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MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING
OF THE GREATER GEELONG CITY COUNCIL
HELD AT THE COUNCIL CONFERENCE AND RECEPTION CENTRE
CITY HALL, LITTLE MALOP STREET, GEELONG
TUESDAY, 25 SEPTEMBER 2018
COMMENCING AT 7.00 PM

PRESENT: Cr B Harwood (Mayor), Crs A Aitken, E Kontelj, S Mansfield, J Mason,
P Murnane, P Murrihy (*7.53), T Sullivan

Also present: M Cutter (Chief Executive Officer), B Luxford (Director Investment and
Attraction), J Van Slageren (Acting Director Manager Planning and
Development), G Wilson-Browne (Director City Services), R Stevens
(Acting Director Community Life), P Anderson (Director Finance &
Strategy), L Barton (Acting Executive Manager People and Organisation

Development), R Leonard (Executive Manager Governance & Legal
Services)

OPENING: The Mayor declared the meeting open at 7.00pm

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS:

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

Cr Mason acknowledged the National Police Remembrance Day with a service held on 25

September at St. Paul's Anglican Church, Latrobe Terrace, Geelong in recognition of the
police who have died in the line of duty.

APOLOGIES: Cr Grzybek and Cr Asher (Leave of Absence), Cr Nelson

LEAVE OF ABSENCE:

Cr Mason moved, Cr Sullivan seconded -

That Leave of Absence be granted to Cr Harwood from 14 to 28 October 2018, inclusive.
Carried.

Cr Kontelj moved, Cr Mansfield seconded -

That Leave of Absence be granted to Cr Asher from 19 September to 6 October 2018,
inclusive.

Carried.
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES:

Cr Sullivan moved, Cr Mason seconded -
That the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting held on 28 August 2018 be confirmed.
Carried.
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DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: Nil.

QUESTION TIME:

Daniel Barnes submitted a question prior to the meeting, but as he was not present at
the meeting a written response will be forwarded.

Brian Yule asked questions in relation to the RSL Application to have thirty additional
poker machine licences:

1) Will Council vigorously oppose this application and oppose it in person before the
VCGLR?

2) Will Council actively seek changes to relevant Victorian legislation to make it
possible for poker machines to be totally withdrawn from circulation?

The Mayor responded that Council has a very strong stand on poker machines in the
community. However, they are legal and there are restrictions on what we can and
cannot do. Further debate will take place later this evening when considering the
report.

Jennifer Bantow addressed Council as follows:

1) Could the Council Minutes please record Submissions Review Panel text giving
opposite view to the agenda report?

The Mayor responded the text will be adjusted.

Spirit of Anzac sculpture in Jonstone Park, the RSL call this sculpture ‘The Evacuation’.
The sculptor was William Wallace Anderson, a student of Geelong College then the
Gordon Technical College, most famous sculpture is Man on a Donkey near the Shrine.
He was also the sculptor of the King George V Statue in Johnstone Park. Originally
the Spirit of Anzac was designed for the apse at RSS Woollen Mill, Cnr Pakington and
Rutland Streets to be viewed at eye level. It is now low down and obscured by recent
plantings and a plumbing wire cage.

In collaboration with the RSL, can the Spirit of Anzac please be moved to a better place
(perhaps near the Peace Memorial), and lifted up to be at eye level (perhaps on a
pedestal) before the Centenary of Anzac celebrations take place on 11 November this
year?

3) ‘Peace Memorial’in Johnstone Park — designed by architect Percy Everett, before
he became Chief Architect for Public Works in Victoria. He was born and educated
in Geelong West, before becoming the first architecture graduate of the Gordon.
He also designed the Band Rotunda in Johnstone Park.

Could Council please undertake that, in collaboration with the RSL, it is inspected,
cleaned, repaired, maintained, and that it is secured from those sleeping rough and
making a mess of it, before the Centenary of Anzac celebrations take place on 11
November this year?
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Cr Kontelj advised that Andrew Hanns, President of the Geelong RSL, has also recently
contacted him via email regarding these issues. Correspondence has also been
forwarded to DWELP.

Ms Bantow also congratulated Council on recommendation 7 of the Consolidation of
Council’'s Administrative Offices re future use of City Hall.

PETITIONS: Nil.
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1.

