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Appendix 1



REDLAND CITY COUNCIL CANAL AND LAKE ENGAGEMENT - Stakeholder Solution
Submissions

ORGANISATION:
ORGANISATION CONTACT:

CONTACT PHONE NUMBER:

What is your proposed solution for the funding and maintenance of Redland’s Canal
and Lakes?

Does your solution relate to the canals and waterways, to the revetment walls or to
both?

How would your solution be applied?

What would the impact of your solution be on different groups within the Redlands
community — i.e. ratepayers in different areas of the city, council, business owners,
transport operators etc.

What is the rationale or principles used in drafting this solution.
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STAKEHOLDER SOLL

10 February 2018
Version: 6
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of mainte
park land and

conservation foreshore

area by Council. The
Council volunteer
Bushcare team has
continually requested
maintenance In this
area to no avail.

Leaves and deLl
allowed to build up, inhib
the flood waters to rea /i' e
bay as designed by BN}/ In
2000

Indicates:
Ansor Rd and Cricket oval
flooding



Commencement Da
August 1998
Completion Date
August 2000
Contract Value
$6.9 million
169 Blocks

55 wet blocks “| was there toasting
champagne with the mayor
when the lake inlet valve was
opened for the first time.”
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Who Be
Who Pays?
Asset Management Guidelines
How is the Lake Managed?

Is this Equitable?
Recommendations

Conclusion

Related Issues




> Mitigation
> Management

> Many Non Resident Users



removed?

BMD planned for the lake to be dredged in 2008. The
dredging is not required until after 2050, why is a Special Char / of

7why should

Up stream water is contaminated, what is Council doing aboypyihe
Sovereign residents pay for that? //

Why is lake water quality monitored so regularly? Is Couriglt'cofnicerned about these
up stream contaminants? /

Tarradarrapin Creek is known to have leachate leajageArom the waste transfer
station and land fill site. In heavy rains this flows / oM to the lake.

Up stream water come through Redlands tip anxd previous industrial area that was
known by locals at the back of Redland Caollege to car battery acid and lead
contaminants, why are Sovereign residents paying for this?

Sediment in the Bay is a general problgm for all Waterloo bayside residents, this
should be a State EPA matter, not Sovereign Lake residents cost.
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Sovereign Bushcare Group

Coastal vegetation is important for bank protection
and provides important wildlife habitat. This site is an
important foreshore wildlife corridor. The Sovereign
Bushcare Group is working to conserve the natural and
aesthetic significance of this site.

Volunteers meet once a month for around two hours
to participate in activities such as tree planting, weed
removal and rubbish collection.

For more information, contact the Redlands
IndigiScapes Centre on 3824 8611 or visit the
IndigiScapes website at www.indigiscapes.com.au.

Whistling kite

L 5 CITY COUNCIL
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SOVEREIGN WATE
STAKEHOLDER SOLUTION SUBMISSIO

QUESTIONS




maintenance
Any increase in the general rate percentage
dollars of the increase than most other residents

Why are residents funding sediment removal and wetland rehablll ’7 he damsa
caused by up stream water damage during heavy rains not the /
/ ants and bay

Why should residents pay for water monitoring of up stream

W | s

sediments

What is Council’s justification for Sovereign Lake Special (harg€s. What have other
Councils done around Queensland?

Southern Moreton Island having $14m spent out of rieldl Rates, also a $3.2m car park
built on main-land out of General Rates — why no Sg&cial Charges?

Residents given no transparency (canal developiments receive quarterly reports)

Maintenance costs appear over charged ($480 for 20 minutes for ramp cleaning!). This
should be investigated.

The cost of the general maintenance appears not “value for money”
Triathlete clubs pay big fees at Raby Bay, why not at Sovereign Lake?



> Every time there is
Bay, the colour of the water clearly sho
through.

AV V C



If Council does produce repa
shared?

There is no residents group, residents did not expect on ecessary

Wellington Point Local Councillors have not shared Ry pay and Aquatic
action groups, nor encouraged a local groupa tONn has been at best

adhoc.

Recently Council is presenting complex rep o// gvia the website, refunds to
residents but not explaining why all unusedfinding have not been
returned), even retired accountants coutd understand the complex reports.

Council appears to be intentionally kéeping Raby Bay, Sovereign and
Aqguatic residents apart and discodraging openness and collaboration



Situated on the shores
that are protected by international treatie

42.000m2 saltwater lake, which at the time of constru
of its kind in Brisbane.

? g
Potential environmental impacts were managed thypgugh a number of
environmental initiatives including

maintenance of vegetated buffer zones
water quality monitoring

monitoring and staging of earthworks and drainage to ensure controlled water run-
Off.

BMD handed over all plans to RCC (where are they now?) _




lake;
Installation of five major underground gross

Construction of storm water drainage control to provide saltwater re
the lake;

Internal roadworks, drainage, water supply and sewerage; and

External roadworks providing a four lane carriageway past the‘gstatg entry.

A superior design of the lake system that reduces ant|C|pat wo/g maintenance costs
associated with the approved design under the DA app|| 4tioff, The design ensures the
lake is flushed daily by incoming tides, resulting in a 23 g# t nover of water.

The artificial wetlands, which includes

Two large ponds of approximately 2,000m2 each, pfovides water quality polishing of the
upstream catchment runoff.

The lake is in full compliance with the stringentEPA and Redlands Shire Council environmental
regulations.



- All ratepayers in the Redlands

Comme
swimming clubs, fishing clubs, tric

\_/ —

Cyclists, runners who meet and rest by the lake shore

s

Retail and Hospitality near the lake (Redlands Sporting

Retail and Hospitality in Wellington Point Village

Non-ratepayers and tourists who visit and use the lake



Scuba divers
Surf skiers/ canoeists
Triathletes

Dog swimmers
Sallers

Nature lovers (pelicans/black swans/ducks/fish/cragas
Picnickers

Xmas celebrations

Wedding parties

Thieves & thugs




Sustainable c
delivery of effective services;

Democratic representation, social inclusion and mea
engagement; and

Good governance of, and by, local government; and
Znt employees

Ethical and legal behaviour of councillors and local go

Funds raised by Special Charge must be spent on th ors/services/infrastructure
that the levy is raised for — and before making the lgfy, the Council must have
passed a resolution adopting a plan of works and/a’plan of the benefitting area,
the estimated cost of the works and timeframe f6r doing the works.

* As presented by Mark Leyland, LGAQ



Budget — 1 year pla
Plan

Maintenance excessively priced

decisions do not impact future financial sustainability

10 year Financial Plan/ Forecast — a sophisticated model onsuring today's

Asset Management Plan — a sophisticated record and , ageément tool for the substantial
, valuable and extensive assets under Council’'s controlAUsgd to ensure Council plans for
replacement at the right time.



VAY,

What is fair for lake residen
Findings show |lake drainage not 2008, now 2050, wha

Recent Special Charges refund ($110) and attached report was incomprehensj

/,

Retired accountants , real estate agents, residents could not make heads or tais’ g the jgoorly presented report

s this legal?

Was there a coverup?

Was this intentional?

Was this incompetence?

Was this just lack of care, lack of responsibility or lack of operational expértise &nd professionalism?

Is this now “butt covering” given what is reaching the media?

EITHER WAY - IT IS XOT EQUITABLE !




.' @

Carryout maintenance as per BML

Ensure property drainage is as per origi9nal DA approval.
drainage used for our building application not used for nelghbo 4y
Council had no awareness of these drains — ensure designed diA

approved in Lake DA application. /
S

Provide regular and accurate finance statements to reside
to/Mmplement the Operational Plan

Corporate Plan -5 year plan
Operational Plan — 1 year plan

10 year Financial Plan/ Forecast — a sophisticated model of finances ensuring today'’s
decisions do not impact future financial sustainabfity

1010 C
e is used as

Budget - 1 year plan to make funds available neces

Asset Management Plan
Local Councillor to initiate and present on a’'quarterly basis to residents



What residents have paic
What Council has paid
What has been spent
What is remaining

Asset Management
What has been achieved for the financial year
What is planned for the next financial year
What is planned in coming years

Emerging risks, issues, items of interest



o O B

Manageme =
Benchmarking with similar lakes throug

Investigation of Alternative Funding Approaches

talrRAtes
/

Variation of Existing Arrangement, but one which is ba fair and equitable
contributions from ALL who benefit. Council to contripiute/mmore due to non-
residents benefiting, lake residents to contribute legz

Consideration of Special Charges removal — pay out of Gen

Property owners pay for upkeep of their own revetment

Handover to another body (State Government

For example, the Gold Coast Waterways Authority, whigh is State Government funded, properly staffed
and equipped to effectively pfanage public waterways.*

* As presented by | | | Raby Bay Quays Body Corporate Committee



suggesting
Notify all residents of what maintenance wa

Confirm in writing with residents ownership of lake revetme Wikiad anc
maintenance expectations and plans.

Ensure up stream water catchments meet all envir 2ntal regulations

plagps for up stream
water catchments

Develop and communicate routine mainten

Re-establish the flood path levels for the northérr floodway to ensure the
regular flooding of Allan Day Drive does ngt occur as this is a life
threatening risk for Council as children play in the flood waters competing
with fast travelling vehicles. The | | has made numerous
recommendations to resolve this issue.




- Counc

Direct benefits from the constr
high rates

Indirect benefits of Sovereign Lake include providing significant flood mitigati
for the area. There is a huge amount of “contaminated up stream” water
feeding into our lake. This must be stopped.

Indirect benefits also come from the thousands of non residents using th
recreationally. In principle, user pays suggests non-residents should be
each time they use the lake!

Residents put up with a lot on non residential use:
Fishing after dark/ before light
Rubbish left in the area
Strangers peering into homes at very close proximity



JUlicC

Council should
* Not try to “pit rich versus poor”

Reduce costs by removing the Sovereign Lake Special Charge

Be transparent, develop and communicate a lake Asset Manageme v

Communicate quarterly expenditure to residents

Fund the lake water quality monitoring as it is monitoring upstrea

contaminants

Council should provide rubbish bins in public parks

Council should close the adjacent parks during dark to improye security and

safety




Ioing during rain e
Conservation areas are not maintained &
Weed eradication contractors sit in the shade and play on their smar{ghon
Requests for extra rubbish bin falls on deaf ears

CA —

Allan Day Drive floods regularly now due to increase of vegetatgr dgbris in conservation

area
DAy Drive flood issues

Child safety is at risk as Council refuses to correct regular ‘/-
In its 8-9t year) to perform

Residents forced to formulate the Sovereign Bushcare oo/ B
Council’'s maintenance work which was not getting ggrie

Residents putting personal rubbish bins in public arg& to minimise rubbish and then being
told by Council to remove them (a current unresglved issue that should have been resolved
weeks ago)

Council destroying high side of road kerb inan attempt to reduce flooding!
Council not following up resident complaints



SOVEREIGN WATE
STAKEHOLDER SOLUTION SUBMISSIO

QUESTIONS




Council received approval to include the Aquatic Paradise Residents' Association
presentation in the consulation report via email on 25 May 2018.

AQUATIC PARADISE RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION Inc
“WITHOUT PREJUDICE TO OUR LEGAL RIGHTS”

FLOODING LOWLANDS
to
AQUATIC PARADISE

10" February 2018



Our Presentation will show

THE DECISION TO DEVELOP
AQUATIC PARADISE ISONE
OF THE BEST MADE BY REDLANDS SHIRE

WE WILL GIVE YOU THE INFORMATION
TO UNDERSTAND THIS AND
DEVELOP THE BUSINESS CASE



WE WILL :

- EXPLAIN BIG PICTURE

- CORRECT RCC S MISTAKES

- PROVIDE $SS NEEDED FOR YOU TO DO THE
BUSINESS CASE

- PROVIDE THE HISTORY — PATRICK

- SUGGEST WAYS FORWARD

- ANSWER QUESTIONS




ALL 3 ESTATES ARE DIFFERENT

- CANNOT JUST LOOK AT TOTAL

- NEED TO LOOK AT EACH ESTATE SEPARATELY
- AQUATIC — LOW LYING FARMLAND

- SOVEREIGN - SWAMP

- DEVELOPED FOR FLOOD MITIGATION

- WATER IN - NOT LAND IN

- HOUSES AND CANALS ON SOLID BASE

- RABY BAY — QUITE DIFFERENT

- OUR PRESENTATION IS ONLY ON AQUATIC



AQUATIC SSS OVERVIEW
ALL AQUATIC RESIDENTS PAID FOR INFRATRUCTURE
TODAY IT WOULD COST $80 Million +
ALL AQUATIC RESIDENTS PAID FOR MAIN CANAL
TODAY IT WOULD COST 512 Million +
ALL RESIDENTS PAY HIGH RATES
WET BLOCK OWNERS PAY
6 TIMES MINIMUM RATE

