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MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING
OF THE GREATER GEELONG CITY COUNCIL
HELD AT THE COUNCIL CONFERENCE AND RECEPTION CENTRE
CITY HALL, LITTLE MALOP STREET, GEELONG
TUESDAY, 8 JULY 2014
COMMENCING AT 7.00 P.M.

PRESENT: Cr D Lyons (Mayor), Crs T Ansett, L Ellis, J Farrell, K Fisher,
B Harwood, J Irvine, E Kontelj, S Kontelj, R Macdonald, R Nelson,
A Richards

Also present: D Frost (Acting Chief Executive Officer), M Kelly (Acting General Manager
Corporate Services), P Bettess (General Manager Planning and Tourism),
G Van Driel (General Manager City Services), J McMahon (General Manager
Community Services, P Jane (Acting General Manager Projects, Recreation
and Central Geelong), J Brown (Manager Administration and Governance),
R Bourke (Co ordinator Governance & Legal Services), D Chiller (Co-
ordinator Communication & Marketing), A Paterson (EO — Mayor)

OPENING: The Mayor declared the meeting open at 7.00pm

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS:

Council acknowledges Wadawurrung Traditional Owners of this land and all Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander People who are part of the Greater Geelong community today.

Cr Fisher acknowledged NAIDOC’s week of celebrations held across Australia to
celebrate the history, culture and achievements of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples. An aboriginal flag was raised at Johnstone Park this week as part of local
celebrations of NAIDOC Week.

APOLOGIES: Cr M Heagney (Leave of Absence)

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES:

Cr Macdonald moved, Cr Ansett seconded -

That the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting held on 24 June 2014 be confirmed and
signed.

Carried.

DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: Nil.
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QUESTION TIME:

Question Time is an opportunity for questions to be addressed to Council and while the
minutes record the general content, they do not purport to be a transcript of what was
said by individuals. Likewise Councillor or Officer verbal responses are in summary
form only. Views expressed may not be the views of Council.

Council's practice is to provide a separate document on its website setting out
questions and responses including any more detailed written responses which may be
provided subsequent to the meeting.

Mr Tsorotes asked the following questions of Cr Farrell:

1) In May you retweeted an offensive and racist comment directed towards me where
| referred to as “A Greek Property Parasite”. Why Cr Farrell did you feel this was
appropriate in your position?

Cr Farrell took the question on notice.

2) When Georgia Capper commented on this you clearly back tracked saying “love
the Greeks” “Property parasites, not so much”. Please elaborate what you define
as a property parasite?

Cr Farrell took the question on notice.

3) Why Cr Farrell have you not apologised to me for this or made any effort?

Cr Farrell responded she did not believe that she did anything wrong.

The following question was directed at Cr Lyons and Mr Frost:

| made a written complaint on the matter and was astounded to learn that there is no

social media code of conduct governing the behaviour of Councillors aside from the

Mayor, even those such as Cr Farrell are using their accounts for the purpose of their

roles as civic leader. Why is there no such policy in place, given that many large

organisations have criteria which can see employees terminated for behaviour on their
own personal accounts if it reflects negatively on the business?

The Mayor took the question on notice.

Barton van Laar, President Bike Safe asked the following questions:

1) Could any unallocated funds in this year Budget mid August review be used to
fund:

e Design works for cycling infrastructure as identified in the PBN Priority Works
List (Items 1,2,3,4 and 26) - $150,000;
e Capital Works (ltems 4, 5, 14) - $410,000;

2) Can any of the CBD related works be funded in the existing CAA Budget —
specifically (Iltems 3, 5b, 7, 8, and 20);

3) Can Council allocate a dedicated engineer to facilitate the PBN in design, planning
and submissions, reviewing existing and future works and budgets?

The Mayor took the questions on notice.
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Cr Richards responded to the third operations question — planning money:

Barwon to Bay Project is in this year’s budget. Other projects not in this year’s budget
include:

Boundary Road to Malop Street $25,000, Northern Suburbs Cycling Link $30,000,
Southern Moorabool Street Bridge Link $30,000, Armstrong Park Local Link $50,000 -
total $135,000.

These will be discussed over the next two weeks.

Barwon to Bay is going to cost $3M, Boundary Road to Malop Street, $187,000,
Northern suburbs Cycling Link $400,000, Southern Moorabool Street Bridge Link
$200,000 - any project over $500,000 will be hard to fund from this year’s budget.

Cr Harwood added Home for Cycling is being developed on the Geelong Criterium
Circuit (Belmont) which will house a huge education department for young riders and
much needed facilities for cycling events, club competition and training.

Lyn Mason directed her questions to Cr Richards:

1) Firstly, you commented at the Council Meeting in May that the question regarding
fracking would be addressed in the Environmental Management Strategy document
when it comes back to Council in June/July. As there is only one more scheduled
Council meeting in July, can you please let me know when we should expect the
EMS document to be available?

2) Can you advise the process that will be adopted to determine Council’s position on
coal seam gas mining in Geelong?

3) Can you advise the timeframe of Council’s discussions on this topic and the
process for public questions and input?

Cr Richards responded he has an open mind as Council is governed by evidence and
legislation. | must have an open mind to questions before entering the Chamber.

Councillors research the issue and we talk about it at briefings. There is a high degree
of technical difficulty, but each Councillor comes to their own view through research
and consultation within their community.

Regarding the EMS — Council officers advise the report is unlikely to be presented until
August. During discussion today, officers have agreed to separate fracking as an
individual report to Council in August.

Gary Van Driel added that in relation to the EMS — the document has been out for
public comment and significant feedback was received on the document. The Strategy
will come back to Council in August. Cr Richards was correct regarding fracking, which
will now be identified as a current issue and officers will prepare a report and
recommendation for Council to consider.

Judith Brooks asked when Council will be updating the 2010 Barwon Heads Traffic
Study?

Gary Van Driel took the question on notice.
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Colin Wallace asked:

Mr Mayor, did you know that Cr Andy Richards was the portfolio holder for
Infrastructure during the time, according to a table devised by Council, most and
perhaps all of the post-development infrastructure works paid for out of the $100,000
handed to Council by Ropeworks developers Woolworths, that Cr Richards was the
portfolio holder for Infrastructure when the first, second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth and
seventh of the half-yearly reports Council was to provide to Woolworths or the
subsequent owner in accordance with the Ropeworks Section 173 Agreement were
due but which were never even produced and that Cr Richards was the portfolio holder
for Infrastructure during the entire period of half-yearly reports being due when
Woolworths was the owner?

The Mayor reiterated, as previously aadvised, Council will no longer respond to
questions in relation to Ropeworks or matters that are either ftrivial or repetitive in
nature.

Dennis More asked his questions in relation to Agenda Item 1 - Amendment C288 —
Adventure Park, Bellarine Highway, Wallington:

Re Appendix 3 — Page 7 — 3° paragraph:
Is this going to be a consistent approach to other proposed developments?

Peter Bettess responded that it is a consistent approach to land in a comprehensive
development zone.

Georg Daglas asked if Council agrees that the Alcoa Pier Point, Point Henry is the
most cost effective option to building Victoria’s second container wharf unloading
facility given that the majority of infrastructure required is already existing?

Cr Ansett responded he viewed it as more of a State Government issue made between
Labor and Liberal. It's not something | can answer. Cr Ansett indicated he would be
happy to provide a written response.

PETITIONS:

Cr Farrell presented additional signatures which are to be added to those previously
acknowledged from “Friends of the Old Netball Courts Reserve”. The required action
is to enable genuine engagement with the community to ascertain the feasible future
use/s of the subject land for community purpose. The petitioners respectfully request
that Council defer the proposed Amendment C299 and proposed sale of land until
after completion of the review of Council’s Open Space Strategy and Policy.



Greater Geelong City Council 8 July 2014
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 5

1. AMENDMENT C288 ADVENTURE PARK BELLARINE HIGHWAY
WALLINGTON — CONSIDERATION OF PANEL REPORT AND ADOPTION

Portfolio: Planning — Cr Heagney

Source Planning & Tourism — City Development
General Manager: Peter Bettess

Index Reference Application: 288/2014

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to enable Council to consider the Panel Report to
Planning Scheme Amendment C288 applying to the Adventure Park land at Wallington
and to adopt the Amendment.

Summary

«  Amendment C288 resulted from the application on behalf of Adventure Park P/L
(owned by the Salmon family) to rezone their 72.4ha site fronting Bellarine
Highway and Swan Bay Road, Wallington from Farming zone to Comprehensive
Development zone (CDZ), insert a new Schedule to the CDZ and incorporate the
Adventure Park Comprehensive Development Plan into the Planning Scheme.

 The subject land is occupied by a major water-based theme park along the
Bellarine Highway/Swan Bay Road frontages whilst the balance of the site is
generally cleared ex-farmland.

 The Amendment recognises the substantial recreation and tourist facility on the
land and rationalises the planning approval process for the on-going future
development of the site.

 Amendment C288 was placed on Public exhibition from 12 December 2013 until
27 January 2014. A total of 10 submissions were received of which 5 either
supported or offered no objection (applicant and service authorities) and 5 which
either objected or raised points of objection to the amendment.

» The Council considered the submissions at its meeting on 11 March 2014 and
resolved to refer them to an Independent Panel appointed by the Minister for
Planning.

» Council’s presentation to the Panel proposed the inclusion of additional provisions
in the new Schedule to the zone and changes to the Comprehensive Development
Plan aimed at addressing concerns raised by nearby landowners.

» The Panel report recommends the Amendment be adopted with the additional
provisions proposed by Council (agreed to by the applicant) together with some
additional minor modifications.

* The Panel’'s recommendations are supported and the modified amendment can
now be adopted.

Cr Macdonald moved, Cr Ellis seconded -
That Council:
1) adopts Amendment C288 as outlined in Appendix 4 of this report; and

2) submits the adopted Amendment with the prescribed information to the
Minister for Planning requesting approval.

Carried.
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Background

Amendment C288 resulted from an application made by Collie Planning P/L on behalf
of Adventure Park P/L (owned by the Salmon family) to rezone their 72.4 ha site from
Farming Zone to Comprehensive Development (CDZ) zone, insert a new Schedule 3 to
the CDZ and incorporate the Adventure Park Comprehensive Development Plan into
Clause 80.01 of the Planning Scheme.

The subject land is occupied by a major water based theme park along the Bellarine
Highway/Swan Bay Road frontages whilst the balance of the site is generally cleared
ex-farming land. Adventure Park is already a major tourist attraction on the Bellarine
Peninsula and is Victoria’s biggest theme park. It currently operates between October
and April each year, with the busiest time being warm summer days at weekends and
in holiday periods.

Adventure Park is in an area generally surrounded by farmland within a Farming zone.
On the south side of both Swan Bay Road and the Bellarine Highway the land is zoned
Rural Living and occupied by dwellings on 2 — 4 ha lots.  Immediately opposite the
site at Bellarine Highway Swan Bay intersection Council has recently issued a permit
for a cidery/restaurant.

Appendix 1 shows the current zoning of the land and surrounding area. Appendix 2
is an aerial photo of the same area. Amendment C288 recognises the substantial
recreation and tourist facility on the land and rationalises the planning approval process
for the ongoing future development of the land.

Amendment C288 was placed on exhibition from 12 December 2013 until 27 January
2014. Notices where placed in the Geelong Advertiser and Independent and sent to
all nearby owners and occupiers and all relevant public authorities.

As a result of the exhibition of the Amendment the Council received a total of 10
submissions of which 5 either supported or offered no objection (applicant and public
authorities) and 5 nearby landowners who either objected or raised some points of
objection to the amendment.

The main points raised in the objecting submissions were:

e The proposed Schedule to the zone and the accompanying Comprehensive
Development Plan do not provide a clear indication of the future development likely
to occur on the land (i.e. it is too open — ended).

e The three metres landscape buffer strip around the periphery of the site is totally
inadequate.

e Concern about security arrangements with the prospect of Adventure Park visitors
trespassing onto adjoining properties and disrupting farming operations.

e Increase in traffic in both Curlewis Road and Swan Bay Road.

e The provisions of the zone do not provide for any further input from local residents
when future planning permit applications are lodged with Council.

e Concern about the venue operating on a year-round basis, extensions of operating
hours and the impact on the amenity from visual and noise resulting from new
“Gold Coast Style” developments.

e Concern about future building heights, particularly the 30 metres permit trigger in
Precinct 1.



Greater Geelong City Council 8 July 2014
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 7

Discussion

The Council considered the submissions at its meeting on 11 March 2014 and resolved
to refer them to an Independent Panel appointed by the Minister for Planning.

The main thrust to the Council’s resolution and its subsequent presentation to the
Panel proposed the inclusion of additional provisions in the accompanying zone
Schedule and changes to the Comprehensive Development Plan to directly address
the above concerns raised by nearby landowners.

A Directions Hearing on 10 April 2014 and the Panel Hearing on 1 May 2014 were both
conducted at Council offices. The Council, applicant and two nearby residents made
presentations to the Panel.

The Panel report recommends the Amendment be adopted with the additional
provisions proposed by Council (which have been agreed to by the applicant) together
with some additional minor modifications.

A copy of the Panel's report has previously been circulated to all Councillors.
Appendix 3 is Section 7 Conclusions and Recommendation of the Panel’s report.

The Panel's recommendations are supported and the modified Amendment can now
be adopted. Appendix 4 is the Amendment recommended for adoption. Appendix 5
is the updated Comprehensive Development Plan.

Changes made to the exhibited amendment documentation to address issues raised in
the submissions include:

e Providing a requirement for Council to notify adjoining neighbours about all
requests for approval of a masterplan; and

e Enabling neighbours to comment on all masterplan proposals and require Council
to take into account all comments received in deciding whether or not to approve
any masterplan.

e Requiring the masterplan to outline security fencing arrangements with
neighbouring property owners (which it would be expected to be chain-mesh
fencing at least 2 metres in height installed at the developers cost).

e Requiring the Masterplan to specify the maximum building height of all buildings
and works (i.e. potential future amusement rides and attractions) and building
setbacks from neighbouring properties.

e Reducing the 30 metres permit height trigger in Precinct 1 to 15 metres for
Accommodation Uses.

e Increasing the width of the tree buffer around the perimeter of Adventure Park land
from 3 metres to 10 metres as shown on the exhibited Comprehensive
Development Plan to ensure an adequate visual buffer between future
developments on Adventure Park land and neighbouring properties.

e Adding a notation on the Comprehensive Development Plan that no access or
egress to Adventure Park patrons is to be provided to Curlewis Road (other than
emergency access).
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Environmental Implications

The subject land comprises the existing Adventure Park surrounded by cleared land
previously used for farming. Future development of the site will have no adverse
environmental impacts.