SUBMISSIONS HEARING PANEL REPORT - SALE OF THE FORMER
GEELONG POST OFFICE

Source: Finance & Strategy - Property and Procurement
Director: Peter Anderson

Portfolio Arts, Culture and Heritage

Purpose

To provide information on the outcome of the Submissions Hearing Panel meeting which
was held on 21 August 2018.
Background

A panel of seven Councillors convened the Submissions Hearing Panel on 21 August
2018 to consider the submissions received in response to the public notice of the
Council’s intent to sell the property at 83 Ryrie Street, Geelong. Submissions were
invited and considered in compliance with section 223 of the Local Government Act (Vic)
1989.

Three written submissions were received and were provided in full to the panel members
and the Councillors. A summary of key points of the submissions is noted below.

Three members of the Geelong and Region Branch National Trust of Australia (Victoria)
attended the submissions panel meeting and gave verbal and visual presentations in
support of the written submission.

Submission from the public notice of intention to sell the property
Submitter: 1
Summary of key points

+ Possibilities should be canvassed and needs to be for genuine benefit of the
municipality’s people.

« One vision is that it could be restored to house and display historical collections.

+ The applicable planning scheme provisions are activity centre zone - precinct 4: civic
and culture — listing relevant uses and noting that apartments would not comply.

» The income noted in the council report did not include cost benefits of council staff
accommodation.

+ The cost of upgrade noted in the council report did not include supporting cost
estimates.

* As itis no longer used for council staff, other options should be considered such as
making it publicly accessible.

» The best way to protect heritage places is to continue to own them.

* It would be dangerous to sell the building without conditions relating to the future use
and development.

+ The establishment of a heritage restoration fund has great merit, but the council
would need to commit to retaining the properties for public use and access.
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Submitter: 2

(Verbatim) Any sale must preserve the streetscape view of this important building. It
would be preferable for the building to be put to a use that makes it accessible by the
public as opposed to becoming apartments or continuing as offices.

Submitter: 3

(Verbatim) This is a significant building for Geelong and it should always be a place
where people can easily visit such as a tourist information centre, council offices,
restaurant, museum, education centre, boutique shops, gallery and maker spaces, etc.
I think it would be a mistake to turn it into apartments or offices where it would be locked
away forever from public access.

Recommendation of the Panel

The Panel recommends that the proposed sale of the property be considered by the
Council when the new Conservation Management Plan is available.

Cr Mason moved, Cr Kontelj seconded -

That Council:

1) Agree to commission another Conservation Management Plan;

2) Adopt the recommendation of the Submissions Hearing Panel that the
proposed sale of the property be considered by the Council when the new
Conservation Management Plan is available; and

3) Inform all persons making a submission of the Council’s decision.

Carried.
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Attachment 1

Financial Implications

In June 2013 the Minister for Planning advised Council that an interest free loan from
1994-95 of $670,000 shall be payable upon sale of the property. A similar arrangement
is in place for the Old Geelong Gaol which was purchased from the State at the same
time. The State Government has approved the redeployment of the loan repayments for
both the Gaol and Post Office to building restoration works at Osborne House.

The annual maintenance costs and required capital works to upgrade the building will
represent ongoing cost savings to the City.

The property has been identified in Council’s Financial Plan as a property for disposal in
2019/20.

The estimated cost of the Conservation Management Plan is $33K which will be funded
from the existing facilities maintenance budget.

Community Engagement

Public notice of the intention to sell the property was published and submissions invited
and received from members of the public.

Heritage Victoria and the National Trust Australia were consulted on the Conservation
Management Plan for the property and their feedback has been positively received and
responded to by the Council commissioning the preparation of a more extensive report.

The State Government has been consulted in respect to the outstanding loan on the
property and, subject to an application by Council, seem supportive of the funds being
redirected to building restoration works at Osborne House.

Social Equity Considerations

Barwon Child Youth and Family Services operate from the building, however are moving
to a new facility. Council has extended their tenure until the new facility is available
therefore they will not be impacted by the recommended sale.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

Section 189 of the Local Government Act (Vic) 1989 requires that a certified valuation
be obtained dated not more than six months prior to the sale of the property being the
date of the contract of sale. An accepted sale price for the property will be not less than
current market valuation.

In compliance with Local Government Best Practise Guidelines, the property will be sold
by a public process. The method of sale will be determined in consultation with the agent
to ensure the property has maximum market exposure and the best price can be
achieved. Sale options include public auction, sale by expressions of interest or listing.