(3x GENERAL & 3x CANAL LEVY)
4 TIMES AQUATIC DRY BLOCK RATE

(2 x GENERAL & 2x CANAL LEVY)
NOT FAIR - LEVY MUST BE ABOLISHED



AQUATIC — MAIN ISSUES
- MONEY

- FLOOD MITIGATION
- MUD

- FAIRNESS

- NON ISSUE FOR AQUATIC
REVETMENT WALLS — NO FAILURES



RCC — SS$S INFORMATION — CAMPAIGN

HERE TO SOLVE RCC $SS PROBLEMS

= NEED MONEY

= RCC EMPHASISING PROCESS NOT $SS
POLITICAL/FINANCIAL STATEMENT

= $54.03 PER PROPERTY (2018 BUDGET)

= THIS IS WRONG
“PUNTERS” CONCLUSION - “SHOULD NOT HAVE BUILT ESTATES”
OTHER REDLANDS PROPERTIES — “SHOULD NOT SUBSIDIZE”
WHOLE PROCESS CRUMBLES “LIKE A PACK OF CARDS”

AS $54.03 IS WRONG



RCC POLICITAL/FINANCIALS — 2018

- IGNORES GENERAL RATES

BUDGETED SPEND COUNCIL TOTAL ANNUAL COST FOR
CONTRIBUTION REST OF REDLANDS
$000 $000 $

AQUATIC 1,663 1,052 $15.85
SOVEREIGN 464 _ 427 S 6.44
Subtotal 2,127 1,479 $22.29
RABY BAY 4,330 2,087 $31.45 |
TOTAL 6,457 3,566 $53.74 RCC $54.03

CONCLUSION — CANALS SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN BUILT



RCC POLICITAL/FINANCIALS INFO ERRORS

- IGNORES GENERAL RATES

$000

RCC TOTAL CONTRIBUTION 1,052 ($15.85)
LESS BUDGET UNDERSPEND

BUDGET $1,663k

END DEC 2017 SPEND -$1,019

STILL TO PROCESS  ?? -$ 200

POSSIBLE UNDERSPEND _444

RCC TOTAL AFTER UNDERSPEND $ 608
LESS BALANCE OF “FROZEN” RESERVE S$774

SURPLUS  $166k
NO SUBSIDY FROM REST OF REDLANDS TO AQUATIC IN 2018



AQUATIC PARADISE $$S

- HAVE RCC PROVIDED A FULL BUSINESS CASE?
- HAVE RCC PROVIDED THE PROPOSAL BRIEF?
- HAVE RCC PROVIDED :

O RATEINFO — WET & DRY BLOCKS?

O TOTAL RCCINCOME FROM AQUATIC?

O ACTUAL S SPEND ON CANALS?

O  MULTIPLE YEARS FOR ABOVE?

- THESE ARE THE MINIMUM TO DO YOUR JOB AND
DEVELOP A BUSINESS CASE




“CANAL BLOCKS SHOULD PAY MORE”
COMPARED TO MINIMUM RATE

| >
MINIMUM RCC RATE PER YEAR 926
AVERAGE AQUATIC WET BLOCK RATE
o GENERAL RATE 2,750 or 3 x MINIMUM
o CANAL LEVY 2,806 or 3 x MINIMUM
TOTAL FOR WET BLOCK 5,556 or 6 x MINIMUM

CONCLUSION - 6 TIMES IS TOO MUCH MORE
3 TIMES IS OK BASED ON GENERAL RATE




“CANAL BLOCKS SHOULD PAY MORE”
COMPARED TO AQUATIC DRY BLOCKS ESTIMATED RATE
HOUSES IN THE SAME STREET

S
AVERAGE AQUATIC DRY BLOCK RATE 1,500 EST.
o GENERAL RATE 2,750 or NEARLY 2 X
o CANAL LEVY 2,806 or NEARLY 2 X
TOTAL FOR WET BLOCK 5,556 or 3.7 TIMES
(IF $1,400 = 4 TIMES)

- 3.7 or 4 TIMES IS TOO MUCH MORE
- 1.8 or 2 TIMES FROM GENERAL RATES IS OK




EXPLANATION OF A WET BLOCK RATE NOTICE — MARCH 2018

GENERAL RATES
CANAL CHARGE

ENVIRONMENT/
LANDFILL/SES
UTILITY CHARGE
LOCAL GOVT WATER

STATE GOVT

EMERG MGMT.

BULK WATER
TOTAL RATE NOTICE

QUARTER
S
722.41
1,423.98
S 39.01
S 89.12
$264.92 393.05 }
}
}
$52.55 }
5130.61 S 183.16 }
$2,000.19

YEAR
S
2,889.64

2,806.28

5,695.92

2,304.84

$8,000.76

AVERAGE USED IN PRES’N
S
2,750.00
2,806.00



TOTAL RCC INCOME FROM AQUATIC — BUDGET 2017/18

WET BLOCKS $000

RATES
WET BLOCKS

202 x $2750 (A) 556
DRY BLOCKS

198 x $1,500 (E)

CANAL LEVY

'WET BLOCKS
202 x $2,806 (A) 567
MARINA
16 x $2,806 {A)

—_—

1,122
MUCH MORE THAN RESIDENT CONRIBUTION ON RCC SHEET

DIFFERENCE 5852k plus 140%

DRY BLOCKS $000

297

45

342

TOTAL $000

556

297 (E)

853

567

45

1,464k

- 612

852k



SUPPOSED SPECIAL BENEFITS

“S.94 in 2012 GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS

ALLOW COUNCILS TO MAKE AND LEVY A SPECIAL CHARGE ON RATEABLE LAND
IDENTIFIED AS ENJOYING A “SPECIAL BENEFIT”

- SOUNDS GOOD AT FIRST
- WHAT ARE YOUR SPECIAL BENEFITS AT YOUR PLACE?
o CLOSETO
= SCHOOLS
= SHOPPING CENTRES
= TRANSPORT
= PARKLAND
= WATER/BEACH
= BUSH
= BAY ACCESS
m  GOOD NEIGHBOURHOOD
- BUT ALL THESE ARE INCLUDED IN PROPERTY VALUES USED FOR GENERAL RATE CALCULATION
- 'NO SPECIAL BENEFITS NOT INCLUDED IN SITE VALUE.



SPECIAL BENEFITS/CANAL LEVY
- ALL SPECIAL BENEFITS INCLUDED IN SITE VALUE
- NO ADDITIONAL SPECIAL BENEFIT
o NO ADDITIONAL VALUE TO TAX
o NO BASIS FOR CANAL LEVY
- RCC IS DOUBLE TAXING THE SITE VALUE

GENERAL RATES SPECIAL CHARGE TOTAL
$000 $000 $000
PROPERTY SITE VALUE 900 900
SPECIAL CHARGE VALUE 900 900
IMPROVEMENTS 600 o 600
MARKET VALUE 1,500 900 2,400

-RCC IS FALSELY STATING PROPERTY IS WORTH $2.4M NOT THE $1.5M MARKET PRICE.



WHAT HAS BEEN SPENT ON AQUATIC?

FIN YEAR SPENDING RESERVE BALANCE

$000 $000
2010 377 104
2011 72 566
2012 33 1,099
2013 59 1,560
2014 67 2,163
2015 228 2,834
2016 59 3,685
2017 1,781 2,583
2018 1,300 (E) _348 (E)
TOTAL 3,976 -

AVERAGE SPEND $442k




MUD — 165,000 m3 TO BE REMOVED - 5 YEARS

-7165,000 m3 AS PER DREDGE PROGRAM

- “NOT OUR MUD”

- COMES FROM RCC & MORETON BAY

- INTO RCC OWNED CANALS AND NAVIGATION CHANNELS

- WE PAID TO DEVELOP CANALS +/OR FIRST DREDGE

- RCC AGREED TO MAINTAIN — KEEP YOUR WORD!

- “NOT OUR MUD”-WE SHOULD NOT BE PAYING LEVY TO
REMOVE IT




A GIGANTIC LOT OF MUD

165,000 m3 = 16,500 x 10m3 TRUCKS or
206 m DEEP ON AN 800 m2 BLOCK

IS IT FAIR IF:
- IT WAS DUMPED ON YOUR PROPERTY?
- YOU HAD TO PAY FOR ITS REMOVAL?

THAT IS LIKE WHAT RCC IS DOING TO WET BLOCK OWNERS



MUD - 165,000 m3 TO BE REMOVED

KBR REPORT 14" MAY 2015 PAGE 6-6 TABLE 6.2

F.Y VOLUME m3 RCC FEB DIFFERENCE
COMMUNITY
2011 STUDY

16 42,650

17 31,350

18 38,500

19 17,810

20 34,900

5YRTOTAL 165,201 51,000 114,210

AVERAGE 33,042 10,200 22,842

- 2011 STUDY

- DREDGE WORKING PAPERS BETTER SOURCE
- RCC FIGURE 30% OF KBR DREDGE FIGURES



Raby Bay Quays Body Corporate Committee.
Representing:

CTS Schemes being charged Special Levy
130 Ratepayers in total
RBQ : 56 Ratepayers (18 Water views), 130m Revetment Wall
Edgewater: 74 Ratepayers (32 Water views), 250m Revetment Wall

Both have a separate private marina lease in front with

$76,397 & $100,953 levied respectively. Collectively paying 7.9%
of total levy for 1.9% of total revetment wall length



Benefits

Planning and dredging to keep navigable
d

i
4

etaining lan

7/

Maintaining revetment walls assistsin r
_— 7 ~ T

0 it
A

1

Monitoring ca
walls.

Maintain the o

Special ameni
structure
recreational

social
health and



Who Benefits’

« Those who have access to the Canals

Those who have a view of the canals

Commercial operators who rely on the canals

Retail and Hospitality on or near the canals

Retail and Hospitality in Cleveland

All ratepayers in the Redlands

 Non-ratepayers and tourists who visit






!

L O" -

Canal Activities:

* Regular Triathlons
« Stradbroke Island Passenger
Ferries
* Bay Charter Tours
» Recreational Fishing
 Markets and Festivals

\if%}gne]gal Rec eation~.

A o




CTS Equity and fairness

Cost?  X400% more than anyone else!
Benefits? XDon’t Receive the Benefits!

Fair? XThose with more benefit not charg



Equitable?




Alternative Approach Options

1. No Levy — Pay out of General Rate

2. Property owners pay for upkeep of their own
wall.

3. Variation of Existing Arrangement, but one
which is based on fair and equitable
contribution from ALL who benefit.

4. Hand over to someone else (State Govt.?) For
example, the Gold Coast Waterways Authority, which is State Govt
funded, properly staffed and equipped to effectively manage public
waterways



1996 to 2017

(22 yrs)
Per Ratepayer /
year

2011 to 2017

(6 yrs)
Per Ratepayer /
year

60,000

Option 1:
Impact to General Rates

Special Levy RCC
otal Contribution

$20,154,139 $3,642,033
$3.12
$10,221,063 $2,688,295

$7.47

$19,219,103
$16
$8,138,560

$23



RCC Rates Calculation

Redland City Council
Rates & Charges 2017/2018

(Please Note: These Rates & Charges are for general information purposes only)

A
& Rediand

GENERAL RATE Minimum Minimum Ratein $ 1 D;_scriptiun |
(Annual Charge) Threshold | General Rate torofiica Use only)
1a $ 228,164 $ 026 | 0.00405848 | Residential - Principal place of
$0- $350,000 residence

GR20
1b $ 432,732 $ 1,405 | 0.00324681 | Residential - Principal place of
$350,001 or greater residence

GR20
2a $ 207,608 $ 1,019 | 0.00490828 | Residential - Non-principal
$0- $350,000 place of residence

GR25
2b $ 407,230 $ 1,699 | 0.00417209 | Residential - Non-principal

$350,001 or greater

place of residence
GR25




Questions and Discussion




Short History of
Raby Bay



Items to be covered:

* Canals built in stages over many years with
Developer carrying out repairs whilst on site.

* Council commissioned several geotechnical reports
over the years and ignored the warnings.

* Council abrogating their responsibilities to the
residents.



Council welcomed the prospect of two Canal
estates (Aquatic Paradise and Raby Bay) in
the Redlands because of the higher rating
capacity created by the increased value of
waterfront land.



Built in 16 Stages between 1983 and 1998

When the canals were being constructed, there was considerable concern by people
in the area about the method of construction.



There are lessons to be learnt here that
councillors should heed. Raby Bay was
created with the enthusiasm of generating
something special for Cleveland, perhaps
without a full understanding of the
engineering challenges.



That means no infrastructure cost breaks for
developers. Raby Bay has become a problem for
the council and it must be vigilant to ensure that
obligations on developers to meet roads,
sewerage, water, lighting and other requirements
are fully funded to ensure that when they walk
away from the completed project, it does not
become an ongoing burden for ratepayers.



Because of these concerns, the then
Redland Shire Council (RSC)
commissioned several studies by
reputable consultants. Some of the
resulting reports have since come to
our attention and contain information
and advice raising very serious
concerns about the construction
methodologies.



These reports outline that the
method of construction used
was not recommended for
canal construction due to the
associated risks of



Revetment failures that occurred
during construction were referred to
the developer on site to be rectified at
their cost.

During 1996, there was considerable
concern expressed by RSC about
revetment failures and questions raised
as to who was responsible for future
failures.



Redland Times 15t March 1996



In order to appease these residents,
RSC introduced a levy of $100 per
year per wet block.

Ultimately, RSC resolved these
concerns by giving approval for the
construction company to leave the
site.



