something close to my heart. Dakota has been in Nashville
and taking the road of following some great well known international Country Artists in Nashville.

Dakota is a local singer and went to school on the Redlands Coast. Dakota is a songwriter and he
has entertained audiences at some of Council’s events. He is a beautiful acoustic guitarist and has
been using his talents here at Cleveland at the markets etc. since he was 12 years old.

In addition to many local performances, such as our City’s Christmas and other charity events, the
former Sheldon College student has also featured on Season Eight of The Voice Australia in Team
Kelly. You also may have seen Dakota in the musical Hairspray at QPAC, in the role of Link Larkin
and he has been playing live in venues across South East Queensland.

Dakota moved with his wife to Nashville, Tennessee in January 2020 and had planned meetings
with publishers and labels, but due to COVID-19 pandemic, these were cancelled. Despite his love
for his home country, Dakota had moved to the United States for a reason and has been a hard-
working, determined young man. By sticking it out he has started to reap the rewards.

Two years later, almost to the day, | am pleased to share that Dakota has signed a publishing
contract with award winning country hit-maker Ronnie Dunn from Brookes & Dunn.

Those of us who know Dakota and who have seen him perform will know he is an incredible, young,
amazing talent and deserves everything that comes his way. He has certainly invested and is
working very hard in Nashville to get to this point. The story is amazing and I’m sure his Mum will
be happy to share it with you.

We are really proud of Dakota and | think if we put all of our pride together as a community we
wouldn’t surpass the pride of his Mum, Lizzi who often is sitting here taking minutes at our General
Meeting.

One behalf of Redland City, the community and Council, we would like to pass on our
congratulations to Dakota and we share that with his mother Lizzi who is shortly travelling to see
Dakota.
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5 RECEIPT AND CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION/COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2022/25

Moved by: Cr Adelia Berridge
Seconded by:  Cr Peter Mitchell

That the minutes of the General Meeting held on 19 January 2022 be confirmed.
CARRIED 11/0

Crs Karen Williams, Wendy Boglary, Peter Mitchell, Paul Gollé, Lance Hewlett, Mark Edwards, Julie
Talty, Rowanne McKenzie, Tracey Huges, Adelia Berridge and Paul Bishop voted FOR the motion.
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6 DECLARATION OF PRESCRIBED CONFLICT OF INTERESTS AND DECLARABLE CONFLICT OF
INTERESTS

6.1 DECLARABLE CONFLICT OF INTEREST - CR LANCE HEWLETT

Councillor Lance Hewlett declared a Declarable Conflict of Interest in relation to Item 14.1
MCU17/0108 Shoreline Morris - Preliminary Approval (Variation Request) for an MCU to Vary
Effect of RPS v7.1, stating that the organisation Shoreline, has previously purchased a table at the
Redlands Community Breakfast, proceeds of which have supported a large range of many local
Redlands charities. Cr Hewlett also stated that the Redlands Community Breakfast is an event
organised by his wife Sheena Hewlett and it is important to note that the current owners of
Shoreline, Lendlease has never sponsored a table at this event.

Councillor Lance Hewlett considered his position and was firmly of the opinion that he could
participate in the discussion and vote on the matter in the public interest.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2022/26

Moved by: Cr Paul Bishop
Seconded by:  Cr Adelia Berridge

That Councillor Lance Hewlett may participate in all future Statutory Meetings (including voting
on the matter) Non-Statutory and Information Meetings of Council in relation to the Item 14.1
MCU17/0108 Shoreline Morris - Preliminary Approval (Variation Request) for a MCU to Vary
Effect of RPS v7.1.

CARRIED 10/0

Crs Karen Williams, Wendy Boglary, Peter Mitchell, Paul Golle, Mark Edwards, Julie Talty, Rowanne
McKenzie, Tracey Huges, Adelia Berridge and Paul Bishop voted FOR the motion.

Cr Lance Hewlett did not participate in the vote on this matter.

The Motion was CARRIED as Council was of the opinion that Councillor Lance Hewlett had no
greater interest in the matter than that of other people in the local government area.

Cr Hewlett voted FOR the procedural motion to defer Item 14.1 (refer item for details)
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7 MATTERS OUTSTANDING FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETINGS

7.1 MAYORAL MINUTE - STATE GOVERNMENT BULK WATER REBATE

At the General Meeting 15 September 2021 (Mayoral Minute Item 8.1 refers), Council resolved as
follows:

That Council resolves as follows:

1. To write to the State Government and Seqwater and request that they support Council’s
existing concealed leaks policy by implementing a concealed leaks policy and associated
processes to cover the State Government’s bulk water component of water consumption in
Redland City.

2. To seek support for the policy change from Redlands Coast Members of Parliament. Through a
petition seeking public support to State Parliament to be published on Council’s website and
shared through media.

3. To request that any decision by the Government to provide a concealed leaks rebate be
conveyed to Council by February 2022, to allow time for Council 2022-23 Budget deliberations.

4. Subject to the State Government implementing a bulk water rebate, Council considers any
policy change to complement the State’s bulk water rebate to further assist ratepayers.

A report addressing this matter was discussed at Item 13.3.
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7.2

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST CAMPAIGN - REDLANDS COAST TOURIST AND COMMUNITY
DESTINATION, MACARTHUR ST, ALEXANDRA HILLS

At the General Meeting 2 December 2020 (Item 19.2 refers), Council resolved as follows:

That Council resolves as follows:

1.

To note the outcomes of the Expressions of Interest Campaign for a Tourist Park and associated
community uses that has now finished, and that no tourism-related proposals were received.

To hold discussions with proponents of non-tourism related purposes to understand how other
proposals may fit into the planning for development of the land that align with Council’s
policies and plans.

To workshop with Councillors, the outcome of these discussions.
To provide a further report to Council in regards to the site upon completion of item 3 above.

That this report and attachments remain confidential to ensure proposed commercial
arrangements and details pertaining to individuals are kept private, subject to maintaining the
confidentiality of legally privileged and commercial in confidence information.

A report will be brought to a future meeting of Council.
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7.3 NOTICE OF MOTION - CR JULIE TALTY - INVESTIGATION INTO THE PURCHASE AND
DISPERSAL OF LAND ON RUSSELL ISLAND

At the General Meeting 19 January 2022 (Iltem 17.2 refers), Council resolved as follows:

That Council resolves that a confidential report be tabled at a future General Meeting of Council,
investigating the purchase and dispersal of land on Russell Island.

A report will be brought to a future meeting of Council.

2 Page 12
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8 MAYORAL MINUTE

Nil
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9 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Due to the current COVID-19 situation in Queensland, Council exercised the provisions under
Chapter 8 - Part 2, Division 4 of the Local Government Regulation 2012, which allows for some or
all Councillors to attend Statutory Meetings of Council by audio visual arrangements to minimise
serious risks to the health and safety of persons caused by the public health emergency involving
COVID-19.

Statutory Meetings of Council have been closed to the public and public participation has been
suspended until further notice.
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10 PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

10.1 PETITION CR PAUL GOLLE - REQUEST TO MITIGATE TRAFFIC SPEED IN SOUTH
CLEVELAND

OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION/COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2022/27

Moved by: Cr Paul Golle
Seconded by: Cr Rowanne McKenzie

That the petition is of an operational nature and be received and referred to the Chief Executive
Officer for consideration.
CARRIED 11/0

Crs Karen Williams, Wendy Boglary, Peter Mitchell, Paul Gollé, Lance Hewlett, Mark Edwards, Julie
Talty, Rowanne McKenzie, Tracey Huges, Adelia Berridge and Paul Bishop voted FOR the motion.
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11 MOTION TO ALTER THE ORDER OF BUSINESS

Nil

@ Page 16



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

12 REPORTS FROM THE OFFICE OF THE CEO

Nil
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13 REPORTS FROM ORGANISATIONAL SERVICES

13.1  JANUARY 2022 MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT

Objective Reference: A6417292

Authorising Officer: Deborah Corbett-Hall, Chief Financial Officer
Responsible Officer: Deborah Corbett-Hall, Chief Financial Officer

Report Author: Udaya Panambala Arachchilage, Corporate Financial Reporting Manager
Attachments: 1. Monthly Financial Report RCCJan 22
PURPOSE

To note the year to date financial results as at 31 January 2022.

BACKGROUND

Council adopts an annual budget and then reports on performance against the budget on a
monthly basis. This is not only a legislative requirement but enables the organisation to
periodically review its financial performance and position and respond to changes in community
requirements, market forces or other outside influences.

ISSUES
Capital carryover budget 2020-21

Council adopted a carryover budget on 18 August 2021 to accommodate capital works straddling
two financial years. The attached monthly financial report for January includes the carryover
budget adopted by Council. The differences between the carryover budget figures contained in
the attached report and those published on 18 August 2021 are due to the actual opening
balances on 1 July 2021. The final audited opening balances, together with other revisions to the
budget, will be adopted as part of the revised budget later in this meeting, and will reconcile to
the financial management system and end of year accounts finalisation process.

Monitoring of the capital program progress

As mentioned in the risk management section below, the Executive Leadership Team reviews the
progress of the capital program on a regular basis. Over the last twenty-two months, the global
pandemic has played a role in the procurement lead time, availability of contractors and price of
materials. Constant focus, review and mitigation where possible is occurring by the organisation’s
senior leaders and these factors are considerations when management reviews the organisation
risk registers.

2021-22 Budget review

Submissions for the budget review have been completed. The 2021-22 revised budget is tabled for
Council’s consideration later in this meeting.
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STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS

Council has either achieved or favourably exceeded the following key financial stability and
sustainability ratios as at the end of January 2022.

e Operating surplus ratio

e Net financial liabilities

e Level of dependence on general rate revenue

e Ability to pay our bills — current ratio

e Ability to repay our debt — debt servicing ratio

e Cash balance

e (Cash balances — cash capacity in months

e Longer term financial stability — debt to asset ratio
e Interest coverage ratio

e Operating performance

The following ratio did not meet the target at the end of January 2022:
e Asset sustainability ratio

The asset sustainability ratio continues to be a stretch target for Council with renewal spends of
$15.46M and depreciation expense of $34.29M year to date on infrastructure assets. This ratio is
an indication of how Council currently maintains, replaces and renews its existing infrastructure
assets as they reach the end of their useful lives. Capital spend on non-renewal projects increases
the asset base and therefore increases depreciation expense, resulting in a lower asset
sustainability ratio.

Council’s Capital Portfolio Prioritisation Administrative Directive demonstrates its commitment to
maintaining existing infrastructure and the adoption of a renewal strategy for its existing assets
ahead of ‘upgrade’ and/or ‘new’ works.

Legislative Requirements

The January 2022 financial report is presented in accordance with the legislative requirement of
section 204(2) of the Local Government Regulation 2012, requiring the Chief Executive Officer to
present the financial report to a monthly Council meeting.

Risk Management

The January 2022 financial report has been noted by the Executive Leadership Team and relevant
officers who can provide further clarification and advice around actual to budget variances.

Financial

There is no direct financial impact to Council as a result of this report; however it provides an
indication of financial outcomes at the end of January 2022.

People

Nil impact expected as the purpose of the attached report is to provide financial information to
Council based upon actual versus budgeted financial activity.
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Environmental

Nil impact expected as the purpose of the attached report is to provide financial information to
Council based upon actual versus budgeted financial activity.

Social

Nil impact expected as the purpose of the attached report is to provide financial information to
Council based upon actual versus budgeted financial activity.

Human Rights

There are no human rights implications for this report as the purpose of the attached report is to
provide financial information to Council based upon actual versus budgeted financial activity.

Alignment with Council's Policy and Plans

This report has a relationship with the following items of Council’s Our Future Redlands — A
Corporate Plan to 2026 and Beyond.:

Efficient and effective organisation objectives

7.1 Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of Council’s service delivery to decrease costs, and
enhance customer experience and community outcomes.

7.4 Demonstrate good governance through transparent, accountable processes and sustainable
practices and asset management.

CONSULTATION
Consulted Date Comment
. . Consulted on financial results and
Council departmental officers Year to date January 2022
outcomes.
I fi ial I
Financial Services Group officers Year to date January 2022 Consulted on financial results and
outcomes.
Executive Leadership Team and Recipients of variance analysis between
. . Year to date J 2022 )
Senior Leadership Team ear to date January actual and budget. Consulted as required.

OPTIONS
Option One

That Council resolves to note the financial position, results and ratios for January 2022 as
presented in the attached Monthly Financial Report.

Option Two

That Council resolves to request additional information.
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OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION/COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2022/28

Moved by: Cr Peter Mitchell
Seconded by:  Cr Rowanne McKenzie

That Council resolves to note the financial position, results and ratios for January 2022 as
presented in the attached Monthly Financial Report.

CARRIED 11/0

Crs Karen Williams, Wendy Boglary, Peter Mitchell, Paul Gollé, Lance Hewlett, Mark Edwards, Julie
Talty, Rowanne McKenzie, Tracey Huges, Adelia Berridge and Paul Bishop voted FOR the motion.
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Monthly Financial Report

Redland

CITY COUNCIL
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Monthly Financial Report

CONTENTS

1. Executive Summary 2
2 Key Performance Indicators 3
3 Statement of Comprehensive Income 4
4. Statement of Financial Position 6
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6. Capital Expenditure 9
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8. Investiment & Borrowings Report 10
9. Constrained Cash Reserves 1
10.  City Water Statements 12
11.  City Waste Statements 12
12.  Appendix: Additional and MNon-financial Information 13
13. Glossary 14

This monthly report illustrates the financial performance and position of Rediand City Council compared to its adopted budget at an organisational
level for the period ended 31 January 2022. The year to date annual revised budget referred to in this report incorporates the changes from budget
capital carryovers adopted by Council on 18 August 2021.

Key Financial Highlights and Overview

Annual YTD YD Status

Key Financial Results ($000) Revised Favourable v

i i o,
Budget Actual Variance VELEL T Unfavourable

Operating Surplus / (Deficit) 6,509
Recurrent Revenue 26 0%

Recurrent Expenditure 310,899 177,050 170,567 (6,483) -4%
Capital Works Expenditure 102,732 47,864 31,208 (16,656) -35%
Closing Cash & Cash Equivalents 196,457 213,846 199,774 (14,072) -T%
Council reported a year to date operating surplus of $44M which is favourable to budget by $6.5M mainly on account of higher fees income, offset by
lower levies and utility charges, lower than budgeted expenditure on materials and services and lower depreciation due to timing of asset
capitalisations.

AN

The Infrastructure and Operations (1&0) Department presented a briefing to Council that addressed the supply chain issues that are contributing to
forecast underspends to the FY2021-22 capital works portfolio. This briefing included mitigation strategies that addressed the risks to delivering the
capital works which was agreed to and resolved by Council at the General Meeting held on 20 October 2021.

Council's cash balance is under budget mainly due to lower than expected receipts from the customers and higher than expected payments to
suppliers offset by lower payments for property plant and equipment. Constrained cash reserves represent 59% of the cash balance.

2 Page 23
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Monthly Financial Report

2. KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

[ Target met [l Target exceeded [l Target not met

Operating Surplus Ratio (%)
Between 0% and 1006

Annusl Revised Budget 0.01%

v

Asset Sustainability Ratio (%)
Greater than 90%

Annual Revised Budget 83.16%

Level of Dependence on General Rate Revenue (%)
Less than 40%

Annual Revised Budget 34.94%

37.67%

Cash Balance SM
Greater than or equal to $50M
Annual Revised Budger $196.457

$199.774

Ability to Pay Our Bills - Current Ratio

Between 1.1 and 4.1
Annual Revised Budget 3.17

Cash Balances - Cash Capacity in Months
Greater than 3 Months

Annual Revised Budget 9.47

Operating Performance (%)
Greater than or equal to 10%

Annual Revised Budget 21.12%

Interest Coverage Ratio (%)
Less than 5%

Annual Revised Budget -0.15%™"

Net Financial Liabilities (%) *
Less than 60%

Annual Revised Budget -32.99%

-78.55%

Ability to Repay Our Debt - Debt Servicing Ratio (%)

Less than or equal to 15¢
Annual Revised Budget 3.31%

4.52%

Longer Term Financial Stability - Debt to Asset Ratio (%)
Less than or equal to 10%
Annual Revised Budget 1.78%

1.43%

* The net financial liabilities ratio exceeds the target range when current assets are greater than total liabilities (and the ratio is negative)
** The interest coverage ratio exceeds the target range when interest revenue is greater than interest expense (and the ratio is negative)

Page 3 of 14
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Monthly Financial Report

3. STATEMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME

i 0 OMPR D
0 e period end » a a |
) ) )
Orig Revised .
aqge aqge ¢ge
D00
Rates charges 111,574 111,650 83,400 83,131 (269)
Levies and utility charges 170,378 170,378 113,499 111,506 (1,993)
Less: Pensioner remissions and rebates (3.486) (3.486) (2.550) (2,628) (78)
Fees 15,337 15,337 9,227 11,036 1,809
Rental income 1,067 1,067 612 667 55
Interest received 2,037 2,037 1,125 909 (216)
Sales revenue 3,682 3,682 2,301 2,798 497
Other income 469 469 395 601 206
Grants, subsidies and contributions 9496 9,808 6,516 6,531 15

Total recurrent revenue 310554 310,942 21a525| 2185511 o

Employee benefits 97,172 97,295 56,647 56,380 (267)
Materials and services 145459 145,725 80,801 75,860 (4,941)
Finance costs 2007 2,007 1,131 1,121 (10)
Depreciation and amortisation 67,563 67,563 39414 38,133 (1,281)
Other expenditure 522 522 3an 335 14
Net infemnal costs (2,213) (2,213) (1,264) (1,262) 2
Total recurrent expenses 310,511 310,899 177,050 170,567 (6,483)
OPERATING SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) 37.475 43984 6509
Grants, subsidies and contributions 22133 28,638 10,534 8,954 (1,580)
Non-cash contributions 2461 2 461 1,388 30 (1,358)
Total capital revenue 24594 11,922 8,984 (2,938)
Capital expenses

(Gain) / loss on disposal of non-current assets [ 289)] 289 48] 238 190]
Total capital expenses . ossl el 8l 23] 130
TOTAL INCOME [ 335148 342.041] 226447)  223535|  (2.912)
TOTAL EXPENSES 310,799 311,188 177,098 170,808 (6,293)
NET RESULT | 24349 30853 49,349 52730l 3.381

Other comprehensive income / (loss)
Items that will not be reclassified to a net result

Revaluation of property, plant and equipment [ - | -| - | - | -]

TOTAL COMPREHENSIVE INCOME | 24349] 30,853 49,349 527300 3,381

Item 13.1- Attachment 1 2 Page 25



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES

16 FEBRUARY 2022

Monthly Financial Report

3. STATEMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME - CONTINUED
A » AR A A
L) e DE DU € L L] cl cl
A A D D D
= 000
el d +

Refuse collection rate charge 30,931 30,931 17,949 18,035 86
SES separate charge 514 514 385 384 1)
Environment separate charge 10,802 10,802 8,007 8,058 51
Separate charge landfill remediation 3473 3473 2,605 2,50 (14)
Wastewater charges 50,354 50,354 37,644 37,620 76
Water access charges 20,949 20,949 15,690 15,634 (56)
Water consumption charges 53,355 53,355 31,319 29,184 (2,135)

A =10 A » - A A

0 e period ending a a

i i D D D
= 000
: Tt :

Contractors 37,447 38,373 17,876 17,194 (682)
Consultants 2,775 3,147 1,276 917 (359)
Other Council outsourcing costs* 26,444 24 524 12,892 12,140 (752)
Purchase of materials 54,490 55,257 31,459 29,525 (1,934)
Office administration costs 7.194 7194 7.154 6,554 (600)
Electricity charges 5,723 5723 3,350 3,215 (135)
Plant operations 3,458 3481 1,950 1,885 (65)
Information technology resources 3,685 3,666 2,281 2,239 (42)
General insurance 1,467 1,467 856 816 (40)
Community assistance™ 1,716 1,836 1,093 761 (332)
Other material and service expenses 1,057 1057 614 614 -

* Other Council outsourcing costs are varous outsourced costs including refuse collection and disposal, waste disposal legal services, traffic control extemnal training,

valuation fees, efc.

** Community assistance costs represent community related costs including community grants, exhibitions and awards, donations and sponsorships.