Financial Implications

Amendment C288 has no financial implications.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

The Panel concurs with Council that the Amendment is generally consistent with State
and Council planning policies which are supportive of tourist development and
protection of high quality natural landscapes. The Adventure Park site is well clear of
any future planned urban settlements on the Bellarine Peninsula and as such the
proposed Amendment is consistent with planning strategies in Clause 21.14 Bellarine
Peninsula.

Alignment to City Plan

Amendment C288 supports the Growing our Economy strategic direction of City Plan,
in particular the priorities of supporting the growth of existing businesses and promotion
of tourism to attract visitors to the region.

Officer Direct or Indirect Interest

No Council Officers have any direct or indirect interest, in accordance with Section 80
(c) of the Local Government Act, to which this Amendment relates.

Risk Assessment

No risks have been identified in processing Amendment C288 and adopting it as
recommended by an Independent Panel.

Social Considerations

Adventure Park is an already popular recreation and tourism facility. lts expansion will
further increase the recreational opportunities for Geelong residents and visitors, create
further short and long term employment opportunities and generate benefits to the
wider Geelong economy.

Human Rights Charter

Amendment C288 does not impact on any basic rights, freedoms and responsibilities
as set out in the Charter. Planning legislation ensures an open community
consultation process enabling people to freely express their views and obtain a fair
hearing before an Independent Panel.

Consultation and Communication

Full public notification of the Amendment has been given in accordance with the
provisions of the Planning and Environment Act. All adjoining and nearby residents
received direct notification of the exhibition of the Amendment and provided an
opportunity to present their submission to an Independent Panel appointed by the
Minister for Planning.
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Appendix 1 — Current Zoning
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Appendix 2 — Aerial Photograph
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Appendix 3 — Panel Conclusions and Recommendation

7. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Adventure Park is an established, high quality tourist establishment located on a highly
accessible site on the Bellarine Peninsula. Although it is located within a predominantly rural
area it does not detract from the character of that area.

Amendment C288 has been proposed in order to facilitate the ongoing operation and
development of Adventure Park under a more appropriate zoning and control regime. The
Amendment proposes to include land in the ownership of Adventure Park in a
Comprehensive Development Zone, which will provide a degree of certainty as to the land
onto which Adventure Park can expand and the general locations on that land where
recreational activities and ancillary uses may be developed.

Given that future development will occur over an extended period, it is unreasonable to
expect that the precise detail of that development be provided at this stage. As a
consequence, the zoning the Amendment proposes provides a degree of flexibility as to the
form and precise location of future development. However, the detail lacking at this stage
will be required at the time new development is proposed in the form of precinct masterplans.
In the assessment of these masterplans, an opportunity will be provided for community input.

The Panel, having considered the submissions and evidence put to it, has concluded as
follows:

e Amendment C288 is supported by, and implements, the relevant sections of the State
and Local Planning Policy Frameworks. As such it enjoys strategic support.

e There is sufficient detail in the CDP (as revised), when coupled with the requirements for
detailed masterplans, traffic management plans and permits before further development
may take place, to ensure that any such future development will occur in a manner that
respects the amenity of neighbouring properties and the rural character of the
surrounding area.

e The inclusion of the matrix of permissible uses as shown on the revised CDP is a useful
addition to the CDP and will provide greater clarity about the future development and
use intentions for the subject land.

e The ‘Adventure Park Comprehensive Development Plan April 2014’ as appended to the
report of Mr Collie should replace the exhibited version of the CDP. In addition to the
inclusion of the land use matrix it also provides for a 10m tree buffer around the
perimeter of the subject land.

e Subject to minor changes, the amendments suggested by Council as shown in its Post
Exhibition Version of CDZ3 (which have been accepted by Adventure Park) are
appropriate additions which will:

- Require the masterplan to explicitly provide for details regarding the maximum
height of all buildings and works, the setback distances of all buildings and works
from adjoining properties, the security fencing arrangements with neighbouring
properties and the details of the timing for the delivery of the identified road network
upgrades; and

- Provide an opportunity for the owners and occupiers of adjoining land and others
likely to be impacted by the future development of Adventure Park to comment prior
to the approval of any masterplan.
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Based on the reasons set out in this Report, the Panel recommends:

Greater Geelong Planning Scheme Amendment C288 should be adopted as exhibited,
subject to changes set out in the following recommendations:

1.

The Comprehensive Development Plan should be replaced by the version
attached to the evidence of Mr Collie entitled ‘Adventure Park Comprehensive
Development Plan April 2014’. This version should be properly referenced in
Schedule 3 to the Comprehensive development Zone and in the Schedule to
Clause 81.01

The exhibited version of Schedule 3 to the Comprehensive development Zone
should be replaced by the Council’s ‘Post Exhibition Version’ but amended
further to:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Alter the condition in the Table of uses, Section 1, applying to Camping
and caravan park to read “must be in the form of cabins (and not tents,
caravans or campervans”.

Alter the provisions of Clause 2.0 Masterplan, to include the following
requirement:

“Prior to considering any request to approve or amend a Masterplan the
responsible authority must:

- notify the owners and occupiers of adjoining land and provide them
an opportunity to provide comment within 14 days; and

- publish a notice of the proposed Masterplan in a newspaper
circulating in the area inviting comment from people likely to be
adversely impacted within 14 days.

In deciding whether or not to approve or amend the Masterplan the
responsible authority must consider any comments received.”

Alter the wording of the final dot point in Clause 5.0 Buildings and
works, to read:

“Accommodation not exceeding 15 metres in height above the natural
ground level or otherwise as specified in an approved Masterplan”
Number the sections titled ‘Exemption from notice and review’ and
‘Information to be provided’ as Clauses 6.0 and 7.0 respectively.
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Appendix 4 — Amendment Documents for Adoption

Planning and Environment Act 1987

GREATER GEELONG PLANNING SCHEME

AMENDMENT C288
INSTRUCTION SHEET

The planning authority for this amendment is Greater Geelong City Council
The Greater Geelong Planning Scheme is amended as follows:

Planning Scheme Maps

The Planning Scheme Maps are amended by a total of one attached map.
Zoning Maps

Planning Scheme Map No. 70 in the form of the attached map marked “Greater Geelong
Planning Scheme, Amendment C288”

Planning Scheme Ordinance
The Planning Scheme Ordinance is amended as follows:

1. In Zones — following Clause 37.02, insert a new Schedule 3 in the form of the
attached document.

2. In Incorporated Documents — Clause 81.01, replace the Schedule with a new
Schedule in the form of the attached document.

End of document
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12/09/2013
©243C288

SCHEDULE TO CLAUSE 81.01

Name of document

‘ Introduced by:

14 Shepherd Court, North Geelong, Cotton On Office Redevelopment, | C257
July 2011

Adventure Park Comprehensive Development Plan May 2014 C288
Advertising Sign Guidelines, City of Greater Geelong, November 1997. NPS1
Armstrong Creek East Native Vegetation Precinct Plan, May 2010 C206
Armstrong Creek East Precinct Structure Plan, May 2010 Amended | C214
November 2011.

Armstrong Creek East Precinct Development Contributions Plan, Version | C214
4.1 Alternate Version November 2011.

Armstrong Creek North East Industrial Precinct Development | C207
Contributions Plan, May 2010.

Armstrong Creek North East Industrial Precinct Growling Grass Frog | C207
Conservation Management Plan, May 2010.

Armstrong Creek North East Industrial Precinct Native Vegetation | C207
Precinct Plan, May 2010.

Armstrong Creek North East Industrial Precinct, Precinct Structure Plan, | C207
May 2010.

Armstrong Creek Urban Growth Plan Framework Plan, November 2008, | C240
Updated September 2012

Armstrong Creek West Precinct Development Contributions Plan, | C240
February 2013

Armstrong Creek West Precinct Native Vegetation Precinct Plan, | C240
November 2012

Armstrong Creek West Precinct Structure Plan, September 2012 C240
Australian Standard AS 2021-1994, Acoustics - Aircraft Noise Intrusion - | NPS1

Building Siting and Construction. Standards Association of Australia
1994,

Environmental Weeds, City of Greater Geelong, September 2008

C129(Part 1)

Geelong City Urban Conservation Study Vol. 1 Restoration and Infill | C258
Guidelines, Commercial and Civic Buildings, Graeme Butler for the City

of Geelong, 1993

Geelong Library and Heritage Centre Redevelopment, March 2013 Cc287
Geelong Ring Road — Section 4C Incorporated Document, June 2010. C232
Geelong TAC Office Development, October 2006. C142
Heritage and Design Guidelines, City of Greater Geelong, 1997. NPS1
Key Development and Increased Housing Diversity Areas, July 2009, | C254
updated 2012.

Jetty Road Urban Growth Area Development Contributions Plan, | C230
September 2011

Melbourne Geelong Interconnection Project, June 2010. C229
Native Vegetation Precinct Plan, Geelong Ring Road Employment | C243
Precinct, March 2013

Newtown Heritage Study Review Report, Volume 3, City of Greater | C191
Geelong, 2008

New Station Estate Restructure Plan, July 2010 Cc187
Rail Infrastructure Projects (comprising the Rail Gauge Standardisation | VC17

Project, the Regional Fast Rail Project and the Fibre Optic Project),
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Name of document ‘ Introduced by:
December 2002.
Rail Upgrades at Geelong Port Project, May 2010. C211
Rippleside Comprehensive Development Plan, February 2000. Cc2
Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines, June 2000. Cc2

Thirteenth Beach Golf Resort Barwon Heads, Barwon Heads | C54
Comprehensive Development Plan, Land Design Partnership, Anthony
Cashmore & Associates and the Planning Group, May 2001 amended
September 2006.

Waterfront Geelong Design and Development Code, Keys Young, July | NPS1
1996

West Fyans-Fyans Street Precinct Structure Plan, June 2009 C205
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Appendix 5 — Comprehensive Development Plan Map May 2014
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2.

AMENDMENT C299: 77 - 79 DRAPER STREET & 128 - 130 ASBURY
STREET EAST OCEAN GROVE - PANEL REPORT AND ADOPTION.

Portfolio: Planning - Cr Heagney
Source Planning and Tourism
General Manager: Peter Bettess

Index Reference Application: 299/2014

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to enable Council to consider the Panel report for
Amendment C299 which proposes the rezoning of the ex-netball courts in Draper
Street and Asbury Street East, Ocean Grove and to adopt the Amendment.

Summary

Amendment C299 proposes the rezoning of 4 Council owned residential properties
situated at 77 — 79 Draper Street and 128 — 130 Asbury Street East, Ocean Grove
from Public Park and Recreation zone to General Residential 2 zone. It is also
proposed to extend the Design and Development Overlay (DDO14) over the land
to be rezoned.

These properties have been utilised for netball courts and a small clubroom which
are no longer required following the construction of a new facility at the Shell Road
Recreation Reserve. Each lot has an area of approximately 807 sq metres.

Following the rezoning of the land the Council intends to offer the land for sale as it
is no longer required for recreational purposes. There is ample other land currently
available for open space usage in the immediate area.

Amendment C299 was placed on public exhibition from 31 October 2013 to 2
December 2013. A total of 19 submissions were received of which 4 either
supported or offered no objection and 15 which objected to the amendment.

Council considered the submissions at its meeting on 11 February 2014 and
resolved to refer them to an Independent Panel appointed by the Minister for
Planning.

The Panel has recommended the Amendment be adopted. It finds the
Amendment is consistent with Council’s recreational strategies for Ocean Grove
and the Bellarine Peninsula and that there is very adequate remaining open space
to serve the surrounding residential community.

The Panel’s recommendations are supported and the Amendment can now be
adopted.

Cr Farrell moved, Cr Macdonald seconded -

That Council:

1) Adopts Amendment C299 as outlined in this report; and

2) Submits the adopted Amendment together with the prescribed information to

the Minister for Planning requesting approval.

Carried.
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Background

Council is the proponent for Amendment C299 which rezones 4 residential properties
situated at 77 — 79 Draper Street & 128 — 130 Asbury Street, Ocean Grove from Public
Park and Recreation zone to General Residential 2 zone. It is also proposed to extend
Design and Development Overlay 14 (the 7.5 metres permit height trigger) over the
land to be rezoned.

For many years these properties were used for recreational purposes and are occupied
by netball courts and a small clubrooms. The courts have protective mesh fencing on
3 sides and six pole mounted lights. Each of the 4 separately Titled lots is
approximately 807 sq metres (total area 3228 sq metres).

As a result of the construction of the new netball facility at the Shell Road Recreation
facility the old courts are no longer required. Following the rezoning of this land it is
Council’s intention that it be sold. (ltem 4, Council Minutes of meeting 27 August 2013).

The Council has given public notice of its intention to sell the land pursuant to Section
189 of the Local Government Act. Submissions were heard by the Submissions
Hearing Panel on 3 June and are subject to a separate report to a Council meeting.

Appendix 1 shows the land subject of the rezoning application and existing zonings.

Appendix 2 shows the subject land and the surrounding area which is predominantly
used for residential purposes other than the substantial Memorial Reserve (2.4ha)
located on the south side of Draper Street opposite the subject land.

In considering whether to pursue this rezoning proposal, Council had regard to whether
or not this immediate area would be adequately served with local open space. In this
case, it is considered there is no shortage of open space in the immediate area with
residents having easy access to:

e Memorial Park (2.4ha) containing an oval and surrounding parkland, opposite the
subject land.

e Arthur Powell Reserve (7000 sq m) containing tennis courts and surrounding
parkland, approximately 100 metres to the east of the subject land.

The rezoning proposal is consistent with the Ocean Grove Sporting Infrastructure Plan
dated May 2010 which proactively plans for the formal outdoor sporting needs of
current and future residents of Ocean Grove, with particular emphasis on the town’s
major active recreation reserves i.e. Shell Road, Collendina and Memorial Reserves.

As part of the background research, this report notes (page 17) that the Bellarine
Peninsula Recreation and Leisure Needs Study 2005 refers to selling the old netball
courts following their relocation to Shell Road to help offset the costs of the new facility
developments.  The Infrastructure Plan (page 34) also makes reference to the
inadequate facilities and amenities at the existing site and the constraint on further
development being wedged between residential properties.