Suffice to say that the predicted
failures did eventuate.

In an attempt to resolve the
situation in 2012, RCC spent
almost $1M of Canal Levy reserve
funds to investigate the cause of
failures in the canal revetments.



We believe RSC was negligent in its original
decision-making at the time of construction
and should be held accountable, we also believe
the current RCC has no right to levy current
canal estate ratepayers through a dubious
Special Charge.

This Special Charge is charged for costs for
which the land owner is neither responsible nor
which the land owner should be contributing.



The final Geotechnical Report, dated 24
June 2013, states:

“in order to build the rock armour
and concrete wall, the fill in this area
had to be brought up to profile...

...Instead it appears that ‘foundation
fill’ was pushed into the ‘wedge’
between the ‘stiff clay’ batter and the
design profile and not compacted
(i.e. left loose).”






Geotechnical Report, dated 24 June 2013, states:
“It appears many Raby Bay canal frontages have an uncompacted fill wedge
under the rock protection and concrete wall.”



gl Fi

Liayey Sand









For many years prior to the construction of the canals and
indeed currently, construction methods requiring fill or
back fill materials were required to be compacted to
provide stability to the areas.

What reason could Council give to declare that
compaction was not required behind the rock protection
and under the concrete revetment walls?

Council would certainly not allow developers to construct
roads on housing estates without ensuring compaction was
carried out to National and International Standards.



Road Compaction

Road Construction Road Opening Road Opening
to a Standard Poor Consolidation Good Consolidation
Or Lean Mix Fill



The RSC demanded a $1.5M bond
from the developer for future
maintenance and given the RSC
decision to take the canals under
maintenance, the developer left the
site and disbanded the company.

Clearly this amount of bond was
insufficient as it was consumed
within one year.



While Council was in possession of advice that

the construction methodology was flawed,

continued with its approvals.

The Council has never pointed out to potential
landowners in these areas that the works were
deficient and have never negotiated with

affected land owners about a levy.



Does Council believe that it has no responsibility
for the ongoing maintenance given they were the
body that gave full approval?

Council sets a very dangerous precedent by
passing responsibility for its past decisions to
existing and future residents.



Common law has a number of principles that
deal with a situation such as this where
affected parties to flawed or incorrect
decision-making by another entity hold certain
rights under the law.

The residents are very keen to resolve the
situation and amend the unjust levy through
negotiation and in good faith, Council
continues to ignore their concerns and avoid
sensible consultation and engagement.



Residents of the canal estates have
exhausted all attempts at reaching a position
of mutual understanding with the Redland
City Council as the problems get repeated
every time a new Council is elected.

As stated previously, every time new
Councillors or senior staff change positions,
we have to go through the whole process all
over. This effectively delays any actions
because of changes within the Council
structure.



Council sets a very dangerous precedent by
passing responsibility for its past decisions to
existing and future residents.

We believe there is a public interest issue here
- namely that local government bodies are not
entitled to charge a minority of the population
for its mistakes, particularly where the subject
of the failure is a public facility benefiting the
community as a whole.



Discussion

The allowance of unconsolidated or compacted
fill in the area beneath the revetment walls was
against normal construction practices.

This was obviously accepted by Council
engineers to allow the developer to leave the site
on completion.



Approx. 800 people live in the area to the right

If the bridge were to wash away or fail —-Would you expect
those people to pay for the rebuilding of the bridge?



Performing Arts Centre — Cost over $12M
Costs Over $2M / Year to maintain — Rate Payers Fund



I has been constructed by Council — 900 metres
The road services two homes [ and

being a dead end road — does not get very much traffic.

Should this have been a user pays road?




It has been agreed the three influences
on rates should be:

m Equity
m Fairness and

m Transparency



Wet Block Vs Dry Blocks



-m
A& B $420,000 | 0.00324681 | 1,363.66 361.52 1,725.18




Canal

$420,000 0.00324681 | 1,363.66 361.52 1,725.18
$1,000,000 | 0.00324681 | 3,246.81 2,715.80 | 5,962.61




This shows that property B which is directly
over the road from property A is paying:

m 238% more in General Rates ($1,883.15)
B 751% more in levies ($2,354.28)

B 346% more in combined rates and levies
($4,237.43)



If these properties were to be rated in
Category 1b and no extra levies, then this
table shows the differences.

$420,000 0.00324681 1,363.66 361.52 1,725.18
n $1,000,000 | 0.00324681 3,246.81 361.52 3,608.33

$420,000 0.00324681 1,363.66 361.52 1,725.18
- $1,000,000 | 0.00324681 3,246.81 2,715.80 5,962.61



This shows that property B which is directly
over the road from property A is paying:

m 238% more in rates and levies ($1,883.15)



Paradox - the fact that canal properties pay
~$1,900 more than dry blocks is showing that
canal properties are in fact already paying for
the maintenance of their canal fronts in their
General Rate, the value of which is derived in
the first place by being a canal front property!

Local government bodies are not entitled to
charge a minority of the population for its
mistakes.



Our position is that these costs should be
absorbed out of the General Rate funds
and the presentation of these Charges
clearly shows these properties are already
contributing more than their fair share.



$6,000
$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000

$1,000

$0I

Movement in General Rates and Levies

W General Rate From Gen Rates B Environment Charge
Landfill Charge B Canal Charge B Tidal Works Charge

Special Charge

i
I
-
I
I
I
I
-




These canal estates are not purely for the benefit of the Raby Bay residents:

Council promotes the benefits of the

waterfront;
businesses are sited on the waterfront;
commercial vessels are moored in the canals;

Government bodies use the canals for

educational purpose;

commercial vessels embark and disembark

paying passengers at the public jetties;
marine refuelling facilities are available;

sightseeing visitors travel around the canals;

drainage of creeks and storm water pipes;

fishermen use the canals to fish from their

boats or from the shore;

triathlons are held regularly;

many other non-resident activities take place;
visitors even live on their vessels; and,

parklands are provided so that visitors can
come and enjoy the water — not only the

residents.

Clearly all of the canals are used extensively by the general public.



Discussion
Council is double dipping.

Properties already are rated much
higher because of their position.



Thank You



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS
ASSOCIATION INC.

FALLING STANDARDS IN DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

* By far the most important concern of Raby Bay residents is
the proliferation of massive buildings being constructed,
many on tiny subdivided lots. This is creating considerable
danger to the revetment wall and increased cost for
remediation.

* The Canal and Lakeside Structures Overlay must be
considerably strengthened and reinstated. Approvals of
new construction on Raby Bay waterfront lots must
become impact assessable



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

FALLING STANDARDS IN DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS

What has happened?

 Original Covenant

 Adopted by Redland Shire Council

* Private Certifiers

« Waterfront Structures Policy

» Rewritten Planning Scheme

« Canal and Lakeside Structures Overlay



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

Problems

* Requires clearance from wall

* No definition of structures

* Too much reliance on paperwork
« Overhanging Decks



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

2016 Draft City Plan

» Currently awaiting approval

* Overlay will disappear

* Replaced by an “Editor’s Note”
* Is it a “building” matter?

* Anything goes?



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

What if there is a catastrophe?



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

Canal Revetment Remediation Works

In 1996 Redland Shire Council obtained a $1.5 million bond
from the developer and took over responsibility for canal
bank and wall failures occurring in the future. Repairs were
funded from general rates after the bond was exhausted.
Some years later the Council decided to levy those
ratepayers who had frontage to the canals.



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

Current Problems

» Constructed on reactive clay

» Lots compacted but not the canal banks

« Concrete revetment walls subject to movement
* Protective rocks slip or fall when canal bank fails
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RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

Past Repairs

* Very high remediation costs — up to $30,000 per metre
 Many studies undertaken and reports prepared

* One still in use today

* Failures complex and difficult to predict

 Main cause — interaction of water on uncompacted reactive
clay

* Important note — only 10% or 2 kilometres of wall is affected



RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

Possible Solutions

* RBRA lobbied to seek lower cost solutions

« After 4 years delay tenders were called for grout injection trials
* This year three different remediation methods trialled

« Ongoing monitoring will determine success or failure\

« Costs were:
« Resin injection - $6,550 per metre
« Screw anchors- $11,500 per metre
« Cement/lay mix - $12,000 per metre
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Rahy Bay Repair Trial

Attachment N Concept Design
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Appendix 3
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MAKE A What is Council doing
DIFFERENCE

MAKE T to manage/maintain

COUNT
y / the Canals?

* Cleaning

* Mangrove removal

* Water Quality Monitoring

* Dredging

* Revetment Wall Monitoring
* Revetment Wall Repairs

&

Redland

CITY COUNCIL



Canal Estate Design Standards - Controlled By MSQ
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Cleaning and Mangrove Removal
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MAKE A A
DIFFERENCE \
MAKE 1T
COUNT

The Sovereigh Water Lake and Wetlands

Sovereign Waters treatment measures consist of one Trash
Rack, two x Wetlands, a Lake and Five GPTs (Gross Pollutant
Traps)

_Wetland
One & Two

Trash rack
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Ground Surveys DIFEEricEN
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Visual Inspections

23701/2006
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MAKE A .
DIFFERENCE \
MAKE 1T
COUNT

Benefits of early
detection via monitoring

Current systems
Aerial monitoring

Danger of early
detection — mistaking
rotational slip for clay
expansion & contraction.



The precise positioning of all soundings is achieved by using a
very high military specification inertial position and motion
sensor system. Measurements of vessel heave, roll, pitch and
yaw in addition to speed of sound in water are computed up to
200 times a second to deliver high resolution accurate
soundings.

nvestpator s Tited Sonar Coverage
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MAKE A
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COUNT
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Bored Piles at top
Dnven timber piles at bottom of
slip

Reconstruction of Revetment
wall and tie into piles.

Reconstruct pools, jetties, jetty

piles, landscaping, access
routes, reconnect power and
water to jetties

PDG are currently improving the

systemby pronding gUiCKer= s

-resmnse lowening the factor of
safety and standard designs.
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Steps to Developing the CMP W2

V' /.

Understandingthe Problem

Siltation Study

Canal Management Plan Feasibility/Developinga Plan

Update to the
Validation and Consultation

Canal Management Plan

Detailed Design Implementation
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Constraints

MAKE 1T

COUNT
e high levels of accumulated siltation
and a relatively high annual siltation
rate

e limited pool of funding

o relatively small number of residents
which the system services

¢ limited spoil disposal options
e limited accessibility

e Approvals

IPWEAQ 2017 SEQ Branch Conference
Aquatic Paradise Canal Management
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Implementation F:eaﬁeucs

MAKE 1T

COUNT

V' /

e Council tendered the five years of works as a single
package

o All key stakeholders were involved throughout the tender
process

e Considerable budget savings — up to 50% of the original
estimated budget

IPWEAQ 2017 SEQ Branch Conference
Aquatic Paradise Canal Management



Silt Storage Trap Concept

MAKE 1T

COUNT
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IPWEAQ 2017 SEQ Branch Conference
Aguatic Paradise Canal Management



& QUESTIONS? Wit
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Aquatic Paradise Maintenance Dredging Strategy
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General Rates and Special
Charges Overview

Redland City Council
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Adopted Policy Position

MAKE (T
COUNT

 Council will draw from various revenue sources to fun
special needs including (but necessarily limited to)

» Separate rates or charges for whole of community programs

— i.e. the cost to deliver services, activities and facilities that benefit the
whole community generally

» Special rates or charges for recovery of costs from beneficiaries

— i.e. the cost to deliver services, activities and facilities that benefit
specific rateable land or owners of such land

» Utility charges for specific services based generally on usage

e Statutory fees and charges in accordance with legislation,
regulation or local laws

 Commercial fees and charges where users can clearly be identified

* Where practicable recovering credit card fees through a surcharge
on credit card transactions



Special Charges — '
DIFFERENCE

Beneficiary principle c%:mr
* Land owners who benefit more from the

provision of certain services should pay
according to the benefits they receive where it
is possible for a user charge to apply.

* |n the case of Special charges it is for services,
facilities or activities that specially benefit the
land or the owner or occupier of the land.



Canal and Lake Special Levie' ,
First Adopted o

 Raby Bay and Aquatic Paradise canal estates
» Adopted 4 Aug 1986 — 0.0020 cents in the S

* Sovereigh Lake Special Charge
» Adopted 12 July 2000 — S500 per lot



-
2017/18 Canal & Lake Levie

Aquatic Paradise (standard lot)
Aquatic Paradise (marina berth)
Raby Bay (standard lot)

Raby Bay (unit)

Raby Bay (marina berth)

Sovereign Waters (standard lot)

$2,806.2‘

$2,806.28
$2,354.28
$1,364.24
$1,189.96
S 723.60
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General Rate

MAKE 1T
COUNT

* Real property is a stable base upon whic
to impose a tax

* Ad valorem principle - according to value

— The tax is levied in proportion to the determined
value set by the Queensland Valuer-General.