Alignment to Council Plan

The recommendation supports the key priority relating to Organisational Leadership,
Strategy and Governance of “proactively managing our assets, including land holdings”.
The sale of the former Post Office will allow the property to be revitalised for new uses
in alternative ownership while enabling funds to be directed to the restoration of Osborne
House.
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Conflict of Interest

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

Risk Assessment

The proposed sale of the property provides positive management of financial risks by
reducing maintenance and capital works costs and also closing the loan to the State
Government while providing funds towards restoration of Osborne House.

The sale of the property enables the opportunity for the building and its use to be
revitalised in other ownership. Any risk created by building modifications will be
addressed through planning and building permits which must meet Heritage Victoria and
Council’s requirements for a heritage listed building, protecting the integrity of its heritage
aspects.

Environmental Implications

No direct environmental implications arise from the recommendations in this report. If
the sale of the property results in building works to revitalise the building, green star
rating and energy efficiencies could be improved.
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2. CONSOLIDATION OF COUNCIL'S ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES

Source: Finance & Strategy
Director: Peter Anderson
Portfolio Finance

Purpose

To provide a report and recommendations to Council as a result of investigation and
activities undertaken by the Central Administrative Office Project Advisory Committee
(Committee).

Background

At the Council meeting on 24 April 2018, Council resolved to establish the Committee
and report at a Council meeting in July on the following:

a) Scope of Project;

O

Preferred Siting and funding options;

o O

)
)
) Opportunities for the project to be a catalyst for further CBD revitalisation projects;
) Preferred future arrangements for civic and ceremonial functions;

)

e) Expansion of the Geelong Gallery to part or all of the existing Geelong Town Hall;

and
f) Opportunities to attract State and Federal Government funding for the project.
At the Council meeting on 22 May 2018, Council resolved to:

1) Through its Central Administrative Office Project Advisory Committee only consider
locations that are within Central Geelong for the consolidation of its administrative
functions to one location;

2) Notes 137 Mercer Street, Geelong and 21 Gheringhap Street, Geelong as its two
previously identified Council owned sites within Central Geelong for the consolidation
of its administrative functions to one location; and

3) Seek Expressions of Interest from developers and investors for further potential
central administrative office locations within the Central Geelong area.

At the Council meeting on 24 July 2018 Council received the first report from the Advisory
Committee and resolved to put the recommendations to the community for comment.

151 submissions were received as a result of the public consultation period and these
submissions were further considered by a Panel of Councillors at a meeting on 6
September 2018. The outcome of the Panel consideration as made available to the
Project Advisory Committee are included at Attachment 3.

Information Received by the Committee

The Committee has met eight times and received information on:

¢ Siting, sites available and urban design aspects of Council owned sites;
e Project scope;

e Extension of the Art Gallery to City Hall, including possible future use of City Hall
for meeting and ceremonial functions;

e Government funding opportunities; and
e Funding strategy.
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Project scope

Expressions of Interest From Developers and Investors

The Director Finance and Strategy via a tendering process and in accordance with the
Council resolution of 22 May 2018, appointed agents Cushman and Wakefield to
progress Expressions of Interest from developers and investors for further potential
central administrative office locations within the Central Geelong area.

Under this process the scope of project is larger than Council requires for its own
purposes and is specified as:

- 12,000m2 of office space;

- Early Learning Centre;

- Active retail space at ground level (allow 300m2); and
- 350 car parks.

Results of this site search were made available to the Advisory Committee on
6 September and considered in framing the final recommendations to Council.

Weighted Site Selection

The Committee considered the site selection criteria as:

- Capacity of site to accommodate a building with a minimum floor plate size of
1,200m2;

- Access to site;

- Site opportunities and constraints;

- Civic presence;

- Economic Development/Revitalisation of Central Geelong; and
Site availability.

The Committee identified weightings for each of the components.

Agreed Scope Cost

Quantity Surveyors have costed the initial scope. Total build cost of the initial scope is
estimated at $108.7m consisting of:

- Office component including building costs, site costs and fit-out - $79.5m;
- Early Learning Centre - $6.6m;

- 120 car parks - $7.1m;

- Additional 230 car parks - $13.6m; and

- Retail- $1.9m.

The initial scope is being used for the site search but is not able to be funded within the
approved budget allocation of up to $91m for the project. Consequently, any inclusions
beyond Council’s office requirements would need to be provided from the private sector
or additional Council funding, subject to the appropriate business case.

