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CITY OF COCKBURN

MINUTES OF SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON MONDAY, 4
AUGUST 2014 AT 7:00 PM

PRESENT:

ELECTED MEMBERS

Mr L Howlett - Mayor (Presiding Member)
Mrs C Reeve-Fowkes - Deputy Mayor

Mr K Allen - Councillor

Ms L Wetton - Councillor

Mr Y Mubarakai - Councillor

Mr S Portelli - Councillor

Mr P Eva - Councillor

IN ATTENDANCE

Mr S. Cain - Chief Executive Officer

Mr R. Avard - A/Director, Governance & Community Services
Mr S. Downing - Director, Finance & Corporate Services

Mr M. Littleton - Director, Engineering & Works

Mr D. Arndt - Director, Planning & Development

Ms L. Boyanich - Media Liaison Officer

Ms S. Seymour-Eyles - Corporate Communications Manager

Ms V. Viljoen - PA to the Chief Executive Officer

1. DECLARATION OF MEETING

The Presiding Member declared the meeting open at 7.03pm.

2. APPOINTMENT OF PRESIDING MEMBER (If required)

Not applicable.

3. DISCLAIMER (To be read aloud by Presiding Member)

Members of the public, who attend Council Meetings, should not act
immediately on anything they hear at the Meetings, without first seeking
clarification of Council's position. Persons are advised to wait for written
advice from the Council prior to taking action on any matter that they may
have before Council.
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF WRITTEN DECLARATIONS OF
FINANCIAL INTERESTS AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST (by Presiding
Member)

Nil

(SCM 04/08/2014) - APOLOGIES & LEAVE OF ABSENCE

» ClIr Stephen Pratt - Apology
» ClIr Bart Houwen - Apology
» ClIr Lee-Anne Smith - Apology

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

Nil

DECLARATION BY COUNCILLORS WHO HAVE NOT GIVEN DUE
CONSIDERATION TO MATTERS CONTAINED IN THE BUSINESS

Nil

(SCM 04/08/2014) - PURPOSE OF MEETING

The purpose of the meeting is to consider:

1. the making of a new proposal to the Local Government Advisory
Board: and
2. the Head Lease and Deed of Indemnification between the City of

Cockburn and Cockburn GP Super Clinic Limited.

(MINUTE_NO_ 5336) (SCM 04/08/2014) - SUSPENSION OF
STANDING ORDERS

COUNCIL DECISION

MOVED Mayor L Howlett SECONDED Deputy Mayor C Reeve-
Fowkes that Council suspend Standing Orders for a period of 45
minutes, in accordance with Clause 22.1 of Council’'s Standing Orders
Local Laws.

CARRIED 7/0

Version: 1, Version Date: 11/12/2014
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Reason for Decision

Suspension of Standing Orders will allow open discussion on the
attachment to Item 9.1.

At this point in the meeting, the time being 7.14pm, the CEO reviewed
the new proposal with Council, going through it page by page,
answering questions from Elected Members and making minor
modifications as necessary to the final document. This document is
attached to the Minutes as the adopted version of the new proposal to
the Local Government Advisory Board entitled Alternative Community
Boundary City of Cockburn-Kwinana.

(MINUTE_NO 5337) (SCM 04/08/2014) - RESUMPTION OF
STANDING ORDERS

COUNCIL DECISION

MOVED ClIr Y Mubarakai SECONDED Deputy Mayor C Reeve-Fowkes
that Council resume Standing Orders, the time being 7.49pm, in
accordance with Clause 22.1 of Council’'s Standing Orders Local Laws.

CARRIED 7/0

Reason for Decision

Resumption of Standing Orders will allow Council to continue with the
business of Council.

9. COUNCIL MATTERS

9.1 (MINUTE NO 5338) (SCM 04/08/2014) - NEW PROPOSAL TO THE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ADVISORY BOARD FOR AN
AMALGAMATION OF THE CITIES OF COCKBURN AND KWINANA
(089/004) (S.CAIN) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council:

(1) adopt the attached new proposal on an amalgamation of the
Cities of Cockburn and Kwinana;
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(2)

3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

agrees that the City of Cockburn being an affected local
government within the meaning of Schedule 2.1 of the Local
Government Act 1995 (LGA), resolves to submit a new proposal
to the Local Government Advisory Board pursuant to clause 2.1
of the LGA which would amalgamate the districts of the City of
Cockburn and the City of Kwinana; but with a substantively
modified northern boundary compared to the current district of
Cockburn;

commence working with the City of Kwinana on implementing a
transition plan that would give effect to an amalgamation;

brief the Cities of Fremantle and Melville; as well as the
Cockburn-Kwinana Community Steering Group on the detall
contained in this proposal;

initiate further community communication to keep residents and
ratepayers abreast of information on this project; and

use the information that supported the preparation of this new
proposal as the foundation for its submission to the Local
Government Advisory Board on their current recommendations.

COUNCIL DECISION
MOVED ClIr K Allen that Council defer a decision on this item until 13
August 2014.

MOTION LAPSED FOR WANT OF A SECONDER

MOVED ClIr Y Mubarakai SECONDED CIr S Portelli that Council

(1)

(2)

®3)

adopt the attached, as amended, new proposal on an
amalgamation of the Cities of Cockburn and Kwinana;

agrees that the City of Cockburn being an affected local
government within the meaning of Schedule 2.1 Clause 1 of the
Local Government Act 1995 (LGA), resolves to submit a new
proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board pursuant to
clause 2.1 of the LGA which would amalgamate the districts of
the City of Cockburn and the City of Kwinana; but with a
substantively modified northern boundary compared to the
current district of Cockburn;

commence working with the City of Kwinana on implementing a
transition plan that would give effect to an amalgamation;
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4) brief the Cities of Fremantle and Melville; as well as the
Cockburn-Kwinana Community Steering Group on the detail
contained in this proposal;

(5) initiate further community communication to keep residents and
ratepayers abreast of information on this project; and

(6) use the information that supported the preparation of this new

proposal as the foundation for its submission to the Local
Government Advisory Board on their current recommendations.

CARRIED 5/2
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MAYOR LOGAN HOWLETT AND CLR KEVIN ALLEN REQUESTED
THAT THEIR VOTE AGAINST THE MOTION BE RECORDED.

Background

At a Special Council Meeting held on 24 October 2013 Council adopted
a preferred position on local government reform, opting to submit a
proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board (LGAB) for the
merger of the whole of the districts of Cockburn and Kwinana. This
proposal was subsequently accepted by the LGAB as Proposal 20.

Subsequently, an alternate proposal was developed by the Cockburn
Community Steering Group in November 2013, which was also
accepted by the LGAB (known as Proposal E1).

Council lodged a submission on all of the proposals affecting the City
at a Special Council Meeting held on 6 March 2014. The Council
resolution of that meeting changed its official position as follows:

(8) Supports Proposal E1 — Cockburn Community Steering Group,
as an alternative to the City’s own Proposal 20, as qualified in this
report.

On 21 July 2014 the LGAB Chairman, Cr Mel Congerton, met with the
Mayors and Chief Executives of Cockburn and Kwinana to advise that
the LGAB were intending to recommend the Cockburn Community
Steering Group’s Proposal E1, but in a significantly different form. The
LGAB were intending to overlay the City of Fremantle’s Proposal 12
and the City of Melville’'s Proposal 10 (with some modifications) over
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Proposal E1. The impact would see the suburbs of part of North
Coogee, and all of Hamilton Hill, Coolbellup, North Lake, Bibra Lake
and the Bibra Lake industrial area all ceded from the district of
Cockburn.

Elected Members were briefed on the LGAB’s Intended
Recommendation at a workshop held on 24 July. A workshop was
then held with the Cockburn-Kwinana Community Steering Group on
28 July and a briefing given to the Cockburn Regional Community
Development Forum on 30 July. An offer was made to the City of
Kwinana for a discussion prior to the document being finalised, but was
declined.

Submission
N/A
Report

The Local Government Reform process was initiated by the
Government in February 2009. It has had a number of iterations in that
time and nine reports have now been presented to Council on this topic
since 2009.

The current status of the reform process is that the LGAB has now
assessed all of the 38 proposals that were presented and reached a
view on these. As a result it seeks to modify outcomes for the Cities of
Armadale, Cockburn, Fremantle, Kwinana, Melville and the Shire of
Serpentine-Jarrahdale; by way of 3 alternative recommendations. For
Cockburn-Kwinana it intends recommending a modified form of
Proposal E1 using an amalgamation, but also significantly different
boundaries for Cockburn. For Melville it intends recommending a
modified version of Proposal 10 that excludes areas of Canning and
the Jandakot Airport, with all changes being done by boundary
adjustments. For Armadale - Serpentine-Jarrahdale, it intends
recommending a boundary adjustment that would see the abolition of
Serpentine-Jarrahdale. The implication of the above is that the LGAB
also intends recommending Fremantle’s Proposal 12.

The LGAB is required to advertise its intended recommendations and
to consider submissions. It commenced advertising on 23 July 2014
for a period of three weeks. This timetable means that the earliest the
Minister for Local Government should expect to receive a report from
the LGAB would be the end of August 2014.

As the recommended alternative for Cockburn-Kwinana is an
amalgamation, this would create an opportunity for the community to
request a poll. Assuming this occurs, Governor’s Orders for Cockburn-
Kwinana could not be issued until after the poll result had been
determined. Prior advice from the West Australian Electoral
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Commission had indicated that the earliest a poll could be called would
be for late November / early December 2014.

LGAB'’s Intended Recommendation. The LGAB is currently advertising
its Intended Recommendation until 14 August 2014. While time is of
the essence to prepare formal submissions to the LGAB, if the
attached proposal is adopted by Council its contents will be used to
frame the City’'s response to the advertised LGAB’s Intended
Recommendations.

The essence of the City’'s new proposal is to present the LGAB with a
better alternative than its intended recommendation. To this end, the
new proposal is structured to directly contrast the intended
recommendation and key elements of the new proposal. The major
difference is for a new northern boundary that minimises the degree of
disruption that would be entailed with the LGAB’s Intended
Recommendation.

New Proposal. The draft new proposal is significantly different to the
City’s current adopted position. It would entail ceding more territory
and population to the Cities of Fremantle and Melville, but less than is
proposed in the LGAB’s Intended Recommendations. To illustrate this,
Table 1 has the proposed population statistics for Cockburn and
Table 2 has the data for the LGAB’s Intended Recommendation.

Table 1. Population Comparison

Scenario Population Population | Comment
Current 2031

Existing Cockburn 103 351 165 465 Includes Rottnest — to be
transferred to Fremantle

LGAB’s Intended 75 286 124 937 28% pop. reduction on

Recommendation current pop.

(Modified Proposal

El)

City of Cockburn 86 263 136 154 16% pop. Reduction on

New Proposal current pop.

Table 2: Regional Population Comparison

Scenario Population Population | Comment

Current 2031
Current Cockburn- | 137764 232958
Kwinana
LGAB's Intended 108995 191080 Cockburn lose 28,769
Recommendation residents (28% current
Cockburn-Kwinana pop.) to Fremantle/Melville
LGAB'’s Intended 62923 81330 Fremantle’s current pop
Recommendation (30,321) would double.
Fremantle
LGAB'’s Intended 110238 119905 Melville lose 14,682
Recommendation residents (14% current
Melville pop.) to Fremantle
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This scenario reduces the number of residents that would be relocated
from the district of Cockburn, so reduces the impact on our community.
However, in order to see the overall regional impact Table 3 presents
details on the suburb and new local authorities.

Table 3. Impact of City of Cockburn New Proposal

Adjustment Cockburn Kwinana | Greater Fremantle Melville

2013 2031 2013 2031 2013 2031
Cockburn 103 351 | 165 465 30321 36263 | 106335 | 114170
Kwinana 34 413 67 493 7736 8 924
Rottnest -131 -160 +131 +160
Part Hamilton Hill -5 986 -8 450 +5 986 +8 450
Part North -979 | -10385 +979 | +10 385
Coogee
Samson -1 905 - 1905 +1 905 +1 905
Part O'Connor -5 -10 +5 +10
Bicton +7 128 +7 200 -7 128 -7 200
Palmyra +7 544 +7 600 -7 544 -7 600
Part Leeming -2 332 -2 400 +2332 | +2400
Part Coolbellup -6 611 -8 239 +6 611 +8 239
and North Lake
West
Jandakot Airport -243 -300 +243 +300
North Lake East -441 -441 +441 +441
Total 121 482 | 202 583 57 915 77 067 | 103200 | 112655

Sources: ABS 3218.0, Forecast ID, South West Group Capacity Forecast

While the population movements show a reduction in the positions for
Fremantle and Melville, the overall financial position for these two local
authorities is considerably stronger than they are at present.
Information on the financial affects is detailed later in this report.

The key elements of the new proposal are:

8
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1. Consistent. The draft new proposal is consistent with the

LGAB’s Intended Recommendation to reduce the number of
local governments in the south-metropolitan region from six to
four.

Rationale. There would be a more logical and uniform northern
boundary between the three local authorities (Cockburn,
Fremantle and Kwinana), which more closely mirrors the State
Government’s Directions 2031 strategy. The net loss of
population from Cockburn is more proportionate with the
changes to Melville. It still transfers industrial / commercial land
and redistributes the rate income, but does so without disrupting
the capacity to develop the future road infrastructure plan that is
vital to the economic functioning of these precincts. It would
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require the transfer of fewer assets, fewer services and staff;
thereby minimising the disruptive effect on communities.

. Name. The new City will have an interim name of ‘City of

Cockburn-Kwinana’; however, there would be an opportunity for
alternate names to be put to a plebiscite at a future date, with
options resolved by both municipalities or the new local
government.

. Representation. The proposed representative model is based

on a geographically based three ward model; with west, east
and south wards. Each ward would have proportionate
representation; however, there could be an option to allow four
Councillors in the south ward so each ward has the same
number of representatives. The south ward would grow more
quickly than the other two wards, but it would create a sense of
equality of representation for all wards during the important
transition period. The community will directly elect the Mayor, ie
a popularly elected mayor as per Cockburn’s current system.

. Boundaries. The new proposal seeks to retain the existing

boundaries of Kwinana (with a very minor exception), but amend
the northern boundary of Cockburn. This outcome would be
significantly  different to what the LGAB’s Intended
Recommendation is currently recommending as follows:

a. North-West. The Northern District boundary between
Cockburn and Fremantle would commence at Stock
Road and run westward along the northern edge of the
Roe Highway reservation, through Hamilton Hill then
south along the western edge of the Cockburn Coast
Drive road reservation to Cockburn Road then west to the
northern side of Caledonia Loop through to the Indian
Ocean.

This proposed northern boundary would leave Port
Coogee and the southern part of Hamilton Hill as the
boundary. Itis a more robust delineation than is currently
recommended by the LGAB.

b. North-East. The Northern District boundary between
Cockburn and Melville would commence at Stock Road
and run eastward along the northern edge of the Roe
Highway reservation to the Kwinana Freeway, then along
the northern edge of the existing Roe Highway
reservation through to Karel Avenue, then south along
Karel Avenue to Berrigan Drive, where it would follow the
boundary of Jandakot Airport utilising the boundary of the
Commonwealth’s land through to Johnston Road.
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This proposed northern boundary closely resembles one
of the options presented in the Robson Report, the only
differences being along the Cockburn Coast and
Jandakot Airport / City.

c. South. Include an area of the City of Rockingham with
the new district boundary to follow Patterson Road to
Charles Street and then extends to the Indian Ocean.

This proposed southern boundary would be consistent
with the LGAB’s Intended Recommendation and ensure
that the Kwinana Nickel Refinery is included within the
new entity.

6. Funding. The City has estimated the cost of amalgamation at
around $7.5M, but this excluded costs associated with the major
asset transfers that would be required under the LGAB'’s
Intended Recommendation. The major cost advantages of this
new proposal are:

a. Avoided Costs. It would avoid the need to relocate the
City of Cockburn’s Operations Depot, at an estimated
cost of $30M.

b. Reduced Operating Costs. It would reduce the operating
costs for the Cities of Fremantle, Melville and Cockburn,
with fewer assets and services needing to be moved.

c. Staff. It would significantly reduce the number of staff
that need to be transferred between local governments.

Managing Transition. The new proposal is for an amalgamation, which
is consistent with the LGAB’s Intended Recommendation for Cockburn-
Kwinana. This outcome, if finally adopted by way of Governor's
Orders, will eventually lead to the appointment of Commissioners to
manage the new local authority.

It remains the preference of the existing Elected Members of each
merging local authority to plan for and manage the amalgamation
process. To that end there is a need to form a new or amended Local
Implementation Committee. Discussion with Kwinana has commenced
on this and will evolve further over coming weeks.

Community Engagement. The City has provided a stream of media to
the community on this topic over many months and has recently
updated its webpage to reflect the current status of the Reform
process.

As this new proposal is significantly different to Council's adopted
position it was briefed to the Cockburn-Kwinana Community Steering
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Group. An offer was also made to the City of Kwinana for a briefing
prior to finalising the report, but this was declined. A copy of the new
proposal was subsequently provided to them after it was completed
and made available to the general public, prior to Council’s
consideration.

Given the limited timeframe it has not been possible to conduct broad
community consultation on this new proposal. It will be necessary to
brief the community as soon as practical using the broadest range of
media once Council makes its decision.

Regional Financial Impact. Extensive financial modelling has been
undertaken by the City’s Director of Finance and Corporate Services,
as part of the preparation of this new proposal. The comparative
position of the LGAB’s Intended Recommendation and this new
proposal has been analysed for all the local governments affected by
this new proposal.

The City has used the adopted 2014/15 municipal budgets for the
impacted Councils being:

City of Cockburn

City of Kwinana

City of Fremantle

City of Melville and

Town of East Fremantle (Draft)

The City of Cockburn used the latest financial information contained in
the budgets as the original information provided to the LGAB is already
two years old. Much has changed over that time and it is appropriate
to use the latest data given Cockburn and Kwinana are growing by 3%
and 5% annually, and the City of Melville have changed the way they
rate property by the inclusion of the waste management fee as part of
their general rating structure.

The modelling has reviewed three proposals:

1. E1 - Cockburn Community Proposal — combining the Cities of
Cockburn and Kwinana with the loss of Leeming to the City of
Melville and North Coogee (north of Rollinson Road) to the City of
Fremantle.

2. LGAB’s Intended Recommendation — Amalgamating Cockburn
and Kwinana with Bibra Lake, North Lake, Coolbellup and
Leeming being transferred to the City of Melville and Hamilton Hill
(City of Cockburn retains control of Manning Park) and North
Coogee (to McTaggart Cove) being transferred to the City of
Fremantle. In addition, the model has reviewed the impact of the
City of Fremantle ceding O’'Connor and Samson to the City of
Melville and Palmyra and Bicton being transferred to the City of
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Fremantle. The model did not take into account the small part of
Rockingham East (Nickel refinery) being transferred to
Cockburn/Kwinana as the impact was considered minimal.

3. Cockburn’s New Proposal - Amalgamating Cockburn and
Kwinana with the Roe Highway Road Reserve being the northern
boundary with Jandakot Airport. That is, North Lake, Coolbellup
and Leeming and Jandakot Airport (including Jandakot City) being
transferred to the City of Melville and North Hamilton Hill (north of
the Roe Hwy Road Reserve) and North Coogee (to McTaggart
Cove) being transferred to the City of Fremantle. In addition, the
model has included the impact of the City of Fremantle ceding
O’Connor and Samson to the City of Melville and Palmyra and
Bicton being transferred to the City of Fremantle. The model did
not take into account the small part of Rockingham East (Nickel
refinery) being transferred to Cockburn/Kwinana as the impact
was considered minimal. As part of North Hamilton Hill, the City
of Cockburn has Aged Services. The City intends to seek to
retain the provision of this service for a period of time as the
majority of the clients are located in the City of Cockburn, not the
City of Fremantle.

Model 1 — E1 Community Proposal to the LGAB

COC/COK COC/COK Combined MELVILLE MELVILLE Combined COF/TOEF COF/TOEF Combined
Rates $94.13 $92.58 Rates 76.98 72.08 Rates 44.52 50.97
Total Rev $184.92 $182.41 Total Rev $108.35 $100.55 Total Rev $79.32 $89.62
Total Exp $175.96 $173.62 Total Exp $97.99 $92.92 Total Exp $79.01 $86.42
Op Surplus $8.96 $8.79 Op Surplus $10.36 $7.63 Op Surplus $0.31 $3.20
Model 2 — LGAB’s Intended Recommendation to Cockburn / Kwinana /
Fremantle / Melville
COC/COK COC/COK Combined MELVILLE MELVILLE Combined COF/TOEF COF/TOEF Combined
Rates $94.13 $75.02 Rates $76.98 $85.36 Rates $44.52 $55.24
Total Rev $184.92 $149.54 Total Rev $108.35 $122.44 Total Rev $79.32 $100.61
Total Exp $175.96 $146.26 Total Exp $97.99 $110.28 Total Exp $79.01 $96.42
Op
Surplus $8.96 $3.27 Op Surplus $10.36 $12.16 Op Surplus $0.31 $4.19
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COC/COK COC/COK Combined MELVILLE MELVILLE Combined COF/TOEF COF/TOEF Combined
Rates $94.13 $85.88 Rates $76.98 $76.63 Rates $44.52 $53.10
Total Rev $184.92 $168.69 Total Rev $108.35 $109.74 Total Rev $79.32 $94.15
Total Exp $175.96 $161.15 Total Exp $97.99 $101.00 Total Exp $79.01 $90.80
Op

Surplus $8.96 $7.53 Op Surplus $10.36 $8.74 Op Surplus $0.31 $3.36

Document Set ID: 4210207
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Financial Assumptions

Revenue. Rates have been allocated as per suburb, retained services
and specific grants quarantined with relevant Council, general grants
and other income allocated as a percentage of population.

Expenditures. Payroll ‘Governance’ costs and some retained services
are kept with Cockburn. Other transferrable services were moved into
the relevant local governments. The balance of the payroll costs were
allocated on basis of population moving to the relevant local
government.

Depreciation & utilities is based on identifiable assets. Other costs
were based on population, unless the cost for a specific asset was able
to be allocated to the identifiable asset.