* Two other principles involved
— Fairness
— Equity



, -
General Rate - Fairness Fééi‘fé‘ucs

MAKE 1T
COUNT

* Legislation provides a platform of
fairness

— whether types of property may be taxed at
different rates, or whether different groups are
given preferential treatment (e.g. rebates or
exemptions)

— valuations are carried out by an independent
Central govern ment bOdy (Department of Natural Resources & Mines)
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General Rate - Equity

MAKE IT
COUNT

* Equity is maintained by the re-assessment of values, i
line with market price movements
e 2 types of Equity
— Horizontal equity — two identical properties having the
same value

— Vertical equity — a property having twice the value of
another property should have twice the assessed amount.
Inferred — greater economic capacity to pay more.

e Vertical Equity can be Regressive or Progressive

— Regressive — high value properties are under assessed or
under rated

— Progressive — high value properties are over assessed or
over rated



/4
General Rate - Equity

COUNT
e Over or under assessment of land value

—s105(1) Land Valuation Act 2010, an owner may
object to the land valuation

 RCCresidential General rate model creates
artificial regressive equity — the return from
high valued properties is discounted by 20%



General Rate

* Impact of 20% discount

Rate in the Calculated
Value Dollar Amount

2017-18 category 1la $300,000 .00405848 $1,218
Single rate in the dollar $300,000 *.00377887 $1,134
S84

2017-18 category 1b 950,000 .00324681 S3,084
Single rate in the dollar 950,000 *.00377887 $3,590

-$506

* Based on modelling assumptions

10
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Increasing the General Rate
Revenue Take

11



/4

MAKE A

EA X
DIFFERENCE \

ate =it .

17/18 General Rate revenue S91,688,000
17/18 Canal & Lake Expenditure S 5,618,734
S97,306,734

If Canal and Lake Expenditure
was Funded through the General

12
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C O m p a r I S O n (Based on modelling assumptions — 9.9% increase) DlF;éKREEANCE

MAKE 1T

COUNT
2017-18 Model $ Vo

Revenue Revenue [Variance to
Property Type $91,688,000 ($97,306,734| 2017-2018

Residential owner occupied

Bay water frontage $4,870 $5,350 $480

Canal frontage $2,662 $2,925 $262

Land value $300,000 $1,218 $1,338 $120

Strata Title Unit $926 $926 $0
Residential non owner occupied

Bay water frontage $6,258 $6,875 $617

Canal frontage $3,421 $3,758 $337

Land value $300,000 $1,472 $1,618 $145

Strata Title Unit $1,019 $1,019 $0
Nursing Home $12,516  $13,750 $1,234
Retirement Village $54,701 $60,093 $5,393
Major Shopping Centre $243,509 $267,515  $24,006
Commercial business $23,803 $33,838  $10,035
Quarry $141,600 $155,559 $13,960

13
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Questions?

14
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REDLAND CITY COUNCIL

Canal and Lake Estates Special Charges Review

2 DECEMBERT 2017




Project Background

Redland City has two canal estates and one lake estate

Raby Bay — approved 1979




The issue

To maintain these estates, Council:

1. Dredges the waterways so they remain
navigable

2. Repairs revetment walls that protect
private and public properties from
erosion.

Redland City Council is reviewing how
It maintains its canal and lake estates
and how this maintenance should be

funded.



Maintaining these estates is expensive and how it
Is funded Is a decision that financially impacts all
Redlands’ residents.



.
-y

Engagement Program o
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1) A whole of city engagement program

2) A Citizen’s Advisory Panel

3) Direct engagement with residents’
groups from Raby Bay, Aquatic
Paradise and Sovereign Waters




What is the Citizen’s Advisory Panel being asked to do?

Redland City Council is asking the
Citizen’s Advisory Panel to answer the
following questions:

* How should Redland City Council
manage canal and lake maintenance
activities such as dredging and
bed-levelling to ensure the canals and
lake can be navigated and how should
these activities be paid for?

* How should the upgrade, maintenance
and monitoring of revetment walls of
properties on the canals and lake be

managed and how should this be paid
for?




Considerations

When discussing these decisions
Council is asking the panel to
consider:

 What value and amenity does
Redland City gain from the canal
and lake estates?

« How do people use the canal and
lake estates, and the waterways?

 What activities do people like to
do in the popular canal and lake
estate parks?



Outcomes of this process

At the conclusion of this process
a final report will be presented to
Council that includes:

« The outcomes of all three streams of
community engagement

« The Citizen’s Advisory Panel’s
recommended direction to Council on
both the management and funding of
canal / lake infrastructure




Why a citizen’s panel?

Citizen’s Advisory Panels such as this
have been found to provide impartial
and thoughtful advice to government. |

They tell government what most
everyday citizens would support, or
advise, if they had:

 Access to sound information
* A variety of perspectives
 Time to think about it

» Opportunity discuss their thoughts
with their fellow citizens




arficulous

www.articulous.com.au
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Legislative Context

Why is Council repairing revetment walls and dredging canals - under what legislation (if any)
does this occur?

Section 121 of the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995 (Coastal Act) states that a local
government must maintain and keep clean each:

a) canalin its area; and

b) access channel for a canal mentioned in paragraph (a), whether or not the access channel is in
its area.

This section of the Coastal Act was a continuation of provisions under the repealed Canals Act 1958
which also required the local government to “preserve, maintain and keep clean any canal within its
area”. The Canals Act 1958 also contained provisions for a local government to apply a special rate

levied under the Local Government Act to provide for canal maintenance.

Sect 92 of the Local Government Act 2009 allows local government to apply special rates and
charges, “for services, facilities and activities that have a special association with particular
land”. This provision is often used by local governments to fund maintenance (e.g. maintenance
dredging) of canals. In relation to the maintenance of revetment walls it is understood that Gold
Coast City Council have determined that the revetment walls are within the private property
boundaries and therefore maintenance is the responsibility of the landowner.

How were the canal estates (especially Raby Bay estate) approved?

These estates were approved under the provisions of the Canals Act 1958 which required provisional
and final approval of the estate. This legislation was repealed in 2003 and replaced with
amendments to the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995.

Any engineering/building standards that were applicable to their construction

We would need to check the file records to determine the engineering standards that applied at the
time of the approval.

What were the transfer conditions for Redlands when the State delegated their management to
Local Government

The transfer of the canal waterway was undertaken following the issue of a final approval under the
Canals Act 1958.

Senior Spokesperson from the Department of Environment and Science

Coastal and Marine Assessment | Environmental Service and Regulation



Redland City Council Special
Charges Review
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Principal Advisor Finance and Governance



I've been asked to provide you with an
iIndependent perspective on these topics:

* How are Local Governments allowed to raise money?

 \WWhen can Local Governments use these methods to raise
money and how do they work?

« What are the key principles that underpin each of these
methods?

« What are the advantages/ disadvantages for the community
associated with each method?

* What other methods can LGs use to reduce expense?




How are Local Governments allowed to raise money?

LG
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Council’s Rating Powers:

» Local Government General Rates are a tax based on “ability to pay”

) 13

« Property value is a long accepted indicator of a property owner’s “ability to pay” an equitable
share of the cost of services provided by the Council for its community.

» The statutory indicator of “ability to pay” is the unimproved or site land value

* A Local Government must charge a general rate based on the unimproved or site value as
issued by the Valuer General.

And a couple of Myths:

» General rates should relate to the services used by the property (It's a TAX!)

* An increase in property valuation equals a similar increase in rates




How are Local Governments allowed to raise money?

There are six main ways that local governments raise money to
provide infrastructure and services to communities:

rates and charges

fees

profit from council-owned businesses including child care
centres, public housing, caravan parks and camping
grounds, quarries and the like

grants and subsidies

loans

developer contributions and infrastructure charges levied on
land being developed to pay for water supply, sewerage and
drainage, roads and pathways and public recreation.

Councils are required to document the processes
used to raise revenue. These documents are publicly

available and include the corporate plan, operational
plan, revenue policy, revenue statement and budget.




When can Local Governments use these methods to raise
money and how do they work? LG
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Each of the 77 Councils in Queensland can autonomously decide what mix of
revenue sources will be used to fund operations, infrastructure and delivery of
services to their communities.

Large urbanised councils will rely heavily on “own source revenues” from rates
and charges, fees and profits from council owned businesses. They fund
operations, maintenance and some capital projects.

Developer contributions, loans and grants and subsidies are mainly used for
particular capital works projects and infrastructure.

Queensland Councils have the most flexible rating powers of any
local governments in Australia!




What are the key principles that underpin each of these
methods? LG
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Section 4 of the Local Government Act 2009 requires everyone involved in local
government to comply with these local government principles —

(a) transparent and effective processes, and decision-making in the public
Interest; and

(b) sustainable development and management of assets and
Infrastructure, and delivery of effective services; and

(c) democratic representation, social inclusion and meaningful community
engagement; and

(d) good governance of, and by, local government; and

(e) ethical and legal behaviour of councillors and local government
employees

e




What are the advantages/ disadvantages for the community associated with

LG

each method?

Let's define what each rating term means:

General Rates

Differential General
Rates

Minimum General
Rates

A rate levied equally on the unimproved value of the land and is
expressed as a number of cents per dollar of valuation. It is the same
rate in the dollar for all rateable land in the local government area.

A rate levied where it would be inequitable and unfair to levy a single
general rate on all land in a council's area. Councils may determine
different categories of rateable land based on land use, access or
consumption of council services. A council may levy a different rate in
the dollar for each category. (Redland City has 14 Differential Rating
categories)

The minimum amount payable of a general rate or differential general
rate determined by council, irrespective of valuation.

AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
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What are the advantages/ disadvantages for the community associated with
each method? LG
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Let's define what each rating term means:

Separate Rates and A rate or charge levied equally on all rateable land in the local government area
Charaes to fund a particular service, facility or activity that benefits the entire community.
g For example, an environment levy, waste management levy, or bushland
preservation levy. (See Redland City Separate Charges list later in the

presentation)
- A levy on specific land which receives a special benefit from the provision of a
SpeCIaI Rates and service, facility or activity e.g. road maintenance. (See Redland City Special
Charges Charges list later in the presentation)

Important note:

Funds raised by the levy of a Special Rate and Charge must be spent on the works/services/infrastructure that the levy is
raised for — and before making the levy, the Council must have passed a resolution adopting a plan of works and a plan of

the benefitting area, the estimated cost of the works and timeframe for doing the works.




What are the advantages/ disadvantages for the community associated with
each method? LG
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Let's define what each rating term means:

Utlllty Charges A charge for the provision of water, gas, sewerage or refuse collection
services. Water charges may have a two-part charge for access and
consumption.

Fees and Charges Cost recovery fees are used to fund regulatory and other operations

Council is responsible for - e.g. animal control or development
assessment etc.

e



What are the advantages/ disadvantages for the community
associated with each method? LG
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Redland City Differential General Rates

Redland City Council has adopted a differential rating scheme
for the 2017-18 financial year that is guided by the principles of
sustainable financial management, fairness, and Council’s
policy objectives for various segments of our community.

The differential rating scheme for 2017-18 has 14 rating
categories of land

e



Redland City Charges

Below is a list of all council charges that can be included in a rate notice. Not all charges are applicable to
everyone.

« Environment levy (Separate Charge)
» Landfill remediation levy (Separate Charge)
« Waste and recycling charges (Utility)
« Water charges: (Utility)

o Fixed access water charges

o Water consumption charge

« Wastewater charges (Utility)

» Trade waste charges (Utility)

» Rural Fire Brigade special charge (Special Charge)

« Special charges, only applicable for those in the benefit area:
o Raby Bay Canal Estate Special Charge (Special Charge)
o Aquatic Paradise Canal Estate Special Charge (Special Charge)
o Sovereign Waters Lake Estate Special Charge (Special Charge)
o Southern Moreton Bay Islands Translink operations special charge '




What other methods can LGs use to reduce expense? LG
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| have worked in local government for over 44 years, and have been exposed every one of
those years to the pressures faced by councils in balancing their genuine desire to improve the
amenity, lifestyle and standard of living for their community against the severe financial
constraints caused by:

« ever increasing costs of providing base services,

* Growth or decline in population

 cost shifting by other levels of government,

e ever increasing community expectations

 technological advances Vs outdated (expensive) operations

* Pressure to reduce or maintain rates

« Severe reduction in grants and subsidies form State and Federal Government

My personal experience is that Councils are always looking for ways to reduce expense or be
more efficient and productive with limited (albeit extensive human and physical) resources.




What other methods can LGs use to reduce expense? LGAQ

AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
EEEEEEEEEEEE

The process taken by a Council in determining the rate in the dollar of land value firstly requires the
Council to decide the cost of services and capital works to be provided in the budget year.

Councils continually review the way they deliver services (and what services that are appropriate for
the council area) to ensure the principle of “b) sustainable development and management of assets
and infrastructure, and delivery of effective services”is met.

Then the Council determines what income it will receive from other sources like government grants
and fees and charges etc. from council activities.

Finally the costs not met by those other sources have to be levied equitably over the ratepayers.

Council has to decide “equitability” for ratepayers and uses the land valuation of each property, and
the rating tools to spread those costs either across the whole area, using differential general rates and
separate rates or charges OR, where only a definable part of the area will benefit, to those defined
areas, using special rates and charges.