Actuals - Total Revenue and Expenses ($000)

570,000

560,000

$50,000

540,000

$30,000

520,000

o I N

510,000
Jul-21 Aug-21 Sep-21 Oct-21 Mov-21

W Rates charges
e Operating grants, subsidies, contributions and denations

m— |nrerest, investment and other revenue

Dec-21 Jan-22

m Levies and utility charges

e Fees

=== TOTal EXpENSEs

Feb-22

Mar-22

Apr-22 May-22 Jun-22

Note: Total revenue fluctuates
in line with the rating cycle.

General rates are levied
quarterly in  July, October,
January and April.
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4. STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL POSITION

Cash and cash equivalents
Short-term investment - CBA
Trade and other receivables
Inventories

Other current assets

Total current assets

0 o R
Investment property

Property, plant and equipment
Intangible assets

Right-of-use assets

Other financial assets
Investment in other entities

Total non-current assets

A ) A A =T'e
AS 3 a a |
» »
Orig Revised
Budge
Budge Budge
D00
198,990 196,457 213,846 199,774
- - 10,000 10,068
42,672 43,012 82,256 78,316
916 1,024 957 746
1,810 4,967 4967 3,728
244,389 245,460 312,026 292,632
1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225
2,619,909 2,705,684 2,678,098 2,660,943
1,135 1,160 1,386 1,383
4,723 4,984 5417 5,412
73 73 73 73
12,657 12,657 12,657 12,657

2,639,722

2,725,783

2,698,856

Trade and other payables
Borrowings - current
Lease liability - curent
Provisions - current
Other current liabilities

Total current liabilities

2,884,111

2,971,243

3,010,882

37,171 45,927 49,527 31,884
8,326 8,919 8919 8,919
1,294 1,130 1,130 1,130

15,270 15,791 15,091 15,637
1,911 5,758 35,592 11,522

110,259

Borrowings - non-current
Lease liability - non-current
Provisions - non-current

Total non-current liabilities

TOTAL LIABILITIES

38,659 37,990 27154 27,105
4,377 4,704 5,179 5,233
21,539 22,676 21446 22,672

NET COMMUNITY ASSETS

COMMUNITY EQUITY

Asset revaluation surplus
Retained surplus
Constrained cash reserves

TOTAL COMMUNITY EQUITY

128,547 142,895 164,038
2,755,563 2,828,348 2,846,844 2,850,223
1,035,840 1,106,353 1,106,353 1,106,353
1,619,513 1,623,314 1,628,870 1,625,858
100,210 98,681 111,621 118,012

2,755,563

2,828,348

2,846,844
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4. STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL POSITION - CONTINUED

Trade and Other Receivables (actual YTD) PPE Written Down Value (actual YTD)
W Rates- general 000
(netof s B Rates - water B Stormwater $M
impaiment) 514,531 drainage =
g Water
525,142 5441 5282
" Wastewater
5493
= Other
$2,267 o Roads ® Parks
asT 4 s 3668 5=
recoverable 8 f'
Other
¥ Infrastructure $13,434 ¥ Plantand infrastructure
Charges - B ptes- equipment ¥ Waste s242
5665 ® Infringements Rates - other sewerage S21 516
¥ Sundrydebtor [netof $9,218 59516 ® Buildings " WP
(P&R) impairment) 3 5103 ® Lland 553
$1,390 51,084 5286
- 0 A
0 period e ( a a |
D »
Origina Revised Buda
Budge
Budge Budge 000 Bala
5000 000 ' 000
Buildings 2,109 2,152 2,394 2,387
Land 2,435 2,508 2,682 2,684
Plant and Equipment 179 324 341 341

Closing balance 4,723 4,984 5,417 5,412

PROPERTY, PLANT AND EQUIPMENT (PPE) MOVEMENT"*

For the period ending 31 January 2022

Opening balance (includes WIP from previous years)
Acquisitions and WIP in year movement
Depreciation in year

Disposals

Other adjustments*™

Annual Annual
original Revised Actual
Budget Budget Bs“ggoa Balance
$000 $000 $000
2,614,439 2,667,979 2,667,979 2,667,979
72,958 105,193 49,250 31,238
(65.977) (65,977) (38,487) (37,197)
(1,511) (1,511) (644) (1,096)
” ” - 19

Closing balance 2,619,909 2,705,684 2,678,098 2,660,943

* This table includes movement relating to property, plant and equipment only and is exclusive of intangible assets.

** Other adjustments include transfers between asset classes, revaluation adjustments, prior period adjustments and depreciation thereon.

Page 7 of 14
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5. STATEMENT OF CASH FLOWS

- RO OPERA
Receipts from customers
Payments to suppliers and employees

Interest received

Rental income

Mon-capital grants and contributions
Borrowing costs

Right-of-use assets interest expense

Net cash inflow / (outflow) from operating activities

o RO
Payments for property, plant and equipment
Proceeds from sale of property, plant and equipment
Capital grants, subsidies and contributions
Other cash flows from investing activities*

» )
] cl cl
) )
orig Re ea
pudge puaqge ldisle]=
D00
297,941 298,017 196,639 170,138
(246,606) (246,995) (135,126) (143,763)
51,334 51,022 61,513 26,375
2,037 2,037 1,125 873
1,067 1,067 612 667
14,109 14,421 6,284 6,608
(1,763) (1,763) (1,746) (1,769)
(131) (131) (76) (74)

Net cash inflow / (outflow) from investing activities

o RO
Proceeds of borrowings
Repayment of borrowings
Right-of-use lease payment

Net cash inflow / (outflow) from financing activities

Net increase / (decrease) in cash held

Cash and cash equivalents at the beginning of the year

Cash and cash equivalents at the end of the financial year / period

(70,498) (102,732) (47,863) (29,808)
1,222 1,222 597 858
22,133 28,638 10,534 13,150
3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500
(43,642) (69,372) (33,232)
10,323 10,323 - -
(7,243) (7,243) (7,204) (7,230)
(1,145) (1,145) (670) (616)
(7,874)
24,947 (783) 26,606 12,534
[ 174,043] 197,240] 187,240] 187,240

198,990

196,457

213,846

Cash Inflow (actual YTD)

Utility charges
48%

Fees

Cash Outflow (actual YTD)

Em ployee costs

Materials and
services
46%

Ratesa;;arges 7% 33%
Capital grants, Repayment of P ts f i
e ST gt s
% contributions Interest received and contributions 4% and equipment
7% 0% 3 16%
Total Cash Funding (Actual YTD) 195,794| [Total Cash Expenditure (Actual YTD) 183.260|
Total Cash Funding (Annual Revised Budget) 359,226 |Total Cash Expenditure (Annual Revised Budget) 360,009)|
% of Budget Achieved YTD 55%| |% of Budget Achieved YTD 51%|

* Loan drawn down by RIC from February to June 2021 has been repaid in July 2021.

Item 13.1- Attachment 1

2 Page 29



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

Monthly Financial Report
6. CAPITAL EXPENDITURE

120,000 - Capital Works Expenditure - Goods and Services & Employee Costs
102,732
100,000 N cumulative Actual Expenditure 'y
88,249
# Cumulative Revised Budget TR

80,000 - 69,606 4
8 58,287 &
g 60000 - 47,864 &

40,592 ye
40,000 31,547 A
A
20,000
Jul-21 Aug-21 Sep-21 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 May-22 Jun-22

Annual
Revised

YTD
Budget Actual Variance

Budget $000 $000 )

$000

Capitalised goods and services”
Capllallsed employee costs 7 64?| 4242| 4ss7| 325|
-m
* Excludes capital prepayments.

7. PROGRAM AND PROJECT UPDATE

Meeting expectations
(budget and schedule on track)

Fawourable
[budget unden'schedule an track]

Within tolerance (either budget
and schedule not ontrack)

Progress Evaluation

100,000 100%

90,000 o0%

000 B0%: Programs and projects are what Council

0000 0% uses to introduce change to achieve
g ' corporate outcomes. They allow new
5 60,000 60% 2 infrastructure, products, systems,
£ L procedures and services to be delivered.
FR % £ Projects may be undertaken on a
: 40,000 0% E standalone basis or as partof a program.
2 Programs and projects may span multiple

30,000 Bl financial years.

20,000 T % 2% - .

e / Council is currently progressing more than
10,000 - 4 10% 100 programs and projects.
o 0%
Favourabie Ivieeting Expectation WiThin TaErance

otable Projects

The status of two notable projects are as follows:

Project description Progress

IndigiScapes Mobile Coverage Upgrade & Public WiFi project to improve the mobile coverage by installing 4G

repeaters throughout the staff building and visitor centre and to procure, install and configure wireless access points to Meeting
provide free public WiFi in the visitor centre. This project is 100% funded under the Deferal Local Road and Expectations
Community Infrastructure Grant (phase 1)

Mew switchboard, new pumps & improved pipework for the sewage pump station upgrade at 7 Donald Road, Redland Meeting
Bay. Expectations
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8. INVESTMENT & BORROWINGS REPORT
For the period ending 31 January 2022

INVESTMENT RETURNS - QUEENSLAND TREASURY CORPORATION (QTC)

Interest s Mot terest OM Closing Investment Balances
2.0% 130 Received 220
120 (¥000) 210
N 110

1.5% 100 S QT Annusal 200
10% w3 Effective Rate 120
- gg Ex-Fees 180
0.5% - 6o 170

50 — R e sErvE
40 Bank Cash 160
0.0% - 30 Rate 150

Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22

Total QTC Investment at End of Month was $193.69M

Council investments are currently held predominantly in the Capital Guaranteed Cash Fund, which is a fund operated by the Queensland Treasury
Corporation (QTC). In October 2021 $10.068M was re-invested in a term deposit of Commonwealth Bank of Australia (CBA) to maximise interest
earnings.

The movement in interest earned is indicative of both the interest rate and the surplus cash balances held, the latter of which is affected by
business cash flow requirements on a monthly basis as well as the rating cycle.

Mote: the Reserve Bank reduced the cash rate down to 0.10% during Movember 2020.

On a daily basis, cash surplus to requirements is deposited with QTC to earn higher interest as QTC is offering a higher rate than what is achieved
from Council's transactional bank accounts. The current annual effective interest rate paid by QTC is 0.35%. Temn deposit rates are being
monitored to identify investment opportunities to ensure Council maximises its interest earnings.

Council adopted its Investment Policy (FIN-001-P) in June 2021 for the 2021/2022 financial year
BORROWINGS AND BORROWING COSTS (QTC)

270

§ 250 - 455

2 0 - 430 = e Actual

7 &

2 210 - A0S Debt Balance $M
g - 380 2

5 170 B3

@ i:g . i :3'2 % s | NEETEST EXPENSE
g g -1 00

£ 110 A - 280 50

Jan-21  Feb-21  Mar-21  Apr-21  May-21  Jun-21 Juk2l  Aug-2i Sep-21  Oct-21 Mow-21  Dec-21 Jan-22

The existing loan accounts were converted to fixed rate loans on 1 April 2016 following a QTC restructure of loans and policies. In line with
Council's debt policy, debt repayment of $9.00M, being $7.23M principal and $1.77M interest has been made in July 2021, for 2021/2022, which
will result in the loans being repaid approximately one year earlier.

The debt balance shows a decrease as the Annual Debt Service Payment (ADSP) was made during July 2021. Interest will accrue monthly on a
daily balance until next ADSP in July 2022 which is reflected in the increasing debt balance.

In June 2021 borrowings of $9.61M were undertaken as part of Council's Capital Works Plan.

Total Borrowings at End of Month were $36.02M

Council adopted its Debt Policy (FIN-009-P) in June 2021 for the 2021/2022 financial year

BORROWINGS
For the period ending 31 January 2022

Annual Annual

Original Revised Actual

Budget Budget Budget Balance

$000 $000 $000
$000

Opening balance (44,228) (44,153) (44,153) (44,153)
Accrued interest on borrowings (1,439) (1,438) (871) (871)
Interest paid on borrowings 1,763 1,763 1,746 1,769
Principal repaid 7,243 7,243 7,205 7,231
Loan drawdown (10,324) (10,324) - -
Closing balance (46,985) (46,909) (36,073) (36,024)

m
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— —
Reserves as at 31 January 2022 Purpose of reserve EET;T]TE To Reserve From Reserve g:l:r::ge
$000 $000 $000 $000
Aquatic Paradise Revetment Wall Reserve To fund Aquatic Paradise revetment wall works program - 20 (13)
Weinam Creek Reserve Maintenance and improvements associated with Weinam Creek projects - 332 (2) 33()"
Waste Levy Reserve To fund Waste Levy Program - 3,951 (2,825) 112
Raby Bay Revetment Wall Reserve To fund Raby Bay revetment wall works program 4,265 2,062 (1,088) 5,23
Fleet Plant & Capital Equipment Reserve To support the long term fleet replacement program 3,716 1,566 (515) 4,76
7,981 7,931 (4,443) 11,46
Constrained Works Reserve:
Public Parks Trunk Infrastructure Reserve Capital projects for public parks trunk infrastructure 6,148 2,177 (2,408) S,Sq
[and for Community Facilities Trunk Infrastruture Reserve Land for community facilities trunk infrastructure 4,829 78 - 4,90
Water Supply Trunk Infrastructure Reserve Upgrade, expansion or new projects for water supply trunk infrastructure 14,760 85 - 14,84
Sewerage Trunk Infrastructure Reserve Upgrade, expansion or new projects for sewerage trunk infrastructure 11,165 1,719 (1,288) 11,59
Local Reads Trunk Infrastructure Reserve Capital projects for local roads trunk infrastructure 36,517 3.184 (506) 39,195
Cycleways Trunk Infrastructure Reserve Capital projects for cycleways trunk infrastructure 13,288 1,166 (432) 14,022
Stormwater Trunk Infrastructure Reserve Capital projects for stormwater trunk infrastructure 9,898 327 - 10,225
Tree Planting Reserve Acquisition and planting of frees on footpaths 169 64 (11) 222
Koala Tree off-set Planting Reserve Acquisition and planting of trees for koala habitat 226 67 (37) 25
Special Property Reserve Acquisition of property in line with the strategic property framework - 964 - 96
97,000 9,831 (4,682) 102,149
Separate Charge Reserve:
Envirenment Charge Maintenance Reserve Ongoing conservation and maintenance operations - 8,058 (4,732) 3,32
SES Separate Charge Reserve On-going costs of maintaining the Redland SES 70 384 (243) 211
70 8,442 (4,975) 3,53
Special Charge Reserve - Canals:
Aquatic Paradise Canal Reserve® Maintenance and repairs of Aquatic Paradise canals 758 - - 75
Sovereign Waters Lake Reserve® Maintenance and repairs of Sovereign Lake 431 - - 431
1718 Raby Bay Canal Reserve Service, facility or activity of works in respect of the canals of the Raby Bay canal estate 219 - - 21
1718 Aquatic Paradise Canal Reserve Service, facility or activity of works in respect of the canals of the Aquatic Paradise canal estate (495) - - (495)
1718 Sovereign Waters Lake Reserve Service, facility or activity of works in respect of the lake (56) - - (56)

TOTALS

*No interest charged for these reserves in January 2022 year to date due fo low prevailing interest rate.
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10. CITY WATER STATEMENTS
CITY WATER SUMMARY OPERATING STATEMENT
For the period ending 31 January 2022

Annual Annual YTD YTD YTD
Original Revised
Budget Budget

$000 $000
Total revenue 128,647 128,647 86,915 84,984
Total expenses 76,264 76,465 42 468 40,808 (1,660
Eamings before interest, tax and depreciation (EBITD) 52,382 52,182 44 447 44,176 271

Budget Actual Variance
$000 $000 $000

External interest expense 224 224 142 139 (3
Internal interest expense 15,139 15,139 883 8,831 -
Depreciation 2471 2471 14,415 14,390
Operating surplus / (deficit | 12309  d2108] 21088  20.81¢
CITY WATER CAPITAL FUNDING STATEMENT
For the period ending 31 January 2022

Annual Annual YTD YTD YTD

Original Revised

Budget Budget
$000 $000

Budget Actual Variance
$000 $000 $000

Capital contributions, donations, grants and subsidies 2956 2,956 1,724 1,804

Met transfer (to) / from constrained capital reserves 1,019 1,019 (1,632) (1,764) (132)
Mon-cash contributions 5747 5,747 1,388 - (1,388)
Funding from utility revenue (2,699) 7.450 5,292 2,795 )

Total sources of capital funding [ 7023] 1773l e772] 2,835
Contributed assets 2,379 2,379 1,388 - (1,388)
Capitalised expenditure 3982 14,132 4,897 2,345 (2,552)
Loan redemption 662 662 487 490
Total application of capital funds 7,023 17,173 6,772

11. CITY WASTE STATEMENTS
CITY WASTE OPERATING STATEMENT
For the period ending 31 January 2022

Annual Annual YTD YTD YTD

Original Revised

Budget Budget
$000 $000

Total revenue 33,057 33,057 22,974 23,230
Total expenses 24137 24137 16,859 16,382
Eamings before interest, tax and depreciation (EBITD) 8920 8,920 6,115 6,848
External interest expense 7 7 5 5
Depreciation 423 423 247 224
Operating surplus / (deficit) 8,490 8,490 5,863 6,619

CITY WASTE CAPITAL FUNDING STATEMENT
For the period ending 31 January 2022
Annual Annual YTD YTD YTD
Original Revised
Budget Budget
$000 $000
Funding from utility revenue 1,005 (119)

Budget Actual Variance
$000 $000 $000

Budget Actual Variance
$000 $000 $000

Total sources of capital funding 1,005 (119)
Capitalised expenditure 850 (93)
Loan redemption 155 (26)
Total application of capital funds 1,005 (119)
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12. APPENDIX: ADDITIONAL AND NON-FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Full Time Equivalent Employees 2021/2022

2

; 200 960 966

.g 1000 956 963 969 962 968

E s00 788 790 796 796 801 790 795

w

v

E 600

= 400

S 200 168 170 170 167 168 172 173

'S

s o M N N N NN mE ..

o

z Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
s Administration & Indoor staff S Outdoor staff i Tota |

January 2022: Headcount Employee Type

Department Level Casual Full Time Part Time Total

| Office of CEO and People and Culture 6 42 S9
| Organisational Services 2 210 21 233
Community and Customer Services 43 285 63 391
|lnfrastructure and Operations 8 249 19 376
Total 59 886 114 1.059

Note: Full Time Equivalent Employees includes all full time employees at a value of 1 and all other employees, at a value less than 1. The table above
demonstrates the headcount by department. Following Ourspace, the table includes contract of service and temporary personnel. It includes casual staff in
their non-substantive roles as at the end of the period where relevant.

Overdue Rates Debtors & Statistics
Comparison January 2022 to January 2021
Days % % § %
Overdue Jan-22 Overdue Jan-21 Overdue Variance Variance Rates & Charges Statistics
0-20| 31.13@ 00% $0 08 $1138)  0.0% Levied (Billed) Rates & Charges since 1 July 2021 $§221,533,947
31-60 8929 0.0% 80 00% $929)  0.0%]Rate arrears b/fwd 1 July 2021 $10,693,344
B1-00] $2730248  12% $2924720  13%| $192491]  01%Total $232,227,291
91-180| $1342209) 06% $1618369  07%| 527660  -01%|Balance of overdue rates & charges $7,240,358
>180| $31638%6 14% $4072618 18% -3908782  -04% Percentage Overdue 3.2%
Tol | 7240388  32% $8615726  38% $1375368  06%

Page 13 of 14
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13. GLOSSARY

Key Terms
Written Down Value:
This is the value of an asset after accounting for depreciation or amortisation, and it is also called book value or net book value.

Work In Progress:
This represents an unfinished project that costs are still being added to. When a project is completed, the costs will be either capitalised (allocated to
relevant asset class) or written off.

