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MINUTES 
 

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE BUSSELTON CITY COUNCIL HELD IN COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, SOUTHERN DRIVE, BUSSELTON, ON 9 MARCH 2022 AT 5.30PM. 

 

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING / ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY / ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
OF VISITORS / DISCLAIMER / NOTICE OF RECORDING OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Presiding Member opened the meeting at 5.30pm. 
 
The Presiding Member noted this meeting is held on the lands of the Wadandi people and 
acknowledged them as Traditional Owners, paying respect to their Elders, past and present, 
and Aboriginal Elders of other communities who may be present. 
 

2. ATTENDANCE  

Presiding Member: Members: 
 

Cr Grant Henley Mayor Cr Paul Carter Deputy Mayor 
Cr Sue Riccelli 
Cr Kate Cox 
Cr Anne Ryan 
Cr Phill Cronin 
Cr Jodie Richards 
Cr Mikayla Love 

 
Officers: 
 
Mr Mike Archer, Chief Executive Officer 
Mr Oliver Darby, Director, Engineering and Works Services 
Mrs Naomi Searle, Director, Community and Commercial Services  
Mr Tony Nottle, Director, Finance and Corporate Services 
Ms Lee Reddell, Manager, Development Services  
Mrs Emma Heys, Governance Coordinator 
Ms Jo Barrett-Lennard, Governance Officer 
 
 
Apologies: 
 
Cr Ross Paine 
 
 
Approved Leave of Absence: 
 
Nil 
 
 
Media: 
 
“Busselton-Dunsborough Times” 
 

 



Council 4 9 March 2022  

 

Public: 
 
28 
 

3. PRAYER 

 
The prayer was delivered by Pastor Tony Peak of Abundant Life Centre.  
 
 

4. APPLICATION FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE   

 
Nil  
 
 

5. DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS  

 
Nil 
 
 

6. ANNOUNCEMENTS WITHOUT DISCUSSION 

Announcements by the Presiding Member  
 
Nil  
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7. QUESTION TIME FOR PUBLIC 

Prior to the Public Question Time commencing the Mayor advised that the questions taken 
on notice at the previous meeting had been circulated and would be tabled in the minutes. 

Response to Previous Questions Taken on Notice 
 
The following questions were taken on notice by the Council at the 23 February 2022 
Ordinary Council meeting 
 

7.1 Mr Gordon Bleechmore 
 

Question 
Why has the city has taken to grading the beach access carpark at Wonnerup over the last 
six months every week but apparently taking no action to protect the work, and is there 
plans to seal the carpark soon? 
 
Response to question taken on notice 
(Mr Oliver Darby, Director Engineering Works and Services)  
The primary reason for maintenance in this area is to provide boat ramp access this is done 
on a weekly basis in the high boating season. When on site officers will inspect the adjacent 
car park to grade as necessary avoiding a second visit. The toilet block car park is listed in 
the Cities forward capital works program for sealing in the 2024/25 financial year. The 
Coastal node upgrade including sealing the main car park is listed for construction in the 
2027/28 financial year. These programs are subject to change and the Councils 
endorsement through the Long Term financial plan and ongoing budget adoption.   
 
Question 
Why is the City grading that carpark every week? 
 
Response 
(Mr Oliver Darby, Director Engineering Works and Services) 
The primary reason for maintenance in this area is to provide boat ramp access this is done 
on a weekly basis in the high boating season. When on site officers will inspect the adjacent 
car park to grade as necessary avoiding a second visit. 
 
Question 
Some of the geo-fabric groins at Wonnerup Beach have been removed possibly by vehicles 
driving over them.   What is the City going to do to rectify this?  
 
Response  
(Mr Oliver Darby, Director Engineering Works and Services) 
Officers have visited the site and noted that on the most eastern groyne two Geosynthetic 
sand containers have been damaged and are no longer in place. These bags will be replaced 
as soon as practicable.  
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Question 
At the Wonnerup Beach Access carpark there has been cameras placed near the toilet block 
but don’t appear to take vision of the car park, what is the purpose of the cameras? 
 
Response  
(Mr Tony Nottle, Director Finance and Corporate Services) 
The cameras installed assist both the City and the WA Police with a range of measures 
including visual security, asset protection and general monitoring. These cameras are part 
of the City’s wider CCTV network across the district. 
 

7.2 Mr Jeffrey Forrest 
 
Question 
I’ve had my garden shed flooded twice in April last year from waters coming down Yungarra 
Drive, I have reported it to council but it has not been acted on, what is the City of 
Busselton going to do to rectify the issue? 
 
Response 
(Mr Oliver Darby, Director Engineering Works and Services) 
Initial contact from Mr Forrest was made on the 11th February 2021. On inspection it was 
evident that the crossover/driveway has been built incorrectly.  
 
There is an open swale that runs in front of the property to control storm water. 
Unfortunately there is no culvert under the driveway to allow water to pass and continue 
along the swale when raining. Water builds up in the swale and overflows onto the 
driveway and then enters the property. The installation of a culvert will resolve the 
situation. Officers will contact Mr Forrest to assist in rectifying the situation. 
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8. CONFIRMATION AND RECEIPT OF MINUTES  
 

Previous Council Meetings 

8.1 Minutes of the Council Meeting held 23 February 2022 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/038 Moved Councillor P Carter, seconded Councillor K Cox 

That the Minutes of the Council Meeting held 23 February 2022 be confirmed as a true 
and correct record. 

CARRIED 8/0 

 

8.2 Minutes of the Special Meeting of Electors held 21 February 2022 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/039 Moved Councillor A Ryan, seconded Councillor P Cronin 

That the Minutes of the Special Meeting of Electors held 21 February 2022 be noted. 

CARRIED 8/0 

 
 
Committee Meetings 

8.3 Minutes of the Airport Advisory Committee Meeting held 16 February 2022 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/040 Moved Councillor P Carter, seconded Councillor A Ryan 

That the Minutes of the Airport Advisory Committee Meeting held 2 March 2022 be 
noted. 

CARRIED 8/0 

 
 

9. RECEIVING OF PETITIONS, PRESENTATIONS AND DEPUTATIONS 

Petitions 
 
Nil  

Presentations 
 
Nil  

Deputations 
 
Nil  
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10. QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS OF WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN (WITHOUT 
DISCUSSION) 

Nil 
 

11. ITEMS BROUGHT FORWARD 

 ADOPTION BY EXCEPTION RESOLUTION  

At this juncture the Mayor advised the meeting that, with the exception of the items 
identified to be withdrawn for discussion, the remaining reports, including the Committee 
and Officer Recommendations, will be adopted en bloc, i.e. all together.  
 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/041 Moved Councillor P Cronin, seconded Councillor S Riccelli 

That the Committee Recommendations for items 12.1 and 12.2 and the Officer 
Recommendation for item 17.1 be carried en bloc: 
 
12.1        Airport Advisory Committee – 16/02/2022 – BUSSELTON MARGARET RIVER 

AIRPORT – AIRPORT OPERATIONS UPDATE 

12.2 Airport Advisory Committee – 16/02/2022 – BUSSELTON MARGARET RIVER 
AIRPORT – NOISE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW 

17.1 COUNCILLORS INFORMATION BULLETIN 

CARRIED 8/0 

EN BLOC 
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12.  REPORTS OF COMMITTEE 

12.1 Airport Advisory Committee - 16/2/2022 - BUSSELTON MARGARET RIVER AIRPORT  -  
AIRPORT OPERATIONS UPDATE  

STRATEGIC THEME OPPORTUNITY - A vibrant City with diverse opportunities and a 
prosperous economy 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 3.4 Develop aviation opportunities at the Busselton Margaret River 
Airport. 

SUBJECT INDEX Busselton Margaret River Airport  
BUSINESS UNIT Commercial Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Manager Economic and Business Development Services - Jennifer 

May  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Director, Community and Commercial Services - Naomi Searle  
NATURE OF DECISION Noting: The item is simply for information purposes and noting 
VOTING REQUIREMENT Simple Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Nil 

This item was considered by the Airport Advisory Committee at its meeting on 16/2/2022, the 
recommendations from which have been included in this report. 

The committee recommendation was moved and carried. 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/042 Moved Councillor P Cronin, seconded Councillor S Riccelli 

That the Council receives and notes the Airport Operations Report. 

CARRIED 8/0 

EN BLOC 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council receives and notes the Airport Operations Report. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report provides an overview of the operations and activities of the Busselton Margaret River 
Airport (BMRA) for the reporting period 1 July through 31 December 2021. This includes an update 
on passenger numbers, aircraft landings, and actions relating to COVID-19 and general airport 
operations. 

BACKGROUND 

The first half of the reporting period has seen positive growth in closed charter flights and passenger 
numbers through the BMRA. The COVID-19 pandemic has continued to have significant impacts on 
the aviation industry with domestic and international air services severely restricted resulting in the 
Jetstar Busselton-Melbourne flights commencement date being further delayed.  
 
In November, the City hosted the BMRA Community Open Day and Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) 
Centenary which saw approximately 5,500 people visit the Airport with RAAF Hawk 127 Lead-In-
Fighter jets, Pilatus PC-21 and a range of other private, commercial (A320 and F100) and emergency 
services aircraft on display.  
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Officers have also been focussing on business development and preparation of request for tender 
and quotation documentation for capital works projects. A review of the Noise Management Plan 
including public consultation was conducted in November and December.  
Further, State Government directions relating to the requirements for COVID vaccinations came into 
effect in early December with all airport services workers and Aviation Security Identity Card (ASIC) 
holders required to be fully COVID vaccinated by 1 January 2022.  
 
Aircraft Movements 
The total number of Fly in Fly out (FIFO) closed charter services using BMRA remains at 20 flights (40 
movements) per week. Currently there are four airlines operating from the BMRA utilising the F70, 
F100, A320 and Dash 8 aircraft.  
 
As of the first week of March the schedule is anticipated to increase to 24 closed charter flights 
operating to North West destinations such as Boolgeeda, Barimunya, West Angeles, Newman, Roy 
Hill and Karratha.  
 
The total number of aircraft landings has steadily increased during the period with some monthly 
variations mainly due to light and general aviation traffic, however the overall flight numbers during 
the reporting period for 2021 was (1772) compared to 2020 (1700) and 2019 (1373).  
 

 

 
Passenger Numbers 
Overall passenger numbers has seen an increase of 34.3% (25,761) for the reporting period 
compared to same period for 2020 (18,646) which also saw a 28.8% increase from 2019 (14,477).  
This can be attributed to a recruitment drive by Rio Tinto in November/December and the 
commencement of services by Alliance Airlines, Network Aviation and Maroomba for FIFO 
passengers employed by BHP and FMG from September 21. 
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Carpark 
Currently 1217 swipe cards have been issued with 1071 cards actually in use and 146 awaiting 
collection. The average daily occupancy for the reporting period was 300 parked patrons per day. The 
highest occupancy month was November with an average of 339 parked patrons per day. The highest 
occupancy date was 16 November with 411 parked vehicles. 
 
Operations  
The focus for the reporting period has been on: 

 Support for the LATS (Large Aerial Tanker Support) operations  

 Preparation of tenders and quotations for the design and construction of four general 

aviation hangars, the central apron expansion, and a design for the extension of the 

public car park 

 The City’s Facilities team have started a maintenance and painting program for the 

Arrivals Hall and Terminal building prior to the arrival of the Jetstar flights 

 Business development activities have included advertising of the Commercial and 

Industrial Precinct opportunities, progressing the General Aviation hangar leases and 

liaising with airlines on new Busselton routes 

 A revised Transport Security Program was submitted to the Department of Home Affairs 

for approval 

 Noise Management Plan review public consultation. 

 
LATS 
The LATS operations commenced on 8 December with the establishment of the DFES operations 
centre and arrival of C130 (Bomber 131) which commenced operations that day. Boeing 737 (Bomber 
138) arrived on 22 December on secondment from NSW and Boeing 737 (Bomber 137) arrived on 24 
December and will be permanently stationed at BMRA until 22 April 2022. The operations centre is 
located landside on the western edge of the southern apron adjacent to Bay 1. The facility has a 
permanent daily contingent of aircrew on standby consisting of 2 Pilots and 2 engineering ground 
crew members.  
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During the month of December the LATS attended 6 fire sites in WA including: 

 Calgardup 

 Bindoon 

 Treeton 

 Chidlow 

 Gascoyne Complex 

 Dunsborough/Eagle Bay 
 
The LATS have collectively dropped 166,638 litres of retardant during December and taken delivery 
of 105,593 litres of Jet A1 fuel during December. 

OFFICER COMMENT 

FIFO passenger numbers through the BMRA have continued to increase significantly in comparison to 
the same period last year and officers expect passenger numbers to continue to increase as FIFO 
employment recruitment from the South West continues.  The 40 aircraft movements (20 flights) per 
week equate to 28 movements for RioTinto (Virgin Australia), 4 for FMG (Qantas Group), 4 for BHP 
(Alliance Airlines) and 4 for Northern Star Resources (Maroomba Airlines).  
 
The commencement of the Jetstar Busselton- Melbourne flights have once again been delayed due 
to COVID-19 border restrictions however Officers have been liaising regularly with Jetstar executives 
and their operations teams on a new start date for the flights.  
 
The summer maintenance programs are in progress now that the underground water table has 
subsided including mowing and spraying, and apron/ runway line marking will be a focus over 
February and March. 
 
Statutory Environment 

The officer recommendation supports the general function of a local government under the Local 
Government Act 1995 to provide for the good government of persons in its district.  
 
The BMRA operates in accordance with the following:  

 Aviation Transport Security Act 2004 

 Aviation Transport Security Regulations 2005 

 CASA Manual of Standards 139 (Aerodromes) 

 City of Busselton Transport Security Plan 

 Ministerial Statement 1088  

 City policies and procedures 
 
Relevant Plans and Policies  

The officer recommendation aligns to the following adopted plan or policy: 

 The BMRA operates under the Busselton Margaret River Airport Noise Management Plan 
2019. 
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Financial Implications  

Revenue 
Actual YTD revenue for the reporting period is $1,052,925 compared to the YTD budget of $968,570 
not including security screening revenue which has not been realised due to the delay in the Jetstar 
flights. The reason for revenue being greater than expected is mainly due to an increase in airport 
landing fees, sundry income and car parking income.  
 
Expenditure 
Actual YTD expenditure for the reporting period is $749,049 compared to the YTD Budget of 
$795,181, not including security screening costs and the airline attraction program which have not 
been incurred due to the delay in the Jetstar flights.  Lower expenditure for the reporting period can 
mainly be attributed to specific airport maintenance that will not be completed until the end of 
summer and lower contactor and consultancy fees to date.   
 
Stakeholder Consultation 

Consultation has been occurring on a regular basis with Department of Transport, Government 
agencies, airport stakeholders, Department of Home Affairs, Aviation Marine Security (AMS), Civil 
Aviation Safety Authority (CASA), Air Services Australia, Virgin Australia Regional Airline, Qantas 
Group, the Busselton Aero Club, Albany, Esperance, Geraldton Airports and Australian Airports 
Association, concerning many topics and issues relating to the Airport. 
 
Risk Assessment  

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation has been 
undertaken using the City’s risk management framework, with risks assessed taking into account any 
controls already in place.  

No risks of a medium or greater level have been identified. 
 
Options  

The Airport Advisory Committee may choose not to receive and note the Airport Operations Report. 

CONCLUSION 

The airport summer maintenance work is well under way including mowing and spraying, with apron 
and runway line marking programs set to commence in February. The apron lighting project which 
has not been completed due to the delay in delivery of lighting parts from Europe is expected to be 
complete by mid-February.  
 
In early March, Officers will be seeking quotations to prepare a new BMRA Master Plan with the 
focus shifting from aviation and landside infrastructure development (detailed in the existing BMRA 
Master Plan 2016-2036) to business (commercial and freight) and domestic and international air 
services route development and the future infrastructure required to facilitate this.    
  
Officers will continue to provide a high level of customer service ensuring the airport is compliant, 
safe and security is maintained throughout. 

TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

Not applicable. 
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12.2 Airport Advisory Committee - 16/2/2022 - BUSSELTON MARGARET RIVER AIRPORT - NOISE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW  

STRATEGIC THEME OPPORTUNITY - A vibrant City with diverse opportunities and a 
prosperous economy 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 3.4 Develop aviation opportunities at the Busselton Margaret River 
Airport. 

SUBJECT INDEX Busselton Margaret River Airport 
BUSINESS UNIT Commercial Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Manager Economic and Business Development Services - Jennifer 

May  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Director, Community and Commercial Services - Naomi Searle  
NATURE OF DECISION Noting: The item is simply for information purposes and noting 
VOTING REQUIREMENT Simple Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Attachment A BMRA Noise Management Plan (2022)⇩  

Attachment B NMP YourSay submissions⇩  

This item was considered by the Airport Advisory Committee at its meeting on 16/2/2022, the 
recommendations from which have been included in this report. 

The committee recommendation was moved and carried. 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/043 Moved Councillor P Cronin, seconded Councillor S Riccelli 

That the Council: 

1. Notes the outcomes of the Busselton Margaret River Airport Noise Management Plan (NMP) 
review and public consultation as required by Ministerial Statement 1088. 

2. Endorses the draft Noise Management Plan (2022) to be submitted to the Environmental 
Protection Authority as required by Ministerial Statement 1088. 

CARRIED 8/0 

EN BLOC 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council: 

1. Notes the outcomes of the Busselton Margaret River Airport Noise Management Plan (NMP) 
review and public consultation as required by Ministerial Statement 1088. 

2. Endorses the draft Noise Management Plan (2022) to be submitted to the Environmental 
Protection Authority as required by Ministerial Statement 1088. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report provides the outcomes resulting from a review of the Busselton Margaret River Airport 
Noise Management Plan (January 2019), including a draft Noise Management Plan (2022) advertised 
for public comment and stakeholder consultation to be included in a report to the CEO of the Office 
for the Environmental Protection Authority by 7 April 2022. 

OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6380_1.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6380_2.PDF
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BACKGROUND 

The concept of a Noise Management Plan (NMP) for the Busselton Margaret River Airport (BMRA) 
was first initiated in 2009 with the first NMP approved as part of Ministerial Statement 901 on 22 
June 2012. Since this time there has been a number of versions, with the current version of the NMP 
(January 2019) approved through Ministerial Statement 1088, through a Public Environmental 
Review (PER) process, which has now been in place for three years.    
 
In accordance with Statement 1088, the City is required to monitor and report to the Office of the 
Environmental Protection Authority (OEPA) any operational non-compliances, which may include 
aircraft movements outside of the approved operating hours, unauthorised flight training and 
aircraft noise breaches, and to submit annual compliance reports outlining the effectiveness of the 
NMP to the OEPA.   
 
Statement 1088 also includes the requirements for the review of the NMP including Condition 6 
Review of NMP: 
 

6-1 Within three months of each three year period, from the date of issue of this Statement, 
the proponent shall submit a report to the CEO which reviews the effectiveness of the 
Busselton Margaret River Airport Noise Management Plan 2018 (version 1, May 2018) or 
any subsequent approved versions, in achieving the objective of condition 5-1. 

 
6-2      The report required by condition 6-1 shall include, but not be limited to: 

1) Noise monitoring results; 

2) Noise amelioration assessments and/or implementation; 

3) Number of complaints received and actions taken to resolve complaints; 

4) Published flight paths to minimize impacts; and 

5) The findings of the review to determine the effectiveness of the Busselton 
Margaret River Airport Noise Management Plan 2018 (version1, May 2018) or any 
subsequent approved revisions, and whether amendments to the Plan are 
required. 

 
A review of the NMP (2019) was completed in November 2021 and a report was presented to the 
Airport Advisory Committee (AAC) on 1 December 2021 detailing the process undertaken including 
consideration of the following main areas of the NMP and a revised draft NMP was prepared; 

 BMRA Development Opportunities 

 Flight Paths and Noise Abatement Zones 

 Standard Hours of Operations 

 Noise monitoring and Emissions  

 Fly Neighbourly Agreement and Flight Training Guidelines 
 
At this meeting, the AAC endorsed (AIR2112/071) the draft NMP (2022) (see attachment A) with the 
following amendments, to advertise for public comment: 
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NMP January 2019 NMP Proposed Draft 2022  

Chapter heading Section 
heading 

Chapter 
heading 

Section 
heading 

Comment 

1. Introduction and 
Background 

 Introduction  
Includes objectives and 
information about aircraft 
noise 

 Noise Context   

Understanding 
Noise  

 

Changed from “Description 
of noise and perceived 
nuisance” to “Definition of 
sound and noise” 

 
Structure of 
Document 

  Removed  - Not needed 

 Background   
Removed  – historical 
background to BRA and 
development project 

2. Principles and 
Statement of 
Intent 

Objectives for 
BRA 
development  

  
Removed – historical 
background to development 
project 

 
A Balanced 
Approach 

 
Who is 
responsible for 
noise? 

Removed – replaced with 
context to ICAO and 
organisations responsible for 
noise management 

 Limitations   
Removed – included in other 
sections throughout the 
document 

 
Statement of 
Intent 

  
Removed  -  BMRA Strategic 
objectives are more aligned 
with Master Plan than NMP 

3. Management of 
operational 
Activities 

 
Airport 
Operational 
Activities 

  

 
Aircraft 
Operations 
Classifications 

 Aircraft Type 

Amended from Single engine 
aircraft under 1500kgs 
MTOW only to Single engine 
non-turbine aircraft only 

 
Flight Training 
Guidelines 

 
Flight Training 
Guidelines 

 

 
Frequency & 
Type of Use 

 Flight Training 

Instructor cumulative hours 
changed from 
25hrs/week/instructor to 
35hrs/week/instructor 

Added Ministerial Statement 
criteria for overflying 
wetlands 
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Flying heights 
for Training 
operations 

  

Removed as CASA guidelines 
on height restrictions over 
rural and urban areas  are 
governed by CASA 

 
Aircraft Noise 
management  

  
Removed – included in Who 
is responsible for Noise? 

 
Activities 
requiring City 
approval  

  
Removed – duplication with 
Standard hours of operation 

 

Approval for 
Charter and 
RPT 
Operations 

  
Removed – duplication of 
Standard Hours or Operation 

 

Approval for 
Flight Training 
or Licence 
Renewal 
Training 

  

Removed – duplication of 
Standard Hours or 
Operations & Flight Training 
Guidelines 

4. Noise 
Complaints  

 
Noise 
Complaints 

 
Updated to reflect roles and 
responsibilities for aircraft 
noise complaints 

5. Noise 
Assessment & 
Monitoring 

 
Noise 
Assessment & 
Monitoring 

  

 
Noise 
Monitoring  

 
Noise 
Monitoring  

Amended to remove 
duplication of text and table. 

 
Noise 
modelling  

 
Noise 
Measurement 

Updated to reflect current 
wording 

6. Noise 
Amelioration 

 
Noise 
Amelioration 

  

 Noise Context   
Removed – covered in other 
chapters 

 

Noise 
reduction and 
Amelioration 
measures 

 

Noise 
reduction and 
Amelioration 
measures 

Updated to reflect current 
wording 

7. Land Use 
Planning 

   
Removed  -  Land use 
planning is more aligned with 
Master Plan than NMP 

8. Communication 
& Consultation 

 
Communication 
& Consultation 

 Updated were relevant 



Council 18 9 March 2022  

 

9. Implementation 
& Review 

 
Implementation 
& Review 

 Updated were relevant 

 
Compliance 
Framework 

 
Compliance 
Framework 

Updated to remove Land 
based activities and Activates 
in Airspace which are 
covered in other chapters 

OFFICER COMMENT 

The draft NMP (2022) was advertised for public comment through the City’s YourSay platform for a 
period of three weeks as detailed in the stakeholder consultation section of this report.  
 
During the public comment period, there were a total of 203 page views to the NMP YourSay page 
with 100 participants clicking through to other NMP project pages, including 47 participants 
downloading documents and 44 participants visiting the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) project 
page. A total of 14 submissions were received, 12 through the YourSay platform and 2 submissions 
emailed directly to the Airport Manager.  
 
Officers have reviewed the submissions and have categorised the responses into the following 
general categories: 
 

 6 submissions in support of the draft NMP (2022) 

 6 objections; 

o 4 objections to flight training at BMRA and/or inclusion in the NMP  

o 1 objection to flight training and larger aircraft operating from BMRA 

o 1 objection to aircraft flying at night 

 1 submission stating that aircraft noise is currently tolerable however would expect a 
further review of NMP if frequency of flights increase 

 1 submission requesting clarification on helicopter operations.  

 
The objections relating to flight training were generally directed at all flight training operations 
occurring at the BMRA and did not specifically refer to the two amendments being proposed to the 
flight training guidelines in the draft NMP. Attachment B lists the comments only, received from the 
fourteen public submissions.      
 
A meeting of the BMRA Consultative Reference Group (Reference Group) was held on Thursday 13 
January with only one member, representing the Reinscourt area, attending on the day. At the 
meeting Officers provided an update on the review process and the amendments being proposed. 
Discussion was held on the flight paths and noise monitoring conducted by the City, which at the 
time was not publicly available. A commitment was made by Officers to reform the Reference Group 
once the Regular Public Transport (RPT) services have commenced.  
 
Additionally, consultation with airlines and airport stakeholders has determined that there is general 
support for the draft NMP (2022) with feedback indicating some interest in the future, for expanding 
the hours of operations, particularly earlier in the morning (pre 6.00am). Officers are not proposing 
that the standard hours of operations are extended at this point in time.  
 
Noise monitoring was performed as part of the review to measure the impacts of aircraft noise on 
the community. Two noise loggers were placed out, one in the Reinscourt area and the other to the 
south of the airport on Acton Park road approximately xx km from the end of the runway.  
The City has engaged an Environmental Consultant to assist with the noise monitoring, perform the 
data analysis and provide summary reports of the noise recordings.   
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The noise loggers were located on both sites between the dates of 21 December 2021 and 13 
January 2022 with the following results: 
 

 Kalgup (LAmax (dB)) Reinscourt 

Total number of plane 
events  

42 50 

Arrivals  9 32 

Departures  33 18 

Highest recording 84.0  (depart) 
23 Dec 2021 5.55am 

80.2 (arrival) 
5 Jan 2022 8.22am 

Average of all 
recordings  

70.62 68.2 

 
The results from the noise monitoring indicated that the maximum noise level of 85dB was not 
breached and the noise acceptability levels defined as ‘acceptable’, ‘conditionally acceptable’ and 
‘unacceptable’ were not breached. 
 
Officers have now completed the review of the current NMP (2019) and draft NMP (2022), 
advertised the draft NMP for public comment and consulted with airlines, airport users and 
stakeholders. The level of public comment received was considered low and comments specific to 
the proposed NMP amendments were few in number. In general, the objections were directed 
towards flight training and concerns with allowing flight training aircraft to increase in size and 
frequency. The proposed flight training amendments are (i) to change the allowable aircraft from 
single engine under 1500kgs MTOW to single engine non-turbine aircraft, and (ii) increase the 
allowable number of instructor hours per week from 25 hours per instructor to 35 hours per 
instructor.  
 
The intent of the flight training amendments are not to promote increased flight training or the 
number of operators to be based at the BMRA, but rather to enable the Busselton Aero Club to grow 
and become more sustainable through offering flying training for recreational and general aviation 
pilots.  
 
Statutory Environment 

The BMRA Noise Management Plan (version 2 January 2019) was approved by the then Minister for 
the Environment; Disability Services after review and consideration by the Environmental Protection 
Authority. Compliance reporting and review of the NMP is defined under Ministerial Statement 1088. 
 
Relevant Plans and Policies  

The officer recommendation aligns to the following adopted plan or policy: 

 Ministerial Statement 1088 

 Busselton Margaret River Airport Noise Management Plan (version2 January 2019) 

 Busselton Margaret River Airport Compliance Assessment Plan (Version 2) (CAP) (23 
September 2019) 

 
Financial Implications  

There are no financial implications associated with the officer recommendation. 
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Stakeholder Consultation 

The draft NMP (2022) was advertised for public comment between 4 January 2022 and 21 January 
2022 on the City’s website through the YourSay platform. The NMP public comment period was 
advertised in the Busselton –Dunsborough Mail on 5 January and 12 January 2022, with posts on the 
City’s Facebook page on 10 and 15 January and the BMRA Facebook page on the 11 and 17 January 
2022. The NMP review was also included on the BMRA website.   
 
A letter to residents notifying them of the NMP review, public comment period and information on 
how to access YourSay was distributed out to a total of 1490 residential properties in Acton Park, 
Bovell, Kalgup, Reinscourt, Sabina River, Yalyalup and Yoogarillup. 
 
Additionally, letters were sent to all airlines and charter operators that use the BMRA, emergency 
services and airport stakeholders including Rio Tinto, Busselton and Dunsborough Yallingup 
Chambers of Commerce, MRBTA, Busselton Aero Club and lessees notifying them of the NMP review 
and public comment period.  
 
Finally, a meeting of the BMRA Community Reference Group was held on Thursday 13 January 2022 
with members representing residential areas located adjacent to the BMRA invited to attend to ask 
questions and provide comments on the draft NMP and review. One member representing 
Reinscourt area attended the Reference Group meeting. 
 
Risk Assessment  

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation has been 
undertaken using the City’s risk management framework, with risks assessed taking into account any 
controls already in place. No risks of a medium or greater level have been identified. 

Options  

As an alternative to the proposed recommendation the Council could: 

1. Choose not to support the amended, draft NMP (2022) to be submitted to the OEPA. 

2. Choose to include specific proposed amendments and/or alternative amendments to 
the draft NMP (2022) to be submitted to the OEPA.   

CONCLUSION 

The NMP (2019) has been in place for three years and has enabled the City to manage the BMRA 
operations effectively. In accordance with Statement 1088, the City is required to monitor and report 
to the OEPA any operational non-compliances and submit annual compliance reports outlining the 
effectiveness of the NMP.  The City has completed its mandatory compliance reporting over the past 
three years and in accordance with Statement 1088 is required to undertake a full review of the NMP 
and report its effectiveness to the CEO of the OEPA. Both Statement 1088 and NMP (2019) outline 
the criteria for consideration in completing this review.  
 
A review of the NMP (2019) has now been completed and an amended draft NMP (2022) is 
proposed. The draft NMP (2022) has been amended to reduce the content and size of the plan with 
much of the background and history of the BMRA and the NMP being removed. The key compliance 
based content in the plan, including the standard hours of operations, noise abatement zones, fly 
neighbourly agreement, noise complaints process, noise amelioration criteria and process and 
review, are proposed to remain unchanged at this time.  
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The draft NMP (2022) was advertised for public comment for a period of three weeks through the 
City’s YourSay platform with a total of 14 submissions received, with six submission in support of the 
draft plan, six objections, one submission requesting clarification and one submission neither 
supporting nor objecting. Consultation with airlines, airport users and stakeholders was also 
performed with general support for the plan and no specific requests for additional amendments to 
the plan. 
 
The review of the NMP (2019) has generally indicated that noise emissions are being effectively 
managed from the BMRA with noise complaints per year ranging from 3 to 8 (mainly due to 
emergency services) over the past four years and the highest number of OEPA reportable non-
compliances at four in 2020/21. Other criteria considered in the review such as flight paths and noise 
abatement zones have yet to be tested due to the delay of RPT services.  Noise monitoring 
completed as part of the review has showed that the maximum noise level of 85dB (LAmax) and 
noise acceptability levels were not being breached during the monitoring period.   
 
As a result of the review and public comment process, Officers are of the opinion that the draft NMP 
(2022) including the amendments proposed, be submitted along with a report on the effectiveness of 
the NMP to the OEPA by the 7 April 2022.   

TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

Officer will start to compile a report from mid-February, including the draft NMP (2022) to be 
submitted to the OEPA by the 7 April 2022. 
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ATTACHMENT B - Submission comments received. 

Participant residential 
area 

Submission comment 

Kalgup We live under the ‘turning point’ of aircraft when the wind direction 
dictates. To date, this has not been a frequent occurrence. We do 
make provision by being alert to overhead aircraft if one of the 
horses on our property is being ridden at the time our property is 
on a flight path. In the past, an incident occurred resulting in a 
horse throwing the rider (our daughter) due to being startled by an 
air craft (small passenger craft) seemingly low & turning. Generally, 
because flights are minimal at present, noise is tolerable with us. If 
frequency of flights increases I would expect a further review of 
noise management for households affected by the flight paths in & 
out of Busselton Margaret River Airport. 

Yalyalup I agree with all the changes to the current plan and after living in 
Yalyalup for the last 12 months have had no problems with aircraft 
noise (even during the extensive fire fighting activities). The airport 
is a well managed asset for the City, and extremely important for 
the region in general. 

Yalyalup No flying training to be conducted at the airport. 

Yalyalup I have no issues with the draft Noise Management Plan (2022) and 
to-date have not experienced any particular noise discomfort from 
aircraft utilizing the BMRA. 

Yalyalup We have absolutely no concerns re noise from the Busselton 
airport. 

Yalyalup I wanted clarification on the helicopters flying to and from BMRA, 
do they need to follow main roads..ie Vasse Hwy and Sues Rd 
instead of flying directly over  our property, they are so low 
sometimes our windows rattle. 

Acton Park Both xxxxxx and I are concerned that with increased pilot training, 
light plane activity will become a nuisance. Currently the pilot 
training conducted by the areo club is of little effect. Is the intent of 
increasing pilot training in the Busselton-Margaret River airport an 
effort to attract other pilot training schools that currently operate 
out of the area to base themselves in Busselton? With a young 
family living under the flight path we believe that increasing 
repetitive circuit activity over our house would be a serious 
disruption for us. 

Blum Bvld - Reinscourt I am extremely concerned that Flight Training is still included in the 
plan. Have you ever lived underneath the airspace where this is 
conducted? I have and it is NOT pleasant. It is extremely disruptive 
to residents and I am strongly opposed to it being allowed at this 
airport that is so close to built-up areas. The fly in fly out workers 
planes are bad enough. To say they will not disturb residents has 
proved entirely false as they already do at the current volume 
allowed. Please rethink allowing big aircraft from coming and going 
and ruining the rate payers peace and quiet that is so valued. 

Yalyalup Living in Yalyalup I don’t get bothered by the noise. 
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Bovell 
 

We are happy at the moment with the airport and hoping that the 
Melbourne route and any further increase in air traffic is done with 
consideration and consultation of local residents. 

Salmon Close ? 
 

Firstly the amendments are agreeable to me. However further 
adjustments should be considered to improve the NMP. (1) Page 20 
of the existing NMP "LSA/GA " restricted 0600-2200 should be 
altered to 0500/2200 because summer time heat can be avoided by 
early dep and pilot/pax safety and comfort enhanced. This would 
provide enhanced potential to the BMRA (2) Page 22 some 
information here is repetitive in that it is already promulgated in 
CASA docs. (3) Page 23 has a serious flaw at dot point "When 
landing" as it directly conflicts with POH recommendations for safe 
and standard ops of a/c systems. It must be removed from text. (4) 
Page 25 Consider increasing Flight Training licence period to 24 
months (from 12 mths) to give more certainty of tenure and reduce 
costs. (5) Page 45 "Urban Growth Strategy" Clear advice should be 
transmitted to all developers/buyers that no comeback due to 
proximity to airport will be considered and NMP will not continually 
be extended to new development areas.(6) Page 50 - "Activities in 
Airspace" the NMP final sentence in para is contradictory and 
should be removed to avoid misinterpretation 

Acton Park As a landholder and resident living just over 2 km from the BMRA 
and directly under the flight path I am continually being disturbed 
by aircraft noise. I oppose changes to the Noise Management Plan 
that will allow an increase in Pilot training. 

Acton Park I object to changes in the Noise Management Plan (NMP) to allow 
an increase in plane size and frequency in relation to pilot training 
as proposed by the Busselton Aero Club. 
 
When the original NMP was being developed, I was appointed a 
Community Representative of the Busselton-Margaret River 
Regional Airport (BMRA) Advisory Group, representing residents 
living in close proximity to the BMRA.  Since the construction of the 
BMRA pilot training at the airport was a huge contentious issue.  It 
was apparent that the Shire of Busselton at the time had a problem 
in that the noise limitation placed on airport activity was 80 dB(A) 
within 15 metres of a residence.  This was well and truly exceeded 
by many of the aircraft using the airport.   
Therefore at a meeting between myself and Councillors Tom Tuffin 
(Chair of the BMRA Advisory Group) and Jackie Emery and              
Jennifer May, I proposed that the noise limit be lifted from 80dB(A) 
to 85dB (A) but that the agreement was that Pilot training needed 
to cease and the exception being small aircraft below 1500 kgs with 
limited number of flights.  This has been occurring and I would 
suggest successfully. 
 
I therefore would request that the City of Busselton respect this 
agreement and the amenity of those living in close proximity to the 
BMRA and reject this proposed amendment. 
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17.1 COUNCILLORS INFORMATION BULLETIN 

STRATEGIC THEME LEADERSHIP - A Council that connects with the community and is 
accountable in its decision making. 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 4.2 Deliver governance systems that facilitate open, ethical and 
transparent decision making. 

SUBJECT INDEX Councillors' Information Bulletin 
BUSINESS UNIT Executive Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Reporting Officers - Various  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Chief Executive Officer - Mike Archer  
NATURE OF DECISION Noting: The item is simply for information purposes and noting 
VOTING REQUIREMENT Simple Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Attachment A State Administrative Tribunal Reviews⇩  

Attachment B Letter from Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development - Polyphagous Shot-Hole Borer 
Trap Placement⇩  

Attachment C Photo - Polyphagous Shot-Hole Borer Trap⇩   

  The officer recommendation was moved and carried.  

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/044 Moved Councillor P Cronin, seconded Councillor S Riccelli 

That the items from the Councillors’ Information Bulletin be noted:  

17.1.1 State Administrative Tribunal Reviews 

17.1.2 Letter from Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development – 
Polyphagous Shot-Hole Borer Trap Placement 

CARRIED 8/0 

EN BLOC 

 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the items from the Councillors’ Information Bulletin be noted:  

17.1.1 State Administrative Tribunal Reviews 

17.1.2 Letter from Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development – Polyphagous 
Shot-Hole Borer Trap Placement 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report provides an overview of a range of information that is considered appropriate to be 
formally presented to the Council for its receipt and noting. The information is provided in order to 
ensure that each Councillor, and the Council, is being kept fully informed, while also acknowledging 
that these are matters that will also be of interest to the community. 
 
Any matter that is raised in this report as a result of incoming correspondence is to be dealt with as 
normal business correspondence, but is presented in this bulletin for the information of the Council 
and the community. 

INFORMATION BULLETIN 

17.1.1 State Administrative Tribunal Reviews  
 

The current State Administrative Tribunal Reviews is at Attachment A. 

OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6377_1.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6377_2.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6377_3.PDF
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17.1.2 Letter from Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development – Polyphagous 
Shot-Hole Borer Trap Placement  
 
This letter notifies the City that the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development (DPIRD) has confirmed the detection of Polyphagous Shot-Hole Borer (PSHB) 
in the Perth area, and notifies the City that PSHB traps will be placed in our local 
government area as a surveillance method to determine how far the pest may have spread. 
 
See Attachment B and C. 
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ITEMS TO BE DEALT WITH BY SEPARATE RESOLUTION (WITHOUT DEBATE) 

14.1 BUSSELTON JETTY 50-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN REVIEW  

STRATEGIC THEME LIFESTYLE - A place that is relaxed, safe and friendly with services and 
facilities that support healthy lifestyles and wellbeing 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 2.12 Provide well maintained community assets through robust asset 
management practices. 