The Committee reviewed the scope and decided to recommend a reduction to the scope
to just Council’s identified office requirements (including an allowance for office
accommodation growth). After considering financial capacity within the agreed budget of
up to $91m and after confirming the future requirements of Council, the Committee has
considered the appropriate project scope to be:
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- 10,000m2 of office space (9,000m2 net lettable area);
- Active retail space at ground level (allow 300 m2); and
- 120 car parks.

It should be noted that the final budget figure of up to $91m includes all project costs
including, build costs, fit-out, design and construction contingencies, all permits and an
allowance for building escalation.

Future Use of City Hall/Geelong Art Gallery Expansion

The Committee has considered and is recommending that the preferred future use of
City Hall would be:

- Accommodation for an expanded Art Gallery; and
Retention of a civic presence for some meeting and ceremonial purposes.

The extension of the Art Gallery to City Hall would be subject to receipt of appropriate
Government funding. A Conservation Management Plan would be prepared for the
Town Hall to ensure its continued preservation. Plans have not been prepared showing
any final ‘mix’ of Council/Art Gallery usage. It is expected that a final decision on the
configuration would be subject to further public consultation.

Government Funding/Catalyst Project.

The Committee considered that the extension of the Art Gallery made possible by the
consolidation of Council offices may be an attractive project for Government funding as
part of the growth of the existing Arts and Cultural precinct.

The Committee also considered that the sale of Council properties (to partially fund the
Office project) will attract additional private sector investment. If some sites are identified
within the Central Geelong area and those sites have development potential this would
potentially provide a further stimulus for Central Geelong Revitalisation.

The Committee also considered its investment opportunity may attract private sector
partnerships or projects — via the site selection process.

Final Site Selection

The Committee is recommending that the preferred site for the new Council Offices be
137 Mercer Street.

All nominated sites as a result of the developer/investor process were assessed against
the criteria agreed by the Committee.

Funding Options

The Committee considered the funding options available for the project beyond the
borrowings which formed part of the Strategic Resource Plan identified in the 2018-19
budget. The financial analysis assumes the project to be fully funded from borrowings.
The analysis was based on the larger project scope.

Having considered the funding strategy the Committee recommends that the funding
strategy for the project (to be included in the 10 year draft financial plan) is:

- Initial borrowings of up to $91m with interest only loans during construction period,
repayable over 25 years.

- $41m of loans to be repaid within 5 years from:
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- Sale of surplus properties; and
- Increasing revenue yield from existing commercial properties.

The suggested funding strategy leaves the outstanding loan balance of $50m repayable
over 25 years. The cost of the reduced debt servicing is estimated to be $3.8m per
annum. If it is assumed the asset sales do not diminish current revenues the impact of
the $3.8m could be reduced considerably after accounting for the discontinuance of
current rent payments ($2m pa) and anticipated operational cost reduction from
consolidation. The objective being to fund the new office without any adverse impact on
rates.

Own and Build and Rental Options

The Committee considered each of the following options:
- Do Nothing;

- Own and Build; or

- Rent.

In a comprehensive financial analysis of each option undertaken for the Committee
concluded that over a 25 year period (based on the larger project scope) Council would
incur the following net present costs for each option:

- Do Nothing $95.9m
- Own and Build $40.2m
-  Rent $74.5m

A summary of the analysis (see attached) assumed Council borrowing the full amount of
$91m and servicing this debt over 25 years. The repayment of part of the $91m further
reduces the net present cost of the Own and Build and the Rental options.

The Committee concluded that the most cost effective method of procurement is to own
and build on 137 Mercer Street — a site that Council currently owns. Ideally the new
office would be established as part of a precinct containing other buildings funded by the
private sector.

With an own and build project the option also still exists for a future Council to fix the
ongoing rental rate and sell the building with Council remaining the long term tenant.
Proceeds of the sale would go to paying off any outstanding debt and the balance used
for future capital works.

Rental Option

If the decision was made to be a tenant, Council will still need to sell assets and repay
debt in order to meet the additional rental commitment. Financial analysis suggests the
annual rental bill would start at $6.74m initially and increase over the life of the building.

In a rate capped environment this cost of rental would mean Council would need to sell
assets to reduce existing debt servicing or reduce expenditures in other areas to fund
the additional rental costs.