Definition of Ratios
Net Operating Surpus

This is an indicator of the extent to which revenues raised cover operational Total Operating Revenue
expenses only or are avaiable for capital funding purposes

Asset Sustainability Ratio™: Capital Expenditure on Replacement of Infrastructure Assets (Renewals)

This ratio indicates whether Council is renewing or replacing existing non- Depreciation Expenditure on Infrastructure Assets
financial assets at the same rate that its overall stock of assets is wearing out

Net Financial Liabilities*: Total Liabilities - Current Assets
This is an indicator of the extent to which the net financial liabilities of Council Total Operating Revenue
can be serviced by operating revenues

Level of Dependence on General Rate Revenue: General Rates - Pensioner Remissions

This ratio measures Council's reliance on operating revenue from general rates Total Operating Revenue - Gain on Sale of Developed Land
(excludes utility revenues)

Current Ratio: Current Assets

This measures the extent to which Council has liquid assets available to meet Current Liabiliies

short term financial obligations

Debt Servicing Ratio: Interest Expense™* + Loan Redemption®

This mdicates Council’s ability to meet current debt instalments with recurrent Total Operating Revenue - Gain on Sale of Developed Land
revenue

Cash Balance - $M:

Cash balance includes cash on hand, cash at bank and other short term

investments.
Cash Capacity in Months: Cash Held at Peried End
This provides an indication as to the number of months cash held at period end [[Cash Operating Costs + Interest Expense] / Period in Year]

would cover operating cash outflows

Cash Held at Period End

Longer Term Financial Stability - Debt to Asset Ratio: Current and Non-current Debt™
This is total debt as a percentage of total assets, ie. to what extent will our long Total Assets
term debt be covered by total assets

Operating Performance: MNet Cash from Operations + Interest Revenue and Expense

Cash Operating Revenue + Interest Revenue

This ratio provides an indication of Council’s cash flow capabilities

Interest Coverage Ratio: MNet Interest Expense on Debt Service™
This ratio demonstrates the extent to which operating revenues are being used Total Operating Revenue
to meet the financing charges

* These targets are set to be achieved on average over the longer term and therefore ot necessarily expected to be met on a menthly basis.
** Debt includes lease liabilities.
*** Interest expense includes interest on leases.

* Loan redemption includes lease redemption.

Page 14 of 14
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13.2 2021-22 ANNUAL BUDGET REVIEW

Objective Reference: A6060545

Authorising Officer: Deborah Corbett-Hall, Chief Financial Officer
Responsible Officer: Deborah Corbett-Hall, Chief Financial Officer

Report Author: Katharine Bremner, Budget and Systems Manager
Michael D Wilson, Service Manager, Financial Planning

Attachments: 1. 2021-22 Annual budget review

PURPOSE

To present the annual budget review for the 2021-22 financial year for consideration in
accordance with section 170 of the Local Government Regulation 2021, following the financial
results to the end of December 2021.

BACKGROUND

Council adopted its 2021-22 budget at the Special Budget Meeting held on 24 June 2021. This
report presents a review of the 2021-22 adopted carryover budget following the first six months of
2021-22 service delivery. As part of Council’s financial management framework, a comprehensive
formal budget review was undertaken across all groups within each department.

The annual formal budget review builds on the previous carryover budget review and amends
previous forecasts. It also presents new submissions based on previously unknown circumstances
or information pertaining to the original budget submissions.

Council previously revised the 2021-22 adopted budget on 18 August 2021 with the carryover
budget review to include any capital carryover funding from 2020-21 to 2021-22.
ISSUES

The proposed variations to the 2021-22 budget are outlined in the financial statements included in
the attachment. Of note, on 20 October 2021, Council resolved to reprioritise the 2021-2022
Infrastructure and Operations portfolio following a delivery update, and these changes are
reflected in the attachment.

Following consultation with Council’s elected members and Executive Leadership Team (ELT) on 1
February 2022, two changes were made in response to business area requests. Both changes
were transfers with no financial impact and were endorsed by the respected executive leader.

Redland Investment Corporation (RIC), a wholly owned subsidiary of Redland City Council (RCC)
has not been consolidated into the attached documents as it has been determined the RIC group
will follow a separate budget and review process.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS
Legislative Requirements

This proposed budget review is presented in accordance with the Local Government Act 2009 and
the Local Government Regulation 2012. Section 170 of the Local Government Regulation 2012
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permits a local government to amend the budget for the financial year at any time before the end
of the financial year.

Risk Management

Council officers monitor budget to actual expenditure on a regular basis and Council’s financial
performance and position is reported on a monthly basis. The deliverability of both operational
and capital programs is under constant review by the ELT.

Financial

The recommendation requires an amendment to the 2021-22 adopted carryover budget. The
accompanying attachment outlines the major movements resulting from this review, as well as the
projected financial statement forecast to 30 June 2022.

Annual budget review submissions have resulted in a $429K reduction to the forecast operating
surplus to the end of 2021-22, resulting in a -0.12% operating surplus ratio. Council’s financial
position is expected to improve by $1.99M.

All key performance indicators meet or exceed the targets with the exception of the Operating
Surplus Ratio and the Asset Sustainability Ratio. The Operating Surplus Ratio is slightly below the
target range due to the proposed operating deficit. The Asset Sustainability Ratio target is an
approximation of the extent to which the infrastructure assets managed by a local government are
being replaced as they reach the end of their useful lives. The objective of this ratio is to identify
whether Council is sufficiently funding the renewal of its existing asset base over the long-term (10
years).

People

Specific impacts to people may result from the budget adjustments and will be worked through at
a team, unit and group level in accordance with Council’s policies and people strategy (when and if
they arise).

Environmental

Specific impacts to the environment may result from the budget adjustments and will be worked
through at a team, unit and group level in accordance with Council’s policies and guidelines (when
and if they arise).

Social

Specific impacts to the community may result from the budget adjustments and will be worked
through at a team, unit and group level in accordance with Council’s policies and guidelines (when
and if they arise).

Human Rights

There are no human rights implications for this report as the purpose is to provide a revised
budget to Council.

Alignment with Council's Policy and Plans

This report is aligned to Council’s Our Future Redlands — A Corporate Plan to 2026 and Beyond.
In particular, the report underpins objective 7.4 Demonstrate good governance through
transparent, accountable processes and sustainable practices and asset management.
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CONSULTATION
Consulted Consultation Date Comments/Actions
Councillors and Executive 1 February 2022 Workshop undertaken to review the budget review
Leadership Team submissions and financial statements
Executive Leadership Team 20 January 2022 Review of the budget review submissions and financial
statements
Senior Leadership Team 12 January 2022 Review of the budget review submissions
Business Partnering Unit November/December | Review of submissions in conjunction with the business
2021 areas across Council
OPTIONS
Option One

That Council resolves as follows:

1. To adopt the Revised Budget for 2021-22 at the Redland City Council (RCC) level, which refers
to the following (refer Attachment 1 for details):

RCC Statement of Comprehensive Income — page 1
RCC Statement of Financial Position — page 2

RCC Statement of Cash Flows — page 3

RCC Operating and Capital Funding Statement — page 5

o o0 T

2. To meet the requirement of the Local Government Regulation 2012 adopt the City Water and
City Waste Operating and Capital Funding Statements (pages 11 and 12 respectively).

Option Two

That Council resolves to not adopt the Revised Budget for 2021-22 as presented in the Officer’s
Recommendation.

OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION/COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2022/29

Moved by: Cr Rowanne McKenzie
Seconded by:  Cr Adelia Berridge

That Council resolves as follows:

1. To adopt the Revised Budget for 2021-22 at the Redland City Council (RCC) level, which
refers to the following (refer Attachment 1 for details):

RCC Statement of Comprehensive Income — page 1
RCC Statement of Financial Position — page 2

RCC Statement of Cash Flows — page 3

RCC Operating and Capital Funding Statement — page 5

o0 oo

2. To meet the requirement of the Local Government Regulation 2012 adopt the City Water
and City Waste Operating and Capital Funding Statements (pages 11 and 12 respectively).

CARRIED 11/0

Crs Karen Williams, Wendy Boglary, Peter Mitchell, Paul Golle, Lance Hewlett, Mark Edwards, Julie
Talty, Rowanne McKenzie, Tracey Huges, Adelia Berridge and Paul Bishop voted FOR the motion.
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Redland
U CITY COUNCIL

2021-22 Annual Budget Review

The statéments eiicloSed are for theparent ‘entity
Redland City Council {invéstment in'RIC is included).
“3erolip tansolidated financials will be presented as part
of Council’s AnnualFinancial Statements each year.
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16 FEBRUARY 2022

REDLAND CITY COUNCIL

Statement of Comprehensive Income

Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Recurrent revenue

Ratescharges

Levies and utility charges

Less: pensioner remissions and rebates
Fees

Rental income

Interest received

Sales revenue

Other income

Grants, subsidies and contributions
Total recurrent revenue

Capital revenue

Grants, subsidies and contributions
Non-cash contributions

Total capital revenue

TOTAL INCOME

Recurrent expenses

Employee benefits

Materials and services
Finance costs

Depreciation and amortisation
Other expenditure

Net internal costs

Total recurrent expenses

Capital expenses
Loss/(gain) on disposal of non-current assets
Total capital expenses

TOTAL EXPENSES
NET RESULT

Other comprehensive income
Items that will not be reclassified toa net result

Revaluation of property, plant and equipment

TOTAL COMPREHENSIVE INCOME

* Allamounts are rounded to the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review

Proposed Changes
Annual Budget
Revised Budget Review

Original Budget
2021-22 2021-22 2021-22
5000* 5000* $000*
111,574 111,650
170,378 170,378
(3,486) (3486
15,337 15,337
1,067 1,067
2,037 2,037
3,682 3,682
469 469
9,496 9,808
310,554 310,042
22,133 28,638
2,461 2,461
24,594 31,008
335,148 342,041
97,172 97,295
145,459 145,725
2,007 2,007
67,563 67,563
522 522
(2,213) (2,213)
310,511 310,899
289 289
289 289
310,799 311,188
24,349 30,853
24,349 30,853

(22)
465
76
155
3,282

(339)
(339)

3,372

1,994

1,904

Proposed Revised
Budget

2021-22
$000*

111,650
170,378
(3,486)
17,797
1,214
2,016
2,147
546
9,962
314,224

30,721
2,461
33,182

347,407

97,872
148,858
2,007
67,563
522
(2,213)
314,610

(50)
(50)
314,560

32,847

32,847

Page 1of 12
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REDLAND CITY COUNCIL

Statement of Financial Position
Forecast as at 30 June 2022

CURRENT ASSETS

Cash and cash equivalents
Trade and other receivables
Inventories

Other current assets

Total current assets

NON-CURRENT ASSETS
Investment property

Property, plant and equipment
Intangible assets

Right-of-use assets

Other financial assets
Investment in other entities
Total non-current assets

Original Budget

2021-22

198,990

42,672
916
1,810

244,389

1,225

2,619,909

1,135
4,723
73
12,657

2,639,722

Revised Budget

2021-22
$000*

196,457
43,012
1,024
4,967
245,460

1,225
2,705,684
1,160
4,984

73

12,657
2,725,782

Annual Budget
Review Proposed
Movements
$000*

Proposed Revised
Budget
2021-22
5000

195,979
43,012
1,024
2,967
244,982

1,225
2,709,572
1,160
4,984

73

12,657
2,729,671

CURRENT LIABILITIES
Trade and other payables
Borrowings with QTC
Lease liability - current
Provisions

Other current liabilities
Total current liabilities

NON-CURRENT LIABILITIES
Borrowings with QTC

Lease liability - non-current
Provisions

Total non-current liabilities

37,171
8,326
1,294

15,270
1,911

63,972

38,659

2,377
21,539
64,576

45,927
8,919
1,130

15,791
5,758

71,525

45,927
8919
1,130

17,207
5,758

78,941

COMMUNITY EQUITY
Asset revaluation surplus
Retained surplus
Constrained cash reserves

* All amounts are rounded to the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review

1,035,840
1,619,513
100,210

1,106,353
1,623,313
98,681

(2,644)
4,638

1,106,353
1,620,669
103,319

Page 2 of 12
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REDLAND CITY COUNCIL

Statement of Cash Flows
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

CASH FLOWS FROM OPERATING ACTIVITIES

Original Budgeted

Cash Flow
2021-22
$000*

Cash and Cash
Equivalents at
Beginning of
2021-22
$000*

Proposed
Movement
Annual Budget
Review
$000*

Proposed Revised

Budget
2021-22
$000*

Receipts from customers 297,941 298,017 3,002 301,019
Payments to suppliers and employees (246,606) (246,995) (2,295) (249,290)
51,334 51,022 707 51,729
Interest received 2,037 2,037 (22) 2,016
Rental income 1,067 1,067 147 1,214
MNon-capital grants and contributions 14,109 14,421 155 14,575
Borrowing costs (1,763) (1,763) - (1,763)
Right-of-use assets interest expense (131) (131) - (131)
Net cash inflow/(outflow) from operating activities 66,654 66,654 987 67,641
CASH FLOWS FROM INVESTING ACTIVITIES
Payments for property, plant and equipment (70,498) (102,732) (3,888) (106,620)
Payments for intangible assets - - - -
Proceeds from sale of property, plant and equipment 1,222 1,222 339 1,562
Capital grants, subsidies and contributions 22,133 28,638 2,084 30,721
Other cash flows from investing activities 3,500 3,500 - 3,500
Net cash inflow/(outflow) from investing activities (43,642) (69,372) (1,466) (70,838)
CASH FLOWS FROM FINANCING ACTIVITIES
Proceeds from borrowings 10,324 10,324 - 10,324
Repayment of borrowings (7,243) (7,243) - (7,243)
Right-of-use assets lease payments (1,145) (1,145) - (1,145)
Net cash inflow/(outflow) from financing activities 1,936 1,936 - 1,936
Net increase/(decrease) in cash and cash equivalents held 24,947 (782) (478) (1,261)
Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of the financial year 174,043 197,240 197,240
Cash and cash equivalents at end of the financial year 198,990 196,457 (478) 195,979
* Al amounts are rounded to the nearest thousand
2021-22 Annual Budget Review Page 3 of 12
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16 FEBRUARY 2022

REDLAND CITY COUNCIL
2021-22 Key Performance Indicators

Original

Budget
Financial Stability and Sustainability Ratios 2021-22

Revised as per
Carryover Budget
Review
2021-22

Revised as per
Annual Budget
Review
2021-22

Level of Dependence on General Rate Revenue
(Excludes utility revenues) - Threshold set < 40% 34.96%

Ability to Pay Our Bills - Current Ratio
Target between 1.1 and 4.1 3.82

Ability to Repay Our Debt - Debt Servicing Ratio (%)
Target less than or equal to 15% 3.27%

CashBalance 5M

Target greater than or equal to $50m 198,990
The cash balance includes $116M constrained cash [55% of the total balance)

Cash Balances - Cash Capacity in Months
Target greater than 3 months 9.61

Longer Term Financial Stability - Debt to Asset Ratio (%)
Target less than or equal to 10% 1.63%

Operating Performance
Target greater than or equal to 10% 21.15%

Operating Surplus Ratio
Target between 0% and 10% 0.01%

Net Financial Liabilities
Target less than 60%* -37.30%

Interest Coverage Ratio
Target less than 5%** -0.19%

Asset Sustainability Ratio
Target greater than 90% 64.57%

* The net financial lizbilities ratio exceeds the target range when current assets are greater than total liabilities (and the ratio is negative)
** The interest coverage ratio exceeds the target range when interest revenue is greater than interest expense [and the ratio is negative)

2021-22 Annual Budget Review

34.94%

3.31%

196,457

947

1.81%

21.12%

0.01%

-37.39%

-0.15%

83.16%

34.58%

195,979

9.36

21.22%

-0.12%

-32.04%

-0.14%

72.26%

Page 4 of 12
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REDLAND CITY COUNCIL

Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget
2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
$000* $000* $000* $000*
Revenue
Ratescharges 111,574 111,650 - 111,650
Levies and utility charges 170,378 170,378 - 170,378
Less: Pensioner remissions and rebates (3,486) (3,486) - (3,486)
Fees 15,337 15,337 2,461 17,797
Operating grants and subsidies 8,729 9,041 155 9,196
Operating contributions and donations 767 767 - 767
Interest extemnal 2,037 2,037 (22) 2,016
Other revenue 5,218 5,218 688 5,906

Expenses

Employee benefits 97,172 97,295 577 97,872
Materials and services 145,459 145,725 3,134 148,858
Finance costs other 437 437 - 437
Other expenditure 522 522 - 522
Net internal costs (2,213) (2,213) - (2,213)

Interest expense - external 1,569 1,569 - 1,569
Interest expense - internal - - - -
Depreciation and amortisation 67,563 67,563 - 67,563

Capital Funding Statement

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget

2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
smo:t S{)Ooﬂ: 50001: SOoo:t

Proposed sources of capital funding

Capital contributions and donations 14,257 14,257 (1,455) 12,801
Capital grants and subsidies 7,876 14,381 3,539 17,920
Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets 1,222 1,222 329 1,562
Capital transfers (to) / from reserves 3,541 12,101 (3,266) 8,835
Non-cash contributions 2,461 2,461 - 2,461
New loans 10,324 10,324 - 10,324
Funding from general revenue 41,990 59,159 4,732 63,891

Proposed application of capital funds

Contributed assets 2,461 2,461 - 2,461
Capitalised goods and services 62,822 95,085 3,677 98,763
Capitalised employee costs 7,676 7,647 211 7,858
Loan redemption 8,712 8,712 - 8,712

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves (22,274) (22,274) (1,365) (23,638)
Transfers from constrained operating reserves 17,400 17,400 (8) 17,392
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed 1,511 1,511 - 1,511

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review Page 5 of 12
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CEO Groups
Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget
2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
$000* $000* $000* $000*
Revenue
Rates charges - - - -

Levies and utility charges - - - -

Less. Pensioner remissions and rebates - - - -
Fees - - - -
Operating grants and subsidies - - - -
Operating contributions and donations - - - -
Interest extemnal - - - R
Other revenue - - - -

Expenses

Employee benefits 5,799 5,746 44 5,790
Materials and services 1,491 1,491 89 1,580
Finance costs other - - - -
Other expenditure - - - -
Net internal costs (7,300) (7,300) (1) (7,301)

Interest expense - external - - - -
Interest expense - internal - - - -
Depreciation and amortisation 3 3 - 3

Capital Funding Statement

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget

2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
smo:t S{)Ooﬂ: 50001: SOoo:t

Proposed sources of capital funding

Capital contributions and donations - - - -
Capital grants and subsidies - - - -
Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets - - - -
Capital transfers (to) / from reserves - - - -
Nen-cash contributions - - - R
New loans - - - -
Funding from general revenue - - - -

Proposed application of capital funds

Contributed assets - - - R
Capitalised goods and services - - - -
Capitalised employee costs - - - -
Loan redemption - - - -

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves - - - -
Transfers from constrained operating reserves - - - -
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed - - - -

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review Page 6 of 12
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Organisational Services
Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Revenue
Rates charges
Levies and utility charges

Less: Pensioner remissions and rebates
Fees
Operating grants and subsidies
Operating contributions and donations
Interest extemal
Other revenue

Original Budget

2021-22
sooo:‘:

111,574
11,316
(3,006)
837
5,848

614
470

Proposed
Revised Budget Changes Annual
2021-22 Budget Review
$000* $000*

111,650 -
11,316 -
(3,008) -

837 1,094
5,868 -

614 78

470 373

Proposed Revised
Budget
2021-22

$000*

111,650
11,316
(3,006)
1,931
5,868

692
843

Expenses

Employee benefits
Materials and services
Finance costs other
Other expenditure
Net internal costs

26,545
14,521
429
280

(18,917)

26,568 357
14,348 1,017
429 B
280 -
(18,917) (0)

26,925
15,364
429
280

(18,917)

Interest expense - external
Interest expense - internal
Depreciation and amortisation

1,286
(15,139)
4,542

1,286 -
(15,139) -
4,542 -

1,286
(15,139)
4,542

Original Budget

Capital Funding Statement

Proposed sources of capital funding
Capital contributions and donations
Capital grants and subsidies

Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets
Capital transfers (to) / from reserves
Nen-cash contributions

New loans

Funding from general revenue

2021-22
SOOO:‘:

Proposed
Changes Annual
Budget Review
5000:':

Revised Budget
2021-22
$000*

733 3,384
1,222 -
4,555 (324)
6,956 -
7,415 111

Proposed Revised
Budget
2021-22

5000:‘:

4,118
1,222
4,231

6,956
7,526

Proposed application of capital funds
Contributed assets

Capitalised goods and services
Capitalised employee costs

Loan redemption

8,535

7,230

13,652
- 55
7,230 -

16,768

7,230

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves
Transfers from constrained operating reserves
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review