General Comments. The LGAB's Intended Recommendation
significantly impacts on a new Cockburn/Kwinana:

e The transfer of suburbs does not provided for the transfer of
governance costs to the new local government, so the new
entity receives the revenue but not the true cost of
providing/collecting that revenue.

e The new Cockburn/Kwinana then combines two significant
governance costs without being able to transfer those costs to
the other local governments. This magnifies the challenge faced
by the new local government in achieving operation efficiencies.

e The LGAB’s Intended Recommendation retains Manning Park,
Hamilton Hill in Cockburn/Kwinana with the annual maintenance
cost of $0.45M without the revenue from Hamilton Hill to service
the cost. As this is a regional asset, there is disproportionate
impact on Cockburn-Kwinana under this arrangement.

e The transfer of Bibra Lake to Melville will impact the future road
construction program of the new Cockburn/Kwinana by at least
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$45M over the next ten years. Clearly the low recurrent service
costs of industrial rates income then allows a growth entity like
Cockburn/Kwinana to allocate this funding to road construction,
a key demand of the business community. Given the
constraints in funding of roads from the State Government and
frozen Federal grants, this is a key issue for Cockburn.

The loss of the Depot in Bibra Lake is another key concern to the new
Cockburn/Kwinana. The depot at Bibra Lake is 5ha and services
103,000 residents and 170 sq km. The Kwinana depot at 1.5ha is not
sufficient to service the needs of the new City of 250 sq km and
population of 108,995 rising to 191,000 over time.

As the depot is owned freehold, the loss to Melville will have a long
term cost of $15M for replacement on a like for like basis (this jumps to
$30M when land and IT costs are included). More importantly, the
depot will have to be re-located at a future time if the proposed
boundary is effected, otherwise cost savings from LG Reform will be
consumed in additional operating costs.

There should be no reason why this asset should be lost to the
retained Cockburn residents given Melville has a similar sized depot in
Murdoch. Melville hasn’'t a need for two depots.

It should also be noted that Cockburn has also invested heavily into
broadband technology linking the Depot to the main administration
centre in Spearwood. This then links all City of Cockburn buildings
such as the three libraries, South Lake Leisure Centre, Youth Centre,
etc. In addition the City has recently completed its Data Recovery
Centre at the Depot. The cost of replacing this investment is close to
$1M.

The LGAB’s Intended Recommendation dramatically impacts on the
future-proofing of Cockburn/Kwinana for servicing its population and
replacing its assets. The operating surplus falls from $8.96M to
$3.27M in 2014/15. This stymies the ability of a high growth local
government to not only construct new assets, but replace or upgrade
old infrastructure. Projects will either be delayed, debt funded or
scrapped.

Melville and Fremantle are not growth local governments and as such
are not still building new roads, civic or community assets. The
depreciation cash generated will fund the replacement of the existing
pool of assets. In addition, Melville already runs an extensive
operating surplus, therefore providing them with more industrial rating
income means they will only become substantially wealthier at the
expense of ratepayers of Cockburn/Kwinana.
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The City’'s new proposal, to move the northern boundary to Roe
Highway and to include Jandakot Airport/Jandakot City, provides a
number of benefits to Cockburn/Kwinana as well as to Fremantle.

A guiding principle for the LGAB was to provide a level of sustainability
to rate funding over the medium to long term and this was to ensure a
distribution of industrial/commercial rates to impacted Councils in this
region (Melville, Fremantle, East Fremantle, Cockburn and Kwinana).
As the following table indicates (based on 2014/15 budgets), Melville
has significantly gained from the LGAB’s Intended Recommendation.

Table — Sources of Rates — Current vs LGAB'’s Intended
Recommendation

Res c&l Other
Cockburn Kwinana LGAB 56.1% 40.9% 3.0%
New Cockburn/Kwinana-LGAB 57.5% 38.7% 3.7%
Melville 76.2% 23.4% 0%
New Melville - LGAB 67.6% 32.4%
Fremantle/East Fremantle 58.6% 41.4% 0%
New Fremantle LGAB 63.6% 36.4%

The current budget for Melville and the proposed transfer of various
suburbs will make them wealthier at the detriment to the high growth
Cockburn-Kwinana.

Cockburn’s new proposal is to retain Bibra Lake (inclusive of the Depot
and industrial & commercial rates) which delivers a more equitable
regional outcome than is achieved with the LGAB’s Intended
Recommendation.

The impact will reduce Melville’s % of rates derived from industrial and
commercial rates from 36.4% to 26.5% (under the LGAB’s Intended
Recommendation and Cockburn’s new proposal respectively) although
it will be higher than the current 23.4%.

Table — Immediate Impact of Cockburn’s New Proposal

Res c&l Other
Cockburn Kwinana JAH/Roe 56.1% 40.9% 3.0%
New Cockburn/Kwinana less
Roe/Jandakot airport (JAH) 55.4% 41.3% 3.2%
Melville 76.5% 23.5% 0.0%
New Melville with Roe/JAH 73.5% 26.5% 0.0%
Fremantle/East Fremantle 58.6% 41.4% 0.0%
New Fremantle Roe 62.7% 37.3% 0.0%
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The following table demonstrates that the growth of Jandakot
Airport/Jandakot City over the next seven years will lift the % of rates
derived from industrial and commercial rates for the City of Melville
from 23.5% to 29.5%.

Table — Impact over time of JAH/JC and GC on Melville’s rating
sustainability

Melville with JAH/Roe Hwy Res c&l

2014/15 Pre Reform 76.5% 23.5%
2014/15 Post LG Reform 74.7% 25.3%
2022/23 End of JAH Growth 70.5% 29.5%

This will then meet the principle enunciated by the LGAB for
sustainability of the City of Melville’s rating base. This will be further
supplemented by the growth of Garden City rating income as it doubles
in size over the next ten years, none of which has been built into the
City of Melville’s current LTFP. This enables the growth council of
Cockburn/Kwinana to deliver its capital road and community
infrastructure program.

As can be seen from the table below, the City of Melville will be viewed
as very sustainable by comparison with other urban developed
Councils. The City of Melville will move from 23% to 29.5% over time
with the transfer of Jandakot Airport/Jandakot City and Garden City as
both grow over the medium term delivering additional
industrial/commercial rates with little or no service costs.

Rating Income Sources —

Comparing Melville with Non LG

Reform Councils and Other

“Urban Maintenance Councils”

Post LG Reform —2013/14

Council Res c&l
Melville 77% 23%
Joondalup 83% 17%
Nedlands 86% 14%
Stirling 78% 28%
Bassendean/Bayswater 83% 17%
South Perth/Victoria Park 64% 36%
Average 78% 22%
Add in Fremantle/Canning

Fremantle 59% 41%
Canning 50% 50%
Amended Average 72% 28%
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This new proposal will have a reduced impact on the growth city of
Cockburn/Kwinana. Clearly Melville will be at the upper end of the %
of rates being derived from commercial and industrial ratepayers.

Rates. The harmonisation of rates is also a significant challenge for the
new Cockburn-Kwinana. Presently the City of Kwinana’'s average
residential rate is 37% higher than Cockburn’s. While rate
harmonisation (ie standardisation across both local governments) is
allowed to occur over 5 years, the fact remains that savings of $2M
need to be found in running the new local government, or Cockburn
ratepayers are going to have their rates increase to fund this gap.

The new proposal from Cockburn provides what the LGAB has
enunciated about long term not short term sustainability, whilst
preserving the financial sustainability of the growth Councils of
Cockburn/Kwinana.

Staff. Another considerable challenge for a new Cockburn-Kwinana is
transition staff from the current Cockburn into Fremantle and Melville.
The number of staff would need to be negotiated with these authorities;
however it will not be possible to retain all staff while losing facilities
and income. This new proposal dramatically reduces this requirement.

Conclusion. The submission of a new proposal to the LGAB is
supported by the City’s Administration as a logical way to present the
LGAB with a less disruptive outcome than with the LGAB'’s Intended
Recommendation.

It is recognised that proposing to transfer 17,618 residents to the Cities
of Fremantle and Kwinana will not please everyone. However, this
outcome is a better alternative than the current LGAB’s Intended
Recommendation to transfer 28,769 residents.

It is also a proposal that would be less disruptive to ongoing service
delivery, asset reallocation and staff transfers. It would leave the two
northern local authorities with a better fiscal position than in the LGAB’s
Intended Recommendation.

The new proposal would also not alter the number of new local
authorities that the LGAB seeks to operate within the south
metropolitan area. However, it would leave the Cockburn community
with a more balanced outcome than is currently being recommended.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Leading & Listening
e Effective and constructive dialogue with all City stakeholders.
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o Effective advocacy that builds and manages relationships with all
stakeholders.

Budget/Financial Implications

The Government has provided an initial allocation of $50,000 to
support the City in its scoping work for an amalgamation. However, it
is only offering limited financial support by way of grants and the
majority of the costs associated with reform will be borne by the
community.

The City has estimated the cost of an amalgamation at around $7.5M,
but this cost is likely to be higher due to the greater complexity
associated with a northern boundary change. It is not possible to fully
cost this at this time. The loss of the northern boundary will also stop
the ability of the new Cockburn/Kwinana Council to immediately
harmonise the Kwinana residential rates with the much lower Cockburn
residential rates.

Legal Implications

The provisions of Schedule 2.1 of the Local Government Act (the Act)
apply.

Community Consultation

The LGAB would be required to assess this new proposal in
accordance with the requirements of Schedule 2.1 of the Act. As the
City does not believe the new proposal is frivolous or in any other way
improper, the LGAB would be required to initiate a 6 week public
consultation period inviting submissions.

Attachment(s)

Cockburn’s New Proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board to
create the City of Cockburn-Kwinana.

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

The City of Kwinana and the Cockburn-Kwinana Community Steering
Group have been advised that a new proposal to the LGAB is being
considered by the City of Cockburn on the 4 August 2014 at a Special
Council Meeting.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

N/A
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9.2 (MINUTE NO 5339) (SCM 04/08/2014) - GP SUPER CLINIC
LEASE AND DIRECTORS' INDEMNIFICATION (S.CAIN) (ATTACH)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council:

(1) enter a Lease with the legal entity established to operate the
Cockburn GP Super Clinic, being the Cockburn GP Super Clinic
Limited;

(2) enter into a Deed of Indemnity with the Officers of the Board of
Cockburn GP Super Clinic Limited; and

(3) enter into a Deed of Indemnity with the Cockburn GP Super Clinic
Limited.

TO BE CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL

COUNCIL DECISION
MOVED ClIr Y Mubarakai SECONDED Deputy Mayor C Reeve-Fowkes
that the recommendation be adopted.

CARRIED BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY OF COUNCIL 7/0

Background

At the December 2010 Ordinary Council Meeting, Council resolved to
enter into a series of leases for the Cockburn Integrated Health Facility.
Those leases were for:

Department of Human Services (Centrelink/Medicare)
South Metropolitan Health Service

Child and Adolescent Health Service

Cockburn GP Super Clinic
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As the facility is now completed, the Department of Human Services
(Centrelink/Medicare) have now moved into their leased space to
provide services to Cockburn residents.

The leases for South Metropolitan Health Service and Child and
Adolescent Health Service did not eventuate due to cost constraints at
the Department of Health.

The lease with the Cockburn GP Super Clinic Board has taken time to
negotiate with a number of changes required. Given the time since the
original Council decision it has now been brought back to Council for
ratification.  Additionally, there are indemnity provisions required to
protect the Directors, including City employees, from liabilities while
exercising responsibility for running this community facility.

Submission
N/A
Report

The following resolution was adopted by Council at the December 2010
Ordinary Council Meeting in relation to the Cockburn GP Super Clinic:

1. Enter into a funding agreement with the Commonwealth
Government for the incorporation of a GP Superclinic into the
Cockburn Integrated Health and Community Facility.

2. Enter an Agreement to Lease and Lease with the legal entity
established to operate the Cockburn GP Super Clinic.

3. Subject to final Council approval to construct the Cockburn
Integrated Health and Community Facility and in accordance with
section 3.58 of the Local Government Act 1995, delegate
authority to the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate Agreements
to lease and leases for tenancies within the Integrated Health and
Community Facility.

There have been a number of modifications’ to the original proposed
Head Lease between the City and the GP Super Clinic Limited entity
tasked with managing the facility on behalf of the City and the
Commonwealth Government.

The changes are as follows:

1. Novation

The original intention was to novate (transfer and make responsible/
liable for) the agreement between the Commonwealth Government and

20

Document Set ID: 4210207
Version: 1, Version Date: 11/12/2014



Document Set ID: 4210207
Version: 1, Version Date: 11/12/2014

ISCM 04/08/2014

the City to the Cockburn GP Super Clinic Limited entity. This was to
transfer all responsibility for delivery of the key performance indicators
of the agreement and associated liabilities whilst the City retain the
actual asset created by the grant funds, that is the part of the overall
building facility. This was to also last for the twenty year term of the
agreement between the City and Commonwealth Government.

Although the Cockurn GP Super Clinic Board will earn an income
stream from the rent of the space created by the grant, they will not
have any assets to meet any future claim(s), should they fail to meet
the terms created by the novation and agreed by the City. As such, the
Novation Agreement will be withdrawn and an amendment inserted into
the Head Lease that the entity will meet the reporting requirements on
behalf of the City to the Commonwealth Government. This meets the
obligations required under the agreement with the City and the
Commonwealth Government, in exchange for the payment of the grant
to the City.

2. Curtin University

As part of the original group of participants who signed Memorandum
of Understandings (MOU), Curtin University is the only remaining party
to join with the City in taking space in the GP Super Clinic. The original
MOU was for Curtin to make a capital contribution of $1M and as a
result would be granted space for their students to participate in a
range of training activities in conjunction with the medical and allied
health professionals located at the facility. In addition, there would be
space provided for lectures, research and access to common areas.

Over the last four years and with the passage of time and the
intervention of legal professionals, the commitment changed and/or
was amended but not their commitment. Curtin will still pay to the City
$1M for rent of 200sq metres of space in the GP Super Clinic in
exchange for a lease for twenty years. They will still provide students
and participate in the integration aspect of the Clinic. The City will hold
the funds in trust (reserve account) and will pay the equivalent rent to
the GP Super Clinic. At the end of the first three years of their term,
should the Clinic not be able to meet the agreed key performance
indicators, Curtin will have the opportunity to withdraw from the facility
and a pro-rata payment will be made from the reserve account. The
Clinic will then be entitled to approach other universities in Perth to
take over the space vacated by Curtin or lease the space to other
medical affiliated persons.

Given the rent equivalent payments will be paid by the City to the
Clinic, the lease will be between the City and Curtin University. The
Board of the entity are in agreement with this course of action. Curtin
will be required to pay variable outgoings as per other tenants in the
Clinic, including any City tenants taking space in the Clinic.
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3. Collaboration Agreement

As the lease for Curtin will be between the City and Curtin, the GP
Super Clinic Board will enter into a Collaboration Agreement with
Curtin to meet specific requirements asked for by Curtin. Should the
agreement fail, the only payment to be made back to Curtin will be the
balance of the funds held in reserve account.

4. Rent

The GP Super Clinic Board will earn rental income from the following
Clinic tenants:

Cockburn Central Super Clinic (GPs)

Madan Health Group (Physio, OT, Speech)

Hardy Nutrition — Dietary Consulting

Immunisation Alliance

Silver Chain Group

Clinipath Pathology

Mr Gerald Lim — Orthopaedic Surgeon

Child and Adolescent Community Health Service (Child Health

Nurses)

e North Metropolitan Health Service — Community Physiotherapy
Service

e Australian Hearing Services — Sessional Audiology Service

The following parties are also in discussion with the City in regard to
lease space:

Mr Diaa Samuel — ENT Surgeon - Sessional
Dr Pankaj Kataria — Psychiatrist - Sessional
South Metropolitan Health Service
Fremantle Multicultural Centre

This income will then be used to fund the GP Super Clinic. The Clinic
will have a rent-free period of twelve months, then a review will occur
as to their financial capacity to pay rent to the City. The Clinic will be
allowed to accrue a cash reserve to meet future requirements and
liabilities.  Surplus funds will then be set aside to meet future
operational obligations and fund research activities as per the original
concept behind the entity.

5. Deed of Indemnity

The Cockburn GP Super Clinic Limited is a company limited by
guarantee with nine directors who each own a one dollar share. The
directors have been appointed by the Board because of their specific
background in the medical, allied health or community fields.
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The Directors are:

e Hon. Mike Board (Chairman) — Former Health Minister and
Youth Services Manager for St John of God

Dr Fiona Coombes — Local GP

Associate Prof Sue Jones (Curtin, Director Learning Design)

Ms Pam Lewis (Deputy Chair) — former Hospital Administrator
Mr Troy Cook — Indigenous Liaison

Mr John Townsend — Finance and Property Specialist

Ms Christie Riegler — CEO Fremantle Medicare Local

Mr Rob Avard — City of Cockburn representative

Mr Stuart Downing — City of Cockburn representative

The Board has sought from the City a deed of indemnity for itself and
the directors on the basis that they are community members acting on
behalf of the City in managing the Cockburn GP Super Clinic. In
addition, the indemnity has been sought as the legal entity will have no
assets (the City has retained all assets created either by the City or by
the payment of the Commonwealth Government grant). The legal
entity and its directors will have no assets other than personal assets of
the directors should a claim be lodged against the legal entity. The
City has never intended for directors’ personal assets to be a risk. The
entity will have relevant insurance policies in place to mitigate risk to
them and the City. Additionally, the City has its own insurance as
back-up. Any claim will be first dealt with by the entity’s insurance
policy then the City’s insurance policies. A risk mitigation review will be
held by the City and the entity to reduce potential risks and be
reviewed annually by both parties.

The City sought legal advice from our lawyers in relation to the
provision of the indemnity. The Deed/s attached are in accordance
with the advice from Jackson McDonald.

Strategic Plan/Policy Implications

Growing City
e Investment in industrial and commercial areas, provide
employment, careers and increase economic capacity in the City.

Infrastructure
e Community facilities that meet the diverse needs of the community
now and into the future.

Community & Lifestyle

e People of all ages and abilities to have equal access to our facilities
and services in our communities.

e Promotion of active and healthy communities.
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A Prosperous City
e Sustainable development that ensures Cockburn Central becomes
a Strategic Regional Centre.

Budget/Financial Implications

A copy of the GP Super Clinic’s draft operating budget 2014/15 —
2018/19 is attached. This notes the progressive income surplus that
the Clinic expects to generate over the first five years of operation.

Legal Implications

Extensive advice has been obtained from the City’s solicitors. The
Chief Executive has dealt directly with this matter, so there would be no
conflict of interests with other City employees.

Community Consultation

N/A

Attachment(s)

1. Lease — City of Cockburn and Cockburn GP Super Clinic Limited

2. Deeds of Indemnity — Cockburn GP Super Clinic (Entity and
Directors )

3.  Draft operating budget 2013/14 — 2018/19

Advice to Proponent(s)/Submissioners

The directors of the GP Super Clinic have been advised that this matter
will be considered at a Special Council Meeting on 4 August 2014.

Implications of Section 3.18(3) Local Government Act, 1995

The services to be provided by the GP Super Clinic will operate at
arms length from the City, so the competition provisions of this section
do not apply. The indemnification agreements will ensure that the
services and facilities operated by the GP Super Clinic are provided
efficiently and effectively.
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10. (MINUTE NO 5340) (SCM 04/08/2014) - RESOLUTION OF
COMPLIANCE (SECTION 3.18(3), LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995)

RECOMMENDATION
That Council is satisfied that resolutions carried at this Meeting and
applicable to items concerning Council provided services and facilities, are:-

(1) integrated and co-ordinated, so far as practicable, with any provided
by the Commonwealth, the State or any public body;

(2) not duplicated, to an extent Council considers inappropriate, services
or facilities as provided by the Commonwealth, the State or any other
body or person, whether public or private; and

(3) managed efficiently and effectively.

COUNCIL DECISION
MOVED Deputy Mayor C Reeve-Fowkes SECONDED ClIr L Wetton that the
recommendation be adopted.

CARRIED 7/0

11 (SCM 04/08/2014) - CLOSURE OF MEETING

MEETING CLOSED AT 8.00PM

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

L e (Presiding Member) declare that these
minutes have been confirmed as a true and accurate record of the meeting.
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SCM 4/8/2014 - ITEM 9.1 - ATTACHMENT AS ADOPTED

City of
Cockburn

wetlands to waves

PROPOSAL MADE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT ADVISORY BOARD

Alternative Community Boundary
City of Cockburn—Kwinana

LGAB Guidelines

Neighbours, suburbs and towns are important
units in the physical, historical and social
infrastructure and often generate a feeling of
community and belonging. The Board believes
wherever possible, it is inappropriate to divide
these units between local governments.
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Our community and business groups’ satisfaction with
how we're doing our job is very high. This proposal
IS being made in order to help us keep it that way.

It will also assist us to continue to
meet their major priorities.

Overall satisfaction | the City’s performance compared to others

m City of Cockburn

The City of Cockburn is performing well and is

B Growth Councils
leading the way among Growth Councils!

m Neighbouring Councils

B Other Councils

Growth Councils have been determined by the City of Cockburn
as the cities of Wanneroo and Armadale (and Swan, however the City of
Swan has not completed the Community Perceptions Survey recently).

Neighbouring Councils are Melville, Fremantle and Kwinana.

Average result for overall satisfaction with [INSERT COUNCIL] as a ‘place to live’ and as a ‘governing organisation’. c AT A L?SE
: B

1 e aiy B B -
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4 ‘ City of Cockburn—Kwinana

INTRODUCTION

Neighbours, suburbs and towns are
important units in the physical, historical
and social infrastructure and often
generate a feeling of community and
belonging. The Board believes wherever
possible, it is inappropriate to divide these
units between local governments.

LGAB Guidelines

This new proposal is closer to
the Community Group’s proposal

only impact 16% of Cockburn
residents and still achieves the
outcome of regional reform.
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The Local Government Advisory Board (the Board) has advised the
Mayors and Chief Executives of the cities of Cockburn and Kwinana,
an alternative recommendation for their districts would be advertised.
The Board were intending to recommend the Cockburn Community
Groups Proposal (E1), but with modifications. The advice from the
Board was;

Electors’ Proposal was the most balanced
proposal out of all proposals effecting our
districts.

It delivered a far better outcome, it did not
obliterate Cockburn and basically kept two
authorities intact.

There was an exception to the northern area
of Cockburn, which the Board considered
relatively small in comparison to the whole
metro area.