Discussion

Amendment C299 was placed on exhibition between 31 October 2013 and 2
December 2013. Notices were placed in the Geelong Advertiser, Independent and
Ocean Grove Voice and sent to all nearby owners and occupiers and all relevant public
authorities.

As a result of the exhibition of the Amendment the Council received a total of 19
submissions. Of these, 4 either supported the Amendment or offered no objection and
15 objected to the Amendment.
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Three supporting submissions argue that the land is very suitable to provide for future
residential development for people with a disability which will be a benefit to the Ocean
Grove community.

Objecting submitters consider there has been inadequate community consultation and
that with the continuing growth of the town the land should be retained for future
recreational and/or community use.

The issues raised in the submissions where considered by Council at its meeting on 11
February 2014. Council resolved to refer all submissions to an Independent Panel
appointed by the Minister for Planning.

A Directions Hearing on 14 March 2014 and the Panel Hearing on 16 March 2014 were
both conducted at Council offices in Geelong. The Council, as both applicant and
planning authority, made presentations to the Panel, as did five residents (one
supporting use of the land for housing people with disability, four objecting and arguing
the land should be retained for open space/recreational purposes).

The Panel report recommends that the Amendment be adopted. It finds that the
rezoning of the land is consistent with adopted Council strategic recreational strategies
being the Bellarine Peninsula Recreation and Leisure Needs Study 2005 and the
Ocean Grove Sporting Infrastructure Plan, both of which make reference to the
prospect of selling the land occupied by the old netball courts when the new facility at
the Shell Road Recreation Reserve is completed. It also finds that this area is well
served by existing open space at Memorial Reserve and Arthur Powell Reserve.

A copy of the Panel’s report has previously been circulated to all Councillors.
Appendix 3 is Section 6 Conclusions and recommendations of the Panel’s report. The
Panel’s report was publicly available on the Council’'s website.

The Panel's recommendation is supported and therefore the Amendment can be
adopted. Appendix 4 is the Amendment recommended for adoption. The subject
land is proposed to be included in the GRZ2 zone (as distinct from the exhibited GRZ)
in accordance with the future zoning of the surrounding R3 zoned area and as per
Council’s presentation to the Panel.

Environmental Implications

The proposed rezoning has no environmental implications

Financial Implications

The proposed rezoning provides a positive financial outcome for Council in that it will
enable it to sell land no longer required for recreational purposes.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

Under the Local Government Best Practice Guideline for the Sale and Exchange of
Land, the Council is required to ensure that “....... prior to being offered for sale,
property should be appropriately zoned. This will ensure that the ultimate use of the
land is determined by that zone and the highest possible sale price is achieved”.

The proposed amendment is not inconsistent with any State or Council planning
policies. To the extent which these policies advocate the benefits of urban
consolidation, this amendment will enable infill development to occur in a location
which excellent accessibility to all urban facilities and services.

The Panel has determined that “the Amendment has been prepared following a
thorough strategic planning process”.
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Alignment to City Plan

The proposal is consistent with the Community Wellbeing strategies of City Plan which
are directed at delivering a network of open space and sporting facilities to keep people
active. It is consistent with the Municipal Strategic Statement and Bellarine Peninsula
Strategic Plan which are listed strategies in delivering community wellbeing priorities.

Officer Direct or Indirect Interest
No Council Officers have any direct or indirect interest, in accordance with Section 80
(c) of the Local Government Act to which this Amendment relates.

Risk Assessment

No risks have been identified regarding the rezoning of this land.

Social Considerations

There is ample existing remaining recreational land in the immediate neighbourhood to
meet the requirements of surrounding residents.

The site is well located for infill residential development with good accessibility to the
town’s community and commercial facilities and services.

Human Rights Charter

The proposal does not impact on any human rights and responsibilities set out in the
Charter.  Planning legislation ensures an open community consultation process
enabling people to freely express their views and if necessary obtain a fair hearing
before an Independent Panel.

Consultation and Communication

The Amendment has been exhibited in accordance with the provisions of the Planning
and Environment Act to provide for full public comment. As part of this process direct
written notification was provided to all adjoining and nearby property owners potentially
affected by the Amendment.

All submitters have been provided with an opportunity to appear before an Independent
Panel appointed by the Minister for Planning.
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Appendix 1 Existing Zones
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Appendix 2 — Aerial Photo
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Appendix 3 — Panel Conclusion

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Panel finds that the Amendment is consistent with the Council’s strategic recreational
strategies for Ocean Grove and the Bellarine Peninsula area. The Amendment has been
prepared following a thorough strategic planning process.

The decision to rezone the land (and potentially sell) has been based on the
recommendations of well researched reports that have undergone extensive public
consultation. Many of the recommendations in the reports have been implemented, or are
soon to be.

The Council has determined that the land is no longer required as a netball facility,
particularly as the new facilities have been completed and expanded at the Shell Road site.
The land is within very close proximity to, and well served by, existing open space at
Memorial Reserve and the Arthur Powell Reserve.

The task of the Panel has been to determine whether the proposed General Residential Zone
is the most appropriate zone for the land at 77-79 Draper Street and 128-130 Asbury Street
East, Ocean Grove, if the land is to be sold.

For the reasons outlined in this report, the Panel recommends that Amendment C299 to
the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme should be adopted as exhibited.
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Planning and Environment Act 1987

GREATER GEELONG PLANNING SCHEME

AMENDMENT C299
INSTRUCTION SHEET

The planning authority for this amendment is Greater Geelong City Council.

The Greater Geelong Planning Scheme is amended as follows:

Planning Scheme Maps

The Planning Scheme Maps are amended by a total two (2) attached map sheets.
Zoning Maps

1. Amend Planning Scheme Map No 81 in the manner shown on the one attached map marked
“Greater Geelong Planning Scheme, Amendment C299”.

Overlay Maps

2.  Amend Planning Scheme Map No 81 DDO14 in the manner shown on the one attached map

marked “Greater Geelong Planning Scheme map marked Greater Geelong Planning Scheme,
Amendment C299”.

End of Document
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3.

AMENDMENT C59 — PROTECTION OF THE EMERGENCY MEDICAL
SERVICES HELICOPTER FLIGHT PATHS AT GEELONG HOSPITAL

Portfolio: Planning - Cr Heagney

Source Planning and Tourism - City Development
General Manager: Peter Bettess

Index Reference Application C059

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’'s support for an amendment to the
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme to implement design and development overlays to
protect the flight paths to the current and future emergency helipads at the Geelong
Hospital.

Summary

The Emergency Medical Services (EMS) helipad plays a vital part in the operations
of the Geelong Hospital. The EMS helicopter services are used to assist critically
ill patients or people who have been involved in road trauma incidents.

This is an essential service serving a large catchment around Geelong and
regional areas west of Melbourne and operates on an as needs basis with about 2
EMS operations each week.

An existing helipad is located at ground level fronting Myers Street. A new helipad
is proposed (subject to funding) on top of the new Emergency Department building
fronting Ryrie Street.

Long term protection of the operational areas of the EMS helicopter flight paths will
ensure that this essential service is available for current and future community.

The amendment proposes the application of three design and development
overlays (DDOs) to the flight paths for the current and future emergency helipads
to protect the operational airspace for helicopter medical transport flights. They
have been defined to reflect the operating environment for the existing and future
helipad.

The proposed DDOs will ensure that air ambulance helicopter operators will be
aware of the location and height of objects within the approach, departure and
manoeuvring area of the Geelong Helipad EMS, all essential information for the
safe and efficient conduct of the EMS flights.

The Department of Health (DoH) has identified the need for the amendment due to
the increasing development occurring in Geelong as well as the potential for the
redevelopment of the existing helipad site.

The Minister for Planning is being asked by the DoH to undertake a ministerial
amendment under section 20(4) of the Planning and Environment Act.

Council’s support for the amendment and process is sought.

Officers recommend that the Department of Health undertakes a consultation
process with the local community to ensure that they are fully informed about the
proposal and its impact on the areas within the flight paths of the helipads.

There are immense benefits to residents of the Region of maintaining clear and
safe access to the helipads and this outweighs any potential impact on properties
within their flight paths.
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Cr Macdonald moved, Cr E Kontelj seconded -
That Council:

1) supports the preparation of a planning scheme amendment C59 to apply
design and development overlays to the flight paths of the emergency
helipads at the Geelong Hospital;

2) supports the amendment being considered by the Minister for Planning and
proceeding as a section 20(4) amendment under the Planning and
Environment Act 1987;

3) recommends that the Department of Health undertake a consultation process
with the local community about the project.

Carried.

Background

Council has received correspondence from the Department of Health seeking the
support of the City of Greater Geelong to undertake a Section 20 (4) Ministerial
amendment to protect the flight paths of the Emergency Medical Services (EMS)
helicopters that fly to and from Geelong Hospital. Appendix 1 shows the location of the
helipad.

The DoH seeks Councils support on the planning controls amendment process as
these controls have been tested and have used successfully throughout the State.

As outlined in the correspondence,

“The Department has developed a state-wide helipad strategy that has as a key
objective the protection of the long—term viability of the air ambulance helicopter
network in Victoria. Geelong Hospital is part of this state-wide network of public
facilities that provide vital air ambulance services to trauma and seriously ill members
of the community. Therefore it is important to protect the safety, availability and
efficiency of this vital emergency medical service provided by the air ambulance
helicopters.

Geelong Hospital is currently serviced by air ambulance helicopters using a ground
level concrete helipad on the southern side of the hospital, adjacent to Myers Street.
Whilst helicopter EMS flights continue to use the existing ground level facility, the
location and proximity of adjacent buildings and trees create operational constraints on
helicopter flights.

Given the impetus to promote growth within Geelong and its strategic location as one
of the largest regional areas west of Melbourne, the EMS helipad will serve a large and
growing catchment. Long term protection of the EMS helicopter flight paths will ensure
that this essential service is available for current and future generations. A key
injection of investment into community infrastructure has occurred on site with Barwon
Health currently undertaking major extension works to Geelong Hospital. The new
Emergency Department located on Ryrie Street will include the potential to provide a
future rooftop helipad to serve the hospital. The provision of a future rooftop facility will
overcome the current restrictions and permit flights to be conducted in Performance
Class 1 helicopters. However the realisation of a future rooftop facility is dependent
upon funding. Once this has occurred and the helipad has been constructed, the
proposed controls relating to the ground level helipad will no longer be applicable.
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The Department seeks to protect this airspace through the Greater Geelong planning
scheme via a Design and Development Overlay (DDO) control. Discussion has
occurred with your officers on this matter as well as planners at the regional office of
the Department of Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure and we understand a
recommendation is to be put to Council to approve the proposed Ministerial
amendment process.

It must be noted that the Department does not seek to inhibit development surrounding
the hospital. Rather we seek to be a referral authority to ensure that the overall
usability of the helipad meets the 98% value adopted for EMS helicopters. In most
cases, provided the overall usability of the helipad is maintained, referred applications
will generally be accepted with the position and height of the building incorporated into
the Australian Air ambulance database.

The EMS helicopters play a key role in providing medical and trauma services to
patients who are critically ill and involved in accidents within the Greater Geelong and
wider area. The service is one of regional significance and achieves regional planning
objectives by ensuring safe access to community infrastructure for all members of the
wider area. We consider that whilst the facility may be located in Geelong, the ability to
transport critically ill and injured people to hospital has impacts far beyond the
immediate area.

Prior to approval we would support consultation with the community in relation to the
proposed controls and will work with your officers on the format of how this information
is provided to the properties impacted by the overlay controls. Any responses to the
views of affected parties will be provided to Council and the Department of Transport,
Planning and Local Infrastructure prior to consideration by the Minister for Planning.

The matter is one where the Department of Health seeks to ensure the future health of
Victorians is protected by delivering an important trauma service. By allowing the
Department of Health to consider the heights of potential structures within the
helicopter flight paths through the referral process, the DDQO's will ensure the long term
protection of this community service for the benefit of Greater Geelong and the wider
area.”

Discussion

The DoH has identified the need for the amendment due to the increasing development
occurring in Geelong as well as the potential for redevelopment of the existing helipad
site. The current helipad occupies valuable space that can be developed for other
hospital related purposes.

Amendment C59 will trigger a planning application for high development and referral to
the DoH within the boundaries of three new Design and Development Overlays (DDOs)
into the Planning Scheme as follows:

e DDO (H1) relates to the “inner areas” of the ground level helipad
e DDO (H2) relates to the “outer area” of the ground level helipad
e DDO (H3) relates to the proposed new elevated helipad.

It should be noted that the DDOs for the ground level helipad will not be required once
a new rooftop helipad is operational.

There is precedence for this type of control, with it being successfully implemented in
other planning schemes including at Ballarat, Traralgon, Cowes, Kilmore and Seymour.
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The areas proposed to be affected by the DDOs were mapped by applying standard
requirements for EMS helipad flightpath protection and then tailored to suit local
conditions around the Geelong Hospital in terms of wind, topography and existing
buildings.

The key purpose of each DDO is to trigger a planning permit requirement for structures
over a certain height and to include a mandatory referral to the Department of Health
for assessment and comment. The DDOs are considered the most effective and
proven method for protecting the EMS flightpaths from any obstructing structures.

DDO Boundaries

Three DDOs are proposed. The boundaries for these have been selected on the
technical advice provided by PSNK Aeronautical Services (technical report to DoH).

The associated flightpath footprints have been defined relative to the helipad location
with reference to three separate areas:

Area H1

The area in the immediate proximity to the ground level helipad within which the initial
take-off phase of flight and the approach phase of flight are performed. This nominated
area is a circular region within 250 metres of the helipad which has been truncated to
reflect the location of existing buildings to the north and west of the helipad.

Area H2

The area in the approach and take-off flightpath extending from the boundary of the
ground level helipad H1 area to a nominal distance of 926 metres (0.5 nautical miles)
from the helipad where the protected airspace associated with the helicopter flight
paths would exceed an elevation of 40 metres above the helipad.

Area H3

The area adjacent to the approach and take-off flightpaths tracks extending from the
rooftop helipad to a nominal distance of 926 metres (0.5 nautical miles) from the
helipad where the protected airspace associated with the helicopter flightpaths would
exceed an elevation of 40 metres above the helipad.

The boundaries of the DDOs generally follow block, street and zone extents for ease of
reference by landowners and Council.

Appendix 2 shows the extent of the proposed overlay areas. The areas affected
include residential, commercial and mixed use land uses, and affected both public and
private land.

DDO requirements

Any application for buildings and works over certain heights are to be referred to the
Department of Health. The specialist advice to be provided by the DoH will help guide
Council in assessing the application.