(13,462)
514
1,222

(13,462) -
514 -
1,222 -

(13,462)
514
1,222

Page 7 of 12
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Community & Customer Services
Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Revenue
Rates charges
Levies and utility charges

Less: Pensioner remissions and rebates
Fees
Operating grants and subsidies
Operating contributions and donations
Interest extemal
Other revenue

Original Budget

2021-22

Proposed Proposed Revised
Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget
2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
$000* $000* $000*

9,977 9,977 1,357 11,334
912 1,203 128 1,332
24 24 - 24
1,449 1,481 162 1,643

Expenses

Employee benefits
Materials and services
Finance costs other
Other expenditure
Net internal costs

32,812 32,965 127) 32,938
8,076 8,670 1,865 10,536
7 7 - 7

235 235 - 235
15,267 15,267 (1) 15,266

Interest expense - external
Interest expense - internal
Depreciation and amortisation

51 51 - 51

2,367 2,367 - 2,367

Original Budget

Capital Funding Statement

Proposed sources of capital funding
Capital contributions and donations
Capital grants and subsidies

Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets
Capital transfers (to) / from reserves
Nen-cash contributions

New loans

Funding from general revenue

2021-22

Proposed Proposed Revised

Revised Budget  Changes Annual Budget

2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22

smo:t 50001: sooo:t
8,845 8,845 (1,455) 7,390
- 91 155 245
- - 339 339
(8,845) (6,936) (405) (7,340)
3,887 4,319 1,549 5,868

Proposed application of capital funds
Contributed assets

Capitalised goods and services
Capitalised employee costs

Loan redemption

3,275 5,706 70 5,777
- - 112 112
613 613 - 613

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves
Transfers from constrained operating reserves
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review

- - (1,365) (1,365)
1,212 1,212 - 1,212

Page 8 of 12
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Infrastructure & Operations (incl City Water and City Waste)

Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget
2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
$000* $000* $000* $000*
Revenue
Rates charges - - - -
Levies and utility charges 159,062 159,062 - 159,062
Less: Pensioner remissions and rebates (480) (480) - (480)
Fees 4,522 4,522 10 4,533
Operating grants and subsidies 1,969 1,969 27 1,996
Operating contributions and donations 743 743 - 743
Interest extemnal 1,423 1,423 (100) 1,323
Other revenue 3,300 3,268 153 3,421

Expenses

Employee benefits 32,016 32,016 204 32,220
Materials and services 121,372 121,216 162 121,378
Finance costs other 1 1 - 1
Other expenditure 7 7 - 7
Net internal costs 8,737 8,737 2 8,739

Interest expense - external 233 233 - 233
Interest expense - internal 15,139 15,139 - 15,139
Depreciation and amortisation 60,652 60,652 - 60,652

Capital Funding Statement

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget

2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
smo:t S{)Ooﬂ: 50001: SOoo:t

Proposed sources of capital funding

Capital contributions and donations 5,412 5,412 - 5,412
Capital grants and subsidies 7,876 13,557 - 13,557
Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets - - - -

Capital transfers (to) / from reserves 7,965 14,481 (2,537) 11,944
Non-cash contributions 2,461 2,461 - 2,461
New loans 3,368 3,368 - 3,368
Funding from general revenue 34,936 47,426 3,072 50,498

Proposed application of capital funds

Contributed assets 2,461 2,461 - 2,461
Capitalised goods and services 51,012 75,727 491 76,218
Capitalised employee costs 7,676 7,647 44 7,691
Loan redemption 870 870 - 870

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves (8,811) (8,811) - (8,811)
Transfers from constrained operating reserves 15,674 15,674 (8) 15,666
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed 289 289 - 289

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review Page 9 of 12
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Infrastructure & Operations (excl City Water and City Waste)

Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Original Budget

2021-22
$000*

Revenue
Rates charges -
Levies and utility charges 3,473

Less: Pensioner remissions and rebates -
Fees 3,320
Operating grants and subsidies 1,742
Operating contributions and donations 743
Interest extemal 43
Other revenue 421

Proposed
Changes Annual
Budget Review
$000*

Proposed Revised
Budget
2021-22

$000*

Revised Budget
2021-22
SOOO:‘:

3,473 -

3,320 10 3,330
1,742 - 1,742
743 - 743
43 - 43
389 3 392

Expenses

Employee benefits 20,864
Materials and services 38,996
Finance costs other 0
Other expenditure 7
Net internal costs 2,605

20,364 104 20,967
38,640 (48) 38,593
0 - 0
7 - 7
2,605 1 2,605

Interest expense - external 2
Interest expense - internal -
Depreciation and amortisation 35,518

35,518 - 35,518

Original Budget

Capital Funding Statement

2021-22
SOOO:‘:

Proposed sources of capital funding

Capital contributions and donations 2,456
Capital grants and subsidies 7,876
Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets -

Capital transfers (to) / from reserves 6,946
Nen-cash contributions 82
New loans -

Funding from general revenue 36,881

Proposed Proposed Revised
Revised Budget  Changes Annual Budget
2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22

smo:t 50001: sooo:t

2,456 - 2,456

13,557 - 13,557

13,462 (20) 13,442

82 - 82

39,476 2,669 42,145

Proposed application of capital funds
Contributed assets 82

Capitalised goods and services 465,820
Capitalised employee costs 7,286
Loan redemption 53

82 - 82
62,769 2,606 65,374
6,129 a4 6,173
53 - 53

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves (3,504)
Transfers from constrained operating reserves 10,366
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed 289

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review

(3,504) - (3,504)
10,366 (8) 10,359
289 - 289

Page 10 of 12

Item 13.2- Attachment 1

2 Page 50



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

City Water
Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget
2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
$000* $000* $000* $000*
Revenue
Rates charges - - - -
Levies and utility charges 124,658 124,658 - 124,658
Less: Pensioner remissions and rebates (480) (480) - (480)
Fees 782 782 97 879

Operating grants and subsidies - - - -
Operating contributions and donations - - - -

Interest extemnal 1,141 1,141 (84) 1,058
Other revenue 2,065 2,065 150 2,215

Expenses

Employee benefits 9,688 9,688 100 9,788
Materials and services 62,793 62,993 149 63,142
Finance costs other - - - -
Other expenditure - - - -
Net internal costs 3,303 3,303 1 3,304

Interest expense - external 224 224 - 224
Interest expense - internal 15,139 15,139 - 15,139
Depreciation and amortisation 24,711 24,711 - 24,711

Capital Funding Statement

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget

2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
smo:t S{)Ooﬂ: 50001: SOoo:t

Proposed sources of capital funding

Capital contributions and donations 2,956 2,956 - 2,956
Capital grants and subsidies - - - -
Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets - - - -

Capital transfers (to) / from reserves 1,019 1,019 (2,518) (1,498)
Non-cash contributions 2,379 2,379 - 2,379
New loans 3,368 3,368 - 3,368
Funding from general revenue (2,693) 7,450 78 7,529

Proposed application of capital funds

Contributed assets 2,379 2,379 - 2,379
Capitalised goods and services 3,592 12,614 (2,439) 10,174
Capitalised employee costs 390 1,518 - 1,518
Loan redemption 662 662 - 662

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves - - - -
Transfers from constrained operating reserves - - - -
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed - - - -

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review Page 11 of 12
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City Waste
Operating Statement
Forecast for the year ending 30 June 2022

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget
2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
$000* $000* $000* $000*
Revenue
Rates charges - - - -
Levies and utility charges 30,931 30,931 - 30,931
Less. Pensioner remissions and rebates - - - -
Fees 682 682 - 682
Operating grants and subsidies 227 227 27 254
Operating contributions and donations - - - -
Interest extemnal 239 239 (16) 223
Other revenue 814 814 - 814

Expenses

Employee benefits 1,943 1,943 - 1,943
Materials and services 20,203 20,203 60 20,263
Finance costs other 1 1 - 1
Other expenditure - - - -
Net internal costs 1,826 1,826 - 1,826

Interest expense - external 7 7 - 7
Interest expense - internal - - - -
Depreciation and amortisation 423 423 - 423

Capital Funding Statement

Proposed Proposed Revised
Original Budget  Revised Budget Changes Annual Budget

2021-22 2021-22 Budget Review 2021-22
smo:t S{)Ooﬂ: 50001: SOoo:t

Proposed sources of capital funding

Capital contributions and donations - - - -
Capital grants and subsidies - - - -
Proceeds on disposal of non-current assets - - - -
Capital transfers (to) / from reserves - - - -
Nen-cash contributions - - - R
New loans - - - -
Funding from general revenue 755 1,005 325 1,329

Proposed application of capital funds

Contributed assets - - - R
Capitalised goods and services 600 850 325 1,174
Capitalised employee costs - - - -

Loan redemption 155 155 - 155

Other budgeted items

Transfers to constrained operating reserves (5,307) (5,307) - (5,307)
Transfers from constrained operating reserves 5,307 5,307 - 5,307
Written down value (WDV) of assets disposed - - -

* Allamounts are rounded w the nearest thousand

2021-22 Annual Budget Review
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133 RESPONSE TO MAYORAL MINUTE - STATE GOVERNMENT BULK WATER REBATE
Objective Reference: A6445195

Authorising Officer: Amanda Pafumi, Acting General Manager Organisational Services

Responsible Officer: Tony Beynon, Group Manager Corporate Governance

Report Author: Allan McNeil, Executive Officer
Attachments: 1. Letter from Mayor Karen Williams to Minister Glenn Butcher {
2.  Letter from Mayor Karen Williams to Seqwater {
3.  Letter from Minister Glenn Butcher to Mayor Karen Williams
4. Letter from Mayor Karen Williams to MP Don Brown {
5. Letter from Seqwater to Mayor Karen Williams
6. Letter from Mayor Karen Williams to MP Dr Mark Robinson {
7.  Letter from Mayor Karen Williams to MP Mick de Brenni {
8. Letter from Mayor Karen Williams to MP Kim Williams
PURPOSE

To update Council on Resolution 2021/211 of the General Meeting 15 September 2021 advocating
to the State Government to implement a concealed leaks policy in support of FIN-018-P (Council’s
existing Concealed Leaks Policy).

BACKGROUND

At the General Meeting 15 September 2021 Council considered a Mayoral Minute and resolved as
follows:

1.

To write to the State Government and Seqwater and request that they support Council’s
existing Concealed Leaks Policy by implementing a Concealed Leaks Policy and associated
processes to cover the State Government’s bulk water component of water consumption in
Redland City.

To seek support for the policy change from Redlands Coast Members of Parliament, through a
petition seeking public support to State Parliament to be published on Council’s website and
shared through media.

To request that any decision by the Government to provide a concealed leaks rebate be
conveyed to Council by February 2022, to allow time for Council 2022-23 Budget deliberations.

Subject to the State Government implementing a bulk water rebate, Council considers any
policy change to complement the State’s bulk water rebate to further assist ratepayers.

Under the South East Queensland Water (Restructuring) Act 2007 (Qld), Council purchases bulk
water from the State Government owned bulk water entity, Seqwater. The below table shows the
increase in bulk water costs in recent years.

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

Price per ki S 2161 S 2361 S 2561 S 2748 S 20935 S 3122 S 3231
Percentage increase
on prior year 10.14% 9.20% 8.47% 7.30% 6.80% 6.37% 3.49%

During the 2020-2021 financial year, Council expensed in excess of $42M in bulk water payments.
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Previous Advocacy

Redland City Council has consistently advocated on behalf of residents for the State Government
to implement a policy to refund the bulk water component of water lost through a concealed leak.

This includes writing to current and previous Ministers and Seqwater as far back as 2018 and
encouraging the State Government to adopt a Concealed Leaks Policy through State election
advocacy documents.

In November 2021 Seqwater made a submission to the Queensland Competition Authority’s
(QCA’s) Seqwater Bulk Water Price Review, recommending the introduction of a policy to discount
bulk water prices for end customers that lose water because of concealed leaks on their property.
While Seqwater proposed a discount on the bulk water component for end-use customers for
concealed leaks, during its review the Queensland Competition Authority, did not support this
approach suggesting it was outside of the scope of the review of bulk water prices and a matter
for government policy.

The full draft QCA’s report can be found here https://www.qca.org.au/project/urban-bulk-
water/seqwater-bulk-water-investigations/seqwater-bulk-water-prices-2022-26/.

A final report is expected to be released by the QCA in April 2021.

ISSUES

Under the South East Queensland Customer Water and Wastewater Code the region’s water
service providers must have a concealed leaks policy. Redland City Council has had a Concealed
Leaks Policy for over 20 years to support residents in recouping a portion of the Council cost of
water lost through a concealed leak. At the present time Council remits 80 per cent or 100 per
cent for eligible pensioners.

During the 2020-2021 financial year, Council provided over $92,000 in concealed leak remissions.

As explained above, Council purchases bulk water from Seqwater, the Queensland Government
Bulk Water Supply Authority. The cost of purchasing bulk water is recovered directly from the
consumer and this must be shown on the customer’s water summary (attached to the quarterly
rate notice) as a line item, ‘State Govt bulk water consumption’. In effect, through legislation
requirements, the State Government has established the cost of purchasing bulk water as a pass-
through cost to the consumer.

Seqwater does not currently have a policy for Council or residents to receive a rebate for the cost
of bulk water lost through a concealed leak. Our existing Concealed Leaks Policy covers the
Council component of water lost through a concealed leak. Including the State Government
component of the water lost in our policy would effectively see ratepayers share the cost of
paying for the bulk water twice, once to the State Government through the bulk purchase of water
and once to the resident claiming the concealed leak rebate.

Council’s existing Concealed Leaks Policy was the subject of media and public commentary in
September 2021, including claims all other South East Queensland water retailers provide refunds
for a portion of the State Government’s bulk water cost lost through a concealed leak. In response
to this commentary, Council’s existing Concealed Leaks Policy was compared to those of other
water retailers. The outcomes of this comparison are noted below:
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1. The majority of Local Government Areas receive their water from water retailers, with only
Redland, Logan and Gold Coast City Councils operating their own water entities.

2. Of the three Councils (Gold Coast, Logan and Redland) that operate water retailers, Gold Coast
City Council is the only one that includes a portion of bulk water in its existing Concealed Leaks
Policy. Both Logan and Redland City Councils refund a portion of the Council component of
water lost through a concealed leak.

3. At the time of reviewing the policies, Redland City Council was the only water retailer that did
not require the customer to repair the concealed leak within one month of the concealed leak
being detected.

In line with Council’s resolution 2021/211 of the General Meeting 15 September 2021, Council
wrote to the State Government and Seqwater on 29 September 2021 advocating for a State
Government policy and associated processes to allow residents to recoup a portion of the State
Government bulk water costs lost through a concealed leak in Redland City (Attachments 1 and 2).

In response, correspondence was received from the Minister for Regional Development,
Manufacturing and Water on 14 October 2021 (Attachment 3), advising that under the Seqwater
and Wastewater Code the region’s water service providers must have a concealed leaks policy and
are responsible for determining the level of support provided under the policy. The Minister’s
correspondence goes on to say that, “If the Council has concerns regarding the adequacy of the
financial relief it is presently able to provide customers affected by a concealed leak, then it is a
matter for the Council to consider amending its Concealed Leaks Policy. This is not a decision for
the State Government to make.”

In line with the Council resolution, Council also wrote to local Members (Attachment 4) and
published a Parliamentary petition calling on the State Government to implement a concealed
leaks policy in support of Council’s existing policy. This petition was signed by 466 people. Council
is still awaiting a formal response to this petition.

In further support of residents, Council also considered a report at its General Meeting
15 December 2021, relating to changes to the Redland City Council Policy FIN-018-P Concealed
Leaks Policy. In response, Council resolved to extend its policy to include an Extenuating
Circumstances Panel to assess applications from consumers that believe extenuating
circumstances were a factor that Council should consider in appraising eligibility to the policy and
the level of remission applicable for the loss (policy statement 10). Council also resolved to
include, within the eligibility requirements, that the concealed leak is repaired within 30 days of
identification or notification of higher than usual water use, with notification being able to take
the form of an SMS, email, letter, phone call or card left in the letterbox; bringing Council’s policy
in line with other water retailers.

Council also resolved to retrospectively apply policy statement 10 for applications received after 1
July 2021.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS

Legislative Requirements

The following legislation is relevant in considering this matter:

Water Act 2000
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South East Queensland Water (Restructuring) Act 2007 (Qld)
South East Queensland Customer Water and Wastewater Code

Risk Management

There are risks to Redland City residents who are impacted financially as a result of a concealed
leak, with no rebate available from the State Government on bulk water charges resulting from a
concealed water leak. This risk extends to other ratepayers who pay the cost of bulk water to
State Government owned bulk water entities.

Financial

There are no financial implications as a result of this report.
People

There are no implications on people as a result of this report.
Environmental

There are no environmental implications as a result of this report.
Social

There are no social implications as a result of this report.
Human Rights

There are no Human Rights implications in this report.
Alignment with Council's Policy and Plans

The report has a relationship with the following item of Council’s Our Future Redlands — A
Corporate Plan to 2026 and Beyond:

Corporate Plan Goal 1 — City Leadership

1.4 Advocate for services and funding across our city to enhance social, cultural, environmental
and economic outcomes.

Policy FIN- 018-P — Concealed Leaks Policy

CONSULTATION
Consulted Consultation Date Comments/Actions
Group Manager Corporate 3 February 2022 Discussed contents of report
Governance

Chief Financial Officer

General Manager Infrastructure
and Operations

Executive Officer

Councillors 15 December 2021 | Council adopted an extenuating circumstances policy
for concealed leaks

Councillors and Executive 16 November 2021 Discussed implementing an extenuating circumstances

Leadership Team policy for concealed leaks
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OPTIONS

Option One

That Council resolves as follows:

1. To note the response from the State Government, as attached to this report.

2. To advocate to the State Government to implement a concealed water leaks policy, which will,
in future, provide rebate to Redland City residents.

Option Two

The Council resolves to request further information from the State Government and Seqwater to
be discussed during development of the 2022-23 Budget.

OFFICERS RECOMMENDATION

That Council resolves as follows:

1. To note the response from the State Government, as attached to this report.

2. To advocate to the State Government to implement a concealed water leaks policy, which will,
in future, provide rebate to Redland City residents.

Item 13.3 2 Page 57



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2022/30

Moved by: Cr Julie Talty
Seconded by:  Cr Wendy Boglary

That Council resolves as follows:

1. To note the response from the State Government, as attached to this report, to include
additional attachments 6,7 and 8.

2. To continue to advocate to the State Government for it to implement a concealed water
leaks policy for bulk water, which will, in future, provide rebate to Redland City residents.

3. To note the submission from Seqwater to the Queensland Competition Authority (QCA)
recommending a concealed leaks discount on bulk water charges for customers that lose
water because of a concealed leak.

4. To write to the QCA in support of the Seqwater submission.

5. To note that the QCA response that the Seqwater submission is outside the scope of their
review and is a matter for the State Government.

6. To note the State Minister has approved the development of a concealed leaks remission
policy by Seqwater who has been working on one for several years. The Seqwater
submission references this policy development and states that a discount on bulk water
costs would be in accordance with this policy.

7. To write to the relevant State Government Ministers in support of the Seqwater submission
and encourage the Minister to commence a review that would consider the Seqwater
recommendation or a similar policy that would support the community.

8. To write to all water retailers and Seqwater to establish a joint position and
recommendation to the Minister for their consideration and provide the findings to the
Minister for their consideration.

CARRIED 11/0

Crs Karen Williams, Wendy Boglary, Peter Mitchell, Paul Golle, Lance Hewlett, Mark Edwards, Julie
Talty, Rowanne McKenzie, Tracey Huges, Adelia Berridge and Paul Bishop voted FOR the motion.
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Office of the Mayor

Redland City Council
PO Box 21,
Cleveland Qld 4163

Business hours 07 3829 8235
Email mayor@redland.qld.gov.au
www.redland.qld.gov.au

29 September 2021

Hon Glenn Butcher MP

Minister for Regional Development

and Manufacturing and Minister for Water

PO Box 15009

City East QId 4002

E: regionaldevelopment@ministerial.qld.gov.au

Dear Minister

| am writing to again request that the Queensland Government introduce a policy to
provide reimbursement by the Government of the bulk water component of water charges
in the event of concealed leaks.