The annual costs of renting and owning/building start out to be relatively comparable.
Over time however the costs are considerably different (see earlier net present cost
statement). An important difference between the own and build option is the annual
costs of own and build are constant and after 25 years disappear whereas the annual
cost of the rental option increases for the period of the tenancy agreement.



Greater Geelong City Council 25 September 2018
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 12

Cr Murnane moved, Cr Harwood seconded -
That Council:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

7)

8)

9)

Reaffirm its commitment to the new Central Administrative Office
Accommodation project and approve the scope to be:

1.1) 10,000m2 office (gross floor area);
1.2) 120 car parks; and
1.3) Active street level retail (allow 300m2).

Require any additional scope to the project (e.g. additional car parks and/or
early learning centre) be the subject of a separate business case and budget
discussion and be considered in the context of any future CBD car parking
strategy and/or Social Infrastructure Plan to be completed;

Confirm the site selection criteria as:

3.1) Capacity of site to accommodate a building with a minimum floor plate
size of 1,200m2;

3.2) Access to site;

3.3) Site opportunities and constraints;

3.4) Civic presence;

3.5) Economic development/revitalisation of Central Geelong; and
3.6) Site availability.

Confirm the project budget to be up to $91m (per existing 2018/19 budget and
strategic resource plan);

Confirm that its preference is to be the owner of the project;

Fund the project from borrowings but reduce the net cost of borrowings to
$50m over the first 5 years from sale of surplus property assets and/or by
increasing revenue yield from commercial assets (minimum value $41m);

Confirm that the future use of the City Hall should, subject to sufficient
Government funding being available, include the extension of the Geelong Art
Gallery and part of City Hall be retained for civic meetings and ceremonial
functions;

Support establishment of the new Central Administrative Office
Accommodation project on land owned by the Council at 137 Mercer Street
Geelong as part of a larger civic precinct development; and

Adopt the Submission Review Panel recommendation in relation to the Central
Administrative Office Accommodation Project (see Attachment 3).

* Cr Murrihy entered the meeting room at 7.53pm.

AMENDMENT

Cr Aitken moved, Cr Kontelj seconded -

That Council:

1)

Reaffirm its commitment to the new Central Administrative Office
Accommodation project and approve the scope to be:
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1.1) 10,000m2 office (gross floor area);
1.2) 120 car parks; and
1.3) Active street level retail (allow 300m2).

2) Require any additional scope to the project (e.g. additional car parks and/or
early learning centre) be the subject of a separate business case and budget
discussion and be considered in the context of any future CBD car parking
strategy and/or Social Infrastructure Plan to be completed;

3) Confirm the site selection criteria as:

3.1) Capacity of site to accommodate a building with a minimum floor plate
size of 1,200m2;

3.2) Access to site;

3.3) Site opportunities and constraints;

3.4) Civic presence;

3.5) Economic development/revitalisation of Central Geelong; and

3.6) Site availability.

4) Confirm the project budget to be up to $91m (per existing 2018/19 budget and
strategic resource plan);

5) Confirm that its preference is to be the owner of the project;

6) Fund the project from borrowings but reduce the net cost of borrowings to
$50m over the first 5 years from such funding mechanisms as sale of surplus
property assets and/or by increasing revenue yield from commercial assets
(minimum value $41m);

7) Confirm that the future use of the City Hall should, subject to sufficient
Government funding being available, include the extension of the Geelong Art
Gallery and part of City Hall be retained for civic meetings and ceremonial
functions;

8) Support establishment of the new Central Administrative Office
Accommodation project on land owned by the Council at 137 Mercer Street
Geelong as part of a larger civic precinct development; and

9) Adopt the Submission Review Panel recommendation in relation to the Central
Administrative Office Accommodation Project (see Attachment 3).

The amendment was put and lost. Lost.

The motion was put and carried. Carried.

Division Requested:

For: Crs Aitken, Kontelj, Mason, Mansfield
Against: Crs Murnane, Sullivan, Murrihy, Harwood

The motion was carried on the casting vote of the Mayor.
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Attachment 1

Financial Implications

The financial implications are addressed in the body of the report. Up to $91m has been
allocated for the project which is reflected in the 2018/19 budget and strategic resource
plan.

Community Engagement

As the project planning proceeds it will be essential to involve Council staff and the wider
community in order to encourage input into the precinct plans and the community aspects
of the building itself.