SUBJECT INDEX Busselton Jetty 
BUSINESS UNIT Community and Commercial Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Director, Community and Commercial Services - Naomi Searle  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Director, Engineering and Works Services - Oliver Darby  
NATURE OF DECISION Executive: Substantial direction setting, including adopting budgets, 

strategies, plans and policies (excluding local planning policies); 
funding, donations and sponsorships; reviewing committee 
recommendations 

VOTING REQUIREMENT Simple Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Nil 

Prior to the meeting, Councillor Ryan foreshadowed a motion that was different to the officer 
recommendation. In accordance with clause 10.18(7) of the City’s Standing Orders Local Law 2018, it 
was taken to be an alternative motion and was considered first.   
 
The alternative motion was moved and carried.  

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/045 Moved Councillor A Ryan, seconded Councillor J Richards 

That the Council: 

1. Notes the review of the 50-year Busselton Jetty Maintenance Plan and the underlying 
assumptions as outlined in this report. 

2. Notes the next review of the 50-year Busselton Jetty Maintenance Plan will be undertaken 
in 2024 and every five years thereafter. 

3 Notes Councillors to be briefed on the current status of the Busselton Jetty Maintenance 
Plan every 2 years following Council Elections. 

CARRIED 8/0 

Reason:  To ensure Councillors remain aware of the Busselton Jetty Maintenance Plan and 
future funding spikes and strategies.    

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council: 

1. Notes the review of the 50-year Busselton Jetty Maintenance Plan and the underlying 
assumptions as outlined in this report. 

2. Notes the next review of the 50-year Busselton Jetty Maintenance Plan will be undertaken in 
2024 and every five years thereafter. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Following the refurbishment of the Busselton Jetty a 50-year Jetty Maintenance Plan was prepared to 
guide the asset maintenance and replacement requirements of the asset. In 2019/20, the City 
commissioned a 5-year structural review of the Jetty and has since updated the Maintenance Plan to 
reflect the outcomes of the review.  This report summarises the review and recommends Council 
notes its key outcomes, and that the structural review process will be undertaken every five years, 
with the next review to be undertaken in 2024. 

BACKGROUND 

On 9 February 2022 Council considered this report and resolved (C2202/024) that the item be 
deferred until the 9 March 2022 Council Meeting to allow further clarifications to be provided to 
Council on the assumptions.  Officers have since held a briefing with Council to discuss the 50-year 
Maintenance Plan review and underlying assumptions, and present the report for reconsideration. 
 
In 2008, the City obtained grant funding of $24 million from the State Government administered by 
the South West Development Commission (SWDC) for purposes of refurbishing the Busselton Jetty.  
In accordance with the grant agreement the City and Busselton Jetty Inc. (formerly Busselton Jetty 
Environment and Conservation Association) (BJI) entered into a licence agreement on 30 October 
2009, which has since been amended (Busselton Jetty Licence). Under the Busselton Jetty Licence, BJI 
was granted the right to conduct certain commercial activities at/on the Busselton Jetty in 
consideration for payment of an annual licence fee, which includes collecting entrance fees from 
persons entering the Busselton Jetty from its land side and operating the Busselton Jetty train, the 
Underwater Observatory (UWO) towards the northern end of the Busselton Jetty and the 
Interpretive Centre.   
 
These licensed activities constitute BJI’s main business and main source of revenue, of which 25% is 
paid to the City as a contribution to the annual maintenance of the Jetty.  In addition to this, rent 
received from Busselton foreshore leases, various commercial activities undertaken on the Busselton 
foreshore, and municipal revenue fund the balance of the annual annuity required to meet the 
Jetty’s maintenance requirements as per the 50-year Jetty Maintenance Plan. 
 
Following the refurbishment in 2012, Disley Civil Engineering (DCE) developed a document known as 
the 50-year Maintenance Plan which was produced as a guide to maintaining and prolonging the life 
of the Jetty, Interpretive Centre (IC) and Underwater Observatory (UWO).  
 
The 50-year plan identifies scheduled and reactive maintenance, structural upgrades and 
replacements to the Busselton Jetty and associated infrastructure (i.e. the IC and the UWO) on an 
annual basis.  The scope of maintenance works includes all structural works above and below the 
water line.  The 50-year plan is based on the following assumptions: 

1. Inflation rate:  3% 

2. Interest rate:  6%. 

In 2013 the City and BJI agreed to assume the major works spiking in respective those years would be 
50% funded by external agencies, resulting in an annual annuity of $1,389,921 (in 2021$).  These 
major works incorporated the following items: 



Council 66 9 March 2022  

 

Item Value ($2012) Year 

Replacement of Interpretive Centre 
Replace section 1 East 
Replace timber to section 1 West 
Blast & recoat steelwork to Section 2/3, 5 & 6 
Replace timber, blast & recoat steelwork to HIN4 
Replace Allies Landing 
Replace swim platforms 5A & 5B 
 

$17,698,925 2035 

Refurbish piers & superstructure steelwork to section 4 
 

$1,007,842 2055 

Replace timber to Section 1 East 
Replace section 1 West 
Replace section 2/3 
Replace HIN 4 
Replace Section 5 Deck and superstructure 
Replace Swim platforms 5A & 5B 
Refurbish piers & superstructure steelwork to section 6 
Refurbish section 7 
Demolish and replace UWO with equivalent 
 

$28,128,629 2060 

 
The basis of this assumption was that grant funding would be obtained given the status of the 
Busselton Jetty being a State significant asset.   

OFFICER COMMENT 

In June 2019, and in accordance with the City’s asset management plan, the City undertook a 
detailed assessment of the Jetty structure, to compare the actual structural integrity against the 
predictions in the 50-year plan.  As a result of this review, a 5-year maintenance plan was produced 
and was used to update the 50-year plan.  
 
The structural assessment undertaken in 2019 found the following: 

 frequency and nature of the scheduled maintenance tasks generally align with the 
original 50 year plan;  

 only minor adjustments are required, namely increasing the frequency of timber end 
grain treatment from 10 to 5 yearly cycles, and delaying the replacement of bolts 
around the splash zone by 6 to 10 years from 2019; 

 the majority of capital works planned for 2020 could be delayed until 2030, the 
exception being installation of the handrail to the eastern side of the jetty (which is 
complete);  

 capital works planned for 2030 can be pushed back to 2035;  

 replacement of decking and refurbishment of steelwork to HIN 4 can be brought 
forward from 2035 to either 2025 or 2030 (to be confirmed during the next 5 yearly 
assessment in 2024). 

 
Generally the jetty was found to be in good condition and better than expected considering the 
environment in which it sits. 
 
All capital replacement items after 2040 are assumed to remain aligned with the original 
assumptions due to the difficulty in predicting so far into the future, however it is not unreasonable 
to expect further changes as the 5 yearly assessments are carried out. 
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Subsequent to this assessment, the 50-year Maintenance Plan was updated and presented at a 
Busselton Jetty Reference Group meeting, where the following assumptions were reviewed and 
endorsed by members: 

1. Inflation rate:  3% 

2. Interest rate:  3% 

3. Spikes in 2035, 2055, and 2060 to be funded by external agencies to the value of 50% of 
the estimated cost 

4. Annual annuity (in 2022/23) calculated on the latest detailed structural assessment is 
$1,455,858.  

 
The 2022/23 annual annuity does not include what are considered to be non- structural items such 
as air conditioning units and their replacement. The inclusion of these items would require an 
increase to the annual annuity and would be subject to further negotiations of the Busselton Jetty 
License Agreement with BJI.   
 
Statutory Environment 

The officer recommendation supports the general function of a local government under the Local 
Government Act 1995 to provide for the good government of persons in its district.  
 
Jetties Act 1926 
Pursuant to Section 7 of the Jetties Act 1926 the Department of Transport granted the City a licence 
to construct, maintain and use the Busselton Jetty as a private jetty for purposes of recreation, 
tourism and heritage.  
 
Busselton Jetty Licence Agreement 
The City of Busselton has the control and management of Reserve 46715 (Lot 350 Queen Street, 
Busselton) through a Management Order and a Licence to use and maintain the Busselton Jetty 
through a Licence Agreement with the Department of Transport.  The Licence Agreement states that 
amongst other things the City of Busselton must maintain the Jetty in accordance with the Jetty 
Maintenance Plan and must establish and maintain a Jetty Maintenance Reserve to provide for the 
ongoing maintenance of the Jetty into the future.  
 
Busselton Jetty Licence and Management Agreement 
BJI operates the Busselton Jetty under a Licence and Management Agreement with the City of 
Busselton, dated October 2009.   
 
Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990 
The Busselton Jetty was entered on the State Register of Heritage Places on 30 June 2009 (Interim 
Entry).  The progression from interim to permanent registration was delayed for a number of years to 
allow for the completion of the 2009-12 refurbishment works.  Following the practical completion of 
that work on 18 June 2012, the Heritage Council of Western Australia (HCWA), on 31 August 2012, 
resolved that Busselton Jetty should be progressed to permanent registration.   
 
On 26 September 2012 the State Heritage Office on behalf of HCWA wrote to the City of Busselton 
seeking further written comments on the proposed permanent entry.   On 21 February 2014, the 
Jetty was officially placed on the state heritage list.  
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Relevant Plans and Policies  

As detailed above, the 50-year Jetty Maintenance Plan identifies scheduled and reactive 
maintenance, structural upgrades and replacements to the Busselton Jetty and associated 
infrastructure (i.e. the IC and the UWO) on an annual basis.   
 
Financial Implications  

The anticipated opening balance of the Jetty Maintenance Reserve as at 1 July 2022 is estimated to 
be $5,820,080. $1,455,858 is budgeted to be transferred into the Reserve during the year which 
comprises the BJI licence fee, fees associated with the Busselton Foreshore leases and commercial 
hire sites, along with municipal funds to fund the balance of the required annual annuity as per the 
2012 50-year Busselton Jetty Maintenance Plan.  In 2023/24 the annual annuity increases to 
$1,511,699. 
 
Any increase to the annual annuity will be funded from a combination of municipal funds, Busselton 
Foreshore leases and commercial hire sites, and BJI licence fee.  In 2022/23 BJI will contribute a 
minimum of $826,541. See attached draft LTFP. 
 
Further, as noted earlier, the annuity would need to increase if what are currently considered to be 
non- structural items were included in the maintenance plan.  The funding of any additional costs 
would be subject to further negotiations with BJI.   
 
Stakeholder Consultation 

The review of the 50-year Maintenance Plan was presented at a Busselton Jetty Reference Group 
meeting held on 23 July 2020 and a subsequent meeting was held between BJI Board Member Mr 
Steve Disley, the original author of the plan, and City Officers to further review the updated plan.  
Reference Group members at the time included Mayor Cr Henley, Cr Cronin, City Chief Executive 
Officer Mike Archer, BJI Chairperson, BJI Board Member and BJI Chief Executive Officer. 
 
Risk Assessment  

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation has been 
undertaken using the City’s risk management framework, with risks assessed taking into account any 
controls already in place. The following risks have been identified: 
 

Maintenance works exceed the value of funds held within the Busselton Jetty Maintenance 
Reserve.  

Risk Category Risk Consequence Likelihood of Consequence Risk Level 

Financial Major Rare Medium 

Reputation Major Rare Medium 

Options  

As an alternative to the proposed recommendation the Council could: 

1. Amend the underlying assumptions and request the CEO to further review the plan. 

2. Determine an alternate structural review cycle. 

CONCLUSION 

The Busselton Jetty 50-Year Maintenance Plan was developed in 2011 following the rebuild of the 
Busselton Jetty. The plan guides the annual infrastructure maintenance requirements, however it is 
good asset management practice to undertake regular reviews to ensure it remains relevant.
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TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

Officers will finalise the review process and diarise the next review following the resolution of 
Council.  
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16.1 COUNCILLOR MEMBERSHIP OF MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE 

STRATEGIC THEME LEADERSHIP - A Council that connects with the community and is 
accountable in its decision making. 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 4.2 Deliver governance systems that facilitate open, ethical and 
transparent decision making. 

SUBJECT INDEX Committees 
BUSINESS UNIT Governance Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Governance Coordinator - Emma Heys  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Manager Governance and Corporate Services - Sarah Pierson  
NATURE OF DECISION Executive: Substantial direction setting, including adopting budgets, 

strategies, plans and policies (excluding local planning policies); 
funding, donations and sponsorships; reviewing committee 
recommendations 

VOTING REQUIREMENT Absolute Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Nil 

The officer recommendation was moved and carried.  

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/046 Moved Councillor M Love, seconded Councillor P Cronin 

That the Council, pursuant to section 5.8 of the Local Government Act 1995: 

1. Accepts the resignation of Cr Sue Riccelli from full membership of the Meelup Regional 
Park Committee and appoints Cr Riccelli as a Deputy Member; and 

2. Appoints Cr Mikayla Love as a full member of the Meelup Regional Park Committee. 

CARRIED 8/0 

BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council, pursuant to section 5.8 of the Local Government Act 1995: 

1. Accepts the resignation of Cr Sue Riccelli from full membership of the Meelup Regional Park 
Committee and appoints Cr Riccelli as a Deputy Member; and 

2. Appoints Cr Mikayla Love as a full member of the Meelup Regional Park Committee. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report is presented to enable Council to endorse changes to the Councillor membership of the 
Meelup Regional Park Committee (the Committee). 

BACKGROUND 

Membership of the Committee is comprised of three Councillors (including one deputy member) and 
between six and eight community members. At the Special Council Meeting on 18 October 2021, the 
following Councillors were appointed to the Committee:  

 Councillor Sue Riccelli 

 Councillor Kate Cox  

 Councillor Mikayla Love (deputy member) 
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OFFICER COMMENT 

The Committee assist the Council in managing and promoting Meelup Regional Park and meets as 
required, generally twice a year. The Committee is supported by a working group with the same 
membership. 
 
The Committee is a formal committee, with elected and non-elected members. Councillor 
membership of the Committee consists of 2 full members and 1 deputy member. 
 
Due to work commitments, Cr Riccelli has advised she will need to step down from full membership 
of the Committee and take up the role of deputy member. Cr Love has agreed to become a full 
member of the Committee.  Council is asked to accept Cr Riccelli’s resignation, appoint Cr Love as a 
full member and to endorse Cr Riccelli as a deputy member. 
 
Statutory Environment 

Section 5.10(2) of the Act provides that a member is entitled to be a member of at least one of the 
formal Committees. 
 
The Meelup Regional Park Management Committee is created pursuant to the Local Government Act 
1995 (the Act), specifically via a resolution of the Council pursuant to sections 5.8, 5.9(2) (c) and 
5.17(1) (c) of the Act.  
 
Relevant Plans and Policies  

In accordance with Council Policy: ‘Fees, Allowances and Expenses for Elected Members’, Elected 
Members are entitled to be paid a travelling allowance for attending meetings of community groups 
or other external organisations of which the Elected Member has been appointed as the Council's 
representative. 
 
Financial Implications  

There are no financial implications associated with the officer recommendation , with the costs 
associated with attendance at these Committees/groups have been allocated in the current budget.  
 
Stakeholder Consultation 

No external stakeholder consultation was required or undertaken in relation to this matter. 
 
Risk Assessment  

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation has been 
undertaken using the City’s risk management framework, with risks assessed taking into account any 
controls already in place. No risks of a medium or greater level have been identified. 
 
Options  

As an alternative to the proposed recommendation the Council could choose to accept further 
nominations from Councillors for appointment to membership of the Meelup Regional Park 
Committee. 

CONCLUSION 

Due to work commitments, Cr Riccelli is no longer able to fulfil the role of full member of the 
Committee and this report seeks Council endorsement to changes of the membership of the 
Committee.  
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TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

The changes to the membership of the Committees will become effective immediately upon 
adoption by Council. 
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16.2 YOU CHOOSE COMMUNITY FUNDING PROGRAM - PILOT PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING 
BASED PROGRAM 

STRATEGIC THEME 6. LEADERSHIP Visionary, collaborative, accountable 
STRATEGIC PRIORITY 6.2 Council engages broadly and proactively with the community. 
SUBJECT INDEX Community Engagement 
BUSINESS UNIT Corporate Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Strategic Projects / Grants Officer - Julie Rawlings  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Chief Executive Officer - Mike Archer  
NATURE OF DECISION Executive: Substantial direction setting, including adopting budgets, 

strategies, plans and policies (excluding local planning policies); 
funding, donations and sponsorships; reviewing committee 
recommendations 

VOTING REQUIREMENT Simple Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Attachment A Vote Totals (Weighted)⇩   

Prior to the meeting, officers foreshadowed an amendment to the officer recommendation. The 
amended recommendation was moved first and carried.  

COUNCIL DECISION  

C2203/047 Moved Councillor A Ryan, seconded Councillor S Riccelli 

That the Council: 

1. Endorse the funding distribution of $96,304 to the following preferred projects as chosen 
by the community through the You Choose community funding program: 

1 Shelterbags $20,000 

2 Supporting Pets of Older Persons $7,750 

3 Busselton Hospice Care Lasting Words $10,875 

4 Waste Not Want Not $20,000 

5 Ludlow Tuart Forest Heritage Walk Trail $18,596 

6 Vasse Fathering Project $19,083 

2. In the event that the Shelterbags and / or Waste Not Want Not projects are unable to 
secure the additional funding required within six months, authorise the CEO to allocate 
funding to the next most popular project/s to a maximum of $100,000. 

3. Endorse any remaining unallocated funds to be returned to the Donations, Contributions 
and Subsidies budget. 

CARRIED 8/0 

Reason:  The amended officer recommendation is to provide clarity of project funding and 
  the return and re-allocation of funds should the preferred projects be unable to  
  secure additional funding required. 

  

OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6400_1.PDF
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council: 

1. Endorse the funding distribution of $96,304 to the following preferred projects as chosen by 
the community through the You Choose community funding program: 

1 Shelterbags $20,000 

2 Supporting Pets of Older Persons $7,750 

3 Busselton Hospice Care Lasting Words $10,875 

4 Waste Not Want Not $20,000 

5 Ludlow Tuart Forest Heritage Walk Trail $18,596 

6 Vasse Fathering Project $19,083 

 
2. Endorse the remaining budget of $3,696 being returned to the Donations, Contributions and 
 Subsidies budget. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As part of determining the CEO’s key performance indicators (KPI) for 2021/2022, the Council and 
the CEO agreed to implement a pilot participatory budgeting style program titled “You Choose” (the 
Program), to provide opportunity for the community to have more involvement and input into the 
way in which a portion of Council funds is allocated.   
  
This report details the approach, promotion, and outcomes of community voting and recommends 
that Council endorse the funding of the most popular projects, as voted by the community.   

BACKGROUND 

Participatory budgeting (PB) is a process of democratic deliberation and decision-making.  It can take 
many forms but is based around the principles of local ownership and involvement in setting budget 
priorities and identifying projects for public spend. 
 
Although Council cannot devolve its decision making responsibilities under the Local Government Act 
1995, it can create opportunities for greater community ownership over portions of its budget.  The 
decision to explore how, and to what extent, a PB approach could be implemented at the City of 
Busselton was largely focused around this objective, as well as improving community engagement, 
increasing transparency and accountability, and providing an opportunity for community capacity 
building. 
 
Specifically the relevant CEO KPI set in 2020/2021 required that the CEO: 
 

Develop and provide to Council a participatory budget methodology report in readiness for 
implementation of a pilot program in 2021/2022 for the 2022/2023 budget. 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deliberation
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Officers researched PB approaches implemented at a number of other local governments across 
Australia and workshopped a range of options with Councillors at a session held on 3 March 2021.  
Recognising that this would be the City’s first exploration of a PB centred approach, it was agreed 
that a pilot program should focus on a small and clearly defined portion of the City’s budget to 
determine the community’s appetite for such a venture. 
 
The Program endorsed by Council on 28 April 2021 was for implementation during the 2021/2022 
budget year (and not 2022/2023 as originally envisioned).  The relevant CEO KPI for 2021/2022 
therefore requires that the CEO: 
 

Implement the You Choose program and report the outcomes to Council at its conclusion for 
consideration of its continuation and / or expansion of PB principals to other aspects of the 
City’s budget. 

OFFICER COMMENT 

In addition to being PB centred, the intent of the Program is about the community developing their 
capacity to deliver projects and initiatives, with support from the City, as opposed to the City driving 
delivery. It’s about increasing community ownership which in turn contributes to the building of 
community resilience, capacity and cooperation. 
 
The ethos of the Program is encapsulated in the following description: 

Projects or programs that help to shape the physical, social and cultural development of 
neighbourhoods or the broader community neighbourhood, and which promote the capacity of 
local communities to develop, implement and sustain solutions. 

 
Program Approach 

The program was launched and promoted in September 2021at two community information events 
held in Busselton and Dunsborough.  This provided an opportunity for ideas to be shared and for 
staff to provide some technical assistance.     

 
Community proposals were submitted via an on-line application form through the City’s 
website/Your Say platform.  Enquiries were managed through a dedicated You Choose City email 
address.  The City’s libraries also assisted with enquiries. 
 
All 27 submissions received were reviewed by a panel of City staff against a set of criteria.  The 
criteria were designed to ensure that the proposals were in keeping with the ethos of the program, 
safe, legal, and broadly achievable.  The role of the panel was not to determine whether or not 
something is a good idea but simply to ensure that those core criteria were met and / or to offer 
suggestions as to how the proposal could be adjusted to suit.   
 
Following the review 26 submissions were deemed suitable to be put to the community to deliberate 
on, with only 1 proposal determined not to meet the criteria.  City staff are assisting the proponent 
to identify other opportunities aligned to their proposal, as priorities allow. 
 
Program Promotion 

The City promoted the program through a range of communication methods, commencing in 
September 2021 through to the end of voting on 17th February, 2022.  Promotion included the 
following:
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Medium Method Reach Effectiveness Statistics 

Community 
Information 
Events (12th and 
13th October 
2021) 

Face to Face 
Busselton and 
Dunsborough 

As a new concept these sessions 
were necessary to explain the 
program and answer queries face 
to face. 

Community 
Directory 

Direct contract 
through the 
Directory 

All local groups etc 
listed through the 
Directory 

Click Rate – 
Awareness. 
September 

October  

 
 
42.17% 

42.11% 

Direct Mail Email Schools & P&C 
Minimal 
takeup. 

1 Project 
proposed by a 
School. 

Meetings Face to Face 

Chambers of 
Commerce, Social 
Services Health 
Alliance Group 
meeting. 

Great 
enthusiasm 
and 
engagement 
demonstrated. 

Multiple projects 
proposed. 

Bay to Bay Email 
City’s registered 
database 

Number of 
clicks to the 
program  
January 2022 
October 2021 

 
 
 
81 
57 

Local 
Newspapers 

Media Release 
(Media 
Monitoring) 

Local newspapers 
and radio 
Mayors column 

15/9/21 
23/11/21 
21/1/22 

100% take-up of 
media releases 
issued. 

In keeping with the ethos of this community led program many proponents took to promoting the 
Program and specifically their project to the community through the local paper and their 
networks which created greater engagement outcomes.  

Local Newspaper 
Community 
Page 

Community 

Targeted advertising promoted the 
various milestones of the program 
and contributed to the voter 
turnout. 

Social Media 
Facebook (and 
some 
Instagram) 

 An average of 1,173 
persons reached per 
post. 

12 posts generating 175 reactions 
and shares. 

City’s Website 

Front page, 
updated 
community 
funding page(s) 

All visitors to the 
website 

Feedback on rebranding of the 
City’s community funding and 
consolidated information has been 
well received. 

Community 
Funding Brochure 

On-line through 
the website.  
Hardcopies in 
City buildings. 

 
Feedback from the information 
session participants was positive. 

Staff Briefings (& 
City Intranet 

Face to Face  
On-line 
Intranet: Project 
Board and CEO 
Message. 

City Staff 

Staff appeared engaged and 
participated in the project through 
assistance with assessment, 
promotion and trialling of the 
voting tool.   

Councillors 
Email 
Postcards 

All Councillors 
Postcard recipients 

Councillors appeared engaged. 
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Video (Program 
Introduction and 
‘How to Vote’) 

Your Say 
Your Say viewing 
audience 

Awareness raising. No direct 
outcomes /feedback reported. 

Posters 
Staff and 
Community 
Notice Boards 

Libraries and visitors 
to the NCC 

Awareness raising. No direct 
outcomes /feedback reported. 

Message Board Electronic Passing traffic 
Awareness raising. No direct 
outcomes /feedback reported. 

Email Footers 
Email Signature 
Panel 

All receiving emails 
from City staff. 

Awareness raising. No direct 
outcomes /feedback reported. 

 
Community Voting 

Commencing 21 January 2022, the community took part in allocating the $100,000 budget using a 
Prioritise Budget tool available through the City’s Your Say site.  This tool allowed people to choose 
how they would like to spend the budget by selecting which of the 26 projects they would like to see 
funded.  They could then prioritise the projects they had selected. Participants could submit a surplus 
budget (less than $100,000 spend) but could not go into deficit (over $100,000). 
 
At the close of voting 1277 eligible votes had been received.  The most popular projects, as voted by 
the community in order of preference are: 
 

Project Name Project Summary You Choose 
Project Value 

1. Shelterbags Rotary Club of Busselton Geographe Bay 
The project is intended to provide emergency help in 
the form of a waterproof sleeping bag to Busselton and 
South West People who are sleeping rough.  Various 
organisations and charities who assist people in need 
may apply to Rotary to have access to the addition of 
Shelterbags to offer their clients free of charge.  Rotary 
will provide storage for the bags. 
Total Project Cost: 1 full shipping container of 750 
Shelterbags at approximately $75 each, $56,000. 
Allocation of the bags within the Southwest will be 
reflective of the contributions made.  The proponent is 
contributing $10,000 and advises the remaining funds 
of $26,000 is being sought from South West Rotary 
Clubs.    
 

$20,000 

2. Supporting Pets of 
Older Persons 

Pets of Older Persons (POOPS)  
Funding is to support the Volunteers of POOPS to 
continue to deliver and safely expand services to the 
elderly in the Busselton and Dunsborough region by 
providing home visits, dog walking and looking after 
pets when an owner has to go into hospital and 
supporting the purchase of new equipment.   
Total Project Cost: $7,750 
 

$7,750 
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3. Busselton Hospice 
Care Lasting Words 

Busselton Hospice Care Inc 
Funding will allow people who are approaching the end 
of their life to have their stories, thoughts and special 
memories captured.  This funding will provide volunteer 
training and associated costs along with evaluation of 
data and preparation of final documents. 
Total Project Cost: $50,505 (includes $34,630 in-kind 
contribution from Busselton Hospice and $5,000 
secured via another funding partner). 
 

$10,875 

4. Waste Not Want 
Not 

South West Biotech Pty Ltd 
Funding will contribute to the setup of a pilot Black 
Soldier Fly Farm in the City of Busselton as solution to 
the food waste problem.  A site has been secured for 
the farm at Bio Soil Kaloorup Road, Vasse. 
Total Project Cost: $123,156 (the proponent advises 
that it is confident in raising the additional funds 
required). 
 

$20,000 

5. Ludlow Tuart 
Forest Heritage Walk 
Trail 

Ludlow Tuart forest restoration group 
Funding will enable the establishment of a circular, sign 
posted and lime stone paved trail. It is proposed to 
create a people friendly informative walk that 
encompasses the heritage Ludlow settlement site, the 
southern bank of the Ludlow River all within the heart 
of the only Tuart forest in the world. The trail will 
provide access to future resource space for Aboriginal 
heritage, traditional arts and crafts displays, the 
establishment of a native plants nursery and food 
garden, and a yarning circle in a forest setting.   
Total Project Cost: $18,596 
 

$18,596 

6. Vasse Fathering 
Project 

The Vasse Primary School Fathering Project Group 
The Project is a schools based community group that 
encourages fathers and father figures to be the best 
they can with their children. Funding will enable the 
purchase of a trailer to have a completely portable 
multi use self-contained fun unit to service the three 
existing groups in Vasse, West Busselton and Georgiana 
Molloy Primary schools. 
The trailer itself would form part of the assets of the 
Vasse Primary School Fathering Project. The trailer 
would be available to any of the other Fathering Project 
groups in the SW region. 
Total Project Cost: $19,083 
 

$19,083 

Total Value  $96,304 

 
The total votes, weighted by rank, are attached at Attachment 1.  The weighting provided the highest 
score to the projects that were selected by people as their first prioritised project, with the weighted 
score reducing for the second, third, fourth and so on. 
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The data captured through the voting process enabled staff to verify voter’s eligibility, with duplicate 
votes (a small number voted twice assuming their first attempt was unsuccessful) and those of non-
residents / ratepayers removed.  Fifty three votes were ineligible.   
 
The six projects chosen are clear favourites of the community.  They align with the ethos of the 
Program and will bring a benefit to the community.  It is noted that two projects identify the need for 
additional funding - the Shelterbags and the Waste Not Want Not projects.  The spirit of the Program 
supports the ‘have a go’ mentality with the intent to build community resilience through co-operation 
and problem solving.  Potentially, by supporting these projects, community discussion and 
cooperation can be encouraged to obtain the additional funding required; although the amount 
outstanding is noted as significant for the Waste Not Want Not Project.   
 
If however either project is unable to obtain enough funding to proceed within 6 months from the 
commencement of the agreement, the funding commitment from the City will be withdrawn. The 
intent would then be to fund the next preferred project being No. 7 the Outdoor Classroom proposed 
by the Busselton Dunsborough Environment Centre Inc., for an outdoor play and learning venue at a 
value of $19,984, and, if required the No. 8 project ‘Love Living with Wildlife’ at a value of $20,000. 
 
Alternatively, in the event that Council decided not to fund the Waste Not Want Not Project, due to 
the reliance on significant additional funding, the Outdoor Classroom project could be funded now 
instead. 
 
Council is asked to endorse funding for the six preferred projects. A simple agreement that includes a 
reporting and acquittal process (including presentation of receipts) will be prepared for each funded 
project. Opportunities for celebration and promotion of community achievements will also be 
identified within each agreement. 
 
Successful projects are expected to be completed by 30 June 2023. This will be followed by a report 
presented to Council on the outcomes of this final phase of the Program and consideration of its 
continuation and / or expansion of PB principals to other aspects of the City’s budget.  The table below 
provides some measurements and assessment of the Program to date. Targets were set by officers 
prior to the programs launch to help measure its success. 
 

Demonstrated Strong Interest and 
Participation 

How Target Actual 

Registrations for Community Event 
 

Registration process >50 45 

You Choose Voting page views Statistics on page view >200 9066 

Budgeting tool used for voting Number of votes cast >200 1330 

Program Comments 
 

Collected Data Positive >10 352 

Voting Question – Should the 
Program continue? 

Yes /Undecided/ No Not set. 1,276 Yes 
44 Undecided 
10 No 

Email Enquiries/contacts re project 
proposals 

Enquiry Log >20 63 

Submissions Received for project 
proposals 

# received >15 27 

Media Coverage – media releases 
are picked up. 

Media Monitoring 100% pick up 
rate for local 
newspapers 

100% 
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Statutory Environment 

The officer recommendation supports the general function of a local government under the Local 
Government Act 1995 to provide for the good government of persons in its district.  
 
Relevant Plans and Policies  

The officer recommendation aligns to the Council policy - Sponsorship Arrangements.  This Policy 
outlines the framework under which the City will enter into Sponsorship Arrangements for the 
purposes of facilitating the provision of a service, program, event, activity or endeavour that may 
contribute to the economic, social, environmental or cultural development of the City.  The Program is 
a form of Sponsorship Arrangement under this Policy. 
 
Financial Implications  

Council allocates 0.5% of rates per annum to the Donations, Contributions and Subsidies budget.  
$100,000 of that funding was allocated in this year to this new pilot program, with the remaining 
budget allocation funding the Community Assistance Program (CAP) run by the Community and 
Commercial Services Directorate.   
 
The total value of the projects recommended to be funded is $96,304, leaving $3,696 to be returned 
to the Donations, Contributions and Subsidies budget and the broader community funding pool. 
 
Stakeholder Consultation 

This Program achieved a high level of engagement with our community by providing the opportunity 
to partner with Council and make final recommendations for Council’s consideration.  This level of 
engagement - referenced as collaboration in the City of Busselton’s Community Engagement 
Framework - is usually only undertaken with a smaller audience such as reference and advisory 
groups, as outlined in the Framework.  Achieving such broad community participation is a positive 
outcome of this Program’s PB concept. 
 
Participatory budgeting in its purest sense would see full empowerment provided to its citizens to 
determine a government budget.  While Council cannot devolve its decision making responsibilities 
under the Local Government Act 1995, this Program has been a positive step in creating an 
opportunity  for greater community ownership over a part of Council’s budget with the added benefit 
of contributing to community resilience, co-operation and problem solving.   
 
The response rate and feedback received suggests that the concept of engaging and collaborating in 
this way has been very well received.  The Program also value added to the City’s community funding 
programs more broadly by generating greater awareness through the new consolidated community 
funding branding developed and launched at the start of this Program. 
 
Further community engagement will continue throughout the project implementation period as the 
project proponents celebrate their achievements as milestones are reached. 
 
Risk Assessment  

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation has been 
undertaken using the City’s risk management framework.  Community led projects often rely on 
volunteers and/or additional funding for implementation and as such there is a risk that one or more 
of the programs will not meet its intended objectives nor be completed on time.   

The controls in place to mitigate these possibilities include a customised agreement for each project 
with City staff monitoring set milestones.  Agreements will require the acquittal of funds, with any 
funds not expended returned to the Donations, Contributions and Subsidies budget.   
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As a result there are no risks of a medium or greater level being identified.   
 
Options  

As an alternative to the proposed recommendation the Council could: 

1. Choose not to allocate funding to one or more of these projects; and/or 

2. Fund one or more of the remaining 20 projects that include (listed in order or rank by 
weighting): 
 

7. Outdoor Classroom $19,984 

8. Love Living with Wildlife $20,000 

9. Busselton Street Art Project $20,000 

10. Bay Life Community Café Outdoor Area $15,100 

11. Piazza on Prince $12,000 

12. Busselton Woodturners Equipment Expansion $8,633 

13. Enclosed BBQ Undercover Area $20,000 

14. Community Reading Engagement $7,195 

15. Child Cyber Safety $11,000 

16. Seniors Computer Lessons $11,000 

17. Travel the Whale Highway $18,875 

18. Adventure Sailing $15,897 

19. Vasse River Goldrush 2022 $20,000 

20. Let it Grow Dunsborough $12,317 

21. FireWise Demonstration Garden $18,000 

22. Busselton and Dunsborough Community Radio $20,000 

23. Sky Stories Light Show $20,000 

24. Rescue of the SS Georgette $20,000 

25. Discover Busselton $20,000 

26. Takin’ it to the Streets $20,000 

CONCLUSION 

The Program has demonstrated it is highly engaging and meets the goals and objectives identified by 
Council, providing broad opportunity for the community to identify projects for public spend and to 
decide their priorities for that spend.   
 
The community have embraced the pilot program and provided some suggestions for improvement 
which will be incorporated into a final review of the Program post implementation of the successfully 
funded projects.  It is recommended that Council endorse the funding of the six most popular projects 
as voted by the community. 
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TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

Funding agreements will be established in March / April 2022. Successful projects are expected to be 
completed by June 2023. 
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ITEMS FOR DEBATE 

13.1 DA21/0548 PROPOSED CHALET DEVELOPMENT - LOT 100 (NO.4259) CAVES ROAD, 
WILYABRUP 

STRATEGIC THEME ENVIRONMENT - An environment that is valued, conserved and able 
to be enjoyed by current and future generations. 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 1.1 Ensure protection and enhancement of environmental values is a 
central consideration in land use planning 

SUBJECT INDEX Development Application 
BUSINESS UNIT Development Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Manager Development Services - Lee Reddell  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Director, Planning and Development Services - Paul Needham  
NATURE OF DECISION Regulatory: To determine an application/matter that directly affects a 

person’s right and interests e.g. development applications, 
applications for other permits/licences, and other decisions that may 
be reviewable by the State Administrative Tribunal 

VOTING REQUIREMENT Simple Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Attachment A Location Plan⇩  

Attachment B Original Application Report⇩  
Attachment C Original Development Plans⇩  
Attachment D Revised Application Report⇩  
Attachment E Revised Development Plans⇩  
Attachment F Landscape Plan⇩  
Attachment G Revised Bushfire Management Plan⇩  
Attachment H Schedule of Submissions⇩  
Attachment I Submission from adjacent wineries⇩   

Prior to the meeting, Councillor Carter foreshadowed a motion that was different to the officer 
recommendation. In accordance with clause 10.18(7) of the City’s Standing Orders Local Law 2018, it 
was taken to be an alternative motion and was considered first.   
 
The alternative motion was moved and carried.  
 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/048 Moved Councillor P Carter, seconded Councillor P Cronin 

That the Council determines: 
 

A. That application DA21/0548 submitted for development of 10 Chalets Lot 100 (No. 4259) 
Caves Road, Wilyabrup, is considered by the Council to be generally consistent with Local 
Planning Scheme No. 21 and the objectives of the zone within which it is located. 

 
B. That Development Approval is granted for the proposal referred to in (A) above subject to 

the following conditions:- 
 

GENERAL CONDITIONS: 
 
1. The development hereby approved shall be substantially commenced within two 

years from the date of this decision letter. 
 

2. The development hereby approved shall be undertaken in accordance with the 
signed and stamped, Approved Development Plans, and except as may be modified 
by the following conditions. 

OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_1.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_2.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_3.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_4.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_5.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_6.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_7.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_8.PDF
OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6389_9.PDF


Council 86 9 March 2022  

 

 
PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF ANY WORKS CONDITIONS 
 
3. The development hereby approved, or any works required to implement the 

development, shall not commence until the following plans or details have been 
submitted to the City and have been approved in writing – 

 
3.1 Notification in the form of a section 70A notification, pursuant to the Transfer 

of Land Act 1893 (as amended) is to be placed on the Certificates of Title of 
Lot advising that: 

 
a) This land is within a bushfire prone area as designated by an 

Order made by the Fire and Emergency Services Commissioner. 
The approval of the Chalets is conditional upon the details 
contained within the Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) prepared 
by Bushfire Prone Planning, Version 1.1 dated 8 December 2021 
and the accompanying Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Plan 
(BEEP). 

 
b) The Chalets hereby approved are to be made available for 

temporary accommodation purposes only. A single Chalet shall 
not be occupied by any one person, family or group of persons 
(two persons or more) for a period exceeding 3 months 
(consecutively or intermittently) within any 12 month period. 

  
A copy of the Certificate of Title with the section 70A notification registered 
against it, or Landgate lodgment receipt, is to be provided to the City. 
 

3.2 Details of the effluent management system which is required to be a 
secondary treatment system and achieve a minimum setback of 60m from the 
edge of Biljidup Brook.   
 

3.3 A Drainage Management Plan.  
 

3.4 Details of the entry point to the Chalet driveway modified to be off-set from 
the main entry into the site.  

 
3.5 Details of signage to direct visitors to the site to the Tavern parking, Tavern 

over-flow parking and the Chalets.    
 

3.6 Details of the finished treatment of all hard surfaced areas to be used for the 
driveway and manoeuvring areas as shown on the Approved Development 
Plans. 

 
3.7 A final schedule of the external materials, finishes and colours, which shall be 

generally consistent with the approved plans. The schedule shall include details 
of the type of materials proposed to be used, including their colour and texture. 
 

3.8 A final Landscaping Plan based on water sensitive urban design principles and 
designed in reference to soil types across the site. The Landscaping Plan shall 
include the following: 

 
a. the location and species of all trees to be removed; 
b. the provision of suitable screen planting along the western boundary; 
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c.  the provision of suitable screen planting along the eastern side of the 

chalets; 
d. a plant schedule nominating species, planting distances, numbers, 

planting sizes, together with the anticipated height of each plant at 
maturity; 

e. those areas to be reticulated or irrigated. 
 