As your colleague Don Brown MP has recently highlighted in the community, considerable
distress can be experienced by residents when they discover a concealed leak and
subsequently receive a bill for the water lost. This is an important matter for our
community and at its last General Meeting, Council unanimously agreed to again request
the Queensland Government implement a concealed leaks policy to complement
Council’s existing policy.

The community wants governments to work together to support them and Council would
welcome an opportunity to work with the Government to ensure residents affected by
concealed water leaks are given a fair go. To this end, our resolution states that if the
State Government implements such a reimbursement policy by February 2022, Council
will then revisit our existing policy to investigate ways to complement the State’s new
policy to further support residents. The date of February 2022 has been identified to allow
time for Council to amend our policy and implement any changes in time for adoption of
our 2022-23 Budget.

To support residents, Redland City Council has had a concealed leaks policy in place for
several years and refunds portion of the Council component (distribution and retail water
consumption charge) of a water bill to residents when there has been a concealed leak.
Disappointingly, there remains no avenue for Redlands Coast residents to seek a refund
from the State on their bulk water costs in the event of a leak which, as you know, is the
majority of the bill.

You would be aware that Council acts as agent for the State when it comes to collection
of bulk water charges, which have more than doubled since 2012 and are included in
quarterly rates notices issued by councils. The State component of the total water
consumption cost levied on residents is 83.7 per cent. These funds are provided directly
to the State and Council’s resolution from its 15 September General Meeting is effectively
asking the State to accept its responsibility as the majority contributor to the cost and
reimburse residents for the bulk water lost through a concealed leak.

2 Page 59

Item 13.3- Attachment 1



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

In line with Council’s resolution | have also written to all Redlands Coast State MP’s and
Seqwater, and will shortly launch a petition to the Queensland Parliament. | look forward
to receiving a positive response to Council's request.

Yours sincerely

Mayor Karen Williams
Redland City Council
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Office of the Mayor

Redland City Council

PO Box 21,
Cleveland Qld 4163

& ) Business hours 07 3829 8235
K Tk Email mayor@redland.qld.gov.au
W www.redland.gld.gov.au

29 September 2021

Mr Neil Brennan

Chief Executive Officer

Seqwater

PO Box 328

Ipswich QLD 4305

Email: OfficeOf CEO@seqgwater.com.au

Dear Mr Brennan

| write to you again on behalf of Redland City Council and Redlands Coast residents to
request that Seqwater introduce a concealed leaks policy to complement Council's own
policy.

As you know, Council has had a concealed leaks policy in place for several years and
refunds the Council component (distribution and retail water consumption charge) of a
water bill to residents when there has been a concealed leak.

However, the majority (83.7 per cent) of residents’ water bills are made up of State
Government bulk water costs and there continues to be no State provision for
reimbursement of the bulk water costs in the event of a concealed leak.

At its General Meeting on 15 September 2021 Council resolved unanimously:

1. To write to the State Government and Seqwater and request that they support
Council's existing concealed leaks policy by implementing a concealed leaks
policy and associated processes to cover the State Government’s bulk water
component of water consumption in Redland City.

2. To seek support for the policy change from Redlands Coast Members of
Parliament through a petition seeking public support to State Parliament to be
published on Council's website and shared through media.

3. To request that any decision by the Government to provide a concealed leaks
rebate be conveyed to Council by February 2022, to allow time for Council 2021-
22 Budget deliberations.

4. Subject to the State Government implementing a bulk water rebate, Council
considers any policy change to complement the State’s bulk water rebate to
further assist ratepayers.

Each year Council is approached by residents who have discovered concealed leaks on
their properties which can — and have — resulted in them receiving bills of more than
$10,000 for a quarter.
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(2]

You would recall that | last wrote to you in June 2019 with a similar request relating to
implementation of a concealed leak policy to cover the bulk water cost imposed by the
State. This followed similar earlier requests to Seqwater and the Government.

Council would welcome an opportunity to work with Seqwater and the Government to
ensure residents affected by concealed water leaks are given a fair go.

| have also written to the Minister for Water, the Hon Glenn Butcher MP, asking the
Government to change its policy in relation to this matter. | look forward to receiving a
positive response to Council’s request.

Yours sincerely

Mayor Karen Williams
Redland City Council
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Hon Glenn Butcher MP
Minister for Regional Development and Manufacturing

i
Guemmen:  Minister for Water

1 William Street

Brisbane QLD 4000

PO Box 15009 City East

Queensland 4002 Australia

Telephone +617 3035 6170

Email regionaldevelopment@ministerial, qld.gov.au

Ourref: CTS 20898/21

14 0CT 2021

Councillor Karen Williams
Mayor

Redland City Council

PO Box 21

CLEVELAND QLD 4163

Email: mayor@redland.qld.gov.au

Dear Mayorwiltams [KOC€EN )

| refer to your letter of 29 September 2021 regarding concealed leaks and state bulk water
charges. Your correspondence follows a similar letter from Councillor Rowanne Mckenzie in
which she raised the specific circumstances of her constituent, Mr and Mrs Fraser.

Under the SEQ Customer Water and Wastewater Code (the Code), the region’s water service
providers (that is, the relevant councils or council owned providers), must have a concealed leaks
policy. Each provider then determines the level of the rebate they wish to provide under their

policy.

These policies are administered by, and therefore the responsibility of, each water service
provider because concealed leaks occur on these local networks, or on the ratepayer’s property.
They do not occur on state government owned water infrastructure. Further, ratepayers are
customers of the relevant water service provider based on the location of their property. They are

not customers of Seqwater. )

Unlike most SEQ water service providers, the Redlands City Council policy does not provide for
any waiving or discounting of bulk water charges under any circumstances, not even for
pensioners. Others, including Urban Utilities, UnityWater and Gold Coast City Council, all provide
additional assistance in this regard.

If the Council has concerns regarding the adequacy of the financial relief it is presently able to
‘provide customers affected by a concealed leak, then it is a matter for the Council to consider
amending its concealed leaks policy. This is not a decision for the state government to make.
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In relation to state bulk water charges specifically, | note your letter incorrectly asserts these
charges contribute for 83.7 per cent of the total water consumption costs levied on residents when
in fact, they represent approximately 31 per cent of a typical Council bill. Accordingly, not only is
the statement in your correspondence incorrect, but it also neglects that the ability to waive these
charges in the event of a concealed leak is a matter for the Council to determine, in accordance

with its concealed leaks policy.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms Emily Taylor, Chief of Staff on (07) 3035 6175 or
email emily.taylor@ministerial.gld.gov.au.

Yourgysingerely
i

GLENN BUTCHER MP
Minister for Regional Development and Manufacturing
Minister for Water
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Office of the Mayor

Redland City Council

PO Box 21,
Cleveland Qld 4163

Business hours 07 3829 8235
Email mayor@redland.gld.gov.au
www.redland.qld.gov.au

24 September 2021

Mr Don Brown MP

State Member for Capalaba
PO Box 455

Capalaba QLD 4157

Email: capalaba@parliament.qld.gov.au

Dear Don

| write to seek your support in fighting for a fair go for Redlands Coast residents — your
constituents.

As you have highlighted through your Facebook posts and in your letter of Monday 20
September, considerable distress can be experienced by residents when they discover a
concealed leak and subsequently receive a bill for the water lost. This is an important
matter for our community and at its General Meeting last week, Council unanimously
agreed to again request the Queensland Government implement a concealed leaks policy
to complement Council’s existing policy.

To support residents, Redland City Council has had a concealed leaks policy in place for
several years and refunds portion of the Council component (distribution and retail water
consumption charge) of a water bill to residents when there has been a concealed leak.
Council provides an 80 per cent remission for residential and 100 per cent to eligible
pensioners and not-for-profit entities on the RCC water consumption charge of the
estimated water loss. Disappointingly, there remains no avenue for Redlands Coast
residents to seek a refund on the State-imposed bulk water costs in the event of a leak
which, as you know, is the majority of the bill.

You would be aware that Council acts as agent for the State when it comes to collection
of bulk water charges, which are included in quarterly rates notices issued by councils.
The State component of the total water consumption cost levied on residents is 83.7 per
cent. These funds are provided directly to the State and Council's resolution from its 15
September General Meeting is effectively asking the State to accept its responsibility as
the majority contributor to the cost and reimburse residents for the bulk water lost through
a concealed leak.

| would also like to point out that your comparisons between Redland City Council,
neighbouring councils and other water retailers in regards to Mr Alistair Fraser are
misleading. | have been informed all other water retailers require a resident to repair the
concealed leak within one month of detection by council or water retailer notifying of
higher than usual water consumption to be eligible for the concealed leak rebate. Redland
City Council notified Mr Fraser of the possible leak through a high water use notice but
we understand it was more than two months before the leak was repaired. Under these
circumstances and based on the information | have received, it is highly unlikely Mr Fraser
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would have qualified for a rebate from other water retailers and councils. In contrast,
Redland City Council was more than happy to provide a rebate, a fact that was omitted
from your social media posts and parliamentary privileged speech, as was the fact that
around $8,300 of Mr Fraser's excess water bill was the State component and the State
would receive this amount when the bill was paid. Instead, you called for Council to pick
up the tab.

Council has accepted its responsibility for its share of the concealed leaks costs by
implementing our remission policy and reasonable people would agree that the State, as
a result of its revenue from bulk water, the cost of which has more than doubled since
2012, should bear some responsibility to assist residents in the event of concealed leaks,
especially as the State is responsible for 83.7 per cent of the cost of delivering water to
households and businesses and pockets the vast majority of ratepayers’ water
consumption bills when paid.

Council already pays the State for bulk water, so if we had to pay for bulk water lost
through a concealed leak we would effectively be paying twice while the State keeps its
funds. Currently, Council pays the water bill to Seqwater and the debt is carried by other
ratepayers until payment is made to us by the ratepayer.

Council would welcome an opportunity to work with the Government to ensure residents
affected by concealed water leaks are given a fair go. To this end, our resolution states
that if the State Government implements such a reimbursement policy by February 2022,
Council will then revisit our existing policy to investigate ways to complement the State’s
new policy to further support residents. The date of February 2022 has been identified to
allow time for Council to amend our policy and implement any changes in time for
adoption of our 2022-23 Budget.

As part of our Council resolution, we are preparing a petition and | am seeking your
support in sponsoring the petition to the Queensland Parliament.

Our community wants all levels of government to work together to support them and
sponsoring Council’s petition will show your willingness to stand with Council in fighting
for your community and obtaining a fair go for constituents. | am happy to organise a
meeting with you to discuss how you can support the petition and how you, the
Queensland Government and Council can work together to deliver a fairer outcome for
residents impacted by the cost of concealed leaks.

In line with Council’s resolution | have also written to the Minister and Seqwater and | look
forward to your support to obtain a better outcome for Redlands Coast residents.

Yours sincerely

Mayor Karen Williams

Redland City Council
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ABN 75 450 239 876

PO Box 328 | Ipswich QLD 4305
p 130073 317 32 2
e commun

W www.seqwater.com.au

Our Ref:SW:LAB:D21/175077

18 October 2021

Mayor Karen Williams
Redland City Council
PO BOX 21
Cleveland QId 4163

via email: Karen.Williams@redland.gld.gov.au

Dear Mayor
Re: Concealed leaks policy

Thank you for your letter submitted 29 September 2021 requesting Seqwater introduce a
concealed leaks policy.

The Queensland Government is responsible for the implementation of a concealed leaks policy
and | have referred your letter to the Minister for Water, Hon Glenn Butcher MP for
consideration.

Thank you for raising the matter of concealed leaks and please don't hesitate to contact me
should you have any further queries.

Yourjpcerely,

v
eil eAnan
Chief Executive Officer

SOURCE SUPPLY

W & £
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Office of the Mayor

Redland City Council
PO Box 21,
Cleveland Qld 4163

Business hours 07 3829 8235
Email mayor@redland.qld.gov.au
www.redland.qld.gov.au

29 September 2021

Dr Mark Robinson MP
State Member for Ooodgeroo
E: oodgeroo@parliament.qld.gov.au

Dear Dr Robinson
| seek your support in obtaining a fair go for Redlands Coast residents.

Member for Capalaba, Don Brown MP has recently highlighted in the community that
considerable distress can be experienced by residents when they discover a concealed
leak and subsequently receive a bill for the water lost. This is an important matter for our
community and at its last General Meeting, Council unanimously agreed to again request
the Queensland Government implement a concealed leaks policy to complement
Council's existing policy.

To support residents, Redland City Council has had a concealed leaks policy in place for
several years and refunds portion of the Council component (distribution and retail water
consumption charge) of a water bill to residents when there has been a concealed leak.
Disappointingly, there remains no avenue for Redlands Coast residents to seek a refund
from the State on their bulk water costs in the event of a leak which, as you know, is the
majority of the bill.

You would be aware that Council acts as agent for the State when it comes to collection
of bulk water charges, which have more than doubled since 2012 and are included in
quarterly rates notices issued by councils. The State component of the total water
consumption cost levied on residents is 83.7 per cent. These funds are provided directly
to the State and Council's resolution from its 15 September General Meeting is effectively
asking the State to accept its responsibility as the majority contributor to the cost and
reimburse residents for the bulk water lost through a concealed leak.

In an attempt to compare Redland City Council, neighbouring councils and other water
retailers in regards to a concealed leak experienced by an Alexandra Hills resident Mr
Brown has made misleading comments. | have been informed all other water retailers
require a resident to repair the concealed leak within one month of being notified by
council or water retailer to be eligible for the concealed leak rebate. Redland City Council
notified the resident of the possible leak through a high water use notice but we
understand it was more than two months before the leak was repaired. Under these
circumstances and based on the information | have received, it is highly unlikely the
resident would have qualified for a rebate from other water retailers and councils. In
contrast, Redland City Council was more than happy to provide a rebate, a fact that was
omitted from Mr Brown's public comments, as was the fact that around $8,300 of the
resident’s excess water bill was the State component and the State would receive this
amount when the bill was paid. Instead, Mr Brown called for Council to pick up the tab.

2 Page 68

Item 13.3- Attachment 6



GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

(2]

Council has accepted its responsibility for its share of the concealed leaks costs by
implementing our remission policy and it is reasonable that the State, as a result of its
revenue from bulk water should bear some responsibility to assist residents in the event
of concealed leaks.

Council would welcome an opportunity to work with all elected representatives to ensure
residents affected by concealed water leaks are given a fair go. To this end, our resolution
states that if the State Government implements such a reimbursement policy by February
2022, Council will then revisit our existing policy to investigate ways to complement the
State’s new policy to further support residents.

| have written to the Minister for Water, Seqwater and Redlands Coast State MP's seeking
their support to work towards assisting residents in regards to the costs, financial and
other, of concealed leaks.

| would welcome your support and that of your Parliamentary colleagues on this matter.

Yours sincerely

Mayor Karen Williams
Redland City Council
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Office of the Mayor

Redland City Council
PO Box 21,
Cleveland Qld 4163

Business hours 07 3829 8235
Email mayor@redland.qld.gov.au
www.redland.qld.gov.au

29 September 2021

Hon Mick de Brenni MP
State Member for Springwood
Email: springwood@parliament.qgld.gov.au

Dear Minister

| write to seek your support in fighting for a fair go for Redlands Coast residents — your
constituents.

As your colleague Don Brown MP has recently highlighted in the community, considerable
distress can be experienced by residents when they discover a concealed leak and
subsequently receive a bill for the water lost. This is an important matter for our
community and at its last General Meeting, Council unanimously agreed to again request
the Queensland Government implement a concealed leaks policy to complement
Council’s existing policy.

The community wants governments to work together to support them and Council would
welcome an opportunity to work with the Government to ensure residents affected by
concealed water leaks are given a fair go. To this end, our resolution states that if the
State Government implements such a reimbursement policy by February 2022, Council
will then revisit our existing policy to investigate ways to complement the State’'s new
policy to further support residents. The date of February 2022 has been identified to allow
time for Council to amend our policy and implement any changes in time for adoption of
our 2022-23 Budget.

To support residents, Redland City Council has had a concealed leaks policy in place for
several years and refunds portion of the Council component (distribution and retail water
consumption charge) of a water bill to residents when there has been a concealed leak.
Disappointingly, there remains no avenue for Redlands Coast residents to seek a refund
from the State on their bulk water costs in the event of a leak which, as you know, is the
majority of the bill.

You would be aware that Council acts as agent for the State when it comes to collection
of bulk water charges, which have more than doubled since 2012 and are included in
quarterly rates notices issued by councils. The State component of the total water
consumption cost levied on residents is 83.7 per cent. These funds are provided directly
to the State and Council’s resolution from its 15 September General Meeting is effectively
asking the State to accept its responsibility as the majority contributor to the cost and
reimburse residents for the bulk water lost through a concealed leak.
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| would also like to point out that comparisons made by Mr Brown between Redland City
Council, neighbouring councils and other water retailers in regards to a concealed leak
experienced by an Alexandra Hills resident are misleading. | have been informed all other
water retailers require a resident to repair the concealed leak within one month of being
notified by council or water retailer to be eligible for the concealed leak rebate. Redland
City Council notified the resident of the possible leak through a high water use notice but
we understand it was more than two months before the leak was repaired. Under these
circumstances and based on the information | have received, it is highly unlikely the
resident would have qualified for a rebate from other water retailers and councils. In
contrast, Redland City Council was more than happy to provide a rebate, a fact that was
omitted from Mr Brown’'s public comments, as was the fact that around $8,300 of the
resident’s excess water bill was the State component and the State would receive this
amount when the bill was paid. Instead, Mr Brown called for Council to pick up the tab.

In line with Council's resolution | have also written to Minister Butcher and Seqwater and

will shortly be launching a petition to the Queensland Parliament. | look forward to your
support to obtain a better outcome for Redlands Coast residents.

Yours sincerely

Mayor Karen Williams
Redland City Council
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Office of the Mayor

Redland City Council

PO Box 21,
Cleveland Qld 4163

Business hours 07 3829 8235
Email mayor@redland.qld.gov.au
www.redland.qld.gov.au

29 September 2021

Ms Kim Richards MP
State Member for Redlands
Email: redlands@parliament.qld.gov.au

Dear Ms Richards

| write to seek your support in fighting for a fair go for Redlands Coast residents — your
constituents.

As your colleague Don Brown MP has recently highlighted in the community, considerable
distress can be experienced by residents when they discover a concealed leak and
subsequently receive a bill for the water lost. This is an important matter for our
community and at its last General Meeting, Council unanimously agreed to again request
the Queensland Government implement a concealed leaks policy to complement
Council's existing policy.

The community wants governments to work together to support them and Council would
welcome an opportunity to work with the Government to ensure residents affected by
concealed water leaks are given a fair go. To this end, our resolution states that if the
State Government implements such a reimbursement policy by February 2022, Council
will then revisit our existing policy to investigate ways to complement the State’s new
policy to further support residents. The date of February 2022 has been identified to allow
time for Council to amend our policy and implement any changes in time for adoption of
our 2022-23 Budget.

To support residents, Redland City Council has had a concealed leaks policy in place for
several years and refunds portion of the Council component (distribution and retail water
consumption charge) of a water bill to residents when there has been a concealed leak.
Disappointingly, there remains no avenue for Redlands Coast residents to seek a refund
from the State on their bulk water costs in the event of a leak which, as you know, is the
majority of the bill.

You would be aware that Council acts as agent for the State when it comes to collection
of bulk water charges, which have more than doubled since 2012 and are included in
quarterly rates notices issued by councils. The State component of the total water
consumption cost levied on residents is 83.7 per cent. These funds are provided directly
to the State and Council’s resolution from its 15 September General Meeting is effectively
asking the State to accept its responsibility as the majority contributor to the cost and
reimburse residents for the bulk water lost through a concealed leak.
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| would also like to point out that comparisons made by Mr Brown between Redland City
Council, neighbouring councils and other water retailers in regards to a concealed leak
experienced by an Alexandra Hills resident are misleading. | have been informed all other
water retailers require a resident to repair the concealed leak within one month of being
notified by council or water retailer to be eligible for the concealed leak rebate. Redland
City Council notified the resident of the possible leak through a high water use notice but
we understand it was more than two months before the leak was repaired. Under these
circumstances and based on the information | have received, it is highly unlikely the
resident would have qualified for a rebate from other water retailers and councils. In
contrast, Redland City Council was more than happy to provide a rebate, a fact that was
omitted from Mr Brown's public comments, as was the fact that around $8,300 of the
resident’s excess water bill was the State component and the State would receive this
amount when the bill was paid. Instead, Mr Brown called for Council to pick up the tab.