It largely keeps two authorities intact and gives
an opportunity for a new beginning.

The reality, however, for the community of Cockburn is that the
recommended option would see 27% of its population (1:4
residents) come under the jurisdiction of the City of Fremantle
or Melville. This is a very significant change to the community of
Cockburn and would be highly detrimental to our communities of
interest.

Recognising that the Electors’ Proposal was the most ‘balanced
proposal’, a more logical alternative is still possible. A variation of
the Boards intended recommendation is proposed that would still
achieve the objectives the Board is seeking for regional governance
and sustainability; but would be far less disruptive and not come

at the expense of many of the things that make up the Cockburn
communities of interest.

New Proposed Boundary

'._.1|' I
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Cockburn Elector Proposal
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6 ‘ City of Cockburn—Kwinana

NATURE OF THE PROPOSAL

REASON FOR MAKING PROPOSAL

The Proposal seeks to establish the City of Cockburn-Kwinana by way of
amalgamation. The boundaries of the new local government would follow
those of the existing districts with the following amendments:

* Northern boundary with the district of Fremantle to be along the Roe
Highway road reservation to Stock Road, with the excision of part of
North Coogee from Cockburn (known as the Cockburn Coast precinct)
down to the top of Port Coogee.

* Northern boundary with the district of Melville to be along the Roe
Highway road reservation from Stock Road until it joins the existing Roe
Highway, and the excision of Jandakot Airport along the boundaries of
the Commonwealth land holding.

» Southern boundary with the district of Rockingham to have a minor
boundary adjustment around the BHP Nickel operation at the edge of
the Rockingham Industrial Zone.

The Proposal seeks to establish a more logical northern boundary as
compared to the draft Recommended option being advertised by the Local
Government Advisory Board (the Board). It would facilitate the creation

of new local governments within the south-west metropolitan area, while
causing less disruption to existing communities and the continuity of
services and less complication in the redistribution of assets and staff.

It would provide for financially sustainable and stronger local governments,
with a better regional outcome than is proposed in the Board’s current
recommended option. But more fundamentally, it would provide the
communities of Cockburn (in particular) and Kwinana with a more
balanced outcome, which preserves their existing historical, cultural and
ecological connections.
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The Board’s currently advertised ‘Recommended Alternative’ is a modified
version of the Cockburn-Kwinana Community Proposal (E1), has a series
of significant downsides for the Cockburn community. In particular, the
advertised alternative would leave key cultural, historical and service
delivery hubs within the boundaries of other local governments. It is not an
accurate reflection of the Cockburn-Kwinana Community Group’s original
proposal.

The Chairman strongly advocated the requirement for creating financially
sustainable outcomes in explaining the rationale of the Board for making
its alternate recommendation. While the Board may have considered
alternative options, it’s now recognised that there was a limitation on these.
Financial data from local governments provided on an aggregated basis (at
an overall ‘proposal level’) would have made it impossible for the Board to
pull this data apart to overlay this on alternative boundary options, such as
the option being presented in this new proposal.

Likewise, the impact of stranding vital service delivery assets, such as the
City of Cockburn’s depot being located outside of the proposed new district
could not be modelled by the Board. The additional operating costs for
Cockburn-Kwinana from this arrangement would necessitate the relocation
of this facility, but in the interim would add considerably to the charges

that would have to be passed onto Cockburn-Kwinana ratepayers. Cr.
Congerton advised that the Board had not been able to examine this level
of detail.

These considerations have led to the proposing of an alternative scenario
for the new northern boundary with the districts of Fremantle and Melville.
This boundary would still lead to the financial sustainability outcomes
being sought by the Board, but it would do so with far fewer disruptive side
effects, as will be outlined in this proposal.

As this proposal seeks to modify the Board’s current recommendation, it
is laid out so that the direct contrast between the two alternatives is vividly
clear. This alternative proposal is not being submitted in order to delay the
outcomes of local government reform, rather to ensure that it achieves
better outcomes for the affected communities.

The Cockburn-Kwinana Community Steering Group was consulted during
the preparation of this proposal. It is recognised that this proposal is not
what that group had sought. However, there was a general acceptance
that it represented a reasonable compromise alternative. An initial briefing
was given to the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer of the City of Kwinana
and further dialogue will be undertaken.

Manning Park: Looking north east
toward Hamilton Hill

= mm == Approximate LGAB
intended recommendation
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IMPACT ON STATE GOVERNMENT PLANS

The proposal still aligns with the State Government’s desire to achieve
reform of local government. However, it would do so with stronger
correlation to the following:

a .Ii:: l =
E?;’mf‘y"p?"”“‘“:‘:m ooo-ooo oq‘q.o] '.‘";‘ égllrr‘\“v'*_‘ — II e
DIRECTIONS 2031 e ! _ =

This proposal more closely aligns with the sub-regional boundaries
contained in this key State strategy. It would keep the urban growth
elements together with agglomeration of key economic hubs, such as

Directions 2031

Community Facilities and Proposed Wards
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Cockburn Coast

Cockburn Coast
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SOUTH WEST GROUP — PROJECT ACTIVITY MAP 2014

HARBOUR

ROCKINAM ‘

PERTH
-» AIRPORT

ACTIVITY
CENTRE

Fllt
u
'® Container Freight CorridoY

FREMANTLE TRAFFIC BRIDGE & RAIL BRIDGE

LEACH HIGHWAY / HIGH STREET UPGRADE

FREMANTLE PORT TRANSPORT INTERCHANGE FACILITIES
FREMANTLE PORT RAIL TERMINAL STAGE 2

STIRLING BRIDGE UPGRADE

LATITUDE 32 INTERMODAL TERMINAL LAND

LATITUDE 32 PORT GATE

NEW OUTER HARBOUR PORT/S

ROWLEY ROAD

ANKETELL ROAD / THOMAS ROAD

FREMANTLE ROCKINGHAM CONTROLLED ACCESS HIGHWAY
LATITUDE 32 COMPLETION

KWINANA FREEWAY FREIGHT MANAGEMENT

KWINANA FREEWAY ITS WORKS

ROE HIGHWAY EXTENSION FROM KWINANA FREEWAY TO STOCK ROAD
STOCK ROAD GRADE SEPARATION PROJECTS

The Board’s Alternate
Recommendation would
split the Cockburn Coast
Structure Plan in two. This
is not our preference nor
that of the City of Fremantle
and Landcorp.

As can be seen on the
South West Group — Project
Activity Map 2014, Roe
Highway will form part of
the national freight route
and will be a significant
feature in our district if/
when constructed.



10 ‘ City of Cockburn—Kwinana

PRESERVING THE KEY ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY’S PROPOSAL

COMMUNITY CONNECTIONS

Resident Associations

The Cockburn Community Proposal (E1) contained
an extensive section on the City’s network of
resident associations, which are linked through the
City’s Regional Community Development Forum.
There are 18 resident groups active within the City.
The Board’s alternative recommendation would
affect 5 of these groups:

» Hamilton Hill Community Group

» Southwell Community Association
» Coolbellup Community Association
» North Lake Residents Association
» Bibra Lake Residents Association

The City’s new proposal would retain the Southwell
and Bibra Lake communities within Cockburn. While
it would split Hamilton Hill, the existing resident
association meets in East Hamilton Hill. Combining
the West Hamilton Hill area with the Southwell group
would provide ongoing community representation for
residents.

This proposal impacts fewer
of our Residents Groups.
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Cockburn youth receiving assistance grants from the Cockburn Community Fund.

This proposal will allow us to

retain our Community Fund.

Document Set ID: 4210207
Version: 1, Version Date: 11/12/2014

Cockburn Community Fund

The Cockburn Community Proposal (E1) contained an extensive section
on the importance of the Cockburn Community Fund in delivering
outcomes for our community. The following table shows the distribution of
the funds in 2013/14:

Funding by Group 2013-14

Group Funds Received in 2013/14
Not-for-Profit and Volunteer Organisations $229,810
Residents Associations and P&Cs $90,665
Cultural Associations $33,389
Sporting Associations $265,146
Environmental Groups $221,058
Business Associations $45,000

Without seeking to over dramatise the position, the Board’s alternate
recommendation could well see this Fund close, or at the least be
seriously compromised. The Fund’s continued existence is dependent on
the City’s ability to maintain a strong financial position. Returning $1M to
the community by way of grants can only continue if the City has these
funds surplus to other requirements.

As will be shown in the Financial Analysis section (see page 32), the
Board’s alternative recommendation would cut Cockburn’s current cash
surplus by more than 50%. With the City having to deal with a host of
financial challenges, (e.g. re-prioritisation of capital works programs,
absorption of $7.5m in transition costs, an increase in direct operating
costs associated with the depot location (see page 40), achieve rate
harmonisation with Kwinana (36% variation in differential rates), etc.),
the capacity to maintain the Community Fund is highly unlikely.
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CULTURAL CONNECTIONS

Cockburn RSL

The Community Group proposal stressed the importance of the RSL’s
activities within our community. Unlike many local government areas, the
Cockburn RSL runs a program of remembrance and engagement events
across the calendar year. From our Youth and ANZAC Day parades to
individual commemorative events, for 90 years the RSL has played an
active part in our cultural heritage.

Central to this is the significance of Memorial Hall to our veterans and
the community. This iconic landscape is our equivalent of ‘Monument Hill
(Fremantle) or ‘Kings Park Memorial (Perth)’ or ‘Artillery Park (Stirling
Square Guildford). The residents of Cockburn have gathered at this site
from when the foundation stone was laid in 1925.

Local Government Reform should not be about taking iconic community
assets out of their community location. 2015 will mark this site’s 90th
birthday; it should not mark its transfer out of Cockburn.

Cockburn Community Cultural Council

Occupying our original Council Chambers in Hamilton Hill, this group has
given 40 years of cultural service to our community. But as importantly, the
group’s major events are all held at Memorial Hall.

There is much more at stake for a community if it loses control of its
cultural and heritage sites. It took European Australians a long time

to recognise what this meant to our Indigenous Australians. It is a
mistake to underestimate the importance of cultural heritage during local
government reform.

We don't want to have to seek someone

else’s permission to use this special
facility our community built.

Memorial Hall iconic in the Cockburn landscape. Top: WWII Fundraiser. Bottom: Memorial Hall opening dinner 1925.
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PRESERVING THE KEY ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY’S PROPOSAL CONT.

SPORTING CONNECTIONS Champion Clubs Impacts
Champion Clubs Local Government SPORTING CLUB SUBURB GROUND/FACILITY MEMBERS $ SPORTS $ MINOR CAPITAL $ KIDSPORT
The Community Proposal stressed the importance of the Advisory Board . . . EQUIPMENT GRANT |  WORKS GRANT FUNDING
assistance that the City of Cockburn provides to its sporting Recommendation Bibra Lake Scouts Group Bibra Lake Bibra Lake Hall 15 - - -
and recreation clubs. This is achieved under a sing|e Cockburn BMX Club Bibra Lake Malabar Park 188 1,502.00 $4,000.00 1,160.46
umbrella — Champion Clubs. ) Lakeside Basketball Bibra Lake Lakeside Recreation Centre 700 - - 1,780.00
There are now 95 sporting clubs and five recreation clubs s mpacted: North Lake Soccer Club North Lake North Lake Reserve 50 - - -
with a combined membership of 13,596 people in the ’ 22 Yangebup Knights Baseball Club Bibra Lake Meller Park 28 - 2,690.00 1,265.00
: . ’ . Bibra Lake Junior Football Club Bibra Lake Meller Park 130 1,000.00 - 5,600.00
network. The Board's alternative recommendation would Coolbellup Tennis Club Coolbellup Len Packham Reserve 30 - 200.00
remove 22 clubs from Cockburn, whereas the new proposal : :
would only impact 13. Fremaptle Qroatla Soccer Club Coolbellup Len Packham Reserve 42 - 5,374.00
Phoenix Cricket Club Coolbellup Tempest Park 55 1,000.00 -
The following tables show how these clubs are supported by Phoenix Knights Soccer Club Inc. Coolbellup Len Packham Reserve 76 - - 10,494.00
the grants given directly from or auspiced by the City. During Cockburn Basketball Association Hamilton Hil Wally Hagen Basketball Stadium 685 862.75 3,200.00 9,206.00
the public submission period, many of these clubs made Cockburn Cobras Football Club Hamilton Hill Davilak Oval 44 977.25 - -
submissions to the Board, expressing their strong desire Cockburn Cougars Softball Club Hamilton Hil Enright Reserve 2% - 4,000.00 800.00
to remain in the City of Cockburn. The new proposal would Cockburn Cricket Club Hamilton Hil | Davilak Oval 77 2,000.00 7,540.00 i
clearly minimise the impact of reform on these groups. Cockburn Junior Cricket Club Hamilton Hil | Davilak Oval 132 2,000.00 i 834.00
Cockburn Junior Football Club Inc. Hamilton Hill Davilak Oval 81 2,000.00 - 15,400.00
Cockburn Netball Club Inc. Hamilton Hill Bakers Square 278 1,776.80 1,474.00 14,190.00
Coogee Basketball Club Hamilton Hill Wally Hagen Basketball Stadium 685 - - 2,200.00
N 1Y ; Coolbellup Amateur Football Club Hamilton Hill Tempest Park 22 701.00 6,495.50 -
‘,‘ East Hamilton Hill Little Athletics Club | Hamilton Hill Enright Reserve 13 - - 1,175.00
Phoenix Lacrosse Club Hamilton Hill Goodchild Reserve 70 2,000.00 3,280.00
CHAMPIONCLUBS Hawks Junior Basketball Club Hamilton Hill | Wally Hagen Basketball Stadium 30 - - -
g8 TOTAL 3455 $15,819.80 $29,399.50 $72,958.46
A LELA PERCENTAGE 25% 42% 1% 21%
I X ] ¢
Champion Clubs Impacts
City of Cockburn SPORTING CLUB SUBURB GROUND/FACILITY MEMBERS $ SPORTS $ MINOR CAPITAL $ KIDSPORT
Alternative Proposal . . . . EQUIPMENT GRANT WORKS GRANT FUNDING
(Roe Highway) Lakeside Basketball Bibra Lake Lakeside Recreation Centre 700 - - 1,780.00
North Lake Soccer Club North Lake North Lake Reserve 50 - $-
Coolbellup Tennis Club Coolbellup Len Packham Reserve 30 - 200.00
Clubs Impacted: Fremantle Croatia Soccer Club Coolbellup Len Packham Reserve 42 - 5,374.00
13 Phoenix Cricket Club Coolbellup Tempest Park 55 1,000.00 - -
Phoenix Knights Soccer Club Inc. Coolbellup Len Packham Reserve 76 - - 10,494.00
Cockburn Basketball Association Hamilton Hill Wally Hagen Basketball Stadium 685 862.75 3,200.00 9,206.00
855 more of our community’s Cockburn Cougars Softball Club Hamilton Hill Enright Reserve 24 - 4,000.00 800.00
athletes WOU|d remain in Cockburn Netball Club Inc. Hamilton Hill Bakers Square 278 1,776.80 1,474.00 14,190.00
Coogee Basketball Club Hamilton Hill Wally Hagen Basketball Stadium 685 - - 2,200.00
clubs supported by our Coolbellup Amateur Football Club Hamilton Hill Tempest Park 22 701.00 6,495.50 -
. East Hamilton Hill Little Athletics Club | Hamilton Hill Enright Reserve 13 - - 1,175.00
Champion Clubs network. Hawks Junior Basketball Club Hamion Hil | Wally Hagen Basketball Stadium 30 i i i
TOTAL 2690 $4,340.55 $15,169.50 $45,419.00
PERCENTAGE 20% 12% 37% 13%
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Bibra Lake Fun Run

The 2014 Bibra Lake Fun Run is being held on 14 September. There is
not another location of this type within Cockburn-Kwinana that would
allow the Cockburn community to continue running this event.

The Community Proposal showed that of the 1,000 participants at last
year’s event, 65% were Cockburn residents. This should demonstrate
to the Board the active use our community makes of their urban and
natural landscapes.

Our community should not have to ask another local government’s
permission to enjoy the continued use of this landscape.

Bibra Lake Fun Run Participants 2013

® 65% City of Cockburn Residents
35% Non Residents

Bibra Lake Fun Run, a free

City of i
Cockburn community event.

wetlands to waves

6K
timed ran

sunday
14 september
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PRESERVING THE KEY ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY’S PROPOSAL CONT.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONNECTIONS

Cockburn Natural Resource Management

The Community Group proposal identified the extensive effort the City
of Cockburn and its land care groups have undertaken in repairing the
Cockburn natural landscape.

The Board’s alternative recommendation would remove Bibra Lake from
the Cockburn-Kwinana district. The graphic opposite demonstrates how
much this area has featured in this program. However, as shown in the
photo opposite there is still a considerable effort required. The City of
Cockburn has dedicated bushland maintenance crews that oversee much
of this work. As there is not a similar need for this activity in more urban
local governments, neither the Cities of Fremantle nor Melville operate
similar crews.

In seeking to retain Bibra Lake within the Cockburn-Kwinana district,
this new proposal would leave our Natural Resource Management area
and our staff capabilities intact. While there would be some wetlands
along Farrington Road (adjacent to the Roe Highway road reservation)
transferred to Melville, this would not require staff or other asset transfer.

The Board’s alternative recommendation directly impacts on four of our key
environmental strategies. Removing Bibra Lake from these would weaken
their integrated effect:

» Bibra Lake Management Plan (2009)

» Contaminated Sites Strategy (2008)

» Natural Areas Management Strategy (2013)

» Trails Master Plan (2013)

Cockburn Wetlands Education Centre and Native ARC
The Community Proposal included significant statements from both of
these community environmental groups.

They not only do a lot for our community and its environment, but they
also need critical support to keep going. The Cockburn Community Fund
provides $75,000 annually to each organisation, funding a significant
proportion of their administration costs. Without this funding neither
organisation would be able to continue operating as they currently do.

The glue that binds our community is the amalgam of our community
groups and the Cockburn Community Fund, which they rely on. The
Board’s alternative recommendation would put both groups into Melville
where there is no equivalent philanthropic fund. Our proposal would
retain them, as well as the planned upgrade of their facilities, which
forms a project funded under Cockburn’s Developer Contribution
Scheme (DCA 13).

Native Arc: Snapshot Facts & Figures 2012

Open 365 days a year averaging 22 calls per day (8,125 per year);

Cockburn Wetlands Education Centre: Snapshot Facts & Figures 2012

No. of full time staff - 1.5

Provides an after hours service for wildlife calls (8.00pm to 8.am);

No. of volunteers - 34 regular, 447 occasional

Rescued 65 animals from a variety of locations and situations in 2012;

Volunteer in-kind contribution (during business hours only) - >$264,425

Provides opportunities for over 80 regular volunteers and 222 casual volunteers;

(10,577hrs @ $25/hr)

Admitted 1,458 animals in 2012; and

No. of education hours (participants x hours) - 7,338

Delivered 2,295 primary/secondary school education hours in on and off site programs.
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No. of seedlings established in Cockburn Reserves - 6,473

No. of visitors >23,000

CONTAMINATED SITE MANAGEMENT

Bibra Lake (Melville)

There are seven reported contaminated sites in Bibra Lake including
a large portion of the area around the lake. The City is in the middle

of investigating many of these sites, having spent about $260,000 on
testing and sampling. The potential cost of remediating these sites

is enormous and as the City is responsible for these old landfills, we
have planned for the cost and works associated with the remediation
and with the restrictions related to the use of the land.

North Coogee and Hamilton Hill (Fremantle)

There are two reported contaminated sites in North Coogee and
one in Hamilton Hill . The City has investigated these sites, having
spent about $230,000 on testing and sampling. The potential cost of
remediating these sites is enormous and as the City is responsible
for these old landfills, we have planned for the cost and works
associated with the remediation and with the restrictions related to
the use of the land.

The Board’s alternative recommendation will make management
very complicated, as Cockburn would be legally responsible for
these sites but no longer have the land vested with it. Under this
new proposal Cockburn would still control all of these areas,
avoiding any complications.
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PRESERVING THE KEY ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY’S PROPOSAL CONT.

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE FUND cgmmunity Associations
Developer Contribution Scheme ) DL Pete goosmmewesemmr U, |1 *
The Cockburn Community Proposal and formal presentation given to the el e A | E =
Board by the City of Cockburn emphasised the importance of the City’s T 2 L % I
Developer Contribution Scheme (DCA 13) to our capacity to develop and SaTBA T ST ol 1 T ™"
fund new community infrastructure. o Aoy & o A " | i ='|II J’ 'i
R T - 2
As one of the few local governments with a comprehensive program R [ e e e A Ty i . <
forming part of our Town Planning Scheme, we have a level of expertise () panas B e pmn T AT, — o i \ w3
in managing the legal issues surrounding the DCA that no other local poot et o B i E_ﬁmm - [
government has. This has survived a Supreme Court challenge and o il fm fmieal 3 . E D
.. . il LN B DR AR, T, L (DR, ) 5 =
several State Administrative Appeal (SAT) challenges. Lot Ml W Wder Fort_ M Lt o e -
So when the City wrote to the Board advising that our DCA would be s R S s
imperilled by the intended split of Cockburn, we were doing so with a high Pl = SRITH 4 L FRECSICT LFGAAE & B _ o # =
degree of surety. It was for this reason that both Landcorp and UDIA (WA) D R et WA ' ;“'-;:: r d a
made submissions to the Board specifically about Developer Contribution = v e . i J i b " ﬁ .._ﬁ' g
Schemes, copies of which were given to us. [\ :’_""m""'“m @ ﬁh-;;-ri T | ! < T
o e PR o i
The Appendices have three tables that show the current DCA 13, what . “u...:,.__ E"——m 1'-"'?"J'--:l.' e -_h_ﬁh AT
will happen under the Board’s alternative recommendation, as well as - i i Ty ] il
the impact under our new proposal. W_e have modelled this down to the oo Euﬂ:::m s \ | i
dwelling / household level, so it has a finite degree of accuracy. Wik ra i R e it \ ! _
The table below summarises the position: #‘ - ‘_"Hu_ W | 7
!
wesrsamecen (D WIS LI
Value of Projects Contribution Collectable __":; i Hi =ﬂ.ﬁi.-='=: , E \ j i
Samay Pah e ed Pai,
Current DCA 13 $202.043 Mil $101.456 Mil iy B LR g e :" 2 . \‘“m_
DCA 13 under LGAB Model $173.784 Mil $95.476 Mil e v st s e Lt s e A \ l
© Wil Laii B e Bl
DCA 13 under new Proposal $195.717 Mil $98.214 Mil (B BAcLramama cue 8 TR A it .
ity ‘e T" FRLLELLAKL PASE CTHERS T & 2
ﬁ e | Wl T Ol Ty s I|
As can be seen, DCA 13 will take a substantive hit under the Board’s S phmowen e St )
model with a much lesser impact under our new proposal. While transition I ey O e T ’ Vg
provisions can retain the elements of Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No.3, 1=y i e RO m“:'"“" S —— -
once this scheme is formally merged with Kwinana’s TPS and a new TPS bep il . / -
produced, infrastructure projects that are outside of the new district can e - '
no longer be collected for. As all of the funding comes from urban growth B L Luhi T S,
. . . A el F %l Fa i
and the areas being transferred have very low growth, those projects will kY

never get the funding they need to get off the ground. This new proposal
still reduces the number and value of projects retained in DCA 13 by
$6.5Million, but this is far less than the $29 Million that will follow from the
Board’s alternative recommendation.