Social Equity Considerations

The consolidation of Council departments into one central location will help to unify the
organisation, deliver increased efficiency and productivity and release surplus assets for
more economic uses.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

There are no legal or statutory implications for the project at the strategic assessment
and business case phases.

A planning and development permit will be required for the new building.

Alignment to Council Plan

This project aligns with the Council Plan - Organisational Leadership, Strategy and
Governance — we have identified one of the Key Priorities as being “Consolidating the
City of Greater Geelong offices”

Conflict of Interest

No officers or contractors involved in the preparation of this report have a direct or indirect
interest in matters to which this report relates

Risk Assessment

The risks associated with the project are able to be managed following normal
management procedures and processes.

Environmental Implications

The cost plans for the new buildings have been prepared assuming a minimum 5.5 star
Green Star Rating. Council’s current policy for large new buildings require a Green Star
rating of 5.

Other environmental implications, if any, will be assessed once a site selection has been
made.
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Attachment 2
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Attachment 3

SUBMISSIONS PANEL REPORT

A panel of seven Councillors convened the Submissions Hearing meeting on 6 September 2018
to consider the submissions received in response to the public notice of the Council resolution to
advertise the proposed recommendations for Central Administrative Office accommodation
project at is meeting on 24 July 2018.

The public notice was published in the Geelong Advertiser on 28 July 2018 and again on 11
August 2018.

151 written submissions were received via “Have your Say”, via “Contact Us” and in person. A
copy of all submissions were provided in full to the panel members and all the Councillors. A
summary of key points of the submissions is noted below.

Two members of the Geelong and Region Branch National Trust of Australia (Victoria) attended
the submissions panel meeting and gave verbal and visual presentations in support of the written
submission, there were also 7 other members of the public in the gallery.

Submitter Submission (Verbal)

1. Summary of key points

e Pointed out the significance of the Town Hall, designed by Joseph
Reed in the 1850’s.

®  Much of the interior of the Town Hall has been altered but some parts
have survived and could be revived.

e Agrees that the Geelong Gallery could expand into some part of the
Town Hall.

e Suggested that the new Civic Administration could consolidate into
the Art Gallery, entrance via the steps in Johnstone Park. The Art
Gallery could move to the new purpose built location, but the original
Art Gallery has the same heritage values of architecture and
continued usage as the Town Hall, so therefore this scenario would
not be appropriate.

e Expressed concerns around the emails from the Gallery to their
members, the emails suggested that the Gallery would take over the
entire Town Hall.

® CONCLUSION : Geelong Region Branch National Trust submits that
the old part of the Town Hall is of such significance it deserves a
Conservation Management Plan of the highest order, and that its
significance of continued use by the elected Council of Greater
Geelong be conserved.

2. Summary of key points
e Commented on the significant civic and heritage importance of City
Hall.

e Believes that the civic and ceremonial function of City Hall should
remain at this historic building.

e Raised concerns around the messaging from the Art Gallery to its
member around the Civic Accommodation does not have a balanced
account of all issues.

¢ CONCLUSION : Melbourne Town Hall still is the centre of civic
functions, lending to them the grace and dignity of its heritage.
Geelong has a building set in a civic and cultural precinct which is just
as significant. It would be the envy of most other municipalities. | and
the Geelong National Trust consider that moving major civic function
from this precinct would undermine its value to the community.
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS

Major themes arising from submissions.

Expansion of the Art Gallery into City Hall

Of the 151 submissions received 117 of those agreed that the Geelong Gallery should
expand into City Hall:

* Expansion of gallery into Town Hall will achieve the gallery's goal for major exhibitions
(2)

* Bigger exhibits at the Gallery will attract more visitors to Geelong (8)

* The Gallery needs more space (10)

Consolidation of Councils Administrative functions into one building:

85 submissions fully supported the consolidation of council administrative functions into
one building:

* City of Geelong should be owner of the building(2)

* Easier for the public when all departments are in the one building (4)

* New building should be in CBD (2)

* Should be located in Moorabool / Ryrie Streets (1)

* Should be a clever and creative building which is sustainable / environmental (3)
 Current spread of 8 separate offices is inefficient (2)

* New Council offices should be located out of CBD and in northern suburbs (2)

* Ensure we allow for growth of staff in the new building (2)

* Keep the regional customer service centres (3)

» Concerns that this will increase rates - happy as long as no financial burden on
ratepayers (2)

* Concerned about relocation costs (1)
* Town Hall should be a museum and café (2)
* Retain ceremonial functions at City Hall (3)

Carparking
* Concerns around parking in and around the building (11)
* Concerns around traffic management and flow around the building (1)

Ideas
* A town square on Gheringhap street with a fountain.
* A walkway above Little Malop street connecting the Gallery Precinct with GPAC.