In line with Council’s resolution | have also written to Minister Butcher and Seqwater and

will shortly be launching a petition to the Queensland Parliament. | look forward to your
support to obtain a better outcome for Redlands Coast residents.

Yours sincerely

Mayor Karen Williams
Redland City Council
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Cr Lance Hewlett declared a Declarable Conflict of Interest in the following Item, stating that the
organisation Shoreline, has previously purchased a table at the Redlands Community Breakfast,
proceeds of which have supported a large range of many local Redlands charities. Cr Hewlett also
stated that the Redlands Community Breakfast is an event organised by his wife Sheena Hewlett
and it is important to note that the current owners of Shoreline, Lendlease have never sponsored
a table at this event.

Cr Hewlett considered his position and was firmly of the opinion that he could participate in the
discussion and vote on the matter in the public interest.

A vote was taken at Item 6.1 (refer Item for details).

Cr Hewlett voted FOR the motion.

14 REPORTS FROM COMMUNITY & CUSTOMER SERVICES

14.1 MCU17/0108 SHORELINE MORRIS - PRELIMINARY APPROVAL (VARIATION REQUEST)
FOR A MCU TO VARY EFFECT OF RPS V7.1

Objective Reference: A5478548

Authorising Officer:  Louise Rusan, General Manager Community & Customer Services
Responsible Officer: David Jeanes, Group Manager, City Planning & Assessment
Report Author: Brett Dibden, Principal Planner

MCU17/0108 - Approved Shoreline Master Plan

MCU17/0108 - Aerial View of Subject Site 0

MCU17/0108 - Bayhill Estate Precinct Plan J

MCU17/0108 - Zone Plan

MCU17/0108 - Shoreline (Bayhill Estate) Plan of Development
MCU17/0108 - Biting Insect Management Plan {

MCU17/0108 - Addendum to Biting Insect Management Plan {
MCU17/0108 - Bushfire Management Plan [

MCU17/0108 - Stormwater Management Plan {

MCU17/0108 - Conditions J

MCU17/0108 - Bayhill Estate Executed Consolidated Infrastructure
Agreement for MCU17/0108 [

Attachments:

WONOURWNRE

[T
= o

PURPOSE

To refer this application to a General Meeting of Council for determination, as variation requests
cannot be decided under delegated authority. The proposed development is to vary version 7.1 of
the Redlands Planning Scheme to apply a plan of development consistent with the Shoreline plan
of development that applies to the adjoining land.

BACKGROUND

Shoreline

The subject site adjoins land subject to the 2015 Shoreline approval (Council reference
MCUO01/3287) that established a precinct master plan (refer Attachment 1) approving a number of
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precincts (residential, town centre and open space) and a suite of codes to form a plan of
development (POD) to override version 6.2 of the Redlands Planning Scheme (RPS).

This approval was amended in 2019 to make a number of changes to the original approval,
including the removal of redundant conditions, which were satisfied through lodgement of
additional plans and reports (Council reference MCU18/0220).

The Shoreline approval is relevant to the subject development in a number of ways. The subject
site will benefit from water and sewer infrastructure that will be facilitated through the Shoreline
Infrastructure Agreement (IA). Changes made to the South East Queensland (SEQ) regional plan in
2017 resulted in additional land being included in the urban footprint, including the subject land
(refer green circled area in Figure 1). Sewerage treatment for both the Shoreline development
and the subject site will be facilitated by the 13,500 equivalent person membrane reactor
wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) that will be located at 38 Longland Road, Redland Bay.

Secondly, the Shoreline approval provides for a suite of open space and recreation uses that
includes an even spread of activities across the whole of the Shoreline area, dependent on park
size and location. The subject site is not part of the Shoreline approval and therefore does not
need to contribute to the Shoreline open space strategy. However, the open space proposed
within the subject development has been designed to align with the primary east-west open space
corridor, and the foreshore open space corridor, established under Shoreline. It should be noted
that the combined Shoreline recreation parks will meet the demand for park embellishments, with
the subject site providing an extension of the Moreton Bay Cycleway and associated
infrastructure, which is discussed further below.

Figure 1 — Shoreline masterplan (including expansion area) superimposed with changes to the urban footprint

ISSUES
Proposal

The proposed development being a preliminary approval including a variation request, is in two
parts. The first part consists of a precinct plan that is intended to align with the approved
Shoreline precincts that abut the subject site. The second part comprises a plan of development
that is intended to vary version 7.1 of the RPS. A summary of each part is included below:

Part A — preliminary approval
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The preliminary approval part is to consider a precinct plan (refer Attachment 3) which nominates
four precincts, being:

e Town centre frame precinct

e Residential precinct

e Open space precinct

e Foreshore open space precinct

Additionally, the precinct plan shows a conceptual minor collector road that extends along the
west side boundary before turning towards the coast, linking up with an esplanade road that
separates the residential precinct from the foreshore open space precinct. A conceptual bus stop
location is noted on the opposite side of Scenic Road.

The proposed preliminary approval is intended to integrate with the approved Shoreline POD and
precinct masterplan.

Part B — variation request

The variation request seeks to vary the effect of the RPS version 7.1 as follows:

e Establish the Bayhill estate POD, which would be applicable to future development
applications lodged under the preliminary approval.

e Varying the levels of assessment and assessment benchmarks for the proposed precincts that
are modelled upon the following RPS zone codes:

Urban residential zone code

Medium density residential zone code
Open space zone code

Environmental protection zone

0O O O O

It is important to note that any part of the RPS v7.1 not proposed to be amended by this
application will remain extant for the life of any approval and will be applicable to any
development application.

Changes to the application

The applicant has made a number of changes to the application during the assessment period
including:

e Change of applicant details. The new applicant is not the landowner, therefore owner’s
consent was provided with the notification.

e A reduction in the foreshore open space precinct (4.76ha to 3.99ha) and corresponding
extension of the residential precinct (8.65ha to 9.92ha) (refer Figure 2).

e Changes to the alignment of the proposed conceptual minor collector road to reflect the
proposed road crossing location, as varied in response to the State Assessment and Referral
Agency (SARA) further advice notice.

e Renaming the ‘conceptual minor collector road’ to ‘conceptual collector road’ to align with the
Shoreline preliminary approval (approved conceptual road and cycle hierarchy plan).
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e Amending the precinct layout to provide a more logical location for the town centre frame
precinct.

The changes are considered to meet the definition of a minor change under schedule 2 of the
Planning Act 2016 (PAct). Specifically, the change:

e Does not result in substantially different development

o The Bayhill Estate biting insect management plan (BIMP) relies upon a 100m buffer
between the proposed development and the highest astronomical tide (HAT), to assist in
reducing the impact of both mosquitos and biting midge. The change to the layout will
result in a reduction in this buffer to a minimum of 59.5m (inclusive of the esplanade road).
An addendum to the BIMP by the report’s original author noted that the original BIMP
supported a buffer of between 20m and 100m, and recommends that a buffer of,
“approximately 59.5m, but more typically 75.5m, will have the negligible if any effect on the
prevalence of mosquitos within the residential precinct.” Accordingly it is considered that
the changed application will not result in an increase of the severity of known impacts.

e Does not include prohibited development
e Does not result in additional referral agencies or require additional referral assessment
e Does not change the level of assessment

Therefore, there is no effect on the assessment stages identified in accordance with the PAct and
the development assessment rules.

LEGEND
Sut ect Ste

Figure 2 — Previous and amended precinct plans (Source: Saunders Havill 26 August 2021)

The application has been made in accordance with the PAct Development Assessment Rules and is
assessed in two parts. Part A will consider the application for a preliminary approval for a material
change of use. Part B will then consider the variation request.

Site & Locality

The subject site is 174,488m?, irregular in shape, and adjoins Moreton Bay to the east (refer
Attachment 2). The topography is quite steep with a ridge spur extending into the site in the
middle section with a moderate fall of approximately 6% towards the coast, before levelling
approaching the coast. The southern section includes a shallow valley between ridge spurs
approaching Scenic Road.
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Currently the site is improved by a single dwelling and associated outbuildings, and is accessed by
a single driveway that continues through the site beyond the coast-side boundary. The site is
mostly grassed with scattered vegetation that thickens towards the north-west boundary.

The site is not encumbered with easements or covenants. Surrounding uses include a mix of
agricultural uses and large lot residential development.

However, with the Shoreline approval in place for land adjoining the subject site, the development
pattern will change to a more typical urban form including a mix of low density residential (LDR),
medium density residential (MDR), open space and centre type development. Currently the
western side of Serpentine Creek Road is developing in line with the Shoreline approval.

Planning History

Refer to the “background” section of the report.
Assessment Framework

Part A — Preliminary Approval

Assessment Framework

In accordance with section 45 of the PAct
‘(5) An impact assessment is an assessment that—
(a) must be carried out—

(i) against the assessment benchmarks in a categorising instrument for the
development; and

(ii) having regard to any matters prescribed by regulation for this subparagraph;
and

(b) may be carried out against, or having regard to, any other relevant matter, other
than a person’s personal circumstances, financial or otherwise.

Examples of another relevant matter—

e aplanning need
e the current relevance of the assessment benchmarks in the light of changed
circumstances
e whether assessment benchmarks or other prescribed matters were based on
material errors
(6) Subsections (7) and (8) apply if an assessment manager is, under subsection (3) or (5),
assessing a development application against or having regard to—

(a) a statutory instrument; or

(b) another document applied, adopted or incorporated (with or without changes) in
a statutory instrument.

(7) The assessment manager must assess the development application against or having
regard to the statutory instrument, or other document, as in effect when the
development application was properly made.

Item 14.1 2 Page 78




GENERAL MEETING MINUTES 16 FEBRUARY 2022

(8) However, the assessment manager may give the weight the assessment manager
considers is appropriate, in the circumstances, to—

(a) if the statutory instrument or other document is amended or replaced after the
development application is properly made but before it is decided by the
assessment manager—the amended or replacement instrument or document; or

(b) another statutory instrument—

(i) that comes into effect after the development application is properly made
but before it is decided by the assessment manager; and

(ii) that the assessment manager would have been required to assess, or could
have assessed, the development application against, or having regard to, if
the instrument had been in effect when the application was properly made.’

Section 30 of the Planning Regulation 2017 (PRegs), relevantly, identifies that:

‘(1) For section 45(5)(a)(i) of the Act, the impact assessment must be carried out against
the assessment benchmarks for the development stated in schedules 9 and 10.

(2) Also, if the prescribed assessment manager is the local government, the impact
assessment must be carried out against the following assessment benchmarks —

(a) the assessment benchmarks stated in—
(i) the regional plan for a region; and

(ii) the State Planning Policy, part E, to the extent part E is not identified in the
planning scheme as being appropriately integrated in the planning scheme;
and

(iii) a temporary State planning policy applying to the premises;

(b) if the development is not in a local government area—any local planning
instrument for a local government area that may be materially affected by the
development;

(c) if the local government is an infrastructure provider—the local government’s
LGIP.

(3) However, an assessment manager may, in assessing development requiring impact
assessment, consider an assessment benchmark only to the extent the assessment
benchmark is relevant to the development.’

Section 31 of the PRegs identifies that:

‘(1) For section 45(5)(a)(ii) of the Act, the impact assessment must be carried out having
regard to—

(a) the matters stated in schedules 9 and 10 for the development; and
(d) if the prescribed assessment manager is a person other than the chief executive —

(i) the regional plan for a region; and
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(ii) the State Planning Policy, to the extent the State Planning Policy is not
identified in the planning scheme as being appropriately integrated in the
planning scheme; and

(iii) for designated premises—the designation for the premises; and
(e) any temporary State planning policy applying to the premises; and

(f) development approval for, and any lawful use of, the premises or adjacent
premises; and

(g) common material.
(2) However—

(a) an assessment manager may, in assessing development requiring impact
assessment, consider a matter mentioned in subsection (1) only to the extent the
assessment manager considers the matter is relevant to the development; and

(b) if an assessment manager is required to carry out code assessment against
assessment benchmarks in an instrument stated in subsection (1), this section
does not require the assessment manager to also have regard to the assessment
benchmarks.’

common material, for a development application, means—

‘(a) all the material about the application that the assessment manager receives before
the application is decided, including—

(i) any material relating to a proposed development application that is
substantially similar to the development application as made; and

(ii) any material attached to, or given with, the development application; and

(iii) any material relating to the application given to the assessment manager after
the application is made; and

(iv) any referral agency’s response, including any advice or comment given by a
referral agency and any response given under section 57 of the Act; and

(v) any properly made submissions about the application, other than a submission
that is withdrawn,; and

(vi) any other submission about the application that the assessment manager has
accepted; and

(vii) any other advice or comment about the application that a person gives to the
assessment manager; and

(b) if a development approval for the development is in effect—the approval; and
(c) an infrastructure agreement applying to the premises.’

Pursuant to section 45(5) of the PAct, part A of the application was assessed against the following
applicable assessment benchmarks.

e RPSversion7.1

o Investigation zone code
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Acid sulfate soils overlay code

Bushfire hazard overlay code

Flood prone, storm tide and drainage constrained land overlay code
Habitat protection overlay code

Landslide hazard overlay code

Waterways, wetlands and Moreton Bay overlay code
Access and parking code

Excavation and fill code

Infrastructure works code

Landscape code

Stormwater management code

O O O 0O O O O o0 O O O

State Planning Policy 2017, Part E

South East Queensland Regional Plan 2017
e Planning Regulation 2017, Schedule 11

e Local Government Infrastructure Plan

Pursuant to section 45(5) of the PAct, Council had regard to the following matters in its
assessment of the application.

e Existing approvals on adjoining land (Shoreline)

Comments received

Council has received comments that form part of the common material to the application. Council
has had regard to this information in the assessment of the application, as outlined above.

State Assessment & Referral Agency (SARA)

SARA provided a referral agency response dated 30 August 2021 in regards to development in a
coastal management district. The Department indicated no objection to the proposed
development subject to referral agency conditions in regards to restricting development within
the foreshore open space precinct (road and non-habitable structures permitted); stormwater
management; coastal contamination; and erosion and sediment control. The Department’s
referral response, including conditions, will be attached to Council’s decision notice.

Public notification

The application was publicly notified for 31 business days from 6 November 2019 to 19 December
2019. A notice of compliance for public notification was received on 20 December 2019. There
were no properly made submissions received in relation to the application during the notification
period and no informal submissions accepted as common material to the application.

Internal comments received

The assessment manager has received assessment advice from the following Council
teams/officers:

e Engineering assessment

e Environmental assessment
e Landscaping

e Arborist

e Health and environment
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e Infrastructure planning and charging
e Civic and open space management

The assessment advice received has been considered by the assessment manager in assessing the
development application.

Decision making framework

Section 60 of the PAct is relevant to the assessment of the preliminary approval part of the
assessment, and states:

‘(1) This section applies to a properly made application, other than a part of a development
application that is a variation request.

(3) To the extent the application involves development that requires impact assessment,
and subject to section 62, the assessment manager, dfter carrying out the assessment,
must decide—

(a) to approve all or part of the application; or

(b) to approve all or part of the application, but impose development conditions on
the approval; or

(c) to refuse the application.

(6) If an assessment manager approves only part of a development application, the rest is
taken to be refused.’

Section 49(2) of the PAct is relevant to a preliminary approval, providing that:

‘(2) A preliminary approval is the part of a decision notice for a development application
that—

(a) approves the development to the extent stated in the decision notice; but
(b) does not authorise the carrying out of assessable development.’

As such, a preliminary approval may be conceptual in nature, and does not require detailed
assessment of plans required as part of a request for a development permit. In this instance the
applicant has provided a precinct plan in addition to various conceptual plans.

Application Assessment
Land use

The subject site is located within the investigation zone in the RPS and therefore the investigation
zone code is relevant to the assessment of the application (refer Attachment 4). Overall outcome
4.8.7(2)(a) of this code seeks the following for development:

(i) Provide for a limited range of uses that -

d. Restrict development, including reconfiguration, until such time as the
suitability or otherwise of the land for possible urban purposes is established.”

The 2015 Shoreline approval discussed in the background section of this report established the
need for, and suitability of, land within the investigation zone for urban development. The pattern
of land uses within the investigation zone were established through the Shoreline plan of
development and approved precinct plan and the proposal demonstrates aligned land use
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outcomes with the Shoreline approval. In this regard, it is considered that the development meets
this overall outcome.

Precinct layout

The proposed precinct layout is intended to align with the precincts of the approved adjoining
Shoreline development. These precincts function in the same way as zones under the RPS. Table 1
provides the intended land area for the precincts.

Precinct Area
Residential precinct 10.1ha
Open space precinct 5.7ha
Town centre frame precinct 1.8ha
Total 17.6ha

Table 1 - Land area within each precinct
A summary of the purpose for each precinct is included:
Residential precinct

This precinct is modelled on the urban residential (UR) zone in the RPS. It is intended to establish
walkable neighbourhoods with a mix of housing choice and access to leisure opportunities within
the open space network. Development within 100m of a bus stop will also provide medium
density housing options.

Open space precinct and foreshore open space sub-precinct

The open space precinct is modelled on the open space zone in the RPS. It is intended to provide a
network of environmental and open space corridors that will incorporate improved habitat
connectivity for safer fauna movement for the wider Shoreline development. The network will also
accommodate stormwater management facilities, cycleways and footpaths.

The foreshore open space sub-precinct is intended to comprise a community and destination park,
with opportunities to view Moreton Bay and engage with the water, whilst protecting and
conserving remnant coastal vegetation. It is also intended that the sub-precinct provides an event
space for public and private gatherings generally in the vicinity of the tourism/recreation activity
areas identified on the Shoreline precinct plan, which may include a variety of leisure and
recreation activities, including restaurant/café/bar, sporting facilities, informal open spaces and a
playground.

Town centre frame precinct

This sub-precinct is modelled on the medium density residential zone MDR1 sub-area in the RPS,
by generally providing for permanent residential and temporary visitor uses such as apartment
buildings and tourist accommodation. However, as a departure to the MDR1 sub-area, the sub-
precinct is intended to also provide lower-density housing options, predominantly dwelling houses
and dual occupancies. Other uses such as aged persons and special needs housing, apartment
buildings and multiple dwellings are anticipated where located within 100m of a public transport
stop and where the building height is 14m or less.

The precinct will align with the Shoreline development to the west, and will be bounded by the
two collector roads to the south and east on the subject site, to provide a buffer to the residential
precinct, and ensure a legible streetscape can be achieved for the development.
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The precincts are appropriately sized and shaped to permit the intended land uses, and align with
the adjoining Shoreline precincts. The width of the open space adjacent to the town centre frame
precinct is @ minimum of 100m, which is consistent with the minimum corridor width throughout
Shoreline, and is therefore considered adequate to provide a fauna corridor function and protects
the matters of state environmental significance (MSES) high ecological significance wetlands.

The foreshore open space precinct provides linear greenspace intended primarily for pedestrian
and cycle connectivity providing continuous access to the broader open space network, and does
not provide a recreation park, or open space grassed areas that could be easily converted to a
recreation park. This linear greenspace will include the Moreton Bay Cycleway (MBC) route that
will be appropriately designed and sited as follows:
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° Achieves a minimum width of 3.0m wide.

° Is located above the 1% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) 2016 storm tide and flood
prone area or achieves an appropriate level of flood immunity in accordance with Council's
adopted standards identified in Planning Scheme Policy 2 - Infrastructure Works.

° Provides seamless connection with the adjoining MBC network along the foreshore
facilitating easy pedestrian and cycle access to recreation parks to the north and south.

o Has a minimum grade that is not less than 0.4% and avoids grades of more than 8% over an
extended path length.

° Supported by minor infrastructure including bollards, wayfinding signage indicating the
distance to adjoining recreation parks and a resting point including a seat, tap and shade.

MBC and supporting minor infrastructure does not adversely impact on the environmental values
of the foreshore including the coastal management district and erosion prone area, and is
designed to withstand the impacts of flooding and this foreshore environment.

It should be noted that no open space is proposed along the Scenic Road frontage despite the
Shoreline approval including open space on the western and eastern boundaries in this location.
These areas are required for stormwater purposes within the Shoreline POD, and is not required
on the subject land as the mapped overland flow path will have a piped solution.