In large part, all three DDOs contain the same information in the design objectives,
buildings and works, referral of applications and decision guidelines sections. Where
they differ is in the height for which a planning permit is triggered. The planning permit
trigger for development in each of the three DDOs is:

e H1 —Inner Area = 8.1 metres above natural ground level
e H2 — Outer Area = 13.5 metres above natural ground level
e H3 - Rooftop = 25.0 metres above natural ground level

All applications for development at or above these heights will be referred to the
Department of Health for consideration.
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Applications made under the DDO will be exempt from the notice and review
requirements of the Planning and Environment Act. With this provision in mind, officers
recommend that the Department of Health undertakes a consultation process with the
community about the project.

The amendment will provide protection for the flight paths used by emergency medical
service helicopters servicing the Geelong Hospital from encroachment by future
developments that could prejudice the safety or efficiency of the helipad at the Geelong
Hospital. Protection of the flight paths are crucial to ensure that the Geelong
community and wider region have the benefit of a helicopter service that is safe and
efficient and responsive to emergency medical needs. Controls on high new buildings
and works within the flight paths are essential to protect the long term viability of the
helipads and associated flight paths.

Referral of an application for new buildings and works to exceed the designated
heights is required to allow the Department of Health to determine if an application
might affect the safety of helicopter operations.

Appendix 3 outlines the proposed Design and Development Overlay Schedules.

Officers have reviewed the proposed Design and Development Overlay Schedules and
have suggested some improvements to simplify the clauses without changing the intent
or the provisions. These will be considered by the Department of Health.

Design and development overlays similar to this proposal have recently (2013) been
incorporated into the Ballarat Planning scheme to protect the flight paths of the Ballarat
Base Hospital. It is a technique that will allow for development to continue but for high
development to obtain a planning permit and to have input from the Department of
Health.

The applicant advises that in the other areas around Victoria with similar DDOs, there
have been few applications made with a negligible number refused. In most cases the
referral to DoH will not result in a refusal or any required changes to a proposal.

Drafting of the DDOs has sought to reduce the extent of administrative burden on
Council by exempting the notice and rights of review provisions and including the views
of the DoH as a decision guideline.

Conclusion

The proposed amendment is considered essential to provide long term protection of
the EMS helicopter flight paths of the Geelong Hospital. The EMS helicopters provide
important trauma related services to the operation of the Geelong Hospital.

The areas affected by the proposed DDOs have been reviewed in relation to Council’s
strategic vision for the area and sought to minimise any potential impact on the
Geelong Central Activities Area.

Environmental Implications

It is not expected that the amendment will have any undue environmental implications.

Financial Implications

The Department of Health will bear the costs of the planning scheme amendment and
a community consultation process.
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Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

The amendment supports the strategies in the State Planning Policy Framework at
Clause 18.04-3 Planning for airfields that seek to plan for area around airfields to
preclude development which could prejudice the safety or efficiency on an airfield. This
strategy is equally applicable to the flight paths for a helipad.

Alignment to City Plan

The ‘How we do business’ priority on lead by advocating and collaborating on issues
important to the Greater Geelong community is relevant to this proposal and Council
supporting the protection of the helipad flight paths for helicopter medical transport
flights. The priority for an informed and engaged community will also be met by asking
the Department of Health to undertake a consultation process for the proposal.

Officer Direct or Indirect Interest

No Council Officers have any direct or indirect interest, in accordance with Section 80
(C) of the Local Government Act to which this Amendment relates.

Risk Assessment

There are no risks with either implementing or not implementing the recommendations
of this report.

Social Considerations

Continued safe helicopter access will provide benefits to the Geelong community and
the wider western region of the State.

Human Rights Charter

Support for the Department of Health undertaking a consultation process with the local
community will ensure that the proposal can be fully explained and views can be heard
and addressed. The Planning and Environment Act 1987 provides for the Minister for
Planning to prepare an amendment.

Consultation and Communication

Consultation and engagement with the local community about the project should be
undertaken by the Department of Health as part of the preparation for making the
amendment application to the Minister for Planning
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APPENDIX 1 — LOCALITY PLAN (AERIAL)



Greater Geelong City Council 8 July 2014
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 41

APPENDIX 2 — EXTENT OF DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OVERLAYS

—
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APPENDIX 3 — PROPOSED DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY SCHEDULES
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SCHEDULE [NUMBER] TO THE DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY
Shown on the planning scheme map as DDO[number].

EMS HELICOPTER FLIGHTPATH AREA (H1 - INNER AREA)

Design objectives

To ensure that the height of new development does not encroach on the flight path airspace areas
associated with the Geelong Hospital ground level helipad.

To ensure that the height of new development avoids creating a hazard to EMS helicopters
operating in the vicinity of the Geelong Hospital helipad and to facilitate safe emergency medical
service helicopter flight operations.

Buildings and works

A permit is not required to:

= construct a building or to construct or carry out works with a constructed height less than 8.1
metres above the adjacent natural ground level.

= Subdivide land

For the purposes of this clause, buildings and works include fences, radio masts, television
antennae and flagpoles and any construction equipment associated with the buildings and works.

Referral of applications

An application must be referred in accordance with Section 55 of the Act to the referral authority
specified in Clause 66.04 or a schedule to that clause. Referred applications must include details
of proposed development height expressed as elevations above the Australian Height Datum.The
Geelong Hospital helipad is at an elevation of 32.35 metres above Australian Height Datum.

Applications will be assessed against the Department of Health (Vic) guidelines for helicopter
landing sites which incorporate the requirements of the International Civil Aviation Organisations
‘Standards and Recommended Practices’ Annex 14 Volume 11 Helicopters (as amended).

Exemption from Notice and Review

An application under this overlay is exempt from the notice requirements of Section 52(1)(a), (b)
and (d) and the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) and (3) and the review rights of Section
82(1) of the Act.

Decision guidelines

Before deciding on an application, the responsible authority must consider the views of the
Secretary of the Department of Health.
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SCHEDULE [NUMBER] TO THE DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY

==/=-120- " Shown on the planning scheme map as DDO[number].

EMS HELICOPTER FLIGHTPATH AREA (H2 - OUTER AREA)
1.0 Design objectives

To ensure that the height of new development does not encroach on the flight path airspace areas
associated with the Geelong Hospital ground level helipad.

To ensure that the height of new development avoids creating a hazard to EMS helicopters
operating in the vicinity of the Geelong Hospital helipad and to facilitate safe emergency medical
service helicopter flight operations.

2.0 Buildings and works

__/__/nhn_ A permit is not required to:

= construct a building or to construct or carry out works with a constructed height less than 13.5
metres above the adjacent natural ground level.

= Subdivide land.

For the purposes of this clause, buildings and works include fences, radio masts, television
antennae and flagpoles and any construction equipment associated with the buildings and works.

3.0 Referral of applications

__/__/»n_  An application must be referred in accordance with Section 55 of the Act to the referral authority
specified in Clause 66.04 or a schedule to that clause. Referred applications must include details
of proposed development height expressed as elevations above the Australian Height Datum. The
Geelong Hospital helipad is at an elevation of 32.35 metres above the Australian Height Datum.

Applications will be assessed against the Department of Health (Vic) guidelines for helicopter
landing sites which incorporate the relevant requirements of the International Civil Aviation
Organisations ‘Standards and Recommended Practices’ Annex 14 Volume 11 Helicopters (as

amended).
4.0 Exemption from Notice and Review
. An application under this overlay is exempt from the notice requirements of Section 52(1)(a), (b)

and (d) and the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) and (3) and the review rights of Section
82(1) of the Act.

5.0 Decision guidelines

] Before deciding on an application, the responsible authority must consider the views of the
Secretary of the Department of Health.
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SCHEDULE [NUMBER] TO THE DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY

==/=-120- " Shown on the planning scheme map as DDO[number].
EMS HELICOPTER FLIGHTPATH AREA (H3 - ROOFTOP HELIPAD)
1.0 Design objectives
To ensure that the height of new development does not encroach on the flight path airspace areas
--/-- associated with the Geelong Hospital rooftop helipad.
To ensure that the height of new development avoids creating a hazard to EMS helicopters
operating in the vicinity of the Geelong Hospital helipad and to facilitate safe emergency medical
service helicopter flight operations.
To ensure that the height of new development does not encroach on the flight path airspace areas
associated with the Geelong Hospital rooftop helipad.
To ensure that the height of new development avoids creating a hazard to EMS helicopters
operating in the vicinity of the Geelong Hospital helipad and to facilitate safe emergency medical
service helicopter flight options.
2.0 Buildings and works

__/__/hn_ A permit is not required to:

= construct a building or to construct or carry out works with a constructed height less than 25.0
metres above the adjacent natural ground level.

= Subdivide land

For the purposes of this clause, buildings and works include fences, radio masts, television
antennae and flagpoles and any construction equipment associated with the buildings and works.

3.0 Referral of applications

__/__/»n_  An application must be referred in accordance with Section 55 of the Act to the referral authority
specified in Clause 66.04 or a schedule to that clause. Referred applications must include details
of proposed development heights expressed as elevations above the Australian Height Datum. The
design level for the Geelong rooftop helipad is at an elevation of 58.44 metres above the
Australian Height Datum.

Applications will be assessed against the Department of Health (Vic) guidelines for helicopter
landing sites which incorporate the relevant requirements of the International Civil Aviation
Organisations ‘Standards and Recommended Practices’ Annex 14 Volume 11 Helicopters (as

amended).
4.0 Exemption from Notice and Review
. An application under this overlay is exempt from the notice requirements of Section 52(1)(a), (b)

and (d) and the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) and (3) and the review rights of Section
82(1) of the Act.

5.0 Decision guidelines

—_ Before deciding on an application, the responsible authority must consider the views of the
Secretary of the Department of Health.
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4.

CENTRAL GEELONG ZONING PROVISIONS REVIEW

Portfolio: Planning - Cr Michelle Heagney
Source Planning and Tourism

General Manager: Peter Bettess

Index Reference Central Geelong Taskforce
Purpose

To facilitate changes to the zoning provisions applying to Central Geelong to stream
line decision making consistent with the Central Geelong Action Plan.

Summary

The adopted Central Geelong Action Plan flagged changes to the zoning
provisions relating to Central Geelong, specifically the Activity Centre Zone, to
provide for a more facilitative development framework consistent with the
objectives and principles of the Action Plan.

The Minister for Planning has recently identified the opportunity to apply new state
wide VicSmart provisions, a new streamlined application process, to Central
Geelong. The key elements of VicSmart are 10 day turnaround times for permits
(except where further information is required), the CEO or delegate is the
responsible authority for the application (not the council) and notice and third party
appeal rights do not apply.

Apply the new state-wide VicSmart provisions to the Activity Centre Zone. It is
recommended that state-wide VicSmart provisions for commercial zones and the
Capital City Zone relating to subdivision, signage, loading provisions apply to
Central Geelong. It is also recommended to increase the state-wide dollar value for
buildings and work applications to be considered under VicSmart from $50,000 to
$250,000 to reflect the higher costs associated with commercial centre works for
shop front alterations etc. The state-wide standard for parking reduction is also
proposed to be increased above 5 bays for existing building reuse in Central
Geelong while an additional provision for liquor licenses associated with
restaurants and cafes is proposed between 7.00am and 11.00pm.

A substantial review of the Activity Centre zone so that it is more in keeping with
the Capital City Zone and recently reformed Commercial 1 zone is proposed.
Recommended changes include:

» Simplification of permit triggers so that Section 1 uses (uses which do not
require permits) are less constrained by precinct location conditions;

* Removal of all notice and review provisions;

» Restructure of the zone schedule to make it easier to navigate and interpret
key provisions;

»  Simplify some of the application requirements.

The report recommends a staged process to implement VicSmart and Activity
Centre Zone changes to Central Geelong. Stage 1 includes the introduction of
local VicSmart provisions for land in Activity Centre Zone via a Ministerial
Amendment process. Stage 2 is recommended to comprise the Activity Zone
changes to be implemented through a separate amendment process.
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Cr Macdonald moved, Cr Harwood seconded -
That Council requests:

1) the Minister for Planning, pursuant to Section 20(4) of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, to prepare, adopt and approve a planning scheme
amendment to the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme to introduce local
VicSmart provisions to the Activity Centre Zone as identified in Appendix 1;
and

2) the Minister for Planning pursuant to Section 20(4) of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 to prepare and approve an amendment to the Greater
Geelong Planning Scheme to amend the schedule to the Activity Centre Zone
provisions as generally identified in this report; and in the event this request
is not supported;

3) authorisation from the Minister for Planning to prepare an amendment to the
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme, and subject to authorisation, exhibit the
amendment to change the schedule to the Activity Centre Zone provisions as
generally identified in this report.

Carried.

Background

The adopted Central Geelong Action Plan recommended a review of the current zoning
provisions relating to Central Geelong (Activity Centre Zone predominantly) with a
specific focus on reviewing the notice provisions to establish a zone which is more
facilitative for development in terms of timeliness and cost associated with application
assessment. This was considered consistent with the broader objectives of stimulating
investment and streamlining the approvals process and necessary to achieve the
principle of more people living, working, living and playing in Central Geelong.

The Activity Centre Zone (ACZ) was introduced in May 2013. The zone was prepared
by the state government and introduced into the planning scheme via a ministerial
amendment process. The Zone combined a number of different zones and overlays
applying over Central Geelong and included new Urban Design Guideline provisions.
Intending to simplify planning controls in Central Geelong to a ‘one stop shop’ to make
it clearer and simpler for all sectors with an interest in Central Geelong and strengthen
Central Geelong as the region’s primary business and retail precinct whilst encouraging
complementary mixed uses including residential.

Feedback indicates that the zone is overly complex, difficult to navigate and apply. As
with all major zone changes there are some minor unintended consequences with
some poorly worded decision guidelines. Since its introduction there has been a policy
position shift with the development of the Action Plan and Vision 2. There is also
misalignment with recent state-wide commercial zone changes which sees the ACZ in
some instances being less flexible that the Commercial 1 zone for some land use
types, thus disadvantaging Central Geelong. There is now a good opportunity to review
the zone provisions to ensure that it operates commensurate with other Commercial
zones and applies the most appropriate controls to the regions primary activity centre.