What other methods can LGs use to reduce expense? LG

AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
EEEEEEEEEEEE

Council will use several statutory documentsto < 10 year Financial Plan/forecast — a

decide what services, operations, maintenance sophisticated model of Council’s finances
and infrastructure will be provided to its through which scenarios can be modelled to
community: ensure today’s decisions will not adversely

impact future financial sustainability
« Corporate Plan — 5 year plan developed,

usually with engagement of the community « Asset Management Plan — a sophisticated

about its vision for standards of services and record and management tool for the
ability to pay. substantial, valuable and extensive assets
under council’s control — used to ensure
» Operational Plan — 1 year plan of what council ~ council plans for replacement at the right time.

intends to do to implement the Corporate Plan

« Budget — 1 year plan to provide funds
necessary to implement the Operational Plan

e
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What other methods can LGs use to reduce expense? LG

Council’s develop these documents and tools to help them decide the extent of services and
infrastructure to be provided to its community — and ensure that doing so will be sustainable
in the long term — for future generations of community ratepayers and residents.

Each year, careful effort and diligence is applied to the Operational Plan and Budget
development — and local government has a proud and long record of continually delivering
essential services to their communities, efficiently and cost effectively — and responding
flexibly to changes in society, technology and available resources.

Effective councils will continuously engage with and listen to their communities — revisiting
“needs, wants and essentials” of service delivery.

Redland City Council’s Citizen Jury is a great example of a Council engaging and listening to
its community!

e
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Redland City Council Special
Charges Review

Questions?



Why used revetment walls
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Why used revetment walls
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flow/waterway out of equilibrium to start with
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= artificial waterways
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Canals and revetment walls

* shapes (plan and section)

* require stabilisation

* properties neither gain nor loss area
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Canals and revetment walls Prorerty REvETMENT WAL
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Revetment wall forces Proverry REVETMENT WALL

arEIECEEEE ~EESEIRANA RN
“static” Forces - SelL ,
soil, canal water, ground water ANIEEORTER o
(potentially changing over time with SR AL~y Ny e —
sea level rise and climate change) e e _e?  CANAL & %

“dynamic” Forces
wind waves, vessel waves, tidal currents, rainfall flood currents,
storm surge currents, ...

“Secondary” Forces
pools, trees, vegetation, pontoons, light structures

“Feedback’ Forces
toe erosion, ground water build up, isolated failures



Revetment wall best type...

— Riverbank top level

Revetment
crest level Design flood level —

RORRLR

Berm (where required) =

Normal water level —

Cover layer or BN
armour layer

Low water level —
Granular under
layer or filter

Estimated maximum toe erosion
scour depth



Revetment wall best type bring in aesthetics and developable land...
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Revetment wall construction...

Best practice
Geotechnical investigation — spatial soil strength information
Specify spatial compaction when required
Revetment wall design varies spatially with soil strength

If working 1n fill or reclaimed land
Foundations located below fill and into proven dense and stable soil

For example, drive the pile well into material below fill

Fill -

EESNELRE i CANAL.
-+ Existingsoil . . .



Revetment wall construction...

Best practice
Geotechnical investigation — spatial soil strength information
Specify spatial compaction when required
Revetment wall design varies spatially with soil strength

If working 1n fill or reclaimed land
Foundations located below fill and into proven density and stable soil

Reclaimed land built by hydraulic placement of sand
generally high density
strength and density confirmed by measurements



River mouth within Moreton Bay

Sediment in Moreton Bay from catchment, transported during rainfall floods

Wind waves and tidal currents keep this material available for transport

Tidal currents into river/estuaries/canals transports the finer fraction

If the waterway area 1s narrow enough to limit wind wave generation, material settles out

Accumulation occurs 1f rainfall flood current are not large enough to transport material
back into Moreton Bay
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AQUATIC BUSINESS CASE

WILL DRAW TOGETHER EARLIER FIGURES

BENEFITS

LESS COSTS

EQUALS SURPLUS OR NET BENEFIT
NORMALLY WOULD DO FOR MANY YEARS
WILL USE AVERAGES CALCULATED EARLIER
DO FOR REDLAND SHIRE AS PER DICK WOOD (SHIRE CHAIRMAN)
DISCUSS BENEFITS AND COSTS
THEN PUT THE FIGURES TOGETHER
THIS IS THE RIGHT PROCESS

o THE FIGURES CAN BE IMPROVED



DICK WOOD’S AQUATIC BUSINESS CASE - NO LEVY
GENERAL

- DRAIN THE LOW LYING FARM LAND
- FLOOD MITIGATION INFRASTRUCTURE FREE TO REDLANDS SHIRE

ANNUAL BENEFITS

- SAVE FLOOD DAMAGE REPAIRS
- EXTRA RATES FROM

- AQUATIC

- SURROUNDING AREAS

- NEW UPSTREAM ESTATES

- PUBLIC USE OF AQUATIC PARKS/CANALS
- PUBLIC USE OF MORETON BAY CHANNELS, ETC.
- OTHER



DICK WOOD’S AQUATIC BUSINESS CASE — NO LEVY

CAPITAL COST

- HIGH - BUT PAID BY ALL AQUATIC RESIDENTS
- FREE TO REDLANDS SHIRE

ANNUAL COSTS

- DREDGING ETC. OF CANALS AND CHANNELS
- MAINTENANCE OF REVETMENT WALLS
- MAINTENANCE OF ROADS/PARKS, ETC.

NET BENEFIT



DICK WOOD’S AQUATIC BUSINESS CASE (Draft)

ANNUAL BENEFITS $000 S000
- SAVE FLOOD DAMAGE REPAIR 200
- EXTRA RATES
o AQUATIC - 853
o SURROUNDING AREAS 100
o UPSTREAM ESTATES 1,000
- PUBLIC USE OF AQUATIC PARKS AND WATERWAYS 100
- PUBLIC USE OF MORETON BAY CHANNELS ETC. 50
- OTHER - 2,303
ANNUAL COSTS
- CANAL DREDGING ETC. 442
- REVETMENT WALL REPAIRS 0
- ROAD & OTHER MAINTENANCE 200
- OTHER - 642
ANNUAL NET BENEFIT 1,661k

OVER 25 YEARS = $41M



SUGGESTED OUTCOMES

-ABOLISH THE CANAL LEVY

-“UNFREEZE” CURRENT AQUATIC RESERVE $774K

-RCC TO REDUCE COST OF MUD INTO/OUT OF CANALS

-RCC TO SEEK $SS FROM STATE GOVT. FOR BAY SILT COSTS
-ANY EXTRA MONIES TO BE RAISED FROM BROAD RATE BASE
-NO NEW RATE CATEGORY TO REPLACE LEVY

-PANEL TO QUERY - “PROBLEM”/PROCESS/LACK OF $SS INFO
-RCC SENIOR CULTURE — LOSING TRUST OF GOOD RESIDENTS



RECAP

YOU NOW KNOW:

EACH ESTATE IS DIFFERENT

NEED TO LOOK AT EACH NOT THE TOTAL

AQUATIC $’s ARE REALLY ABOUT FREE FLOOD MITIGATION TO RCC
NEW STORM WATER PIPES — NEW ESTATES — EXTRA RATES

EXTRA AQUATIC RATES MORE THAN PAY FOR THE DREDGING

IT IS NOT OUR MUD-WE SHOULD NOT BE CHARGED TO REMOVE IT
NO BASIS FOR CANAL LEVY—ALL “SPECIAL BENEFITS” IN SITE VALUE
HOW TO DO A BUSINESS CASE

THE RCC FIGURES — WRONG AND MISLEADING

THANK YOU FOR LISTENING, WE HOPE WE HAVE HELPED YOU
ANY QUESTIONS ?



Transfers to Reserve

Transfers from

Reserve
Year Opening Balance Can:tl]:rzzclal Co(r:n:)rlijl?:tlilon Interest Income | General Rate Other Expenditure Closing Balance
Note: There was only one reserve for hoth Raby Bay & Aquatic Paradise Canals prior to 1995/9
1995/1996 $357,989.60 $128,009.71 $0.00 $20,211.08 $15,679.88 $490,530.51
1996/1997 $490,530.51 $136,957.60 $0.00 $26,798.00 $10,335.59 $643,950.52
1997/1998 $643,950.52 $136,959.94 $0.00 $33,993.00 $29,608.52 $785,294.94
1998/1999 $785,294.94 $179,759.85 $0.00 $40,923.14 $111,964.50 $894,013.43
* 1999/2000 $894,013.43 $226,833.71 $0.00 $7,398.04 $105,551.98 $1,233,797.16 $0.00
2000/2001 $0.00 $249,083.94 $0.00 $6,854.68 $54,070.42 $201,868.20
2001/2002 $201,868.20 $259,795.44 $0.00 $13,650.27 $32,679.04 $442,634.87
2002/2003 $442,634.87 $259,796.00 $0.00 $29,033.89 $35,053.99 $696,410.77
2003/2004 $696,410.77 $253,076.40 $28,119.60 $42,806.05 $23,467.17 $996,945.65
2004/2005 $996,945.65 $263,776.40 $0.00 $63,140.62 $34,331.91 $1,289,530.76
2005/2006 $1,289,530.76 $274,476.40 $30,497.40 $81,930.80 $49,657.10 $1,626,778.26
2006/2007 $1,626,778.26 $291,601.34 $32,400.18 $110,787.67 $31,497.06 $2,030,070.39
2007/2008 $2,030,070.39 $303,255.44 $33,695.04 $135,342.78 $106,545.21 $2,395,818.44
i 2008/2009 $2,395,818.44 $327,608.32 $36,400.92 $143,232.81 $335,684.08 $3,238,744.57 $0.00
2009/2010 $0.00 $431,913.04 $47,990.34 $1,628.08 $377,058.25 $104,473.21
2010/2011 $104,473.21 $460,040.00 $51,115.56 $22,494.67 $72,157.75 $565,965.69
2011/2012 $565,965.69 $20,905.44 $158,283.00 $24,606.58 $362,344.45 $32,991.22 $1,099,113.94
W 2012/2013 $1,099,113.94 $21,846.24 $126,982.68 $50,941.61 $274,443.00 $45,330.73 $59,043.09 $1,559,615.11
2013/2014 $1,559,615.11 $434,602.64 $186,258.28 $49,098.17 $66,911.18 $2,162,663.02
2014/2015 $2,162,663.02 $587,614.64 $251,834.84 $59,697.51 $227,674.97 $2,834,135.04
2015/2016 $2,834,135.04 $595,091.84 $255,039.38 $60,008.81 $58,890.47 $3,685,384.60
2016/2017 $3,685,384.60 $446,636.22 $191,415.54 $41,193.68 $1,781,105.53 $2,583,524 .51
(to PY)

Due fo insufficient funds in Reserve, expenditure of $105,552 was funded by a loan from RSC and repaid over 6 years.
Due to insufficient funds in Reserve, expenditure of $335,684.08 was funded by a loan from RCC and repaid in the 2009/10 financial year.
Amount of $45,330.73 reimbursed to the reserve for a prior year expenditure adjustment.

in 2011/12 Council resolved to create an additional 2 Aquatic Paradise reserves and deplete and close the balance of the Aquatic Paradise Canal reserve.
in 2013/14 Council resolved to re-instate the Aquatic Paradise Canal reserve and close and transfer the funds from the other 2 Aquatic Paradise reserves.

Note: Transfers from reserve are done up to the $ value identified in the adopted budget.
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ABOUT THIS ISSUE

A bumper issue this time as there’s so much to tell you! RCC has done the ‘right thing’ for Raby Bay
- atepayers with the coming rate refunds — but at what cost!

RCC’s actions causing extreme concern — RCC Planners have given up! We must get them back to work! If
hazardous, unsafe development is allowed the result will be high unplanned costs, legal fights and inability to
properly look after the wall. RCC has even suggested handing over responsibility for fixing the wall to individual
landowners!

It’s time that all of us who are directly affected had an actual say in how and when our money is being spent.
Please phone or email to let us know your views, or better still come along to our next meeting below!

AN RCC CAUSED DEBACLE

Six years ago, Redland City Council made a monumental mistake when developing its Implementation Plan
for the Raby Bay canals. These are strictly regulated because they give Councils power to force some
ratepayers to pay special charges over and above everyone else.

And there is evidence that RCC officers and the then Mayor and Councillors knew about this mistake when
+he Implementation Plan was approved! Either that or they messed up both the old and the new Plan!

Minutes: Meeting April 2011 between CEO and General Manager Corporate Services with canal and lake
representatives. Minutes distributed to Mayor and all Councillors.

“The current special levy appears to be non-compliant and council may need to abandon special charges, This
may result in the accumulated funds that are held in trust being paid back to rate payers...”

EL 0 () e ) - (-

Observing the 9 metre rule? How would this wall ever be repaired?

e af de Base
Uhtllians Steect, (Hleveland ou Wonday 80 Hosember at 7:30 pon
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Oops' RCC _forgot about the wall & amemty! 00ps' RCC forgot this wall already needs repmr'

Yet RCC went ahead! And weathered years of unrelentmg attacks from this Assomatlon accusing it of
_collecting money illegally! Appeals to prominent lawyers, to the Queensland Ombudsman, to the Minister
were all to no avail — all declared that Council was doing the right thing.

Suddenfy, after a couple of years of beavering away and raising question after question we’ve been told that
RCC did make a mistake and was cancelling the Plan. Surprise surprise!