The internal road layout is conceptual only, and is intended to link up with the Shoreline road
network. The design of each road will be assessed in detail during the detailed application stages.

Environmental values

Regulated vegetation

The subject site contains category B regulated vegetation along the coastal strip and touching the
northern boundary (refer Figure 3) and is proposed to be contained within the proposed foreshore
open space sub-precinct. This vegetation is remnant vegetation and involves a “least concern”
regional ecosystem 12.3.6. This matter has been assessed and approved by SARA as part of their
referral assessment. Conditions of SARA’s referral response require that the foreshore open space
sub-precinct is maintained as a development-free buffer, with the exception of infrastructure
(which would include road and pathway infrastructure).

2RP10515
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Figure 3 — Regulated vegetation (Source: State mapping 2021)
Koala habitat

Despite current State koala mapping including core koala habitat in several sections (refer Figure
4), any interference with this vegetation will not result in prohibited development as the
application was properly made before 7 February 2020.

Koala priority area, koala habitat area
‘“:Fi“:cwmﬂ g and identified koala broad-hectare area map
B Koola hatitat area (cora) =

Figure 4 — Koala habitat mapping (Source: State mapping 2021)

Section 45(7) of the PAct requires that the assessment manager must assess a development
application against the statutory instrument in effect when the document was properly made.
Sub-section (8) allows the assessment manager to give appropriate weight where relevant to a
statutory instrument in place after an application is properly made but before it is decided.

Under the PRegs at the time the application was properly made, the subject site was located
within the priority koala assessable development area, and mapped as containing areas of
medium value rehabilitation. The site is mostly cleared except for scattered vegetation in the
middle of the site, and some denser vegetation in the north-west and south-eastern sections.
Future development will protect vegetation in the denser sections by designating these areas
within the open space precinct, apart from areas where bio-basins and other embellishment are
proposed. The balance of the site where scattered vegetation will be located is within the
residential precinct. This vegetation has isolated habitat value and cannot be avoided given the
scattered nature. Schedule 11 part 3 section 7 requires that any removal of non-juvenile koala
habitat trees in an area mapped as containing medium value rehabilitation is offset. The exact
number of trees removed and offsets will be determined as part of subsequent development
applications.

Should Council approve the preliminary approval and variation request, subsequent development
applications will not be subject to these offset requirements. To ensure offset requirements are
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applicable to future applications for any removed koala habitat conditions of approval are
recommended.

Wildlife connections

The greater Shoreline development, which connects with the subject site, establishes a network of
wildlife corridors that will protect the areas of highest environmental value and connect them to
larger conservation areas to the west of the Shoreline development area. A major central wildlife
corridor will be established with the Shoreline development and connected via a fauna crossing on
Serpentine Creek Road (refer indicative red arrows in Figure 5 below). The subject site forms part
of this intended corridor, and the proposal includes this area in the open space precinct, achieving
a minimum 100 metre wide corridor in this location. Conditions are recommended to ensure this
area is rehabilitated to achieve the outcomes intended for the wildlife corridor.

Figure 5 — Central wildlife corridor in Shoreline development
Waterways

Noting that a preliminary approval does not authorise development, and subsequent applications
will include a detailed assessment against the assessment benchmarks of the waterways, wetlands
and Moreton Bay overlay, a high level assessment against the overall outcomes in section
5.12.7(2) of the overlay code was undertaken:

“la) uses and other development protect, enhance, manage and minimise impacts on
the environmental values of waterways, wetlands, coastal drainage areas,
Moreton Bay and natural drainage lines and their associated ecological,
recreation, economic and scenic values by —

(i) maintaining and enhancing the hydrological function of waterway corridors
and the City’s water cycle as a whole;

(i) retaining habitat links;
(iii)  protecting marine, tidal and riparian vegetation;
(iv) retaining access for maintenance purposes;

(v) maintaining and enhancing water quality and hydrological balance;
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(vi) retaining biodiversity;
(vii) retaining bank stability;

(viii) providing public access to open space where under local government
ownership or control.”

The site is mapped as containing natural drainage lines traversing the northern and southern
sections, plus the Moreton Bay foreshore buffer to the Bay (refer Figure 6). Both drainage lines
have very limited ecological value in and of themselves; they simply follow small depressions in
the landscape that discharge water from existing farm dams. The northern drainage line does,
however, have value as part of the broader wildlife corridor discussed earlier in this report. The
southern drainage line does not have this corridor value. The drainage line is ephemeral and
contains no riparian vegetation. Drainage is proposed to be achieved by a piped solution. The
width of the proposed open space precinct will allow for a 40 metre wide foreshore buffer,
consistent with the deemed to comply solution in Table 1 of the overlay code, therefore achieving
the broader outcomes of this code.

Treatment of stormwater will ensure water quality is achieved before discharge to Moreton Bay.
Overall, the proposal is considered to achieve the overall outcomes of this code.

= 2 S A W RN =

Figure 6 — Waterways, wetlands and Moreton Bay overlay mapping (Source: Red-e-map 2021)

Landscaping

The open space precinct aligns with the wider Shoreline open space strategy by continuing the
main east-west wildlife corridor through to Moreton Bay, and ‘filling in” the gap in the foreshore
open space (community and destination park), while maintaining vegetated areas in the south-
eastern section adjacent to the foreshore open space.

Overall outcome 4.16.7(2)(d) of the landscape code states:

“uses and other development achieve a high standard of amenity by — (d) providing a
landscape setting that complements the specific open space function of the site.”
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A concept embellishment plan has been provided to assist with interpreting the infrastructure
agreement (refer Figure 7). Minimum embellishments include a continuation of the Moreton Bay
Cycleway (MBC), seating, water fountain, shade trees every 500m, wayfinding signage and
bollards. The level of embellishment is considered appropriate with the land area proposed, and
with the coastal open space precinct land adjacent to the proposed centre to the north considered
the more appropriate location for a higher level of embellishment under the current Shoreline
approval.

As discussed earlier in the report, a greater level of rehabilitation planting is required in the area
representing the 100m wide corridor through the site. This is included as a condition of approval,
with changes to the POD required to achieve this through future development applications.

The ultimate open space and landscape design will be subject to detailed design in future
applications, and will be assessed at that time.

Figure 7 — Open space embellishment plan (Source: Vee 2021)
Traffic

Specific outcome S7 of the infrastructure works code is relevant to the assessment of road
provision and design:

“(1) Uses or reconfiguration that create new public roads or require the upgrading of a
public road reserve —
(a) maintain or improve the safe and efficient operation of roads having regard
to —

(i) the functional classification of the road from which it gains access;

(ii)  the location and design of access points;

(iii) ~ facilitating links between the use or other development and other
high activity nodes such as educational facilities, communal facilities,
centres and open space;

(iv) the potential for conflict between vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists;

(v)  the location, construction and maintenance of utility infrastructure;
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(vi) the location of activities within the site and their relationship with
adjacent public roads;
(vii) the nature and intensity of traffic generated by the use or other
development;
(viii) the number of vehicles likely to be attracted to the site at any one
time, whether due to the use or other uses;
(ix) the location, capacity and configuration of any existing or proposed
car parking areas associated with the use;
(x) if located in a centre zone, the predominantly pedestrian orientated
nature of public spaces in that zone;
(b) are provided with a road reserve and verge width sufficient to
accommodate the —
(i) safe and efficient movement of all users, including pedestrians and
cyclists;
(i) on-street parking;
(iii) ~ street tree planting;
(iv)  utility infrastructure, including stormwater management and run-off
from road surfaces;
(c) facilitate safety by providing —
(i) safe sight distances based on —
a. road classification;
b. target speed;
c. expected access points;
(i)  pedestrian and cyclist crossings at intersections or where required to
access —
a.  high activity nodes;
b.  public transport;
C. centres;
(iii) an alignment that does not result in excessive speeds;
(iv)] a combination of speed reduction techniques to achieve desired
speeds including —
speed platforms;
t-junction with splitter islands;
modified intersections;
roundabouts; or
e. other speed control devices.”
The indicative road layout and public transport/active transport connection plans are provided in
Figures 8 to 10. The concept plans align with the relevant approved Shoreline plans; being the
cycleway and path network plan and the conceptual road and cycle hierarchy plan. It should be
noted that the proposed road network is indicative only and will be required to be constructed
with consideration of the adjoining land, when it develops. However the proposed layout is
considered to align with the indicative Shoreline layout.

Q0 o9

Primary access to the site is gained from Scenic Road, which connect with the higher order road at
intersection D (figure 8). Secondary access will be provided off an internal connection road
connecting to Serpentine Creek Road at intersection C. Intersection D is currently being upgraded
subsequent to sealing of the first Shoreline lots on the western side of Serpentine Creek Road. The
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design of the future road connection is considered able to adequately service future public
transport connections, while providing a high level of connectivity for residents. Intersection C will
be upgraded upon sealing of the 1,000%" lot in the Shoreline development. No other external
intersection upgrades will be required as a result of the additional residential development from
the subject site.

The development will accommodate approved active transport routes through the wider Shoreline
development. Detailed design of shared footpath and cycle lanes can be considered as part of the
detailed design for subsequent applications. The concept design is considered to align with the
ultimate strategy to provide active transport opportunities and walkable neighbourhoods.

Should the development occur out of sync, then an upgrade of Scenic Road would be required to
ensure the transport network safely and efficiently services the subject lot. However, given the
State are responsible for the intersection upgrade with Serpentine Creek Road, which is currently
underway, and with Education Queensland intending to operate a school on the adjoining lots to
the west (and fronting Scenic Road), the risk to the development is considered low given
subsequent reconfiguration of lot applications will also consider this matter.

The infrastructure works code, access and parking code, and reconfiguration code are all still
applicable and acceptable for assessing the subsequent development.

It is noted that the submitted traffic report for the development indicates that Scenic Road is a
major collector as per Figure 8. However, based on estimated traffic volumes not exceeding 3000
vehicles per day and the overall Shoreline modelling for traffic movement, Scenic Road should be
designed to a collector standard and not a major collector standard for the frontage of the Lot.
Given that the discrepancy between the traffic reports provided by the applicant and Council’s
traffic modelling on file, the applicant’s traffic report will not be approved. Works to Scenic Road
can be conditioned as part of the subsequent development applications.

iy ﬁ 0 K LEGEND
. 120! Approved Shoreline Development
[ subject site
=== State-Controlied Road (Arterial)
e Major Collector Road

====+ Minor Collector Road

Figure 8 — Indicative road layout (Source: SLR 2019)
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Figure 10 — Indicative active transport connections (Source: SLR 2019)

Stormwater management

The site is affected by two main catchments (refer Figure 11). Flows from the northern drainage
path discharges to a small farm dam located in the north of the site. Flows from the southern
drainage path flow to an existing farm dam located on the downstream property (lot 1 on
RP212251). Both flow paths ultimately drain to Moreton Bay.
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Figure 11 — Stormwater flow paths (source: water Technology 2019)

Flows discharging directly to Moreton Bay do not require onsite detention. It is noted that the
northern catchment can be managed through the open space network, and that the southern
catchment is of a small enough size that it can be managed by engineering design and/or
downstream owners consent, which can be addressed as part of subsequent applications.

The ultimate stormwater design can be determined as part of subsequent development
applications, though it is important to note that a lawful point of discharge can be achieved for the
development.

End of line on-site bio-retention is conceptually shown to manage stormwater quality. A
conceptual basin sizing is provided to treat stormwater from the site, with approximately 1,120m?
of filter media required to treat the site, with the devices able to be located above HAT. Further
detail will be required as part of subsequent development applications to assess the required
basin sizes to treat the proposed developed catchment. At the conceptual level, the development
is consistent with the stormwater management code. Subsequent applications will be subject to
assessment against this code.

Biting insects

A biting insect management plan was provided, which is consistent with that approved as part of
the Shoreline development. The plan identifies potential breeding and transmission areas for
biting insects on and surrounding the site, which includes the ephemeral drainage lines and small
area of potential standing water.

Within the Redlands, a variety of species of mosquito and biting midge occur in association with
marine, brackish and fresh waters. Marine and brackish water species are commonly associated
with both a higher incidence of ‘nuisance’ complaints, and arbovirus infection, and consequently
have been the primary focus for both research and control efforts throughout South East
Queensland.

The submitted plan states that there is the opportunity to minimise the breeding of both
mosquitoes and biting midges on the site through appropriate site planning, engineering design,
building design and on-going site management. The report states that the incidence of biting
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midges and mosquitoes can be minimised by providing sparsely vegetated buffer zones between
known breeding sites and residential areas. Well-lit, sealed areas (such as roads) also assist in
providing a reduction and appropriate buffers to biting midge breeding sites.

Biting midge breeding sites can be minimised through landscaping and drainage design. The report
states that heavy mulching and watering should be avoided within open space areas. The report
also states that breaks in vegetation corridors should be provided between breeding sites and high
activity areas. Minimising vegetation density near proposed residential areas and appropriate
building design also assists.

Re-profiling of the site is required to manage the already compromised drainage of the subject
site. Landscape planting will minimise the use of groundcovers, shrubs and small trees that may
serve as biting insect roosting areas. Careful selection of planting palettes, the use of organic
mulch and reduced need for heavy watering will also minimise breeding of biting insects.

New waterbodies or stormwater treatment wetlands/detention basins will be designed to
minimise the potential breeding opportunities for biting insects. However the plan requires that
pond edges are to be steep and free of dense vegetation, which may cause a safety risk and
conflicts with current council standards, although bio-basins are designed not to hold water for
long periods of time and will fluctuate with rain events. Design issues can be resolved at detailed
design stage with future development applications. With recent Shoreline operational works
approvals a combination of safety fencing and appropriate landscaping have been used to ensure
bio-basins do not provide breeding opportunities for biting insects, noting such basins are not
intended to hold water for long periods of time and will fluctuate with rain events.

Further, future development will be guided by the building design code for biting insects that is
included within the POD, to ensure future development, including sensitive uses, is appropriately
designed to reduce the exposure risk to biting insects.

Flood prone land

The subject site is mapped as containing flood prone land, which correlates with the drainage flow
paths discussed previously. There is no proposed residential land affected by this overlay and only
proposed open space zoned land is burdened by the overlay (refer Figure 12). The site is also
mapped under the State Planning Policy (SPP) as containing medium and high storm tide
inundation, with this mapped area located within the mapped overlay area. Accordingly, the
relevant assessment benchmarks within part E of the SPP and the flood prone, storm tide and
drainage constrained land overlay code are relevant to the assessment.

The relevant SPP assessment benchmarks are:

“(4) Development in natural hazard areas supports, and does not hinder disaster
management capacity and capabilities.”

“(5) Development directly, indirectly and cumulatively avoids an increase in the
exposure or severity of the natural hazard and the potential for damage on the
site or to other properties.”

“(6) Risks to public safety and the environment from the location of the storage of
hazardous materials and the release of these materials as a result of a natural
hazard are avoided.”
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“(7) The natural processes and the protective function of landforms and vegetation
that can mitigate risks associated with the natural hazard are maintained or
enhanced.”

The precinct plan limits development in the storm tide affected area through designating
this part of the site as part of the open space precinct. It is noted that Council has completed
a more detailed model for storm tide along the Redland coastline, with this included in the
City Plan. The City Plan identifies that the site may be affected by storm tide up to the 3.81m
Australian Height Datum (AHD) by 2100. A small portion of land proposed to be contained
within the residential precinct is below the 3.81m AHD level. To ensure the safety of people
and property in the future a condition is recommended to ensure future development will
achieve a minimum level of 3.81m AHD, by including this as the defined flood level in the
POD.

Figure 12 — Storm tide & flood prone land (Source: Red-e-map 2021)

Sewer infrastructure

Based on the master planning for the southern Redland Bay area, this development will be
serviced by the proposed Southern Redland Bay WWTP located south of the Shoreline area, as
discussed in the background section of the report.

The WWTP will be designed and constructed by Lendlease and owned/operated by Redland City
Council. The WWTP will be located at 38 Longland Road, Redland Bay, formally described as Lots 2
and 3 on RP223470, Lot 1 on SL3427 and Lot 254 on S31102. The WWTP will treat incoming
wastewater piped from the Southern Redland Bay catchment via a membrane reactor treatment
plant, which will either be re-used at the Shoreline development site or discharged to a freshwater
storage lagoon and then to a constructed wetland including new mangrove and salt marsh habitat.

The WWTP shall be delivered in three stages. The WWTP will initially be constructed to meet the
Stage 1A development capacity of 3,375 equivalent population (EP). Stage 1B will increase the
WWTP capacity to 6,750 EP and Stage 2 will further increase capacity to 13,500 EP (the ultimate
capacity of the WWTP).

Two collection options have been endorsed contingent on geotechnical investigations of the
foreshore area. Both options will service the subject land in a similar way. The detailed design of
the collection network including sewer pump stations will be assessed through subsequent
reconfiguring a lot and operational works applications by Council.
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The ultimate sewer strategy is agreed to by Council. A stand-alone strategy is not supported by
Council as Victoria Point WWTP does not have capacity for additional flows. That capacity is
already utilised by the existing Shoreline Development (RAL19/0061) west of Serpentine Creek
Road. An infrastructure agreement addresses this matter through a tankering solution as outlined
below.

The IA includes a clause for tankering for up to the first 200 lots to be facilitated throughout the
greater Shoreline area including the subject land. Currently the Shoreline IA allows for tankering
for up to 200 lots, however once the WWTP comes on line in stages, this 200 lot figure can be
transferred to the subject land. The IA includes a schedule item for provision of a tankering
management plan to be provided prior to approval of a plan of subdivision or commencement of
use of a developed lot.

Water infrastructure

The applicant has stated that the long term, ultimate water servicing of the land will be in
accordance with the Shoreline development master plan as detailed in the Southern Redland Bay
— Infrastructure Master Plan for Water Supply and Sewerage submitted to Council in September
2019, subsequent to the Shoreline approval and includes servicing the subject land.

If the development was to be served as a stand-alone development, for example prior to the
implementation of the ultimate strategy, water supply would be provided via the existing water
mains in Serpentine Road and Scenic Road. The stand-alone option will incorporate all water
mains required under the ultimate layout as shown in Figure 13, and would therefore have no
additional cost burden to Council.

Hydraulic modelling indicates that the existing water supply system in Serpentine Road and Scenic
Road can supply the proposed development under both peak hour and fire flow conditions, based
on the requirements of the SEQ Water Supply and Sewerage Design and Construction Code.

Based on the submitted information, the development can be serviced in both stand-alone and
ultimate scenarios.
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Figure 13 — Ultimate water supply network (Source: Stantec)

Electricity/telecommunications infrastructure

Future development on the site can be serviced by existing electrical and telecommunications
infrastructure.

Earthworks

Some filling will be required to provide storm tide immunity in land affected by that overlay, in the
vicinity of 600-800mm. Earthworks will be assessed as part of future applications, however given
the above estimates, it is considered that future earthworks will be minimised in accordance with
specific outcome S1 of the excavation and fill code.

Acid sulfate soils

Parts of the site are below the level where acid sulfate or other acidic material could form. The
submitted geotechnical report has determined that some material tested onsite is regarded as
naturally acidic, non-acid sulfate soils. Based on this result there would still be a requirement for
some lime treatment in any areas where disturbance is proposed. The report provides the
calculated appropriate liming rates to be used if they are needed. A more detailed assessment will
be applicable as part of future development applications.

Conclusion
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The key issue for the assessment of Part A is that future development can occur in a logical
pattern, on land that is unconstrained for the intended purpose of the precincts, and is able to be
serviced with appropriate infrastructure. The development is intended to align with the Shoreline
approval and precincts that adjoins the subject site on all land boundaries. The applicant has
provided concept plans and detailed reports, which demonstrate that the proposed development
can be achieved as proposed by the precincts, subject to detailed design when future applications
are lodged for development permits.

The more constrained parts of the site are contained within the open space/foreshore precinct
where development is limited. Accordingly, it is considered that the development is appropriate
for the site, and integrates well with the Shoreline development.