This plan shows the projects that would be lost from DCA 13 (a more detailed financial analysis is provided in the Appendices)
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COMMUNITY SERVICE HUBS

Jean Willis

Cockburn’s Frail Aged Services operate from this centre, which is
collocated with the only Aboriginal Aged Care Centre (Kwobarup) being
operated in the south-west metropolitan area.

The Community Group proposal contained extensive information on the
geographic spread of the 548 clients currently serviced from this centre.
Presently 97% of all clients are Cockburn residents, providing solid
justification for the City to run this centre.

The Board’s alternate recommendation would change this distribution, with
234 clients (43%) falling under other local government areas along with the
facility itself.

This new proposal would see 113 frail aged persons (21%) remain within
Cockburn-Kwinana, bringing the total within our district up to 78%. Based
on this proportion the City would seek retention of the Jean Willis Centre
by way of a long term (peppercorn) lease. Retention would also mean
that 26.4 FTEs current Cockburn employees would remain, as opposed
to being transferred to the City of Fremantle. The asset and staff retention
would make for considerably fewer complications in resolving transitional
issues between local governments.

Jean Willis Centre Client Distribution
@ 57% Cockburn Kwinana

@ 21% New Proposal areas

@ 229 Above Roe Highway

We could continue servicing the 548 frail-

aged residents using the centre, if we were
responsible for 78% of these people.

Kwobarup Club provides Aboriginal aged care at the Jean Wllis Centre.
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PRESERVING THE KEY ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY’S PROPOSAL CONT.

Coolbellup Hub

Cockburn’s Family and Children’s Services operate from this facility, along
with part of our Financial Counselling Service and a local library. This
facility would be transferred to the City of Melville, along with staff involved

in these programs.

This facility would transfer to the City of Melville and affects over eight
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) positions. Potentially around 20 employees in
this unit would lose employment should the City of Melville not continue
the same level of services to the community. The Coolbellup library has
4 FTE and employees would potentially lose employment should the
City of Melville not employ them and if the City of Cockburn-Kwinana
does not have the financial capacity to redeploy them.

The diagram below shows the current distribution of the 259 families being
assisted through the ‘In Home and Family Day Care’ (FDC) programs. As
can be seen 88% of all of these families would remain in Cockburn-Kwinana,
with only 10% going to Melville. It is highly possible that with this distribution
Melville may not want to accept responsibility for the service.

Given the distribution of families serviced by this facility, the Board may
ask why this service is located in Coolbellup? The simple answer is that it
was located where we could construct ‘purpose built’ children’s facilities,
integrated with office accommodation for the management team, meeting
rooms to work with In-Home carers, etc. We were also looking to integrate
with other support services, e.g. library resources to allow family FDC
Educators ready access to children’s books and materials. The Coolbellup
Hub has all of these and there was nowhere else!

Family Day Care clients using library
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Number of Families using City of Cockburn Child Care Services

Aubin Grove

Atwell
Beeliar
Bibra Lake
Coogee
Coolbellup
Hamilton Hill

Cockburn Central

We should continue servicing
these families as we would
still have 88% of them.

The loss of infrastructure would
make this very challenging.

Hammond Park

Jandakot

Kardinya

Leeming

Munster

North Lake

South Lake

Spearwood

Success

Yangebup

Suburb No.
Aubin Grove K
Atwell 38
Beeliar 18
Bibra Lake 17
Cockburn Central 3
Coogee 1
Coolbellup 10
Hamilton Hill 10
Hammond Park 17
Jandakot 1"
Kardinya 1
Leeming 13
Munster

North Lake

South Lake 18
Spearwood 9
Success 47
Yangebup 8
Total 259
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~ Would retain two important
~ heritage icons within our community
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Would leave us the capacity to i S o Minimises the losses to the Developer
operate our Frail Aged Services o ' Contribution Fund infrastructure projects
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RATIONALE

The new proposal has been developed following assessment of the
Board’s alternative recommendation to put a more balanced option up

for consideration. It reflects the desire of Cockburn residents and the
Cockburn-Kwinana Community Steering Group to seek retention of
communities of interest (particularly within Cockburn), while still achieving
the development of sustainable local governments across the south-west
metropolitan region:

1. The proposal is consistent with the Board’s intention to recommend
the retention of four local governments in the South West
Metropolitan Region.

2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of local government
reform and the objectives of scale, efficiency and effectiveness are met
by the proposal. Notably:

a. The recommended reallocation of the Jandakot Airport / City
industrial precinct would provide a strong and growing source
of income for Melville, without the requirement for that local
government to have any expenditure on servicing this precinct. This
precinct is fully self-contained on Commonwealth land; with the
lessee paying all of the operating expenditure that would typically
be the responsibility of a local government.

b. The recommended retention of the Bibra Lake industrial precinct
in Cockburn provides the financial offset to Cockburn-Kwinana,
while obviating the ‘avoidance costs’ for Melville in not having to
compensate Cockburn-Kwinana for the relocation of Cockburn’s
Operations Depot (located in Bibra Lake). The retention of
Cockburn’s depot, as the critical node in its information systems
architecture, is vital to service delivery.

c. The recommended addition of the Cockburn Coast Power
Station precinct to Fremantle would provide further population
and income growth to that local government. It would avoid
splitting town planning responsibilities over the Cockburn
Coast structure plan precinct. The retention of key cultural
facilities within Cockburn (i.e. the Memorial Hall and Cockburn
Cultural Centre) would lead to lower costs for Fremantle and a
better overall financial position than is proposed in the Board’s
recommended alternative.

3. The proposal is much less disruptive to ongoing service delivery,
requiring fewer assets to be redistributed and fewer staff to be
transferred; all of which would make transition far easier than required
under the Board’s alternative recommendation.
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The proposal preserves more of the communities of interest and
community structures that exist within Cockburn, than the Board’s
recommended alternative. The clear preference of all communities is
to achieve local government reform with minimal impact on existing
community groups, not-for-profit associations and sporting clubs.

The Beeliar Regional Park management arrangements are simpler,
with the majority of this reserve retained in one local authority
(Cockburn-Kwinana). The proposal retains the synergy for effective
bush fire management, combining two similar local governments
with bush fire brigades. It retains the majority of the fire management
plans over the wetland precinct along with its supporting bush fire
management services.

The proposal preserves the indigenous cultural centre as a
future project to be funded via the City of Cockburn’s Development
Contribution Plan (DCA 13). While it will not be retaining all of the
existing network of services currently provided by Cockburn for
indigenous residents, the preservation of the cultural centre project is
vitally important to their community.

The City of Cockburn’s DCA scheme has $202M in projects attracting
$101M in developer contributions. This proposal retains $196M in
projects and $98M in contributions. This is compared to the Board’s
alternative that would only allow $173M in projects with the ability to
raise $95M in contribution funding. It has previously been stressed
that splitting Cockburn’s DCA structure would lead to an immensely
complicated scenario for the local governments involved, which
eventually would see some projects not proceed.

. The proposal avoids destruction of asset value and the need to build

new assets or relocate services:

a. The Cockburn Operations Depot would not be located in
another local government area, avoiding replacement of this
facility. As stated previously, the existing depot is also the key
to information systems architecture as it is connected by optic
fibre to Cockburn’s administration centre and has the central
microwave facility that links to every other Cockburn facility.
Relocating the depot would require a new optic fibre link to
be provided. The cost of relocating the depot will be $30M.
Retaining the depot would not be a long-term option as its
location makes it suboptimal for servicing the district.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

b. A Roe Highway boundary with Fremantle would provide the
justification for Cockburn to retain its Jean Willis Frail Aged Care
facility, even though it is just over the border. The recommended
boundary would leave 79% of all existing clients still living in
Cockburn. The boundary recommended by the Board would only
leave 55% of clients in Cockburn and the Centre more distant,
making it harder to justify Cockburn continuing the service. There
are 588 frail aged clients who are impacted by the uncertainty as to
who would continue operating this vital service.

The proposal has logical and legible boundaries for outer metropolitan
local governments. Using the Roe Highway alignment as a boundary
with Fremantle would lead to a more robust delineation than using
Phoenix Road, as the latter comes down to a single street on the
Hamilton Hill-Spearwood boundary. The Roe Highway reservation
already splits Hamilton Hill into two distinct parts (east and west
Hamilton Hill), each having its own primary school and independent
shopping precincts. Splitting this suburb wouldn’t lead to loss of
community identity, just as the Board is already proposing with its
recommended alternative to split the suburb of North Coogee.

This proposal minimises the need for rate increases. The effective
use of assets, lower redundancy costs, higher productivity, lower
staff turnover and retention of a balance of industrial and commercial
ratepayers minimises the need for rate increases.

Other than for east and west Hamilton Hill, the proposal does not split
any other suburb that isn’'t already being proposed by the Board (noting
the intended split of North Coogee) and unites Leeming (moving this
suburb entirely within Melville).

The proposal preserves capable and high performing local
governments. Cockburn has a community satisfaction rating of 95%
(June 2014) and has been a consistently award winning City.

The proposal reflects economic linkages between the Australian
Marine Complex, Bibra Lake Industrial area, Kwinana and Jandakot
industrial areas (less Jandakot Airport / City). The oil and gas, defence,
resources, shipbuilding, marine services and construction sectors
have strong linkages within the Cockburn and Kwinana LGA across
these precincts. Most importantly, it retains the capacity to construct
an integrated road system across these areas that is vital to their
economic development.

The proposal limits the number of poorly located community facilities
and shopping centres on local government boundaries as the
boundaries have existed for many years. It retains a more integrated
facility / customer relationship than is the case for the Board'’s
recommended alternative.
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We are proposing the name of the City of
Cockburn-Kwinana. This name would reflect
the historical legacy that led to the creation of
the new local government. However, it would be
reasonable for the community to be offered a
plebiscite on alternative names.

It is anticipated that the community will call

for a poll on the proposed amalagamation.
Therefore, a referendum on a new name for
the Local Government could be held with this
which is anticipated to occur in December 2014;
allowing for a new name to be Gazetted as part
Governors Orders. Alternatively, the interim
name Cockburn-Kwinana could remain until
after the creation of the new local government
and a referendum could be undertaken in
conjunction with the October 2015 Council
elections.
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We have sought to retain Cockburn’s ward system, as the Board is recommending in
the adoption of the Proposal E1. The number of electors and elected members has
been rebalanced to reflect the new population distribution. The representative model

has three wards, which if they are to have proportionate representation would have the

following allocations:

3 Wards and 11 Councillors plus Mayor

Wards

Elected Councillor % Ratio Elected Councillor % Ratio
Electors Member Elector Deviation Electors Member Elector Deviation
July 2015 2015 Ratio 2015 2015 July 2020 2020 Ratio 2020 2020
Cockburn W. 26,845 4 1:6,711 A7 31,545 4 1:7,886 +1.0
Cockburn E. 26,845 4 1:6,711 1.7 31,545 4 1:7886 +1.0
Kwinana 18,933 3 1:6,311 +4.4 24,488 3 1:8,163 2.5
Sub Total 72,673 1 1:6,602 0.0 87,578 1 1:7,962
Mayor 1 1
New LGA 12 12

This ward structure would be sufficiently robust to remain balanced for at least five
years. However, as the current representative model has 10 Elected Members in

Cockburn and 8 Elected Members in Kwinana, the Kwinana community would have the
biggest reduction on their current representation. For this reason consideration should
be given to an additional Councillor be allocated to the south ward. While there would
be a greater than 10% deviation, it would mean that all wards had equality of Councillor
numbers from the outset, with the south ward returning to within a 10% Deviation over
10 years (three electoral cycles).

As the majority of the community for the new City would be coming from the district of

Cockburn, this community is seeking to retain the popular election of a Mayor.
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PROPOSED BOUNDARIES

We acknowledge that boundaries need to be robust and align with logical
features. In summarising key points raised in this Proposal, we make the
following observations:

COMMUNITY BOUNDARIES

We are seeking to retain as many of the existing Cockburn community
groups as possible within the new City’s district.

Resident Associations

This proposal would still require the Coolbellup and North Lake
Residents’ Associations to join Melville. But it would retain the Southwell
and Bibra Lake Residents’ Associations in Cockburn, as well as give the
Hamilton Hill Residents’ Association the opportunity to choose where
they would operate from.

Cultural Groups

The cultural connections that are fundamentally important to Cockburn;
such as the Cockburn RSL, Cockburn Cultural Council (both based in west
Hamilton Hill) would be retained within the Cockburn area. [See page 12]

BUSINESS BOUNDARIES

The business community connections would be disrupted much less

than would be the case with the Board’s intended recommendation. The
connectivity between the Bibra Lake industrial area, Australian Marine
Complex and Jandakot/Yangebup industrial estates would be maintained.
There would be disruption to the overall business network with the
reallocation of Jandakot Airport; however, this would have far less impact
than the Board’s current recommendation to remove the central feature
(i.e. the Bibra Lake industrial precinct) from the network. As previously
stated, the capacity to continue developing an integrated road system is
vital to ongoing economic development.

LGAB Proposed Boundary between Hamilton Hill / Spearwood

Cockburn
=14 4

JF ."LL:"—HI

Fremantle J" ? L

-r-—i---’
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TOPOGRAPHICAL FEATURES

There are both natural and man-made features that align closely with the
proposed boundaries:

» Cockburn’s active landcare groups are working with the City to conserve
and rebuild its unique wetland and coastal environments. These
stretch down the coast and in the hinterland across Cockburn-Kwinana
as a contiguous environment. These topographical features start at
Cockburn’s existing northern boundary. [See page 17]

» The road network shows a robust northern boundary along the Roe
Highway reservation. While there is some conjecture over the future
stages of this project, the following is the current status:

- Roe Highway stage 8 has been funded by the Commonwealth
Government and the project is completing its Public Environmental
Review. [See overleaf]

- Roe Highway stage 9 is proposed by MRWA to be a significant local
road and a design for this has also been released for comment.
[See below]

- Jandakot Airport’s primary point of access is from the Roe Highway
and Karel Avenue (Melville). It is intended to have an east and west
linkage through to Canning and Cockburn, with the latter in detail
design. The airport precinct is otherwise entirely self-contained on
Commonwealth land.

Proposed District Distributor Road through Hamilton Hill — Roe 9
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Roe Highway Stage 8 Alignment

INFRASTRUCTURE

The services needed by the residents of Cockburn and Kwinana
require that the City has the necessary infrastructure to deliver these.
The impact of this proposal would be far less disruptive to service
delivery through the following arrangements:

Administration Centres
Spearwood (Cockburn) and in the Kwinana city centre.

Both of these facilities would be required from the outset if there is
to be sufficient staff accommodation for the new City of Cockburn-
Kwinana.

Operations Depots
Bibra Lake (Cockburn) and Medina (Kwinana).

Neither of these facilities is large enough in its own right to provide for
the needs of the new City. The geographic spread of the district would
also require both to be retained.

Document Set ID: 4210207
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Aged Services

Assuming that the majority of clients are still residents of Cockburn,
the Jean Willis Centre in Hamilton Hill could be retained by way of

a peppercorn lease from Fremantle. As the centre would only be a
short distance from the new Cockburn-Kwinana boundary, providing
maintenance and IT support would not be difficult.

Family Services

The Coolbellup Hub would be transferred to Melville along with its
local library. However, a two-year sub-lease (peppercorn) would be
sought to allow orderly relocation of Cockburn’s family day care and
support services from this site. In the interim, staff would continue to
be linked to the Cockburn IT network.

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

As can be seen in the detailed aerial picture of the proposed
boundaries, the impacts of the above elements become quite
clear. Using the Roe Highway reservation provides a very legible
delineation between communities and other key interest groups.

Physical Distribution of Services with Informations Connectivity
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Let’s take this opportunity
to address Southern
Boundary anomalies.
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FAIR TREATMENT OF EMPLOYEES

The Board’s current intended alternate recommendation would see 27%
of Cockburn’s population reallocated to Fremantle and Melville. To match
this transfer and still try to retain the current ratio of employee wages

to revenue, Cockburn would need to reduce our notional positions and
FTE numbers by 27% or transfer these to other local governments. As
Kwinana'’s population is not altered, existing staff in that local government
need not be impacted.

The following tables show the existing workforce numbers of Cockburn
and Kwinana, as well as the impact of a net reduction required with the
Board’s alternative recommendation.

Local Government Current FTE Count Pop Change impact
Cockburn 505 27% reduction — 139 FTE
Kwinana 280 0% reduction — no change

However, making this degree of change is not that simple. The following

need to be considered:

» Specialist Facilities — where these remain within a local government
area, e.g. Aquatic Centre, proportionately reducing dedicated staffing
cannot be done.

» Governance - staff associated with governance roles; e.g. Executive,
IT, HR, Accounting — it is harder to proportionately cut these.

» Facility maintenance — only two small facilities would directly leave the
Cockburn area, having a negligible impact on staffing requirement.
Taking these factors into consideration, the following staffing reductions

would need to be achieved at just Cockburn:

Current FTE 505
Retained Governance FTE 70
Retained Service Unit FTE 102
Balance FTE 333
Transferred Service Unit FTE -13
27% Pop Reduction FTE -88

Schedule 2.1 cl 11 (2) would require that the cities of Cockburn, Fremantle
and Melville negotiate between themselves to transfer property, rights and
liabilities. Moving this number of employees will be highly disruptive to
ongoing service delivery. It is anticipated that there would be reluctance
from staff and from the receiving local governments for this level of staff
transfer.
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There would be a much reduced need for staff transfers under this new
proposal. Cockburn’s population would still reduce, but by only 16%. The
proportionate staff reduction required would only be 51 FTEs. Melville’s
population would remain largely unchanged, so it could be possible to
reallocate personnel working in parts of their district into parts gained
from Cockburn. This would reduce the need for three way staff transfers
(i.e. Melville — Fremantle, Cockburn — Melville, Cockburn — Fremantle)

In terms of critical infrastructure, Cockburn is seeking to retain the
operation of its Jean Willis Aged Care Centre (Hamilton Hill) and Family
and Children’s Services (Coolbellup) for a period of time. However, the
Coolbellup library would transfer to Melville. The respective FTE count for
these operations is:

Jean Willis Centre 26 FTE (retained if we continue Frail Aged)
Family Services 8 FTE (retained if we continue FDC)
Coolbellup Library 4FTE  (transfer)

Many service units, particularly those associated with fixed infrastructure
such as those employed in Community Services, would not be impacted
by the boundary change. It is only staff directly associated with service
delivery direct to residential / industrial areas that require transfer. These
would be staff associated with the following services:

Waste 4FTE  (based on 11,300 households )
Parks 7 FTE  (based on 411 hectares of POS)
Road Maintenance 4FTE  (based on km roads)

Melville operates a similar waste service to Cockburn (i.e. weekly MSW
and recycling collections), so the service standard for Cockburn residents
being transferred to Melville would remain. Fremantle offers weekly
MSW, but only fortnightly recycling. This lower standard would require
approximately 1 FTE fewer waste service FTEs to be transferred.

Cockburn and Kwinana are both outer metro growth Councils (as defined
in Directions 2031). The existing workforce plans of both local governments
show a requirement for incremental growth in staff numbers of between
2-3% (approximately 10 FTEs on a combined basis) per annum. There
would be capacity to limit the need for redundancies over the 2 year
employment guarantee period due to this growth.

So instead of having to transfer 88 FTEs under the Board’s intended
recommendation, this could be reduced to around 30 FTEs. Clearly this
proposal would provide the best outcome to achieve ‘Fair Treatment’ for
employees than is the case with the intended recommendation.
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Disabled Work Crews

The City of Cockburn has and remains the leader
across local governments in this State in the
employment of people with disabilities. We are one of
only a handful of local governments that employs a
dedicated Access and Inclusion Officer.

One of the most significant components of this is an
arrangement with Rocky Bay under which we offer
supported employment to 18 disabled persons working
in 6 work crews. Their employment is in:

» Facility cleaning crew — 1 (3 persons)
» Park maintenance crews — 5 (15 persons)

During the submission period Rocky Bay wrote to the
Board stressing the risks to these ongoing employment
arrangements if the City was disaggregated.

While this is not the Board’s intention, the current
recommended alternative would still have a dramatic
impact on our disabled employment program. Of these,
two crews would have to be discontinued as they
would be employed in areas that would no longer be

in Cockburn. The City of Cockburn would use its best
endeavours to have the cities of Fremantle and Melville
continue the employment arrangement, but presently
neither of these local governments operates a similar
program.

Simply put, this new proposal removes any of this
uncertainty. All of the areas in which the disabled work
crews operate would be retained in the new Cockburn-
Kwinana district.

Disabled Work Crew
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0% April 2014

To whom it may concern

| am writing in support of the City Of Cockburn not being carved up due to the Local
Government Amalgamation plans of the incumbent Liberal state government.

l am the Team Leader of a team of Monitoring & Suppart Officers, working for Rocky Bay
Emnployment Services, a Disability Employment Service that obtains and maintains open, paid
employment for people with disabilities.

We work in partnership with the City Of Cockburn to provide 6 teams of 3 people with
disabilities to work as Parks Attendants in the various parks and gardens within the City Of
Cockburn, one of the teams also work in the Executive Department of the City Of
Cockburn assisting with Hespitality type work.

| am very concerned that should the proposed carve up of The City Of Cockburn occur, it
may have cansequences for the employment of these |8 workers.