When you make a mistake that has affected someone else, what’s the right thing to do? Silly question! Of cours..,
you go to those who have suffered, sit down, apologize and together agree on how to make amends.

But, oh dear — not the Redland City Council! They are far too important for that! So, they called in expensive
lawyers and accountants to work out a plan. And a very complicated one at that! It’s taken BDO and the lawyers
six months of work to produce some forty pages of calculations to tell RCC how to refund the money!

And the cost of employing those high priced city lawyers and accountants? We doubt there will be much change
from a million dollars of ratepayers’ money! Had they condescended to actually talk to canal ratepayers and
their representatlves they could have worked out a better deal and saved all those costs!

Redland City Bulletin calls it a "SNAFU" — Situation Normal. All F......... Up!

Our working group members try to
ensure works are started and
~ completed on time and on budget but
are we going 1 step forward and 2
steps back? Start dates postponed,
jobs delayed! And recent inspections
produced moxre surprlses'
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RcC PLANNING - A MucH BIGGER snaru:

This piece contains some well-deserved criticism of RCC. It is about recent building construction.

It’s directed solely at RCC and certainly NOT at associated owners, architects and engineers who have acted
properly in their own best interests and in accordance with the law. It’s not their fault that RCC has thrown away

__the rule book!

We’ve been talking to RCC about construction in Raby Bay that goes against original requirements about
setbacks from the revetment wall.

Some of these walls have been constructed on uncompacted clay and have a bad habit of moving around.
Resulting in much anxiety and expensive remediation!

On payment of a bond from the developers RCC agreed to take over this task. RCC has been doing this for the
past twenty odd years and passing on the bulk of the cost to Raby Bay ratepayers.

The original covenants contained strict rules prohibiting major structures from being built closer than NINE
~ (9) metres from the revetment wall. RCC continued these rules with its own Waterfront Structures Policy. But
1e 2006 rewritten Policy had drafting errors making in unenforceable.

Eventually — after nine years — this problem was fixed when the current Canal and Lakeside Structures Overlay
was introduced.

But RCC assessing officers have been ignoring the amenity rules and overlooking the need to ensure that the
revetment wall is clear of other structures. Some twenty years of looking after these walls must have given
Council some idea that large excavators and other machinery need space to operate — but that’s not the province
of the assessing officers and they don’t talk fo the engineers!

Recently we found that a massive new home is being built too close to the wall and has a deck actually
overhanging it. This very same wall has failed and is slated for well over half a million dollars’ worth of

remediation work!
We complained to RCC. The response from the Group Manager:

"The Council policy and assessment criteria for development in proximity to revetment walls is established by the
~«anal and Lakeside Overlay Code in the Redlands Planning Scheme ..... referral to the Marine Infrastructure
Group was nol required if the development is in accordance with the planning scheme as noted previously."

That’s worthy of “Yes, Minister”! Never mind that massive construction is occurring with Council’s full
knowledge over a wall needing remediation. If the rules allow it — nothing else matters!

At the time he didn’t bother to tell us that the Planning and Lakeside Overlay Code was to be consigned fo
history!

Massive structures are being built right up against the wall. The additional cost to remediate, which could involve
demolition and reconstruction, ignored. The need for adequate setbacks ignored. Amenity rules overlooked.
Massive future costs left for others to worry about.

We recently had a meeting with the senior officers of the Planning and Assessment Group. We put all our
worries and concerns to them. We had a long conversation about the need to strengthen the rules in the Overlay
to ensure that adequate space is available for machinery to work on the wall, to ensure that amenity rules are
obeyed, to ensure that adequate setbacks are enforced and massive structures are not allowed.
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The result? As the meeting was concluding, David Jeanes, the Group Manager, informed us that the Canal
and Lakeside Structures Overlay is to be withdrawn. That Raby Bay lots are to be zoned Low Density
Residential - similar to the bulk of other lots in the City. That the new City Plan will contain an ‘Editor’s Note’
advising the need to obtain an engineer’s certificate.

Great! No more headaches for RCC staff! They can just tick off everything that’s put to them!

The excuse? Building structures are regulated under the State Building Code so there is no need to include
rules in the City Plan! But there are no rules in the State Building Code about building on canal front
properties! So, the situation now stands that .................

THIS IS VERY SERIOUS, AND WE NEED TO FIGHT IT RIGHT NOW!

° RCC is correcting the errors in its rules and their administrative failures by tearing up the rule book!

® We can expect huge problems in the future. These massive structures will need partial demolition to fix
wall problems. Who will pay for that?

e  Already there is an example of movement in a swimming pool following revetment wall remediation
nearby - it will be a lawyers’ picnic to determine who is responsible. If Council’s present attitude

persists we can expect much more of this in the years to come and we the ratepayers will have to foot
the bill!

L Throughout the Raby Bay estate there is continuing need to rebuild the rock armour as these rocks are
just sitting there and they tend to slip. It seems our Council has given no thought to how it can do this
when people are allowed to build decks over the rocks let alone how they can remediate the wall if this
becomes necessary.

RCC kas spurned its responsibility to professionally oversee structures on Raby Bay
It wants out!

Assessing these as building, not planning applications nicely transfers responsibility
| from RCC to the Statel

®But the State Building Code contains no rules about canal front properties!
Anything goes!
' Massive costs will be incurred in the futurel

Let's not even worry about wall stability or amenity — anything goes!!
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IT’S TIME FOR A CHANGE!

YES, IT’S TIME: to overcome the mistakes of the past, it’s time to forget about the sensibilities of our Mayor,
our Councillors and the legions of Council bureaucrats who make decisions without knowing what’s really

going on!

YES, IT’S TIME: to let go of the angry criticism of Council employees who must accept it with a smile and cannot
answer back! Who then fall back into the bureaucratic practices of non-answers and obscurantism.

YES, IT’S TIME: to set up a new organisation that is directly accountable to those who are actually paying the
bills. An organisation that will not be bound by the excessive protocols and red tape of local government. An

organisation which will concentrate on competence and value for money, which will not spend upwards of a
million dollars to avoid talking to people. .

YES, IT’S TIME: Our residents are sick and tired of the delays and over budgeting, of paying levies and waiting
for years for the work to be done, of reporting wall movements and similar problems and waiting years for
Council to get around to doing something. Of receiving high cost consultants' advice about better ways of
doing things and waiting four years for action!

ES, IT’S TIME: Our residents are sick and tired of paying huge costs for overseeing straight forward contracts,
either by Council’s Project Delivery Group or by outside consultants who are more interested in collecting

excessive fees for contract variations than actually getting the job done!

YES, IT°S TIME: In getting any action through the Council we have to deal with endless departments and
managers who seldom communicate with each other for a fear of losing control of their empires.

= Organisational Services Department
- Financial Sewicéé Del;ﬁ;'tﬁé.llf |

= City Planning and Assessment Group
- General Counsel Department

- Chief Executive Officer

= Mayor's Office

= Councillors Office

= Project Delivery Group - Infrastructure and Operations Department

= City Infrastructure Group - Infrastructure and Operations Department
u Communications, Engagement and Tourism Group

So, we strongly put a proposition to Council to establish a new corporation that would be specifically
responsible for the management of the Raby Bay canals with its own engineering manager and office. The
response?

Council: “We’ll set up a Community Consultation!”

RPRA: "And who will run this?"

Council: "Why Council’s Communications, Engagement and Tourism Group of course!” P5



Now this Council depaﬁment is full of lovely people and experts in their field of public relations, but they .
know nothing about engineering, finance, corporation law and all the facets of how best to operate the vital
task of competent management of the canals and revetments.

And we asked further: Why involve the total Redlands community with another costly and needless survey
when only Raby Bay residents pay the canal levy? The response to this reasonable question?

Council: “We were told that "you wanted more money so we have to consult the entire community!”

It’s not more money we want! It’s the need for economy and efficiency and getting the jobs managed and done
quickly which is something RCC simply have not been able do and which could actually save the Council some
money. It is their endless layers of bureaucratic administration, of too many departments who just don’t want
to talk to each other.

RBRPA'’s involvement in the RCC’s Technical Working Group has seen many improvements with direct
communication with the staff who actually maintain and repair the canals. We see this new corporation as a
joint responsibility between the elected Councillors, Council staff and those who are actually paying, you the
Raby Bay Ratepayers. '

YES, IT’S TIME: For you, the ratepayers who are directly affected
to have a say in how and when your money is being spent.

IT’S TIME FOR A CHANGE!

Can you just imagine the consequences if this massive home that is almost
on top of the revetment wall were to fail in some way in the future?

J..... AND WHO WILL HAVE TO PAY FOR THE REBUILD?

RABY BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION INC.

President: N
|
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20 January, 2018

Rahy Bay Ratepayers Association Inc.

President:
Secretary:

Information to the Participants of the Community Consultation -

Citizen Advisory Panel

The Raby Bay Ratepayers Association (RBRA) is a voluntary organization that was established to be
the RCC recognized Association to represent the residents and ratepayers on the Raby Bay canal
estate. Following the initial advisory panel meeting in December, the RBRA became aware that a
lot of the information being supplied by the Redlands City Council (RCC) to the general public and
panel participants was very selective in that it specifically refers to the 2017/18 financial year only
which is totally unrepresentative of the previous 22 year history of canal repairs and maintenance.
The following information is based on historical financial data provided by the RCC for the 22 year

recorded history of the Raby Bay Canal Reserve.

The RBRA greatly appreciate the time and effort put in by the 40 member Citizen Advisory Panel in
seeking a fair and equitable solution to the future funding and management of the Redlands City

canal estates and looks forward to receiving your final recommendations and suggestions.

Redland City Council (RCC) has engaged the services of Articulous Communications to conduct the
citizen advisory panel engagement process. The RCC states that this company is 'an independent
specialist community engagement consultancy'. Articulous Communications and their appointed
Project Manager, Bernard Houston, have previously been engaged by the RCC on numerous RCC
projects and Bernard Houston was a previous employee of the RCC. The RBRA considers that because
of the close association of this company with the RCC and in particular the appointed Project

Manager, their independence and impartially cannot be guaranteed.

Raby Bay Ratepayers Assoc Page 1
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A prominent catch-phrase used by the RCC in information sheets, newspaper advertising and on their
website asks the general public “You pay, Do you Play?” Our Association considers that this
statement, is a deliberate attempt on the part of RCC to mislead the public and provoke a negative
response towards the ratepayers of the canal estates. We suggest that the RCC hopes the reader will
assume there is significant cost and little benefit to them.....These facts have been presented in a
very biased manner in an attempt to manipulate public opinion, suggesting to the public and panel
participants that the canal estates are a benefited playground only for the residents that specifically
live on them and as such this contemptuous statement unfairly discriminates against them. The real

costs and genuine benefits to the whole community are not properly communicated.

Prominently displayed for panel participants is a placard prepared by the RCC stating that each RCC
ratepayer pays $54.03 for canal works for the 2017/18 financial year. The figures quoted are very
selective and grossly misleading in that they refer specifically to the current financial year only, which
is totally unrepresentative of the previous 22 year history. In detailed financial information provided
by the RCC, in the 22 prior years all RCC ratepayers contributed a total of $4,143,912 which equates
to approximately $3.40 per property. In the previous 6 years all RCC ratepayers contributed a total
of $3,190,174 to the Raby Bay canals which equates to around $8.60 per property

— LESS THAN 2 CUPS OF COFFEE PER YEAR!

In the RCC Q&A information material supplied to the general public, the RCC asks the question 'How
much does each other Redland ratepayer contribute to canal, lake and revetment wall
maintenance each year?' The answer supplied by the RCC refers only to the 2017/18 financial year
and specifically states 'in the 17/18 financial year, works costing a total of $6,457,158 are
scheduled' and further states 'in 17/18 the cost of the works required exceeded the money raised'

The RCC has never spent this sort of money in the past and there is no likelihood of it doing so this

year. Annual expenditure on the Raby Bay canals has averaged only $1.511 million over the past 7
years and on all waterways $1.9 million per year. RCC expenditure on Raby Bay canals to date in

17/18 is $1.29 million.

In the Q&A information material supplied to the general public, the RCC, in answer to the question
'Are general rates paid by canal or lake property owners higher than those paid by canal estate

ratepayers not on waterfront properties?’

Raby Bay Ratepayers Assoc Page 2
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The answer supplied states 'all other things being equal an owner of a canal, or lakefront property
might pay a higher general rate than an owner of property without canal or lake frontage". This is a
deliberate attempt on the part of RCC to cover up the facts. The RCC knows EXACTLY what the rating
differences are across all properties in Redlands. The truth is that the property valuation of a canal or
lakefront property is likely to be more than double the value of an equivalent 'dry' property in
Redlands and as such they pay approximately double the general rates of an equivalent 'dry’

property. Typically, this equates to paying about $2500/yr in additional rates compared to other

ratepayers. (This is NOT including any additional canal levies which are additional to this amount)

e Inthe Q&A information material supplied to the general public, the RCC, in answer to the question of
what proportion of walls are on public (Council) land states that '8.37% of Raby Bay walls are on
Council land'. The ‘wall’ consists of the concrete revetment wall plus the rock armour wall in front
which is not explained in the material. In the case of Raby Bay the Queensland Government/RCC

owns 100% of the rock armour wall and 8.37% of the concrete revetment walls are on RCC property.