* An excellent addition would be to have a dedicated children’s gallery, like the Pauline
Gandal Children’s Gallery at the Melbourne museum.

Quote

“To develop the Town Hall precinct into an extension of the Gallery and Cultural precinct
would be welcome. We need to rival Ballarat and Bendigo for attraction. | am sure my
grandfather, T.E Bostock (Lord Mayor 1901-1904) would approve of such an outcome.”
Andrew Bostock
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OFFICER COMMENTS ON THE MAIN POINTS RAISED:
Extension of Gallery into all or part of Town Hall

The great majority of submissions express support for this outcome. Council, via the Project
Advisory Committee, is also supporting this outcome subject to sufficient Government funding
being made available to enable the extension. Council will continue to be an advocate for
the project once it is determined to proceed with the Civic Accommodation consolidation.

Retention of heritage value of Town Hall (Local Government presence)

Planning for the consolidated offices includes provision to retain some municipal use of the
existing Town Hall. The extension of the Gallery will be planned so as to allow sufficient
areas of the building to be used either exclusively by Council or on a shared usage basis.

Proposed building needs to be able to accommodate future growth

This question is one of timing and investment. The proposed building of 10000m2 Gross
Floor Area (GFA) is around 8500m2 of lettable office space (NLA). Officers have used the
current staff numbers as the commencement point (say 800). Assuming a hybrid of activity
based working/open plan we have assumed we need to house 80% of the number (640).
Using guidelines adopted by recent commercial offices (City of Casey, Worksafe, etc.) we
assume 9m2 per workstation — say 5800m2. If we add say 20% to the figure to allow for
growth (10 years) we need a further 1200m2 making a total of 7000m2. City of Casey
occupies 7500m2 in its new offices. To our figure we add a further 600m2 for Councillor
meeting/lounge area, etc. resulting in a requirement of 7600m2 (NLA). We have assumed
8500m2.

If we wish to be even further conservative we can plan the carpark areas so they are easily
convertible to offices in the future and/or we can identify additional commercial/government
tenants and build extra floor space with any debt to be serviced from rentals. We haven’t
taken this step yet but with a positive and certain announcement about the project we can
expect to have to consider approaches in the short term.

Not enough car parking

This issue has been raised by several submitters. Current planning policy being administered
by the Minister for Planning (as evidence with recent larger office approvals) falls well below
the previous 1 park per 30m2 ratio. WorkSafe building is 15000m2 with 150 car parks.

Council’s consolidated office will provide 120 car parking spaces for 10000m2 (GFA). Some
recent approvals by the Minister (Brougham street and in Ryrie Street) the car park ratio to
GFA has been approximately 1 car park for every 200m2 of floor space. So for a building of
10000m2 of GFA if we were to be consistent with these approvals we would provide 50
carparks. We are well in excess of that by proposing 120.

The Government and Council is promoting reduced car usage in accessing and egressing
the City however until public transport becomes more attractive to users many employees
will continue to use cars.

As part of Council’'s new accommodation project thought will be given to incentives to sponsor
more use of public transport. A site close to the rail station helps, excellent high level “end
of trip” facilities such as shower areas and change rooms, bicycle parking stations and a
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strategy to allow employees to freely park on the City periphery with bus access to and from
the work place will all help alleviate reliance upon cars and particularly CBD congestion.

At around $30k per car park construction (podium parking) the project cost of adding an
additional 100 free spaces for staff parking is considerable.

Council also owns a number of CBD car parks so if there was a need to transition to more
than 120 spaces Council could elect to use some of the existing reserved parking spaces it
owns for staff car parking. This would have a minor budget impact on car parking revenues
if the parking was freely available.

Impact on rates

Council’s current proposal funds the new project from a combination of borrowings and
property sales. With the cost of debt servicing being recovered from cost savings on
consolidation the objective is to complete this new asset project with no adverse impact on
rating levels.