It is almost impossible to overstate the importance of this employment to this group of men
and women, they depend on it to assist with their personal finances, they cherish it as a
form of social integration, and it gives them a sense of purpose and a worthy reason to get
out of bed in the morning. These warkers have been with the City Of Cockburn since 2006,
a long and worthwhile tenure Pm sure you will agree, and they are still as committed to
their employment as they ever were,

Rocky Bay Employment Services provides a Monitoring & Support Officer to work with
each team, each time they work. Rocly Bay has also invested substantially in appropriate
4WD vehicles and equipment to enable these worleers to access the places they need to
perform their duties.

3 of the teams have a fairly set routine, warking weekly in the suburbs of Spearwood,
Hamilton Hill, Atwell, Cockburn Central, Coogee, Coolbellup, South Lakes and Success,

The other 3 teams work weekly at Coogee Beach and CY Q'Connor Reserye, these same 3
teams also work at Coolbellup on a weekly basis. Outside of these 3 areas, these 3 teams
rotate through the parks and gardens in every other suburb within the current City Of
Cockburn boundaries,

abiity

Should the City Of Cockburn be carved up, it is conceivable and possibly likely that these
workers will end up having their place of work located in 3 separate counci| areas, which is
obviously untenable.

Should the scenario occur where a particular team finds itself in a new Council area because
of the carve up, and not all 3 members of that team are retained, it may not be financially
viable for Rocky Bay Employment Services to continue assisting the remaining team
member(s} at their existing level, this has sericus consequences obvicusly as Rocky Bay
Employment Services provides all transport of team members and equipment from site to
site, without this assistance the remaining team members would be unable to do their jobs.

The splitting up of the individuals within a team, and even the larger overarching ‘crew’ of 6
teams would be devastating for these long serving team members who have all been a part
of a committed group of warkers, doing their very best for their employer and regularly
garnering praise from community members whilst out doing their jobs, Having worked with
most of these teams, | can say there is nothing tokenistic about this wonderful initiative of
the City Of Cockburn, on the contrary the team members are observed daily all around the
City Of Cockburn doing great work to a very high standard. It would be a travesty for the
community and the workers to lose this.

Please consider these consequences when undertaking discussions regarding a carve up of
the City Of Cockburn.

If you would like to discuss this further, | can be contacted anytime on 0415383252

Yours Sincerely

/
S
A
Paul Wakelam
M&SO Team Leader
Rocky Bay Employment Services
0415383252
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FUNDING THE CHANGES

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

These models have been prepared using the Financial Year 2014/15
data from each of the local governments. What they demonstrate is

the extremely difficult position that the new Cockburn-Kwinana local
government would be in, compared to its neighbours.

Noting that the costs of local government reform will mostly fall back onto
local governments themselves, the capacity to absorb this additional
expenditure is unlikely.

Consider the following with regard to the Operating Surplus Position:

» Cockburn’s current position of 7.1% of revenue is being used for new
infrastructure funding.

» With Kwinana running a break-even position, the net position for

Cockburn-Kwinana under the LGAB ‘s Intended Recommendation is for

a surplus of 2.2%

» The debt servicing requirements (shown on the table opposite)
demonstrate the existing high debt position of Kwinana; as well as the

intended debt increase for Cockburn as it commences construction of its

new Regional Aquatic and Recreation Centre.

 The capacity to manage a combined debt of $48.78M, as at 1 July 2015,

will be extremely difficult.

e Under the LGAB’s Intended Recommendation Cockburn-Kwinana’s rate

income would be $75.02M, with debt servicing costs at 8.9% of rate
income.

» With the new proposal Cockburn-Kwinana'’s rate income would be

$85.88M and debt servicing at 7.8% of rate income; giving the new local

government better capacity to manage this.

* It should be noted that this level of debt servicing would be the highest
of all local governments in the region; putting Cockburn-Kwinana into a
far more vulnerable position than would have been the case under the
Community Groups Proposal E1.
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Cockburn Community Proposal E1

LGAB Alternative Recommendation

Ceding Leeming to Melville and North Coogee (north of Rollinson) to Fremantle

Losing Hamilton Hill (but not Manning Park) and North Coogee (to McTaggart cove) to
Fremantle and Bibra Lake, North Lake, Leeming and Coolbellup to Melville

Cities of Cockburn-Kwinana | Cockburn | Kwinana | CoC/CoK | Proposal | New CoC/
(COC/COK) Impacts CoK
Rates $63.15 $30.98 $94.13 -$1.55 $92.58
Fees and Charges $43.71 $9.94 $53.65 -$0.71 $52.94
Grants and Subsidies $9.33 $16.61 $25.94 -$0.13 $25.81
Contributions, Donations &

Reimbursements $0.36 $0.63 $0.98 $0.00 $0.98
Interest Income $6.39 $2.01 $8.40 -$0.12 $8.27
Other Revenue $0.01 $1.82 $1.82 $0.00 $1.82
Total Revenue $122.94 $61.98 | $184.92 -$2.51 |  $182.41
Payroll $43.60 $22.80 $66.40 -$0.76 $65.64
Materials and Contracts $32.29 $25.55 $57.84 -$0.82 $57.01
Utilities $4.51 $2.28 $6.80 -$0.14 $6.66
Insurance $2.34 $0.70 $3.04 -$0.07 $2.97
Interest Expense $0.12 $1.41 $1.53 $0.00 $1.53
Other Expenditures $7.53 $0.51 $8.04 -$0.11 $7.93
Depreciation $23.76 $8.56 |  $32.32 -$0.44 $31.87
Total Expenditure $114.15 $61.81 $175.96 -$2.34 | $173.62
Operating Surplus $8.79 $0.17 $8.96 -$0.17 $8.79
% Operating Surplus

to Total Revenue 11% 0.3% 4.8% 6.7% 4.8%

Cities of Cockburn-Kwinana | Cockburn | Kwinana | CoC/CoK | Proposal | New CoC/
(COC/COK) Impacts CoK
Rates $63.15 $30.98 $94.13 -$19.11 $75.02
Fees and Charges $43.71 $9.94 $53.65 -$9.61 $44.04
Grants and Subsidies $9.33 $16.61 $25.94 -$5.46 $20.48
Contributions, Donations &

Reimbursements $0.36 $0.63 $0.98 $0.00 $0.98
Interest Income $6.39 $2.01 $8.40 -$1.21 $719
Other Revenue $0.01 $1.82 $1.82 $0.00 $1.82
Total Revenue $122.94 $61.98 | $184.92 -$35.38 |  $149.54
Payroll $43.60 $22.80 $66.40 -$9.76 $56.64
Materials and Contracts $32.29 $25.55 $57.84 -$9.38 $48.46
Utilities $4.51 $2.28 $6.80 -$1.17 $5.63
Insurance $2.34 $0.70 $3.04 -$0.61 $2.43
Interest Expense $0.12 $1.41 $1.53 -$0.12 $1.41
Other Expenditures $7.53 $0.51 $8.04 -$1.31 $6.73
Depreciation $23.76 $8.56 $32.32 -$7.35 $24.97
Total Expenditure $114.15 $61.81 | $175.96 | -$29.69 | $146.26
Operating Surplus $8.79 $0.17 $8.96 -$5.69 $3.27
% Operating Surplus

to Total Revenue 71% 0.3% 4.8% 16.1% 2.2%
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Cockburn New Proposal Comparative Debt Position

Moving northern boundary to Roe 8 (North Lake, Coolbellup and Leeming) and Roe 9 Balance At Debt Servicing
(North Hamilton Hill and North Coogee (to McTaggart Cove) Alignment and ceding Airport Debt % of
to Melville. Retaining Aged Services at Jean Willis (Hamilton Hill) 117114 30/6/115 Repay Interest | Servicing | % of Rates | Income

Cities of Cockburn-Kwinana | Cockburn | Kwinana | CoC/CoK | Proposal | New CoC/ Fremantle | Debt $11.27 $20.40 $1.50 $0.54 $2.04 5.35% 2.90%

(COC/COK) Impacts CoK

Rates $63.15 $30.98 $94.13 -$8.25 $85.88 Kwinana Debt $20.37 $26.62 $2.21 $1.13 $3.34 10.78% 5.39%

Fees and Charges $4371|  $994| 95365 -5470| $48.95 Melvile | Debt |  $3.39 $8.07 $0.27 $0.20 $0.47 060% |  0.43%

Grants and Subsidies $9.33 $16.61 $25.94 -$2.65 $23.29

Contributions. Donations & Cockbumn | Debt |  $3.54 $22.16 $1.37 $0.12 $1.49 2.36% 1.21%

Reimbursements $0.36 $0.63 $0.98 $0.00 $0.98 All figures $M

Interest Income $6.39 $2.01 $8.40 -$0.63 §7.77 Debt repayment terms vary by Local Government

Other Revenue $0.01 $1.82 $1.82 $0.00 $1.82

Total Revenue $122.94 $61.98 | $184.92| -$16.23 | $168.69

Payroll $43.60 $22.80 $66.40 -$5.12 $61.28

Materials and Contracts $32.29 $25.55 $57.84 -$5.02 $52.82

Utilities $4.51 $2.28 $6.80 -$0.71 $6.09

Insurance $2.34 $0.70 $3.04 -$0.37 $2.67

Interest Expense $0.12 $1.41 $1.53 -$0.12 $1.41

Other Expenditures $7.53 $0.51 $8.04 -$0.57 $7.47

Depreciation $23.76 $8.56 $32.32 -$2.89 $29.42

Total Expenditure $114.15 $61.81 | $175.96 | -$14.80 | $161.15

Operating Surplus $8.79 $0.17 $8.96 -$1.43 $7.53

% Operating Surplus

to Total Revenue 71% 0.3% 4.8% 8.8% 4.5%
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COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST

Neighbourhoods, suburbs and towns
are important units in the physical,
historical and social infrastructure and
often generate a feeling of community
and belonging. The Board believes that
wherever possible, it is inappropriate

to divide these units between local
governments.

LGAB Guidelines

This proposal seeks to retain more of Cockburn’s communities
of interest, with their overlapping use of education, social and
commercial infrastructure, than would occur under the Board’s
alternative recommendation.

EDUCATION FACILITIES

The diagram overleaf shows the Education Department’s
catchments for primary and secondary schools across Cockburn.
Several features stand out as contrasts under the two models:

» Hamilton Hill has primary school catchments that are split by the
Roe Highway road reservation. The East Hamilton Hill Primary
School services part of Cockburn and part of Fremantle;
whereas the Phoenix Primary School services West Hamilton
Hill and Spearwood.

» The new Cockburn proposal would not lead to splitting of
catchments across local government boundaries; whereas the
Board’s model does, in particular putting the Phoenix Primary
School right on the border.

» There are two high schools directly impacted by both proposals
— Lakelands High School and Hamilton Hill High School. The
new proposal would retain the catchment of Lakelands within
Cockburn, the Board’s alternative recommendation does not.
The future of Hamilton Hill High School is currently being
reviewed, as it may merge with South Fremantle High School.
Due to the Roe Highway road reservation splitting Hamilton Hill,
this school’s catchment will be impacted by whichever proposal
is adopted; so it is less influential on community of interest.
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SHOPPING CENTRES

Cockburn’s Commercial Centres Strategy dedicated considerable
effort to ensure that shopping facilities were well placed across
the district. The catchments of these centres are shown on the
attached diagram. The two models impact a number of these
facilities:

» Lakes Shopping Centre (South Lake)
This facility would be right on the boundary of two local
governments (Cockburn and Melville) under the Board’s
alternative recommendation, but would keep its current
catchment area intact under Cockburn’s new proposal.

» Phoenix Shopping Centre (Spearwood)
This facility would similarly be just on the boundary of two
local governments (Cockburn and Fremantle) under the
Board’s alternative recommendation, but would keep its
current catchment area intact under Cockburn’s new proposal.
There is no local shopping centre in West Hamilton Hill, so
these residents rely on the Phoenix Centre. There is a local
shopping centre in East Hamilton Hill, right on the boundary
with Fremantle, which services residents from the two local
governments.

SPORTING CLUBS

As previously mentioned, the Board’s alternative recommendation
impacts 22 of the City’s 95 sporting clubs, whereas the new
proposal only impacts 13. More of our Champion Clubs network
would be retained under our proposal.

COMMUNITY ASSOCIATIONS

The Board’s alternative recommendation would remove five of

our 17 Resident Groups from under the umbrella of our Regional
Community Development Forum; whereas our new proposal only
impacts three groups. Similarly we keep our two major community
Environmental Groups (Wetlands Education Centre and Native
ARC) within Cockburn-Kwinana under our proposal; the future of
these groups would have been at risk under the Board’s alternative
recommendation.

HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL FACILITIES

Our new proposal would retain two important heritage centres

in Cockburn (Memorial Hall and Cultural Council facilities) and
our ability to use Bibra Lake for a variety of ecological and social
activities and events.

Commercial Centres
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The Board supports local government
structures and boundaries that
facilitate the integration of human
activity and land use.

LGAB Guidelines

ROE HIGHWAY ROAD RESERVATION

The aerial photo (shown on page 25) was included so that the
Board could see the extent of the physical separation that exists
along this boundary. While there is some conjecture as to the
future of the road itself, the following drawings show that a design
for both Roe 8 (extension to Stock Road) and Roe 9 (extension to
Cockburn Coast) has been produced. Roe 8 was recently given
funding approval by the Commonwealth Government. Roe 9

will not be a heavy vehicle route, as traffic will be diverted north
along Stock Road. However, it will be State maintained blue road
designed to move traffic across the district, not a local road.

The Roe Highway road reservation presents a more logical
northern boundary as it will be the major physical feature in
the district.

BEELIAR REGIONAL PARK

The park has two significant chains of wetland reserves. The
westerly one runs along our coast from Hamilton Hill to the
boundary with Kwinana. The easterly one extends from Farrington
Road through to the Spectacles in Kwinana. As shown in the
attached graphic, our proposal has the least impact on local
government management of this ecological asset, compared

to the Board’s alternative proposal. Additionally, the planned
development of the Roe Highway will create a permanent split of
the Park, thereby reinforcing local government direct management
responsibilities north and south of this — shown in map to right.
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WESTERN TRADE COAST — BIBRA LAKE

Both the Board’s alternative recommendation and this new proposal would
retain the majority of the Western Trade Coast (WTC) industrial precinct
within one local government. The exception being the Rockingham
Industrial Zone; there is no intention of seeking the incorporation of this
area into Cockburn-Kwinana as it would impact on the financial viability of
the City of Rockingham. What is recommended, however, are a series of
further minor boundary adjustments between Rockingham and Kwinana to
more clearly delineate the local government boundaries.

What has not been appreciated by the Board in its alternative
recommendation is the integration of the industrial and business activities
from across the WTC (particularly the Australian Marine Complex)

with businesses located in the Bibra Lake Industrial Area. This point is
demonstrated more directly in the Transport and Communications section
further on in this document.

JANDAKOT AIRPORT / CITY

This precinct is located entirely on land controlled by the Commonwealth
Government. As a local government there is no control or responsibility for:

» Planning; or
» Servicing — road sweeping, lighting, waste management, etc.

The site’s primary access is from the north along Roe Highway and Karel
Avenue (Melville). Secondary access points are being developed in the
south connecting to Berrigan Drive (see Road Investment program on
page 38) and the east into Canning. The airport’s owners, Ascot Capital,
are responsible for the capital costs of these connections.

The allocation of this precinct to the City of Melville, in lieu of the Bibra
Lake Industrial Area would achieve the following:

Commercial Rate
The precinct generates around $2 Million in rate income and this will grow
at approximately $0.5 Million PA up to around $7 Million.

Servicing Costs
There would be no servicing costs for Melville to maintain the precinct.

Primary Access
The precinct has its primary access adjacent to the current boundary.

Proposal 10 Modifications

The City of Melville sought to attain this precinct as part of their Proposal
10. Reinstating this, in lieu of the Bibra Lake precinct, is a logical
alternative.
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DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

. ) Communities of Interest Micro Level
Current and projected population factors

will be relevant as well as similarities and
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The City of Cockburn has previously provided the Board o 14,201 | 5963| 10,945 7125| 7830 1934 7,744 11042 9,096
with data that shows the demographic characteristics
of each of the suburbs of Cockburn and Kwinana. This Median age 30 31 30 32 28 36 37 35 41
demonstrated the significant similarities that existed Median weekly
between Cockburn—Kwinana, as well as the differences our household income 2107
profile has with Fremantle and Melville. Median monthly
A modified version of that table is shown below, with mortgage 2,310
Coolbellup, North Lake and part of Hamilton Hill removed repayments
as these suburbs would be transferred to Melville and % Aboriginal
Fremantle respectively. and Torres Strait

. o . Island |
The colour coding and splitting of suburbs into groups siander peope

has been done to demonstrate the three major types of

suburban groups and how they would be distributed across
the new local government. As can be seen, there are logical Personal 888 705 668 1,182
groups of:

Median Weekly Incomes

Enterprise Areas

Family 2,184 2,191 2,015 2,968

» Lower income suburbs (SEIFA index)
» New developments with more families

» One upper income group concentrated
around Port Coogee

Household 2,107 2,175 1,863 2,774

Family Composition

Couple family

without children 299% 29.3%| 350% 31.3% 33.3% 36.6% 392% 353% 40.2% 37.2% 349% 36.6% 37.8% 387% 38.7%
SEIFA AND SOCIAL SUPPORT SERVICES
The lower income suburbs are those that need the gﬁﬁﬂﬁlﬁmy 58.0%  56.2% | 526% 486% 50.7% 554% 353% 447% 40.9%  50.4% 401% 54.0% 531% 54.6% 54.6%
greatest level of social and community support. It was for
this reason that the City of Cockburn had distributed its One parent family 10.5% | 12.9% | 106% | 182% 14.4% 80% 232% 176% 175% 111% 233% 87% 6.8% 6.7% 6.7%

service hubs into these areas. Under this new proposal,
the City of Cockburn-Kwinana would continue to be able
to provide social support to Aboriginal and low income - New developments, suburbs with high concentration of families -
frail aged residents through the Jean Willis Centre, as well

as other support services operated from the Spearwood

Administration / Library and Seniors Centre complex.

Other family 1.6% 1.6% 1.8% 1.9% 1.6% 0.0% 2.2% 2.3% 1.5% 1.3% 1.7% 0.7% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Suburbs with below median SEIFA scores, indicating need for social - Port Coogee, high income suburb
support

While the City would lose its capacity to operate financial
counselling and family service support from the Coolbellup
Hub, we would have kept the overall impact of local
government reform to a minimum.
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ECONOMIC FACTORS
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HISTORY OF THE AREA

The LGAB Guidelines seek careful
attention to industries within the
local area, as well as distribution of

community assets and infrastructure.
LGAB Guidelines

INDUSTRY CONNECTIVITY

This proposal has been framed around preserving existing industry
connections, while still providing equitable distribution of commercial /
industrial rate base for Fremantle, Melville and Cockburn-Kwinana. It
would retain the important connectivity between the Western Trade Coast
and Bibra Lake industrial precincts, especially the capacity to continue
the development of the road infrastructure. While it loses the connectivity
with the Jandakot Airport precinct, the fact that this area falls under

no jurisdictional control of local government, means that it is of lesser
importance to local government. The southerly and easterly road network
connections will still be provided and this proposal does not diminish or
redistribute the financial responsibility of this away from the owner (Ascot
Capital) onto another local government.

IMPACT ON DCA 13

A comprehensive analysis of the impact of alternative boundary proposals
has been provided in this document. Noting the significant future growth
that remains ahead for the outer-metro area part of Cockburn-Kwinana,
the preservation of this funding will be critical to the financial well-being of
the new local government.

The Board’s alternative recommendation is far more impactive on DCA
13 than is the case with this new proposal. It must be remembered that
transition provisions for the preservation of parts of a Town Planning
Scheme (TPS) will only remain in force until such time as a new TPS is
developed. At that time, whether it is 3-5 years away, the new Cockburn-
Kwinana TPS will not be able to extend to projects that are outside of this
district. Under a DCA, only projects that fall within a district are able to be
applied to the scheme. Under the Board’s alternative recommendation,
undeveloped projects, specifically:

» Wetlands Education Centre / Native ARC redevelopment $2.5 Million

» Bibra Lake Management Plan (including Aboriginal Cultural Centre)
$15 Million

will fall outside the DCA and have no continuing funding source,
other than municipal funding.

A comprehensive financial comparison is contained in the Appendices.
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A community within a local government may have strong
historical identity, alternatively there may be strong
historical links between two or more communities in
adjacent local governments. It is important to note that
historical identity in not necessarily lessened if an area
does not have its own local government.

LGAB Guidelines

The Board’s alternative recommendation for Cockburn-Kwinana identifies
that it is also recommending Fremantle’s Proposal 12. Our new proposal
seeks changes that would modify proposal 12, while not destroying our
strong historical connections to our facilities.

» 90 Years of historical connection between the Cockburn community, our
RSL and our Memorial Hall would be preserved.

» 40 Years of association with the Cockburn Community and Cultural
Council in its present location and its ongoing use of Memorial Hall
would be preserved.

We cannot emphasise the importance of this outcome enough!

Memorial Hall, then and
now. Left: Grand Opening,
1925. Bottom: Veteran Jack
Bavich, 2013.
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TRANSPORT AND COMMUNICATIONS

Transport and communication linkages
between towns and other areas may be

a significant barrier to movement and
therefore an appropriate boundary between
local governments.

LGAB Guidelines

ROAD NETWORK DEVELOPMENT

The Community Proposal (E1) had identified the importance of
developing the district’s road network. Some of the key facts
around this need are shown in the table below.

Congestion management remains the highest priority for
business and a significant priority for the community. Our
response was the development of a comprehensive Integrated
Transport Plan (2014), which at its heart was a $266.6 Million
road investment program, shown below / overleaf.

The Board’s alternative recommendation, which puts the Bibra
Lake industrial area into Melville would split this program at

the most inappropriate junctures. This precinct is serviced

by a westerly route along Spearwood Avenue to the coast, a
southerly route along Spearwood Avenue to Beeliar Drive and
a northerly route along Stock Road into Fremantle. The Board’s
alternative recommendation would put the responsibilities for
traffic management with Cockburn on the Spearwood Avenue
legs and the State Government along Stock Road, as this is
controlled by Main Roads WA.