3.9 Details of the provision of a minimum 50,000 litre static water supply for 
firefighting purposes – the dedicated water supply will be non-combustible 
and located such that fire services can readily gain access to appropriate 
fittings and connect fire fighting vehicles to dedicated water supplies in a safe 
manner. 
 

3.10 Details of upgrades to proposed access routes to achieve the requirements of 
Table 6 in the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas. 
 

3.11 Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the City to provide public art 
works within the development. This entails compliance with the Percent for 
Art provisions of the City's Development Contribution Policy via appropriate 
works up to a minimum value of 1% of the Estimated Cost of Development 
("ECD"). Where the value of on- site works is less than 1% of the ECD, a 
payment sufficient to bring the total contribution to 1% of the ECD is 
required. 

 
PRIOR TO OCCUPATION/USE OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS 
 
4. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied, or used, until all plans, 

details or works required by Conditions 2, 3 & 4 have been implemented; and the 
following conditions have been complied with to the satisfaction of the City –  

 
4.1. Hard and soft landscaping, as detailed in the approved Landscaping Plan, 

installed at the full cost of the applicant.    
 

4.2. All vehicle parking, access ways, footpaths and external lighting shall be 
constructed to a minimum standard in accordance with the Australian Standard 
for Parking Facilities - Off-Street Car Parking (AS 2890.1) and shall be developed 
in the form and layout depicted on the approved plans. 

 
4.3. Accessible car parking and access shall be provided and designed in accordance 

with the Australian Standard for Parking Facilities - Off-Street Car Parking for 
people with disabilities (AS 2890.6). 

 
4.4. Provision of a Certificate of Compliance, indicating that the works have been 

undertaken in accordance with the Bushfire Management Plan, including the 
provision of a dedicated firefighting water supply and any necessary upgrades 
to the proposed access routes. 

 
ONGOING CONDITIONS 

 
5. The works and other measures undertaken to satisfy Conditions 2, 3 & 4 shall be 

subsequently maintained for the life of the development and the following 
conditions must be complied with, to the satisfaction of the City – 
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5.1. The Bushfire Management Plan, Version 1.1 dated 8 December 2021, shall be 

implemented and maintained in accordance with the approval details and any 
recommendations therein. 
 

5.2. Signage shall be provided within each Chalet that advises guests: 
 

“This accommodation is located within 100 metres of operating 
agricultural land uses which have the potential to create odour, 
noise, spray drift and dust nuisance at times, including during the 
night. Please be advised that primacy of activity is given to 
agricultural production within this area.” 

 
5.3. The landscaping detailed within the Approved Landscaping Plan shall be 

subsequently maintained for the life of the development. 
 

5.4. All services and service related hardware, including antennae, satellite dishes 
and air conditioning units, being suitably located away from public view and/or 
screened. 

 
ADVICE TO APPLICANT 
 
1. If the applicant and/or owner are aggrieved by this decision there is a right of 

review under the provisions of Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. 
A review must be lodged with the State Administrative Tribunal, and must be 
lodged within 28 days of the decision. 
 

2. This Decision Notice grants Development Approval to the development the subject 
of this application. It cannot be construed as granting Development Approval for 
any other structure shown on the approved plans which was not specifically 
included in this application. 

 
3. Please note it is the responsibility of the applicant / owner to ensure that, in 

relation to Condition 1, this Development Approval remains current and does not 
lapse.  The City of Busselton does not send reminder notices in this regard. The 
term “substantially commenced” has the meaning given to it in the Planning and 
Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 as amended from time to 
time.  

 
4. In accordance with the provisions of the Building Act 2011, and Building Regulations 

2012, an application for a building permit must be submitted to, and approval 
granted by the City, prior to the commencement of the development hereby 
permitted. 

 
5. You are advised that a licence to take water from the existing soak on site, which 

may be required under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, has not been 
issued by the Department of Water and Environment Regulation (DWER) at the 
time of approval.  This development approval has been issued on the basis that the 
potable water supply for the Chalets will be drawn from the existing dams on the 
site and does not require the take of any water from the soak.   

 
6. You are advised that any new or modified crossing of Biljidup Brook may require a 

Permit to Interfere with Beds and Banks, issued by DWER, under the Rights in 
Water and Irrigation Act 1914.  Please contact DWER for further information.  
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7. In respect to effluent management, you are advised that there may be a need to 

separate the Brewery waste stream from the human waste stream when finalising 
the design of the system. Should this be required, there will need to be 
consideration of the location of any separate system in accordance with Condition 
3.2. 

 
8. Unless otherwise first agreed in writing, any trees or plants in the approved 

landscaping plan which, within a period of five years from first planting, are 
removed, die or, are assessed by the City as being seriously damaged, shall be 
replaced within the next available planting season with others of the same species, 
size and number as originally approved. 

 
9. You are advised that the ‘external materials’ shall comprise of ‘prescribed 

materials’ as identified by the City of Busselton Local Planning Scheme No.21 which 
are defined as follows –  

 

‘external surfaces’ means the external walls and cladding (if any), 
external doors, external door and window frames, columns, roofs, 
fences and any surface of a building or work visible from the exterior of 
a building or work; and 

 

‘prescribed materials’ means materials with dark tones or dark colouring 
and of low reflective quality or materials which are painted or similarly 
treated with dark toned or dark coloured paint or pigment of low 
reflective quality” 

 

10. In relation to the provision of public art in accordance with Local Planning Policy 4.4 
Percent for Art.  The Estimated Cost of Development shall be to the satisfaction of 
the City and based on demonstrated contract values or estimates provided by a 
quantity surveyor, with such contract or estimates being no more than 3 months old 
at the time of calculation of the payment amount, and if such information is more 
than 3 months old, the Estimated Cost of Development shall be indexed to the 
general construction industry index for Western Australia. 

 

11. You are advised Agonis flexuosa (WA Peppermint Trees) provide key habitat for the 
“critically endangered” Pseudocheirus occidentalis (Western Ringtail Possum). The 
Western Ringtail Possum are awarded protection under the Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 2016 and you may face penalties for taking or disturbing (including 
intentionally disturbing, trapping/relocating or causing harm/death) a Western 
Ringtail Possum. A Section 40 Ministerial authorisation to take or disturb 
threatened fauna under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 is to be obtained 
prior to clearing occurring.  A fauna handler is required to be onsite prior to and 
during any clearing operations and is required to hold a Section 40 Ministerial 
Authorisation. The fauna handler is to provide a post clearing report to DBCA 
swlanduseplanning@dbca.wa.gov.au that includes the numbers of adult or juvenile 
western ringtail possums observed, taken or disturbed, any injuries or fatalities, and 
the location of the fauna after clearing has occurred. 

CARRIED 8/0 

 

 

mailto:swlanduseplanning@dbca.wa.gov.au
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Reason:  By planting adequate screening along the eastern side of the chalets, we can 
minimize the visual impact of the chalets on adjoining land, but also through 
dense planting can provide reduced impact on the development from noise 
associated with agricultural land use (tractors, livestock, firearms etc.), and 
potentially reduce the likelihood of spray drift onto the proposed development. 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council determines: 
 
A. That application DA21/0548 submitted for development of 10 Chalets Lot 100 (No. 4259) 

Caves Road, Wilyabrup, is considered by the Council to be generally consistent with Local 
Planning Scheme No. 21 and the objectives of the zone within which it is located. 

 
B. That Development Approval is granted for the proposal referred to in (A) above subject to the 

following conditions:- 
 

GENERAL CONDITIONS: 
 
1. The development hereby approved shall be substantially commenced within two years 

from the date of this decision letter. 
 

2. The development hereby approved shall be undertaken in accordance with the signed 
and stamped, Approved Development Plans, and except as may be modified by the 
following conditions. 

 
PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF ANY WORKS CONDITIONS 
 
3. The development hereby approved, or any works required to implement the 

development, shall not commence until the following plans or details have been 
submitted to the City and have been approved in writing – 

 
3.1 Notification in the form of a section 70A notification, pursuant to the Transfer of 

Land Act 1893 (as amended) is to be placed on the Certificates of Title of Lot 
advising that: 

 
a) This land is within a bushfire prone area as designated by an Order 

made by the Fire and Emergency Services Commissioner. The approval 
of the Chalets is conditional upon the details contained within the 
Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) prepared by Bushfire Prone 
Planning, Version 1.1 dated 8 December 2021 and the accompanying 
Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Plan (BEEP). 

 
b) The Chalets hereby approved are to be made available for temporary 

accommodation purposes only. A single Chalet shall not be occupied 
by any one person, family or group of persons (two persons or more) 
for a period exceeding 3 months (consecutively or intermittently) 
within any 12 month period. 

  
A copy of the Certificate of Title with the section 70A notification registered 
against it, or Landgate lodgment receipt, is to be provided to the City. 
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3.2 Details of the effluent management system which is required to be a secondary 
treatment system and achieve a minimum setback of 60m from the edge of 
Biljidup Brook.   
 

3.3 A Drainage Management Plan.  
 

3.4 Details of the entry point to the Chalet driveway modified to be off-set from the 
main entry into the site.  

3.5 Details of signage to direct visitors to the site to the Tavern parking, Tavern over-
flow parking and the Chalets.    

 
3.6 Details of the finished treatment of all hard surfaced areas to be used for the 

driveway and manoeuvring areas as shown on the Approved Development Plans. 
 

3.7 A final schedule of the external materials, finishes and colours, which shall be 
generally consistent with the approved plans. The schedule shall include details of 
the type of materials proposed to be used, including their colour and texture. 
 

3.8 A final Landscaping Plan based on water sensitive urban design principles and 
designed in reference to soil types across the site. The Landscaping Plan shall 
include the following: 

 
a. the location and species of all trees to be removed; 
b. the provision of suitable screen planting along the western boundary; 
c. a plant schedule nominating species, planting distances, numbers, planting 

sizes, together with the anticipated height of each plant at maturity; 
d. those areas to be reticulated or irrigated. 

 
3.9 Details of the provision of a minimum 50,000 litre static water supply for 

firefighting purposes – the dedicated water supply will be non-combustible and 
located such that fire services can readily gain access to appropriate fittings and 
connect fire fighting vehicles to dedicated water supplies in a safe manner. 
 

3.10 Details of upgrades to proposed access routes to achieve the requirements of 
Table 6 in the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas. 
 

3.11 Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the City to provide public art works 
within the development. This entails compliance with the Percent for Art 
provisions of the City's Development Contribution Policy via appropriate works up 
to a minimum value of 1% of the Estimated Cost of Development ("ECD"). Where 
the value of on- site works is less than 1% of the ECD, a payment sufficient to 
bring the total contribution to 1% of the ECD is required. 

 
PRIOR TO OCCUPATION/USE OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS 
 
4. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied, or used, until all plans, details 

or works required by Conditions 2, 3 & 4 have been implemented; and the following 
conditions have been complied with to the satisfaction of the City –  

 
4.1. Hard and soft landscaping, as detailed in the approved Landscaping Plan, installed 

at the full cost of the applicant.    
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4.2. All vehicle parking, access ways, footpaths and external lighting shall be constructed 
to a minimum standard in accordance with the Australian Standard for Parking 
Facilities - Off-Street Car Parking (AS 2890.1) and shall be developed in the form and 
layout depicted on the approved plans. 

 
4.3. Accessible car parking and access shall be provided and designed in accordance with 

the Australian Standard for Parking Facilities - Off-Street Car Parking for people 
with disabilities (AS 2890.6). 

 
4.4. Provision of a Certificate of Compliance, indicating that the works have been 

undertaken in accordance with the Bushfire Management Plan, including the 
provision of a dedicated firefighting water supply and any necessary upgrades to 
the proposed access routes. 

 
ONGOING CONDITIONS 

 
5. The works and other measures undertaken to satisfy Conditions 2, 3 & 4 shall be 

subsequently maintained for the life of the development and the following conditions 
must be complied with, to the satisfaction of the City – 

 
5.1. The Bushfire Management Plan, Version 1.1 dated 8 December 2021, shall be 

implemented and maintained in accordance with the approval details and any 
recommendations therein. 
 

5.2. Signage shall be provided within each Chalet that advises guests: 
 

“This accommodation is located within 100 metres of operating 
agricultural land uses which have the potential to create odour, noise, 
spray drift and dust nuisance at times, including during the night. 
Please be advised that primacy of activity is given to agricultural 
production within this area.” 

 
5.3. The landscaping detailed within the Approved Landscaping Plan shall be 

subsequently maintained for the life of the development. 
 

5.4. All services and service related hardware, including antennae, satellite dishes and 
air conditioning units, being suitably located away from public view and/or 
screened. 

 
ADVICE TO APPLICANT 
 
1. If the applicant and/or owner are aggrieved by this decision there is a right of review 

under the provisions of Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. A review 
must be lodged with the State Administrative Tribunal, and must be lodged within 28 
days of the decision. 
 

2. This Decision Notice grants Development Approval to the development the subject of 
this application. It cannot be construed as granting Development Approval for any other 
structure shown on the approved plans which was not specifically included in this 
application. 
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3. Please note it is the responsibility of the applicant / owner to ensure that, in relation to 
Condition 1, this Development Approval remains current and does not lapse.  The City 
of Busselton does not send reminder notices in this regard. The term “substantially 
commenced” has the meaning given to it in the Planning and Development (Local 
Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 as amended from time to time.  

 
4. In accordance with the provisions of the Building Act 2011, and Building Regulations 

2012, an application for a building permit must be submitted to, and approval granted 
by the City, prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted. 

 
5. You are advised that a licence to take water from the existing soak on site, which may 

be required under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, has not been issued by 
the Department of Water and Environment Regulation (DWER) at the time of approval.  
This development approval has been issued on the basis that the potable water supply 
for the Chalets will be drawn from the existing dams on the site and does not require 
the take of any water from the soak.   

 
6. You are advised that any new or modified crossing of Biljidup Brook may require a 

Permit to Interfere with Beds and Banks, issued by DWER, under the Rights in Water 
and Irrigation Act 1914.  Please contact DWER for further information.  

 
7. In respect to effluent management, you are advised that there may be a need to 

separate the Brewery waste stream from the human waste stream when finalising the 
design of the system. Should this be required, there will need to be consideration of the 
location of any separate system in accordance with Condition 3.2. 

 
8. Unless otherwise first agreed in writing, any trees or plants in the approved landscaping 

plan which, within a period of five years from first planting, are removed, die or, are 
assessed by the City as being seriously damaged, shall be replaced within the next 
available planting season with others of the same species, size and number as originally 
approved. 

 
9. You are advised that the ‘external materials’ shall comprise of ‘prescribed materials’ as 

identified by the City of Busselton Local Planning Scheme No.21 which are defined as 
follows –  

‘external surfaces’ means the external walls and cladding (if any), external 
doors, external door and window frames, columns, roofs, fences and any 
surface of a building or work visible from the exterior of a building or work; 
and 

‘prescribed materials’ means materials with dark tones or dark colouring and 
of low reflective quality or materials which are painted or similarly treated 
with dark toned or dark coloured paint or pigment of low reflective quality” 

 

10. In relation to the provision of public art in accordance with Local Planning Policy 4.4 
Percent for Art.  The Estimated Cost of Development shall be to the satisfaction of the 
City and based on demonstrated contract values or estimates provided by a quantity 
surveyor, with such contract or estimates being no more than 3 months old at the time 
of calculation of the payment amount, and if such information is more than 3 months 
old, the Estimated Cost of Development shall be indexed to the general construction 
industry index for Western Australia. 
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11. You are advised Agonis flexuosa (WA Peppermint Trees) provide key habitat for the 
“critically endangered” Pseudocheirus occidentalis (Western Ringtail Possum). The 
Western Ringtail Possum are awarded protection under the Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 2016 and you may face penalties for taking or disturbing (including intentionally 
disturbing, trapping/relocating or causing harm/death) a Western Ringtail Possum. A 
Section 40 Ministerial authorisation to take or disturb threatened fauna under the 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 is to be obtained prior to clearing occurring.  A fauna 
handler is required to be onsite prior to and during any clearing operations and is 
required to hold a Section 40 Ministerial Authorisation. The fauna handler is to provide a 
post clearing report to DBCA swlanduseplanning@dbca.wa.gov.au that includes the 
numbers of adult or juvenile western ringtail possums observed, taken or disturbed, any 
injuries or fatalities, and the location of the fauna after clearing has occurred. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City has received a development application proposing 10 ‘Chalets’ at Lot 100 (No. 4259) Caves 
Road, Wilyabrup.  Due to the nature of the issues requiring consideration and the level of community 
interest, the application is being presented to Council for determination, rather than being 
determined by City officers acting under delegated authority.  
 
Having considered the application, including submissions received in relation to the application, City 
officers consider that the application is generally consistent with the City of Busselton Local Planning 
Scheme No. 21 (Scheme) and the broader, relevant planning framework including State Planning 
Policy 6.1 – Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge and Local Planning Policy 2.4 – Rural Tourist Accommodation. 

BACKGROUND 

1. Landowner/s: Wilyabrup Investments Pty Ltd 
 

2. Applicant: CF Town Planning and Development 
 

3. Site Area: 14.19 hectares 
 

4. General description of the site:  The site is located on Caves Road, approximately 2.7km south 
of the intersection with Metricup Road and near to the southern boundary of the local 
government area.  The site comprises an approved Holiday Home in the northern portion of 
the lot, an approved Tavern (occupied by Cheeky Monkey Brewing Co.) at the southern end as 
well as two dams, a soak and approximately 3.7 hectares of land planted with vines in the 
centre of the lot. The surrounding lots are predominantly used for agricultural purposes 
including viticulture, grazing and cropping, although it is noted that the lot immediately to the 
north is developed with a Single House and is not used for commercial purposes.  

 
5. Current development/use:  The site is currently developed with a Holiday Home and Tavern 

(Cheeky Monkey Brewing Co) and vines. 
 

6. Brief description of the proposed development: The proposal seeks to further develop the 
site with 10 Chalets and associated reception building adjacent to an existing dam on the site. 
 
It is noted that the application material refers to five Chalets however given the dual key units 
have the capacity to be used as two independent Chalets, each building has been assessed as 
two Chalets. 

 

mailto:swlanduseplanning@dbca.wa.gov.au
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The original proposal (see Attachment B) was submitted to the City in June 2021 seeking 
approval for twelve (six x dual key) Chalets, an associated office and swimming pool, as well as 
an 18 hole mini golf course proposed to be open to the public for an entry charge.   
 
The application was referred to adjoining properties for comment in August 2021 with three 
submissions (one being from multiple properties) received.  The submissions, all objections, 
raised a number of concerns which can be summarised as:   

 Overdevelopment of the site; 

 Boundary setbacks do not comply; 

 Potential conflict with agricultural uses in the area; 

 Potential impact of water quality in the area;  

 Visual impact of the proposal; 

 Impact on the rural amenity of the area; and 

 Lack of sufficient parking. 
 
In response to the submissions received and discussion with City officers, the applicant opted 
to review the proposal and submitted revised plans in November 2021 (see Attachment E). The 
original plans have been superseded and it is the revised plans which are being considered for 
the purposes of this assessment. 

 
The revised plans include the following changes: 

 Reduction from 12 (six x dual key) to 10 (five x dual key) Chalets; 

 Redesign of Chalets to remove the glazed link between the dual key units; 

 Chalets relocated to increase the setback from the eastern boundary from 18m to 71m; 

 Deletion of the proposed swimming pool; and  

 Deletion of the proposed mini-golf facility.   
 

7. Applicable Zoning and Special Control Area designations: The site is located within the 
‘Viticulture and Tourism’ zone and is affected by the ‘Landscape Value’ Special Control Area. 

8. Land-use permissibility: Chalet is identified as a ‘D’ use within the Viticulture and Tourism 
zone meaning that the use is not permitted unless the local government has exercised its 
discretion by granting a development approval.  

OFFICER COMMENT 

The main issues considered relevant for detailed discussion in this report are as follows: 

 Overview of Scheme and Policy Framework; 

 Potential Impact on Waterways; 

 Potential Conflict with Agricultural Uses; 

 Visual and Rural Amenity; 

 Car Parking and Access. 
  
Each of these issues are addressed below under the relevant heading. 
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Overview of Scheme and Policy Framework 
The site is affected by the Landscape Value Special Control Area in the Scheme which seeks to ensure 
that development is compatible with the rural and scenic qualities of land and is also subject to a 
number of relevant policies.  Policies of particular relevance are State Planning Policy 6.1 ‘Leeuwin 
Naturaliste Ridge’, Local Planning Policy 2.1 ‘Rural Tourist Accommodation’ and Local Planning Policy 
4.6 ‘Caves Road Visual Management’. 
 
While the specific provisions of these policies vary (and noting that this report does not intend to 
address every applicable policy provision in detail) they all fundamentally seek to achieve the same 
objectives, which can be summarised as: 

 To protect the scenic quality of the area valued by locals and visitors alike;  

 To ensure new development is considerate of, and in keeping with, local character; 

 To promote low-impact tourism in appropriate locations; and  

 To ensure that development is generally compatible with surrounding agricultural land 
uses.  

 
Potential Impact on Waterways  
The site is traversed by the Biljidup Brook which runs west to east through the site between the 
existing dams and Tavern building.  Biljidup Brook discharges into the Wilyabrup Brook which runs 
south to north through the adjacent lots to the east and eventually discharges to the ocean.  
Concerns regarding the ability to manage the wastewater treatment and stormwater runoff 
associated with the proposed Chalets and the potential impact on the water quality of the brooks 
was raised by a number of adjoining landowners.  
 
In respect to wastewater treatment, the proposal seeks to install an additional Aerobic Treatment 
Unit (ATU) system for the Chalets.  The proposed 6000L ATU would treat the Chalet wastewater and 
then pump the treated water to the pump-out tank of the existing 12,000L ATU used by the Tavern.  
It is also proposed to replace the existing irrigation system with new flat-bed leach drains which are 
generally more efficient in terms of the footprint required.  ATU’s, which are a form of secondary 
treatment system, provide a higher output water quality than a standard septic system and are 
preferred in areas of environmental sensitivity. 
 
The application was referred to DWER for comment as part of the consultation process with advice 
specifically sought on the potential impact of the proposal on the two brooks.  DWER indicated that 
further consideration was required regarding the siting of the proposed leach drains in order to 
achieve an appropriate buffer from the brook and that a water balancing assessment would be 
required if the proposed sought to take water from the existing soak on site.  They also advised that 
where the provisions of the Government Sewerage Policy (GSP) cannot be met in full a risk-based 
approach is to be applied.   
 
In respect of the proposed leach drains, the GSP requires a setback of 100m from a waterway.  As the 
proposal is unable to achieve a 100m setback from the Biljidup Brook, DWER’s recommendation is to 
maximise the separation that can be achieved within the constraint of the property. Given the site 
layout and conditions, DWER advised that the leach drains should be located as close to the southern 
boundary as possible.  This would achieve a setback of approximately 60m from the Biljidup Brook 
and is considered acceptable by DWER in respect of the potential impact on the environment and 
public health, provided that a secondary treatment system, such as an ATU, is used rather than a 
standard septic system.  A condition requiring a suitable secondary treatment effluent disposal 
system that achieves a minimum setback of 60m from the edge of Biljidup Brook is recommended 
should an approval be issued.  
 



Council 97 9 March 2022  

 

In respect to the need for a water balancing report to determine whether the take of water from the 
existing soak would require a licence, the applicant has subsequently advised that the proposal is 
able to operate without needing to take any water from the soak and that potable water 
requirements can be met through the existing dams. In response, DWER have indicated that neither 
of the two dams on site require a licence to take and that if the applicant has committed to ensuring 
no water is required/will be taken from the soak on site, no water balancing report is required in 
consideration of the development application.  An advice note reiterating that the potable water 
supply for the development is unable to be sourced from the soak will be included should an 
approval be issued. 
 
DWER also advised in their referral comments that the GSP requires consideration of cumulative 
impacts when assessing potential impacts on waterways and indicated:  
 

“In considering the cumulative risks to the Biljidup Brook it is noted that the majority of 
land holdings are large in nature other than Cowaramup townsite (which is 
sewered).  There are not likely to be many other wastewater systems developed in 
close proximity to the brook, and as such the potential for significant risk of cumulative 
impacts occurring is deemed low.  The greater risk to water quality in such a catchment 
is likely to be diffuse nutrient sources resulting from agricultural practises.” 

     
It is noted that approval for the proposed effluent disposal system will be required from the 
Department of Health, rather than the City, given the volume of waste being treated.  The City’s 
Environmental Health team have indicated however that it may be appropriate to install a separate 
system for the brewery wastewater (approximately 250L per day) as the salts in brewery wastewater 
can affect the treatment of human waste.  An advice note indicating that this should be considered 
when designing the final system will be included should an approval be issued.  
 
In respect to stormwater run-off, due to the gradient across the site stormwater flows over the 
boundary onto the properties to the east in major rainfall events.  While it is not expected that the 
proposed development will exacerbate this issue, a condition requiring a drainage management plan 
has been recommended as a condition of approval. 
 
Potential Conflict with Agricultural Uses 
The site is located within the Viticulture and Tourism zone.  The proposed Chalet use is a “D” land use 
within the zone and can be undertaken subject to the consideration of the application’s merits and 
the issue of a development approval.  
 
The site and surrounding land to the east is identified as Principal Agricultural Land (Viticulture and 
Grazing) by the Leeuwin Naturaliste Policy (SPP 6.1) which seeks to ensure that agriculture remains 
the predominant land use but contemplates other uses, including the use of interspersed lands with 
lesser agricultural potential, where they are compatible with and will not jeopardise the agricultural 
use of adjoining land. While the SPP does not provide detailed guidance on how this could be 
achieved, the City’s Rural Tourist Accommodation Policy LPP 2.1 (LPP 2.1) includes setback 
requirements for development of this nature that are equivalent to, or greater than, those required 
by the Scheme for the Viticulture and Tourism zone and are relevant to discussion on the suitability 
of the proposed Chalet land use in this area.   
 
LPP2.1 requires setbacks of 100m from all boundaries.  The 100m setback requirement is understood 
to have been introduced as a suitable buffer between tourism land uses and viticulture when the 
Policy was first developed in the 1990’s in order to protect existing viticultural activity in the rural 
areas.   
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The proposal exceeds the 100m Caves Road setback required by the Scheme and LPP2.1 with 
setbacks in excess of 150m provided from the western boundary.  The proposal also exceeds the 
100m setback requirement between the Chalets and the southern (Lot 23 - Cullens Wines) and north-
east (Lot 852 - Gralyn Estate) boundaries.  It is noted that the setback between the Reception 
building and the north-east boundary (Gralyn Estate) is 75m.  The reduced setback is considered 
acceptable given the Reception component of the development is not considered a sensitive land use 
and does not generate the same potential for conflict between land uses as the Chalets.  
 
The setback provided between the eastern boundary (Lot 852 - Vasse Felix) and the easternmost 
units (shown as Chalets 4 & 5 on the site plan) is 71m, while the setback to the westernmost units 
(shown as Chalets 4 & 5 on the site plan) is 98m and therefore they do not satisfy the 100m 
requirement.   
 
While it is understood that Vasse Felix may seek to plant vines on Lot 853 in future, the land is 
currently used for grazing and/or cropping purposes.  The 2m discretion required for the 
westernmost units is considered inconsequential and can be supported.  The reduced setback to the 
easternmost units is also considered reasonable given the current use of the adjacent lot for grazing 
purposes which is unlikely to create significant conflict with the proposed Chalet land use.  While it is 
acknowledged that the reduced setback to the eastern boundary may have an impact on the future 
use of the adjacent lot for viticulture purposes, the potential impact is considered minor given it 
would affect approximately 1200m2 of the 68 hectare lot (should an equivalent 100m2 buffer be 
applied from the Chalets onto Lot 853). 
 
The applicant made significant changes to the original proposal in response to concerns raised during 
the first round of advertising, reducing the number of Chalets from 12 to 10 and deleting the 
swimming pool and public mini-golf course entirely.  City officers were unlikely to have supported the 
development as originally proposed given the scale of activity, the visibility of commercial activity 
including car parking, potential access issues associated with increased visitation to the site and the 
likely subsequent impacts on rural amenity and adjacent agricultural uses.   
 
The modified proposal however is considered to be low impact, at an appropriate scale and to 
provide sufficient setbacks to limit any significant or unreasonable impacts on adjacent agricultural 
pursuits.  The proposal achieves a reasonable balance between development potential on the site 
with the continued agricultural use of surrounding land.  Subject to a condition requiring that 
signage/ information be provided for guests of the Chalets advising of the rural nature of the area 
and the potential for impacts associated with agricultural activity, the proposal is recommended for 
support.  
 
It is further noted that LPP2.1 encourages 24 hour on-site management for all rural tourist 
accommodation.  Given the small scale of the proposed development and the presence of existing 
tourism based activity on site, being the adjacent Brewery, it is not considered necessary to require 
24-hour on-site management for this proposal.  
 
Visual and Rural Amenity 
SPP6.1 identifies the site as being located within a ‘Travel Route Corridor’ Landscape Class (Figure 3 
of the Policy) and within the ‘Valley’ and ‘Plateau’ Landscape Character Units (Figure 4 of the Policy).  
Within the Policy area, low impact tourism is able to be considered outside designated tourism nodes 
subject to consideration of impacts on the character of the area, the scale of the development and 
whether the use is complementary to agricultural uses.  
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The City’s ‘Caves Road Visual Management’ Policy LPP 4.6 (LPP 4.6) was developed to provide 
guidance on the maintenance of the visual quality of the natural and rural landscapes as viewed from 
Caves Road.  LPP4.6 identifies the site as being within a moderate visual impact area with 
low/medium visual quality and indicates that development may be visually apparent from Caves 
Road but should be subordinate to the established landscape patterns.  
 
The City’s ‘Rural Tourist Accommodation Policy’ LPP 2.1 provides guidance on tourism development 
within the Rural zones with the aim of encouraging development that integrates with existing 
tourism operations, is low profile and designed in harmony with the setting, and does not conflict 
with existing agricultural uses. Of relevance to the preservation of visual and rural amenity, LPP 2.1 
includes provisions relating to minimum site area requirements, maximum densities and minimum 
setbacks.  
 
In respect of minimum site area requirements, LPP 2.1 indicates that Chalets should not be permitted 
on sites of less than 15 hectares.  While the subject site is only 14.2 hectares, a minor discretion is 
considered appropriate given the revised proposal has reduced the built form and activity proposed 
on the site, has appropriately sited the Chalets centrally on the site, will not significantly affect rural 
character and amenity of the area and is not considered an over-development of the site.   
 
In respect of density, LPP 2.1 indicates Chalets shall not be developed at a density greater than 1 
Chalet per 3 hectares. While the proposal effectively constitutes 10 Chalets (5 x dual key) the 
proposal is considered to satisfy the objectives relating to density as each of the dual key Chalets are 
designed to present as one Chalet rather than two. This allows the clustered development to present 
as five Chalet buildings which would otherwise be acceptable, subject to the 1 Chalet per 3 hectares 
requirement, if the units were not dual key.  The applicant could choose to amend the proposal to 
five x three bedroom Chalets (eg: by removing the internal partition wall and door between the 
units) and the outcome in terms of built form impacts would be the same. 
 
As detailed in the discussion on potential conflict with agricultural land uses above, the proposal 
satisfies the minimum setback of 100m required between the Chalets and all boundaries except the 
eastern boundary with Lot 853 which is owned by Vasse Felix and currently used for grazing and/or 
cropping purposes.  
 
While the proposed Chalets will be visible from Caves Road, more so when travelling south due to 
the more open nature of the view lines across the property from the north, the small scale and 
clustered nature of the development, the recessive materials and colours used, the setback to Caves 
Road and the addition of some supplementary screen planting along the western property boundary 
is considered to sufficiently mitigate the impact of the proposal on views from the public realm.  
Views to the proposal from Caves Road will be filtered and will not dominate the travellers 
experience when traversing this section of the travel route corridor.  Submitter comments made in 
relation to suitability of species on the site are noted and a revised detailed landscaping plan that 
addresses the provision of screen planting to Caves Road and landscaping around the Chalets with 
species that are suitable to the relevant soil types is recommended as a condition of approval.  
 
In respect to views of the proposed development from surrounding sites, it is noted that the nearest 
dwelling is located approximately 450m north of the proposed Chalets on Lot 101 and views to the 
proposal will be filtered by intervening vegetation located on the site and on Lot 101.  Views to the 
development from the south (Lot 23 – Cullens Wines) will be obscured by an existing fence and 
dense vegetation on the northern boundary of that lot.  The development will be visible from lots 
generally to the east, including Lots 852 (Gralyn Estate) and 853 (Vasse Felix) but these lots are both 
currently used for grazing and/or cropping purposes and are not developed with any residential or 
tourism land uses whose visual amenity may be affected by the proposal.  It is further noted that the 
nearest dwellings to the east are in excess of 1km from the proposed Chalets and have intervening 
vegetation and as such, will not be significantly affected by the proposed development. 
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As a general principle, the preservation of the scenic quality or visual amenity as viewed from lots 
that are used exclusively for agricultural purposes, such as Lots 852 and 853 to the east, is not 
considered a reasonable priority in the assessment of any such development applications, given the 
limited impact that additional built form in the environment will have on either their rural operations 
or the expansive views enjoyed from these large properties. 
 
Car Parking and Access 
Local Planning Policy 2.1 – Car Parking provides guidance on the City’s requirements car and bicycle 
parking.  For ‘Chalets’ one bay per unit plus one visitor bay for every four units is required.  The 
proposal provides 10 bays for the 10 units (five x dual key) which satisfies the requirements for 
guests and while no specific visitor parking is proposed, there is a pull-in bay adjacent to the 
reception building which can accommodate two or three vehicles and is considered sufficient for the 
required visitor bays.  It is further noted that the proposal will not affect the primary or overflow 
parking of the adjacent Tavern. 
 
In respect to access, as Caves Road is a Primary Distributor Road, the proposal was referred to 
MRWA for comment.  The proposal seeks to make use of the existing crossover to Caves Road which 
services all other existing uses on the site.  MRWA have indicated that the proposal can be supported 
subject to adjustments to the entry point from the main driveway to the driveway for the Chalets to 
minimise potential conflict. This modification, as well as suitable signage to ensure visitors entering 
the site understand how to access the Chalets, Tavern and overflow parking is recommended as a 
condition of approval. 
 
Statutory Environment 

The key statutory environment is set out in the City of Busselton Local Planning Scheme 21 (Scheme), 
the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (Regulations), Schedule 2 
of which is the ‘deemed provisions’, which also functionally form part of the Scheme. The key aspects 
of the Scheme and Regulations relevant to consideration of the application are set out below. 
  
Zoning  
The site is zoned ‘Viticulture and Tourism’.  The objectives of the Viticulture and Tourism zone are: 

a.  To provide for the maintenance or enhancement of specific local rural character.  

b.  To provide for development and expansion of the viticultural, winemaking and 
associated industries, in addition to general rural pursuits, in a manner that does not 
cause adverse environmental impact.  

c.  To facilitate the development of tourist facilities of a scale and nature appropriate in 
rural settings without prejudice to the scenic quality of land within this zone and 
without creating or increasing ribbon development on any road.  

d.  To provide for the operation and development of existing, future and potential rural 
land uses by limiting the introduction of sensitive land uses.  

e.  To provide for a range of non-rural land uses where they have demonstrated benefit 
and are compatible with surrounding rural uses.  

f.  To maintain and enhance the environmental qualities of the landscape, vegetation, 
soils and waterways. 

The proposal is considered to satisfy the objectives of the zone. 
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Land use and permissibility 
The proposed ‘Chalet’ land use is defined as follows: 

“a dwelling forming part of a tourist facility that is —  

(a) a self-contained unit that includes cooking facilities, bathroom facilities and 
separate living and sleeping areas; and  

(b) designed to accommodate short-term guests with no guest accommodated for 
periods totalling more than 3 months in any 12 month period.” 

 
Chalet is identified as a ‘D’ use within the Viticulture and Tourism zone meaning that the use is not 
permitted unless the local government has exercised its discretion by granted a development 
approval.  
 
General considerations when making a decision on a development application 
When considering a development application for a discretionary land use, including any land use 
designated as a “D” or “A” land use under Table 2 - The Zoning Table of the Scheme, a decision-
maker is required to exercise discretion when approving the development.  
 
The exercise of discretion should take into account relevant considerations as identified within 
Clause 67 – ‘Consideration of application by local government’ of Schedule 2 Deemed Provisions for 
local planning schemes of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 
2015 (commonly referred to as ‘Matters to be Considered’). The decision-maker has an obligation to 
exercise their statutory responsibilities appropriately and a decision is required to be based upon 
sound planning principles. 
  
The Matters to be Considered which are relevant to this development application are outlined in the 
Statutory Environment section of this report. If an item or issue is not listed as a Matter to be 
Considered, it is not deemed to be a valid planning consideration and therefore is not to be given 
regard in the determination of a development application. 
 
Matters to be considered 
Clause 67 of the deemed provisions within the Regulations sets out ‘matters to be considered’ by a 
local government in considering an application for development approval. The following matters are 
considered to be relevant to consideration of this application: 

(a) the aims and provisions of this Scheme and any other local planning scheme operating 
within the Scheme area; 

(b) the requirements of orderly and proper planning including any proposed local planning 
scheme or amendment to this Scheme that has been advertised under the Planning and 
Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 or any other proposed planning 
instrument that the local government is seriously considering adopting or approving; 

(c) any approved State planning policy; 

(d) any environmental protection policy approved under the Environmental Protection 
Act 1986 section 31(d); 

(e) any policy of the Commission; 

(f) any policy of the State; 

(fa) any local planning strategy for this Scheme endorsed by the Commission; 

(g) any local planning policy for the Scheme area; 

(h) any structure plan or local development plan that relates to the development;  

(m) the compatibility of the development with its setting, including —  

1.   (i) the compatibility of the development with the desired future  
   character of its setting; and  
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2.   (ii) the relationship of the development to development on adjoining 
   land or on other land in the locality including, but not limited to, the 
   likely effect of the height, bulk, scale, orientation and appearance of 
   the development; 

(n) the amenity of the locality including the following —  

3.   (i) environmental impacts of the development; 

4.   (ii) the character of the locality; 

5.   (iii) social impacts of the development; 

 (o) the likely effect of the development on the natural environment or water resources 
and any means that are proposed to protect or to mitigate impacts on the natural 
environment or the water resource; 

 (p) whether adequate provision has been made for the landscaping of the land to which 
the application relates and whether any trees or other vegetation on the land should be 
preserved; 

 (q) the suitability of the land for the development taking into account the possible risk of 
flooding, tidal inundation, subsidence, landslip, bush fire, soil erosion, land degradation 
or any other risk; 

 (r) the suitability of the land for the development taking into account the possible risk to 
human health or safety; 

(s) the adequacy of —  

6.  (i) the proposed means of access to and egress from the site; and 

7.  (ii) arrangements for the loading, unloading, manoeuvring and parking 
  of vehicles; 

(t) the amount of traffic likely to be generated by the development, particularly in relation 
to the capacity of the road system in the locality and the probable effect on traffic flow 
and safety; 

(u) the availability and adequacy for the development of the following —  

8.  (i) public transport services; 

9.  (ii) public utility services; 

  (ii) storage, management and collection of waste; 

10.      (iv) access for pedestrians and cyclists (including end of trip storage,  
   toilet and shower facilities); 

11.   (v) access by older people and people with disability; 

(w) the history of the site where the development is to be located; 

(x) the impact of the development on the community as a whole notwithstanding the 
impact of the development on particular individuals; 

(y) any submissions received on the application; 

(za) the comments or submissions received from any authority consulted under clause 66;  

(zb) any other planning consideration the local government considers appropriate. 
 