The Minister for Planning is about to introduce VicSmart, a new planning permit
process for Victoria which provides for a faster planning permit process for a specific
range of application classes. Council was briefed on the VicSmart provisions in August
2013. The identified classes of application are typically simpler more straight forward
low impact applications. The key elements of VicSmart are 10 day turnaround times for
permits (except where further information is required), the CEO or delegate is the
responsible authority for the application (not the council) and notice and third party
appeal rights do not apply. An overview of VicSmart is included in Attachment 1.
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The VicSmart provisions will automatically apply to a range of residential, commercial
and industrial zones and overlays but do not apply to the ACZ. A planning scheme
amendment is required to ‘switch on’ VicSmart if they are to apply to the ACZ along
with the development of specific decision guidelines. The VicSmart provisions are
anticipated to be introduced in October 2014 to all planning schemes.

Discussion
VicSmart

A range of 12 minor application types will be subject to the new VicSmart provisions.
Strategically VicSmart should be applied to the ACZ to ensure Central Geelong
benefits from the same streamlined provisions that apply to major activity centres.
Local VicSmart applications are proposed to include:

e  Subdivision boundary realignment, 2 lot subdivision of an approved building and
subdivision of an existing building/car space consistent with the State standard
applying to commercial zones;

e Applications for buildings and works to a value of $250,000 (above the $50,000
State standard), in order to capture a range of minor commercial building
alterations and fitouts including shop front alterations, rear extensions, plant and
equipment installation etc;

e Applications for signs which are not within 30m of a residential zone, and not one
of a number of specific signs (including pole, sky, internally illuminated etc) and do
not exceed 10m2. This provision is consistent with State provisions for all industrial
and commercial zones;

e Applications to reduce (including reduce to zero) the number of carparking spaces
required associated with a Section 1 use of an existing building and where there is
no net loss of existing site carparking. This provision is consistent with existing
council endorsed practice and will provide for a greater level of certainty for project
proponents;

e Applications for a restaurant or café liquor licence within trading hours (7.00am —
11.00pm). This is broadly consistent with the Liquor Control Reform Act ordinary
hours of trade for this license type and current Council guidelines. This planning
permit application type would no longer be referred to Victoria Police. Council and
Victoria Police will still continue to have license applications referred for comment
by the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation.

The application classes identified to apply in the ACZ have been identified on the basis
that:

e They constitute the major proportion of minor applications in central Geelong (as
identified in application statistics identified below) and are typically applications
that do not have adverse impacts;

e They are not uses or application types which are already exempted from the need
for a permit under the current ACZ provisions. For example a range of uses such
as office, retail and accommodation in most instances are ‘as of right’ uses. In
some instances cafes/restaurants are also ‘as of right uses’. It is proposed that a
more simplified consolidation of uses as part of a review of the ACZ would be a
better approach initially which potentially results in a subsequent extension of
VicSmart application types;
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e They have limited policy implications or do not require more comprehensive
analysis and assessment including internal referrals. The introduction of VicSmart
will require some internal referrals (i.e residential and café liquor licenses within
defined hours range and parking waivers) to be removed preferably or
substantially curtailed in order to meet permit decision making timelines.

An analysis of the 3598 planning permit applications received between January 2012
and 30" April 2014 shows that:

e Approximately 101 applications or 2.8% of applications are made within the ACZ;

e Of these applications (noting that about 40% of applications had multiple permit
requirements i.e for signage, alterations, parking waivers etc):

e 41 involved for buildings and works. Approximately 50% of buildings and
works permits were valued at less than $50,000 and 78% less than $250,000;

e 40 involved signs, predominantly illuminated and non illuminated business
identification signs;

e 21 involved a new or change in use (including medical centre, hotel/tavern,
drycleaners, student accommodation etc);

e 19 were for liquor licenses, 63% of them for café/restaurant licences;

e 15 involved parking waivers. Waivers ranged from 1 to 100, but over 50%
were for waivers less than 10, 87% for less than 20;

e 5 were for subdivision;
e 8 were for other types of proposals.

Of the ACZ applications approximately 38% were required to provide notice, with 34%
of these receiving objections. In most instances the number of objections was less than
3.

The recommended application of VicSmart within Central Geelong is summarised in
the following table. The first two columns contain the state standard VicSmart classes
and zone/overlay application. The third column includes the recommended application
of the ACZ including localised variations to support greater development facilitation in
Central Geelong. A suggested schedule to VicSmart and associated decision
guidelines (generally based on the standard VicSmart guidelines) are included in
Appendix 1. Based on the application data identified above, approximately 56% of
ACZ applications would be VicSmart applications using this proposed model. based on
this proposal.

It should be noted that while VicSmart proposes a faster decision making process for
applications this does not imply that permits will be issued in all cases, particularly
where they are inconsistent with planning policy.
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Application class

State VicSmart
application

Local VicSmart application in ACZ

Subdivision — boundary
realignment between 2 lots

All residential, industrial and
commercial zones

Yes — apply similar decision guidelines as
state VicSmart provisions noting objective to
avoid site fragmentation.

Subdivision  of
building/car space

existing

All residential (except
density),  industrial
commercial zones

low
and

Yes — apply similar decision guidelines as
state VicSmart provisions

2 lot subdivision of
approved/commenced
development

All residential (except
density),  industrial
commercial zones

low
and

Yes — apply similar decision guidelines as
state VicSmart provisions noting objective to
avoid site fragmentation.

Construct  buildings  or
works of up to $50,000

Mixed use zone and all
industrial and commercial
zones

Yes — up to $250,000 — apply variation of
ACZ application and decision guidelines

Applications in HO
including subdivision
classes above, most
existing minor applications
exempt from notice
including external
alterations to non
contributory buildings,
signage, demolition of
outbuildings etc and solar
energy facility on a
dwelling

Heritage Overlay

Automatically applies, no change required.

Note: current lack of clear designation of
‘non — contributory’ places in heritage study
reference documents does not readily
enable inclusion of external alterations and
repairs and routine maintenance without a
review of the heritage reference documents
and related policy.

Subdivision (as above) and
buildings and works in an
SBO

Special Building Overlay
note: requires referral
authority advice (CCMA) to
be lodged with application

Automatically applies, no change required.

To display a sign which is
not within 30m of a
residential zone, is not one
of a number of specific
signs (including pole, sky,
internally illuminated etc)
and do not exceed 10m?

All industrial and commercial
zones

Yes — apply decision guidelines as state
VicSmart provisions along with ACZ
guidelines (including urban design
guidelines) for signs.

Note: The ACZ currently has the highest
category of signage allowance without a
permit (conditioned in most cases to a
maximum size and number) this includes a
single internally illuminated under verandah
sign.

Reduce car parking spaces
byupto5

All Zones

Reduce (including reduce to zero) the
number of carparking spaces required
associated with a Section 1 use of an
existing building and where there is no net
loss of existing site carparking — apply
decision guidelines provisions similar to
state VicSmart guidelines.

Reduce loading provisions

All Zones

Automatically applies, no change required.

Other non VicSmart
identified application types

Restaurant and Café liquor license within
the hours of 7.00am to 11.00pm — apply
relevant decision guidelines provisions from
clause 2.27.
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The Minister for Planning has more recently identified an opportunity to utilise the
VicSmart provisions for Central Geelong. Accordingly it is recommended that Council
request the Minister to prepare an amendment under Section 20(4) to facilitate the
application of the proposed VicSmart provisions to the ACZ within the Greater Geelong
Planning Scheme as part of the State implementation of VicSmart later this year. It is
considered that this would represent an early first step in reviewing the scheme
provisions as they apply to Central Geelong and ensure that the opportunities
associated with VicSmart in other zones and centres can be quickly applied to ensure a
level playing field and opportunity for further testing and enhancement.

There is a strong legislative and policy basis for the amendment including:

e Consistency with the Planning and Environment Act objectives of planning
including the economic and sustainable use and development of land,;

e Alignment to legislative changes to implement VicSmart;

e Clause 11.01-2 Activity centre planning — encourage economic activity, improve
economic performance, provide a focus for business and shopping and working,
encourage diversity of housing and provide clear direction for preferred investment
location;

e Clause 17.01-1 Business — encourage development which meets the communities
need for retail, entertainment, office and other commercial services and support
the aggregation and sustainability of commercial facilities;

e Clause 21.07-3 ensure Central Geelong remains the primary retail activity centre in
the region, encourage mix of retail, office, café and housing facilities in activity
centres, support accommodation uses above ground level floor space;

e The directions and principles of the adopted Central Geelong Action Plan including
streamlining approvals processes and encouraging more people to live, work,
learn and play in Central Geelong.

The proposed changes will place Central Geelong on an equal statutory planning
footing with other commercial zones, help facilitate faster decision making reducing
costs for proponents and providing greater certainty and encourage further investment
in central Geelong.

It is considered that there are minimal negative planning implications associated with
the changes identified above given the majority of proposed changes are to apply
across all commercial zones across the state. However there will be some application
class types that are more prevalent in Central Geelong such as parking waivers and
liquor licenses that previously may have involved notice being given. Notice and
referral provisions for these types will be removed under the proposed amendment
changes. Applications of this nature however typically involve few appeals or only a
small number of objections with decisions consistently based on policy and planning
considerations.

Zone review

The Central Geelong Action Plan flagged changes to the zoning provisions relating to
Central Geelong, specifically the Activity Centre Zone, to provide for a more facilitative
planning framework consistent with the objectives and principles of the Action Plan.

The current ACZ while cumbersome in its current format has benefits over other
planning controls:

e |t is a purpose specific zone and has been in place for 12 months and is
understood by the development community and has provided for a consolidation of
controls (zones and overlays);
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Does not require the development of a new zone. For example the Capital City
Zone which applies to Melbourne’s CBD cannot be used in other centres as its
purpose does not fit alternate centres. Developing a variant or new Zone would
require a major change to the Victorian Planning Provisions and would need to be
developed and introduced by the Minister adding significantly to the
implementation timeframe;

Other zones such as a Special Use Zone, Commercial Zone do not either reflect
the primacy of Central Geelong’s role over other commercial zones or have the
flexibility of the ACZ i.e the ability to exempt notice under other provisions (i.e
Heritage Overlay) or exempt requirements under other scheme provisions;

Would not require the reintroduction of a Design and Development Overlay in
addition to an alternate Zone.

It is proposed to prepare a planning scheme amendment which provides for a number
of major changes to the ACZ to ensure that it is comparable with the purpose with the
Capital City Zone and more facilitative of use and development than the Commercial 1
zone. The zone schedule will be simplified making it clearer for developers to
understand council’s vision for Central Geelong.

The proposed changes include:

Table of uses — consolidating a range of like uses (accommodation, office, retalil
premises) and reducing or removing conditions that limit specific uses to specific
sub precincts;

Notice and third party appeals — it is proposed to implement the Task Force
Special Committee preference to provide for the complete removal of notice,
objection and appeal provisions for all applications. This change will significantly
reduce permit decision timeframes and minimise costs for applicants and council
but represents a significant change in current practice. An alternative approach is
to remove notice provisions for specific use or development however this is likely
to be less effective;

Schedule content and structure — Simplify schedule provisions relating to
application requirements and decision guidelines, include all centre wide
provisions at the front of the schedule ahead of the precinct provisions;

Notice provisions for other scheme provisions — remove notice provisions applying
to the Heritage Overlay, Car Parking provisions etc;

Other consequential scheme changes to particular provisions such as clause
52.01 to reduce subdivision open space contributions for residential purposes to a
maximum of 1%, identifying non contributory buildings, provide for further local
VicSmart provisions or MSS/Local Planning Policy applying to Central Geelong to
ensure strategic alignment.
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Given the nature of changes advice suggests that a full amendment process may be
required, however strong support has been identified by the state government to
provide for a more facilitative approach to embed major changes to the zone. It will
take a number of months to prepare all amendment documents to ensure the most
appropriate tool which has sufficient strategic justification. It is also likely that there will
be associated changes and enhancements to the VicSmart provisions proposed as
part of a first stage as identified in this report. To support a more efficient amendment
process it is therefore recommended that the Minister be requested to prepare the
amendment under Section 20(4) of the Act or alternatively if that course is not
supported by the Minister undertake a standard amendment process with delegated
officers seeking authorisation to prepare and exhibit an amendment consistent with the
content approach identified above.

The policy justification for the proposed zone changes are similar to those identified
above for VicSmart.

Environmental Implications

The proposed scheme and zone changes do not remove the requirement for
consideration of environmental impacts associated with any application.

Financial Implications

The proposed staged introduction of the identified VicSmart provisions and ACZ
changes are matched to existing resource capacity. A more expansive application of
VicSmart to Central Geelong is likely to have implications on resource capacity to meet
the reduced timeframes.

No impact to budget through initial introduction of VicSmart provisions.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

Policy considerations have been identified in the main body of the report.

Alignment to City Plan

The proposed scheme changes are aligned to the City Plan’s priority to support a
successful and vibrant city centre (Securing Geelong’s economic future)

Officer Direct or Indirect Interest

No officers involved in the development of this report have a direct or indirect interest
the matters identified in the report.

Risk Assessment

It is considered that there are no significant risks associated with the application of
VicSmart to Central Geelong. It is likely that there may be some unintended
consequences more broadly with the introduction of VicSmart generally across
residential, commercial and industrial zones. The most significant impact to be
monitored will be the impact in resources required to manage VicSmart applications. It
is considered that the risk is somewhat ameliorated with a more modest application of
VicSmart to Central Geelong initially with more extensive changes to the zone to be
explored via a subsequent amendment.
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Social Considerations

The proposed scheme and zone changes do not remove the requirement for
consideration of social impacts associated with any application. The proposed changes
will have a positive social impact by encouraging a more vibrant and functional centre
with stronger investment potential and job creation prospects.

Human Rights Charter

The proposal does not impact on any human rights and responsibilities set out in the
Charter. The proposed VicSmart changes provide for consistent provisions across all
commercial zones and in the majority of cases comprise more minor applications which
are often exempt from notice or third party appeal provisions. The report proposes to
implement strategic directions that have been developed through extensive community
consultation.

Consultation and Communication

Council consulted widely in the development of the Central Geelong Action Plan. The
Department of Planning, Transport and Local Infrastructure also undertook a
consultation program for the development of the VicSmart provisions.
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Attachment 1

INTRODUCTION

The Planning and Environment Amendment (VicSmart Planning Assessment) Act 2012
(the VicSmart Act) was enacted in September 2012 to allow a new streamlined permit process
to be set up in planning schemes for straightforward, low impact development proposals. The
new VicSmart permit process aims to:

= provide a simpler and more consistent permit process through standard statewide
requirements

= ensure timely and efficient processing of straightforward, low impact applications
= ensure the level of assessment is proportional to the nature of the proposal
= reduce the regulatory and administrative burden on councils

= provide certainty to applicants and councils about the information required and the
matters to be considered when making a decision.