Critically it would leave the capital upgrades for Spearwood
Avenue (south) in limbo. The required bridge duplication (near
Farrington Road) would be on the boundary and the required
road duplication would be in Cockburn, whereas the need for
both improvements would be driven out of activity located in
Melville (i.e. Bibra Lake).

Cockburn’s new proposal avoids all of this difficulty and
uncertainty, while not compromising the economic objective the
Board had in seeking to reallocate commercial rate income to
Melville, as that local government would receive an alternative
income source from Jandakot Airport / City.

Document Set ID: 4210207
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2030 Road Investments
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The capital cost of the work up to 2020 is $85.7 Million

It needs to build 24 kilometres of new road by 2020

With another $180.9 Million required up to 2030

A further 28 kilometres of road by 2030

Five bridges over this time span

This is where the biggest part of the Rates generated from
Business and Industry are due to go!



MATTERS AFFECTING THE VIABILITY OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
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Each local government should have a
diverse and sufficient rate base to ensure
that general purpose grants do not
represent the major revenue source.

LGAB Guidelines

MODELLING OF ADDITIONAL OPERATING COSTS

The City has extensively modelled the additional operating costs that it would incur under
the Board’s alternative recommendation. These are primarily due to the loss of scale that
would be enforced on Cockburn-Kwinana, as well as the impact of Cockburn’s depot
being less than geographically well placed.

The City has run scenarios on four site options and different boundary proposals:

» Wellard Street (Bibra Lake) Depot — for all Cockburn services (only)
» Beacham Crescent (Medina) Depot — for all Cockburn services (only)
» Retention of both sites — with split of Cockburn services

» New depot Russell Road (Henderson) — for all services

Details of the modelling are shown in the Appendices. The City has modelled the
financial impact of using lead-distance calculations (dead running). This shows the
following:

Increase in Operating Costs

Cockburn Services Wellard St Beacham Cres. Both Sites New Depot
Waste / LGAB Boundary 2.9% 5.8% 2.9% 8.8%
Waste / New Proposal 1.9% 8.1% 1.9% 10.5%
Parks & Roads / LGAB 24.2% 195% 24.2% 30.5%
Boundary

Parks & Roads / New Proposal 6.8% 192.4% 6.8% 40.1%

The smaller impact on our waste services is due to the fact that all trucks still need to go

to the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council site in Canning to deposit waste. However,
with services that remain within our district (e.g. parks and road maintenance) the picture
is different.
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Under the Board’s alternative recommendation, 411 hectares (ha) of our
public open space would go to Fremantle and Melville, all of which is in
close proximity to our Wellard Street Depot. Under our new proposal,

only 54 ha would be transferred. This significantly increases our average
operating costs. It will also lead to significant cost increases due to further
dead travel time.

What this clearly articulates is the optimum positioning that the current
Wellard Street facility has in servicing Cockburn residents. The only option
for Cockburn-Kwinana is to maintain two depots. More is said about this in
the ‘Effective Delivery of Services’ section.

LOSS OF SCALE

The section on Fair Treatment of Employees identified one of the
significant challenges for Cockburn-Kwinana under scenarios that
transferred part of our district to other local governments.

Putting this into financial terms, the following points need to be considered
by the Board:

» Rate Harmonisation: The City of Kwinana’s average residential property
rates are 36% higher than Cockburn’s. While rate harmonisation can
occur over 5 years, a net saving of $3.5M needs to be made from
Cockburn-Kwinana to allow Kwinana'’s rates to reduce; otherwise

Cockburn’s rates will need to rise considerably to achieve an equilibrium.

» Employee Reduction: It was identified that 139 FTEs would need to go
if there was a straight population / FTE reduction under the Board’s
boundary model. While this was reduced to 88 FTE to allow for retained
governance, services, facilities, etc., the difference in salary costs
(i.e. 51 FTEs) still needs to be found otherwise the payroll / rates ratio
increases. Again, while there is some growth (10 FTESs), if there are
limited efficiency savings then rates would need to rise to offset retained
employee costs.

This new proposal won’t completely eliminate these challenges; however,
it will significantly reduce them. As shown in the financial modelling, this
proposal would leave Cockburn-Kwinana with a better ‘surplus cash
position’ (see Regional Financial Picture), than the model being proposed
by the Board.

REGIONAL FINANCIAL PICTURE

We have modelled financial data using the same template format
requested by the Board in its analysis. Information is included under
Proposal Scenarios from pages 44-51.
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EFFECTIVE DELIVERY OF SERVICES

Size and geographical spread
of the population; appropriate
infrastructure and equipment.

LGAB Guidelines City of Cockburn / City of Kwinana
WAN Proposal

Internet & Voice Services

COCKBURN'S WELLARD STREET OPERATIONS DEPOT

The previous section identified the impact that the Board’s alternative
recommendation would have on the operating costs associated with Depot
based services. As can be seen from the details in Appendices, alternative
locations have similar negative financial impacts on services operated from
this facility. The table below shows the proportion of existing households
that fall within the catchment of the depot based on the Board’s alternative
recommendation and this new proposal.

City of Cockburn
Administration

Dual 10Gb Fibre

g

x N\

Building Q g
Km from Base H/ .
Depot Holds e LERLlEinEy '| City of Cockburn Depot
. . Anketell Road Hill

Hiholds o of Base Hiholds %o of Base 1 Gigabit Ubiquity Wireless to provide
5 23979 16053 67% 20156 84% the primary link between the two
75 32966 23472 1% 27921 85% peansatons
10 35374 25880 73% 30329 86%

Under the Board’s alternative recommendation, 67% of the current City of Gockburn WAN

households fall within a 5km radius of the current depot compared to

84% for the Roe Highway boundary option (this proposal). The Board’s N
alternative will result in significant additional operating costs as our service City of Kwinana
area has clearly shifted to the south. Gity of Kuinana WAN Administration Building

This facility also has a central role in the operation of all Cockburn’s
service hubs. Located in the middle of the site is our primary Information
Systems hardware. The depot:

N

» s linked by dedicated broadband optic fibre to our Spearwood
Administration Centre (see system architecture diagram below).

» Is the only location that has a microwave tower capable of providing
linkages to all of our satellite facilities.

» Is the site of our ‘Disaster Management’ coordination facility (doubles as
our training room).

» Has our Information Systems Data Recovery facilities, consisting of
duplicate servers, emergency power supply, etc. that run real-time data
storage and reinstatement capabilities.

If we were forced to relocate this to our only other alternative depot site in
Henderson, it would cost us at least $3M (IT costs only) to replicate these
assets!
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SCENARIO - ROE HWY RESERVE BOUNDARY
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SERVICE HUBS

The diagrams on pages 24—25 (Proposed
District Distributor Road through Hamilton

Hill - Roe 9) shows the distributed nature

of service hubs across Cockburn-Kwinana.
Libraries, youth and senior centres,
neighbourhood centres, depots, etc. All of
these provide services to our communities and
are connected by the Information Systems
architecture described previously.

The Board’s alternative recommendation
would require Cockburn to cede its Jean
Willis Centre to Fremantle, the Coolbellup
Hub to Melville and negotiate to try and retain
the Wellard Street Depot from Melville.

It would mean that we are poorly placed
to justify retention of the Frail Aged Care
services, as only 57% of the clients reside
in Cockburn-Kwinana. In comparison our
proposal would retain 78% of the clients
in our district, so there would be a better
alignment of need and community.

Our proposal would also retain the two depot
structure required to service Cockburn-
Kwinana, without compromising Melville’s
capacity for service delivery from its
facilities. Noting that Melville’s population
would remain closer to its current level
through to 2031, there would be less need
for capital investment in their facilities over
this time period.

While Cockburn would cede the Coolbellup
Hub to Melville, as there would be no
pressing need for Melville to take over
Cockburn’s Family Services Unit, there
would be adequate time to allow an orderly
transition of this service back into Cockburn-
Kwinana over a couple of years.
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IMPACT TO ORIGINAL PROPOSALS AND CURRENT RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES

REGIONAL POPULATION

Changes under alternative scenarios
The tables below show the existing regional population distribution

as calculated with ABS data and any variations to this, as well as the
changes that would apply using the combination of the Board’s advertised
alternative recommendations and those that would apply under the City of
Cockburn’s new proposal.

Table 1. Existing and Projected Population

Table 2: LGAB Alternative Recommendation Population

Comment as to why Adjustment Cockburn Kwinana Greater Fremantle Melville Total
LGA Population Statistical Area Statistical Area Level 3 and LGA 2013 2031 2013 2031 2013 2031 2013 2031
Area as at June 30 2013 Population Population is different 2031 LGA Population
Excludes R 31P 103 351 165 465 30 321 36 263
xcludes Rottnest (131 Persons) LGA Population 34 413 67 493 7736 8924 106 335 114170 282 156 392 315
Excludes Part Leeming (2,332
Cockburn 103 351 100 888 | Persons) 165 465 Rottnest 131 -160 31 +160
East Fremantle 7736 38 188 | Includes Rottnest (131 Persons) 8 974 Hamilton Hil -10 994 -15610 +10 994 +15610
Fremantle 30 321 36 263 Part North Coogee -979 -7 488 +979 +7 488
Kwinana 34 413 34 413 67 493 Samson -1 905 -1905 +1 905 +1 905
Includes Parts of Leeming from Part O'Connor i 10 *5 +10
Cockburn (2,332 Persons) and Bicton +7 128 +7 200 -7 128 -7 200
Melville 106 335 109 213 | Canning (546 Persons) 114170 Palmyra +7 544 +7 600 7544 7600
Includes Part of Leeming from Leeming -2332 -2400 +2332 +2400
Total 282 156 282702 | Canning (546 Persons) 392 315 Coolbellup SA2 and
Sources: ABS 3218.0, Forecast ID, South West Group Capacity Forecast North Lake West -8 500 10 239 +8 500 +10 239
Bibra Industrial SA2 17 -20 +7 +20
Bibra Lake and North
Lake East -5 816 -5 961 +5816 +5 961
Part Yangebup -0 -0 +0 +0
Total 108 995 191080 62 923 81330 110 238 119 905 282 156 392 315

Sources: ABS 3218.0, Forecast ID, South West Group Capacity Forecast
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Table 3: Impact of City of Cockburn Proposal

Adjustment Cockburn Kwinana Greater Fremantle Melville Total
2013 2031 2013 2031 2013 2031 2013 2031

103 351 165 465 30 321 36 263
LGA Population 34 413 67 493 7736 8924 106 335 114170 282 156 392 315
Rottnest -131 -160 +131 +160
Hamilton Hill -5986 -8 450 +5 986 +8 450
Part North Coogee -979 -10 385 +979 +10 385
Samson -1905 -1905 +1 905 +1 905
Part O'Connor -5 -10 +5 +10
Bicton +7 128 +7 200 -7128 -7 200
Palmyra +7 544 +7 600 -7 544 -7600
Leeming 2332 -2 400 +2 332 +2400
Part Coolbellup SA2
and North Lake West -6 611 -8 239 +6 611 +8 239
Jandakot Airport SA2 -243 -300 +243 +300
North Lake East -441 -441 + 441 +441
Total 121482 202 583 57915 77 067 103 200 112 655 282 156 392 315

Sources: ABS 3218.0, Forecast ID, South West Group Capacity Forecast

Document Set ID: 4210207
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IMPACT TO ORIGINAL PROPOSALS AND CURRENT RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES CONT.
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PROPOSAL 10 CITY OF MELVILLE

The following graphics show Melville’s
original proposal, the Board’s advertised
alternative recommendation and the
modifications that would apply under the
new Cockburn proposal.

Key Factors

» The changes proposed in this new proposal would entail a
modification to Proposal 10, with the primary difference being the
exchange of the Jandakot Airport industrial precinct with Bibra
Lake.

» Both industrial precincts were originally included in Proposal 10,
so the substitution proposes something ‘significantly different’,
but not new.

» The changes still retain Melville’s existing Administration Centre
and Operations Depot within their local government area; but
would not require Cockburn to operate its Depot from within
Melville.

» Melville’s 2031 population (112,665) would see it fit as an
average size local government authority (LGA) within the band of
LGAs that make up the Central Metropolitan Area, as defined in
Directions 2031.

» As the population growth is not significantly different to
the current population (106,335), it is unlikely to lead to a
requirement for additional community or administrative support
facilities.

» The boundary with Cockburn-Kwinana would be along a well-
defined and contiguous corridor, being the Roe Highway road
reservation and around the Commonwealth owned Jandakot
Airport.

» There would only be one major community facility, Coolbellup

Hub, that would need to be transferred from Cockburn to
Melville.

» There would be a requirement for minimal staff transfer to
Melville, especially if a three way area / staff swap between
Cockburn-Melville-Fremantle can be negotiated. In this case
staff exchanges could be limited to Cockburn-Fremantle.

Melville: Original Proposal

¥ ¥
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Melville: LGAB Alternate Recommendation

Melville: NEW Proposal
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Proposal New
City of Melville (Proposal E1 additions) Melville Impacts Melville
Rates $76.98 -$4.90 §72.08
Total Revenue $108.35 -$7.80 $100.55
Total Expenditure $97.99 -$5.07 $92.92
Operating Surplus $10.36 -$2.73 $7.63
%QOperating Surplus to Total Revenue 9.6% 35.0% 76%

Proposal New
City of Melville (Modified Proposal 10) Melville Impacts Melville
Rates $76.98 $8.39 $85.36
Total Revenue $108.35 $14.09 $122.44
Total Expenditure $97.99 $12.29 $110.28
Operating Surplus $10.36 $1.80 $12.16
%Operating Surplus to Total Revenue 9.6% 12.8% 9.9%

Proposal New
City of Melville (Alternative New Proposal 10) Melville Impacts Melville
Rates $76.98 -$0.34 $76.63
Total Revenue $108.35 $1.39 $109.74
Total Expenditure $97.99 $3.02 $101.00
Operating Surplus $10.36 -$1.62 $8.74
%Operating Surplus to Total Revenue 9.6% -116.2% 8.0%

Document Set ID: 4210207
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IMPACT TO ORIGINAL PROPOSALS AND CURRENT RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES CONT.

PROPOSAL 12 CITY OF FREMANTLE Fremantle: Original Proposal

The following graphics show Fremantle’s 7
original proposal, the Board’s advertised
alternative recommendation and the

modifications that would apply under the i
new Cockburn proposal. » The changes proposed in this new proposal would entail a

modification to Proposal 12, with the primary difference being the
inclusion of the Cockburn Coast Structure Plan (originally in the
proposal) and the west Hamilton Hill precinct.

» Both precincts were originally included in Proposal 12,
so the substitution proposes something ‘significantly different’,
but not new.

» The changes still retain Fremantle’s existing Administration
Centre and Operations Depot within their local government area.

» Greater Fremantle’s 2031 population (77,067) would see it
significantly greater than its current growth position (36,263);
but its starting position of 57,915 would be less challenging to
establish than the 62,923 proposed by the Board.

» It must be remembered that the challenge for Fremantle is to
double its administrative capacity by 1 July 2015, as it is only
structured to support its current population of 30,321.

» The boundary with Cockburn-Kwinana would be along a well-
defined and contiguous corridor, being the Roe Highway road
reservation and along the planned Cockburn Coast Drive, which
runs on the eastern boundary between the new Structure Plan
area and Beeliar Regional Park.

» There would only be one major community facility, Jean Willis
Centre, that would need to be retained by Cockburn for ongoing
delivery of a regional Frail Aged Service.

» The majority of staff transfers between LGAs would be between
Cockburn and Fremantle, if a three way area / staff swap
between Cockburn-Melville-Fremantle can be negotiated. In this
case staff exchanges could be limited to Cockburn-Fremantle. : 0

Key Factors /
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Fremantle: LGAB Alternate Recommendation

Fremantle: NEW Proposal
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Greater Fremantle (Proposal E1 additions)

Proposal New
Fremantle East Frem CoF/ToEF Impacts Fremantle
Rates $38.16 $6.36 $44.52 $6.45 $50.97
Total Revenue $70.37 $8.95 $79.32 $10.31 $89.62
Total Expenditure $70.54 $8.47 $79.01 $7.41 $86.42
Operating Surplus -$0.17 $0.48 $0.31 $2.90 $3.20
% Operating Surplus to
Total Revenue -0.2% 5.4% 0.4% 28.1% 3.6%
Greater Fremantle (Modified Proposal 12)
Proposal New
Fremantle East Frem CoF/ToEF Impacts Fremantle
Rates $38.16 $6.36 $44.52 $10.73 $55.24
Total Revenue $70.37 $8.95 $79.32 $21.29 $100.61
Total Expenditure $70.54 $8.47 $79.01 $17.41 $96.42
Operating Surplus -$0.17 $0.48 $0.31 $3.89 $4.19
%Operating Surplus to
Total Revenue -0.2% 5.4% 0.4% 18.2% 4.2%
Greater Fremantle (Alternative New Proposal 12)
Proposal New
Fremantle East Frem CoF/ToEF Impacts Fremantle
Rates $38.16 $6.36 $44.52 $8.59 $53.10
Total Revenue $70.37 $8.95 $79.32 $14.84 $94.15
Payroll $35.08 $2.87 $37.94 $4.25 $42.19
Total Expenditure $70.54 $8.47 $79.01 $11.79 $90.80
Operating Surplus -$0.17 $0.48 $0.31 $3.05 $3.36
%Operating Surplus to
Total Revenue -0.2% 5.4% 0.4% 20.6% 3.6%
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IMPACT TO ORIGINAL PROPOSALS AND CURRENT RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES CONT.
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PROPOSAL E1 COCKBURN COMMUNITY
GROUP

The following graphics show the
Community Group’s original proposal,
the Board’s advertised alternative
recommendation and the modifications
that would apply under the new Cockburn
proposal.

Key Factors

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

The changes proposed in this new proposal would be a modification
to Proposal E1, putting the northern boundary along the Roe Highway
road reservation, rather than along the current Cockburn district
boundary.

It would be something that is ‘significantly different’, but not new.
There would be a 16% population loss for Cockburn, but not a 27%
loss as is being recommended by the Board.

The changes still retain Cockburn’s existing Administration Centre and
Operations Depot within their local government area.

Cockburn-Kwinana’s 2031 population (202,583) would see it fit as
an average size local government authority (LGA) within the band
of LGAs that make up the Outer Metropolitan Area, as defined in
Directions 2031.

However, Cockburn’s current population (103,351) would not be
reduced as dramatically compared to the Board'’s alternative
recommendation.

There is a stark difference between Cockburn-Kwinana starting
populations, as shown below:

Proposal E1 137 764
LGAB Recommendation 108 995
New Proposal 121 482

The northern boundary, along the Roe Highway road reservation and
around the Commonwealth owned Jandakot Airport, would retain:

- the community’s wetland precincts

- key cultural & heritage sites

- the industrial connectivity with Bibra Lake and WTC
- the road network development program

There would only be one major community facility, Coolbellup Hub,
that would need to be transferred from Cockburn to Melville.

There would be a requirement for minimal staff transfer between
multiple LGAs, especially if a three way area / staff swap between
Cockburn-Melville-Fremantle can be negotiated. In this case staff
exchanges could be limited to Cockburn-Fremantle.

Cockburn Community Proposal: E1




Alternative Community Boundary ‘ 49

Cockburn: LGAB Alternate Recommendation: E1 Cockburn: Alternate Proposal NEW
| Ee—— A . Eamving | — T Lamuiny Cities of Cockburn-Kwinana (E1 Proposal)
i
A Proposal New CoC/
Cockburn | Kwinana | CoC/CoK Impacts CoK
Rates $63.15 $30.98 $94.13 -$1.55 $92.58
Total Revenue $122.94 $61.98 $184.92 -$2.51 $182.41
Total Expenditure $114.15 $61.81 $175.96 -$2.34 $173.62
Operating Surplus $8.79 $0.47 $8.96 -$0.17 $8.79
% Operating Surplus to
Total Revenue 71% 0.3% 4.8% 6.7% 4.8%

Cities of Cockburn-Kwinana (NEW LGAB Recommended Boundaries)

Proposal New CoC/
Cockburn | Kwinana | CoC/CoK Impacts CoK

Rates $63.15 $30.98 $94.13 -$19.11 $75.02
Total Revenue $122.94 $61.98 $184.92 -$35.38 $149.54
Total Expenditure $114.15 $61.81 $175.96 -$29.69 $146.26
Operating Surplus $8.79 $0.17 $8.96 -$5.69 $3.27
% Operating Surplus to

Total Revenue 71% 0.3% 4.8% 16.1% 2.2%

Cities of Cockburn-Kwinana (New Proposal)

Proposal New CoC/
Cockburn | Kwinana | CoC/CoK Impacts CoK

Rates $63.15 $30.98 $94.13 -$8.25 $85.88
Total Revenue $122.94 $61.98 $184.92 -$16.23 $168.69
Total Expenditure $114.15 $61.81 $175.96 -$14.80 $161.15
Operating Surplus $8.79 $0.17 $8.96 -$1.43 $7.53
% Operating Surplus to Total

Revenue 71% 0.3% 4.8% 8.8% 4.5%
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IMPACT TO ORIGINAL PROPOSALS AND CURRENT RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES CONT.
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REGIONAL PLAN

The following graphics show the

regional boundaries and key facilities

for local government in the South-West
Metropolitan Area, comparing the Board’s
advertised alternative recommendation
and the modifications that would apply
under the new Cockburn proposal.

It is our strong belief that the new model
makes for a better overall distribution,
with more balanced outcomes for all
communities than would be the case if
the Board’s alternative recommendations
were adopted.

LGAB Intended Recommendation

City of Cockburn Proposed Boundary
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CONCLUSION

Alternative Community Boundary ‘ 51

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

LGAB Recommendations

The following is a summary of some of the expenditure Cockburn-Kwinana

will incur in transitioning to a new local government:

$7.5 Million: This is the cost of transitioning to the new local
government; with limited State Government financial assistance,
most of it will have to be absorbed by ratepayers .

$3.5 Million: This is the income reduction that comes from ‘rate
harmonisation’ with Kwinana’s rates reducing to Cockburn’s level;
operating cost efficiencies have to be found or Cockburn ratepayers
make up the revenue difference.

$2 Million: This is the estimated cost of the additional depot operating
costs associated with longer travel for waste, parks and road services.