The proposal has been considered against the matters listed above.  
 
Relevant Plans and Policies  

Relevant plans and policies must be given due regard in assessing the application, but cannot and do 
not bind the local government in determining an application for development approval. Plans and 
policies considered in the assessment of the application are as follows: 
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Government Sewerage Policy 
Establishes the Western Australian Government’s position on the provision of sewerage services in 
the State through the planning and development of land. In instances where reticulated sewerage 
cannot be provided, it adopts a best practice approach to the provision of on-site sewage treatment 
and disposal, in accordance with Australian/New Zealand Standard 1547 On-site domestic 
wastewater management. The proposal is considered to satisfy the relevant objectives of the Policy.  
 
State Planning Policy 2.5 - Rural Planning 
Seeks to protect and preserve Western Australia’s rural land assets due to the importance of their 
economic, natural resource, food production, environmental and landscape values. Ensuring broad 
compatibility between land uses is essential to delivering this outcome. The Policy provides guidance 
on how rural planning issues should be considered through Strategic planning processes and refers to 
the Clause 67 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 for 
matters to be considered in determining a development application.   
 
State Planning Policy 6.1 - Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge  
Seeks to provide the strategic policy framework for the policy area by providing vision, guidance and 
certainty of land use and promote sustainable development, conservation, and land and resource 
management.  The proposal is considered to satisfy the relevant provisions of the Policy. 
 
The site is identified as: 

- Travel route corridor - Figure 3 

- Valleys and Plateau - Figure 4 

- Principle agriculture (Viticulture and Grazing) – Figure 5 
 
Local Planning Policy 2.1 - Car Parking 
Provides guidance on the City’s requirements for the provision of car parking and bicycle parking 
facilities for new development.  For ‘Chalets’ the Policy requires one bay per unit plus one visitor bay 
for every four units.  The proposal provides 10 bays for the 10 units (five x dual key) which satisfies 
the requirements for guests and while no specific visitor parking is provided, there is a pull-in bay 
adjacent to the reception building which can accommodate two or three vehicles and is considered 
sufficient for the required visitor bays.  No bicycle parking facilities are required for Chalets.  
 
Local Planning Policy - 2.4 Rural Tourist Accommodation 
Provides guidance on rural tourist accommodation and is relevant to Chalet development within the 
Viticulture and Tourism zone.  The Policy indicates a desire for development that integrates with 
existing tourism operations, provides a feature of interest for tourists, is low profile and designed in 
harmony with the setting does not conflict with existing agricultural uses. The proposal is considered 
to satisfy the relevant provisions of the Policy. 
 
Local Planning Policy - 3.1 Reflective Building Materials 
Provides guidance on suitable non-reflective building materials with a view to protecting residential 
and visual amenity and the rural or scenic qualities of the landscape, especially for sites located 
within the Landscape Value Special Control Area. A condition requiring the use of non-reflective 
building materials has been recommended. 
 
Local Planning Policy - 4.2 Bushfire 
Seeks to provide clarity regarding the assessment of development applications on sites located 
within a bushfire prone area and ensure consideration of a balance between bushfire risk and visual 
and environmental impacts.  The proposal satisfies the relevant provisions of the Policy. 
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Local Planning Policy - 4.6 Caves Road Visual Management 
Seeks to maintain and enhance the visual quality of the natural and rural landscape as viewed from 
Caves Road, maintain the rural landscape as the dominant visual experience on Caves Road and 
maintain significant views.  The site is located within Policy Area 2 with low / medium visual quality, 
with an indication that development may be visible from Caves Road subject to suitable design.   
The clustered, low level form of development is considered appropriate particularly when coupled 
with the provision of additional landscaping treatments to minimise the visual impact of the 
proposal.   
 
Local Planning Policy - 6.1 Stormwater Management 
Provides guidance on methods for achieving the safe and effective management of the quality of 
stormwater runoff. A condition requiring stormwater management plan has been recommended. 
 
Financial Implications  

There are no financial implications associated with the officer recommendation. 
 
Stakeholder Consultation 

Clause 64 of the Deemed Provisions sets out circumstances in which an application for development 
approval must be advertised, and also sets out the means by which applications may be advertised. 
Given the nature and scale of the proposed development, it was considered appropriate to advertise 
the development application to surrounding landowners. 
 
The purpose of public consultation is to provide an opportunity for issues associated with a proposed 
development to be identified by those who potentially may be affected. A development application 
should not be approved or refused based on the number of submissions it receives, rather all 
applications must be determined on the merits of the particular proposal, including consideration of 
any relevant planning issues raised through consultation. 
 
The application was referred to adjoining properties for comment in August 2021 with three 
submissions (one being from multiple properties) received.  The submissions, all objections, raised a 
number of concerns which can be summarised as: 

 overdevelopment of the site;  

 lack of sufficient parking; 

 boundary setbacks do not comply;  

 potential conflict with agricultural uses in the area;  

 potential impact on water quality in the area;  

 insufficient landscaping; visual impact of the proposal; and 

 impact on the rural amenity of the area.  
 

In response to the submissions received and discussion with City officers, the applicant opted to 
review the proposal and submitted revised plans in December 2021.  
The revised plans were advertised to surrounding properties in December 2021 and included the 
following amendments: 

 reduced from twelve to ten (five x dual key) Chalets; 

 Chalets relocated west to increase the setback from the eastern boundary from 18m to 
71m; 

 deleted the proposed swimming pool; and  

 deleted the proposed mini-golf facility.   
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Three further submissions (from the same parties who provided the previous submissions) were 
received.  A schedule of submissions is provided as Attachment H. The schedule identifies who 
submissions were received from and summarises the submissions.   A full copy of the submission 
made by S. Baxter on behalf of a number of vineyards / wineries is attached at Attachment I. 
 
In addition to the above, the application was referred to DPIRD, DWER, DBCA, DFES and MRWA. The 
comments received from these authorities are included in the Schedule of Submissions. 
 
Risk Assessment  

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation has been 
undertaken using the City’s risk management framework, with risks assessed taking into account any 
controls already in place. The key risk to the City is considered to be the potential reputational and 
environmental risk that may arise if the site is not managed in a manner consistent with the 
conditions of approval. 
 
Options  

As an alternative to the proposed recommendation the Council could: 

1. Refusal the proposal, setting out reasons for doing so; or 

2. Apply additional or different conditions. 

CONCLUSION 

Subject to the inclusion of relevant conditions, the proposal is considered appropriate to support and 
accordingly is recommended for approval.  

TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

The applicant and those who made a submission will be advised of the Council decision within two 
weeks of the Council meeting.  
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17.2 RESPONSE TO MOTIONS CARRIED AT SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING 21 FEBRUARY 2022 

STRATEGIC THEME LEADERSHIP - A Council that connects with the community and is 
accountable in its decision making. 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 4.2 Deliver governance systems that facilitate open, ethical and 
transparent decision making. 

SUBJECT INDEX Special Electors Meeting 
BUSINESS UNIT Corporate Services  
REPORTING OFFICER Manager Governance and Corporate Services - Sarah Pierson  
AUTHORISING OFFICER Chief Executive Officer - Mike Archer  
NATURE OF DECISION Advocacy: to advocate on its own behalf or on behalf of its 

community to another level of government/body/agency 
VOTING REQUIREMENT Simple Majority  
ATTACHMENTS Nil 
   
Prior to the meeting, Councillor Ryan foreshadowed a motion that was different to the officer 
recommendation. In accordance with clause 10.18(7) of the City’s Standing Orders Local Law 2018, it 
was taken to be an alternative motion and moved first.  
 
There was opposition to the motion and debate ensued.  
 

SUBSTANTIVE MOTION 

C2203/049 Moved Councillor A Ryan, seconded Councillor M Love 

That the Council, in response to motions put forward by the Electors, require the CEO to write to 
the Premier and relevant State Government Ministers and advise that circa 450 business owners 
and community members within the City of Busselton attended a special electors meeting and 
collectively expressed strong concern about the impacts that the vaccine mandates are having on 
business, employees, volunteers, and the wider community and advise the Premier forthwith - 

 
1.        that we demand the immediate removal of the vaccine mandates and associated 

restrictions in WA due to lack of evidence that a pandemic exists; and 
 
2.        that forthwith the City of Busselton will be a Pro-Choice community regardless of 1 

above. 

LOST 1/7 

FOR: CR RYAN 

AGAINST: CR HENLEY, CR CARTER, CR RICCELLI, CR LOVE, CR CRONIN, CR COX, CR RICHARDS 

The officer recommendation was moved and carried.  
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COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/050 Moved Councillor S Riccelli, seconded Councillor P Carter 

That the Council  

1. In response to motions 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 write to the Premier and relevant State Government 
Ministers and  

(a) advise that circa 450 business owners and community members within the City of 
Busselton attended a special electors meeting and collectively; 

(i) expressed strong concern about the impacts that the vaccine mandates are 
having on business, employees, volunteers, and the community; and 

(ii) requested that the City advocate to the State Government for  

 the removal of volunteers from vaccine mandates;  

 clearer information for businesses in relation to the implementation of 
vaccine mandates and their obligations and liabilities for employees under 
Work Health and Safety legislation; and 

 a survey be conducted by the State Government to better understand the 
impacts of vaccine mandates on small business; and  

 the removal of vaccine mandates and associated restrictions; and 

(b) request that the Premier takes the concerns of the those electors into account as he 
reviews the State Government’s position on vaccine mandates;  

2. In response to motion 4, resolves that the City will not conduct its own survey into the 
impacts of vaccine mandates on ratepayers; and 

3. Acknowledges that the representations made from the electors present at the special 
electors meeting may not necessarily represent the diversity of views of the City’s electors. 

CARRIED 8/0 

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council  

1. In response to motions 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 write to the Premier and relevant State Government 
Ministers and  

(a) advise that circa 450 business owners and community members within the City of 
Busselton attended a special electors meeting and collectively  

(i) expressed strong concern about the impacts that the vaccine mandates are having 
on business, employees, volunteers, and the community; and 

(ii) requested that the City advocate to the State Government for  

 the removal of volunteers from vaccine mandates;  

 clearer information for businesses in relation to the implementation of 
vaccine mandates and their obligations and liabilities for employees under 
Work Health and Safety legislation; and 

 a survey be conducted by the State Government to better understand the 
impacts of vaccine mandates on small business; and  

 the removal of vaccine mandates and associated restrictions; and 

(b) request that the Premier takes the concerns of the those electors into account as he 
reviews the State Government’s position on vaccine mandates;  
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2. In response to motion 4, resolves that the City will not conduct its own survey into the impacts 
of vaccine mandates on ratepayers; and 

3. Acknowledges that the representations made from the electors present at the special electors 
meeting may not necessarily represent the diversity of views of the City’s electors. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

At a special meeting of electors held 21 February 2021, the following motions were carried: 
 
That the Electors present: 
 
1. Request that the City of Busselton advocate on behalf of local volunteers to the state 

government to remove the vaccine mandate, allowing all willing community members to 
participate in volunteer work.  

2. Request the City of Busselton write to the State Government to initiate a survey regarding 
impacts of mandates on small businesses. 

3. Request that the City of Busselton write to the State Government and request that they provide 
absolute clarity to businesses with regards to any liability of all mandates.   

4. We request that the City of Busselton develop and conduct a survey on the impact of mandates 
on ratepayers.  

5. Request that the City of Busselton to ask the State Government to request clear information 
that clarifies the mandates for all local businesses regarding overreach. 

6. That the City of Busselton advocates to all relevant State and Federal Ministers for removal of 
all mandates and restriction, as these mandates are causing segregation and immense harm. 

 
This report considers those motions and in response to motion 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 recommends that 
Council write to the Premier and relevant State Government Ministers outlining the concerns of 
those electors who attended the special electors meeting and respectfully request that the Premier 
takes the concerns of those electors into account as he reviews vaccine mandates.  Further, in 
response to motion 4, officers recommend that the City does not undertake its own survey on the 
impact of vaccine mandates on ratepayers. 

BACKGROUND 

On 17 January 2022 the City received a request from over 100 electors of the District to hold a special 
meeting of electors.  The request was signed by 330 people and called for a meeting to discuss the 
following matters: 

a) Hear concerns in respect to the detrimental economic, business, workplace health and safety, 
public liability and lifestyle impacts of the vaccination mandates specifically on the City of 
Busselton community.  

 

b) Ensure Councillors and the CEO of the City of Busselton acknowledge and understand the 
financial risks to the ratepayers of the City that these vaccination mandates could potentially 
impose on them. 

 

c) Declare the City of Busselton a Pro-Choice community and advise the Premier of Western 
Australia and State Parliament about the concerns of the City of Busselton community and 
request they refrain from imposing any further mandates and revoke any mandates in place now 

 
Under the Local Government Act 1995, the City, on receipt of a request containing 100 or more 
signatures of electors, must hold a special electors meeting.   
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The meeting was held on Monday 21 February 2022 at 5.30pm, at Churchill Park.  In anticipation of 
attendance greater than the capacity of Churchill Park Hall, the meeting was held outdoors in the 
oval central to the trotting track.  Circa 450 people attended the meeting, with six motions carried.  
The meeting was respectful and provided an opportunity for Councillors to hear from those moving 
and supporting the motions, as well as anyone objecting to them, although no-one spoke in 
objection to any motion.  All motions were carried by a clear simple majority. 
 
Officers note that while no-one spoke in objection to any of the motions, the City has since 
advertising the special electors meeting received via email 10 requests from individuals to note an 
objection to the matters to be discussed at the meeting.  In particular objections were noted to the 
potential declaration of the City of Busselton as a pro-choice community. 

OFFICER COMMENT 

The mover and seconder of each motion spoke to the motion.  A summary of key reasons for each 
motion is provided below. 
 
Motion 1 
Request that the City of Busselton advocate on behalf of local volunteers to the state government to 
remove the vaccine mandate, allowing all willing community members to participate in volunteer 
work.  
 
Rationale as put by mover / seconder 

 Due to the mandates the workforce and volunteer agencies are not functioning at full 
potential.   

 It has been a very busy fire season and fire brigade volunteer numbers are down due to 
the requirement to be vaccinated.   

 The risk versus the benefit of the mandates needs to be considered; we have overall 
very high vaccination rates within the state and so the benefit of the mandates do not 
compare to the risk in hindering the provision of important services such as fire 
response. 

 The fighting of fire is generally undertaken in the bush with full PPE on and so the risks 
of having unvaccinated volunteers in this context is less than the risk of not having 
enough volunteers. 

 
Motion 2 
Request the City of Busselton write to the State Government to initiate a survey regarding impacts of 
mandates on small businesses. 
 
Rationale as put by mover / seconder 

 Businesses are suffering as a result of COVID having to cope with testing and isolation 
protocols, restrictions and staff shortages and the mandates impose additional burdens. 

 Some businesses can no longer function due to the mandates. 

 Businesses should not be put in a position where they have to impose mandates on their 
workers – it should be an individual’s choice.   

 Businesses should not have to police mandates.  

 The Premier is stating the mandates will continue for some time and businesses need 
support from Councillors to relay the impacts and concerns to the Premier. 
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Motion 3 
Request that the City of Busselton write to the State Government and request that they provide 
absolute clarity to businesses with regards to any liability of all mandates.   
 
Rationale as put by mover / seconder 

 Under the OHS Act businesses have a duty of care to their employees. 

 Vaccines can result in adverse reactions and the employer may be liable for adverse 
reactions on site. It is also unlawful to direct employees to harm themselves. 

 Those directly affected by hazards must be consulted and there are questions as to 
whether vaccines are effective controls. 

 Businesses are checking vaccine passports when it is not their job and they are not 
trained to do so.  What liability is there for businesses in collecting this information 
which is private information? 

 Insurance companies have been approached and provided no definitive answer. We are 
hoping that the Councillors can help get answers. 

 
Motion 4 
We request that the City of Busselton develop and conduct a survey on the impact of mandates on 
ratepayers.  
 
Rationale as put by mover / seconder 

 Two types of costs – physical cost (including mental health costs) and opportunity cost. 

 Mandates are resulting in increasing costs to our community while also reducing income 
to our community through decreasing tourism and spend. 

 The rules are confusing and businesses are being asked to police them.  

 Mandates are resulting in divided communities and friendships being ruined; kids don’t 
understand for instance why they can’t do dance with the same kids they go to school 
with and there are stores of kids deciding who they will play with based on vaccination 
status.   

 What sort of community do we want to live in?  Asking for the Busselton Council to 
stand up and represent the interests of the residents and ratepayers that you represent. 

 
Motion 5 
Request that the City of Busselton ask the State Government for clear information that clarifies the 
mandates for all local businesses regarding overreach. 

 
Rationale as put by mover / seconder 

 Businesses reaching well beyond the mandates to willingly discriminate  

 While vaccine passport requirements are imposed on venues with 500 people or more, 
we have seen local venues under that capacity imposing the requirements.  This is 
resulting in vendors who are fully capable being denied the right to work. 

 Business find it hard to police the rules and so have applied a blanket mandate  

 Ask that the City help to educate and support business as they navigate their way 
through ever changing mandates; to ensure they are not imposing measures beyond the 
mandates and to limit the risk of discrimination.   
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Motion 6 
That the City of Busselton advocates to all relevant State and Federal Ministers for removal of all 
mandates and restriction, as these mandates are causing segregation and immense harm. 
 
Rationale as put by mover / seconder 

 The mandates are flattening people’s livelihoods.  

 The mandates are creating segregation and a lack of trust. 

 On the other hand some businesses are taking a risk and turning a blind eye because 
they love and respect the people they know. 

 We need to get back to the values that this community is built on, we need to start to 
care for one another and protect our freedoms – freedom from discrimination, 
individual autonomy and the right to choose our own fate. 

 If there is ever a time to end mandates it is now – the people here want pro-choice.   

 
Circa 450 people, a number equivalent to approximately 1.5% of the 29,852 electors of the City of 
Busselton expressed their strong support for the motions passed and the supporting arguments.  
They were clear and strong in their views about the impacts of mandates on businesses and 
community cohesiveness, based on their lived experiences.   
 
Overall the City of Busselton as a district has very high vaccination rates.  In acknowledging this, it is 
also fair to say that there are a diversity of views in the community in relation to vaccine mandates.  
Without undertaking some form of referendum (which is not recommended) the Councillors are not 
in a position to know exactly what the views of all electors are in relation to mandates; and as such 
officers would not recommend the Council move to declare itself ‘Pro-choice’ or similar, noting that 
the motions carried at the electors meeting do not require Council to consider that.    
 
The motions carried requests that the Council advocate on behalf of those electors their concerns 
about the impacts of mandating vaccination on the community and businesses.  One way that the 
Council can represent the different views of its community is through advocacy.  In acknowledgment 
of the views of those electors present at the meeting, and also acknowledging that the COVID-19 
pandemic (and its associated measures) is an unusual event, it is recommended that the Council, in 
response to motions 1,2,3,5 and 6, write to the Premier and relevant State Government Ministers 
and advise that circa 450 business owners and community members within the City of Busselton 
attended a special electors meeting and collectively: 
 
1. expressed strong concern about the impacts that the vaccine mandates are having on 

business, employees, volunteers, and the community; and 
 

2. requested that the City advocate to the State Government for  

(a) the removal of volunteers from vaccine mandates; 

(b) clearer information for businesses in relation to the implementation of vaccine 
mandates and their obligations and liabilities for employees under Work Health and 
Safety legislation; and 

(c) a survey be conducted by the State Government to better understand the impacts of 
vaccine mandates on small business; and  

(d) the removal of all vaccine mandates and associated restrictions;  
 
It is further recommended that Council respectfully request the Premier takes the concerns of the 
electors attending the meeting into account as he reviews the vaccine mandates. It is not 
recommended that advocacy be directed towards Federal Government Ministers given that the 
vaccine mandates are State Government directions.   



Council 293 9 March 2022  

 

In doing so it is recommended that Council acknowledge that the representations made from the 
electors present at the special electors meeting may not necessarily represent the views of the 
majority of the City’s electors.   
 
In response to motion 4, it is recommended that the Council do not agree to the City conducting its 
own survey about the impact of vaccine mandates on ratepayers.  The City does not have the 
resources, when considering its current work programmes and priorities, to undertake a survey and, 
given the vaccine mandates do not fall within the jurisdiction of local government, the City would not 
be able to usefully use any data gathered.  To this end conducting a survey is not an effective use of 
resources.  Instead, as per above, it is proposed that Council communicate the request of the 
electors for the State Government to survey the business community for impacts. 
 
Statutory Environment 

Section 5.28 of the Local Government Act 1995 requires a special electors meeting to be held on the 
request of not less than 100 electors of 5% of the number of electors, whichever is the lesser 
number.  The request is to specify the maters to be discussed at the meeting and be in the form set 
out by the Regulations.  All of these requirements were met. 
 
A special meeting is to be held on a day selected by the Mayor or President but not more than 35 
days after the day on which he or she received the request. 
 
Relevant Plans and Policies  

There are no relevant plans or policies to consider in relation to this matter. 
 
Financial Implications  

There are no financial implications associated with the officer recommendation.   
 
The holding of the special electors meeting cost the City approximately $5,000 in direct costs plus the 
opportunity cost of the staff time and wages involved. 
 
Stakeholder Consultation 

This report is the result of a motion moved at the General Meeting of Electors in February 2021.   
 
Risk Assessment  

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation has been 
undertaken using the City’s risk management framework, with risks assessed taking into account any 
controls already in place. No risks of a medium or greater level have been identified. 

Options  

As an alternative to the proposed recommendation the Council could decide: 

1. Not to advocate to State Government on any or some of the motions;  

2. To conduct its own survey on the impacts of vaccine mandates on ratepayers;  

3. To take some other course of action. 

CONCLUSION 

Motions carried at a special electors meeting on Monday 21 February 2022 are required to be 
considered by Council.  This report recommends that Council advocate on behalf of those electors 
who attended the special meeting to ensure their concerns are noted to the Premier and relevant 
State Ministers. 
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TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

On adoption the officer recommendation can be carried out within two weeks.  
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15. COMMUNITY AND COMMERCIAL SERVICES REPORT 

Nil  
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18. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN 

18.1 NOTICE OF REVOCATION MOTION - C2111/101 - DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY LOTS 58 & 59 
CHAPMAN HILL ROAD AND LOT 60 QUEEN ELIZABETH AVENUE, AMBERGATE  

Prior to the meeting, Councillor Richards foreshadowed an alternative motion that was different to 
the motion. In accordance with clause 10.18(7) of the City’s Standing Orders Local Law 2018, it was 
taken to be an alternative motion and was considered first.  

The alternative motion was moved and carried.  
 

COUNCIL DECISION 

C2203/051 Moved Councillor J Richards, seconded Councillor K Cox 

That the Council: 

1. Revokes the following Council resolution C2111/101 made at the Ordinary Council 
Meeting on 24 November 2021: 

 That the Council discontinues plans for the sale of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road 
and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, Ambergate 

2. Agrees to the sale of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth 
Avenue, Ambergate to Ambergate Farm Property Holdings Pty Ltd for $2,500,000 
exclusive of GST having undertaken the public notice requirements and considered the 
submissions received; and 

3. Authorises the transfer of the net sale proceeds of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road 
and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, Ambergate to the Strategic Projects Reserve, with 
the intention of using these funds for a strategic land parcel purchase in the future. 

4. Agree that the net sale proceeds will not fund the Busselton Performing Arts and 
Convention Centre Project. 

CARRIED 8/0 

Reason:  The addition of part four (4) of the motion is to ensure the funds received from the 
sale of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, 
Ambergate are to be transferred into the Strategic Projects Reserve, and not put 
towards funding for the Busselton Performing Arts and Convention Centre Project.   

 
MOTION 
 
That the Council: 

1. Revokes the following Council resolution C2111/101 made at the Ordinary Council 
Meeting on 24 November 2021: 

That the Council discontinues plans for the sale of lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and 
Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, Ambergate 

2. Agrees to the sale of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth 
Avenue, Ambergate to Ambergate Farm Property Holdings Pty Ltd for $2,500,000 
exclusive of GST having undertaken the public notice requirements and considered the 
submissions received; and 

3. Authorises the transfer of the net sale proceeds of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road 
and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, Ambergate to the Strategic Projects Reserve, with 
the intention of using these funds for a strategic land parcel purchase in the future. 
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In accordance with Regulation 10 of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996 (WA) 
(Admin Regulations), a notice of motion has been received from Councillor Richards which has also 
been signed by Councillor Cox and Councillor Love that, at the meeting on 9 March 2022, Councillor 
Richards will move the following motion: 

 
“That the Council: 

1. Revokes the following Council resolution C2111/101 made at the Ordinary Council 
Meeting on 24 November 2021: 

That the Council discontinues plans for the sale of lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and 
Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, Ambergate 

2. Agrees to the sale of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth 
Avenue, Ambergate to Ambergate Farm Property Holdings Pty Ltd for $2,500,000 
exclusive of GST having undertaken the public notice requirements and considered the 
submissions received; and 

3. Authorises the transfer of the net sale proceeds of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and 
Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, Ambergate to the Strategic Projects Reserve, with the 
intention of using these funds for a strategic land parcel purchase in the future.” 

OFFICER COMMENT 

Previous decision of Council 

At the Ordinary Council Meeting on 24 November 2021 the Council resolved that (C2111/101): 
 
“That the Council discontinues plans for the sale of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and Lot 60 
Queen Elizabeth Road, Ambergate.” 
 
The reason for the decision as stated in the minutes was that there was no current compelling reason 
to sell the land and that the elected members required further information and consideration in 
future long term financial planning in order to support a decision to sell the land. 
 
Impact of change decision 

The revocation of Council Resolution C2111/101 and support for parts 2 and 3 of the Notice of 
Motion will allow the sale of Lots 58 and 59 Chapman Hill Road and Lot 60 Queen Elizabeth Avenue, 
Ambergate (Land) to be progressed. 
 
If endorsed by Council settlement for the sale of Land could be achieved within one to two months. 
Post settlement the sale proceeds will be held in the Strategic Projects Reserve until reinvested in a 
strategic land purchase identified in the Long Term Financial Plan for sports and events and to meet 
the needs of the community. 
 
A sale would also mean that the Council is: 

 divesting Land that has previously been identified as no longer being a strategic 
landholding of the City; and  

 achieving a premium to the market value of the Land with the proposed sale price of 
$2,500,000 (excluding GST) exceeding the most recent market valuation of $2,115,000 
(excluding GST). 
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Status of the proposed buyer 

Officers understand that the proposed buyer, Ambergate Farm Property Holdings Pty Ltd (ACN 653 

063 417), remains willing to proceed with the sale at the price set out in the public notice, being 
$2,500,000 (exclusive of GST). 
 
Considerations and Voting Requirements for the Notice of Motion 

Councillors will need to consider the submissions received in response to the local public notice 
made between 15 October 2021 and 29 October 2021, along with the officer response. A copy of the 
original Council report and submissions is attached to this notice of motion for Councillors 
consideration.  
 
The voting requirements for the revocation motion is Absolute Majority (reg 10 Admin Regulations). 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 
November 2021) including submissions in response to public notice⇩ 

  

 

OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_files/OC_09032022_MIN_989_AT_Attachment_6386_1.PDF
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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18.1 Attachment A Agenda Item 16.2 (Ordinary Council Meeting 24 November 

2021) including submissions in response to public notice 
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19. URGENT BUSINESS 

Nil 

 

20. CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS   

 
 Nil 
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	14.1	BUSSELTON JETTY 50-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN REVIEW  STRATEGIC THEME �LIFESTYLE - A PLACE THAT IS RELAXED, SAFE AND FRIENDLY WITH SERVICES AND FACILITIES THAT SUPPORT HEALTHY LIFESTYLES AND WELLBEING � �STRATEGIC PRIORITY �2.12 PROVIDE WELL MAINTAINED COMMUNITY ASSETS THROUGH ROBUST ASSET MANAGEMENT PRACTICES. � �SUBJECT INDEX �BUSSELTON JETTY � �BUSINESS UNIT �COMMUNITY AND COMMERCIAL SERVICES  � �REPORTING OFFICER �DIRECTOR, COMMUNITY AND COMMERCIAL SERVICES - NAOMI SEARLE  � �AUTHORISING OFFICER �DIRECTOR, ENGINEERING AND WORKS SERVICES - OLIVER DARBY  � �NATURE OF DECISION �EXECUTIVE: SUBSTANTIAL DIRECTION SETTING, INCLUDING ADOPTING BUDGETS, STRATEGIES, PLANS AND POLICIES (EXCLUDING LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES); FUNDING, DONATIONS AND SPONSORSHIPS; REVIEWING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS � �VOTING REQUIREMENT �SIMPLE MAJORITY  � �ATTACHMENTS �NIL � �PRIOR TO THE MEETING, COUNCILLOR RYAN FORESHADOWED A MOTION THAT WAS DIFFERENT TO THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION. IN ACCORDANCE WITH CLAUSE 10.18(7) OF THE CITY’S STANDING ORDERS LOCAL LAW 2018, IT WAS TAKEN TO BE AN ALTERNATIVE MOTION AND WAS CONSIDERED FIRST.    THE ALTERNATIVE MOTION WAS MOVED AND CARRIED.  COUNCIL DECISION C2203/045	MOVED COUNCILLOR A RYAN, SECONDED COUNCILLOR J RICHARDS THAT THE COUNCIL: 1.	NOTES THE REVIEW OF THE 50-YEAR BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN AND THE UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS AS OUTLINED IN THIS REPORT. 2.	NOTES THE NEXT REVIEW OF THE 50-YEAR BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN WILL BE UNDERTAKEN IN 2024 AND EVERY FIVE YEARS THEREAFTER. 3	NOTES COUNCILLORS TO BE BRIEFED ON THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN EVERY 2 YEARS FOLLOWING COUNCIL ELECTIONS. CARRIED 8/0 REASON: 	TO ENSURE COUNCILLORS REMAIN AWARE OF THE BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN AND FUTURE FUNDING SPIKES AND STRATEGIES.    � �OFFICER RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COUNCIL: 1.	NOTES THE REVIEW OF THE 50-YEAR BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN AND THE UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS AS OUTLINED IN THIS REPORT. 2.	NOTES THE NEXT REVIEW OF THE 50-YEAR BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN WILL BE UNDERTAKEN IN 2024 AND EVERY FIVE YEARS THEREAFTER. �EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOLLOWING THE REFURBISHMENT OF THE BUSSELTON JETTY A 50-YEAR JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN WAS PREPARED TO GUIDE THE ASSET MAINTENANCE AND REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENTS OF THE ASSET. IN 2019/20, THE CITY COMMISSIONED A 5-YEAR STRUCTURAL REVIEW OF THE JETTY AND HAS SINCE UPDATED THE MAINTENANCE PLAN TO REFLECT THE OUTCOMES OF THE REVIEW.  THIS REPORT SUMMARISES THE REVIEW AND RECOMMENDS COUNCIL NOTES ITS KEY OUTCOMES, AND THAT THE STRUCTURAL REVIEW PROCESS WILL BE UNDERTAKEN EVERY FIVE YEARS, WITH THE NEXT REVIEW TO BE UNDERTAKEN IN 2024. BACKGROUND ON 9 FEBRUARY 2022 COUNCIL CONSIDERED THIS REPORT AND RESOLVED (C2202/024) THAT THE ITEM BE DEFERRED UNTIL THE 9 MARCH 2022 COUNCIL MEETING TO ALLOW FURTHER CLARIFICATIONS TO BE PROVIDED TO COUNCIL ON THE ASSUMPTIONS.  OFFICERS HAVE SINCE HELD A BRIEFING WITH COUNCIL TO DISCUSS THE 50-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN REVIEW AND UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS, AND PRESENT THE REPORT FOR RECONSIDERATION.  IN 2008, THE CITY OBTAINED GRANT FUNDING OF $24 MILLION FROM THE STATE GOVERNMENT ADMINISTERED BY THE SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION (SWDC) FOR PURPOSES OF REFURBISHING THE BUSSELTON JETTY.  IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE GRANT AGREEMENT THE CITY AND BUSSELTON JETTY INC. (FORMERLY BUSSELTON JETTY ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION) (BJI) ENTERED INTO A LICENCE AGREEMENT ON 30 OCTOBER 2009, WHICH HAS SINCE BEEN AMENDED (BUSSELTON JETTY LICENCE). UNDER THE BUSSELTON JETTY LICENCE, BJI WAS GRANTED THE RIGHT TO CONDUCT CERTAIN COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES AT/ON THE BUSSELTON JETTY IN CONSIDERATION FOR PAYMENT OF AN ANNUAL LICENCE FEE, WHICH INCLUDES COLLECTING ENTRANCE FEES FROM PERSONS ENTERING THE BUSSELTON JETTY FROM ITS LAND SIDE AND OPERATING THE BUSSELTON JETTY TRAIN, THE UNDERWATER OBSERVATORY (UWO) TOWARDS THE NORTHERN END OF THE BUSSELTON JETTY AND THE INTERPRETIVE CENTRE.    THESE LICENSED ACTIVITIES CONSTITUTE BJI’S MAIN BUSINESS AND MAIN SOURCE OF REVENUE, OF WHICH 25% IS PAID TO THE CITY AS A CONTRIBUTION TO THE ANNUAL MAINTENANCE OF THE JETTY.  IN ADDITION TO THIS, RENT RECEIVED FROM BUSSELTON FORESHORE LEASES, VARIOUS COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN ON THE BUSSELTON FORESHORE, AND MUNICIPAL REVENUE FUND THE BALANCE OF THE ANNUAL ANNUITY REQUIRED TO MEET THE JETTY’S MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS AS PER THE 50-YEAR JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN.  FOLLOWING THE REFURBISHMENT IN 2012, DISLEY CIVIL ENGINEERING (DCE) DEVELOPED A DOCUMENT KNOWN AS THE 50-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN WHICH WAS PRODUCED AS A GUIDE TO MAINTAINING AND PROLONGING THE LIFE OF THE JETTY, INTERPRETIVE CENTRE (IC) AND UNDERWATER OBSERVATORY (UWO).   THE 50-YEAR PLAN IDENTIFIES SCHEDULED AND REACTIVE MAINTENANCE, STRUCTURAL UPGRADES AND REPLACEMENTS TO THE BUSSELTON JETTY AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE (I.E. THE IC AND THE UWO) ON AN ANNUAL BASIS.  THE SCOPE OF MAINTENANCE WORKS INCLUDES ALL STRUCTURAL WORKS ABOVE AND BELOW THE WATER LINE.  THE 50-YEAR PLAN IS BASED ON THE FOLLOWING ASSUMPTIONS: 1.	INFLATION RATE:  3% 2.	INTEREST RATE:  6%. IN 2013 THE CITY AND BJI AGREED TO ASSUME THE MAJOR WORKS SPIKING IN RESPECTIVE THOSE YEARS WOULD BE 50% FUNDED BY EXTERNAL AGENCIES, RESULTING IN AN ANNUAL ANNUITY OF $1,389,921 (IN 2021$).  THESE MAJOR WORKS INCORPORATED THE FOLLOWING ITEMS: �ITEM �VALUE ($2012) �YEAR � �REPLACEMENT OF INTERPRETIVE CENTRE REPLACE SECTION 1 EAST REPLACE TIMBER TO SECTION 1 WEST BLAST & RECOAT STEELWORK TO SECTION 2/3, 5 & 6 REPLACE TIMBER, BLAST & RECOAT STEELWORK TO HIN4 REPLACE ALLIES LANDING REPLACE SWIM PLATFORMS 5A & 5B  �$17,698,925 �2035 � �REFURBISH PIERS & SUPERSTRUCTURE STEELWORK TO SECTION 4  �$1,007,842 �2055 � �REPLACE TIMBER TO SECTION 1 EAST REPLACE SECTION 1 WEST REPLACE SECTION 2/3 REPLACE HIN 4 REPLACE SECTION 5 DECK AND SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACE SWIM PLATFORMS 5A & 5B REFURBISH PIERS & SUPERSTRUCTURE STEELWORK TO SECTION 6 REFURBISH SECTION 7 DEMOLISH AND REPLACE UWO WITH EQUIVALENT  �$28,128,629 �2060 � � THE BASIS OF THIS ASSUMPTION WAS THAT GRANT FUNDING WOULD BE OBTAINED GIVEN THE STATUS OF THE BUSSELTON JETTY BEING A STATE SIGNIFICANT ASSET.   OFFICER COMMENT IN JUNE 2019, AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY’S ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN, THE CITY UNDERTOOK A DETAILED ASSESSMENT OF THE JETTY STRUCTURE, TO COMPARE THE ACTUAL STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY AGAINST THE PREDICTIONS IN THE 50-YEAR PLAN.  AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW, A 5-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN WAS PRODUCED AND WAS USED TO UPDATE THE 50-YEAR PLAN.   THE STRUCTURAL ASSESSMENT UNDERTAKEN IN 2019 FOUND THE FOLLOWING: 	FREQUENCY AND NATURE OF THE SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE TASKS GENERALLY ALIGN WITH THE ORIGINAL 50 YEAR PLAN;  	ONLY MINOR ADJUSTMENTS ARE REQUIRED, NAMELY INCREASING THE FREQUENCY OF TIMBER END GRAIN TREATMENT FROM 10 TO 5 YEARLY CYCLES, AND DELAYING THE REPLACEMENT OF BOLTS AROUND THE SPLASH ZONE BY 6 TO 10 YEARS FROM 2019; 	THE MAJORITY OF CAPITAL WORKS PLANNED FOR 2020 COULD BE DELAYED UNTIL 2030, THE EXCEPTION BEING INSTALLATION OF THE HANDRAIL TO THE EASTERN SIDE OF THE JETTY (WHICH IS COMPLETE);  	CAPITAL WORKS PLANNED FOR 2030 CAN BE PUSHED BACK TO 2035;  	REPLACEMENT OF DECKING AND REFURBISHMENT OF STEELWORK TO HIN 4 CAN BE BROUGHT FORWARD FROM 2035 TO EITHER 2025 OR 2030 (TO BE CONFIRMED DURING THE NEXT 5 YEARLY ASSESSMENT IN 2024).  GENERALLY THE JETTY WAS FOUND TO BE IN GOOD CONDITION AND BETTER THAN EXPECTED CONSIDERING THE ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH IT SITS.  ALL CAPITAL REPLACEMENT ITEMS AFTER 2040 ARE ASSUMED TO REMAIN ALIGNED WITH THE ORIGINAL ASSUMPTIONS DUE TO THE DIFFICULTY IN PREDICTING SO FAR INTO THE FUTURE, HOWEVER IT IS NOT UNREASONABLE TO EXPECT FURTHER CHANGES AS THE 5 YEARLY ASSESSMENTS ARE CARRIED OUT.  SUBSEQUENT TO THIS ASSESSMENT, THE 50-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN WAS UPDATED AND PRESENTED AT A BUSSELTON JETTY REFERENCE GROUP MEETING, WHERE THE FOLLOWING ASSUMPTIONS WERE REVIEWED AND ENDORSED BY MEMBERS: 1.	INFLATION RATE:  3% 2.	INTEREST RATE:  3% 3.	SPIKES IN 2035, 2055, AND 2060 TO BE FUNDED BY EXTERNAL AGENCIES TO THE VALUE OF 50% OF THE ESTIMATED COST 4.	ANNUAL ANNUITY (IN 2022/23) CALCULATED ON THE LATEST DETAILED STRUCTURAL ASSESSMENT IS $1,455,858.   THE 2022/23 ANNUAL ANNUITY DOES NOT INCLUDE WHAT ARE CONSIDERED TO BE NON- STRUCTURAL ITEMS SUCH AS AIR CONDITIONING UNITS AND THEIR REPLACEMENT. THE INCLUSION OF THESE ITEMS WOULD REQUIRE AN INCREASE TO THE ANNUAL ANNUITY AND WOULD BE SUBJECT TO FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS OF THE BUSSELTON JETTY LICENSE AGREEMENT WITH BJI.    STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION SUPPORTS THE GENERAL FUNCTION OF A LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995 TO PROVIDE FOR THE GOOD GOVERNMENT OF PERSONS IN ITS DISTRICT.   JETTIES ACT 1926 PURSUANT TO SECTION 7 OF THE JETTIES ACT 1926 THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT GRANTED THE CITY A LICENCE TO CONSTRUCT, MAINTAIN AND USE THE BUSSELTON JETTY AS A PRIVATE JETTY FOR PURPOSES OF RECREATION, TOURISM AND HERITAGE.   BUSSELTON JETTY LICENCE AGREEMENT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON HAS THE CONTROL AND MANAGEMENT OF RESERVE 46715 (LOT 350 QUEEN STREET, BUSSELTON) THROUGH A MANAGEMENT ORDER AND A LICENCE TO USE AND MAINTAIN THE BUSSELTON JETTY THROUGH A LICENCE AGREEMENT WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT.  THE LICENCE AGREEMENT STATES THAT AMONGST OTHER THINGS THE CITY OF BUSSELTON MUST MAINTAIN THE JETTY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN AND MUST ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A JETTY MAINTENANCE RESERVE TO PROVIDE FOR THE ONGOING MAINTENANCE OF THE JETTY INTO THE FUTURE.   BUSSELTON JETTY LICENCE AND MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT BJI OPERATES THE BUSSELTON JETTY UNDER A LICENCE AND MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY OF BUSSELTON, DATED OCTOBER 2009.    HERITAGE OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA ACT 1990 THE BUSSELTON JETTY WAS ENTERED ON THE STATE REGISTER OF HERITAGE PLACES ON 30 JUNE 2009 (INTERIM ENTRY).  THE PROGRESSION FROM INTERIM TO PERMANENT REGISTRATION WAS DELAYED FOR A NUMBER OF YEARS TO ALLOW FOR THE COMPLETION OF THE 2009-12 REFURBISHMENT WORKS.  FOLLOWING THE PRACTICAL COMPLETION OF THAT WORK ON 18 JUNE 2012, THE HERITAGE COUNCIL OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA (HCWA), ON 31 AUGUST 2012, RESOLVED THAT BUSSELTON JETTY SHOULD BE PROGRESSED TO PERMANENT REGISTRATION.    ON 26 SEPTEMBER 2012 THE STATE HERITAGE OFFICE ON BEHALF OF HCWA WROTE TO THE CITY OF BUSSELTON SEEKING FURTHER WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED PERMANENT ENTRY.   ON 21 FEBRUARY 2014, THE JETTY WAS OFFICIALLY PLACED ON THE STATE HERITAGE LIST.    RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES  AS DETAILED ABOVE, THE 50-YEAR JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN IDENTIFIES SCHEDULED AND REACTIVE MAINTENANCE, STRUCTURAL UPGRADES AND REPLACEMENTS TO THE BUSSELTON JETTY AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE (I.E. THE IC AND THE UWO) ON AN ANNUAL BASIS.    FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  THE ANTICIPATED OPENING BALANCE OF THE JETTY MAINTENANCE RESERVE AS AT 1 JULY 2022 IS ESTIMATED TO BE $5,820,080. $1,455,858 IS BUDGETED TO BE TRANSFERRED INTO THE RESERVE DURING THE YEAR WHICH COMPRISES THE BJI LICENCE FEE, FEES ASSOCIATED WITH THE BUSSELTON FORESHORE LEASES AND COMMERCIAL HIRE SITES, ALONG WITH MUNICIPAL FUNDS TO FUND THE BALANCE OF THE REQUIRED ANNUAL ANNUITY AS PER THE 2012 50-YEAR BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE PLAN.  IN 2023/24 THE ANNUAL ANNUITY INCREASES TO $1,511,699.  ANY INCREASE TO THE ANNUAL ANNUITY WILL BE FUNDED FROM A COMBINATION OF MUNICIPAL FUNDS, BUSSELTON FORESHORE LEASES AND COMMERCIAL HIRE SITES, AND BJI LICENCE FEE.  IN 2022/23 BJI WILL CONTRIBUTE A MINIMUM OF $826,541. SEE ATTACHED DRAFT LTFP.  FURTHER, AS NOTED EARLIER, THE ANNUITY WOULD NEED TO INCREASE IF WHAT ARE CURRENTLY CONSIDERED TO BE NON- STRUCTURAL ITEMS WERE INCLUDED IN THE MAINTENANCE PLAN.  THE FUNDING OF ANY ADDITIONAL COSTS WOULD BE SUBJECT TO FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS WITH BJI.    STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION THE REVIEW OF THE 50-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN WAS PRESENTED AT A BUSSELTON JETTY REFERENCE GROUP MEETING HELD ON 23 JULY 2020 AND A SUBSEQUENT MEETING WAS HELD BETWEEN BJI BOARD MEMBER MR STEVE DISLEY, THE ORIGINAL AUTHOR OF THE PLAN, AND CITY OFFICERS TO FURTHER REVIEW THE UPDATED PLAN.  REFERENCE GROUP MEMBERS AT THE TIME INCLUDED MAYOR CR HENLEY, CR CRONIN, CITY CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER MIKE ARCHER, BJI CHAIRPERSON, BJI BOARD MEMBER AND BJI CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER.  RISK ASSESSMENT  AN ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS OF IMPLEMENTING THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN USING THE CITY’S RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK, WITH RISKS ASSESSED TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ANY CONTROLS ALREADY IN PLACE. THE FOLLOWING RISKS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED:  MAINTENANCE WORKS EXCEED THE VALUE OF FUNDS HELD WITHIN THE BUSSELTON JETTY MAINTENANCE RESERVE.  � �RISK CATEGORY �RISK CONSEQUENCE �LIKELIHOOD OF CONSEQUENCE �RISK LEVEL � �FINANCIAL �MAJOR �RARE �MEDIUM � �REPUTATION �MAJOR �RARE �MEDIUM � �OPTIONS  AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATION THE COUNCIL COULD: 1.	AMEND THE UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS AND REQUEST THE CEO TO FURTHER REVIEW THE PLAN. 2.	DETERMINE AN ALTERNATE STRUCTURAL REVIEW CYCLE. CONCLUSION THE BUSSELTON JETTY 50-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN WAS DEVELOPED IN 2011 FOLLOWING THE REBUILD OF THE BUSSELTON JETTY. THE PLAN GUIDES THE ANNUAL INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS, HOWEVER IT IS GOOD ASSET MANAGEMENT PRACTICE TO UNDERTAKE REGULAR REVIEWS TO ENSURE IT REMAINS RELEVANT.�TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION OFFICERS WILL FINALISE THE REVIEW PROCESS AND DIARISE THE NEXT REVIEW FOLLOWING THE RESOLUTION OF COUNCIL.  �16.1	COUNCILLOR MEMBERSHIP OF MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE STRATEGIC THEME �LEADERSHIP - A COUNCIL THAT CONNECTS WITH THE COMMUNITY AND IS ACCOUNTABLE IN ITS DECISION MAKING. � �STRATEGIC PRIORITY �4.2 DELIVER GOVERNANCE SYSTEMS THAT FACILITATE OPEN, ETHICAL AND TRANSPARENT DECISION MAKING. � �SUBJECT INDEX �COMMITTEES � �BUSINESS UNIT �GOVERNANCE SERVICES  � �REPORTING OFFICER �GOVERNANCE COORDINATOR - EMMA HEYS  � �AUTHORISING OFFICER �MANAGER GOVERNANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES - SARAH PIERSON  � �NATURE OF DECISION �EXECUTIVE: SUBSTANTIAL DIRECTION SETTING, INCLUDING ADOPTING BUDGETS, STRATEGIES, PLANS AND POLICIES (EXCLUDING LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES); FUNDING, DONATIONS AND SPONSORSHIPS; REVIEWING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS � �VOTING REQUIREMENT �ABSOLUTE MAJORITY  � �ATTACHMENTS �NIL � �THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION WAS MOVED AND CARRIED.  COUNCIL DECISION C2203/046	MOVED COUNCILLOR M LOVE, SECONDED COUNCILLOR P CRONIN THAT THE COUNCIL, PURSUANT TO SECTION 5.8 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995: 1.	ACCEPTS THE RESIGNATION OF CR SUE RICCELLI FROM FULL MEMBERSHIP OF THE MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE AND APPOINTS CR RICCELLI AS A DEPUTY MEMBER; AND 2.	APPOINTS CR MIKAYLA LOVE AS A FULL MEMBER OF THE MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE. CARRIED 8/0 BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY � �OFFICER RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COUNCIL, PURSUANT TO SECTION 5.8 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995: 1.	ACCEPTS THE RESIGNATION OF CR SUE RICCELLI FROM FULL MEMBERSHIP OF THE MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE AND APPOINTS CR RICCELLI AS A DEPUTY MEMBER; AND 2.	APPOINTS CR MIKAYLA LOVE AS A FULL MEMBER OF THE MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY THIS REPORT IS PRESENTED TO ENABLE COUNCIL TO ENDORSE CHANGES TO THE COUNCILLOR MEMBERSHIP OF THE MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE (THE COMMITTEE). BACKGROUND MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE IS COMPRISED OF THREE COUNCILLORS (INCLUDING ONE DEPUTY MEMBER) AND BETWEEN SIX AND EIGHT COMMUNITY MEMBERS. AT THE SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING ON 18 OCTOBER 2021, THE FOLLOWING COUNCILLORS WERE APPOINTED TO THE COMMITTEE:  	COUNCILLOR SUE RICCELLI 	COUNCILLOR KATE COX  	COUNCILLOR MIKAYLA LOVE (DEPUTY MEMBER) OFFICER COMMENT THE COMMITTEE ASSIST THE COUNCIL IN MANAGING AND PROMOTING MEELUP REGIONAL PARK AND MEETS AS REQUIRED, GENERALLY TWICE A YEAR. THE COMMITTEE IS SUPPORTED BY A WORKING GROUP WITH THE SAME MEMBERSHIP.  THE COMMITTEE IS A FORMAL COMMITTEE, WITH ELECTED AND NON-ELECTED MEMBERS. COUNCILLOR MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE CONSISTS OF 2 FULL MEMBERS AND 1 DEPUTY MEMBER.  DUE TO WORK COMMITMENTS, CR RICCELLI HAS ADVISED SHE WILL NEED TO STEP DOWN FROM FULL MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE AND TAKE UP THE ROLE OF DEPUTY MEMBER. CR LOVE HAS AGREED TO BECOME A FULL MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE.  COUNCIL IS ASKED TO ACCEPT CR RICCELLI’S RESIGNATION, APPOINT CR LOVE AS A FULL MEMBER AND TO ENDORSE CR RICCELLI AS A DEPUTY MEMBER.  STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT SECTION 5.10(2) OF THE ACT PROVIDES THAT A MEMBER IS ENTITLED TO BE A MEMBER OF AT LEAST ONE OF THE FORMAL COMMITTEES.  THE MEELUP REGIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE IS CREATED PURSUANT TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995 (THE ACT), SPECIFICALLY VIA A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 5.8, 5.9(2) (C) AND 5.17(1) (C) OF THE ACT.   RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES  IN ACCORDANCE WITH COUNCIL POLICY: ‘FEES, ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES FOR ELECTED MEMBERS’, ELECTED MEMBERS ARE ENTITLED TO BE PAID A TRAVELLING ALLOWANCE FOR ATTENDING MEETINGS OF COMMUNITY GROUPS OR OTHER EXTERNAL ORGANISATIONS OF WHICH THE ELECTED MEMBER HAS BEEN APPOINTED AS THE COUNCIL'S REPRESENTATIVE.  FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  THERE ARE NO FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION , WITH THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH ATTENDANCE AT THESE COMMITTEES/GROUPS HAVE BEEN ALLOCATED IN THE CURRENT BUDGET.   STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION NO EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION WAS REQUIRED OR UNDERTAKEN IN RELATION TO THIS MATTER.  RISK ASSESSMENT  AN ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS OF IMPLEMENTING THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN USING THE CITY’S RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK, WITH RISKS ASSESSED TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ANY CONTROLS ALREADY IN PLACE. NO RISKS OF A MEDIUM OR GREATER LEVEL HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED.  OPTIONS  AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATION THE COUNCIL COULD CHOOSE TO ACCEPT FURTHER NOMINATIONS FROM COUNCILLORS FOR APPOINTMENT TO MEMBERSHIP OF THE MEELUP REGIONAL PARK COMMITTEE. CONCLUSION DUE TO WORK COMMITMENTS, CR RICCELLI IS NO LONGER ABLE TO FULFIL THE ROLE OF FULL MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE AND THIS REPORT SEEKS COUNCIL ENDORSEMENT TO CHANGES OF THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE.    TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION THE CHANGES TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEES WILL BECOME EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY UPON ADOPTION BY COUNCIL.   �16.2	YOU CHOOSE COMMUNITY FUNDING PROGRAM - PILOT PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING BASED PROGRAM STRATEGIC THEME �6. LEADERSHIP VISIONARY, COLLABORATIVE, ACCOUNTABLE � �STRATEGIC PRIORITY �6.2 COUNCIL ENGAGES BROADLY AND PROACTIVELY WITH THE COMMUNITY. � �SUBJECT INDEX �COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT � �BUSINESS UNIT �CORPORATE SERVICES  � �REPORTING OFFICER �STRATEGIC PROJECTS / GRANTS OFFICER - JULIE RAWLINGS  � �AUTHORISING OFFICER �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER - MIKE ARCHER  � �NATURE OF DECISION �EXECUTIVE: SUBSTANTIAL DIRECTION SETTING, INCLUDING ADOPTING BUDGETS, STRATEGIES, PLANS AND POLICIES (EXCLUDING LOCAL PLANNING POLICIES); FUNDING, DONATIONS AND SPONSORSHIPS; REVIEWING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS � �VOTING REQUIREMENT �SIMPLE MAJORITY  � �ATTACHMENTS �ATTACHMENT A	VOTE TOTALS (WEIGHTED)   � �PRIOR TO THE MEETING, OFFICERS FORESHADOWED AN AMENDMENT TO THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION. THE AMENDED RECOMMENDATION WAS MOVED FIRST AND CARRIED.  COUNCIL DECISION  C2203/047	MOVED COUNCILLOR A RYAN, SECONDED COUNCILLOR S RICCELLI THAT THE COUNCIL: 1.	ENDORSE THE FUNDING DISTRIBUTION OF $96,304 TO THE FOLLOWING PREFERRED PROJECTS AS CHOSEN BY THE COMMUNITY THROUGH THE YOU CHOOSE COMMUNITY FUNDING PROGRAM: 1 �SHELTERBAGS �$20,000 � �2 �SUPPORTING PETS OF OLDER PERSONS �$7,750 � �3 �BUSSELTON HOSPICE CARE LASTING WORDS �$10,875 � �4 �WASTE NOT WANT NOT �$20,000 � �5 �LUDLOW TUART FOREST HERITAGE WALK TRAIL �$18,596 � �6 �VASSE FATHERING PROJECT �$19,083 � �2.	IN THE EVENT THAT THE SHELTERBAGS AND / OR WASTE NOT WANT NOT PROJECTS ARE UNABLE TO SECURE THE ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIRED WITHIN SIX MONTHS, AUTHORISE THE CEO TO ALLOCATE FUNDING TO THE NEXT MOST POPULAR PROJECT/S TO A MAXIMUM OF $100,000. 3.	ENDORSE ANY REMAINING UNALLOCATED FUNDS TO BE RETURNED TO THE DONATIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND SUBSIDIES BUDGET. CARRIED 8/0 REASON: 	THE AMENDED OFFICER RECOMMENDATION IS TO PROVIDE CLARITY OF PROJECT FUNDING AND 		THE RETURN AND RE-ALLOCATION OF FUNDS SHOULD THE PREFERRED PROJECTS BE UNABLE TO 			SECURE ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIRED. � �  �OFFICER RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COUNCIL: 1.	ENDORSE THE FUNDING DISTRIBUTION OF $96,304 TO THE FOLLOWING PREFERRED PROJECTS AS CHOSEN BY THE COMMUNITY THROUGH THE YOU CHOOSE COMMUNITY FUNDING PROGRAM: 1 �SHELTERBAGS �$20,000 � �2 �SUPPORTING PETS OF OLDER PERSONS �$7,750 � �3 �BUSSELTON HOSPICE CARE LASTING WORDS �$10,875 � �4 �WASTE NOT WANT NOT �$20,000 � �5 �LUDLOW TUART FOREST HERITAGE WALK TRAIL �$18,596 � �6 �VASSE FATHERING PROJECT �$19,083 � � 2.	ENDORSE THE REMAINING BUDGET OF $3,696 BEING RETURNED TO THE DONATIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND 	SUBSIDIES BUDGET. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AS PART OF DETERMINING THE CEO’S KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (KPI) FOR 2021/2022, THE COUNCIL AND THE CEO AGREED TO IMPLEMENT A PILOT PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING STYLE PROGRAM TITLED “YOU CHOOSE” (THE PROGRAM), TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITY FOR THE COMMUNITY TO HAVE MORE INVOLVEMENT AND INPUT INTO THE WAY IN WHICH A PORTION OF COUNCIL FUNDS IS ALLOCATED.     THIS REPORT DETAILS THE APPROACH, PROMOTION, AND OUTCOMES OF COMMUNITY VOTING AND RECOMMENDS THAT COUNCIL ENDORSE THE FUNDING OF THE MOST POPULAR PROJECTS, AS VOTED BY THE COMMUNITY.   BACKGROUND PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING (PB) IS A PROCESS OF DEMOCRATIC DELIBERATION AND DECISION-MAKING.  IT CAN TAKE MANY FORMS BUT IS BASED AROUND THE PRINCIPLES OF LOCAL OWNERSHIP AND INVOLVEMENT IN SETTING BUDGET PRIORITIES AND IDENTIFYING PROJECTS FOR PUBLIC SPEND.  ALTHOUGH COUNCIL CANNOT DEVOLVE ITS DECISION MAKING RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995, IT CAN CREATE OPPORTUNITIES FOR GREATER COMMUNITY OWNERSHIP OVER PORTIONS OF ITS BUDGET.  THE DECISION TO EXPLORE HOW, AND TO WHAT EXTENT, A PB APPROACH COULD BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON WAS LARGELY FOCUSED AROUND THIS OBJECTIVE, AS WELL AS IMPROVING COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT, INCREASING TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY, AND PROVIDING AN OPPORTUNITY FOR COMMUNITY CAPACITY BUILDING.  SPECIFICALLY THE RELEVANT CEO KPI SET IN 2020/2021 REQUIRED THAT THE CEO:  DEVELOP AND PROVIDE TO COUNCIL A PARTICIPATORY BUDGET METHODOLOGY REPORT IN READINESS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF A PILOT PROGRAM IN 2021/2022 FOR THE 2022/2023 BUDGET.  �OFFICERS RESEARCHED PB APPROACHES IMPLEMENTED AT A NUMBER OF OTHER LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ACROSS AUSTRALIA AND WORKSHOPPED A RANGE OF OPTIONS WITH COUNCILLORS AT A SESSION HELD ON 3 MARCH 2021.  RECOGNISING THAT THIS WOULD BE THE CITY’S FIRST EXPLORATION OF A PB CENTRED APPROACH, IT WAS AGREED THAT A PILOT PROGRAM SHOULD FOCUS ON A SMALL AND CLEARLY DEFINED PORTION OF THE CITY’S BUDGET TO DETERMINE THE COMMUNITY’S APPETITE FOR SUCH A VENTURE.  THE PROGRAM ENDORSED BY COUNCIL ON 28 APRIL 2021 WAS FOR IMPLEMENTATION DURING THE 2021/2022 BUDGET YEAR (AND NOT 2022/2023 AS ORIGINALLY ENVISIONED).  THE RELEVANT CEO KPI FOR 2021/2022 THEREFORE REQUIRES THAT THE CEO:  IMPLEMENT THE YOU CHOOSE PROGRAM AND REPORT THE OUTCOMES TO COUNCIL AT ITS CONCLUSION FOR CONSIDERATION OF ITS CONTINUATION AND / OR EXPANSION OF PB PRINCIPALS TO OTHER ASPECTS OF THE CITY’S BUDGET. OFFICER COMMENT IN ADDITION TO BEING PB CENTRED, THE INTENT OF THE PROGRAM IS ABOUT THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPING THEIR CAPACITY TO DELIVER PROJECTS AND INITIATIVES, WITH SUPPORT FROM THE CITY, AS OPPOSED TO THE CITY DRIVING DELIVERY. IT’S ABOUT INCREASING COMMUNITY OWNERSHIP WHICH IN TURN CONTRIBUTES TO THE BUILDING OF COMMUNITY RESILIENCE, CAPACITY AND COOPERATION.  THE ETHOS OF THE PROGRAM IS ENCAPSULATED IN THE FOLLOWING DESCRIPTION: PROJECTS OR PROGRAMS THAT HELP TO SHAPE THE PHYSICAL, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT OF NEIGHBOURHOODS OR THE BROADER COMMUNITY NEIGHBOURHOOD, AND WHICH PROMOTE THE CAPACITY OF LOCAL COMMUNITIES TO DEVELOP, IMPLEMENT AND SUSTAIN SOLUTIONS.  PROGRAM APPROACH THE PROGRAM WAS LAUNCHED AND PROMOTED IN SEPTEMBER 2021AT TWO COMMUNITY INFORMATION EVENTS HELD IN BUSSELTON AND DUNSBOROUGH.  THIS PROVIDED AN OPPORTUNITY FOR IDEAS TO BE SHARED AND FOR STAFF TO PROVIDE SOME TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.      COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WERE SUBMITTED VIA AN ON-LINE APPLICATION FORM THROUGH THE CITY’S WEBSITE/YOUR SAY PLATFORM.  ENQUIRIES WERE MANAGED THROUGH A DEDICATED YOU CHOOSE CITY EMAIL ADDRESS.  THE CITY’S LIBRARIES ALSO ASSISTED WITH ENQUIRIES.  ALL 27 SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED WERE REVIEWED BY A PANEL OF CITY STAFF AGAINST A SET OF CRITERIA.  THE CRITERIA WERE DESIGNED TO ENSURE THAT THE PROPOSALS WERE IN KEEPING WITH THE ETHOS OF THE PROGRAM, SAFE, LEGAL, AND BROADLY ACHIEVABLE.  THE ROLE OF THE PANEL WAS NOT TO DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT SOMETHING IS A GOOD IDEA BUT SIMPLY TO ENSURE THAT THOSE CORE CRITERIA WERE MET AND / OR TO OFFER SUGGESTIONS AS TO HOW THE PROPOSAL COULD BE ADJUSTED TO SUIT.    FOLLOWING THE REVIEW 26 SUBMISSIONS WERE DEEMED SUITABLE TO BE PUT TO THE COMMUNITY TO DELIBERATE ON, WITH ONLY 1 PROPOSAL DETERMINED NOT TO MEET THE CRITERIA.  CITY STAFF ARE ASSISTING THE PROPONENT TO IDENTIFY OTHER OPPORTUNITIES ALIGNED TO THEIR PROPOSAL, AS PRIORITIES ALLOW.  PROGRAM PROMOTION THE CITY PROMOTED THE PROGRAM THROUGH A RANGE OF COMMUNICATION METHODS, COMMENCING IN SEPTEMBER 2021 THROUGH TO THE END OF VOTING ON 17TH FEBRUARY, 2022.  PROMOTION INCLUDED THE FOLLOWING:�MEDIUM �METHOD �REACH �EFFECTIVENESS �STATISTICS � �COMMUNITY INFORMATION EVENTS (12TH AND 13TH OCTOBER 2021) �FACE TO FACE �BUSSELTON AND DUNSBOROUGH �AS A NEW CONCEPT THESE SESSIONS WERE NECESSARY TO EXPLAIN THE PROGRAM AND ANSWER QUERIES FACE TO FACE. � �COMMUNITY DIRECTORY �DIRECT CONTRACT THROUGH THE DIRECTORY �ALL LOCAL GROUPS ETC LISTED THROUGH THE DIRECTORY �CLICK RATE – AWARENESS. SEPTEMBER OCTOBER  �  42.17% 42.11% � �DIRECT MAIL �EMAIL �SCHOOLS & P&C �MINIMAL TAKEUP. �1 PROJECT PROPOSED BY A SCHOOL. � �MEETINGS �FACE TO FACE �CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE, SOCIAL SERVICES HEALTH ALLIANCE GROUP MEETING. �GREAT ENTHUSIASM AND ENGAGEMENT DEMONSTRATED. �MULTIPLE PROJECTS PROPOSED. � �BAY TO BAY �EMAIL �CITY’S REGISTERED DATABASE �NUMBER OF CLICKS TO THE PROGRAM  JANUARY 2022 OCTOBER 2021 �   81 57 � �LOCAL NEWSPAPERS �MEDIA RELEASE (MEDIA MONITORING) �LOCAL NEWSPAPERS AND RADIO MAYORS COLUMN �15/9/21 23/11/21 21/1/22 �100% TAKE-UP OF MEDIA RELEASES ISSUED. � �IN KEEPING WITH THE ETHOS OF THIS COMMUNITY LED PROGRAM MANY PROPONENTS TOOK TO PROMOTING THE PROGRAM AND SPECIFICALLY THEIR PROJECT TO THE COMMUNITY THROUGH THE LOCAL PAPER AND THEIR NETWORKS WHICH CREATED GREATER ENGAGEMENT OUTCOMES.  � �LOCAL NEWSPAPER �COMMUNITY PAGE �COMMUNITY �TARGETED ADVERTISING PROMOTED THE VARIOUS MILESTONES OF THE PROGRAM AND CONTRIBUTED TO THE VOTER TURNOUT. � �SOCIAL MEDIA �FACEBOOK (AND SOME INSTAGRAM) � AN AVERAGE OF 1,173 PERSONS REACHED PER POST. �12 POSTS GENERATING 175 REACTIONS AND SHARES. � �CITY’S WEBSITE �FRONT PAGE, UPDATED COMMUNITY FUNDING PAGE(S) �ALL VISITORS TO THE WEBSITE �FEEDBACK ON REBRANDING OF THE CITY’S COMMUNITY FUNDING AND CONSOLIDATED INFORMATION HAS BEEN WELL RECEIVED. � �COMMUNITY FUNDING BROCHURE �ON-LINE THROUGH THE WEBSITE.  HARDCOPIES IN CITY BUILDINGS. � �FEEDBACK FROM THE INFORMATION SESSION PARTICIPANTS WAS POSITIVE. � �STAFF BRIEFINGS (& CITY INTRANET �FACE TO FACE  ON-LINE INTRANET: PROJECT BOARD AND CEO MESSAGE. �CITY STAFF �STAFF APPEARED ENGAGED AND PARTICIPATED IN THE PROJECT THROUGH ASSISTANCE WITH ASSESSMENT, PROMOTION AND TRIALLING OF THE VOTING TOOL.   � �COUNCILLORS �EMAIL POSTCARDS �ALL COUNCILLORS POSTCARD RECIPIENTS �COUNCILLORS APPEARED ENGAGED. � ��VIDEO (PROGRAM INTRODUCTION AND ‘HOW TO VOTE’) �YOUR SAY �YOUR SAY VIEWING AUDIENCE �AWARENESS RAISING. NO DIRECT OUTCOMES /FEEDBACK REPORTED. � �POSTERS �STAFF AND COMMUNITY NOTICE BOARDS �LIBRARIES AND VISITORS TO THE NCC �AWARENESS RAISING. NO DIRECT OUTCOMES /FEEDBACK REPORTED. � �MESSAGE BOARD �ELECTRONIC �PASSING TRAFFIC �AWARENESS RAISING. NO DIRECT OUTCOMES /FEEDBACK REPORTED. � �EMAIL FOOTERS �EMAIL SIGNATURE PANEL �ALL RECEIVING EMAILS FROM CITY STAFF. �AWARENESS RAISING. NO DIRECT OUTCOMES /FEEDBACK REPORTED. � � COMMUNITY VOTING COMMENCING 21 JANUARY 2022, THE COMMUNITY TOOK PART IN ALLOCATING THE $100,000 BUDGET USING A PRIORITISE BUDGET TOOL AVAILABLE THROUGH THE CITY’S YOUR SAY SITE.  THIS TOOL ALLOWED PEOPLE TO CHOOSE HOW THEY WOULD LIKE TO SPEND THE BUDGET BY SELECTING WHICH OF THE 26 PROJECTS THEY WOULD LIKE TO SEE FUNDED.  THEY COULD THEN PRIORITISE THE PROJECTS THEY HAD SELECTED. PARTICIPANTS COULD SUBMIT A SURPLUS BUDGET (LESS THAN $100,000 SPEND) BUT COULD NOT GO INTO DEFICIT (OVER $100,000).  AT THE CLOSE OF VOTING 1277 ELIGIBLE VOTES HAD BEEN RECEIVED.  THE MOST POPULAR PROJECTS, AS VOTED BY THE COMMUNITY IN ORDER OF PREFERENCE ARE:  PROJECT NAME �PROJECT SUMMARY �YOU CHOOSE PROJECT VALUE � �1. SHELTERBAGS �ROTARY CLUB OF BUSSELTON GEOGRAPHE BAY THE PROJECT IS INTENDED TO PROVIDE EMERGENCY HELP IN THE FORM OF A WATERPROOF SLEEPING BAG TO BUSSELTON AND SOUTH WEST PEOPLE WHO ARE SLEEPING ROUGH.  VARIOUS ORGANISATIONS AND CHARITIES WHO ASSIST PEOPLE IN NEED MAY APPLY TO ROTARY TO HAVE ACCESS TO THE ADDITION OF SHELTERBAGS TO OFFER THEIR CLIENTS FREE OF CHARGE.  ROTARY WILL PROVIDE STORAGE FOR THE BAGS. TOTAL PROJECT COST: 1 FULL SHIPPING CONTAINER OF 750 SHELTERBAGS AT APPROXIMATELY $75 EACH, $56,000. ALLOCATION OF THE BAGS WITHIN THE SOUTHWEST WILL BE REFLECTIVE OF THE CONTRIBUTIONS MADE.  THE PROPONENT IS CONTRIBUTING $10,000 AND ADVISES THE REMAINING FUNDS OF $26,000 IS BEING SOUGHT FROM SOUTH WEST ROTARY CLUBS.     �$20,000 � �2. SUPPORTING PETS OF OLDER PERSONS �PETS OF OLDER PERSONS (POOPS)  FUNDING IS TO SUPPORT THE VOLUNTEERS OF POOPS TO CONTINUE TO DELIVER AND SAFELY EXPAND SERVICES TO THE ELDERLY IN THE BUSSELTON AND DUNSBOROUGH REGION BY PROVIDING HOME VISITS, DOG WALKING AND LOOKING AFTER PETS WHEN AN OWNER HAS TO GO INTO HOSPITAL AND SUPPORTING THE PURCHASE OF NEW EQUIPMENT.   TOTAL PROJECT COST: $7,750  �$7,750 � ��3. BUSSELTON HOSPICE CARE LASTING WORDS �BUSSELTON HOSPICE CARE INC FUNDING WILL ALLOW PEOPLE WHO ARE APPROACHING THE END OF THEIR LIFE TO HAVE THEIR STORIES, THOUGHTS AND SPECIAL MEMORIES CAPTURED.  THIS FUNDING WILL PROVIDE VOLUNTEER TRAINING AND ASSOCIATED COSTS ALONG WITH EVALUATION OF DATA AND PREPARATION OF FINAL DOCUMENTS. TOTAL PROJECT COST: $50,505 (INCLUDES $34,630 IN-KIND CONTRIBUTION FROM BUSSELTON HOSPICE AND $5,000 SECURED VIA ANOTHER FUNDING PARTNER).  �$10,875 � �4. WASTE NOT WANT NOT �SOUTH WEST BIOTECH PTY LTD FUNDING WILL CONTRIBUTE TO THE SETUP OF A PILOT BLACK SOLDIER FLY FARM IN THE CITY OF BUSSELTON AS SOLUTION TO THE FOOD WASTE PROBLEM.  A SITE HAS BEEN SECURED FOR THE FARM AT BIO SOIL KALOORUP ROAD, VASSE. TOTAL PROJECT COST: $123,156 (THE PROPONENT ADVISES THAT IT IS CONFIDENT IN RAISING THE ADDITIONAL FUNDS REQUIRED).  �$20,000 � �5. LUDLOW TUART FOREST HERITAGE WALK TRAIL �LUDLOW TUART FOREST RESTORATION GROUP FUNDING WILL ENABLE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A CIRCULAR, SIGN POSTED AND LIME STONE PAVED TRAIL. IT IS PROPOSED TO CREATE A PEOPLE FRIENDLY INFORMATIVE WALK THAT ENCOMPASSES THE HERITAGE LUDLOW SETTLEMENT SITE, THE SOUTHERN BANK OF THE LUDLOW RIVER ALL WITHIN THE HEART OF THE ONLY TUART FOREST IN THE WORLD. THE TRAIL WILL PROVIDE ACCESS TO FUTURE RESOURCE SPACE FOR ABORIGINAL HERITAGE, TRADITIONAL ARTS AND CRAFTS DISPLAYS, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIVE PLANTS NURSERY AND FOOD GARDEN, AND A YARNING CIRCLE IN A FOREST SETTING.   TOTAL PROJECT COST: $18,596  �$18,596 � �6. VASSE FATHERING PROJECT �THE VASSE PRIMARY SCHOOL FATHERING PROJECT GROUP THE PROJECT IS A SCHOOLS BASED COMMUNITY GROUP THAT ENCOURAGES FATHERS AND FATHER FIGURES TO BE THE BEST THEY CAN WITH THEIR CHILDREN. FUNDING WILL ENABLE THE PURCHASE OF A TRAILER TO HAVE A COMPLETELY PORTABLE MULTI USE SELF-CONTAINED FUN UNIT TO SERVICE THE THREE EXISTING GROUPS IN VASSE, WEST BUSSELTON AND GEORGIANA MOLLOY PRIMARY SCHOOLS. THE TRAILER ITSELF WOULD FORM PART OF THE ASSETS OF THE VASSE PRIMARY SCHOOL FATHERING PROJECT. THE TRAILER WOULD BE AVAILABLE TO ANY OF THE OTHER FATHERING PROJECT GROUPS IN THE SW REGION. TOTAL PROJECT COST: $19,083  �$19,083 � �TOTAL VALUE � �$96,304 � � THE TOTAL VOTES, WEIGHTED BY RANK, ARE ATTACHED AT ATTACHMENT 1.  THE WEIGHTING PROVIDED THE HIGHEST SCORE TO THE PROJECTS THAT WERE SELECTED BY PEOPLE AS THEIR FIRST PRIORITISED PROJECT, WITH THE WEIGHTED SCORE REDUCING FOR THE SECOND, THIRD, FOURTH AND SO ON. THE DATA CAPTURED THROUGH THE VOTING PROCESS ENABLED STAFF TO VERIFY VOTER’S ELIGIBILITY, WITH DUPLICATE VOTES (A SMALL NUMBER VOTED TWICE ASSUMING THEIR FIRST ATTEMPT WAS UNSUCCESSFUL) AND THOSE OF NON-RESIDENTS / RATEPAYERS REMOVED.  FIFTY THREE VOTES WERE INELIGIBLE.    THE SIX PROJECTS CHOSEN ARE CLEAR FAVOURITES OF THE COMMUNITY.  THEY ALIGN WITH THE ETHOS OF THE PROGRAM AND WILL BRING A BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY.  IT IS NOTED THAT TWO PROJECTS IDENTIFY THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING - THE SHELTERBAGS AND THE WASTE NOT WANT NOT PROJECTS.  THE SPIRIT OF THE PROGRAM SUPPORTS THE ‘HAVE A GO’ MENTALITY WITH THE INTENT TO BUILD COMMUNITY RESILIENCE THROUGH CO-OPERATION AND PROBLEM SOLVING.  POTENTIALLY, BY SUPPORTING THESE PROJECTS, COMMUNITY DISCUSSION AND COOPERATION CAN BE ENCOURAGED TO OBTAIN THE ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIRED; ALTHOUGH THE AMOUNT OUTSTANDING IS NOTED AS SIGNIFICANT FOR THE WASTE NOT WANT NOT PROJECT.    IF HOWEVER EITHER PROJECT IS UNABLE TO OBTAIN ENOUGH FUNDING TO PROCEED WITHIN 6 MONTHS FROM THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE AGREEMENT, THE FUNDING COMMITMENT FROM THE CITY WILL BE WITHDRAWN. THE INTENT WOULD THEN BE TO FUND THE NEXT PREFERRED PROJECT BEING NO. 7 THE OUTDOOR CLASSROOM PROPOSED BY THE BUSSELTON DUNSBOROUGH ENVIRONMENT CENTRE INC., FOR AN OUTDOOR PLAY AND LEARNING VENUE AT A VALUE OF $19,984, AND, IF REQUIRED THE NO. 8 PROJECT ‘LOVE LIVING WITH WILDLIFE’ AT A VALUE OF $20,000.  ALTERNATIVELY, IN THE EVENT THAT COUNCIL DECIDED NOT TO FUND THE WASTE NOT WANT NOT PROJECT, DUE TO THE RELIANCE ON SIGNIFICANT ADDITIONAL FUNDING, THE OUTDOOR CLASSROOM PROJECT COULD BE FUNDED NOW INSTEAD.  COUNCIL IS ASKED TO ENDORSE FUNDING FOR THE SIX PREFERRED PROJECTS. A SIMPLE AGREEMENT THAT INCLUDES A REPORTING AND ACQUITTAL PROCESS (INCLUDING PRESENTATION OF RECEIPTS) WILL BE PREPARED FOR EACH FUNDED PROJECT. OPPORTUNITIES FOR CELEBRATION AND PROMOTION OF COMMUNITY ACHIEVEMENTS WILL ALSO BE IDENTIFIED WITHIN EACH AGREEMENT.  SUCCESSFUL PROJECTS ARE EXPECTED TO BE COMPLETED BY 30 JUNE 2023. THIS WILL BE FOLLOWED BY A REPORT PRESENTED TO COUNCIL ON THE OUTCOMES OF THIS FINAL PHASE OF THE PROGRAM AND CONSIDERATION OF ITS CONTINUATION AND / OR EXPANSION OF PB PRINCIPALS TO OTHER ASPECTS OF THE CITY’S BUDGET.  THE TABLE BELOW PROVIDES SOME MEASUREMENTS AND ASSESSMENT OF THE PROGRAM TO DATE. TARGETS WERE SET BY OFFICERS PRIOR TO THE PROGRAMS LAUNCH TO HELP MEASURE ITS SUCCESS.  DEMONSTRATED STRONG INTEREST AND PARTICIPATION �HOW �TARGET �ACTUAL � �REGISTRATIONS FOR COMMUNITY EVENT  �REGISTRATION PROCESS �>50 �45 � �YOU CHOOSE VOTING PAGE VIEWS �STATISTICS ON PAGE VIEW �>200 �9066 � �BUDGETING TOOL USED FOR VOTING �NUMBER OF VOTES CAST �>200 �1330 � �PROGRAM COMMENTS  �COLLECTED DATA �POSITIVE >10 �352 � �VOTING QUESTION – SHOULD THE PROGRAM CONTINUE? �YES /UNDECIDED/ NO �NOT SET. �1,276 YES 44 UNDECIDED 10 NO � �EMAIL ENQUIRIES/CONTACTS RE PROJECT PROPOSALS �ENQUIRY LOG �>20 �63 � �SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED FOR PROJECT PROPOSALS �# RECEIVED �>15 �27 � �MEDIA COVERAGE – MEDIA RELEASES ARE PICKED UP. �MEDIA MONITORING �100% PICK UP RATE FOR LOCAL NEWSPAPERS �100% � �STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION SUPPORTS THE GENERAL FUNCTION OF A LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995 TO PROVIDE FOR THE GOOD GOVERNMENT OF PERSONS IN ITS DISTRICT.   RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES  THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ALIGNS TO THE COUNCIL POLICY - SPONSORSHIP ARRANGEMENTS.  THIS POLICY OUTLINES THE FRAMEWORK UNDER WHICH THE CITY WILL ENTER INTO SPONSORSHIP ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE PURPOSES OF FACILITATING THE PROVISION OF A SERVICE, PROGRAM, EVENT, ACTIVITY OR ENDEAVOUR THAT MAY CONTRIBUTE TO THE ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, ENVIRONMENTAL OR CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE CITY.  THE PROGRAM IS A FORM OF SPONSORSHIP ARRANGEMENT UNDER THIS POLICY.  FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  COUNCIL ALLOCATES 0.5% OF RATES PER ANNUM TO THE DONATIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND SUBSIDIES BUDGET.  $100,000 OF THAT FUNDING WAS ALLOCATED IN THIS YEAR TO THIS NEW PILOT PROGRAM, WITH THE REMAINING BUDGET ALLOCATION FUNDING THE COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (CAP) RUN BY THE COMMUNITY AND COMMERCIAL SERVICES DIRECTORATE.    THE TOTAL VALUE OF THE PROJECTS RECOMMENDED TO BE FUNDED IS $96,304, LEAVING $3,696 TO BE RETURNED TO THE DONATIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND SUBSIDIES BUDGET AND THE BROADER COMMUNITY FUNDING POOL.  STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION THIS PROGRAM ACHIEVED A HIGH LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT WITH OUR COMMUNITY BY PROVIDING THE OPPORTUNITY TO PARTNER WITH COUNCIL AND MAKE FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COUNCIL’S CONSIDERATION.  THIS LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT - REFERENCED AS COLLABORATION IN THE CITY OF BUSSELTON’S COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT FRAMEWORK - IS USUALLY ONLY UNDERTAKEN WITH A SMALLER AUDIENCE SUCH AS REFERENCE AND ADVISORY GROUPS, AS OUTLINED IN THE FRAMEWORK.  ACHIEVING SUCH BROAD COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IS A POSITIVE OUTCOME OF THIS PROGRAM’S PB CONCEPT.  PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING IN ITS PUREST SENSE WOULD SEE FULL EMPOWERMENT PROVIDED TO ITS CITIZENS TO DETERMINE A GOVERNMENT BUDGET.  WHILE COUNCIL CANNOT DEVOLVE ITS DECISION MAKING RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995, THIS PROGRAM HAS BEEN A POSITIVE STEP IN CREATING AN OPPORTUNITY  FOR GREATER COMMUNITY OWNERSHIP OVER A PART OF COUNCIL’S BUDGET WITH THE ADDED BENEFIT OF CONTRIBUTING TO COMMUNITY RESILIENCE, CO-OPERATION AND PROBLEM SOLVING.    THE RESPONSE RATE AND FEEDBACK RECEIVED SUGGESTS THAT THE CONCEPT OF ENGAGING AND COLLABORATING IN THIS WAY HAS BEEN VERY WELL RECEIVED.  THE PROGRAM ALSO VALUE ADDED TO THE CITY’S COMMUNITY FUNDING PROGRAMS MORE BROADLY BY GENERATING GREATER AWARENESS THROUGH THE NEW CONSOLIDATED COMMUNITY FUNDING BRANDING DEVELOPED AND LAUNCHED AT THE START OF THIS PROGRAM.  FURTHER COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT WILL CONTINUE THROUGHOUT THE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD AS THE PROJECT PROPONENTS CELEBRATE THEIR ACHIEVEMENTS AS MILESTONES ARE REACHED.  RISK ASSESSMENT  AN ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS OF IMPLEMENTING THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN USING THE CITY’S RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK.  COMMUNITY LED PROJECTS OFTEN RELY ON VOLUNTEERS AND/OR ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR IMPLEMENTATION AND AS SUCH THERE IS A RISK THAT ONE OR MORE OF THE PROGRAMS WILL NOT MEET ITS INTENDED OBJECTIVES NOR BE COMPLETED ON TIME.   THE CONTROLS IN PLACE TO MITIGATE THESE POSSIBILITIES INCLUDE A CUSTOMISED AGREEMENT FOR EACH PROJECT WITH CITY STAFF MONITORING SET MILESTONES.  AGREEMENTS WILL REQUIRE THE ACQUITTAL OF FUNDS, WITH ANY FUNDS NOT EXPENDED RETURNED TO THE DONATIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND SUBSIDIES BUDGET.   AS A RESULT THERE ARE NO RISKS OF A MEDIUM OR GREATER LEVEL BEING IDENTIFIED.    OPTIONS  AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATION THE COUNCIL COULD: 1.	CHOOSE NOT TO ALLOCATE FUNDING TO ONE OR MORE OF THESE PROJECTS; AND/OR 2.	FUND ONE OR MORE OF THE REMAINING 20 PROJECTS THAT INCLUDE (LISTED IN ORDER OR RANK BY WEIGHTING):  7.	OUTDOOR CLASSROOM �$19,984 � �8.	LOVE LIVING WITH WILDLIFE �$20,000 � �9.	BUSSELTON STREET ART PROJECT �$20,000 � �10.	BAY LIFE COMMUNITY CAFÉ OUTDOOR AREA �$15,100 � �11.	PIAZZA ON PRINCE �$12,000 � �12.	BUSSELTON WOODTURNERS EQUIPMENT EXPANSION �$8,633 � �13.	ENCLOSED BBQ UNDERCOVER AREA �$20,000 � �14.	COMMUNITY READING ENGAGEMENT �$7,195 � �15.	CHILD CYBER SAFETY �$11,000 � �16.	SENIORS COMPUTER LESSONS �$11,000 � �17.	TRAVEL THE WHALE HIGHWAY �$18,875 � �18.	ADVENTURE SAILING �$15,897 � �19.	VASSE RIVER GOLDRUSH 2022 �$20,000 � �20.	LET IT GROW DUNSBOROUGH �$12,317 � �21.	FIREWISE DEMONSTRATION GARDEN �$18,000 � �22.	BUSSELTON AND DUNSBOROUGH COMMUNITY RADIO �$20,000 � �23.	SKY STORIES LIGHT SHOW �$20,000 � �24.	RESCUE OF THE SS GEORGETTE �$20,000 � �25.	DISCOVER BUSSELTON �$20,000 � �26.	TAKIN’ IT TO THE STREETS �$20,000 � �CONCLUSION THE PROGRAM HAS DEMONSTRATED IT IS HIGHLY ENGAGING AND MEETS THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES IDENTIFIED BY COUNCIL, PROVIDING BROAD OPPORTUNITY FOR THE COMMUNITY TO IDENTIFY PROJECTS FOR PUBLIC SPEND AND TO DECIDE THEIR PRIORITIES FOR THAT SPEND.    THE COMMUNITY HAVE EMBRACED THE PILOT PROGRAM AND PROVIDED SOME SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT WHICH WILL BE INCORPORATED INTO A FINAL REVIEW OF THE PROGRAM POST IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SUCCESSFULLY FUNDED PROJECTS.  IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT COUNCIL ENDORSE THE FUNDING OF THE SIX MOST POPULAR PROJECTS AS VOTED BY THE COMMUNITY.  TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION FUNDING AGREEMENTS WILL BE ESTABLISHED IN MARCH / APRIL 2022. SUCCESSFUL PROJECTS ARE EXPECTED TO BE COMPLETED BY JUNE 2023. � /� /�ITEMS FOR DEBATE 13.1	DA21/0548 PROPOSED CHALET DEVELOPMENT - LOT 100 (NO.4259) CAVES ROAD, WILYABRUP STRATEGIC THEME �ENVIRONMENT - AN ENVIRONMENT THAT IS VALUED, CONSERVED AND ABLE TO BE ENJOYED BY CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. � �STRATEGIC PRIORITY �1.1 ENSURE PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES IS A CENTRAL CONSIDERATION IN LAND USE PLANNING � �SUBJECT INDEX �DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION � �BUSINESS UNIT �DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  � �REPORTING OFFICER �MANAGER DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - LEE REDDELL  � �AUTHORISING OFFICER �DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - PAUL NEEDHAM  � �NATURE OF DECISION �REGULATORY: TO DETERMINE AN APPLICATION/MATTER THAT DIRECTLY AFFECTS A PERSON’S RIGHT AND INTERESTS E.G. DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS, APPLICATIONS FOR OTHER PERMITS/LICENCES, AND OTHER DECISIONS THAT MAY BE REVIEWABLE BY THE STATE ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL � �VOTING REQUIREMENT �SIMPLE MAJORITY  � �ATTACHMENTS �ATTACHMENT A	LOCATION PLAN  ATTACHMENT B	ORIGINAL APPLICATION REPORT  ATTACHMENT C	ORIGINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS  ATTACHMENT D	REVISED APPLICATION REPORT  ATTACHMENT E	REVISED DEVELOPMENT PLANS  ATTACHMENT F	LANDSCAPE PLAN  ATTACHMENT G	REVISED BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN  ATTACHMENT H	SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS  ATTACHMENT I	SUBMISSION FROM ADJACENT WINERIES   � �PRIOR TO THE MEETING, COUNCILLOR CARTER FORESHADOWED A MOTION THAT WAS DIFFERENT TO THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION. IN ACCORDANCE WITH CLAUSE 10.18(7) OF THE CITY’S STANDING ORDERS LOCAL LAW 2018, IT WAS TAKEN TO BE AN ALTERNATIVE MOTION AND WAS CONSIDERED FIRST.    THE ALTERNATIVE MOTION WAS MOVED AND CARRIED.   COUNCIL DECISION C2203/048	MOVED COUNCILLOR P CARTER, SECONDED COUNCILLOR P CRONIN THAT THE COUNCIL DETERMINES:  A.	THAT APPLICATION DA21/0548 SUBMITTED FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 10 CHALETS LOT 100 (NO. 4259) CAVES ROAD, WILYABRUP, IS CONSIDERED BY THE COUNCIL TO BE GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 21 AND THE OBJECTIVES OF THE ZONE WITHIN WHICH IT IS LOCATED.  B.	THAT DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL IS GRANTED FOR THE PROPOSAL REFERRED TO IN (A) ABOVE SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:-  GENERAL CONDITIONS:  1.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED SHALL BE SUBSTANTIALLY COMMENCED WITHIN TWO YEARS FROM THE DATE OF THIS DECISION LETTER.  2.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED SHALL BE UNDERTAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SIGNED AND STAMPED, APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLANS, AND EXCEPT AS MAY BE MODIFIED BY THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS.  PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF ANY WORKS CONDITIONS  3.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED, OR ANY WORKS REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT THE DEVELOPMENT, SHALL NOT COMMENCE UNTIL THE FOLLOWING PLANS OR DETAILS HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE CITY AND HAVE BEEN APPROVED IN WRITING –  3.1	NOTIFICATION IN THE FORM OF A SECTION 70A NOTIFICATION, PURSUANT TO THE TRANSFER OF LAND ACT 1893 (AS AMENDED) IS TO BE PLACED ON THE CERTIFICATES OF TITLE OF LOT ADVISING THAT:  A)	THIS LAND IS WITHIN A BUSHFIRE PRONE AREA AS DESIGNATED BY AN ORDER MADE BY THE FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES COMMISSIONER. THE APPROVAL OF THE CHALETS IS CONDITIONAL UPON THE DETAILS CONTAINED WITHIN THE BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN (BMP) PREPARED BY BUSHFIRE PRONE PLANNING, VERSION 1.1 DATED 8 DECEMBER 2021 AND THE ACCOMPANYING BUSHFIRE EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLAN (BEEP).  B)	THE CHALETS HEREBY APPROVED ARE TO BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR TEMPORARY ACCOMMODATION PURPOSES ONLY. A SINGLE CHALET SHALL NOT BE OCCUPIED BY ANY ONE PERSON, FAMILY OR GROUP OF PERSONS (TWO PERSONS OR MORE) FOR A PERIOD EXCEEDING 3 MONTHS (CONSECUTIVELY OR INTERMITTENTLY) WITHIN ANY 12 MONTH PERIOD. 	 A COPY OF THE CERTIFICATE OF TITLE WITH THE SECTION 70A NOTIFICATION REGISTERED AGAINST IT, OR LANDGATE LODGMENT RECEIPT, IS TO BE PROVIDED TO THE CITY.  3.2	DETAILS OF THE EFFLUENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM WHICH IS REQUIRED TO BE A SECONDARY TREATMENT SYSTEM AND ACHIEVE A MINIMUM SETBACK OF 60M FROM THE EDGE OF BILJIDUP BROOK.    3.3	A DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PLAN.   3.4	DETAILS OF THE ENTRY POINT TO THE CHALET DRIVEWAY MODIFIED TO BE OFF-SET FROM THE MAIN ENTRY INTO THE SITE.   3.5	DETAILS OF SIGNAGE TO DIRECT VISITORS TO THE SITE TO THE TAVERN PARKING, TAVERN OVER-FLOW PARKING AND THE CHALETS.     3.6	DETAILS OF THE FINISHED TREATMENT OF ALL HARD SURFACED AREAS TO BE USED FOR THE DRIVEWAY AND MANOEUVRING AREAS AS SHOWN ON THE APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLANS.  3.7	A FINAL SCHEDULE OF THE EXTERNAL MATERIALS, FINISHES AND COLOURS, WHICH SHALL BE GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH THE APPROVED PLANS. THE SCHEDULE SHALL INCLUDE DETAILS OF THE TYPE OF MATERIALS PROPOSED TO BE USED, INCLUDING THEIR COLOUR AND TEXTURE.  3.8	A FINAL LANDSCAPING PLAN BASED ON WATER SENSITIVE URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND DESIGNED IN REFERENCE TO SOIL TYPES ACROSS THE SITE. THE LANDSCAPING PLAN SHALL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:  A.	THE LOCATION AND SPECIES OF ALL TREES TO BE REMOVED; B.	THE PROVISION OF SUITABLE SCREEN PLANTING ALONG THE WESTERN BOUNDARY;  C. 	THE PROVISION OF SUITABLE SCREEN PLANTING ALONG THE EASTERN SIDE OF THE CHALETS; D.	A PLANT SCHEDULE NOMINATING SPECIES, PLANTING DISTANCES, NUMBERS, PLANTING SIZES, TOGETHER WITH THE ANTICIPATED HEIGHT OF EACH PLANT AT MATURITY; E.	THOSE AREAS TO BE RETICULATED OR IRRIGATED.  3.9	DETAILS OF THE PROVISION OF A MINIMUM 50,000 LITRE STATIC WATER SUPPLY FOR FIREFIGHTING PURPOSES – THE DEDICATED WATER SUPPLY WILL BE NON-COMBUSTIBLE AND LOCATED SUCH THAT FIRE SERVICES CAN READILY GAIN ACCESS TO APPROPRIATE FITTINGS AND CONNECT FIRE FIGHTING VEHICLES TO DEDICATED WATER SUPPLIES IN A SAFE MANNER.  3.10	DETAILS OF UPGRADES TO PROPOSED ACCESS ROUTES TO ACHIEVE THE REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 6 IN THE GUIDELINES FOR PLANNING IN BUSHFIRE PRONE AREAS.  3.11	SATISFACTORY ARRANGEMENTS SHALL BE MADE WITH THE CITY TO PROVIDE PUBLIC ART WORKS WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT. THIS ENTAILS COMPLIANCE WITH THE PERCENT FOR ART PROVISIONS OF THE CITY'S DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTION POLICY VIA APPROPRIATE WORKS UP TO A MINIMUM VALUE OF 1% OF THE ESTIMATED COST OF DEVELOPMENT ("ECD"). WHERE THE VALUE OF ON- SITE WORKS IS LESS THAN 1% OF THE ECD, A PAYMENT SUFFICIENT TO BRING THE TOTAL CONTRIBUTION TO 1% OF THE ECD IS REQUIRED.  PRIOR TO OCCUPATION/USE OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS  4.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED SHALL NOT BE OCCUPIED, OR USED, UNTIL ALL PLANS, DETAILS OR WORKS REQUIRED BY CONDITIONS 2, 3 & 4 HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED; AND THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY –   4.1.	HARD AND SOFT LANDSCAPING, AS DETAILED IN THE APPROVED LANDSCAPING PLAN, INSTALLED AT THE FULL COST OF THE APPLICANT.     4.2.	ALL VEHICLE PARKING, ACCESS WAYS, FOOTPATHS AND EXTERNAL LIGHTING SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO A MINIMUM STANDARD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AUSTRALIAN STANDARD FOR PARKING FACILITIES - OFF-STREET CAR PARKING (AS 2890.1) AND SHALL BE DEVELOPED IN THE FORM AND LAYOUT DEPICTED ON THE APPROVED PLANS.  4.3.	ACCESSIBLE CAR PARKING AND ACCESS SHALL BE PROVIDED AND DESIGNED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AUSTRALIAN STANDARD FOR PARKING FACILITIES - OFF-STREET CAR PARKING FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES (AS 2890.6).  4.4.	PROVISION OF A CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE, INDICATING THAT THE WORKS HAVE BEEN UNDERTAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN, INCLUDING THE PROVISION OF A DEDICATED FIREFIGHTING WATER SUPPLY AND ANY NECESSARY UPGRADES TO THE PROPOSED ACCESS ROUTES.  ONGOING CONDITIONS  5.	THE WORKS AND OTHER MEASURES UNDERTAKEN TO SATISFY CONDITIONS 2, 3 & 4 SHALL BE SUBSEQUENTLY MAINTAINED FOR THE LIFE OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE COMPLIED WITH, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY –   5.1.	THE BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN, VERSION 1.1 DATED 8 DECEMBER 2021, SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AND MAINTAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROVAL DETAILS AND ANY RECOMMENDATIONS THEREIN.  5.2.	SIGNAGE SHALL BE PROVIDED WITHIN EACH CHALET THAT ADVISES GUESTS:  “THIS ACCOMMODATION IS LOCATED WITHIN 100 METRES OF OPERATING AGRICULTURAL LAND USES WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO CREATE ODOUR, NOISE, SPRAY DRIFT AND DUST NUISANCE AT TIMES, INCLUDING DURING THE NIGHT. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT PRIMACY OF ACTIVITY IS GIVEN TO AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION WITHIN THIS AREA.”  5.3.	THE LANDSCAPING DETAILED WITHIN THE APPROVED LANDSCAPING PLAN SHALL BE SUBSEQUENTLY MAINTAINED FOR THE LIFE OF THE DEVELOPMENT.  5.4.	ALL SERVICES AND SERVICE RELATED HARDWARE, INCLUDING ANTENNAE, SATELLITE DISHES AND AIR CONDITIONING UNITS, BEING SUITABLY LOCATED AWAY FROM PUBLIC VIEW AND/OR SCREENED.  ADVICE TO APPLICANT  1.	IF THE APPLICANT AND/OR OWNER ARE AGGRIEVED BY THIS DECISION THERE IS A RIGHT OF REVIEW UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF PART 14 OF THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005. A REVIEW MUST BE LODGED WITH THE STATE ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, AND MUST BE LODGED WITHIN 28 DAYS OF THE DECISION.  2.	THIS DECISION NOTICE GRANTS DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL TO THE DEVELOPMENT THE SUBJECT OF THIS APPLICATION. IT CANNOT BE CONSTRUED AS GRANTING DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL FOR ANY OTHER STRUCTURE SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS WHICH WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY INCLUDED IN THIS APPLICATION.  3.	PLEASE NOTE IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE APPLICANT / OWNER TO ENSURE THAT, IN RELATION TO CONDITION 1, THIS DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL REMAINS CURRENT AND DOES NOT LAPSE.  THE CITY OF BUSSELTON DOES NOT SEND REMINDER NOTICES IN THIS REGARD. THE TERM “SUBSTANTIALLY COMMENCED” HAS THE MEANING GIVEN TO IT IN THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES) REGULATIONS 2015 AS AMENDED FROM TIME TO TIME.   4.	IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE BUILDING ACT 2011, AND BUILDING REGULATIONS 2012, AN APPLICATION FOR A BUILDING PERMIT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO, AND APPROVAL GRANTED BY THE CITY, PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY PERMITTED.  5.	YOU ARE ADVISED THAT A LICENCE TO TAKE WATER FROM THE EXISTING SOAK ON SITE, WHICH MAY BE REQUIRED UNDER THE RIGHTS IN WATER AND IRRIGATION ACT 1914, HAS NOT BEEN ISSUED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND ENVIRONMENT REGULATION (DWER) AT THE TIME OF APPROVAL.  THIS DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL HAS BEEN ISSUED ON THE BASIS THAT THE POTABLE WATER SUPPLY FOR THE CHALETS WILL BE DRAWN FROM THE EXISTING DAMS ON THE SITE AND DOES NOT REQUIRE THE TAKE OF ANY WATER FROM THE SOAK.    6.	YOU ARE ADVISED THAT ANY NEW OR MODIFIED CROSSING OF BILJIDUP BROOK MAY REQUIRE A PERMIT TO INTERFERE WITH BEDS AND BANKS, ISSUED BY DWER, UNDER THE RIGHTS IN WATER AND IRRIGATION ACT 1914.  PLEASE CONTACT DWER FOR FURTHER INFORMATION.   7.	IN RESPECT TO EFFLUENT MANAGEMENT, YOU ARE ADVISED THAT THERE MAY BE A NEED TO SEPARATE THE BREWERY WASTE STREAM FROM THE HUMAN WASTE STREAM WHEN FINALISING THE DESIGN OF THE SYSTEM. SHOULD THIS BE REQUIRED, THERE WILL NEED TO BE CONSIDERATION OF THE LOCATION OF ANY SEPARATE SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH CONDITION 3.2.  8.	UNLESS OTHERWISE FIRST AGREED IN WRITING, ANY TREES OR PLANTS IN THE APPROVED LANDSCAPING PLAN WHICH, WITHIN A PERIOD OF FIVE YEARS FROM FIRST PLANTING, ARE REMOVED, DIE OR, ARE ASSESSED BY THE CITY AS BEING SERIOUSLY DAMAGED, SHALL BE REPLACED WITHIN THE NEXT AVAILABLE PLANTING SEASON WITH OTHERS OF THE SAME SPECIES, SIZE AND NUMBER AS ORIGINALLY APPROVED.  9.	YOU ARE ADVISED THAT THE ‘EXTERNAL MATERIALS’ SHALL COMPRISE OF ‘PRESCRIBED MATERIALS’ AS IDENTIFIED BY THE CITY OF BUSSELTON LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO.21 WHICH ARE DEFINED AS FOLLOWS –   ‘EXTERNAL SURFACES’ MEANS THE EXTERNAL WALLS AND CLADDING (IF ANY), EXTERNAL DOORS, EXTERNAL DOOR AND WINDOW FRAMES, COLUMNS, ROOFS, FENCES AND ANY SURFACE OF A BUILDING OR WORK VISIBLE FROM THE EXTERIOR OF A BUILDING OR WORK; AND  ‘PRESCRIBED MATERIALS’ MEANS MATERIALS WITH DARK TONES OR DARK COLOURING AND OF LOW REFLECTIVE QUALITY OR MATERIALS WHICH ARE PAINTED OR SIMILARLY TREATED WITH DARK TONED OR DARK COLOURED PAINT OR PIGMENT OF LOW REFLECTIVE QUALITY”  10.	IN RELATION TO THE PROVISION OF PUBLIC ART IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 4.4 PERCENT FOR ART.  THE ESTIMATED COST OF DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY AND BASED ON DEMONSTRATED CONTRACT VALUES OR ESTIMATES PROVIDED BY A QUANTITY SURVEYOR, WITH SUCH CONTRACT OR ESTIMATES BEING NO MORE THAN 3 MONTHS OLD AT THE TIME OF CALCULATION OF THE PAYMENT AMOUNT, AND IF SUCH INFORMATION IS MORE THAN 3 MONTHS OLD, THE ESTIMATED COST OF DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE INDEXED TO THE GENERAL CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY INDEX FOR WESTERN AUSTRALIA.  11.	YOU ARE ADVISED AGONIS FLEXUOSA (WA PEPPERMINT TREES) PROVIDE KEY HABITAT FOR THE “CRITICALLY ENDANGERED” PSEUDOCHEIRUS OCCIDENTALIS (WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUM). THE WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUM ARE AWARDED PROTECTION UNDER THE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 2016 AND YOU MAY FACE PENALTIES FOR TAKING OR DISTURBING (INCLUDING INTENTIONALLY DISTURBING, TRAPPING/RELOCATING OR CAUSING HARM/DEATH) A WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUM. A SECTION 40 MINISTERIAL AUTHORISATION TO TAKE OR DISTURB THREATENED FAUNA UNDER THE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 2016 IS TO BE OBTAINED PRIOR TO CLEARING OCCURRING.  A FAUNA HANDLER IS REQUIRED TO BE ONSITE PRIOR TO AND DURING ANY CLEARING OPERATIONS AND IS REQUIRED TO HOLD A SECTION 40 MINISTERIAL AUTHORISATION. THE FAUNA HANDLER IS TO PROVIDE A POST CLEARING REPORT TO DBCA SWLANDUSEPLANNING@DBCA.WA.GOV.AU THAT INCLUDES THE NUMBERS OF ADULT OR JUVENILE WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUMS OBSERVED, TAKEN OR DISTURBED, ANY INJURIES OR FATALITIES, AND THE LOCATION OF THE FAUNA AFTER CLEARING HAS OCCURRED. CARRIED 8/0    REASON: 	BY PLANTING ADEQUATE SCREENING ALONG THE EASTERN SIDE OF THE CHALETS, WE CAN MINIMIZE THE VISUAL IMPACT OF THE CHALETS ON ADJOINING LAND, BUT ALSO THROUGH DENSE PLANTING CAN PROVIDE REDUCED IMPACT ON THE DEVELOPMENT FROM NOISE ASSOCIATED WITH AGRICULTURAL LAND USE (TRACTORS, LIVESTOCK, FIREARMS ETC.), AND POTENTIALLY REDUCE THE LIKELIHOOD OF SPRAY DRIFT ONTO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. � �OFFICER RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COUNCIL DETERMINES:  A.	THAT APPLICATION DA21/0548 SUBMITTED FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 10 CHALETS LOT 100 (NO. 4259) CAVES ROAD, WILYABRUP, IS CONSIDERED BY THE COUNCIL TO BE GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 21 AND THE OBJECTIVES OF THE ZONE WITHIN WHICH IT IS LOCATED.  B.	THAT DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL IS GRANTED FOR THE PROPOSAL REFERRED TO IN (A) ABOVE SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:-  GENERAL CONDITIONS:  1.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED SHALL BE SUBSTANTIALLY COMMENCED WITHIN TWO YEARS FROM THE DATE OF THIS DECISION LETTER.  2.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED SHALL BE UNDERTAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SIGNED AND STAMPED, APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLANS, AND EXCEPT AS MAY BE MODIFIED BY THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS.  PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF ANY WORKS CONDITIONS  3.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED, OR ANY WORKS REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT THE DEVELOPMENT, SHALL NOT COMMENCE UNTIL THE FOLLOWING PLANS OR DETAILS HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE CITY AND HAVE BEEN APPROVED IN WRITING –  3.1	NOTIFICATION IN THE FORM OF A SECTION 70A NOTIFICATION, PURSUANT TO THE TRANSFER OF LAND ACT 1893 (AS AMENDED) IS TO BE PLACED ON THE CERTIFICATES OF TITLE OF LOT ADVISING THAT:  A)	THIS LAND IS WITHIN A BUSHFIRE PRONE AREA AS DESIGNATED BY AN ORDER MADE BY THE FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES COMMISSIONER. THE APPROVAL OF THE CHALETS IS CONDITIONAL UPON THE DETAILS CONTAINED WITHIN THE BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN (BMP) PREPARED BY BUSHFIRE PRONE PLANNING, VERSION 1.1 DATED 8 DECEMBER 2021 AND THE ACCOMPANYING BUSHFIRE EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLAN (BEEP).  B)	THE CHALETS HEREBY APPROVED ARE TO BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR TEMPORARY ACCOMMODATION PURPOSES ONLY. A SINGLE CHALET SHALL NOT BE OCCUPIED BY ANY ONE PERSON, FAMILY OR GROUP OF PERSONS (TWO PERSONS OR MORE) FOR A PERIOD EXCEEDING 3 MONTHS (CONSECUTIVELY OR INTERMITTENTLY) WITHIN ANY 12 MONTH PERIOD. 	 A COPY OF THE CERTIFICATE OF TITLE WITH THE SECTION 70A NOTIFICATION REGISTERED AGAINST IT, OR LANDGATE LODGMENT RECEIPT, IS TO BE PROVIDED TO THE CITY.  3.2	DETAILS OF THE EFFLUENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM WHICH IS REQUIRED TO BE A SECONDARY TREATMENT SYSTEM AND ACHIEVE A MINIMUM SETBACK OF 60M FROM THE EDGE OF BILJIDUP BROOK.    3.3	A DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PLAN.   3.4	DETAILS OF THE ENTRY POINT TO THE CHALET DRIVEWAY MODIFIED TO BE OFF-SET FROM THE MAIN ENTRY INTO THE SITE.  3.5	DETAILS OF SIGNAGE TO DIRECT VISITORS TO THE SITE TO THE TAVERN PARKING, TAVERN OVER-FLOW PARKING AND THE CHALETS.     3.6	DETAILS OF THE FINISHED TREATMENT OF ALL HARD SURFACED AREAS TO BE USED FOR THE DRIVEWAY AND MANOEUVRING AREAS AS SHOWN ON THE APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLANS.  3.7	A FINAL SCHEDULE OF THE EXTERNAL MATERIALS, FINISHES AND COLOURS, WHICH SHALL BE GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH THE APPROVED PLANS. THE SCHEDULE SHALL INCLUDE DETAILS OF THE TYPE OF MATERIALS PROPOSED TO BE USED, INCLUDING THEIR COLOUR AND TEXTURE.  3.8	A FINAL LANDSCAPING PLAN BASED ON WATER SENSITIVE URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND DESIGNED IN REFERENCE TO SOIL TYPES ACROSS THE SITE. THE LANDSCAPING PLAN SHALL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:  A.	THE LOCATION AND SPECIES OF ALL TREES TO BE REMOVED; B.	THE PROVISION OF SUITABLE SCREEN PLANTING ALONG THE WESTERN BOUNDARY; C.	A PLANT SCHEDULE NOMINATING SPECIES, PLANTING DISTANCES, NUMBERS, PLANTING SIZES, TOGETHER WITH THE ANTICIPATED HEIGHT OF EACH PLANT AT MATURITY; D.	THOSE AREAS TO BE RETICULATED OR IRRIGATED.  3.9	DETAILS OF THE PROVISION OF A MINIMUM 50,000 LITRE STATIC WATER SUPPLY FOR FIREFIGHTING PURPOSES – THE DEDICATED WATER SUPPLY WILL BE NON-COMBUSTIBLE AND LOCATED SUCH THAT FIRE SERVICES CAN READILY GAIN ACCESS TO APPROPRIATE FITTINGS AND CONNECT FIRE FIGHTING VEHICLES TO DEDICATED WATER SUPPLIES IN A SAFE MANNER.  3.10	DETAILS OF UPGRADES TO PROPOSED ACCESS ROUTES TO ACHIEVE THE REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 6 IN THE GUIDELINES FOR PLANNING IN BUSHFIRE PRONE AREAS.  3.11	SATISFACTORY ARRANGEMENTS SHALL BE MADE WITH THE CITY TO PROVIDE PUBLIC ART WORKS WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT. THIS ENTAILS COMPLIANCE WITH THE PERCENT FOR ART PROVISIONS OF THE CITY'S DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTION POLICY VIA APPROPRIATE WORKS UP TO A MINIMUM VALUE OF 1% OF THE ESTIMATED COST OF DEVELOPMENT ("ECD"). WHERE THE VALUE OF ON- SITE WORKS IS LESS THAN 1% OF THE ECD, A PAYMENT SUFFICIENT TO BRING THE TOTAL CONTRIBUTION TO 1% OF THE ECD IS REQUIRED.  PRIOR TO OCCUPATION/USE OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS  4.	THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY APPROVED SHALL NOT BE OCCUPIED, OR USED, UNTIL ALL PLANS, DETAILS OR WORKS REQUIRED BY CONDITIONS 2, 3 & 4 HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED; AND THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY –   4.1.	HARD AND SOFT LANDSCAPING, AS DETAILED IN THE APPROVED LANDSCAPING PLAN, INSTALLED AT THE FULL COST OF THE APPLICANT.     �4.2.	ALL VEHICLE PARKING, ACCESS WAYS, FOOTPATHS AND EXTERNAL LIGHTING SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO A MINIMUM STANDARD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AUSTRALIAN STANDARD FOR PARKING FACILITIES - OFF-STREET CAR PARKING (AS 2890.1) AND SHALL BE DEVELOPED IN THE FORM AND LAYOUT DEPICTED ON THE APPROVED PLANS.  4.3.	ACCESSIBLE CAR PARKING AND ACCESS SHALL BE PROVIDED AND DESIGNED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AUSTRALIAN STANDARD FOR PARKING FACILITIES - OFF-STREET CAR PARKING FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES (AS 2890.6).  4.4.	PROVISION OF A CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE, INDICATING THAT THE WORKS HAVE BEEN UNDERTAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN, INCLUDING THE PROVISION OF A DEDICATED FIREFIGHTING WATER SUPPLY AND ANY NECESSARY UPGRADES TO THE PROPOSED ACCESS ROUTES.  ONGOING CONDITIONS  5.	THE WORKS AND OTHER MEASURES UNDERTAKEN TO SATISFY CONDITIONS 2, 3 & 4 SHALL BE SUBSEQUENTLY MAINTAINED FOR THE LIFE OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE COMPLIED WITH, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY –  5.1.	