The Planning and Environment Amendment (VicSmart Planning Assessment) Act 2012

The VicSmart Act amends the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act) to enable planning
schemes to set out a different procedure for classes of application where:

= the notice requirements of Section 52(1) of the Act do not apply
= the further information requirements of Section 54 of the Act do not apply
= third party review rights in Section 82(1) of the Act do not apply

= some decision making considerations in Sections 60(1) and 84B(2) of the Act do not
apply

= the Chief Executive Officer of the municipal council (or delegate) is the responsible
authority for the application.

A NEW PERMIT PROCESS

Once VicSmart is introduced into the Victorian planning system, two permit processes will
apply in Victoria — VicSmart and the regular permit process.

VicSmart is a new, shorter permit process designed specifically for simple, straightforward
applications. The VicSmart process will be clearly set out in planning schemes so that councils,
applicants and the community know in advance where it applies and how it works.

The two permit processes

POSSIBLE
REVIEW BY

VICSMART
PROCESS
(NEW]

ASSESSMENT APPLICANT

ONLY

REGULAR
PERMIT POSSIELE
PROCESS SUBMIT —p  NOTICE —p ASSESSMENT —F DECISION Y REVIEW
[EXISTING]

REFERRALS
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Key features of VicSmart

Key features of the VicSmart process are:

A decision within ten business days.
An applicant is expected to submit all the necessary information with the application.

No need for external referrals. An applicant is expected to obtain any referral
authority approval before lodging the application with council.

Exempt from advertising.
The application is only assessed against specific pre-set decision guidelines.

The Chief Executive Officer (CEQ) of the council or a delegate will decide the
application.

An applicant has a right of review to VCAT if there is disagreement about whether
the decision guidelines have been met.

Differences between the two permit processes

While the VicSmart and regular permit processes are ‘merit’ assessments where the responsible
authority must use discretion in deciding whether or not to grant a permit, the processes differ in
some important ways.

VicSmart has fewer steps than the regular permit process and it involves a more tightly focused
planning assessment. A comparison of the differences between the two processes is summarised
below.
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Key differences

Steps

Requesting further
information under s.54

Regular permit process
Yes.

The statutory clock stops and

VicSmart process
No.

The applicant should submit an

Giving notice of the
application under s.52

of the Act the application will not be application that includes the
considered until the further specified information. If not, the
information is received. responsible authority can informally
ask for any ‘missing’ information
but the statutory clock continues to
run.
Steps Regular permit process VicSmart process

Yes.

If responsible authority

No.

The giving of notice is not required

Referring the
application under s.55

of the Act . e 7 . Co
considers giving notice is as the only consideration is
necessary. whether or not the decision
guidelines are met.
Steps Regular permit process VicSmart process

Yes.

If required, the applicant can

No.

If required, written consent from a

Matters to be
considered when
assessing the

of the Act submit written consent with referral authority must be submitted
the application or council can |with the application.
refer the application after it
has been received.

Steps Regular permit process VicSmart process

Full assessment against the
requirements of s.60 of the
Act, SPPF, LPPF and local

Only assessed against the
VicSmart decision guidelines.

Third party review

application provisions.

Steps Regular permit process VicSmart process
Deciding the Council (or delegate). Chief Executive Officer
application (or delegate).

Steps Regular permit process VicSmart process

Yes.

No.

Statutory decision time

rights Unless specifically exempt in | Only an applicant has a right of
the planning scheme. review about whether the decision
guidelines have been met.
Steps Regular permit process VicSmart process

60 calendar days.

Applicant may apply for a
review if no decision is made
within time.

10 business days.

Applicant may apply for a review if
no decision is made within time.

The VicSmart planning provisions

New clauses are proposed to be introduced into the Victoria Planning Provisions (VPP) and
all planning schemes to implement the VicSmart planning provisions.
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Appendix 1
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5.

FLINDERS PEAK SECONDARY COLLEGE OPTIONS ANALYSIS

Portfolio: Sport and Recreation — Cr John Irvine

Source Projects Recreation and Central Geelong - Sport and
Recreation

General Manager: Paul Jane

Index Reference Subject: Land Acquisition & Building Purchase

Property key: #282219, 95 Hendy Street Corio

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to outline options for the future provision of recreation
infrastructure at the former Flinders Peak Secondary College and the adjacent council
reserve in Corio. The Department of Treasury and Finance has advised its intention to
dispose of the site.

Summary

» The former Flinders Peak Secondary College site at 95 Hendy Street Corio is to be
sold. The land is owned by the Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development (DEECD).

 The City of Greater Geelong (CoGG) has a Licence Agreement over a sports
ground and clubrooms (known as F-Block) at the site. The Licence Agreement
expires in 2022. The Geelong Rugby Union Club is based at these facilities in
Winter and the Corio Cricket Club uses the sports ground in the Summer season.

» Two options to provide for the future of recreation provision at Flinders Peak have
been developed:

* Subdivide and purchase the parcel of land on which the sports field and
clubrooms are located (option 1); or

* Develop new facilities on the council-owned reserve immediately adjacent to
the site and relocate the rugby club (option 2).

e Option 1: an estimated value of $1.7 million has been received from the Valuer-
General for the relevant parcel of school land. In addition, council would need to
meet all costs associated with the subdivision of the land, services connections
and the vendor’s reasonable costs. Total expenditure is estimated at $2 million.
Appendix 1.

e Option 2 (preferred): an estimate of $1.8 million has been developed for the
establishment of a multi-use turf field (two x rugby, and one x cricket), a modular
clubroom facility, sports lights, services connections, and car parking at the
adjacent council reserve on the corner of Hendy Street and Plantation Road.
Appendix 2.

Cr Ansett moved, Cr Harwood seconded -
That Council:

1) informs the Department of Treasury and Finance that it wishes to retain the
former ECA Centre (Education and Community Activity Centre) site to the
Hendy Street Road frontage and will not seek to purchase the parcel of land
that the Geelong Rugby Club resides on;

2) pursues Option 2 and establishes a new multi-use turf field and consider the
refurbishment of the ECA Centre to fulfil club player amenities;
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3) negotiates with the Department of Treasury and Finance and enters into a
lease until 2017 at the existing F Block site, to provide ongoing security of
tenancy for the Rugby Club during the transitional period of developing and
establishing alternate facilities at the adjacent Council reserve.

Carried.

Background

Flinders Peak Secondary College (formerly Corio North High School) commenced
operations in 1978. The Shire of Corio contributed to the cost of construction of
sporting facilities at the school site in order to facilitate community use. The Shire of
Corio contributed $18,000 in 1979 toward the cost of playing fields, tennis courts,
playground, furniture and landscaping and $80,000 in 1983 toward the cost of the ECA
centre (Education and Community Activity centre, i.e. stadium). Various formal and
informal arrangements between the school council and the Shire of Corio and later the
City of Greater Geelong dictated the administrative and maintenance obligations of the
parties with regard to these facilities.

Council placed the Geelong Rugby Union Club on the facilities at Flinders Peak in
2005, and subsequently invested approximately $347,000 into floodlight installation
and change facilities upgrades between 2005/2006 and 2007/2008. The sports oval is
irrigated (installed by CoGG ¢.1997 at a cost of approximately $48,000), and ongoing
sports ground maintenance since 2005/2006 has totalled approximately $264,000.

A Licence Agreement dated 2007 between the CoGG and the Minister for Education is
currently in place for use of the sports oval and F-Block, both of which are used as the
field and sporting clubrooms of the Geelong Rugby Union Club. The sports oval is also
used by Corio Cricket Club as its seconds ground during the cricket season.

This Licence Agreement includes provision for the Minister to terminate the agreement
if it is determined that the land is required for reasons including ‘disposal of the Land or
part of it’ or ‘any other reason’ (clause 9). In addition, there is a clause allowing the
Minister to terminate the agreement if the facility is ‘damaged or destroyed so as to
render it... unfit for use and it is... impractical or undesirable to reinstate’.

If the decision is taken to terminate the Licence Agreement, the Minister is required to
present one of the following three options to CoGG (clause 10). The choice of options
presented is at the discretion of the Minister and cannot be the subject of a dispute:

1. Subdivision of the whole or part of the land and an offer of sale to the Licensee;

2. Entering into a lease for the whole or part of the facility with the terms and
conditions consistent with the existing Licence Agreement; or

3. Compensation payable to the Licensee to the amount determined by the Minister at
the Minister’s discretion and taking several factors into consideration including the
construction contribution made by the Licensee, reduced to reflect the portion of the
Licence Term which has expired.

CoGG was notified in a letter from the Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF),
dated 21 October 2013, that it has been directed by DEECD to dispose of the Flinders
Peak school site. DTF sought to establish whether CoGG had any interest in
purchasing the property.



Greater Geelong City Council 8 July 2014
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 63

A valuation was subsequently sought by council on the portion of the land that
accommodates the sports oval and F-Block, in order that an assessment could be
made on the relative benefits of attempting to purchase that particular parcel in which
council had invested over the years, as opposed to investing in new recreation
infrastructure to serve the tenant sporting club and the broader community at the
adjacent council reserve on the corner of Plantation Road and Hendy Street.

Although the Shire of Corio also contributed to the cost of building the ECA centre, the
now-disused stadium is in a state of extreme disrepair. The cost to restore the building
to a safe and functioning one-court facility is prohibitive. Furthermore, the recently
adopted Indoor Recreation Facilities Strategy does not identify a demand for this
facility. For these reasons, the stadium site was not included in the footprint of land for
which a valuation was sought.

CoGG was advised in email correspondence dated 9 April 2014 that a decision has
been taken to demolish the school buildings except F-Block and associated services.
Ongoing use of F-Block and services has been subsequently assured, and planning by
DEECD’s demolition project manager is being undertaken to ensure there is no
disruption to services during the current sporting season while the rugby club is tenant.

To date, CoGG has not been notified that the Minister intends to terminate the existing
Licence Agreement.

Discussion

The Sport and Recreation department has determined that two options exist for the
future provision of recreation infrastructure at Flinders Peak:



Greater Geelong City Council 8 July 2014
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 64

1. Purchase approximately 2.8ha of the school site, which includes the sports oval
and F-Block. See Appendix 1 (not preferred).

2. Do not purchase any school land. Invest in new sports fields and a pavilion on the
council-owned reserve adjacent to the school site and relocate the tenant sporting
club. See Appendix 2 (preferred).

The issues and opportunities associated with the two options are examined below.
Option 1 — purchase

An estimate of value for the 28,185 sgm portion of land that accommodates the sports
oval and F-Block was received by council from the Valuer General on 15 April 2014.
After allowing for purchase, subdivision, services and other costs, a total cost to council
of $2 million has been conservatively assumed.

Issues

e F-Block was built in 1977. It was built primarily to house the school’s boiler
room and toilet facilities with additional change facilities added at the request of
council to increase its suitability for community sporting use. Capital works by
council on the internal space were undertaken in 2006 and 2007 to create a
social room.

e Lack of street frontage and passive surveillance over the oval and F-Block.

e The building is subject to high levels of vandalism and is in average condition. It
will require roof, gutter and downpipe replacement within the next two to three
years and the ceiling of the main social room also requires replacement due to
water damage. The hot water service and switchboard require upgrading. The
estimated total cost of these works is $60,000.

e All services (power, gas, water, sewerage) to the building come through the
existing school buildings and would need to be reconnected at subdivision (an
estimate of the cost of doing so has been sought though not yet received).

e Uncertainty over the future of the balance of the school land. It is zoned in the
Residential 1 Zone (soon to be the General Residential Zone) so will
presumably be offered as a residential subdivision opportunity. In order to
mitigate somewhat for the current poor surveillance over the facilities, any
future subdivision must be required to include street frontages to the north, east
and west boundaries of the land to be potentially purchased (see Appendix 1).

e Even with a subdivision layout delivering street frontages to the reserve,
modifications to F-Block would potentially be required to provide a better
amenity and presence to the street.

e The irregular shape of the balance of the school site and the requirement
for a long length of single-sided street development addressing the reserve
would potentially reduce its desirability and value as a residential
subdivision.

e The site may not be subdivided at all, but be developed as a retirement village
or multi-unit development under a body corporate model or similar. Under such
a scenario, council would not have an ability to require street frontages to the
reserve and the current issues of lack of passive surveillance and street
presence would continue.

e The location of F-Block relative to the sports oval and the adjacent council
reserve is not optimal and would not well serve any sports grounds developed
in future on the adjacent council reserve. In addition, the potential purchase
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footprint on which the estimate of value was based does not include any space
for car parking near F-Block; space for a car park would potentially need to be
sought via the public open space contribution from the subdivision of the
balance of the school site (if subdivision was to occur).

Opportunities

e There would be minimal disruption to the current users of the reserve and
facilities.

e Council retains its investments into the sporting infrastructure and clubrooms on
the site.

e Assuming the balance of the school land was sold as a residential subdivision
site, the opportunity to achieve street frontages to the oval and F-Block would
significantly improve the amenity, safety and usability of the enlarged reserve
by the surrounding community.

Option 2 — relocation (preferred)

The existing council reserve at 93 Hendy St, on the corner of Plantation Road is
approximately nine (9) hectares in size, with a drainage basin occupying one third of
the site. It includes an unsealed access road off Hendy Street along its northern
boundary with the school.

Appendix 2 demonstrates how the northeast corner of the site could be developed into
a multi-purpose playing surface of two rugby fields and a cricket wicket, with a small
pavilion and car parking on the western boundary accessed via the existing access
road.

Issues

e The capital cost and lead time to construct new facilities. Similar recent
developments in the city suggest that the cost of constructing playing fields
(irrigated and with sports lights to training standard), a prefabricated/modular
clubrooms building, a car park and services connections could be
approximately $1.8 million.

e Temporary relocation of the rugby club would be required if DTF is successful in
selling the school site and the Licence Agreement is terminated before any new
fields are ready for use. There are currently no untenanted pavilions at a ground
with sports lights in the city; a pavilion and ground sharing arrangement with
training and matches on different grounds would be likely (for example, training
at Belmont Common, which has flood lights, and matches at Friers Reserve,
which has accommodated rugby competition in the past).