$9.2 Million: This is the impact of a 25% reduction in Cockburn-
Kwinana’s commercial/industrial rate base (compared to the present
situation)

$5.3 Million: This is the reduction in the cash surplus position for
Cockburn-Kwinana; its currently $8.8M (4.8% of income) and falls
to $3.3M (2.2% of income)

$29 Million: This is the value of projects that will drop out of the DCA13
scheme; with $9M less in developer contributions that can be collected

$30 Million: This is the cost of moving to a new depot and land if the
current Wellard Street facility can’t be retained

New Proposal
While not all of the above costs can be avoided under our new proposal,
the following would:

$0.5 Million: Less in additional depot operating costs associated
with longer travel for waste, parks and road services

$6 Million: Less reduction in Cockburn-Kwinana’s commercial/
industrial rate base (Airport to Melville)

$1.3 Million: This is the reduction in the cash surplus position for
Cockburn-Kwinana; as this still falls but only to to $7.5M (4.5% of
income)

$20 Million: In project value that remains in DCA13 scheme; with
only $3M less in developer contributions overall

$30 Million: There would be no need to leave the current
Wellard Street facility

The comparative regional financial picture demonstrates that
this new proposal would achieve a more equitable outcome.
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The City of Cockburn is lodging this
new proposal with the Board in an
endeavour to achieve a more balanced
outcome for our community, than would
be the case with the Board proceeding
with a recommendation to adopt a
heavily modified Cockburn Community
Proposal (E1).

Our preference has always been, and remains, the
retention of all of the Cockburn community in any new

local government that is formed with Kwinana. However, in
presenting this new proposal we see it as more balanced in
any compromise solution.

In preparing it we have discussed this with the Cockburn-
Kwinana Community Steering Group, the Cockburn
Regional Community Development Forum. We have
endeavoured, and will continue, to seek a dialogue with
the Kwinana Council, which is currently unsuccessful. It is
presented as an ‘amalgamation’ of communities as we still
wish the Cockburn and Kwinana communities

to have a democratic say in their future.

It will be discussed with the cities of Fremantle, Kwinana
and Melville in the near future, as well our own community
and staff.

We believe that it is a far better ‘modified” Community
Proposal and regional local government solution than
would be the case if the Board’s current model were
recommended to the Minister for Local Government.

We believe that detailed analysis will show that it is.
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COCKBURN POPULATION MODELLING

Pop CoC current boundary

Scenario A: LGAB July 2014

Scenario B: New Proposal CoC July 2014

GG giceesechiaid Popucl:aL;:;?\n(tZOM) Popzlr:tjiicr:‘gOM) AL AU Popuclzelllt:;in(t2014) Popzlr:tjicr: 72031) GG giceesecliad Popucl:aL;ir:J?\n(tZOM) Pop:::tjii)(::72031 )
Atwell East 9220 8875 Atwell East 9220 8875 Atwell East 9220 8875
Aubin Grove - Banjup East 6970 16314 Aubin Grove - Banjup East 6970 16314 Aubin Grove - Banjup East 6970 16314
Beeliar Central 7150 9404 Beeliar Central 7150 9404 Beeliar Central 7150 9404
Bibra Lake Central 6188 6215 Coogee - Bibra Lake Central 6188 6215
Coogee - North Coogee | West 6259 22756 North Coogee West 5280 15268 Coogee - North Coogee | West 5280 11392
Coolbellup Central 5276 7465 Hammond Park - Wattleup Hamilton Hill West 4789 8878
Hamilton Hill West 10514 15610 - Henderson West/Ceniral/East 447t 12572 Hammond Park - Wattleup
Hammond Park - Wattleup Jandakot East 2859 2136 - Henderson West/Central/East# 4471 12572
- Henderson West/Central/East# 4471 12572 Munster West 4520 5844 Jandakot East 2859 2736
Jandakot East 2859 2736 South Lake - Cockburn Munster West 4520 5844
Leeming East 2300 2299 Central Central 1766 18125 South Lake - Cockburn
Munster West 4520 5844 Spearwood West 9743 12067 Central Central 7766 18125
North Lake Central 1313 1327 Success East 9400 15486 Spearwood West 9743 12067
South Lake - Cockburn Yangebup Central 7907 8246 Success East 9400 15486
Central Central 7766 18125 Population Total 75286 124937 Yangebup Central 7907 8246
Spearwood West 9743 12067 Source: id data http://forecast.id.com.au/cockburn/data-export Population Total 86263 136154
Success East 9400 15486 Proposed Wards 2014 2031 Source: id data http://forecast.id.com.au/cockburn/data-export
Yangebup Central 7907 8246 West Total 19543 33179 Proposed Wards p— p—
Population Total 101856 165341 Central Total 22823 35775 West Tofal 24330 38161
Source: id data http://forecast.id.com.au/cockburn/data-export East Total 30920 55983 Central Tofal 29011 41990

Proposed Wards 2014 2031 Population Total 75286 124937 East Total 32920 55983

West Total 31036 56277 # Note: assumes all Hammond Park/Wattleup/Henderson in east as this is where most Population Total 86263 136154

Central Tota| 35600 50762 residential population reside. # Note: assumes all Hammond Park/Wattleup/Henderson in east as this is where most

East Total 35220 58282 Assumptions July 2014: removes all of, Hamilton Hill, Coolbellup, Bibra Lake, North Lake & residential population reside

Population Total 101856 165341 Leeming plus removes South Beach development (364dw from existing, 226dw from future

# Note: assumes all Hammond Park/Wattleup/Henderson in east as this is where most

residential population reside.
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for Coogee/North Coogee) and applies household size of: 2.69 (av for time period) Equates
to removal of 979p current and 608p future removes Robb Jetty & Emplacement areas of
Cockburn Coast development (Odw from existing, 2784dw from future for Coogee/North
Coogee (as per DSP2 figures) and applies a household size of 2.69 (av for time period)

Equates to removal of Op current and 7488p future.

Assumptions July 2014: removes all of Coolbellup, North Lake & Leeming plus removes South
Beach development (364dw from existing, 226dw from future for Coogee/North Coogee) and
applies household size of: 2.69 (av for time period) Equates to removal of 979p current and
608p future removes Cockburn Coast development (Odw from existing, 3635dw from future
for Coogee/North Coogee (as per DSP2 figures) and applies a household size of 2.69 (av for
time period) Equates to removal of Op current and 9777p future removes portion of Hamilton
Hill north of Roe Hwy reserve (2101 current dw and 54.45% of future growth forecast) % of
future growth in Hamilton Hill to north of Roe (54.45%) roughly split based on land area: area
north is 251ha of the 461ha covered by residential in Hamilton Hill. Proposed densities look
even between north and south. applies household size of: 2.29 (av for time period)
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OPERATIONAL COST MODELLING
SUMMARY - WASTE COLLECTION SERVICES

Approx No. Bins

Option 1(a) - Wellard St Depot Only

Option 1(b) - Beacham Cres, Medina

A A | Ind. No. of A A Al | A A Cost,
pprox Annua Approx Person n 0-0 PProX Approx Cost/ Bin pprox Annua Approx Person | Ind. No. of Trucks pprox p.prO).( ost/
Travel Hrs To Service Trucks to Cost/Annum Pickup /Annum Travel Hrs To Service to Service Cost/Annum Bin Pickup
Dist/Annum Service Wages & Plant P Dist/Annum Wages & Plant /Annum
Base Existing CoC Area Only 80,700 415,000 31,597 13.5 $4,564,659 $56.56
Scenario 1 - Existing CoC & CoK Bdy's 106,800 650,204 49,508 21.2 $7,152,248 $66.97 865,746 65,920 28.2 $9,523,282 $89.17
% Increase Over Base 32.3% 56.7% 56.7% 57.0% 56.7% 18.4% 108.6% 108.6% 108.9% 108.6% 57.6%
Scenario 2 - CoC & CoK - LGRB Nthn Bdy 80,186 521,382 39,699 17 $5,735,201 $71.52 643,370 48,988 20.9 $7,077,075 $88.26
% Increase Over Base -0.6% 25.6% 25.6% 25.9% 25.6% 26.4% 55.0% 55.0% 54.8% 55.0% 56.0%
Scenario 3 - CoC & CoK -Roe Hwy Nthn Bdy 94,495 593,788 45,212 19.3 $6,531,670 $69.12 766,089 58,332 24.9 $8,426,976 $89.18
% Increase Over Base 17.1% 43.1% 43.1% 43.0% 43.1% 22.2% 84.6% 84.6% 84.4% 84.6% 57.7%
Scenario 2(a) - CoC Only with LGRB Nthn Bdy 54,100 286,147 21,788 9.3 $3,147,612 $58.18 433,326 32,994 14.1 $4,766,585 $88.11
% Increase Over Base -33.0% -31.0% -31.0% -31.0% -31.0% 2.9% 4.4% 4.4% 4.4% 4.4% 55.8%
Scenario 3(a) - CoC Only Roe Hwy Nthn Bdy 68,400 358,553 27,301 11.7 $3,944,081 $57.66 556,044 42,338 18.1 $6,116,485 $89.42
% Increase Over Base -15.2% -13.6% -13.6% -13.6% -13.6% 1.9% 34.0% 34.0% 34.1% 34.0% 58.1%
SUMMARY PARK AREAS & LEAD DISTANCES
Option 1(a) - Wellard St Depot Only Option 1(b) - Beacham Cres, Medina
Park POS &
c:r:(s::)ce Weighted Ave | Indicative Total Indicative Travel Cost/ Ha / Weighted Ave | Indicative Total | Indicative Person — Cost/Ha/
. rave 0s a . rave .
Return Travel | Travel Distance | Person Travel i X Return Travel | Travel Distance Travel Hrs / . Fortnight
X i X Cost/Fortnight | Fortnight Travel . . X Cost/Fortnight
Distance (km) / Fortnight | Hrs / Fortnight Distance (km) / Fortnight Fortnight Travel
Scenario 1 - No Change CoC & CoK Bdys Amalgamated
Total Areas & Weighted Ave CoC Parks 526.55 13.01 2,570 131.2 $10,707 $20.33 37.05 7,320 373.6 $30,494 $57.91
Distances CoK Parks 150.19 39.63 3,334 143.5 $12,394 $82.52 7.45 627 27.0 $2,331 $15.52
Totals 676.74 5,905 274.6 $23,101 $34.14 7,947 400.5 $32,825 $48.51
SCENARIO 2 -LGRB BDYS 22'7'14
CoC Parks . . . . . . .
Total Areas & Weighted Ave 323.45 13.47 2,127 101.1 $8,167 $25.25 32.01 5,053 240.2 $19,404 $59.99
Distances % Increase Over Base -38.6% 3.6% -17.3% -22.9% -23.7% 24.2% 195.0%
CoK Parks 150.19 20.82 3,334 143.5 $12,394 $82.52 7.45 627 27.0 $2,331 $15.52
Totals 473.25 5,461 244.3 $20,561 $43.45 5,680 267.2 $21,735 $45.93
SCENARIO 3 -ROE HWY RESERVE NTHN BDY
CoC Parks 11 13. . . . . .
Total Areas & Weighted Ave 469 3.30 2,498 124.9 $10,185 $21.71 36.44 6,841 342.0 $27,895 $59.47
Distances % Increase Over Base -10.9% 2.3% -2.8% -4.8% -4.9% 6.8% 192.4%
CoK Parks 150.19 20.82 3,334 143.5 $12,394 $82.52 7.45 627 27.0 $2,331 $15.52
Totals 619.19 5,832 268.3 $22,579 $36.47 7,468 369.0 $30,227 $48.82
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Option 1 ( c ) - Wellard St & Beacham Cres, Medina

Option 2 - Russell Rd, all plant

A A | Ind. No. of A A Cost, A A | A A Cost,
pprox Anntia Approx Person n 0.0 pproxX p-prO).( ost/ pprox Anntia Approx Person | Ind. No. of Trucks PproxX p!)rm.( ost/
Travel Hrs To Service Trucks to Cost/Annum Bin Pickup Travel Hrs To Service to Service Cost/Annum Bin Pickup
Dist/Annum Service Wages & Plant JAnnum Dist/Annum Wages & Plant /Annum
625,014 47,570 20.3 $6,875,150 $64.37 752,407 57,290 24.5 $8,276,480 $77.50
50.6% 50.6% 50.4% 50.6% 13.8% 81.3% 81.3% 81.5% 81.3% 37.0%
496,191 37,781 16.1 $5,458,103 $68.07 521,837 44,150 17.0 $5,740,212 $71.59
19.6% 19.6% 19.3% 19.6% 20.3% 25.7% 39.7% 25.9% 25.8% 26.6%
568,597 43,294 18.5 $6,254,572 $66.19 674,878 51,387 22.0 $7,423,653 $78.56
37.0% 37.0% 37.0% 37.0% 17.0% 62.6% 62.6% 63.0% 62.6% 38.9%
286,147 21,788 9.311029353 $3,147,612 $58.18 302,630 23,043 9.8 $3,328,934 $61.53
-31.0% -31.0% -31.0% -31.0% 2.9% -27.1% -27.1% -27.4% -27.1% 8.8%
358,553 27,301 11.7 $3,944,081 $57.66 388,479 29,580 12.6 $4,273,274 $62.47
-13.6% -13.6% -13.3% -13.6% 1.9% -6.4% -6.4% -6.7% -6.4% 10.5%
Option 1 ( ¢ ) - Wellard St & Beacham Cres, Medina Option 3(a) - Russell Rd, all plant
T ] Indicative Indicative ] Indicative Indicative Person Cost / Ha /
CIBNTEAAVE | 1otal Travel |Person Travel Travel Cost /Ha/ CIBNTEAVE 1 1otal Travel Travel os . a
Return Travel . ) K Return Travel . Travel Hrs / . Fortnight
. Distance / Hrs / Cost/Fortnight |Fortnight Travel] _. Distance / Cost/Fortnight
Distance (km) . . Distance (km) . Fortnight Travel
Fortnight Fortnight Fortnight
13.30 2,570 131.2 $10,707.09 $20.33 17.92 3,541 180.7 $14,753 $28.02
7.45 627 27.0 $2,331.15 $15.52 29.72 2,501 107.6 $9,295 $61.89
3,197 158.2 $13,038 $19.27 6,042 288.3 $24,048 $35.54
13.47 2,127 101.1 $8,167.14 $25.25 14.16 2,236 106.3 $8,585 $26.54
24.2% 30.5%
7.45 627 27.0 $2,331.15 $15.52 29.72 2,501 107.6 $9,295 $61.89
2,754 128.1 $10,498 $22.18 4,737 213.9 $17,881 $37.78
13.30 2,498 124.9 $10,185.11 $21.71 17.46 3,277 163.8 $13,364 $28.49
6.8% 40.1%
7.45 627 27.0 $2,331.15 $15.52 29.72 2,501 107.6 $9,295 $61.89
3,125 151.8 $12,516 $20.21 5,778 271.4 $22,659 $36.59
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CURRENT COCKBURN CURRENT SCHEME DCA 13
DCA 13 - COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE CONTRIBUTION SCHEDULE 2014-15

Ref No Description Est Cost Du's Du's DCA DCA Cont Atwell Aubin Grove/Banjup Banjup North Beeliar Bibra Lake West Bibra Lake East Coogee/North Coogee
Existing South
S % % Sm % S % S % S % S % S % S % S
Regional
1 Coogee Surf Club (Comp) 7,626,000 51.468 48.532 3,701,050 1.728 63,954.15 5.463| 202,188.38 8.243 305,077.58 5.018( 185,718.71 0.200 7,402.10 0.148 5,477.55|24.259 897,837.80
2 Wetlands Ed/Native Arc 3,942,460 51.468 48.532 1,913,355 1.728 33,062.77 5.463| 104,526.57 8.243 157,717.83 5.018 96,012.14 0.200 3,826.71 0.148 2,831.76]24.259 464,160.71
3 Cockburn Central Recn and Aquatic Ce 79,890,000 51.468 48.532 38,772,215 1.728 669,983.87 5.463| 2,118,126.09 8.243| 3,195,993.67 5.018(1,945,589.74 0.200 77,544.43 0.148 57,382.88|24.259 9,405,751.59
4 Cockburn Central Community Facilities 2,550,713 51.468 48.532 1,237,912 1.728 21,391.12 5.463 67,627.13 8.243 102,041.09 5.018 62,118.43 0.200 2,475.82 0.148 1,832.11)24.259 300,305.08
5 Visko Park Bowling and Recreation clul 7,611,720 51.468 48.532 3,694,120 1.728 63,834.39 5.463| 201,809.77 8.243 304,506.31 5.018| 185,370.94 0.200 7,388.24 0.148 5,467.30|24.259 896,156.56
6 Coogee Golf Complex 7,904,223 51.468 48.532 3,836,078 1.728 66,287.42 5.463| 209,564.91 8.243 316,207.87 5.018| 192,494.37 0.200 7,672.16 0.148 5,677.39|24.259 930,594.04
7 Bibra Lake Management Plan 17,487,630 51.468 48.532 8,487,097 1.728 146,657.03 5.463| 463,650.09 8.243 699,591.37 5.018( 425,882.51 0.200 16,974.19 0.148 12,560.90]24.259 2,058,884.76
8 Atwell Oval 750,000 51.468 48.532 363,990 1.728 6,289.75 5.463 19,884.77 8.243 30,003.70 5.018 18,265.02 0.200 727.98 0.148 538.71]24.259 88,300.33
Sub Regional
9 Cockburn Central Library and Commur, 15,750,000 44.893 55.107 8,679,353 3.294 285,897.87 10.411| 903,607.39 15.709 1,363,439.48 0.283 24,562.57
10 Cockburn Central Playing Fields 4,024,000 44.893 55.107 2,217,506 3.294 73,044.64 10.411| 230,864.52 15.709 348,347.97 0.283 6,275.54
11 Anning Park - Tennis 3,108,540 44.893 55.107 1,713,023 3.294 56,426.98 10.411| 178,342.84 15.709 269,098.80 0.283 4,847.86
12 Cockburn Heritage Park 226,372 44.893 55.107 124,747 3.294 4,109.16 10.411 12,987.39 15.709 19,596.48 0.283 353.03
13 Bicycle Network East 1,908,143 44.893 55.107 1,051,520 3.294 34,637.08 10.411| 109,473.78 15.709 165,183.33 0.283 2,975.80
14 North Coogee Foreshore Management 259,437 57.117 42.883 111,254 10.557 11,745.12 0.421 468.38 51.04 56,784.23
15 Seniors & Life Long Learning Centre 17,102,000 57.117 42.883 7,333,851 10.557| 774,234.61 0.421 30,875.51 51.04 3,743,197.38
16 Beale Park Sports Facilities 5,030,000 57.117 42.883 2,157,015 10.557| 227,716.06 0.421 9,081.03 51.04 1,100,940.40
17 Western Suburbs Skate Park 350,000 57.117 42.883 150,091 10.557 15,845.05 0.421 631.88 51.04 76,606.19
18 Bicycle Network West 3,639,912 57.117 42.883 1,560,903 10.557| 164,784.58 0.421 6,571.40 51.04 796,685.13
19 Dixon Reserve/Wally Hagen 6,066,600 57.117 42.883 2,601,540 10.557| 274,644.59 0.421 10,952.48 51.04 1,327,826.06
Local
20 Lakelands Reserve 2,515,000 34.280 65.720 1,652,858
21 Southwell Community Centre 503,000 67.143 32.857 165,271
22 Hammond Park Recreation Facility (Col 900,000 21.327 78.673 708,057
23 Frankland Park Rcn & Community 3,018,000 21.327 78.673 2,374,351
24 Munster Recreation Facility 1,006,000 62.726 37.274 374,976
25 Banjup Playing Field 3,965,392 27.293 72.707 2,883,118 95.659( 2,757,961.43
26 Banjup Community Centre 4,827,046 27.293 72.707 3,509,600 95.659( 3,357,248.58
Administration 80,750 100.00 80,750 1.728 1,395.36 5.463 4,411.37 8.243 6,656.22 5.018 4,052.04 0.200 161.50 0.148 119.51]24.259 19,589.14
101,455,600
Total cost 202,042,938 1,526,971.59 4,827,065.01 13,398,671.71 4,584,473.90 182,753.82 130,902.92 22,163,619.41
Less Funds received 98,663.59 490,068.50 416,966.56 528,368.40 14,108.80 7,393.70 1,545,051.97
1,428,308.00 4,336,996.51 12,981,705.15 4,056,105.50 168,645.02 123,509.22 20,618,567.44
Future dwellings (as estimated 2009-2031) 31,010 536 1,694 2,556 1,556 62 46 7,523
Dwellings created (as at 30 June 2014) 3,476 31 174 114 187 9 4 557
Remaining future dwellings 27,474 505 1,520 2,382 1,369 53 42 6,966
Cost per Dwelling $2,828.33 $2,853.29 $5,449.92 $2,962.82 $3,181.98 $2,940.70 $2,959.89
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Coolbellup Hamilton Hill Hammond Park/ Jandakot Leeming Munster North Lake South Lake/ Cockburn Spearwood Success Yangebup
Wattleup/Henderson Central
% $ % $ $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $
2.622 97,041.54 7.265 268,881.31 11.016 407,707.70]0.374 13,841.93 0.135 4,996.42 2.664 98,595.98 0.119 4,404.25 15.598 577,289.83 3.270| 121,024.35 9.765 361,407.56 2.112 78,166.18
2.622 50,168.16 7.265 139,005.22 11.016 210,775.15]0.374 7,155.95 0.135 2,583.03 2.664 50,971.77 0.119 2,276.89 15.598 298,445.06 3.270 62,566.70 9.765 186,839.09 2.112 40,410.05
2.622| 1,016,607.47 7.265 2,816,801.41 11.016( 4,271,147.18]0.374 145,008.08 0.135 52,342.49 2.664| 1,032,891.80 0.119 46,138.94 15.598| 6,047,690.06 3.270( 1,267,851.42 9.765| 3,786,106.78 2.112 818,869.18
2.622 32,458.05 7.265 89,934.31 11.016 136,368.39]0.374 4,629.79 0.135 1,671.18 2.664 32,977.98 0.119 1,473.12 15.598 193,089.52 3.270 40,479.72 9.765 120,882.11 2.112 26,144.70
2.622 96,859.83 7.265 268,377.81 11.016 406,944.25(0.374 13,816.01 0.135 4,987.06 2.664 98,411.36 0.119 4,396.00 15.598 576,208.83 3.270 120,797.72 9.765 360,730.81 2.112 78,019.81
2.622 100,581.95 7.265 278,691.03 11.016 422,582.30(0.374 14,346.93 0.135 5,178.70 2.664 102,193.10 0.119 4,564.93 15.598 598,351.37 3.270 125,439.73 9.765 374,592.97 2.112 81,017.96
2.622 222,531.67 7.265 616,587.57 11.016 934,938.56|0.374 31,741.74 0.135 11,457.58 2.664 226,096.25 0.119 10,099.64 15.598( 1,323,817.33 3.270 277,528.06 9.765 828,764.98 2.112 179,247.48
2.622 9,543.82 7.265 26,443.87 11.016 40,097.14]0.374 1,361.32 0.135 491.39 2.664 9,696.69 0.119 433.15 15.598 56,775.16 3.270 11,902.47 9.765 35,543.62 2.112 7,687.47
20.994| 1,822,143.26]0.713 61,883.78 0.258 22,392.73 29.728| 2,580,197.91 18.61| 1,615,227.50
20.994 465,543.1410.713 15,810.82 0.258 5,721.16 29.728 659,220.09 18.61 412,677.81
20.994 359,632.08]0.713 12,213.85 0.258 4,419.60 29.728 509,247.52 18.61 318,793.61
20.994 26,189.35]0.713 889.44 0.258 321.85 29.728 37,084.73 18.61 23,215.38
20.994 220,756.19]0.713 7,497.34 0.258 2,712.92 29.728 312,595.97 18.61 195,687.94
5.516 6,136.79 15.286 17,006.34 5.606 6,236.92 0.251 279.25 6.880 7,654.30 4.444 4,944.14
5.516| 404,535.20 15.286 1,121,052.41 5.606 411,135.67 0.251 18,407.97 6.880| 504,568.93 4.444 325,916.32
5.516 118,980.94 15.286 329,721.30 5.606 120,922.26 0.251 5,414.11 6.880 148,402.63 4.444 95,857.74
5.516 8,278.99 15.286 22,942.83 5.606 8,414.07 0.251 376.73 6.880 10,326.23 4.444 6,670.02
5.516 86,099.44 15.286 238,599.70 5.606 87,504.25 0.251 3,917.87 6.880 107,390.16 4.444 69,366.55
5.516 143,500.95 15.286 397,671.42 5.606 145,842.34 0.251 6,529.87 6.880 178,985.96 4.444 115,612.44
1,652,858.00
165,270.71
708,057.00
2,374,351.14
374,976.44
4.341 125,156.13
4.341 152,351.75
2.622 2,117.27 7.265 5,866.49 11.016 8,895.42]0.374 302.01 0.135 109.01 2.664 2,151.18 0.119 96.09 15.598 12,595.39 3.270 2,640.53 9.765 7,885.24 2.112 1,705.44
2,395,442.07 6,802,853.73 12,816,128.25 608,006.88 119,385.13 2,809,018.06 108,808.79 15,435,466.77 2,987,558.90 8,628,355.39 1,929,635.49
668,492.45 839,381.96 1,269,335.78 0.00 0.00 524,092.94 12,587.66 642,838.14 2,171,440.06 1,090,107.47 83,273.48
1,726,949.62 5,963,471.77 11,546,792.47 608,006.88 119,385.13 2,284,925.12 96,221.13 14,792,628.63 816,118.84 7,538,247.92 1,846,362.01
813 2,253 3,416 116 42 826 37 4,837 1,014 3,028 655
199 328 328 0 0 186 8 179 810 315 47
614 1,925 3,088 116 42 640 29 4,658 204 2,713 608
$2,812.62 $3,097.91 $3,739.25 $5,241.44 $2,842.50 $3,570.20 $3,317.97 $3,175.75 $4,000.58 $2,778.57 $3,036.78
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58 ‘ City of Cockburn—Kwinana