Many of the wall failures occur under the rock armour wall which can cause the concrete wall to also
fail. Under the Queensland Coastal Protection and Management Act (CPMA) the RCC 'must maintain

and keep clean' each canal which includes cleaning, dredging and repair of the rock armour wall.

e Council has budgeted to spend S82million on capital works this year. We question why it can happily
spend this amount without public consultation but must “consult” with the wider community only on
the spending approx 2% of its budget on the canal estates which historically has predominately been
paid by the property owners in the estates. On current indications, it could spend more this year on

'community engagement' than on its contribution to actual canal repairs and maintenance!!

e The RBRA is trying very hard to work with council and the community and it is vital that ALL the facts
are properly represented. We have been denied further opportunities to present to the panel (after
being promised 3 time-slots, the invitation has been withdrawn) so we hope this information sheet is

useful to you.

Raby Bay Ratepayers Assoc Page 3



Rahy Bay Ratepayers Association Inc.

For information of Panel members

The Redland Shire Council approved the construction of Raby Bay and supervised its construction. The
Simmons Report noted that the Raby Bay Canal Estate “is unusual for a canal development in being built
predominantly in clays of potentially high reactivity” This should have put the Council and its engineers (both
employed and contracted) on notice as the need for special care both in the initial approval of the development
and subsequently in the supervision of the construction.

The Council entered the Deed at a time when it and the developer were being sued in the Supreme Court by 13
separate landowners for land subsidence. Clause 7 of the Deed specifically deals with the end of the agreement
after 5 years. The agreement was supposed to last until 27 September 2001, however the developer was wound
up and deregistered on 15 May 1999. Thereafter the Council continued the arrangement without the
participation of the developer.

Until the execution of the Deed, the payment of the bond and the commitments made by the Council in 1996,
the residents’ primary avenue of recourse for canal wall failure lay against the developer. The Deed of
Agreement set up a regime whereby the Council became the primary source of assistance, which allowed the
developer to withdraw upon completion of the estate apparently without leaving any provision for future repairs
beyond the 5 year period. It also created the understanding among residents upon which they have relied ever
since that the Council would take care of future failures. This situation has continued for 22 years, albeit with
the introduction of a canal levy in more recent years.

It can be seen that, but for this action by Council, the developer would have been held directly responsible for
repairing canal bank failures. However, by intervening in this way, Council allowed the developer to complete
the estate and deregister its Australian company during the period of the bond on 15 July 1999. The company, a
Hong Kong based corporation, was able to withdraw from Australia without leaving any further provision for
future canal bank failures.

The Association believes that the Council has made a representation of fact to the ratepayers of Raby Bay,
initially through that legal agreement under deed with the developer, Civic Projects (Raby Bay) Pty Ltd in 1996,
but thereafter, by continuing to follow the process set forth in the deed after the construction was completed and
the development company was wound up and deregistered, that it would continue to be primarily responsible
for the maintenance and repair of the canal banks and walls.

The Council, initially by words (the legal agreement under deed), and later by acts or conduct (maintaining the
process for a further 17 years to the present time after the expiration of the deed), with the intention (actual or
presumptive) and with the result of inducing the individual Raby Bay ratepayer on the faith of such
representation to alter his/her detriment, that is, to look to the relationship (if he/she purchased from the
developer) or, for subsequent purchasers, under fort law liability for negligent construction.

It would be totally unfair and perhaps contrary to law for the Council to now go back on that arrangement.

These documents were made available under RTI rules as a result of a successful appeal by the then Redland
Times when Redland Council refused to make it available.
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Raby Bay Ratepayers Association

Our Vice-President, [N and Secretary, [N, were grateful to be given the opportunity to
talk with some of you at the December Panel session. Unfortunately we missed the extra session for

newcomers as the three hour notice we were given was just too short for us.

We had been advised in writing that we would be addressing all sessions and had prepared on that basis. It
was quite a shock to be told that this wasn’t going to happen! Our members have made lifetime decisions on
the current state of affairs which may be changed despite those affected having virtually no say.

We very much appreciate the opportunity to put the rest of our presentations in a form that can be sent to Panel
members. We have been told that these will be distributed to you electronically well before the next session.

Unfortunately, as we are not allowed to be present at that session, we cannot participate in a very important
Question and Answer segment. So please email the Secretary, [ at:

P if you have any questions or need any further information.

i S S e e }: 3 3 T
One of Raby Bay’s popular Triathlon Events Dec 2017

In the accompanying pages you will find that we have been critical of some of Council’s actions and decisions.
We regret having to do this as Council officers have quite a difficult job to do. They are often criticised but
cannot answer back. But they are dealing with other people’s property and must be answerable.

Our Association has existed from the very beginning. It was there during construction and has operated
continually ever since. There is evidence that there was close cooperation between Council and the
Association in the early days. As there was until a year or so ago when contact with the Mayor and CEO
seemed to shut down. Correspondence continued of course but little else. We were concerned. Did Council
have plans afoot?

If Council persists in making decisions which have a serious impact on its citizens, and refuses to discuss them
or listen to alternative arguments it must accept the inevitable result.

Council has expended substantial ratepayer funds on legal and accounting advice, on shutting down the Plan,
on creating this Community Consultation. It has also given many of its citizens huge workloads. What for?
We suspect Council has a predetermined result in mind.

But perhaps it has inadvertently put itself on trial!
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Raby Bay Ratepayers Association

ET’S LOOK AT THE HISTOR

This is what Raby Bay was like before 1983 when construction commenced.
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Mud flats, with fringing dead coral reefs being mined for cement, a bit of ground available for a small air
strip, a railway siding and a raised road out to the shoreline, mangroves and salt pans.

Construction was undertaken in 16 stages. Lots were progressively sold as each stage was completed. The
developer was a specially formed company, Civil Projects (Raby Bay) Pty Ltd, and it was supervised and
approved by Redland Shire.

As construction proceeded, problems arose. Some canal banks slipped and walls had to be rebuilt. During
construction these were fixed by the developer. News filtered out and prospective buyers became
concerned. Our Association was established and became closely involved in discussions with Council

John Simmons, an independent and highly respected geophysicist was brought in to advise. He found the
cause and submitted his report. Much of the walls were OK but those which were in doubt would have to
wait until they actually failed. This could take many years.

But construction was near completion and the developer wanted out. Prospective buyers had to be assured
that they would not be caught with unexpected costs. News of the problems was getting out, a number of
residents had taken Supreme Court action against the developer. Things weren’t looking too good.

Council had a vested interest in seeing this magnificent project come to a successful conclusion. So, in
1996, the deal was done. The developer provided a $1.5 million bond. Council undertook to fix and pay for
all future repairs.

Initially the cost of those repairs was repaid out of the bond proceeds. When that was exhausted, Council
took what it needed from the Canal Reserve, then over the years increased the levies to pay for increasing
costs of repairs.
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MORE ON THE HISTORY

Did Council do the right thing?

Was the Redland Council’s action in accepting money from the developer and agreeing to fix the walls into
the future the right thing to do?

There was a problem that needed fixing. The money offered appeared to be generous. Council would have
no immediate unrecoverable costs. Council, no doubt, would have been very keen to see this important
project reach a happy conclusion with lots more revenue from rates. (Today, Raby Bay ratepayers pay over
$3 million yearly in general rates apart from their levies and other charges)

And, in the 22 years since then, houses and units on Raby Bay have been purchased and sold on the clear
basis that, while they had to pay an annual levy, there was never going to be a sudden unaffordable cost to
repair a failed wall. There was never going to be legal fights between neighbours because one accused the
other of causing the problem, or of legal action by the Council forcing someone to fix a wall when he can’t
afford it

In these 22 years the area has gone from a little used area of dead coral reefs, a few mangroves, salt pans and
sand hills.

And what has Council contributed? It paid nothing up front, it collects around $5,000 in rates and levies from
each Raby Bay resident — about four times what it collects from an equivalent ‘dry property’ ratepayer. Over
$5 million is collected yearly and RCC contributes around $500k annually into the Reserve Fund.

So, who is on a good thing?
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MANAGEMENT - PLANNING

Does Council comply with its existing obligations?

aby Bay Ratepayers A

A 16 page Canal and Lakeside Structures Overlay was included in the 2016 City Plan. It requires — for
structures within 9 metres from the wall:
e That buildings or structures must be supported by design certificates proving the works will not cause

any movement or damage to the wall and frontage ensuring visual amenity and aesthetics of the canal
and revetment frontage, and

e That buildings or structures maintain set back consistent with those adjoining, and
e That they not dominate or detract from the build form, waterway and landscape setting.

Let’s see — here’s some examples of recent RCC approved construction!

We complained strongly about this. We were told that the 16 page Overlay has been withdrawn and

replaced by a one paragraph “Editor’s Note”! That’s in the new Plan which has gone to the Minister for
approval.

After more complaints and representations we are now told that it is being looked at with a view to
reinstalling a stricter Overlay. Fingers crossed! In the meantime beautiful Raby Bay is being
compromised and the revetment walls put in grave danger.

How long has the problem been known to Council?

STABILITY OF CANAL BANKS JV SIMMONS

Concrete revetment wall
(exact section varies) Building
Line
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® Final filling atter construction @ Marine layer replacement Insitu older sediments. residual soils
of rockfill revetment and (sometimes, earfier stages; and HW - GW basalt flows of
concrete wall always, later stages) Tertiary age

Figure 1 : Typical Raby Bay Canal Bank Profile

This diagram is from the Simmons Report provided to Council in 1995!
In a later published article, Mr Simmons wrote:

“Slope failures have developed in many stages of the (Raby Bay) estate, after periods ranging from a few
months to several years...After detailed examination (in 1995) it became apparent that these failures had
developed in clay fill, in some cases near the interface with natural clay’”
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MANAGEMENT - PLANNING

In his 1995 report to the Council Mr Simmons recommended:

( -\H
\ \H

e Council should take steps to notify residents and developers that the site is a highly reactive clay site
9.1)

e Council should facilitate the awareness of residents about reactive clays, landscaping and moisture
changes, and steps to minimise the visual impact of ground movements on landscaping. (9.1)

e All parts of Raby Bay Canal Estate should be considered as P sites in accordance with AS 2870 (9.1)
(Note: The P classification is a “warning bell” to footing and slab designers.)

e Council must establish a data base of wall positions as a matter of urgency (9.1)

e Council should respond to loss of rock fill without delay or excessive deliberation (9.2)

e Pools and pipework connections to be properly engineered with respect to the likely fill profile and

reactive ground movements.(9.3)

We strongly doubt that Council has complied with any of these recommendations!

In his 1995 report Mr Simmons noted that

e There is a building set-back line 9m from the concrete revetment wall. Within this set-back zone
there are restrictions on development, including landscaping and swimming pool installations. The
main residence structure is not permitted within this setback zone. (8.4)

Mr Simmons accepted that this rule is satisfactory, provided that the foundations for the residential
structure have been adequately designed for each site on its merits. (8.4)

Little did he know that in later years this vital requirement would be regarded by Council with disdain!

Page5



Raby Bay Ra

FUNDING FOR CANAL MAINTENANCE
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Local Government bodies have very strong powers to collect rates, levies, fines and charges from residents.
But, in doing so, they must meticulously follow the laws and regulations which give them those powers.

Has RCC done so?

e Council’s own history chart shows the Canal Reserve existed in 1995/96, apparently funded by
levies.

e Were these levies for the revetment walls? Or just for normal canal maintenance?

e In 1988/89 Council took $693k from the Reserve to fund a shortfall of wall repair costs. (It had spent
all the money paid by the developer)

e It continued collecting levies and paying for wall repairs through the Reserve each year since.

e Inearly 2011 it decided to set up a new “Implementation Plan” following advice from the then CEO
that there were problems with the existing Plan and Council may have to refund the levies. (It made
no refunds)

e Atthe end of 2011/12 Council borrowed $4.5 million as part of a plan to “fast track a solution”
involving total borrowing of $15 million.

e That borrowing may not have been authorised by the Plan

e Over the years numerous questions were raised by this Association about apparent problems or
errors. Some were answered, some not

e In March 2017 Council cancelled the Plan without consultation with this Association or residents and
eventually refunded unspent levies to those who paid them. This was not in accord with the
legislation but was done on “legal advice.”

e Council has admitted that the Plan adopted in 2011 “contained a number of deficiencies,” and that
“they failed to provide an estimated cost for carrying out the overall plan and timeframe.”

So, we have a situation that Council, by its own admission:
e made significant errors in the Plan for these special charges in 2011, and
e made significant errors in the Plan before that, and
e probably made errors in the original Plan!

What does Council want you to do?

By mischievously suggesting that you shouldn’t have to “Pay” unless you “Play”, misrepresenting Council’s
contributions, wrongly applying that to individual ratepayers, and distributing fact sheets indicating that
some surrounding Councils require owners to repair their own walls, we can conclude that Council wants
you to vote that way. But it has failed to disclose that:

e Surrounding Council’s walls are built on sand, not uncompacted reactive clay and are sound

e Gold Coast Council provides in writing an estimate of repair costs of up to $1,600 per metre.
Experience at Raby Bay indicates repair costs of between $12,000 and $30,000 per metre!
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Redland City Council is obliged to apply fairness under its own Mission and Values Statement (be
professional and ethical) and under the Judicial Review Act (follow the rules of natural justice).