THE BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN, VERSION 1.1 DATED 8 DECEMBER 2021, SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AND MAINTAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROVAL DETAILS AND ANY RECOMMENDATIONS THEREIN.  5.2.	SIGNAGE SHALL BE PROVIDED WITHIN EACH CHALET THAT ADVISES GUESTS:  “THIS ACCOMMODATION IS LOCATED WITHIN 100 METRES OF OPERATING AGRICULTURAL LAND USES WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO CREATE ODOUR, NOISE, SPRAY DRIFT AND DUST NUISANCE AT TIMES, INCLUDING DURING THE NIGHT. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT PRIMACY OF ACTIVITY IS GIVEN TO AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION WITHIN THIS AREA.”  5.3.	THE LANDSCAPING DETAILED WITHIN THE APPROVED LANDSCAPING PLAN SHALL BE SUBSEQUENTLY MAINTAINED FOR THE LIFE OF THE DEVELOPMENT.  5.4.	ALL SERVICES AND SERVICE RELATED HARDWARE, INCLUDING ANTENNAE, SATELLITE DISHES AND AIR CONDITIONING UNITS, BEING SUITABLY LOCATED AWAY FROM PUBLIC VIEW AND/OR SCREENED.  ADVICE TO APPLICANT  1.	IF THE APPLICANT AND/OR OWNER ARE AGGRIEVED BY THIS DECISION THERE IS A RIGHT OF REVIEW UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF PART 14 OF THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005. A REVIEW MUST BE LODGED WITH THE STATE ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, AND MUST BE LODGED WITHIN 28 DAYS OF THE DECISION.  2.	THIS DECISION NOTICE GRANTS DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL TO THE DEVELOPMENT THE SUBJECT OF THIS APPLICATION. IT CANNOT BE CONSTRUED AS GRANTING DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL FOR ANY OTHER STRUCTURE SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS WHICH WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY INCLUDED IN THIS APPLICATION.  �3.	PLEASE NOTE IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE APPLICANT / OWNER TO ENSURE THAT, IN RELATION TO CONDITION 1, THIS DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL REMAINS CURRENT AND DOES NOT LAPSE.  THE CITY OF BUSSELTON DOES NOT SEND REMINDER NOTICES IN THIS REGARD. THE TERM “SUBSTANTIALLY COMMENCED” HAS THE MEANING GIVEN TO IT IN THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES) REGULATIONS 2015 AS AMENDED FROM TIME TO TIME.   4.	IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE BUILDING ACT 2011, AND BUILDING REGULATIONS 2012, AN APPLICATION FOR A BUILDING PERMIT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO, AND APPROVAL GRANTED BY THE CITY, PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT HEREBY PERMITTED.  5.	YOU ARE ADVISED THAT A LICENCE TO TAKE WATER FROM THE EXISTING SOAK ON SITE, WHICH MAY BE REQUIRED UNDER THE RIGHTS IN WATER AND IRRIGATION ACT 1914, HAS NOT BEEN ISSUED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND ENVIRONMENT REGULATION (DWER) AT THE TIME OF APPROVAL.  THIS DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL HAS BEEN ISSUED ON THE BASIS THAT THE POTABLE WATER SUPPLY FOR THE CHALETS WILL BE DRAWN FROM THE EXISTING DAMS ON THE SITE AND DOES NOT REQUIRE THE TAKE OF ANY WATER FROM THE SOAK.    6.	YOU ARE ADVISED THAT ANY NEW OR MODIFIED CROSSING OF BILJIDUP BROOK MAY REQUIRE A PERMIT TO INTERFERE WITH BEDS AND BANKS, ISSUED BY DWER, UNDER THE RIGHTS IN WATER AND IRRIGATION ACT 1914.  PLEASE CONTACT DWER FOR FURTHER INFORMATION.   7.	IN RESPECT TO EFFLUENT MANAGEMENT, YOU ARE ADVISED THAT THERE MAY BE A NEED TO SEPARATE THE BREWERY WASTE STREAM FROM THE HUMAN WASTE STREAM WHEN FINALISING THE DESIGN OF THE SYSTEM. SHOULD THIS BE REQUIRED, THERE WILL NEED TO BE CONSIDERATION OF THE LOCATION OF ANY SEPARATE SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH CONDITION 3.2.  8.	UNLESS OTHERWISE FIRST AGREED IN WRITING, ANY TREES OR PLANTS IN THE APPROVED LANDSCAPING PLAN WHICH, WITHIN A PERIOD OF FIVE YEARS FROM FIRST PLANTING, ARE REMOVED, DIE OR, ARE ASSESSED BY THE CITY AS BEING SERIOUSLY DAMAGED, SHALL BE REPLACED WITHIN THE NEXT AVAILABLE PLANTING SEASON WITH OTHERS OF THE SAME SPECIES, SIZE AND NUMBER AS ORIGINALLY APPROVED.  9.	YOU ARE ADVISED THAT THE ‘EXTERNAL MATERIALS’ SHALL COMPRISE OF ‘PRESCRIBED MATERIALS’ AS IDENTIFIED BY THE CITY OF BUSSELTON LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO.21 WHICH ARE DEFINED AS FOLLOWS –  ‘EXTERNAL SURFACES’ MEANS THE EXTERNAL WALLS AND CLADDING (IF ANY), EXTERNAL DOORS, EXTERNAL DOOR AND WINDOW FRAMES, COLUMNS, ROOFS, FENCES AND ANY SURFACE OF A BUILDING OR WORK VISIBLE FROM THE EXTERIOR OF A BUILDING OR WORK; AND ‘PRESCRIBED MATERIALS’ MEANS MATERIALS WITH DARK TONES OR DARK COLOURING AND OF LOW REFLECTIVE QUALITY OR MATERIALS WHICH ARE PAINTED OR SIMILARLY TREATED WITH DARK TONED OR DARK COLOURED PAINT OR PIGMENT OF LOW REFLECTIVE QUALITY”  10.	IN RELATION TO THE PROVISION OF PUBLIC ART IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 4.4 PERCENT FOR ART.  THE ESTIMATED COST OF DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY AND BASED ON DEMONSTRATED CONTRACT VALUES OR ESTIMATES PROVIDED BY A QUANTITY SURVEYOR, WITH SUCH CONTRACT OR ESTIMATES BEING NO MORE THAN 3 MONTHS OLD AT THE TIME OF CALCULATION OF THE PAYMENT AMOUNT, AND IF SUCH INFORMATION IS MORE THAN 3 MONTHS OLD, THE ESTIMATED COST OF DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE INDEXED TO THE GENERAL CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY INDEX FOR WESTERN AUSTRALIA.  �11.	YOU ARE ADVISED AGONIS FLEXUOSA (WA PEPPERMINT TREES) PROVIDE KEY HABITAT FOR THE “CRITICALLY ENDANGERED” PSEUDOCHEIRUS OCCIDENTALIS (WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUM). THE WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUM ARE AWARDED PROTECTION UNDER THE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 2016 AND YOU MAY FACE PENALTIES FOR TAKING OR DISTURBING (INCLUDING INTENTIONALLY DISTURBING, TRAPPING/RELOCATING OR CAUSING HARM/DEATH) A WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUM. A SECTION 40 MINISTERIAL AUTHORISATION TO TAKE OR DISTURB THREATENED FAUNA UNDER THE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 2016 IS TO BE OBTAINED PRIOR TO CLEARING OCCURRING.  A FAUNA HANDLER IS REQUIRED TO BE ONSITE PRIOR TO AND DURING ANY CLEARING OPERATIONS AND IS REQUIRED TO HOLD A SECTION 40 MINISTERIAL AUTHORISATION. THE FAUNA HANDLER IS TO PROVIDE A POST CLEARING REPORT TO DBCA SWLANDUSEPLANNING@DBCA.WA.GOV.AU THAT INCLUDES THE NUMBERS OF ADULT OR JUVENILE WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUMS OBSERVED, TAKEN OR DISTURBED, ANY INJURIES OR FATALITIES, AND THE LOCATION OF THE FAUNA AFTER CLEARING HAS OCCURRED. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY THE CITY HAS RECEIVED A DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION PROPOSING 10 ‘CHALETS’ AT LOT 100 (NO. 4259) CAVES ROAD, WILYABRUP.  DUE TO THE NATURE OF THE ISSUES REQUIRING CONSIDERATION AND THE LEVEL OF COMMUNITY INTEREST, THE APPLICATION IS BEING PRESENTED TO COUNCIL FOR DETERMINATION, RATHER THAN BEING DETERMINED BY CITY OFFICERS ACTING UNDER DELEGATED AUTHORITY.   HAVING CONSIDERED THE APPLICATION, INCLUDING SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED IN RELATION TO THE APPLICATION, CITY OFFICERS CONSIDER THAT THE APPLICATION IS GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY OF BUSSELTON LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 21 (SCHEME) AND THE BROADER, RELEVANT PLANNING FRAMEWORK INCLUDING STATE PLANNING POLICY 6.1 – LEEUWIN NATURALISTE RIDGE AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 2.4 – RURAL TOURIST ACCOMMODATION. BACKGROUND 1.	LANDOWNER/S: WILYABRUP INVESTMENTS PTY LTD  2.	APPLICANT: CF TOWN PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT  3.	SITE AREA: 14.19 HECTARES  4.	GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE:  THE SITE IS LOCATED ON CAVES ROAD, APPROXIMATELY 2.7KM SOUTH OF THE INTERSECTION WITH METRICUP ROAD AND NEAR TO THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA.  THE SITE COMPRISES AN APPROVED HOLIDAY HOME IN THE NORTHERN PORTION OF THE LOT, AN APPROVED TAVERN (OCCUPIED BY CHEEKY MONKEY BREWING CO.) AT THE SOUTHERN END AS WELL AS TWO DAMS, A SOAK AND APPROXIMATELY 3.7 HECTARES OF LAND PLANTED WITH VINES IN THE CENTRE OF THE LOT. THE SURROUNDING LOTS ARE PREDOMINANTLY USED FOR AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES INCLUDING VITICULTURE, GRAZING AND CROPPING, ALTHOUGH IT IS NOTED THAT THE LOT IMMEDIATELY TO THE NORTH IS DEVELOPED WITH A SINGLE HOUSE AND IS NOT USED FOR COMMERCIAL PURPOSES.   5.	CURRENT DEVELOPMENT/USE:  THE SITE IS CURRENTLY DEVELOPED WITH A HOLIDAY HOME AND TAVERN (CHEEKY MONKEY BREWING CO) AND VINES.  6.	BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: THE PROPOSAL SEEKS TO FURTHER DEVELOP THE SITE WITH 10 CHALETS AND ASSOCIATED RECEPTION BUILDING ADJACENT TO AN EXISTING DAM ON THE SITE.  IT IS NOTED THAT THE APPLICATION MATERIAL REFERS TO FIVE CHALETS HOWEVER GIVEN THE DUAL KEY UNITS HAVE THE CAPACITY TO BE USED AS TWO INDEPENDENT CHALETS, EACH BUILDING HAS BEEN ASSESSED AS TWO CHALETS.  �THE ORIGINAL PROPOSAL (SEE ATTACHMENT B) WAS SUBMITTED TO THE CITY IN JUNE 2021 SEEKING APPROVAL FOR TWELVE (SIX X DUAL KEY) CHALETS, AN ASSOCIATED OFFICE AND SWIMMING POOL, AS WELL AS AN 18 HOLE MINI GOLF COURSE PROPOSED TO BE OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR AN ENTRY CHARGE.    THE APPLICATION WAS REFERRED TO ADJOINING PROPERTIES FOR COMMENT IN AUGUST 2021 WITH THREE SUBMISSIONS (ONE BEING FROM MULTIPLE PROPERTIES) RECEIVED.  THE SUBMISSIONS, ALL OBJECTIONS, RAISED A NUMBER OF CONCERNS WHICH CAN BE SUMMARISED AS:   	OVERDEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE; 	BOUNDARY SETBACKS DO NOT COMPLY; 	POTENTIAL CONFLICT WITH AGRICULTURAL USES IN THE AREA; 	POTENTIAL IMPACT OF WATER QUALITY IN THE AREA;  	VISUAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL; 	IMPACT ON THE RURAL AMENITY OF THE AREA; AND 	LACK OF SUFFICIENT PARKING.  IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED AND DISCUSSION WITH CITY OFFICERS, THE APPLICANT OPTED TO REVIEW THE PROPOSAL AND SUBMITTED REVISED PLANS IN NOVEMBER 2021 (SEE ATTACHMENT E). THE ORIGINAL PLANS HAVE BEEN SUPERSEDED AND IT IS THE REVISED PLANS WHICH ARE BEING CONSIDERED FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS ASSESSMENT.  THE REVISED PLANS INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING CHANGES: 	REDUCTION FROM 12 (SIX X DUAL KEY) TO 10 (FIVE X DUAL KEY) CHALETS; 	REDESIGN OF CHALETS TO REMOVE THE GLAZED LINK BETWEEN THE DUAL KEY UNITS; 	CHALETS RELOCATED TO INCREASE THE SETBACK FROM THE EASTERN BOUNDARY FROM 18M TO 71M; 	DELETION OF THE PROPOSED SWIMMING POOL; AND  	DELETION OF THE PROPOSED MINI-GOLF FACILITY.    7.	APPLICABLE ZONING AND SPECIAL CONTROL AREA DESIGNATIONS: THE SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE ‘VITICULTURE AND TOURISM’ ZONE AND IS AFFECTED BY THE ‘LANDSCAPE VALUE’ SPECIAL CONTROL AREA. 8.	LAND-USE PERMISSIBILITY: CHALET IS IDENTIFIED AS A ‘D’ USE WITHIN THE VITICULTURE AND TOURISM ZONE MEANING THAT THE USE IS NOT PERMITTED UNLESS THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT HAS EXERCISED ITS DISCRETION BY GRANTING A DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL.  OFFICER COMMENT THE MAIN ISSUES CONSIDERED RELEVANT FOR DETAILED DISCUSSION IN THIS REPORT ARE AS FOLLOWS: 	OVERVIEW OF SCHEME AND POLICY FRAMEWORK; 	POTENTIAL IMPACT ON WATERWAYS; 	POTENTIAL CONFLICT WITH AGRICULTURAL USES; 	VISUAL AND RURAL AMENITY; 	CAR PARKING AND ACCESS.   EACH OF THESE ISSUES ARE ADDRESSED BELOW UNDER THE RELEVANT HEADING.  �OVERVIEW OF SCHEME AND POLICY FRAMEWORK THE SITE IS AFFECTED BY THE LANDSCAPE VALUE SPECIAL CONTROL AREA IN THE SCHEME WHICH SEEKS TO ENSURE THAT DEVELOPMENT IS COMPATIBLE WITH THE RURAL AND SCENIC QUALITIES OF LAND AND IS ALSO SUBJECT TO A NUMBER OF RELEVANT POLICIES.  POLICIES OF PARTICULAR RELEVANCE ARE STATE PLANNING POLICY 6.1 ‘LEEUWIN NATURALISTE RIDGE’, LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 2.1 ‘RURAL TOURIST ACCOMMODATION’ AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 4.6 ‘CAVES ROAD VISUAL MANAGEMENT’.  WHILE THE SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF THESE POLICIES VARY (AND NOTING THAT THIS REPORT DOES NOT INTEND TO ADDRESS EVERY APPLICABLE POLICY PROVISION IN DETAIL) THEY ALL FUNDAMENTALLY SEEK TO ACHIEVE THE SAME OBJECTIVES, WHICH CAN BE SUMMARISED AS: 	TO PROTECT THE SCENIC QUALITY OF THE AREA VALUED BY LOCALS AND VISITORS ALIKE;  	TO ENSURE NEW DEVELOPMENT IS CONSIDERATE OF, AND IN KEEPING WITH, LOCAL CHARACTER; 	TO PROMOTE LOW-IMPACT TOURISM IN APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS; AND  	TO ENSURE THAT DEVELOPMENT IS GENERALLY COMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING AGRICULTURAL LAND USES.   POTENTIAL IMPACT ON WATERWAYS  THE SITE IS TRAVERSED BY THE BILJIDUP BROOK WHICH RUNS WEST TO EAST THROUGH THE SITE BETWEEN THE EXISTING DAMS AND TAVERN BUILDING.  BILJIDUP BROOK DISCHARGES INTO THE WILYABRUP BROOK WHICH RUNS SOUTH TO NORTH THROUGH THE ADJACENT LOTS TO THE EAST AND EVENTUALLY DISCHARGES TO THE OCEAN.  CONCERNS REGARDING THE ABILITY TO MANAGE THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND STORMWATER RUNOFF ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED CHALETS AND THE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON THE WATER QUALITY OF THE BROOKS WAS RAISED BY A NUMBER OF ADJOINING LANDOWNERS.   IN RESPECT TO WASTEWATER TREATMENT, THE PROPOSAL SEEKS TO INSTALL AN ADDITIONAL AEROBIC TREATMENT UNIT (ATU) SYSTEM FOR THE CHALETS.  THE PROPOSED 6000L ATU WOULD TREAT THE CHALET WASTEWATER AND THEN PUMP THE TREATED WATER TO THE PUMP-OUT TANK OF THE EXISTING 12,000L ATU USED BY THE TAVERN.  IT IS ALSO PROPOSED TO REPLACE THE EXISTING IRRIGATION SYSTEM WITH NEW FLAT-BED LEACH DRAINS WHICH ARE GENERALLY MORE EFFICIENT IN TERMS OF THE FOOTPRINT REQUIRED.  ATU’S, WHICH ARE A FORM OF SECONDARY TREATMENT SYSTEM, PROVIDE A HIGHER OUTPUT WATER QUALITY THAN A STANDARD SEPTIC SYSTEM AND ARE PREFERRED IN AREAS OF ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY.  THE APPLICATION WAS REFERRED TO DWER FOR COMMENT AS PART OF THE CONSULTATION PROCESS WITH ADVICE SPECIFICALLY SOUGHT ON THE POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL ON THE TWO BROOKS.  DWER INDICATED THAT FURTHER CONSIDERATION WAS REQUIRED REGARDING THE SITING OF THE PROPOSED LEACH DRAINS IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE AN APPROPRIATE BUFFER FROM THE BROOK AND THAT A WATER BALANCING ASSESSMENT WOULD BE REQUIRED IF THE PROPOSED SOUGHT TO TAKE WATER FROM THE EXISTING SOAK ON SITE.  THEY ALSO ADVISED THAT WHERE THE PROVISIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT SEWERAGE POLICY (GSP) CANNOT BE MET IN FULL A RISK-BASED APPROACH IS TO BE APPLIED.    IN RESPECT OF THE PROPOSED LEACH DRAINS, THE GSP REQUIRES A SETBACK OF 100M FROM A WATERWAY.  AS THE PROPOSAL IS UNABLE TO ACHIEVE A 100M SETBACK FROM THE BILJIDUP BROOK, DWER’S RECOMMENDATION IS TO MAXIMISE THE SEPARATION THAT CAN BE ACHIEVED WITHIN THE CONSTRAINT OF THE PROPERTY. GIVEN THE SITE LAYOUT AND CONDITIONS, DWER ADVISED THAT THE LEACH DRAINS SHOULD BE LOCATED AS CLOSE TO THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARY AS POSSIBLE.  THIS WOULD ACHIEVE A SETBACK OF APPROXIMATELY 60M FROM THE BILJIDUP BROOK AND IS CONSIDERED ACCEPTABLE BY DWER IN RESPECT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC HEALTH, PROVIDED THAT A SECONDARY TREATMENT SYSTEM, SUCH AS AN ATU, IS USED RATHER THAN A STANDARD SEPTIC SYSTEM.  A CONDITION REQUIRING A SUITABLE SECONDARY TREATMENT EFFLUENT DISPOSAL SYSTEM THAT ACHIEVES A MINIMUM SETBACK OF 60M FROM THE EDGE OF BILJIDUP BROOK IS RECOMMENDED SHOULD AN APPROVAL BE ISSUED.   �IN RESPECT TO THE NEED FOR A WATER BALANCING REPORT TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE TAKE OF WATER FROM THE EXISTING SOAK WOULD REQUIRE A LICENCE, THE APPLICANT HAS SUBSEQUENTLY ADVISED THAT THE PROPOSAL IS ABLE TO OPERATE WITHOUT NEEDING TO TAKE ANY WATER FROM THE SOAK AND THAT POTABLE WATER REQUIREMENTS CAN BE MET THROUGH THE EXISTING DAMS. IN RESPONSE, DWER HAVE INDICATED THAT NEITHER OF THE TWO DAMS ON SITE REQUIRE A LICENCE TO TAKE AND THAT IF THE APPLICANT HAS COMMITTED TO ENSURING NO WATER IS REQUIRED/WILL BE TAKEN FROM THE SOAK ON SITE, NO WATER BALANCING REPORT IS REQUIRED IN CONSIDERATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION.  AN ADVICE NOTE REITERATING THAT THE POTABLE WATER SUPPLY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT IS UNABLE TO BE SOURCED FROM THE SOAK WILL BE INCLUDED SHOULD AN APPROVAL BE ISSUED.  DWER ALSO ADVISED IN THEIR REFERRAL COMMENTS THAT THE GSP REQUIRES CONSIDERATION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS WHEN ASSESSING POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON WATERWAYS AND INDICATED:   “IN CONSIDERING THE CUMULATIVE RISKS TO THE BILJIDUP BROOK IT IS NOTED THAT THE MAJORITY OF LAND HOLDINGS ARE LARGE IN NATURE OTHER THAN COWARAMUP TOWNSITE (WHICH IS SEWERED).  THERE ARE NOT LIKELY TO BE MANY OTHER WASTEWATER SYSTEMS DEVELOPED IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE BROOK, AND AS SUCH THE POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANT RISK OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OCCURRING IS DEEMED LOW.  THE GREATER RISK TO WATER QUALITY IN SUCH A CATCHMENT IS LIKELY TO BE DIFFUSE NUTRIENT SOURCES RESULTING FROM AGRICULTURAL PRACTISES.”      IT IS NOTED THAT APPROVAL FOR THE PROPOSED EFFLUENT DISPOSAL SYSTEM WILL BE REQUIRED FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, RATHER THAN THE CITY, GIVEN THE VOLUME OF WASTE BEING TREATED.  THE CITY’S ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH TEAM HAVE INDICATED HOWEVER THAT IT MAY BE APPROPRIATE TO INSTALL A SEPARATE SYSTEM FOR THE BREWERY WASTEWATER (APPROXIMATELY 250L PER DAY) AS THE SALTS IN BREWERY WASTEWATER CAN AFFECT THE TREATMENT OF HUMAN WASTE.  AN ADVICE NOTE INDICATING THAT THIS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED WHEN DESIGNING THE FINAL SYSTEM WILL BE INCLUDED SHOULD AN APPROVAL BE ISSUED.   IN RESPECT TO STORMWATER RUN-OFF, DUE TO THE GRADIENT ACROSS THE SITE STORMWATER FLOWS OVER THE BOUNDARY ONTO THE PROPERTIES TO THE EAST IN MAJOR RAINFALL EVENTS.  WHILE IT IS NOT EXPECTED THAT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL EXACERBATE THIS ISSUE, A CONDITION REQUIRING A DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PLAN HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED AS A CONDITION OF APPROVAL.  POTENTIAL CONFLICT WITH AGRICULTURAL USES THE SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE VITICULTURE AND TOURISM ZONE.  THE PROPOSED CHALET USE IS A “D” LAND USE WITHIN THE ZONE AND CAN BE UNDERTAKEN SUBJECT TO THE CONSIDERATION OF THE APPLICATION’S MERITS AND THE ISSUE OF A DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL.   THE SITE AND SURROUNDING LAND TO THE EAST IS IDENTIFIED AS PRINCIPAL AGRICULTURAL LAND (VITICULTURE AND GRAZING) BY THE LEEUWIN NATURALISTE POLICY (SPP 6.1) WHICH SEEKS TO ENSURE THAT AGRICULTURE REMAINS THE PREDOMINANT LAND USE BUT CONTEMPLATES OTHER USES, INCLUDING THE USE OF INTERSPERSED LANDS WITH LESSER AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL, WHERE THEY ARE COMPATIBLE WITH AND WILL NOT JEOPARDISE THE AGRICULTURAL USE OF ADJOINING LAND. WHILE THE SPP DOES NOT PROVIDE DETAILED GUIDANCE ON HOW THIS COULD BE ACHIEVED, THE CITY’S RURAL TOURIST ACCOMMODATION POLICY LPP 2.1 (LPP 2.1) INCLUDES SETBACK REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THIS NATURE THAT ARE EQUIVALENT TO, OR GREATER THAN, THOSE REQUIRED BY THE SCHEME FOR THE VITICULTURE AND TOURISM ZONE AND ARE RELEVANT TO DISCUSSION ON THE SUITABILITY OF THE PROPOSED CHALET LAND USE IN THIS AREA.    LPP2.1 REQUIRES SETBACKS OF 100M FROM ALL BOUNDARIES.  THE 100M SETBACK REQUIREMENT IS UNDERSTOOD TO HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED AS A SUITABLE BUFFER BETWEEN TOURISM LAND USES AND VITICULTURE WHEN THE POLICY WAS FIRST DEVELOPED IN THE 1990’S IN ORDER TO PROTECT EXISTING VITICULTURAL ACTIVITY IN THE RURAL AREAS.    �THE PROPOSAL EXCEEDS THE 100M CAVES ROAD SETBACK REQUIRED BY THE SCHEME AND LPP2.1 WITH SETBACKS IN EXCESS OF 150M PROVIDED FROM THE WESTERN BOUNDARY.  THE PROPOSAL ALSO EXCEEDS THE 100M SETBACK REQUIREMENT BETWEEN THE CHALETS AND THE SOUTHERN (LOT 23 - CULLENS WINES) AND NORTH-EAST (LOT 852 - GRALYN ESTATE) BOUNDARIES.  IT IS NOTED THAT THE SETBACK BETWEEN THE RECEPTION BUILDING AND THE NORTH-EAST BOUNDARY (GRALYN ESTATE) IS 75M.  THE REDUCED SETBACK IS CONSIDERED ACCEPTABLE GIVEN THE RECEPTION COMPONENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT IS NOT CONSIDERED A SENSITIVE LAND USE AND DOES NOT GENERATE THE SAME POTENTIAL FOR CONFLICT BETWEEN LAND USES AS THE CHALETS.   THE SETBACK PROVIDED BETWEEN THE EASTERN BOUNDARY (LOT 852 - VASSE FELIX) AND THE EASTERNMOST UNITS (SHOWN AS CHALETS 4 & 5 ON THE SITE PLAN) IS 71M, WHILE THE SETBACK TO THE WESTERNMOST UNITS (SHOWN AS CHALETS 4 & 5 ON THE SITE PLAN) IS 98M AND THEREFORE THEY DO NOT SATISFY THE 100M REQUIREMENT.    WHILE IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT VASSE FELIX MAY SEEK TO PLANT VINES ON LOT 853 IN FUTURE, THE LAND IS CURRENTLY USED FOR GRAZING AND/OR CROPPING PURPOSES.  THE 2M DISCRETION REQUIRED FOR THE WESTERNMOST UNITS IS CONSIDERED INCONSEQUENTIAL AND CAN BE SUPPORTED.  THE REDUCED SETBACK TO THE EASTERNMOST UNITS IS ALSO CONSIDERED REASONABLE GIVEN THE CURRENT USE OF THE ADJACENT LOT FOR GRAZING PURPOSES WHICH IS UNLIKELY TO CREATE SIGNIFICANT CONFLICT WITH THE PROPOSED CHALET LAND USE.  WHILE IT IS ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THE REDUCED SETBACK TO THE EASTERN BOUNDARY MAY HAVE AN IMPACT ON THE FUTURE USE OF THE ADJACENT LOT FOR VITICULTURE PURPOSES, THE POTENTIAL IMPACT IS CONSIDERED MINOR GIVEN IT WOULD AFFECT APPROXIMATELY 1200M2 OF THE 68 HECTARE LOT (SHOULD AN EQUIVALENT 100M2 BUFFER BE APPLIED FROM THE CHALETS ONTO LOT 853).  THE APPLICANT MADE SIGNIFICANT CHANGES TO THE ORIGINAL PROPOSAL IN RESPONSE TO CONCERNS RAISED DURING THE FIRST ROUND OF ADVERTISING, REDUCING THE NUMBER OF CHALETS FROM 12 TO 10 AND DELETING THE SWIMMING POOL AND PUBLIC MINI-GOLF COURSE ENTIRELY.  CITY OFFICERS WERE UNLIKELY TO HAVE SUPPORTED THE DEVELOPMENT AS ORIGINALLY PROPOSED GIVEN THE SCALE OF ACTIVITY, THE VISIBILITY OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY INCLUDING CAR PARKING, POTENTIAL ACCESS ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH INCREASED VISITATION TO THE SITE AND THE LIKELY SUBSEQUENT IMPACTS ON RURAL AMENITY AND ADJACENT AGRICULTURAL USES.    THE MODIFIED PROPOSAL HOWEVER IS CONSIDERED TO BE LOW IMPACT, AT AN APPROPRIATE SCALE AND TO PROVIDE SUFFICIENT SETBACKS TO LIMIT ANY SIGNIFICANT OR UNREASONABLE IMPACTS ON ADJACENT AGRICULTURAL PURSUITS.  THE PROPOSAL ACHIEVES A REASONABLE BALANCE BETWEEN DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL ON THE SITE WITH THE CONTINUED AGRICULTURAL USE OF SURROUNDING LAND.  SUBJECT TO A CONDITION REQUIRING THAT SIGNAGE/ INFORMATION BE PROVIDED FOR GUESTS OF THE CHALETS ADVISING OF THE RURAL NATURE OF THE AREA AND THE POTENTIAL FOR IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITY, THE PROPOSAL IS RECOMMENDED FOR SUPPORT.   IT IS FURTHER NOTED THAT LPP2.1 ENCOURAGES 24 HOUR ON-SITE MANAGEMENT FOR ALL RURAL TOURIST ACCOMMODATION.  GIVEN THE SMALL SCALE OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AND THE PRESENCE OF EXISTING TOURISM BASED ACTIVITY ON SITE, BEING THE ADJACENT BREWERY, IT IS NOT CONSIDERED NECESSARY TO REQUIRE 24-HOUR ON-SITE MANAGEMENT FOR THIS PROPOSAL.   VISUAL AND RURAL AMENITY SPP6.1 IDENTIFIES THE SITE AS BEING LOCATED WITHIN A ‘TRAVEL ROUTE CORRIDOR’ LANDSCAPE CLASS (FIGURE 3 OF THE POLICY) AND WITHIN THE ‘VALLEY’ AND ‘PLATEAU’ LANDSCAPE CHARACTER UNITS (FIGURE 4 OF THE POLICY).  WITHIN THE POLICY AREA, LOW IMPACT TOURISM IS ABLE TO BE CONSIDERED OUTSIDE DESIGNATED TOURISM NODES SUBJECT TO CONSIDERATION OF IMPACTS ON THE CHARACTER OF THE AREA, THE SCALE OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND WHETHER THE USE IS COMPLEMENTARY TO AGRICULTURAL USES.   �THE CITY’S ‘CAVES ROAD VISUAL MANAGEMENT’ POLICY LPP 4.6 (LPP 4.6) WAS DEVELOPED TO PROVIDE GUIDANCE ON THE MAINTENANCE OF THE VISUAL QUALITY OF THE NATURAL AND RURAL LANDSCAPES AS VIEWED FROM CAVES ROAD.  LPP4.6 IDENTIFIES THE SITE AS BEING WITHIN A MODERATE VISUAL IMPACT AREA WITH LOW/MEDIUM VISUAL QUALITY AND INDICATES THAT DEVELOPMENT MAY BE VISUALLY APPARENT FROM CAVES ROAD BUT SHOULD BE SUBORDINATE TO THE ESTABLISHED LANDSCAPE PATTERNS.   THE CITY’S ‘RURAL TOURIST ACCOMMODATION POLICY’ LPP 2.1 PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON TOURISM DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE RURAL ZONES WITH THE AIM OF ENCOURAGING DEVELOPMENT THAT INTEGRATES WITH EXISTING TOURISM OPERATIONS, IS LOW PROFILE AND DESIGNED IN HARMONY WITH THE SETTING, AND DOES NOT CONFLICT WITH EXISTING AGRICULTURAL USES. OF RELEVANCE TO THE PRESERVATION OF VISUAL AND RURAL AMENITY, LPP 2.1 INCLUDES PROVISIONS RELATING TO MINIMUM SITE AREA REQUIREMENTS, MAXIMUM DENSITIES AND MINIMUM SETBACKS.   IN RESPECT OF MINIMUM SITE AREA REQUIREMENTS, LPP 2.1 INDICATES THAT CHALETS SHOULD NOT BE PERMITTED ON SITES OF LESS THAN 15 HECTARES.  WHILE THE SUBJECT SITE IS ONLY 14.2 HECTARES, A MINOR DISCRETION IS CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE GIVEN THE REVISED PROPOSAL HAS REDUCED THE BUILT FORM AND ACTIVITY PROPOSED ON THE SITE, HAS APPROPRIATELY SITED THE CHALETS CENTRALLY ON THE SITE, WILL NOT SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECT RURAL CHARACTER AND AMENITY OF THE AREA AND IS NOT CONSIDERED AN OVER-DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE.    IN RESPECT OF DENSITY, LPP 2.1 INDICATES CHALETS SHALL NOT BE DEVELOPED AT A DENSITY GREATER THAN 1 CHALET PER 3 HECTARES. WHILE THE PROPOSAL EFFECTIVELY CONSTITUTES 10 CHALETS (5 X DUAL KEY) THE PROPOSAL IS CONSIDERED TO SATISFY THE OBJECTIVES RELATING TO DENSITY AS EACH OF THE DUAL KEY CHALETS ARE DESIGNED TO PRESENT AS ONE CHALET RATHER THAN TWO. THIS ALLOWS THE CLUSTERED DEVELOPMENT TO PRESENT AS FIVE CHALET BUILDINGS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE BE ACCEPTABLE, SUBJECT TO THE 1 CHALET PER 3 HECTARES REQUIREMENT, IF THE UNITS WERE NOT DUAL KEY.  THE APPLICANT COULD CHOOSE TO AMEND THE PROPOSAL TO FIVE X THREE BEDROOM CHALETS (EG: BY REMOVING THE INTERNAL PARTITION WALL AND DOOR BETWEEN THE UNITS) AND THE OUTCOME IN TERMS OF BUILT FORM IMPACTS WOULD BE THE SAME.  AS DETAILED IN THE DISCUSSION ON POTENTIAL CONFLICT WITH AGRICULTURAL LAND USES ABOVE, THE PROPOSAL SATISFIES THE MINIMUM SETBACK OF 100M REQUIRED BETWEEN THE CHALETS AND ALL BOUNDARIES EXCEPT THE EASTERN BOUNDARY WITH LOT 853 WHICH IS OWNED BY VASSE FELIX AND CURRENTLY USED FOR GRAZING AND/OR CROPPING PURPOSES.   WHILE THE PROPOSED CHALETS WILL BE VISIBLE FROM CAVES ROAD, MORE SO WHEN TRAVELLING SOUTH DUE TO THE MORE OPEN NATURE OF THE VIEW LINES ACROSS THE PROPERTY FROM THE NORTH, THE SMALL SCALE AND CLUSTERED NATURE OF THE DEVELOPMENT, THE RECESSIVE MATERIALS AND COLOURS USED, THE SETBACK TO CAVES ROAD AND THE ADDITION OF SOME SUPPLEMENTARY SCREEN PLANTING ALONG THE WESTERN PROPERTY BOUNDARY IS CONSIDERED TO SUFFICIENTLY MITIGATE THE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL ON VIEWS FROM THE PUBLIC REALM.  VIEWS TO THE PROPOSAL FROM CAVES ROAD WILL BE FILTERED AND WILL NOT DOMINATE THE TRAVELLERS EXPERIENCE WHEN TRAVERSING THIS SECTION OF THE TRAVEL ROUTE CORRIDOR.  SUBMITTER COMMENTS MADE IN RELATION TO SUITABILITY OF SPECIES ON THE SITE ARE NOTED AND A REVISED DETAILED LANDSCAPING PLAN THAT ADDRESSES THE PROVISION OF SCREEN PLANTING TO CAVES ROAD AND LANDSCAPING AROUND THE CHALETS WITH SPECIES THAT ARE SUITABLE TO THE RELEVANT SOIL TYPES IS RECOMMENDED AS A CONDITION OF APPROVAL.   IN RESPECT TO VIEWS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FROM SURROUNDING SITES, IT IS NOTED THAT THE NEAREST DWELLING IS LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 450M NORTH OF THE PROPOSED CHALETS ON LOT 101 AND VIEWS TO THE PROPOSAL WILL BE FILTERED BY INTERVENING VEGETATION LOCATED ON THE SITE AND ON LOT 101.  VIEWS TO THE DEVELOPMENT FROM THE SOUTH (LOT 23 – CULLENS WINES) WILL BE OBSCURED BY AN EXISTING FENCE AND DENSE VEGETATION ON THE NORTHERN BOUNDARY OF THAT LOT.  THE DEVELOPMENT WILL BE VISIBLE FROM LOTS GENERALLY TO THE EAST, INCLUDING LOTS 852 (GRALYN ESTATE) AND 853 (VASSE FELIX) BUT THESE LOTS ARE BOTH CURRENTLY USED FOR GRAZING AND/OR CROPPING PURPOSES AND ARE NOT DEVELOPED WITH ANY RESIDENTIAL OR TOURISM LAND USES WHOSE VISUAL AMENITY MAY BE AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSAL.  IT IS FURTHER NOTED THAT THE NEAREST DWELLINGS TO THE EAST ARE IN EXCESS OF 1KM FROM THE PROPOSED CHALETS AND HAVE INTERVENING VEGETATION AND AS SUCH, WILL NOT BE SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. AS A GENERAL PRINCIPLE, THE PRESERVATION OF THE SCENIC QUALITY OR VISUAL AMENITY AS VIEWED FROM LOTS THAT ARE USED EXCLUSIVELY FOR AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES, SUCH AS LOTS 852 AND 853 TO THE EAST, IS NOT CONSIDERED A REASONABLE PRIORITY IN THE ASSESSMENT OF ANY SUCH DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS, GIVEN THE LIMITED IMPACT THAT ADDITIONAL BUILT FORM IN THE ENVIRONMENT WILL HAVE ON EITHER THEIR RURAL OPERATIONS OR THE EXPANSIVE VIEWS ENJOYED FROM THESE LARGE PROPERTIES.  CAR PARKING AND ACCESS LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 2.1 – CAR PARKING PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON THE CITY’S REQUIREMENTS CAR AND BICYCLE PARKING.  FOR ‘CHALETS’ ONE BAY PER UNIT PLUS ONE VISITOR BAY FOR EVERY FOUR UNITS IS REQUIRED.  THE PROPOSAL PROVIDES 10 BAYS FOR THE 10 UNITS (FIVE X DUAL KEY) WHICH SATISFIES THE REQUIREMENTS FOR GUESTS AND WHILE NO SPECIFIC VISITOR PARKING IS PROPOSED, THERE IS A PULL-IN BAY ADJACENT TO THE RECEPTION BUILDING WHICH CAN ACCOMMODATE TWO OR THREE VEHICLES AND IS CONSIDERED SUFFICIENT FOR THE REQUIRED VISITOR BAYS.  IT IS FURTHER NOTED THAT THE PROPOSAL WILL NOT AFFECT THE PRIMARY OR OVERFLOW PARKING OF THE ADJACENT TAVERN.  IN RESPECT TO ACCESS, AS CAVES ROAD IS A PRIMARY DISTRIBUTOR ROAD, THE PROPOSAL WAS REFERRED TO MRWA FOR COMMENT.  THE PROPOSAL SEEKS TO MAKE USE OF THE EXISTING CROSSOVER TO CAVES ROAD WHICH SERVICES ALL OTHER EXISTING USES ON THE SITE.  MRWA HAVE INDICATED THAT THE PROPOSAL CAN BE SUPPORTED SUBJECT TO ADJUSTMENTS TO THE ENTRY POINT FROM THE MAIN DRIVEWAY TO THE DRIVEWAY FOR THE CHALETS TO MINIMISE POTENTIAL CONFLICT. THIS MODIFICATION, AS WELL AS SUITABLE SIGNAGE TO ENSURE VISITORS ENTERING THE SITE UNDERSTAND HOW TO ACCESS THE CHALETS, TAVERN AND OVERFLOW PARKING IS RECOMMENDED AS A CONDITION OF APPROVAL.  STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT THE KEY STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT IS SET OUT IN THE CITY OF BUSSELTON LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME 21 (SCHEME), THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES) REGULATIONS 2015 (REGULATIONS), SCHEDULE 2 OF WHICH IS THE ‘DEEMED PROVISIONS’, WHICH ALSO FUNCTIONALLY FORM PART OF THE SCHEME. THE KEY ASPECTS OF THE SCHEME AND REGULATIONS RELEVANT TO CONSIDERATION OF THE APPLICATION ARE SET OUT BELOW.   ZONING  THE SITE IS ZONED ‘VITICULTURE AND TOURISM’.  THE OBJECTIVES OF THE VITICULTURE AND TOURISM ZONE ARE: A. 	TO PROVIDE FOR THE MAINTENANCE OR ENHANCEMENT OF SPECIFIC LOCAL RURAL CHARACTER.  B. 	TO PROVIDE FOR DEVELOPMENT AND EXPANSION OF THE VITICULTURAL, WINEMAKING AND ASSOCIATED INDUSTRIES, IN ADDITION TO GENERAL RURAL PURSUITS, IN A MANNER THAT DOES NOT CAUSE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.  C. 	TO FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF TOURIST FACILITIES OF A SCALE AND NATURE APPROPRIATE IN RURAL SETTINGS WITHOUT PREJUDICE TO THE SCENIC QUALITY OF LAND WITHIN THIS ZONE AND WITHOUT CREATING OR INCREASING RIBBON DEVELOPMENT ON ANY ROAD.  D. 	TO PROVIDE FOR THE OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF EXISTING, FUTURE AND POTENTIAL RURAL LAND USES BY LIMITING THE INTRODUCTION OF SENSITIVE LAND USES.  E. 	TO PROVIDE FOR A RANGE OF NON-RURAL LAND USES WHERE THEY HAVE DEMONSTRATED BENEFIT AND ARE COMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING RURAL USES.  F. 	TO MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITIES OF THE LANDSCAPE, VEGETATION, SOILS AND WATERWAYS. THE PROPOSAL IS CONSIDERED TO SATISFY THE OBJECTIVES OF THE ZONE.  �LAND USE AND PERMISSIBILITY THE PROPOSED ‘CHALET’ LAND USE IS DEFINED AS FOLLOWS: “A DWELLING FORMING PART OF A TOURIST FACILITY THAT IS —  (A)	A SELF-CONTAINED UNIT THAT INCLUDES COOKING FACILITIES, BATHROOM FACILITIES AND SEPARATE LIVING AND SLEEPING AREAS; AND  (B)	DESIGNED TO ACCOMMODATE SHORT-TERM GUESTS WITH NO GUEST ACCOMMODATED FOR PERIODS TOTALLING MORE THAN 3 MONTHS IN ANY 12 MONTH PERIOD.”  CHALET IS IDENTIFIED AS A ‘D’ USE WITHIN THE VITICULTURE AND TOURISM ZONE MEANING THAT THE USE IS NOT PERMITTED UNLESS THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT HAS EXERCISED ITS DISCRETION BY GRANTED A DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL.   GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS WHEN MAKING A DECISION ON A DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION WHEN CONSIDERING A DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FOR A DISCRETIONARY LAND USE, INCLUDING ANY LAND USE DESIGNATED AS A “D” OR “A” LAND USE UNDER TABLE 2 - THE ZONING TABLE OF THE SCHEME, A DECISION-MAKER IS REQUIRED TO EXERCISE DISCRETION WHEN APPROVING THE DEVELOPMENT.   THE EXERCISE OF DISCRETION SHOULD TAKE INTO ACCOUNT RELEVANT CONSIDERATIONS AS IDENTIFIED WITHIN CLAUSE 67 – ‘CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATION BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT’ OF SCHEDULE 2 DEEMED PROVISIONS FOR LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES OF THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES) REGULATIONS 2015 (COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS ‘MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED’). THE DECISION-MAKER HAS AN OBLIGATION TO EXERCISE THEIR STATUTORY RESPONSIBILITIES APPROPRIATELY AND A DECISION IS REQUIRED TO BE BASED UPON SOUND PLANNING PRINCIPLES.   