Opportunities

e Achieving street frontage to the sporting facilities will improve the security of the
assets due to improved passive surveillance from neighbouring residences and
passing traffic.

e The ability to configure the fields and clubrooms in the ideal arrangement will
improve the amenity and multi-use capacity of the reserve.

e Significant investment into the underutilised but highly visible reserve could
increase the neighbouring community’s sense of ownership over the space and
its facilities.

e The increased exposure for the rugby club, whose activities are currently
hidden away at the back of the school, could see an increase in interest and
participation by the local community.



Greater Geelong City Council 8 July 2014
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 66

Environmental Implications

There are no environmental implications associated with either of the options
presented in this report.

Financial Implications

Each of the two options has financial implications and would require a future budget
proposal.

Future budget proposal

Total capital cost | Ongoing maintenance &
operational costs (approx.)

Option 1 — purchase $2,000,000 $60,000 (short term repairs)
$32,000 p.a. (building & ground)

Option 2 — relocation (preferred) | $1,800,000 $45,000 p.a. (building & grounds)

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

There are no statutory notification requirements for the purchase of land. The Local
Government Act (“the Act”) and the Best Practice Guidelines for the Sale, Exchange
and Transfer of Land are silent on the requirements and procedures for purchasing
land.

The ‘Reserve Funds’ Council Policy and the ‘Public Open Space Reserve Fund’
Management Procedure guide the use of funds for acquisition or open space
developments from the Public Open Space Reserve Fund; there is no conflict with
either.

Alignment to City Plan

The options presented in this report support the ‘Community Wellbeing’ strategic
direction of City Plan by planning for an environment that supports healthy lifestyles
and a connected, creative and strong community.

Officer Direct or Indirect Interest
No officers involved in the preparation of this report have a direct or indirect interest in
matters to which this report relates.

Risk Assessment

A risk associated with Option 1 is that council would not get the opportunity to require a
street frontage to the existing facilities in the development of the balance of the school
land, which would see a perpetuation of the current situation of poor surveillance and
high levels of vandalism to the facilities.

Social Considerations

The preferred Option 2 will provide improvements to public safety in an area currently
subject to high levels of vandalism and anti-social behaviour, creating a more
welcoming and accessible community asset.
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Human Rights Charter

This report has no impact on human rights or the Human Rights Charter.

Consultation and Communication

Consultation has been with DEECD, DTF and the internal council departments involved
in the delivery of services to the current Flinders Peak facilities and with council’s
Property Advisor and has informed the development of the two options presented.

Following direction from Council, consultation with the Geelong Rugby Union Club and
Corio Cricket Club will be undertaken to determine the requirements for any temporary
facilities, relocation and/or to work through a design for new facilities.
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6.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT POLICY

Portfolio: Governance - Cr Lyons (Mayor)

Source Corporate Services - Corporate Strategy
A/General Manager: Michael Kelly

Index Reference Subject: Corporate Strategy / Planning
Purpose

This report seeks the endorsement of Council for the revised Community Engagement
Policy.

Summary

*  One of the City Plan 2013-2017 Priority areas under the Strategic Direction ‘How
We Do Business’ is to have an ‘Informed and Engaged Community’. This policy
outlines Council’s approach to achieve this.

» Since the endorsement of the existing policy in 2008, Council has done much to
improve its engagement processes. Subsequently the Community Engagement
Policy has been revised and updated to reflect the changes.

» Key changes to the Policy include:

— Council's adoption of the International Association for Public Participation
(IAP2) Core Values and Public Participation Spectrum;

— The change from using the term ‘community consultation’ to ‘community
engagement’;

— The expectation that all community engagement activities are logged in
Council’'s engagement database, Engage (formerly CONSULT);

— Reference to the Community Engagement Hub, an internal webpage which
provides officers with a resource for community engagement information.

« The revised Community Engagement Policy will be communicated to the
organisation as part of the launch of the Community Engagement Hub in June/July
2014.

Cr E Kontelj moved, Cr Harwood seconded -

That Council endorse the revised Community Engagement Policy — see
Appendix 1.

Cr S Kontelj left the meeting room at 8.07pm
Cr S Kontelj re-entered the meeting room at 8.08pm
Carried.

Background

The current Community Consultation Policy was endorsed by Council in 2008. Since
that time, Council has done much to improve its engagement processes including
adoption of the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) Core Values
and Public Participation Spectrum, the ongoing development of Council’s community
engagement activity database Engage (formerly CONSULT) and the implementation of
a Community Engagement Action Plan.
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Also currently underway is the development of the online Community Engagement
Hub, a one stop shop which provides officers with information on all aspects of
community engagement including planning, techniques, using Engage, training
opportunities and best practice examples. The Community Engagement Hub will be
accessed via CityWeb and is due for completion at the end of May 2014.

Discussion

The purpose of the Community Engagement Policy is to outline the principles and
processes that Council will use to ensure effective engagement with the community.
Given the changes that have taken place, it is timely to now revise and update the
Policy to reflect these changes.

Changes to the Policy include:

— Council's adoption of the International Association for Public Participation
(IAP2) Core Values and Public Participation Spectrum. The adoption of IAP2
demonstrates a clear commitment of Council to actively engage the community
using internationally recognised best practise principles in the development and
implementation of community engagement processes.

— The change from using the term ‘community consultation’ to ‘community
engagement’. The term engagement is considered a more inclusive term to
describe the many ways in which Council connects with the community, with
consultation being one of the many methods used to engage.

— Renaming the Policy from ‘Community Consultation” to ‘Community
Engagement’.

— The requirement that all community engagement activities are logged in
Council’s engagement database, Engage (formerly CONSULT). This will ensure
that information on upcoming community engagement activities is made
available for publishing approval prior to being posted on Councils website or
included in any publications. It will also more readily facilitate the sharing of
information of engagement activities across the organisation, enhance
community awareness of opportunities to participate through Council’'s website
and provide more comprehensive performance data on the level and nature
Council’'s engagement activities.

— The inclusion of branding requirements for external community engagement
related documentation. Consistent CoGG branding should be used when
engaging with the community.

— Reference to the Community Engagement Hub, an internal community
engagement website designed to provide information and resources for officers
conducting engagement activities including how to plan and use Engage, as
well as training opportunities and links to other resources. The Community
Engagement Hub will go live at the start of June 2014.

— Inclusion of a ‘Definitions’ section as required in the current Council Report
format.

The revised Community Engagement Policy will be communicated to the organisation
as part of the launch of the Community Engagement Hub in June/July 2014.
Environmental Implications

Nil
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Financial Implications

Failure to adhere to the Policy requirement to record all engagement activities could
potentially result in financial losses due to expenditure on duplicated engagement or
lack of identification for opportunities to collaborate.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

Section 3D(f) of the Local Government Act 1989 states that the role of Council includes
“fostering community cohesion and encouraging active participation in civic life”.

The Local Government Act 1999 Section 208B ensures that Councils continuously look
to improve services to the community. In particular, section 208B (e) states that “a
Council must develop a program of regular consultation with its community in relation
to the services it provides”. Further to this, 208B (f) states that Councils must also
report regularly to the community on its services, achievements, improvement
opportunities and consultation activities.

Alignment to City Plan

Outlining the principles and processes to be used by Council when undertaking
community engagement activities by way of the Community Engagement Policy,
directly supports the City Plan Priority ‘Informed and Engaged community’ under the
Strategic Direction ‘How We Do Business'.

Officer Direct or Indirect Interest
Nil
Risk Assessment

Lack of a consistent engagement approach across Council departments can lead to
inappropriate or ad hoc engagement and subsequently adverse outcomes or negative
perceptions of Council.

Social Considerations

Effective community engagement facilitates the exchange of views, ideas and
information to help guide Councils decision-making processes and will consequently
result in the delivery of strategies, projects, services and activities that are more
responsive to local needs, concerns and priorities.

Human Rights Charter

The Community Engagement Policy supports specific rights within the Human Rights
Charter including:

— ‘every person in Victoria has the right, and is to have the opportunity, without
discrimination, to participate in the conduct of public affairs’ (section 18)

— that ‘every person has the right to freedom of expression which includes the
freedom to seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds, whether
within or outside Victoria’ (section 15).
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Consultation and Communication

The revised Community Engagement Policy will be communicated to the organisation
as part of the launch of the Community Engagement Hub in June/July 2014. It will be
also made available to the community via the Have Your Say section of Council’s
website.
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COUNCIL POLICY EEFTONG

Document No:

Approval Date:

Community Engagement Approved By: | Council

Review Date: May 2014

Responsible Officer: Version No 02

Manager Corporate Strategy and Property

Services

Authorising Officer: Chief Executive Officer
1. PURPOSE

The City of Greater Geelong’s City Plan outlines a four year vision for the
municipality. Within this key strategic document is a priority to have an
informed and engaged community. This policy outlines Council’s approach to
achieve this.

2. SCOPE

This policy relates and applies to all forms of community engagement conducted by
Officers and consultants / agencies acting on behalf of the City of Greater Geelong,
including:

e The planning, delivery or evaluation of any community engagement activity.

e Engagement with the community regarding issues, proposals and Council
decisions.

¢ Internal engagement within the organisation.

3. REFERENCES

e City Plan

e Community Engagement Hub
e Engage on CityWeb

Plain English Guide



5.

DEFINITIONS

Community - can be defined as a group of people united by at least one common
characteristic such as geography, shared interests, experiences, values or
attitudes.

Community engagement - refers to the many ways in which council connects with
the community to exchange views, ideas and information in the development and
implementation of strategy, policies, programs and services.

Stakeholder - is defined as someone who may be affected by, have a specific
interest in or influence over the decision or issue under consideration.

International Association of Public Participation (IAP2) -, an international not for
profit organisation to advance the practice of community engagement and
promote the values and best practices associated with involving the public in
decisions that affect their lives.

City Plan - the key document that sets out the City’s vision and identifies the
strategic directions, priorities, and strategies that will guide the City’s activities
during the term of Council.

COUNCIL POLICY

The City of Greater Geelong recognises that effective community engagement
enables Council to best meet the needs of the community by ensuring that planning
and decision making is based on an understanding of the needs and aspirations of
the community.

The objectives of effective community engagement activities are to:

e Facilitate the exchange of views, ideas and information to inform service
delivery and, projects that are more responsive to local needs, concerns and
priorities.

e Enhance relationships with the diverse community.

e Encourage our partners, government stakeholders, service providers, local
businesses, the local community and visitors to play an active role in the way
we plan for the future of our municipality. .

In achieving these objectives the organisation will recognise the IAP2 core values
ensuring that community engagement:

¢ |s based on the belief that those who are affected by a decision have a right to
be involved in the decision-making process.

¢ Includes the promise that the public’s contribution will influence the decision.

e Promotes sustainable decisions by recognising and communicating the needs
and interests of all participants, including decision makers.

e Seeks out and facilitates the involvement of those potentially affected by or
interested in a decision.

e Seeks input from participants in designing how they participate.

e Provides participants with the information they need to participate in a
meaningful way.

e Communicates to participants how their input affected the decision.



When planning community engagement activities, Council will refer to the IAP2
Public Participation Spectrum which outlines the various levels of engagement
activities from informing through consulting and involving to collaboration and
empowerment:

Community engagement activities will be managed consistently across the
organisation. All engagement activities must be logged in Council’s online system
Engage prior to being advertised to the community (when relevant.).

Council staff will be fully supported to plan and undertake effective activities through
the use of the following resources:

e Community Engagement Hub (online)
e Engage on Cityweb

e Staff from the Corporate Strategy department employed to assist all
departments undertaking engagement activities within the community and
internally within Council.

Council will not be in a position to engage in situations where:

¢ A decision needs to be made quickly — for example relating to an issue of
public safety or health.

¢ Alegal, commercial or legislative restriction makes engagement impossible.

e The decisions involved concern routine operational matters.

6. EXTERNAL ENGAGEMENTS

In additional to all external community engagement activities being logged in
Council’s online system ENGAGE, all documentation that relates to the activity must



include appropriate branding. Please refer to the Communications and Marketing

Department for correct use of the City of Greater Geelong logo.

7. QUALITY RECORDS

Quality Records shall be retained for at least the period shown below.

Record Retention/Disposal | Retention Location
Responsibility Period

[Name of engagement | Corporate Permanent Engage

| Engagement Plan Records/Engage

8. ATTACHMENTS
Nil
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7. CONSIDERATION OF TENDER SUBMISSIONS FOR TENDER NO. T1400052
DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION OF AN ICONIC CHRISTMAS TREE

Portfolio: Finance — Cr Lyons (Mayor)
Source Capital Projects

General Manager: Paul Jane

Index Reference Project T1400052

Purpose

To provide Council with the requisite information to facilitate the approval of the tender
evaluation panel’s recommendation in relation to the design and construction of an
‘Iconic Christmas Tree’ tender.

Summary

»  Council has sought tenders for the design and construction of an ‘Iconic Christmas
Tree’ to be situated in Corio Bay at a Geelong City waterfront location.

A total of twelve companies have provided submissions for the design and
construction of an ‘Iconic Christmas Tree’.

* Following a detailed evaluation of each of the submissions it is considered that the
tender submission of Creative Production Services Pty Ltd is preferred (refer
Appendix 1).

Cr Harwood moved, Cr E Kontelj seconded -

That Council:

1) accept the tender submission from Creative Production Services Pty Ltd for
Tender No T140052 — Desigh and Construction of an Iconic Christmas Tree
for the lump sum amount of $450,000 and an annual installation, maintenance
and storage component of $135,000 (per year for a four year period) exclusive
of GST;

2) sign and seal the contract documents.

The vote was tied and the Mayor exercised his casting vote.
Carried.

Division Requested:

For: Crs Ansett, S Kontelj, Nelson, E Kontelj, Lyons, Harwood
Against: Crs Ellis, Fisher, Macdonald, Richards, Farrell, Irvine
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Background

Tenders for the Design and construction of an iconic Christmas tree were invited via
public advertisement in The Age and on Tenderlink on Saturday 19 April 2014.

At the close of tenders on Friday, 16 May 2014 the following tender submissions were
received:

Tenderer

Displaycraft Pty Ltd trading as Chas Clarkson

Citelum Australia Pty Ltd

CNC Design Pty Ltd

Creative Production Services Pty Ltd

Matherson Construction Group Pty Ltd

Mija (Geelong) Pty Ltd as Trustee for D&S Burke Family Trust
Rara Architects and Dimpat Constructions

Rhino Signmakers Pty Ltd

Bryce Grunden Pty Ltd t/a Sound Environment

Cassidy Manufacturing Pty Ltd t/a Universal Manufacturing Australia
Xmas Mil Display Products Pty Ltd

Production Resource Group (Australia) Pty Ltd

All tenders have been submitted exclusive of GST.