Part B — Variation request

Assessment Framework

Section 61 of the PAct is relevant to the variation request part of the assessment, and states:
‘(2) When assessing the variation request, the assessment manager must consider—

(a) the result of the assessment of that part of the development application that is
not the variation request; and

(b) the consistency of the variations sought with the rest of the local planning
instrument that is sought to be varied; and

(c) the effect the variations would have on submission rights for later development
applications, particularly considering the amount and detail of information
included in, attached to, or given with the application and available to
submitters; and

(d) any other matter prescribed by regulation.
(3) The assessment manager must decide—
(a) toapprove—
(i) all or some of the variations sought; or
(ii)  different variations from those sought; or
(b) to refuse the variations sought.’

S61(2)(a)-(c) are considered in the next section, whereas sub-section (d) was considered in Part A
of the application assessment.

Variation Assessment

The variation part of the application is assessed again the assessment benchmarks given in section
61 of the PAct, as listed above and discussed below:

Result of the assessment of that part of the development application that is not the variation
request.
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Part A of this report (preliminary approval) concludes that a mixed use development is considered
appropriate for the site, and is generally consistent with the unvaried RPS and the wider Shoreline
Masterplan approval. Assessment of the detailed design will be required for an application seeking
a development permit, with these to be submitted.

Consistency of the variations sought with the rest of the local planning instrument that is sought
to be varied.

Subject to s61 and s43(7) of the PAct, a variation approval may only vary the following for
development that is the subject of the variation approval, or development that is the natural or
ordinary consequence of the development the subject of the variation approval:

e Vary the category of assessment (prohibited, assessable or accepted development). Note: in
accordance with s43(5) of the PAct, a local planning instrument, which includes a variation
request, cannot make development prohibited unless a regulation allows the local planning
instrument to do so. The POD does not propose any such variations.

e Vary the level of assessment (code or impact).
e Vary the assessment benchmarks.

The RPS v7.1, unless varied by the POD, applies to the subject land. Where there is an
inconsistency between the POD and the RPS v7.1, the POD prevails to the extent of any
inconsistency. The POD has been designed to integrate with approved Shoreline masterplan POD,
and borrows almost exclusively from this document. The POD, if approved, is intended to establish
the framework under which future development applications relating to the subject land would be
assessed. It is important to note that any part of the RPS not proposed to be amended by this
application will remain extant for the life of any approval and will be applicable to any
development. The POD comprises the following:

e Shoreline (Bayhill Estate) POD precinct plan

e Desired environmental outcomes

e Precinct overall outcomes

e Precinct tables of assessment for each precinct
e Precinct codes

e Overlays codes

e Use, other development and general codes

e General codes

e Schedules

Proposed variations

The POD incorporates three precincts within the development area to guide future development.
These are the town centre frame precinct, the residential precinct and the open space precinct.
These precincts have been modelled on the medium density residential zone code sub-area MDR1;
urban residential zone code; and the open space zone code in version 7.1 of the RPS, respectively.
The majority of the objectives of these zones have been carried forward into the POD. However,
there are a number of proposed alterations detailed in the POD, including:
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1. Town centre frame precinct

a. Variations to categories of assessment — the POD makes a number of uses accepted
development (subject to requirements) that would otherwise be assessable
development in sub-area MDR1. These uses include:

o Bed and breakfast and
o) Dwelling house

The unvaried MDR zone code does not allow these uses to be accepted development in sub-area
MDR1. However, as noted previously, the sub-precinct is intended to provide for a wide variety of
housing types within a short walk of shopping, employment, leisure activities and public transport,
while still offering residents a more traditional residential lifestyle, whereas sub-area MDR1 is
intended for higher density residential development only. The assessment benchmarks include
density targets that future development applications will be assessed against, to ensure an
appropriate mix of residential dwellings is provided in the sub-precinct. The proposed variations
are consistent with the approved Shoreline POD, therefore it is recommended that they be
approved.

Display dwelling use is accepted subject to requirements, or code assessable in the sub-precinct,
whereas this use is code assessable only in the MDR zone. This is consistent with the Shoreline
approval and the current City Plan.

Outdoor recreation is removed as a use given this use is anticipated in sub-area MDR3, which is
not relevant to this development.

Telecommunications facilities are removed from the sub-precinct consistent with the Shoreline
approval.

Park is accepted development in the POD, in contrast with the MDR zone code where a park is
only accepted development where being undertaken by Council; located on Council controlled or
owner land; and meets the acceptable solutions for self-assessable development. Again, this
variation is consistent with the Shoreline approval, and in line with the current planning scheme.

Advertising devices have been removed from the POD as this form of development is now
regulated under Council’s local law.

Other changes are administrative, for example “accepted development” replaces “self-assessable
development” as a category of assessment, consistent with the terminology used in the current
planning legislation.

b. Variations to level of assessment — The POD varies the level of assessment in the MDR
zone code (RPS v7.1) as such:

Bold: different to RPS

Italics: same as Shoreline

Underline: different to Shoreline

Blank: no change to level of assessment

Use Limitations on development being code assessable

Aged Persons and Special Needs | e Building height is 14m or less; or
Housing e where within 100m of a bus stop; and less than 14m height
Apartment Building e within 100m of a bus stop; and less than 14m height; and
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Use Limitations on development being code assessable

e 3storeys or less; and
e 800m? or more in area and with a frontage of 20m

Bed and breakfast

Caretakers Dwelling

Commercial Office

Community facility

Display Dwelling

Dual Occupancy e 700m?+ lot; and

e 20m frontage; and

e 9.5m height and 2 storeys or less; and

e built to boundary wall 9m in length; 3m in height; with no
openings to the boundary

Dwelling House

Education Facility e Code assessable
Estate Sales Office
Health Care Centre e [f not undertaken as part of a mixed use development
Home Business
Indoor Recreation Facility e [f not undertaken as part of a mixed use development
Multiple Dwelling e Building height is 14m or less
Park
Refreshment Establishment e Undertaken as part of mixed use development;
e Having 400m? or less GFA
Road
Shop e Undertaken as part of mixed use development;
e Having 250m? or less GFA
Tourist Accommodation o Height does not exceed 14m

Utility Installation
Table 2 — Town centre frame precinct level of assessment

Changes to the table of assessment with respect to reconfiguring a lot, building work and
operational work are administrative only, and require no further assessment.

Summary of Shoreline variations - the following were considered the most notable, where
relevant to the subject development:

° Minimum lot sizes reduced:

o Dwelling House 400m?
o Dual Occupancy 700m? (with 20m frontage)
o) 800m? in all other circumstances

The reduction of the minimum lot size to 800m? is considered acceptable. It is sufficient to
deliver the predominant land uses for this precinct, being multiple dwellings, aged persons
and special needs housing and apartment buildings. It is noted that this minimum lot size is
consistent with the minimum lot size in the equivalent MDR zone in the City Plan.

C. Variations to assessment benchmarks - the POD varies the assessment benchmarks as
such:

° Overall outcomes — the POD is substantially the same as the overall outcomes of
the MDR zone code, with mostly administrative changes to remove those
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outcomes that reference the six MDR sub-areas that are not relevant to the
development.

Specific outcomes —

o Specific Outcome S5.6 is varied slightly to require a road to adjoin all open
space corridors and foreshore open space as shown on the POD precinct
plan, in accordance with the (approved) biting insect management plan.
The wording change does not change the intent of the Shoreline POD,
which is to ensure development is sufficiently separated from the habitat
of biting insects.

2. Residential precinct

a.

Variations to categories of assessment - the POD varies the category of assessment as

such:

An apartment building use is included as a use consistent with the Shoreline
approval. The Shoreline residential precinct is intended to provide other
opportunities within the subject site to ensure the most efficient use of the land
by increasing density in suitable locations. As such it is considered appropriate to
apply a similar trigger where development is located in close proximity to bus
stops.

Other variations to categories of assessment are the same as for the town centre
frame precinct except for telecommunications facilities, which are not
anticipated in either the UR zone or residential precinct. The variations are
considered appropriate.

Administrative changes include removal of non-relevant sub-area references,
updated references to documents and PAct category of assessment terms.

Variations to levels of assessment - The POD varies the level of assessment in the UR
zone code (RPS v7.1) as such:

Bold:

different to RPS (bold text for use = new use)

Italics: same as Shoreline

Underline: different to Shoreline

Blank: no change

Use Limitations on development being code assessable
Aged Persons and Special Needs | e If9.5m height;
Housing e 2 storeys or less; or
o within 100m of a bus stop; and less than 14m height;
Apartment Building o Within 100m of a bus stop; and

e 14m height
o 3storeys or less
e 800m?+ lot and 20m frontage

Bed and Breakfast

Caretakers Dwelling

Community facility e GFA does not exceed 250m?
Display Dwelling
Dual Occupancy e 700m?+ lot; and

e 20m frontage; and
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Use Limitations on development being code assessable

e 9.5m height and 2 storeys or less; and
e built to boundary wall 9m in length; 3m in height; with no openings
to the boundary

Dwelling House
Estate Sales Office
Home Business

Minor utility

Multiple Dwelling e Within 100m of a bus stop and the building height is —
e 14m or less;
o 3storeys or less;
e 800m?+ lot with 20m frontage

Park

Road

Utility installation
Table 3 — Town centre frame precinct level of assessment

Changes to the table of assessment with respect to reconfiguring a lot, building work and
operational work are administrative only, and require no further assessment.

Summary of Shoreline variation - the following were considered the most notable, where
relevant to the subject development:

° Height in the rest of the precinct raised from 8.5m in the UR zone to 9.5m.

As a master planned community it is considered that increasing building height limits by 1m
has little impact. The expectations for the areas are established before development is
commenced in the area and therefore the conflicts that would be more likely to occur for
infill development are not a concern. It is considered an acceptable variation. It is however
noted that the Queensland Development Code identifies a maximum building height for
dwelling houses of 8.5m, therefore in order to ensure that dwelling houses do not require
concurrence agency referral to Council on this matter an amendment to the POD will need
to be conditioned making dwelling houses self-assessable and identifying this as an
alternative provision under Section 33 of the Building Act. The subject POD includes
accepted development and alternative Building Act provisions.

° Dual occupancy minimum lot size reduced from 800m? in the UR zone to 700m?2.

700m? is considered sufficient space to accommodate two dwelling units on a single lot,
particularly given dual occupancies share service access. This proposal would result in a
density of 1 per 350m?2. This allows a greater housing mix on the subject site and provides an
alternative affordable housing option to multiple dwelling units. Moreover the urban
residential zone in the Redlands Planning Scheme currently supports such a density in large
scale subdivisions where impacts on existing neighbours can be mitigated. This proposal is
part of a master planned community and these provisions establish the intent and character
objectives for the areas. It is considered an appropriate variation to the Redlands Planning
Scheme.

° Reconfiguration achieves a density of up to 15 dwellings per hectare (dph) (the UR
zone code requires 12-15 dph).

“This proposed amendment has removed the lower limit of the density target for the
zone and maintains the upper limit. This has been proposed in order to provide some
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flexibility and allow some areas of the precinct to provide a selection of larger lots. This
is not expected to have a significant impact on the overall density achieved in the
precinct and is considered appropriate.”

C. Variations to assessment benchmarks - the POD varies the assessment benchmarks as
such:

e Overall outcomes — The POD is substantially the same as the overall outcomes of
the UR zone code, with mostly administrative changes to remove references to
sub-areas and Shoreline-specific precinct. However, overall outcome 4.3.3(2)(a)e is
deleted. This outcome states:

“uses and other developments — provide for a range of residential
uses that — where in the vicinity of the Tourism/Recreation Activity
Area or a public transport stop, as indicated on the Shoreline (Bayhill
estate) POD Precinct Plan, may include higher density development.”

The subject site is not within the vicinity of the tourism/recreation activity area, approved under
Shoreline, and the Shoreline POD precinct plan does not include any indicative public transport
stops. However, the submitted traffic study includes two possible bus stops on the future
connector road, to be located within the subject site to ensure all residential lots are located
within a 400m radius of public transport, while minimising busy activity on local streets. This
outcome is consistent with specific outcome S1.2 of the urban residential zone code for the UR2
sub-area, which is generally consistent with the increased range of residential uses anticipated in
the residential precinct code. However, the tables of assessment and specific outcome S1.1 of the
residential precinct code facilitates higher density development where within 100m of a bus stop,
so removal of this outcome for administrative purposes will not result in a negative development
outcome.

° Specific outcomes —

o) Specific outcome S1.1, S2.1 and S2.4 — the subject site is not located within
250m of the Shoreline tourism/recreation activity area, therefore
amending this Shoreline outcome is administrative.

o Other administrative changes include referencing the POD document title
in lieu of the Shoreline POD.

o Specific outcome S3.11 was added to the Shoreline POD to require an
acoustic barrier along Serpentine Creek Road to mitigate road noise for
future development. This outcome is removed from the POD given the
Shoreline development is located between the subject site and Serpentine
Creek Road.

o) Specific Outcome S5.10 is varied slightly to require a road to adjoin all open
space corridors and foreshore open space as shown on the POD precinct
plan, in accordance with the (approved) biting insect management plan.
The wording change does not change the intent of the Shoreline POD,
which is to ensure development is sufficiently separated form biting
insects’ habitat.
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° Probable solutions — changes to probable solutions correspond with changes to
specific outcomes where relevant.

3. Open space precinct

a.  Variations to categories of assessment — the POD varies the category of assessment as
such:
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A community facilities use includes both accepted and assessable development
thresholds. The Shoreline POD included community facilities as a consistent use
for the purposes of specific outcome S1.1, which has been removed from the
subject POD. There are similar conflicts with refreshment establishment and
outdoor recreation uses in the precinct. The rationale for the change is to reflect
the landscape plan submitted that shows a relatively minor level of
embellishment. This plan is indicative and detailed design would be required as
part of subsequent reconfiguration applications, and the uses and design may
change through that further process.

Other variations to categories of assessment are the same as for the town centre
frame precinct and residential precinct except for telecommunications facilities,
which are not anticipated in either the open space zone or the open space/frame
precinct. For the reasons given previously, the variations are considered
appropriate.

Administrative changes include updated references to documents and PAct
category of assessment terms.

Variations to level of assessment - the POD varies the level of assessment in the open
space zone code (v7.1 RPS) as such:

Bold:

different to RPS

Italics: same as Shoreline
Underline: different to Shoreline
Blank: no change

Use Limitations on development being code assessable
Caretakers Dwelling
Community Facility o Accepted if undertaken by Council;
e Otherwise — code assessable
Emergency Services o Accepted if undertaken by Council;
e Otherwise — code assessable
Minor utility
Outdoor Recreation Facility e Accepted if undertaken by Council;
e Otherwise — code assessable
Park
Refreshment Establishment o Accepted if undertaken by Council; or
e Code assessable if not accepted and 150m? or less
Road

Utility Installation

Table 4 — Town centre frame precinct level of assessment

Changes to the table of assessment with respect to reconfiguring a lot, building work and
operational work are administrative only, and require no further assessment.

C.

Variations to assessment benchmarks - the POD varies the assessment benchmarks as

such:

Overall outcomes — a number of administrative variations are made to reflect the
POD document and remove references to Shoreline-specific locations and
documents. The other change is to overall outcome 4.4.3(2)(a) that defines the
foreshore open space precinct as open space in lieu of community and
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destination park. This is considered appropriate given the activities desired for
this location are consistent with a linear park, and include an extension of the
MBC and associated embellishments (resting point, seat, bubbler, shade shelters,
and wayfinding signage). The balance of the sub-precinct on the Shoreline land,
having more width and a significantly greater land area, will include the mix of
embellishments desired for a community and destination park. The amended
overall outcome makes specific reference to walking and cycling opportunities,
informal open spaces for picnics, and resting points.

Specific outcomes —

o Specific outcome S1.1 is varied in line with the amended overall outcome
to reflect the intended use of the linear open space. This is considered
appropriate, and does not mean that the deleted uses (community facility,
emergency services, outdoor recreation facility, and refreshment
establishment) will result in inconsistent development, if part of a later
application. The tables of assessment still allow for these uses to be
accepted development (if undertaken by Council), otherwise code
assessable.

o Other changes include references to Shoreline-specific documents that are
not relevant.

o) Specific Outcome S4.9 is varied slightly to require a road to adjoin all open
space corridors and foreshore open space as shown on the POD precinct
plan, in accordance with the (approved) biting insect management plan.
The wording change does not change the intent of the Shoreline POD,
which is to ensure development is sufficiently separated form biting
insect’s habitat.

Probable solutions — changes to probable solutions correspond with changes to
specific outcomes where relevant.

Changes to other codes

Overlays: variations to overlays are relatively minor, and include:

o

o

Acid sulfate soils overlay code — no variations other than administrative.

Bushfire hazard overlay code — no variations other than administrative.
Development within the POD precinct plan is a per the approved bushfire
management plan (discussed in Part A of the report).

Flood prone, storm tide and drainage constrained land overlay code - no
variations other than administrative. However, It is noted that there is a
significant variation in the storm tide level between the RPS (2.4m AHD as the 1%
AEP) and current storm tide levels (3.81m AHD). A condition is recommended to
require the POD to be amended to the current level to avoid any inconsistency
with the 1% AEP future building application will be required to address.
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o) Habitat protection overlay code — The overlay mapping is intended to be
removed, which will result in the overlay not applying to future development.
The rationale for removing the habitat overlay mapping is that the mapping is
cadastrally focused, and the extent of environmental values has been more
accurately reflected in the environmental reporting submitted with the Shoreline
application. However, the overlay mapping was not removed for Lot 1 on
SP289245, which is the heavily vegetated lot adjoining the subject site to the
north-west. Given the interface and the significant vegetation and wetland
features in the northern part of the subject site, removal of the overlay mapping
would otherwise not supported, however given the significant vegetation and
wetland area will be located in the open space precinct, which restricts
inappropriate development, it is considered reasonable to remove the overlay
mapping, and thus the application of the overlay to subsequent development.

o) Waterways, wetland and Moreton Bay overlay code — The overlay is varied so as
to not apply to the site. This is supported because the SPP mapping identifies the
same constraints, and can be addressed as part of future reconfiguration of lot
applications. This matter has also been addressed in Part A of the report.

o Landslide hazard overlay code - variations to the landslide hazard overlay code to
not apply the mapping in the POD are supported because the hazard level is
identified as low, and the risk can be mitigated through appropriate building
design during the building approval process.

Use codes — variations to the use codes are administrative only and include referencing
the updated POD document and the relevant version of the RPS to be amended. The
exception is the service station code, with variations included in the Shoreline approval
to be removed, to revert back to the RPS v7.1. This is because the Shoreline approval
included a service centre on the western side of Serpentine Creek Road, adjacent to
the town centre, with the service centre to include a service station. The subject POD
does not intend for this use to be located in the POD area, and would require impact
assessment. The variation will have no bearing on this requirement.

Other development codes: there are no changes from the Shoreline POD proposed.
General codes:

o The advertising devices code is deleted as discussed previously. There are no
implications for assessment given advertising devices are now regulated under a
local law.

o) The centre activity code is varied to reference the POD document.

o Administrative changes to the centre design code, stormwater management
code and the (Shoreline) new ‘building design code to reduce the incidence of
biting insects’.

Schedules — administrative changes to planning scheme schedules to reference the
POD document and remove the specific advertising devices schedule.
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The effect the variations would have on submission rights for later development applications,
particularly considering the amount and detail of information included in, attached to, or given
with the application and available to submitters.

The variations do not vary the level of assessment from impact to code assessment, therefore
there will be no impacts on submitter rights for subsequent development applications.

City Plan

Appropriate weight is given to City plan under section 45(8) of the PAct to consider potential
conflicts between categories of assessment and levels of assessment are considered where
relevant to the assessment. Given City Plan has commenced in the period between when the
application was lodged and before it was decided, appropriate weight is given to consider the
consistency of the variations with City Plan.

Town centre frame precinct - as noted previously, this precinct is loosely modelled on the medium
density residential zone MDR1 sub-area in the RPS, but also includes opportunities for small
commercial development and mixed-use development. The precinct best aligns with MDR zone
code in City Plan. The POD is more stringent for a dual occupancy use, where the use is code
(where meeting requirements), otherwise impact assessable. The use is accepted subject to
requirements in the MDR zone in City Plan, otherwise concurrence agency referral is required to
Council under Schedule 9 of the Planning Regulation. The POD requirements are considered
appropriate in this instance as they are consistent with the other POD precinct requirements, and
the Shoreline approval.

There is a potential disconnect between the levels of asses