THE MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED WHICH ARE RELEVANT TO THIS DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION ARE OUTLINED IN THE STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT SECTION OF THIS REPORT. IF AN ITEM OR ISSUE IS NOT LISTED AS A MATTER TO BE CONSIDERED, IT IS NOT DEEMED TO BE A VALID PLANNING CONSIDERATION AND THEREFORE IS NOT TO BE GIVEN REGARD IN THE DETERMINATION OF A DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION.  MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED CLAUSE 67 OF THE DEEMED PROVISIONS WITHIN THE REGULATIONS SETS OUT ‘MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED’ BY A LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN CONSIDERING AN APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL. THE FOLLOWING MATTERS ARE CONSIDERED TO BE RELEVANT TO CONSIDERATION OF THIS APPLICATION: (A)	THE AIMS AND PROVISIONS OF THIS SCHEME AND ANY OTHER LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME OPERATING WITHIN THE SCHEME AREA; (B)	THE REQUIREMENTS OF ORDERLY AND PROPER PLANNING INCLUDING ANY PROPOSED LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME OR AMENDMENT TO THIS SCHEME THAT HAS BEEN ADVERTISED UNDER THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES) REGULATIONS 2015 OR ANY OTHER PROPOSED PLANNING INSTRUMENT THAT THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT IS SERIOUSLY CONSIDERING ADOPTING OR APPROVING; (C)	ANY APPROVED STATE PLANNING POLICY; (D)	ANY ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION POLICY APPROVED UNDER THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986 SECTION 31(D); (E)	ANY POLICY OF THE COMMISSION; (F)	ANY POLICY OF THE STATE; (FA)	ANY LOCAL PLANNING STRATEGY FOR THIS SCHEME ENDORSED BY THE COMMISSION; (G)	ANY LOCAL PLANNING POLICY FOR THE SCHEME AREA; (H)	ANY STRUCTURE PLAN OR LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN THAT RELATES TO THE DEVELOPMENT;  (M)	THE COMPATIBILITY OF THE DEVELOPMENT WITH ITS SETTING, INCLUDING —  		(I)	THE COMPATIBILITY OF THE DEVELOPMENT WITH THE DESIRED FUTURE 				CHARACTER OF ITS SETTING; AND  		(II)	THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE DEVELOPMENT TO DEVELOPMENT ON ADJOINING 			LAND OR ON OTHER LAND IN THE LOCALITY INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, THE 			LIKELY EFFECT OF THE HEIGHT, BULK, SCALE, ORIENTATION AND APPEARANCE OF 			THE DEVELOPMENT; (N)	THE AMENITY OF THE LOCALITY INCLUDING THE FOLLOWING —  		(I)	ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT; 		(II)	THE CHARACTER OF THE LOCALITY; 		(III)	SOCIAL IMPACTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT; 	(O)	THE LIKELY EFFECT OF THE DEVELOPMENT ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT OR WATER RESOURCES AND ANY MEANS THAT ARE PROPOSED TO PROTECT OR TO MITIGATE IMPACTS ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT OR THE WATER RESOURCE; 	(P)	WHETHER ADEQUATE PROVISION HAS BEEN MADE FOR THE LANDSCAPING OF THE LAND TO WHICH THE APPLICATION RELATES AND WHETHER ANY TREES OR OTHER VEGETATION ON THE LAND SHOULD BE PRESERVED; 	(Q)	THE SUITABILITY OF THE LAND FOR THE DEVELOPMENT TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE POSSIBLE RISK OF FLOODING, TIDAL INUNDATION, SUBSIDENCE, LANDSLIP, BUSH FIRE, SOIL EROSION, LAND DEGRADATION OR ANY OTHER RISK; 	(R)	THE SUITABILITY OF THE LAND FOR THE DEVELOPMENT TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE POSSIBLE RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH OR SAFETY; (S)	THE ADEQUACY OF —  	(I)	THE PROPOSED MEANS OF ACCESS TO AND EGRESS FROM THE SITE; AND 	(II)	ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE LOADING, UNLOADING, MANOEUVRING AND PARKING 		OF VEHICLES; (T)	THE AMOUNT OF TRAFFIC LIKELY TO BE GENERATED BY THE DEVELOPMENT, PARTICULARLY IN RELATION TO THE CAPACITY OF THE ROAD SYSTEM IN THE LOCALITY AND THE PROBABLE EFFECT ON TRAFFIC FLOW AND SAFETY; (U)	THE AVAILABILITY AND ADEQUACY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE FOLLOWING —  	(I)	PUBLIC TRANSPORT SERVICES; 	 (II)	PUBLIC UTILITY SERVICES; 		(II)	STORAGE, MANAGEMENT AND COLLECTION OF WASTE;    		(IV)	ACCESS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND CYCLISTS (INCLUDING END OF TRIP STORAGE,  			TOILET AND SHOWER FACILITIES); 	 (V)	ACCESS BY OLDER PEOPLE AND PEOPLE WITH DISABILITY; (W)	THE HISTORY OF THE SITE WHERE THE DEVELOPMENT IS TO BE LOCATED; (X)	THE IMPACT OF THE DEVELOPMENT ON THE COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE NOTWITHSTANDING THE IMPACT OF THE DEVELOPMENT ON PARTICULAR INDIVIDUALS; (Y)	ANY SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED ON THE APPLICATION; (ZA)	THE COMMENTS OR SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED FROM ANY AUTHORITY CONSULTED UNDER CLAUSE 66;  (ZB)	ANY OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATION THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT CONSIDERS APPROPRIATE.  THE PROPOSAL HAS BEEN CONSIDERED AGAINST THE MATTERS LISTED ABOVE.   RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES  RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES MUST BE GIVEN DUE REGARD IN ASSESSING THE APPLICATION, BUT CANNOT AND DO NOT BIND THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN DETERMINING AN APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL. PLANS AND POLICIES CONSIDERED IN THE ASSESSMENT OF THE APPLICATION ARE AS FOLLOWS:  GOVERNMENT SEWERAGE POLICY ESTABLISHES THE WESTERN AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT’S POSITION ON THE PROVISION OF SEWERAGE SERVICES IN THE STATE THROUGH THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT OF LAND. IN INSTANCES WHERE RETICULATED SEWERAGE CANNOT BE PROVIDED, IT ADOPTS A BEST PRACTICE APPROACH TO THE PROVISION OF ON-SITE SEWAGE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL, IN ACCORDANCE WITH AUSTRALIAN/NEW ZEALAND STANDARD 1547 ON-SITE DOMESTIC WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT. THE PROPOSAL IS CONSIDERED TO SATISFY THE RELEVANT OBJECTIVES OF THE POLICY.   STATE PLANNING POLICY 2.5 - RURAL PLANNING SEEKS TO PROTECT AND PRESERVE WESTERN AUSTRALIA’S RURAL LAND ASSETS DUE TO THE IMPORTANCE OF THEIR ECONOMIC, NATURAL RESOURCE, FOOD PRODUCTION, ENVIRONMENTAL AND LANDSCAPE VALUES. ENSURING BROAD COMPATIBILITY BETWEEN LAND USES IS ESSENTIAL TO DELIVERING THIS OUTCOME. THE POLICY PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON HOW RURAL PLANNING ISSUES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED THROUGH STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESSES AND REFERS TO THE CLAUSE 67 OF THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES) REGULATIONS 2015 FOR MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING A DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION.    STATE PLANNING POLICY 6.1 - LEEUWIN NATURALISTE RIDGE  SEEKS TO PROVIDE THE STRATEGIC POLICY FRAMEWORK FOR THE POLICY AREA BY PROVIDING VISION, GUIDANCE AND CERTAINTY OF LAND USE AND PROMOTE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, CONSERVATION, AND LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT.  THE PROPOSAL IS CONSIDERED TO SATISFY THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE POLICY.  THE SITE IS IDENTIFIED AS: -	TRAVEL ROUTE CORRIDOR - FIGURE 3 -	VALLEYS AND PLATEAU - FIGURE 4 -	PRINCIPLE AGRICULTURE (VITICULTURE AND GRAZING) – FIGURE 5  LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 2.1 - CAR PARKING PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON THE CITY’S REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PROVISION OF CAR PARKING AND BICYCLE PARKING FACILITIES FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT.  FOR ‘CHALETS’ THE POLICY REQUIRES ONE BAY PER UNIT PLUS ONE VISITOR BAY FOR EVERY FOUR UNITS.  THE PROPOSAL PROVIDES 10 BAYS FOR THE 10 UNITS (FIVE X DUAL KEY) WHICH SATISFIES THE REQUIREMENTS FOR GUESTS AND WHILE NO SPECIFIC VISITOR PARKING IS PROVIDED, THERE IS A PULL-IN BAY ADJACENT TO THE RECEPTION BUILDING WHICH CAN ACCOMMODATE TWO OR THREE VEHICLES AND IS CONSIDERED SUFFICIENT FOR THE REQUIRED VISITOR BAYS.  NO BICYCLE PARKING FACILITIES ARE REQUIRED FOR CHALETS.   LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - 2.4 RURAL TOURIST ACCOMMODATION PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON RURAL TOURIST ACCOMMODATION AND IS RELEVANT TO CHALET DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE VITICULTURE AND TOURISM ZONE.  THE POLICY INDICATES A DESIRE FOR DEVELOPMENT THAT INTEGRATES WITH EXISTING TOURISM OPERATIONS, PROVIDES A FEATURE OF INTEREST FOR TOURISTS, IS LOW PROFILE AND DESIGNED IN HARMONY WITH THE SETTING DOES NOT CONFLICT WITH EXISTING AGRICULTURAL USES. THE PROPOSAL IS CONSIDERED TO SATISFY THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE POLICY.  LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - 3.1 REFLECTIVE BUILDING MATERIALS PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON SUITABLE NON-REFLECTIVE BUILDING MATERIALS WITH A VIEW TO PROTECTING RESIDENTIAL AND VISUAL AMENITY AND THE RURAL OR SCENIC QUALITIES OF THE LANDSCAPE, ESPECIALLY FOR SITES LOCATED WITHIN THE LANDSCAPE VALUE SPECIAL CONTROL AREA. A CONDITION REQUIRING THE USE OF NON-REFLECTIVE BUILDING MATERIALS HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED.  LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - 4.2 BUSHFIRE SEEKS TO PROVIDE CLARITY REGARDING THE ASSESSMENT OF DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS ON SITES LOCATED WITHIN A BUSHFIRE PRONE AREA AND ENSURE CONSIDERATION OF A BALANCE BETWEEN BUSHFIRE RISK AND VISUAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.  THE PROPOSAL SATISFIES THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE POLICY.  �LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - 4.6 CAVES ROAD VISUAL MANAGEMENT SEEKS TO MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE VISUAL QUALITY OF THE NATURAL AND RURAL LANDSCAPE AS VIEWED FROM CAVES ROAD, MAINTAIN THE RURAL LANDSCAPE AS THE DOMINANT VISUAL EXPERIENCE ON CAVES ROAD AND MAINTAIN SIGNIFICANT VIEWS.  THE SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN POLICY AREA 2 WITH LOW / MEDIUM VISUAL QUALITY, WITH AN INDICATION THAT DEVELOPMENT MAY BE VISIBLE FROM CAVES ROAD SUBJECT TO SUITABLE DESIGN.   THE CLUSTERED, LOW LEVEL FORM OF DEVELOPMENT IS CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE PARTICULARLY WHEN COUPLED WITH THE PROVISION OF ADDITIONAL LANDSCAPING TREATMENTS TO MINIMISE THE VISUAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL.    LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - 6.1 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROVIDES GUIDANCE ON METHODS FOR ACHIEVING THE SAFE AND EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF THE QUALITY OF STORMWATER RUNOFF. A CONDITION REQUIRING STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED.  FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  THERE ARE NO FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION.  STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION CLAUSE 64 OF THE DEEMED PROVISIONS SETS OUT CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH AN APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL MUST BE ADVERTISED, AND ALSO SETS OUT THE MEANS BY WHICH APPLICATIONS MAY BE ADVERTISED. GIVEN THE NATURE AND SCALE OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT, IT WAS CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE TO ADVERTISE THE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION TO SURROUNDING LANDOWNERS.  THE PURPOSE OF PUBLIC CONSULTATION IS TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH A PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT TO BE IDENTIFIED BY THOSE WHO POTENTIALLY MAY BE AFFECTED. A DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION SHOULD NOT BE APPROVED OR REFUSED BASED ON THE NUMBER OF SUBMISSIONS IT RECEIVES, RATHER ALL APPLICATIONS MUST BE DETERMINED ON THE MERITS OF THE PARTICULAR PROPOSAL, INCLUDING CONSIDERATION OF ANY RELEVANT PLANNING ISSUES RAISED THROUGH CONSULTATION.  THE APPLICATION WAS REFERRED TO ADJOINING PROPERTIES FOR COMMENT IN AUGUST 2021 WITH THREE SUBMISSIONS (ONE BEING FROM MULTIPLE PROPERTIES) RECEIVED.  THE SUBMISSIONS, ALL OBJECTIONS, RAISED A NUMBER OF CONCERNS WHICH CAN BE SUMMARISED AS: 	OVERDEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE;  	LACK OF SUFFICIENT PARKING; 	BOUNDARY SETBACKS DO NOT COMPLY;  	POTENTIAL CONFLICT WITH AGRICULTURAL USES IN THE AREA;  	POTENTIAL IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY IN THE AREA;  	INSUFFICIENT LANDSCAPING; VISUAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL; AND 	IMPACT ON THE RURAL AMENITY OF THE AREA.   IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED AND DISCUSSION WITH CITY OFFICERS, THE APPLICANT OPTED TO REVIEW THE PROPOSAL AND SUBMITTED REVISED PLANS IN DECEMBER 2021.  THE REVISED PLANS WERE ADVERTISED TO SURROUNDING PROPERTIES IN DECEMBER 2021 AND INCLUDED THE FOLLOWING AMENDMENTS: 	REDUCED FROM TWELVE TO TEN (FIVE X DUAL KEY) CHALETS; 	CHALETS RELOCATED WEST TO INCREASE THE SETBACK FROM THE EASTERN BOUNDARY FROM 18M TO 71M; 	DELETED THE PROPOSED SWIMMING POOL; AND  	DELETED THE PROPOSED MINI-GOLF FACILITY.    THREE FURTHER SUBMISSIONS (FROM THE SAME PARTIES WHO PROVIDED THE PREVIOUS SUBMISSIONS) WERE RECEIVED.  A SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS IS PROVIDED AS ATTACHMENT H. THE SCHEDULE IDENTIFIES WHO SUBMISSIONS WERE RECEIVED FROM AND SUMMARISES THE SUBMISSIONS.   A FULL COPY OF THE SUBMISSION MADE BY S. BAXTER ON BEHALF OF A NUMBER OF VINEYARDS / WINERIES IS ATTACHED AT ATTACHMENT I.  IN ADDITION TO THE ABOVE, THE APPLICATION WAS REFERRED TO DPIRD, DWER, DBCA, DFES AND MRWA. THE COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THESE AUTHORITIES ARE INCLUDED IN THE SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS.  RISK ASSESSMENT  AN ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS OF IMPLEMENTING THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN USING THE CITY’S RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK, WITH RISKS ASSESSED TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ANY CONTROLS ALREADY IN PLACE. THE KEY RISK TO THE CITY IS CONSIDERED TO BE THE POTENTIAL REPUTATIONAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISK THAT MAY ARISE IF THE SITE IS NOT MANAGED IN A MANNER CONSISTENT WITH THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.  OPTIONS  AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATION THE COUNCIL COULD: 1.	REFUSAL THE PROPOSAL, SETTING OUT REASONS FOR DOING SO; OR 2.	APPLY ADDITIONAL OR DIFFERENT CONDITIONS. CONCLUSION SUBJECT TO THE INCLUSION OF RELEVANT CONDITIONS, THE PROPOSAL IS CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE TO SUPPORT AND ACCORDINGLY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL.  TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION THE APPLICANT AND THOSE WHO MADE A SUBMISSION WILL BE ADVISED OF THE COUNCIL DECISION WITHIN TWO WEEKS OF THE COUNCIL MEETING.   �/� / �/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� / �/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� / �/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /�/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� / �/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� / �/�/� /� /� /� /� /�/� /� /� /� /�/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /�/� /�/� /�/� /�/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� / �/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� / �/� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /� /  �17.2	RESPONSE TO MOTIONS CARRIED AT SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING 21 FEBRUARY 2022 STRATEGIC THEME �LEADERSHIP - A COUNCIL THAT CONNECTS WITH THE COMMUNITY AND IS ACCOUNTABLE IN ITS DECISION MAKING. � �STRATEGIC PRIORITY �4.2 DELIVER GOVERNANCE SYSTEMS THAT FACILITATE OPEN, ETHICAL AND TRANSPARENT DECISION MAKING. � �SUBJECT INDEX �SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING � �BUSINESS UNIT �CORPORATE SERVICES  � �REPORTING OFFICER �MANAGER GOVERNANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES - SARAH PIERSON  � �AUTHORISING OFFICER �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER - MIKE ARCHER  � �NATURE OF DECISION �ADVOCACY: TO ADVOCATE ON ITS OWN BEHALF OR ON BEHALF OF ITS COMMUNITY TO ANOTHER LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT/BODY/AGENCY � �VOTING REQUIREMENT �SIMPLE MAJORITY  � �ATTACHMENTS �NIL � �   PRIOR TO THE MEETING, COUNCILLOR RYAN FORESHADOWED A MOTION THAT WAS DIFFERENT TO THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION. IN ACCORDANCE WITH CLAUSE 10.18(7) OF THE CITY’S STANDING ORDERS LOCAL LAW 2018, IT WAS TAKEN TO BE AN ALTERNATIVE MOTION AND MOVED FIRST.   THERE WAS OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION AND DEBATE ENSUED.   SUBSTANTIVE MOTION C2203/049	MOVED COUNCILLOR A RYAN, SECONDED COUNCILLOR M LOVE THAT THE COUNCIL, IN RESPONSE TO MOTIONS PUT FORWARD BY THE ELECTORS, REQUIRE THE CEO TO WRITE TO THE PREMIER AND RELEVANT STATE GOVERNMENT MINISTERS AND ADVISE THAT CIRCA 450 BUSINESS OWNERS AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS WITHIN THE CITY OF BUSSELTON ATTENDED A SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING AND COLLECTIVELY EXPRESSED STRONG CONCERN ABOUT THE IMPACTS THAT THE VACCINE MANDATES ARE HAVING ON BUSINESS, EMPLOYEES, VOLUNTEERS, AND THE WIDER COMMUNITY AND ADVISE THE PREMIER FORTHWITH -  1.        THAT WE DEMAND THE IMMEDIATE REMOVAL OF THE VACCINE MANDATES AND ASSOCIATED RESTRICTIONS IN WA DUE TO LACK OF EVIDENCE THAT A PANDEMIC EXISTS; AND  2.        THAT FORTHWITH THE CITY OF BUSSELTON WILL BE A PRO-CHOICE COMMUNITY REGARDLESS OF 1 ABOVE. LOST 1/7 FOR: CR RYAN AGAINST: CR HENLEY, CR CARTER, CR RICCELLI, CR LOVE, CR CRONIN, CR COX, CR RICHARDS � �THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION WAS MOVED AND CARRIED.  �COUNCIL DECISION C2203/050	MOVED COUNCILLOR S RICCELLI, SECONDED COUNCILLOR P CARTER THAT THE COUNCIL  1.	IN RESPONSE TO MOTIONS 1, 2, 3, 5 AND 6 WRITE TO THE PREMIER AND RELEVANT STATE GOVERNMENT MINISTERS AND  (A)	ADVISE THAT CIRCA 450 BUSINESS OWNERS AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS WITHIN THE CITY OF BUSSELTON ATTENDED A SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING AND COLLECTIVELY; (I)	EXPRESSED STRONG CONCERN ABOUT THE IMPACTS THAT THE VACCINE MANDATES ARE HAVING ON BUSINESS, EMPLOYEES, VOLUNTEERS, AND THE COMMUNITY; AND (II)	REQUESTED THAT THE CITY ADVOCATE TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT FOR  	THE REMOVAL OF VOLUNTEERS FROM VACCINE MANDATES;  	CLEARER INFORMATION FOR BUSINESSES IN RELATION TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF VACCINE MANDATES AND THEIR OBLIGATIONS AND LIABILITIES FOR EMPLOYEES UNDER WORK HEALTH AND SAFETY LEGISLATION; AND 	A SURVEY BE CONDUCTED BY THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO BETTER UNDERSTAND THE IMPACTS OF VACCINE MANDATES ON SMALL BUSINESS; AND  	THE REMOVAL OF VACCINE MANDATES AND ASSOCIATED RESTRICTIONS; AND (B)	REQUEST THAT THE PREMIER TAKES THE CONCERNS OF THE THOSE ELECTORS INTO ACCOUNT AS HE REVIEWS THE STATE GOVERNMENT’S POSITION ON VACCINE MANDATES;  2.	IN RESPONSE TO MOTION 4, RESOLVES THAT THE CITY WILL NOT CONDUCT ITS OWN SURVEY INTO THE IMPACTS OF VACCINE MANDATES ON RATEPAYERS; AND 3.	ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE FROM THE ELECTORS PRESENT AT THE SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING MAY NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT THE DIVERSITY OF VIEWS OF THE CITY’S ELECTORS. CARRIED 8/0 � �OFFICER RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COUNCIL  1.	IN RESPONSE TO MOTIONS 1, 2, 3, 5 AND 6 WRITE TO THE PREMIER AND RELEVANT STATE GOVERNMENT MINISTERS AND  (A)	ADVISE THAT CIRCA 450 BUSINESS OWNERS AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS WITHIN THE CITY OF BUSSELTON ATTENDED A SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING AND COLLECTIVELY  (I)	EXPRESSED STRONG CONCERN ABOUT THE IMPACTS THAT THE VACCINE MANDATES ARE HAVING ON BUSINESS, EMPLOYEES, VOLUNTEERS, AND THE COMMUNITY; AND (II)	REQUESTED THAT THE CITY ADVOCATE TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT FOR  	THE REMOVAL OF VOLUNTEERS FROM VACCINE MANDATES;  	CLEARER INFORMATION FOR BUSINESSES IN RELATION TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF VACCINE MANDATES AND THEIR OBLIGATIONS AND LIABILITIES FOR EMPLOYEES UNDER WORK HEALTH AND SAFETY LEGISLATION; AND 	A SURVEY BE CONDUCTED BY THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO BETTER UNDERSTAND THE IMPACTS OF VACCINE MANDATES ON SMALL BUSINESS; AND  	THE REMOVAL OF VACCINE MANDATES AND ASSOCIATED RESTRICTIONS; AND (B)	REQUEST THAT THE PREMIER TAKES THE CONCERNS OF THE THOSE ELECTORS INTO ACCOUNT AS HE REVIEWS THE STATE GOVERNMENT’S POSITION ON VACCINE MANDATES;  2.	IN RESPONSE TO MOTION 4, RESOLVES THAT THE CITY WILL NOT CONDUCT ITS OWN SURVEY INTO THE IMPACTS OF VACCINE MANDATES ON RATEPAYERS; AND 3.	ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE FROM THE ELECTORS PRESENT AT THE SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING MAY NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT THE DIVERSITY OF VIEWS OF THE CITY’S ELECTORS. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF ELECTORS HELD 21 FEBRUARY 2021, THE FOLLOWING MOTIONS WERE CARRIED:  THAT THE ELECTORS PRESENT:  1.	REQUEST THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON ADVOCATE ON BEHALF OF LOCAL VOLUNTEERS TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO REMOVE THE VACCINE MANDATE, ALLOWING ALL WILLING COMMUNITY MEMBERS TO PARTICIPATE IN VOLUNTEER WORK.  2.	REQUEST THE CITY OF BUSSELTON WRITE TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO INITIATE A SURVEY REGARDING IMPACTS OF MANDATES ON SMALL BUSINESSES. 3.	REQUEST THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON WRITE TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT AND REQUEST THAT THEY PROVIDE ABSOLUTE CLARITY TO BUSINESSES WITH REGARDS TO ANY LIABILITY OF ALL MANDATES.   4.	WE REQUEST THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON DEVELOP AND CONDUCT A SURVEY ON THE IMPACT OF MANDATES ON RATEPAYERS.  5.	REQUEST THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON TO ASK THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO REQUEST CLEAR INFORMATION THAT CLARIFIES THE MANDATES FOR ALL LOCAL BUSINESSES REGARDING OVERREACH. 6.		DUE TO THE MANDATES THE WORKFORCE AND VOLUNTEER AGENCIES ARE NOT FUNCTIONING AT FULL POTENTIAL.   	IT HAS BEEN A VERY BUSY FIRE SEASON AND FIRE BRIGADE VOLUNTEER NUMBERS ARE DOWN DUE TO THE REQUIREMENT TO BE VACCINATED.   	THE RISK VERSUS THE BENEFIT OF THE MANDATES NEEDS TO BE CONSIDERED; WE HAVE OVERALL VERY HIGH VACCINATION RATES WITHIN THE STATE AND SO THE BENEFIT OF THE MANDATES DO NOT COMPARE TO THE RISK IN HINDERING THE PROVISION OF IMPORTANT SERVICES SUCH AS FIRE RESPONSE. 	THE FIGHTING OF FIRE IS GENERALLY UNDERTAKEN IN THE BUSH WITH FULL PPE ON AND SO THE RISKS OF HAVING UNVACCINATED VOLUNTEERS IN THIS CONTEXT IS LESS THAN THE RISK OF NOT HAVING ENOUGH VOLUNTEERS.  MOTION 2 REQUEST THE CITY OF BUSSELTON WRITE TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO INITIATE A SURVEY REGARDING IMPACTS OF MANDATES ON SMALL BUSINESSES.  RATIONALE AS PUT BY MOVER / SECONDER 	BUSINESSES ARE SUFFERING AS A RESULT OF COVID HAVING TO COPE WITH TESTING AND ISOLATION PROTOCOLS, RESTRICTIONS AND STAFF SHORTAGES AND THE MANDATES IMPOSE ADDITIONAL BURDENS. 	SOME BUSINESSES CAN NO LONGER FUNCTION DUE TO THE MANDATES. 	BUSINESSES SHOULD NOT BE PUT IN A POSITION WHERE THEY HAVE TO IMPOSE MANDATES ON THEIR WORKERS – IT SHOULD BE AN INDIVIDUAL’S CHOICE.   	BUSINESSES SHOULD NOT HAVE TO POLICE MANDATES.  	THE PREMIER IS STATING THE MANDATES WILL CONTINUE FOR SOME TIME AND BUSINESSES NEED SUPPORT FROM COUNCILLORS TO RELAY THE IMPACTS AND CONCERNS TO THE PREMIER.  �MOTION 3 REQUEST THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON WRITE TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT AND REQUEST THAT THEY PROVIDE ABSOLUTE CLARITY TO BUSINESSES WITH REGARDS TO ANY LIABILITY OF ALL MANDATES.    RATIONALE AS PUT BY MOVER / SECONDER 	UNDER THE OHS ACT BUSINESSES HAVE A DUTY OF CARE TO THEIR EMPLOYEES. 	VACCINES CAN RESULT IN ADVERSE REACTIONS AND THE EMPLOYER MAY BE LIABLE FOR ADVERSE REACTIONS ON SITE. IT IS ALSO UNLAWFUL TO DIRECT EMPLOYEES TO HARM THEMSELVES. 	THOSE DIRECTLY AFFECTED BY HAZARDS MUST BE CONSULTED AND THERE ARE QUESTIONS AS TO WHETHER VACCINES ARE EFFECTIVE CONTROLS. 	BUSINESSES ARE CHECKING VACCINE PASSPORTS WHEN IT IS NOT THEIR JOB AND THEY ARE NOT TRAINED TO DO SO.  WHAT LIABILITY IS THERE FOR BUSINESSES IN COLLECTING THIS INFORMATION WHICH IS PRIVATE INFORMATION? 	INSURANCE COMPANIES HAVE BEEN APPROACHED AND PROVIDED NO DEFINITIVE ANSWER. WE ARE HOPING THAT THE COUNCILLORS CAN HELP GET ANSWERS.  MOTION 4 WE REQUEST THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON DEVELOP AND CONDUCT A SURVEY ON THE IMPACT OF MANDATES ON RATEPAYERS.   RATIONALE AS PUT BY MOVER / SECONDER 	TWO TYPES OF COSTS – PHYSICAL COST (INCLUDING MENTAL HEALTH COSTS) AND OPPORTUNITY COST. 	MANDATES ARE RESULTING IN INCREASING COSTS TO OUR COMMUNITY WHILE ALSO REDUCING INCOME TO OUR COMMUNITY THROUGH DECREASING TOURISM AND SPEND. 	THE RULES ARE CONFUSING AND BUSINESSES ARE BEING ASKED TO POLICE THEM.  	MANDATES ARE RESULTING IN DIVIDED COMMUNITIES AND FRIENDSHIPS BEING RUINED; KIDS DON’T UNDERSTAND FOR INSTANCE WHY THEY CAN’T DO DANCE WITH THE SAME KIDS THEY GO TO SCHOOL WITH AND THERE ARE STORES OF KIDS DECIDING WHO THEY WILL PLAY WITH BASED ON VACCINATION STATUS.   	WHAT SORT OF COMMUNITY DO WE WANT TO LIVE IN?  ASKING FOR THE BUSSELTON COUNCIL TO STAND UP AND REPRESENT THE INTERESTS OF THE RESIDENTS AND RATEPAYERS THAT YOU REPRESENT.  MOTION 5 REQUEST THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON ASK THE STATE GOVERNMENT FOR CLEAR INFORMATION THAT CLARIFIES THE MANDATES FOR ALL LOCAL BUSINESSES REGARDING OVERREACH.  RATIONALE AS PUT BY MOVER / SECONDER 	BUSINESSES REACHING WELL BEYOND THE MANDATES TO WILLINGLY DISCRIMINATE  	WHILE VACCINE PASSPORT REQUIREMENTS ARE IMPOSED ON VENUES WITH 500 PEOPLE OR MORE, WE HAVE SEEN LOCAL VENUES UNDER THAT CAPACITY IMPOSING THE REQUIREMENTS.  THIS IS RESULTING IN VENDORS WHO ARE FULLY CAPABLE BEING DENIED THE RIGHT TO WORK. 	BUSINESS FIND IT HARD TO POLICE THE RULES AND SO HAVE APPLIED A BLANKET MANDATE  	ASK THAT THE CITY HELP TO EDUCATE AND SUPPORT BUSINESS AS THEY NAVIGATE THEIR WAY THROUGH EVER CHANGING MANDATES; TO ENSURE THEY ARE NOT IMPOSING MEASURES BEYOND THE MANDATES AND TO LIMIT THE RISK OF DISCRIMINATION.    �MOTION 6 THAT THE CITY OF BUSSELTON ADVOCATES TO ALL RELEVANT STATE AND FEDERAL MINISTERS FOR REMOVAL OF ALL MANDATES AND RESTRICTION, AS THESE MANDATES ARE CAUSING SEGREGATION AND IMMENSE HARM.  RATIONALE AS PUT BY MOVER / SECONDER 	THE MANDATES ARE FLATTENING PEOPLE’S LIVELIHOODS.  	THE MANDATES ARE CREATING SEGREGATION AND A LACK OF TRUST. 	ON THE OTHER HAND SOME BUSINESSES ARE TAKING A RISK AND TURNING A BLIND EYE BECAUSE THEY LOVE AND RESPECT THE PEOPLE THEY KNOW. 	WE NEED TO GET BACK TO THE VALUES THAT THIS COMMUNITY IS BUILT ON, WE NEED TO START TO CARE FOR ONE ANOTHER AND PROTECT OUR FREEDOMS – FREEDOM FROM DISCRIMINATION, INDIVIDUAL AUTONOMY AND THE RIGHT TO CHOOSE OUR OWN FATE. 	IF THERE IS EVER A TIME TO END MANDATES IT IS NOW – THE PEOPLE HERE WANT PRO-CHOICE.    CIRCA 450 PEOPLE, A NUMBER EQUIVALENT TO APPROXIMATELY 1.5% OF THE 29,852 ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF BUSSELTON EXPRESSED THEIR STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE MOTIONS PASSED AND THE SUPPORTING ARGUMENTS.  THEY WERE CLEAR AND STRONG IN THEIR VIEWS ABOUT THE IMPACTS OF MANDATES ON BUSINESSES AND COMMUNITY COHESIVENESS, BASED ON THEIR LIVED EXPERIENCES.    OVERALL THE CITY OF BUSSELTON AS A DISTRICT HAS VERY HIGH VACCINATION RATES.  IN ACKNOWLEDGING THIS, IT IS ALSO FAIR TO SAY THAT THERE ARE A DIVERSITY OF VIEWS IN THE COMMUNITY IN RELATION TO VACCINE MANDATES.  WITHOUT UNDERTAKING SOME FORM OF REFERENDUM (WHICH IS NOT RECOMMENDED) THE COUNCILLORS ARE NOT IN A POSITION TO KNOW EXACTLY WHAT THE VIEWS OF ALL ELECTORS ARE IN RELATION TO MANDATES; AND AS SUCH OFFICERS WOULD NOT RECOMMEND THE COUNCIL MOVE TO DECLARE ITSELF ‘PRO-CHOICE’ OR SIMILAR, NOTING THAT THE MOTIONS CARRIED AT THE ELECTORS MEETING DO NOT REQUIRE COUNCIL TO CONSIDER THAT.     THE MOTIONS CARRIED REQUESTS THAT THE COUNCIL ADVOCATE ON BEHALF OF THOSE ELECTORS THEIR CONCERNS ABOUT THE IMPACTS OF MANDATING VACCINATION ON THE COMMUNITY AND BUSINESSES.  ONE WAY THAT THE COUNCIL CAN REPRESENT THE DIFFERENT VIEWS OF ITS COMMUNITY IS THROUGH ADVOCACY.  IN ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF THE VIEWS OF THOSE ELECTORS PRESENT AT THE MEETING, AND ALSO ACKNOWLEDGING THAT THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC (AND ITS ASSOCIATED MEASURES) IS AN UNUSUAL EVENT, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE COUNCIL, IN RESPONSE TO MOTIONS 1,2,3,5 AND 6, WRITE TO THE PREMIER AND RELEVANT STATE GOVERNMENT MINISTERS AND ADVISE THAT CIRCA 450 BUSINESS OWNERS AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS WITHIN THE CITY OF BUSSELTON ATTENDED A SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING AND COLLECTIVELY:  1.	EXPRESSED STRONG CONCERN ABOUT THE IMPACTS THAT THE VACCINE MANDATES ARE HAVING ON BUSINESS, EMPLOYEES, VOLUNTEERS, AND THE COMMUNITY; AND  2.	REQUESTED THAT THE CITY ADVOCATE TO THE STATE GOVERNMENT FOR  (A)	THE REMOVAL OF VOLUNTEERS FROM VACCINE MANDATES; (B)	CLEARER INFORMATION FOR BUSINESSES IN RELATION TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF VACCINE MANDATES AND THEIR OBLIGATIONS AND LIABILITIES FOR EMPLOYEES UNDER WORK HEALTH AND SAFETY LEGISLATION; AND (C)	A SURVEY BE CONDUCTED BY THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO BETTER UNDERSTAND THE IMPACTS OF VACCINE MANDATES ON SMALL BUSINESS; AND  (D)	THE REMOVAL OF ALL VACCINE MANDATES AND ASSOCIATED RESTRICTIONS;   IT IS FURTHER RECOMMENDED THAT COUNCIL RESPECTFULLY REQUEST THE PREMIER TAKES THE CONCERNS OF THE ELECTORS ATTENDING THE MEETING INTO ACCOUNT AS HE REVIEWS THE VACCINE MANDATES. IT IS NOT RECOMMENDED THAT ADVOCACY BE DIRECTED TOWARDS FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MINISTERS GIVEN THAT THE VACCINE MANDATES ARE STATE GOVERNMENT DIRECTIONS.   IN DOING SO IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT COUNCIL ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE FROM THE ELECTORS PRESENT AT THE SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING MAY NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT THE VIEWS OF THE MAJORITY OF THE CITY’S ELECTORS.    IN RESPONSE TO MOTION 4, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE COUNCIL DO NOT AGREE TO THE CITY CONDUCTING ITS OWN SURVEY ABOUT THE IMPACT OF VACCINE MANDATES ON RATEPAYERS.  THE CITY DOES NOT HAVE THE RESOURCES, WHEN CONSIDERING ITS CURRENT WORK PROGRAMMES AND PRIORITIES, TO UNDERTAKE A SURVEY AND, GIVEN THE VACCINE MANDATES DO NOT FALL WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT, THE CITY WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO USEFULLY USE ANY DATA GATHERED.  TO THIS END CONDUCTING A SURVEY IS NOT AN EFFECTIVE USE OF RESOURCES.  INSTEAD, AS PER ABOVE, IT IS PROPOSED THAT COUNCIL COMMUNICATE THE REQUEST OF THE ELECTORS FOR THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO SURVEY THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY FOR IMPACTS.  STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT SECTION 5.28 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1995 REQUIRES A SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING TO BE HELD ON THE REQUEST OF NOT LESS THAN 100 ELECTORS OF 5% OF THE NUMBER OF ELECTORS, WHICHEVER IS THE LESSER NUMBER.  THE REQUEST IS TO SPECIFY THE MATERS TO BE DISCUSSED AT THE MEETING AND BE IN THE FORM SET OUT BY THE REGULATIONS.  ALL OF THESE REQUIREMENTS WERE MET.  A SPECIAL MEETING IS TO BE HELD ON A DAY SELECTED BY THE MAYOR OR PRESIDENT BUT NOT MORE THAN 35 DAYS AFTER THE DAY ON WHICH HE OR SHE RECEIVED THE REQUEST.  RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES  THERE ARE NO RELEVANT PLANS OR POLICIES TO CONSIDER IN RELATION TO THIS MATTER.  FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  THERE ARE NO FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION.    THE HOLDING OF THE SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING COST THE CITY APPROXIMATELY $5,000 IN DIRECT COSTS PLUS THE OPPORTUNITY COST OF THE STAFF TIME AND WAGES INVOLVED.  STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION THIS REPORT IS THE RESULT OF A MOTION MOVED AT THE GENERAL MEETING OF ELECTORS IN FEBRUARY 2021.    RISK ASSESSMENT  AN ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS OF IMPLEMENTING THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN USING THE CITY’S RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK, WITH RISKS ASSESSED TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ANY CONTROLS ALREADY IN PLACE. NO RISKS OF A MEDIUM OR GREATER LEVEL HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED. OPTIONS  AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATION THE COUNCIL COULD DECIDE: 1.	NOT TO ADVOCATE TO STATE GOVERNMENT ON ANY OR SOME OF THE MOTIONS;  2.	TO CONDUCT ITS OWN SURVEY ON THE IMPACTS OF VACCINE MANDATES ON RATEPAYERS;  3.	TO TAKE SOME OTHER COURSE OF ACTION. CONCLUSION MOTIONS CARRIED AT A SPECIAL ELECTORS MEETING ON MONDAY 21 FEBRUARY 2022 ARE REQUIRED TO BE CONSIDERED BY COUNCIL.  THIS REPORT RECOMMENDS THAT COUNCIL ADVOCATE ON BEHALF OF THOSE ELECTORS WHO ATTENDED THE SPECIAL MEETING TO ENSURE THEIR CONCERNS ARE NOTED TO THE PREMIER AND RELEVANT STATE MINISTERS. TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION ON ADOPTION THE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION CAN BE CARRIED OUT WITHIN TWO WEEKS.  �
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