Discussion

The tender submissions associated with this tender were evaluated by a panel
consisting of:

Michael Kelly Acting General Manager Corporate Services

Scott Cavanagh Manager Capital Projects

Shaun Broadbent Senior Capital Project Officer

Kelly lvens Marketing Team Leader

Peter Walker Senior Contracts Officer (Non Voting)

Jenny McMahon Sgt?sé?l Manager Community Services (Non

Stage One — Mandatory Criteria
OHS mandatory requirements apply to this Tender.

Upon review, the submission received from CNC Design Pty Ltd was not an actual
tender submission for the full tendered project therefore not evaluated further.

The submission received from Xmas Mil Display Products Pty Ltd was deemed
non- conforming due to not addressing a key component of the tendered project that
the tree is to be a floating tree on Corio Bay.

All other submissions responded to all mandatory requirements set down in the Tender
documents and are considered to conform.
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Stage Two —Comparative Criteria

Tender submissions were assessed based on the respondent’s performance or tender
response in the following areas:

Criteria Weighting
Price (Total value for money) 40%
Technical Capability to meet specification 55%
Economic Contribution to Region 5%

100%

At the conclusion of the evaluation the tenderers were ranked in the following order in
accordance with the above criteria:

Tenderer Rank

Creative Production Services Pty Ltd 1

Mija (Geelong) Pty Ltd as The Trustee for D&S Burke Family Trust

Displaycraft Pty Ltd trading as Chas Clarkson

Citelum Australia Pty Ltd

Matherson Construction Group Pty Ltd

Cassidy Manufacturing Pty Ltd t/a Universal Manufacturing Australia

Rhino Signmakers Pty Ltd

Bryce Grunden Pty Ltd t/a Sound Environment

©| 00 N| o o & W| N

Rara Architects and Dimpat Constructions

Production Resource Group (Australia) Pty Ltd

—_
o

Council nominated a capital budget of $450,000 for this project in the tender
documentation therefore the non price aspects of this tender were the key
determinants of the tender outcome.

At the conclusion of the evaluation process, the evaluation panel determined that
Creative Production Services Pty Ltd, the highest ranked tenderer and one of the
lowest priced within budget tenders, represented best value to Council (Refer Appendix

1),

Creative Production Services Pty Ltd provided an excellent tender for the project. They
fully addressed all criteria and produced a concept design that the evaluation panel
deem meets the brief of the project.

Creative Production Services Pty Ltd have relevant previous experience with Victoria
based Christmas related projects and demonstrated a thorough understanding of the
unique nature of these types of projects.

Creative Production Services Pty Ltd also identified an opportunity to utilise local
suppliers through the course of this contract.
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Reference checks were undertaken which reinforced the panel’s view that Creative
Production Services Pty Ltd can successfully deliver the design and construction of an
iconic Christmas tree project for Council.

Creative Production Services Pty Ltd is recommended by the evaluation panel to
undertake the design and construction of an iconic Christmas tree.

Finally, the submitted project schedule highlights that an official launch of the tree could
occur on 22 November 2014, with removal scheduled approximately 15 January 2015.

Environmental Implications

Any environmental implications associated with this contract will arise from the
execution of this service. It is considered that these are the responsibility of the
Contractor and will be managed through the contract documentation.

Financial Implications

The funding for this project will be drawn from a capital budget allocation (including
contingency) of $500,000 (C15830). The provision for an annual installation,
maintenance and storage components is $135,000 per annum over a four year term
and will be drawn from a new recurrent budget allocation, commencing in 2015-2016.

The total contract cost for the ‘Iconic Christmas Tree’ will be $990,000. This includes
the initial capital spend of $450,000 in 2014-2015 and the annual $135,000 allocation
in each financial year between 2015-2016 to 2018-2019.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

The requirements of Section 186 of the Local Government Act have been complied
with for this tender. There is no other policy, legal or statutory implications associated
with this tender process.

Alignment to City Plan

The Christmas in Geelong program and project delivery models covered in this report
align with the Community Wellbeing, Growing Our Economy, and How We Do
Business strategic directions of City Plan.

Officer Direct or Indirect Interest
No officers involved in the preparation of this report have a direct or indirect interest in
matters to which this report relates.

Risk Assessment

The most significant risk to the project is timing. If a decision to award the contract to
the preferred tenderer is not made immediately, the project will not be able to be
delivered for Christmas 2014.

A further detailed project risk profile has been developed and is being maintained by
the project manager.
Social Considerations

There are no social implications that will arise from the acceptance of this tender. It is
envisaged that the iconic Christmas tree will have a positive social impact on the
Geelong region.
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Human Rights Charter

There are not anticipated to be any Human Rights impacts associated with the
acceptance of this tender.

Consultation and Communication

There is no communication issues associated with the acceptance of this tender.
Council’s representative will liaise with any affected community groups.
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Appendix 1

In accordance with Section 89 (2) (d) of the Local Government
Act 1989, this Appendix is confidential and is not to be released
to the public. The design is the Intellectual Property of the
preferred tenderer.
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NOTICE OF MOTION - Cr Farrell

MARRIAGE EQUALITY
Background

This notice of motion calls on the City of Greater Geelong (CoGG) to publicly support
Marriage Equality for Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender and Intersex (GLBTI)
people. There is a large community of GLBTI people within the City of Greater
Geelong. This notice of motion encourages Council to take another step forward in
supporting the local GLBTI community and redressing a human right that is being
denied to them.

Article 16 of the Universal Charter of Human Rights states; “Men and women of full
age, without any limitation due to race, nationality or religion, have the right to marry
and to found a family. They are entitled to equal rights as to marriage, during marriage
and at its dissolution.”

Both Councillors and staff at the City of Greater Geelong have taken part in a number
of events to support and celebrate our Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender and
Intersex community. Not the least of these is the recurrent funding for the GASP project
which supports GLBTI young people.

CoGG has celebrated with and for the GLBTI community by holding a rainbow flag
raising ceremony to mark the International Day Against Homophobia (IDAHO) Day. In
previous years Council has flown the Rainbow Flag on the Old Post Office.

This year CoGG sent a very strong message to our community that the City of Greater
Geelong celebrates and supports every member of the community by raising the
rainbow flag on City Hall. More than 120 people from the community attended each of
these ceremonies.

In addition to this, CoGG has displayed banner flags around the municipality with the
message “Strength in Diversity: The City of Greater Geelong proudly supporting our
GLBTIQ community.” CoGG staff, along with members of the GASP project and
Cr Farrell, have also marched behind this banner at the Melbourne Pride March.

Supporting a change to the Marriage Act is not about forcing religious groups to marry
same sex couples. It is about human rights and equality for all people. Marriage has
many purposes and has long been a secular as well as religious act. It is also for legal
security, to publicly celebrate commitment, to provide greater legal protection for
children, or simply because two people are in love.

The campaign for marriage equality is important because the current marriage laws
systematically discriminate against a particular class of people in our society. The
Victorian Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities recognises everyone is entitled
to equal and effective protection against discrimination.

Cr Farrell moved, Cr Fisher seconded -
That Council:

a) publicly supports marriage equality, irrespective of sex or gender identity;

b) writes to all local state and federal Members of Parliament, the Victorian
Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission and the Commonwealth
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission advising them of that
support.
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Amendment
Cr S Kontelj moved, Cr Ansett seconded —

That Councillors:

a) publicly supports marriage equality, irrespective of sex or gender identity;

b) writes to all local state and federal Members of Parliament, the Victorian
Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission and the Commonwealth
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission advising them of that
support.

The amendment was put and lost.

The motion was put and carried.



Greater Geelong City Council 8 July 2014
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION D — ASSEMBLY OF COUNCILLORS RECORD Page 80

ASSEMBLY OF COUNCILLORS RECORD

Portfolio: Governance — Cr Lyons (Mayor)
Source: Corporate Services
Act/General Manager: Michael Kelly

Summary

» Section 80A (2) of the Local Government Act 1989 requires the record of an
Assembly of Councillors be reported to the next practicable Ordinary Meeting of
Council.

» A record of Assembly of Councillors meeting(s) is attached as an Appendix to this
report.

Cr Harwood moved, Cr Macdonald seconded -

That the information be received.

Carried.



RECORD OF ASSEMBLIES OF COUNCILLORS
(Council Meeting 8 July 2014)

Councillor Conflict of Interest
Assembly Details Attendees Officer Attendees Matters Discussed Disclosures

Budget Submissions Crs Fisher, Richards, S D Frost (A/CEOQ) Submissions in relation to the Draft 2014/15 Nil.
13 June 2014 Kontelj, E Kontelj, Ansett M Kelly (A/GM) Budget

J Brown (MGR)

K Fulton (A/MGR)

R Bourke (CO ORD)
Councillor Briefing Crs Lyons, Ansett, Ellis, D Frost (A/CEQ) Local Government Community Satisfaction Nil.

1 July 2014

Farrell, Fisher, Irvine,
S Kontelj, E Kontelj,
Macdonald, Nelson,
Richards

J McMahon (GM)

P Bettess (GM)

G Van Driel (GM)

P Jane (A/GM))

M Kelly (A/GM)

T Hellsten (MGR)

L Allan (MGR)

R Bourke (CO ORD)
A Paterson (EO —
MAYOR)

Survey Results 2014

Amendment C288 — Adventure Park, Bellarine
Highway, Wallington — Consideration of Panel
Report and Adoption

Amendment C299 — 77-79 Draper Street and
128 and 130 Asbury Street East, Ocean
Grove — Panel Report and Adoption
Amendment C59 — Protection of the
Emergency Services Helicopter Flight Paths
at Geelong Hospital

Central Geelong Zoning Provisions Review
Grovedale Community and Children’s hub
Governance

Former Western Beach Boat Yard
Development Opportunity (Confidential)
Flinders Peak Secondary College Options
Analysis

Community Engagement Policy
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PLANNING DELEGATIONS

Portfolio: Planning - Cr Heagney

Source: Planning & Tourism - City Development
General Manager: Peter Bettess

Index Reference: Delegation

Summary

»  Section 98 of the Local Government Act 1989 and section 188 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 empower Council to delegate its powers, duties and
functions under relevant legislation to members of Council staff.

* Council may also delegate to committees comprising Councillors and staff or a
combination of both, pursuant to sections 86 and 87 of the Local Government Act
and section 188 of the Planning and Environment Act.

» At its meeting on 13 March 2007 Council established a Planning Committee and a
Development Hearings Panel with delegated powers to determine upon any
development applications which have been the subject of an objection or in
circumstances where officers have recommended refusal of the application.

» At its meeting on 23 September 2008 Council adopted a recommendation to allow
Officers (restricted to Manager, Coordinator and Team Leader level) the ability to
consider and approve applications with five or less objections.

» The appendix to this report contains a schedule of all applications determined
under these delegations.

Cr Ellis moved, Cr Fisher seconded -

That the information be received.

Carried.

CLOSE OF MEETING

As there was no further business the meeting closed at 9.37pm. Tuesday, 8 July 2014.

Signed:

Chairperson

Date of Confirmation:




MONTHLY DECISIONS REPORT - MAY 2014

App No Location Application Type Decision Decision Date Objectors
Use Land for Take Away Food Premises and associated
buildings and works, erection and display of Advertising Delegates Authority -
Signage including business identification and internally NOD - Delegate 19/05/2014 Objectors 1
28-38 Apparel Close, illuminated signage and alter access to a road in a Road
1230/2013 |BREAKWATER VIC 3219 Zone, Category 1
3/151 Bellarine Highway, Change of Use to Restricted Recreation Facility Delegates Authority -
1501/2013 |MOOLAP VIC 3224 (Gymnasium) NOD - Delegate 13/05/2014 Objectors 3
7 Scott Street, BELMONT VIC Buildings and Works for the Partial Demolition and Delegates Authority -
160/2014 13216 Construction of an Extension to an Existing Dwelling NOD - Delegate 28/05/2014 Objectors 1
5 George Street, BELMONT VIC [Buildings and Works for the Construction of Two (2) Delegates Authority -
3312014 |3216 Dwellings and Two (2) Lot Subdivision NOD - Delegate | 28/05/2014 Objectors 1
4 Helen Street, INDENTED NOD - Grant a 2-May-2014 Development Hearings
1080/2013 |HEAD VIC 3223 Subdivision of Land into Two (2) Lots Planning Permit Panel
Buildings & Works for the Construction of Six (6) Refusal to Grant a Development Hearings
8 Tarkin Court, BELL PARK VIC [Warehouse Buildings, and Reduction of Car Parking Planning Permit 8-May-2014 Panel
111/2014 |3215 Requirements
90 Vines Road, HAMLYN Construction of a Second Dwelling and Two (2) Lot Refusal to Grant a 16-May-2014 Development Hearings
1376/2013 |HEIGHTS VIC 3215 Subdivision Planning Permit Panel
Thirteenth Beach Road, Removal of Native Vegetation on Crown Land Generally in NOD - Grant a 16-May-2014 Development Hearings
1471/2013 |BARWON HEADS VIC 3227 Accordance with the Endorsed Plans Planning Permit Panel
62-64 Christies Road, LEOPOLD [Construction of Eight (8) Dwellings and Eight (8) Lot NOD - Grant a 2-May-2014 Development Hearings
1506/2013 |VIC 3224 Subdivision Planning Permit Panel
Use and Development of Two (2) Convenience .
2-26 Rossack Drive, WAURN Restaurants and the waiver of the bicycle requirement at Pl\ll;)nai;gGlgaenrtmait 2-May-2014 Developrgzzgreanngs
836/2013 |PONDS VIC 3216 Clause 52.34
91 Camden Road, NEWTOWN [Construction of Three Double Storey Dwellings over 7.5 NOD - Grant a 16-May-2014 Development Hearings
982/2013 |VIC 3220 metres in height and a Three (3) Lot Subdivision. Planning Permit Panel
133-143 Torquay Road, Refusal to Grant a . .
899/2013 |GROVEDALE VIC 3216 Display of Business Identification Signage Planning Permit 21-May-2014 | Planning Committee
133-143 Torquay Road, Display of Internally llluminated Business Identification Pole | Refusal to Grant a . .
900/2013 |GROVEDALE VIC 3216 Sign Planning Permit | 21"May-2014 | Planning Committee
133-143 Torquay Road, Use and Development of the land for a Convenience Refusal to Grant a 21-May-2014 Planning Committee
901/2013 |GROVEDALE VIC 3216 Restaurant and Create a new access to Road Zone 1 Planning Permit