Has it done so?

e Raby Bay actually has not one, but three Plans — one to cover the marina berths, one to cover
community title (CTS) units that the last to cover housing lots. It calculates total costs and divides
those into three using a formula no one has been able to explain.

e The result is that levies for CTS units and marina berths are about half the levies for housing lots.
This smacks of a decision about “what they will accept.” Or was it just guesswork?

e CTS units, marina berths and house lots are counted and the total amount allocated to each of the
three categories divided equally amount the owners.

e But all of the waterfront restaurants, shops, offices, units, on the harbourside, and the marina berths
alongside Edgewater pay nothing! Those magnificent homes with private bayfront beaches pay
nothing for their homes but a smaller levy for their berths. Yet perhaps they enjoy the greatest
benefit!

e All levies for each category pay the same amount. That’s easy! But it omits the fact that some unit
owners actually don’t have a waterfront! Some housing lots have a 50 metre revetment wall, others
as small as 10 metres!

Complaints about this illogical and unfair treatment have been made on numerous occasions. Council
officers refuse to discuss, saying it is a “Council decision!”

Where to from here?

Council budgeted its capital expenditure for 2017/18 at $82 million. This includes $10 million to be spent
on the islands and mainland foreshore which is not subject to any levies. It is possible Council may want to
continue carving out a small minority of its residents to pay for capital works.

If there is to be a levy to maintain structures then it must apply to those who benefit. Everyone in the
Redlands benefit from our waterways to a greater or lesser extent. Look at the benefits, the bayfront
parklands with their beaches - whose very existence depends on the canals, the swimmers, the boaters, the
paddle boarders, those who fish along the banks those who enjoy the views, the atmosphere, the charter
boats, the businesses who are thriving with ever increasing customers.

In lieu of Raby Bay there could have been a massive yacht squadron as at Manly. How much better for the
town that we have the canals and the homes, the parks, the facilities and all the people living in, shopping,
financially and personally contributing to the Redlands! Would you really have preferred to have a huge
bunch of moored yachts and their absentee owners?

But how to ensure that the levy payers are treated fairly? Now, due to site valuations, they are paying
double. Then double again due to the levies.

If there is to be a levy, then it should be applied properly and fairly. Council should put more effort into

working out who benefits and take note that the charges may be different among ratepayers. (Regulation
94(12)
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By its agreement with the developer in 1996 Council took over responsibility for maintaining revetment
walls into the future. From 1999 it has been levying canal front land owners to meet most of the costs of
this work but it has retained full management responsibilities. It must carry out this work in accordance
with law and its Mission and Values Statement

on

Has it done so?
Firstly — a story of consistent delays:

e 2011/12: Budgeted to spend over $4 million for repairs at Seahaven and Seacrest Courts and Raby
Bay Boulevarde. That year it spent less than $500k!

e 2012/13: Budgeted to spend $3 million on Seahaven and Seacrest Courts which didn’t get started in
the prior year. But didn’t complete either job until the next year

e 2013/14: Budgeted to spend over $1 million on Voyagers Court but didn’t do that job until the next
year. Budgeted to spend $2 million on Mainroyal Court but didn’t finish this job until the next year

e 2014/15: Budgeted to spend $3 million on Beaufort Court but didn’t start that job until the next year.

e 2015/16: Completed the Beaufort Court job

e 2016/17: Budgeted to spend $1 million on Seacrest Court and Marram Court but didn’t start either
job. Also budgeted to spend $1 million on new repair trials which was well under way by end of the
year.

When there are significant delays in repairing failed walls there are grave
possibilities of this causing failures in adjacent walls and multiplying the problem.

Secondly — an example of inexcusable delays for cost saving processes:

Key Recommendations \) Key Benefit \)

« Existing use of Screw Piles appears to be an 7 G_rOl:'t. injeCtion. is estimated to offer
overdesign significant savings

+ Grout Injection into uncompacted fill is suggested
as an alternative (3m at 1m spacing)

* Test sites identified, built and instrumented

* Early estimates indicate that this
could be less than 10% of current

. repairs
* Monitor sites for movement with regular laser

scanning surveys * Total Quantum yet to be calculated

These are power point slides presented to an RBRA meeting by RCC Marine Department on 8 October
2012. This work was eventually started in 2016 — four years later!

Thirdly — spending substantial sums on consultants’ reports and recommendations but failing to
follow them.

e There is little evidence available to show that Council has properly followed the recommendations
provided by consultants.

e The 9 metre setback initiated by the developers and approved by Council’s independent expert has
been virtually ignored.

¢ Planning Unit approved construction of a substantial building too close to a failing wall and with an
overhanging deck. On complaint we received a typical ‘Yes!’
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Raby Bay Ratepayers Association

Minister’ response — “Council procedures were followed...the applicant demonstrated compliance
with the code...the application did not need to be referred to the Marine Unit.”

Note: Council has since advised verbally that there will be communication between Marine and
Planning Units in future but we have no written assurance of that!

Fourthly — while RBRA is represented on the Technical Working Group and there is a good
relationship and a little influence, there is no control over Planning decisions, nor over the calling of
tenders nor the appointment of contractors. This relatively small operation is hamstrung by too many
bureaucratic procedures and oversight by senior officers without relevant experience.

Efficiency and economy is sadly lacking. This can only be achieved for an enterprise involving
specialised tasks by the appointment of a separate corporation or Council unit under governance by
those with appropriate experience and knowledge.

It is unfortunate indeed that Council is experiencing rapid turnover of senior officers. There can be
no proper oversight of a specialised marine unit by people lacking knowledge and experience.

Marine unit staff have a difficult job to do but they are constrained. Very few people on Council’s staff
have the knowledge or experience needed to successfully operate a specialised marine engineering unit,
perhaps none of the newly appointed senior staff. It is imperative that this fact be acknowledged and a
separate corporation or unit be established and appropriately governed to ensure the litany of past errors
and delays is ended.
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Updating residents of Aquatic Paradise on issues relating to canals

You pay - have your say

Redland City Council maintains the Aquatic Paradise and Raby Bay canals and the Sovereign Waters lake. Activities
include dredging the waterways so they remain navigable and repairing the revetment walls. Those who own canal
or lake waterfront property pay the most for maintenance but all ratepayers contribute to some degree through

general rates.

Council is undertaking citywide community engagement to find the best way to fund and manage the maintenance
required for our city’s canals and lake, and wants to hear from you. A survey on the use of the canals and lake
waterways and parks is available online at yoursay.redland.qld.gov.au/canal-and-lake-waterways

Funding and managing our canal and lake estates into the future

Redland City Council’'s community consultation on the
funding and maintenance of the city’s canal and lake
waterways and revetment walls is proceeding well.

Ratepayer association meetings

A series of meetings with canal and lake ratepayer
associations, or ratepayers where no association exists, is
well under way. Ratepayers from our city’s canal and lake
estates, and their representatives, have been involved in
meetings with the consultants, Articulous Communications.
At the conclusion of the consultation process, a report

on the outcomes of these meetings will be presented

to Council as it decides how the city’s canals and lake
infrastructure will be funded and managed into the future.

Citizens’ Advisory Panel

A mini representation of the Redlands, the Citizens’
Advisory Panel will present to Council a report of its
suggestions on ways to fund and manage the maintenance
activities at our canals and lake estates. The panel does not
have a decision-making role. Rather, the panel is acting in
an advisory capacity, with meetings staged over a period
of time, giving panel members the time and information
they need to become familiar with the history and issues of
this complex matter. Following the panel process, market
research will be undertaken to test the panel’s suggestions
against the wider community. This will be conducted

by an independent, specialist market research firm and

the findings, along with the Citizens’ Advisory Panel’s
outcomes, will be made available in a public report.

The first meeting of the Citizens’ Advisory Panel on the
funding and management of Redlands’ canals and lake
estates was held on Saturday, December 2 and the second
meeting on Saturday, January 20. Panellists have heard
from canal residents, Council officers, engineering and
legal experts, as well as a representative from the Local
Government Association of Queensland. They also took

a bus tour of the canal and lake estates.

For more information visit Council’s website:
www.redland.qld.gov.au

Not all panel members were able to attend the first
meeting, so another meeting to adequately inform the
extra members was held on Friday, January 19. The panel
members at that meeting received the same presentations
as those at the meeting on December 2, with the exception
of the bus tour. However, they viewed drone footage of

the canal and lake estates, with an explanation of Council’s
maintenance activities given by a Council officer. The drone
footage can be viewed on Council’s website at:
yoursay.redland.qld.gov.au/canal-and-lake-waterways

The consultation’s timeframe allows for the sharing of

key ideas and outcomes with the wider community -

a process that Council is committed to. Council has not yet
made a decision on how the canal and lake waterways will
be funded and maintained into the future. As part of the
decision-making process, Council will receive reports on
the outcomes of the Citizens’ Advisory Panel deliberations,
the ratepayer and ratepayer association meetings and

the wider community consultation, including the market
research.

For further information on the community consultation,
and answers to questions about the Citizens’ Advisory
Panel process, visit yoursay.redland.qld.gov.au/
canal-and-lake-waterways

Citywide engagement

As Council is committed to holding a citywide conversation
about the funding and maintenance of the city’s canal and
lake estates, opportunities to access further information
are being provided to all community members. A series of
pop-up stands has been held in shopping centres across
the city and, in addition to information available online,
Council is also holding information displays at the following
locations:

¢ Victoria Point Library - February 12 to 16
e Capalaba Library - February 19 to 23

Redland
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Maintenance activities

The 2017-18 stage of the dredging has been successfully
completed and is finished for this financial year. The next
stage of the dredging is estimated to start early in the
2018-19 financial year. Minor revetment wall maintenance
at two properties in the estate has recently been
completed. A revetment wall rock restacking program
is currently being developed and is scheduled to soon
go out for tender.

Siltation

In regard to questions from the community about
siltation at Aquatic Paradise, a study carried out in 2011
as part of the canal management plan found that siltation
within the Agquatic Paradise Canal Estate and entrance
channel, from 2000 to 2011, came from two main sources:

» Waterloo Bay (approximately 10,157m3/annum,
or 99.6 per cent v/v long-term average).

¢ The stormwater outlets, including Tarradarrapin
Creek (approximately 43m3/annum, or 0.4 per cent
v/v long-term average).

The outlets of Tarradarrapin Creek, and other stormwater
sources in the canals, are dredged by Council separate
to the special charge account in recognition of the
probable source of this sedimentation. The cost of this

is borne by all residents in the city as it comes out of

the general rate. The siltation study can be found on
Council's website at: yoursay.redland.qld.gov.au/canal-
and-lake-waterways

For more information visit Council’s website:
www.redland.qgld.gov.au

Special charges

In the ongoing consultation, Council has been asked
about the special charges levied to owners of canal and
lakefront properties. Section 94 of the Local Government
Regulation 2012 allows councils to make and levy a
special charge on rateable land identified as enjoying
special benefit to fund the maintenance, construction or
renewal of that benefit. This regulation allows Council to
collect money to pay for the significant works required
to maintain the canal and lake walls and waterways,

from those who get a special benefit from them. Special
charges are not unique to the Redlands - other councils
also levy them - and, in Redland City, they are not unique
to canal and lakefront properties.

Further explanation of general rates for canal and lake
waterfront properties and the special charge is available
in the Q&A documents online at yoursay.redland.qld.
gov.au/canal-and-lake-waterways

Canal and lake refunds

Council announced in March last year it would refund
unspent monies levied for canal and lake maintenance
and repairs from July 1, 2011 to March 31, 2017.

Refunds commenced to current and former property
owners in October 2017.

At the end of November 2017 Council had processed
more than 94 per cent of the refunds. Further
information and a list of properties to which outstanding
refunds apply can be found at yoursay.redland.qld.
gov.au/canal-and-lake-waterways
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Updating residents of Aquatic Paradise on issues relating to canals

Canal and lake refunds Have your say

A public meeting was held on

20 November 2017 at the Redland
Performing Arts Centre, where BDO,
the accounting company appointed
to calculate and manage the refund,
answered residents’ guestions in
relation to refunds.

Reserve fund balances, calculation
methodology and the refund
process itself were some of the
topics discussed, to clarify how the
canal and lake levy refunds were
calculated.

Questions asked included queries
about the interest paid back to
property owners and the link
between the reserve balances and
refund project.

BDO representatives and Council
officers talked through the approach
taken, explained how the refunds
were generated and referred to the
range of material on the website
where all community members can
review the process.

The distinction between the reserves

and the refund project was explained.

In some years Council spent more
than was raised through the levies in
that year, while in other years Council
spent less. Based on Council’s

On 20 November, residents asked their
refund queries of Council and BDO.

external legal and financial advice,
Council refunded the unspent special
charges.

Attendees also heard how Council
chose to apply interest to the refund
amounts that was significantly higher
than the interest revenue earned

by Council and transferred to the
reserve over the six financial years,
and higher than<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>