SCENARIO A: LGAB RECOMMENDATION
DCA 13 - COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE CONTRIBUTION SCHEDULE 2014-15

Ref No Description Est Cost * Du's Du's DCA DCA Cont Atwell Aubin Grove/Banjup Banjup North Beeliar Coogee/North Coogee
Existing South
$ % % Sm % $ % $ % $ % $ % $
Regional
1 Coogee Surf Club (Comp) 7,626,000 46.333 53.667 4,092,645 2.115 86,559.45 6.686| 273,634.27 10.088 412,866.07 6.141| 251,329.36(20.140 824,258.79
3 Cockburn Central Recn and Aquatic Ce 79,890,000 46.333 53.667 42,874,566 2.115 906,797.08 6.686| 2,866,593.50 10.088| 4,325,186.25 6.1412,632,927.12|20.140 8,634,937.65
4 Cockburn Central Community Facilitieg 2,550,713 46.333 53.667 1,368,891 2.115 28,952.05 6.686 91,524.06 10.088 138,093.74 6.141 84,063.61(20.140 275,694.68
5 Visko Park Bowling and Recreation clu 7,611,720 46.333 53.667 4,084,982 2.115 86,397.36 6.686| 273,121.88 10.088 412,092.96 6.141| 250,858.73(20.140 822,715.33
6 Coogee Golf Complex 7,904,223 46.333 53.667 4,241,959 2.115 89,717.44 6.686 283,617.40 10.088 427,928.86 6.141| 260,498.72]20.140 854,330.61
8 Atwell Oval 750,000 46.333 53.667 402,503 2.115 8,512.93 6.686 26,911.32 10.088 40,604.45 6.141 24,717.68(20.140 81,064.00
Sub Regional
9 Cockburn Central Library and Commur] 15,750,000 40.127 59.873 9,429,998 3.312 312,321.52 10.468| 987,132.14 15.794 1,489,373.81
10 Cockburn Central Playing Fields 4,024,000 40.127 59.873 2,409,290 3.312 79,795.67 10.468| 252,204.43 15.794 380,523.19
11 Anning Park - Tennis 3,108,540 40.127 59.873 1,861,176 3.312 61,642.15 10.468| 194,827.92 15.794 293,954.16
12 Cockburn Heritage Park 226,372 40.127 59.873 135,536 3.312 4,488.94 10.468 14,187.88 15.794 21,406.51
13 Bicycle Network East 1,908,143 40.127 59.873 1,142,462 3.312 37,838.36 10.468 119,592.97 15.794 180,440.52
15 Seniors & Life Long Learning Centre 17,102,000 54.644 45.356 7,756,783 16.998(1,318,497.99 55.745 4,324,018.75
16 Beale Park Sports Facilities 5,030,000 54.644 45.356 2,281,407 16.998| 387,793.53 55.745 1,271,770.22
17 Western Suburbs Skate Park 350,000 54.644 45.356 158,746 16.998 26,983.65 55.745 88,492.96
18 Bicycle Network West # 3,639,912 54.644 45.356 1,650,918 16.998| 280,623.12 55.745 920,304.51
Local
20 Lakelands Reserve 2,515,000 34.280 65.720 1,652,858
22 Hammond Park Recreation Facility (Co 900,000 21.327 78.673 708,057
23 Frankland Park Rcn & Community 3,018,000 21.327 78.673 2,374,351
24 Munster Recreation Facility 1,006,000 62.726 37.274 374,976
25 Banjup Playing Field 3,965,392 27.293 72.707 2,883,118 95.659 2,757,961.43
26 Banjup Community Centre 4,827,046 27.293 72.707 3,509,600 95.659 3,357,248.58
Administration 80,750 100.00 80,750 2.115 1,707.86 6.686 5,398.95 10.088 8,146.06 6.141 4,958.86/20.140 16,263.05
95,475,573
Total cost 173,783,811 1,704,730.81 5,388,746.72 14,245,826.59 5,523,252.36 18,113,850.55
Less Funds received 98,663.59 490,068.50 416,966.56 528,368.40 1,545,051.97
1,606,067.22 4,898,678.22 13,828,860.03 4,994,883.96 16,568,798.58
Future dwellings (as estimated 2009-2031) 25,337 536 1,694 2,556 1,556 5,103
Dwellings created (as at 30 June 2014)** 2,928 31 174 114 187 557
Remaining future dwellings 22,349 505 1,520 2,382 1,369 4,546
Cost per Dwelling $3,180.33 $3,222.81 $5,805.57 $3,648.56 $3,644.70
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Hammond Park/ Jandakot Munster South Lake/ Cockburn Spearwood Success Yangebup
Wattleup/Henderson Central
$ % S % S % S % $ % S % $
13.482 551,770.46]0.458 18,744.32 3.261 133,461.17 19.090 781,286.01 4.002| 163,787.67 11.951 489,112.05 2.585 105,794.88
13.482| 5,780,349.03]0.458 196,365.51 3.261| 1,398,139.61 19.090| 8,184,754.71 4.002] 1,715,840.14 11.951| 5,123,939.42 2.585| 1,108,307.54
13.482 184,553.90]0.458 6,269.52 3.261 44,639.54 19.090 261,321.32 4.002 54,783.02 11.951 163,596.18 2.585 35,385.84
13.482 550,737.24]0.458 18,709.22 3.261 133,211.26 19.090 779,823.02 4.002| 163,480.97 11.951 488,196.17 2.585 105,596.78
13.482 571,900.96]0.458 19,428.17 3.261 138,330.29 19.090 809,790.04 4.002] 169,763.21 11.951 506,956.56 2.585 109,654.65
13.482 54,265.39]0.458 1,843.46 3.261 13,125.61 19.090 76,837.73 4.002 16,108.15 11.951 48,103.07 2.585 10,404.69
21.109| 1,990,578.17]0.717 67,613.08 29.889| 2,818,531.95 18.711| 1,764,446.83
21.109 508,576.92]0.717 17,274.61 29.889 720,112.54 18.711 450,802.16
21.109 392,875.67]0.717 13,344.63 29.889 556,286.94 18.711 348,244.67
21.109 28,610.23]0.717 971.79 29.889 40,510.27 18.711 25,360.09
21.109 241,162.40]0.717 8,191.46 29.889 341,470.60 18.711 213,766.15
9.026 700,127.24 11.077| 859,218.87 7.155 554,997.83
9.026 205,919.78 11.077| 252,711.43 7.155 163,234.66
9.026 14,328.41 11.077 17,584.29 7.155 11,358.28
9.026 149,011.90 11.077| 182,872.24 7.155 118,123.22
1,652,858.00
708,057.00
2,374,351.14
374,976.44
4.341 125,156.13
4.341 152,351.75
13.482 10,886.72]0.458 369.84 3.261 2,633.26 19.090 15,415.18 4.002 3,231.62 11.951 9,650.43 2.585 2,087.39
13,948,675.24 646,633.49 3,307,904.51 17,038,998.31 3,599,381.62 9,632,173.80 2,324,945.75
1,269,335.78 0.00 524,092.94 642,838.14 2,171,440.06 1,090,107.47 83,273.48
12,679,339.46 646,633.49 2,783,811.57 16,396,160.17 1,427,941.56 8,542,066.33 2,241,672.27
3,416 116 826 4,837 1,014 3,028 655
328 0 186 179 810 315 47
3,088 116 640 4,658 204 2,713 608
$4,106.00 $5,574.43 $4,349.71 $3,520.00 $6,999.71 $3,148.57 $3,686.96

#Approx 3km of bike network west is north of Roe Hwy
reserve - this cost has not been excluded for the purposes
of this exercise as the change would be negligible.

* Note: these costs reflect current totals and no reductions
have been factored in for proportion of catchment excluded
under this model. Total cost has simply been shown shared
across remaining suburbs.

INCLUSIONS/ASSUMPTIONS: This model excludes
various suburbs and portions of suburbs (removes Robb
Jetty /Emplacement areas of Cockburn Coast & South
Beach developments, Hamilton Hill, Bibra Lake, Coolbellup,
North Lake, Leeming). It reapportions regional, subregional
and local existing and future dwelling numbers. It deletes
Infrastructure items in those excluded areas which

are: North Coogee FMP, Dixon Reserve/Wally Hagen,
Wetland Ed Centre & Bibra Lake Mgt Plan & Southwell
CommCentre.

**Note: for these lots, number is based on current boundary



60 ‘ City of Cockburn—Kwinana

SCENARIO B: COCKBURN NEW PROPOSAL
DCA 13 - COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE CONTRIBUTION SCHEDULE 2014-15

Ref No Description Est Cost * Du's Du's DCA DCA Cont Atwell Aubin Grove/Banjup Banjup North Beeliar Bibra Lake West Bibra Lake East Coogee/North Coogee
Existing South
S % % $m % S % S % $ % S % $ % S % $
Regional
1 Coogee Surf Club (Comp) 7,626,000 51.351 48.649 3,709,973 2.144 79,541.82 6.775| 251,350.65 10.223 379,270.51 6.223| 230,871.60 0.248 9,200.73 0.184 6,826.35]11.499 426,609.77
2 Wetlands Ed/Native Arc 3,942,460 51.351 48.649 1,917,967 2.144 41,121.22 6.775| 129,942.29 10.223 196,073.80 6.223| 119,355.11 0.248 4,756.56 0.184 3,529.06]11.499 220,547.07
3 Cockburn Central Recn and Aquatic Ce 79,890,000 51.351 48.649 38,865,686 2.144 833,280.31 6.775| 2,633,150.23 10.223 3,973,239.09 6.223] 2,418,611.65 0.248 96,386.90 0.184 71,512.86]11.499 4,469,165.24
4 Cockburn Central Community Facilitie] 2,550,713 51.351 48.649 1,240,896 2.144 26,604.82 6.775 84,070.73 10.223 126,856.84 6.223 77,220.98 0.248 3,077.42 0.184 2,283.25]11.499 142,690.67
5 Visko Park Bowling and Recreation cly 7,611,720 51.351 48.649 3,703,026 2.144 79,392.87 6.775| 250,879.99 10.223 378,560.31 6.223| 230,439.29 0.248 9,183.50 0.184 6,813.57]11.499 425,810.92
6 Coogee Golf Complex 7,904,223 51.351 48.649 3,845,325 2.144 82,443.78 6.775| 260,520.80 10.223 393,107.62 6.223| 239,294.60 0.248 9,536.41 0.184 7,075.40]11.499 442,173.97
7 Bibra Lake Management Plan 17,487,630 51.351 48.649 8,507,557 2.144 182,402.02 6.775 576,386.99 10.223 869,727.56 6.223| 529,425.28 0.248 21,098.74 0.184 15,653.91]11.499 978,283.99
8 Atwell Oval 750,000 51.351 48.649 364,868 2.144 7,822.76 6.775 24,719.77 10.223 37,300.40 6.223 22,705.70 0.248 904.87 0.184 671.36]11.499 41,956.11
Sub Regional
9 Cockburn Central Library and Commup 15,750,000 43.545 56.455 8,891,663 3.303 293,691.61 10.438| 928,111.73 15.750 1,400,436.84 0.283 25,163.40
10 Cockburn Central Playing Fields 4,024,000 43.545 56.455 2,271,749 3.303 75,035.88 10.438| 237,125.18 15.750 357,800.50 0.283 6,429.05
11 Anning Park - Tennis 3,108,540 43.545 56.455 1,754,926 3.303 57,965.21 10.438 183,179.20 15.750 276,400.89 0.283 4,966.44
12 Cockburn Heritage Park 226,372 43.545 56.455 127,798 3.303 4,221.18 10.438 13,339.59 15.750 20,128.23 0.283 361.67
13 Bicycle Network East 1,908,143 43.545 56.455 1,077,242 3.303 35,581.31 10.438| 112,442.53 15.750 169,665.64 0.283 3,048.60
15 Seniors & Life Long Learning Centre 17,102,000 61.259 38.741 6,625,486 17.736| 1,175,096.17 0.707 46,842.18 32.77 2,171,171.70
16 Beale Park Sports Facilities 5,030,000 61.259 38.741 1,948,672 17.736| 345,616.52 0.707 13,777.11 32.77 638,579.91
17 Western Suburbs Skate Park 350,000 61.259 38.741 135,594 17.736 24,048.86 0.707 958.65 32.77 44,433.99
18 Bicycle Network West # 3,639,912 61.259 38.741 1,410,138 17.736| 250,102.13 0.707 9,969.68 32.77 462,102.32
Local
20 Lakelands Reserve 2,515,000 34.280 65.720 1,652,858
21 Southwell Community Centre 503,000 53.947 46.053 231,647
22 Hammond Park Recreation Facility (Cd 900,000 21.327 78.673 708,057
23 Frankland Park Rcn & Community 3,018,000 21.327 78.673 2,374,351
24 Munster Recreation Facility 1,006,000 62.726 37.274 374,976
25 Banjup Playing Field 3,965,392 27.293 72.707 2,883,118 95.659 2,757,961.43
26 Banjup Community Centre 4,827,046 27.293 72.707 3,509,600 95.659 3,357,248.58
Administration 80,750 100.00 80,750 2.144 1,731.28 6.775 5,470.81 10.223 8,255.07 6.223 5,025.07 0.248 200.26 0.184 148.58111.499 9,285.44
98,213,924
Total cost 195,716,901 1,800,836.06 5,690,690.51 14,702,033.33 5,667,812.96 225,893.02 154,483.49 10,472,811.12
Less Funds received 98,663.59 490,068.50 416,966.56 528,368.40 14,108.80 7,393.70 1,545,051.97
1,702,172.47 5,200,622.01 14,285,066.77 5,139,444.56 211,784.22 147,089.79 8,927,759.15
Future dwellings (as estimated 2009-2031) 25,002 536 1,694 2,556 1,556 62 46 2,875
Dwellings created (as at 30 June 2014)** 3,269 31 174 114 187 9 4 557
Remaining future dwellings 21,673 505 1,520 2,382 1,369 53 42 2,318
Cost per Dwelling $3,370.64 $3,421.46 $5,997.09 $3,754.16 $3,995.93 $3,502.14 $3,851.49
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Hamilton Hill Hammond Park/ Jandakot Munster South Lake/ Cockburn Spearwood Success Yangebup
Wattleup/Henderson Central
% $ $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $
7.139 264,854.95 13.663 506,893.5810.464 17,214.27 3.305 122,614.60 19.346 717,731.33 4.056 150,476.49 12.111 449,314.80 2.620 97,201.29
7.139 136,923.69 13.663 262,051.88]10.464 8,899.37 3.305 63,388.82 19.346 371,049.97 4.056 77,792.76 12.111 232,285.03 2.620 50,250.74
7.139 2,774,621.33 13.663| 5,310,218.69]0.464 180,336.78 3.305( 1,284,510.93 19.346| 7,518,955.63 4.056| 1,576,392.23 12.111| 4,707,023.24 2.620| 1,018,280.98
7.139 88,587.59 13.663 169,543.67]0.464 5,757.76 3.305 41,011.62 19.346 240,063.81 4.056 50,330.76 12.111 150,284.96 2.620 32,511.48
7.139 264,359.00 13.663 505,944.4010.464 17,182.04 3.305 122,385.00 19.346 716,387.34 4.056 150,194.72 12.111 448,473.44 2.620 97,019.27
7.139 274,517.78 13.663 525,386.8210.464 17,842.31 3.305 127,088.01 19.346 743,916.66 4.056 155,966.40 12.111 465,707.36 2.620 100,747.53
7.139 607,354.50 13.663 1,162,387.53]0.464 39,475.07 3.305 281,174.76 19.346 1,645,872.00 4.056 345,066.52 12.111| 1,030,350.24 2.620 222,898.00
7.139 26,047.89 13.663 49,851.85]0.464 1,692.99 3.305 12,058.87 19.346 70,587.27 4.056 14,799.03 12.111 44,189.10 2.620 9,559.53
21.049 1,871,606.04]0.715 63,575.39 29.805| 2,650,160.01 18.658| 1,659,006.39
21.049 478,180.49]0.715 16,243.01 29.805 677,094.85 18.658 423,862.97
21.049 369,394.43]10.715 12,547.72 29.805 523,055.77 18.658 327,434.14
21.049 26,900.27]0.715 913.76 29.805 38,090.29 18.658 23,844.61
21.049 226,748.7010.715 7,702.28 29.805 321,072.02 18.658 200,991.84
20.346 1,348,021.34 9.418 623,988.25 11.558 765,773.65 7.466 494,658.77
20.346 396,476.87 9.418 183,525.96 11.558 225,227.54 7.466 145,487.87
20.346 27,587.85 9.418 12,770.20 11.558 15,671.90 7.466 10,123.41
20.346 286,906.74 9.418 132,806.83 11.558 162,983.79 7.466 105,280.93
1,652,858.00
231,646.59
708,057.00
2,374,351.14
374,976.44
4.341 125,156.13
4.341 152,351.75
7.139 5,764.74 13.663 11,032.87]0.464 374.68 3.305 2,668.79 19.346 15,621.90 4.056 3,275.22 12.111 9,779.63 2.620 2,115.65
6,733,670.88 14,558,549.34 667,265.30 3,384,969.07 17,902,516.84 3,693,951.00 10,172,547.75 2,386,135.45
839,381.96 1,269,335.78 0.00 524,092.94 642,838.14 2,171,440.06 1,090,107.47 83,273.48
5,894,288.92 13,289,213.56 667,265.30 2,860,876.13 17,259,678.70 1,522,510.94 9,082,440.28 2,302,861.97
1,785 3,416 116 826 4,837 1,014 3,028 655
328 328 0 186 179 810 315 47
1,457 3,088 116 640 4,658 204 2,713 608
$4,045.50 $4,303.50 $5,752.29 $4,470.12 $3,705.38 $7,463.29 $3,347.75 $3,787.60

#Approx 3km of bike network west is north of Roe Hwy
reserve - this cost has not been excluded for the purposes
of this exercise as the change would be negligible.

* Note: these costs reflect current totals and no reductions
have been factored in for proportion of catchment excluded
under this model. Total cost has simply been shown shared
across remaining suburbs.

INCLUSIONS/ASSUMPTIONS: This model excludes
various suburbs and portions of suburbs (removes
Cockburn Coast & South Beach developments, Hamilton
Hill north of Roe Hwy reserve, Coolbellup, North Lake,
Leeming). It reapportions regional, subregional and

local existing and future dwelling numbers. It deletes
Infrastructure items in those excluded areas which are:
North Coogee FMP, Dixon Reserve/Wally Hagen, Wetland
Ed Centre & Bibra Lake Mgt Plan.

**Note: for these lots, number is based on current boundary