Environment outcomes
The completed building will be designed to include high Environmentally Sustainable
outcomes. Reduction of vehicle usage, if achievable, will also help reduce carbon levels.

Recommendation of the Panel

The Panel recommends that Council agree with the concept that Civic and Ceremonial
Functions be retained at City Hall and reflect this in planning the Civic Accommodation
project.
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3. YOUTH COUNCIL ADVISORY COMMITTEE - TERMS OF REFERENCE

Source: Community Life

Acting Director: Robyn Stevens

Portfolio: Leadership and Governance
Purpose

To seek Council endorsement to establish a Youth Council by approving Terms of
Reference for the Youth Council Advisory Committee.

Background

The Citizens Jury handed down its report in January 2017, including a recommendation
to convene a Junior Council. The Citizens’ Jury recommendation noted that Junior
Councillors should be nominated from Years 10, 11, 12 students from local private and
public schools.

The State Government responded to and endorsed the Citizens’ Jury
recommendations and the City commenced planning for a Youth Council.

The Youth Council will provide opportunities for young people to be considered in
Council decision making, provide advice to Council on specific issues, engage in civic
leadership and gain insight into the functions of Council. The Youth Council will also
be responsible for planning and holding an annual Greater Geelong Youth Summit.

Key Issues

» The Youth Council will be established as an Advisory Committee of Council and the
role of the Junior Mayor will be to report quarterly to Council on the
recommendations from the Youth Council meetings.

+ A terms of reference has been established to guide the function and operation of
the Youth Council (Attachment 2).

* Nominations for Youth Council will open between 15 October and 15 November
2018 with the operation of the Youth Council commencing from January 2019 for a
one year term.

* Membership will include equal representation across the municipality with 3
members from each Council ward and eligibility for membership includes young
people aged between 12 and 17 years of age living in the municipality.

» A Junior Mayor to be elected by the Youth Council at its first meeting.

» Elected members are required to become members of the Youth Advisory Group
(YAG) in their ward and the YAG members will vote for their Youth Council
representatives in accordance with the Terms of Reference.
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Cr Aiken moved, Cr Mansfield seconded -
That Council:
1) endorse the Terms of Reference for the Youth Council Advisory Committee;

2) note that officers will commence the engagement of young people for the
establishment of a Youth Council to commence in January 2019; and

3) formally reviews the Youth Council Advisory Committee Terms of Reference
by 25 September 2019 with a major focus being has the Youth Council
Advisory Committee provided a diversity of youth representation in Geelong.

Carried.
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Attachment 1

Financial Implications

An allocation of $20,000 to support the Youth Council has been made in the 2018/2019
budget. Further budget allocations will be required to support the Youth Council in
future years.

Community Engagement

Led by our Youth Development Unit, a comprehensive program to engage young
people will be developed as part of the establishment of the Youth Council. This will
include connection with schools, our existing programs and groups as well as the use
of social media platforms.

Social Equity Considerations

The Youth Council will provide increased opportunities for young people to be included
and to participate in civic life. The program aimed at building leadership will ensure
young people have a voice, can share their insights and concerns and the particular
issues for young people are considered in decision making.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

The Citizens’ Jury report of January 2017 included a recommendation to convene a
Junior Council. The findings of this report were endorsed by the State Government.
The establishment of a Youth Council has been made in response to this report.
Alignment to Council Plan

The development of a Youth Council is an action included in the Council Plan to support
the priority area of organisational leadership, strategy and governance. In addition the
Youth Council will support the creation of a more inclusive and diverse community
through the development of a program that supports young people in our community.
Conflict of Interest

No officer involved in the preparation of this report has any conflicts of interest.

Risk Assessment

The Youth Council Advisory Committee will provide advice to Council on issues and
priorities pertaining to young people within our communities.

Environmental Implications

Not applicable.
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1. SUMMARY

Youth Council provides opportunities for young people to participate and learn about
civic and democratic processes and provides a mechanism for Council to receive
advice an input from young people about youth-specific issues.

The Youth Council will be representative of council wards and led by a Youth Mayor
who will report periodically to Council.

The Council wishes to introduce a Junior Council as an advisory committee to Council
in accordance with these terms of reference.

2. OBJECTIVES
The Committee is established to:

e provide an opportunity for the voice of Geelong’s youth to be considered in decision
making of the Council;

e provide advice to Council on specific issues;
e engage youth in civic leadership; and

e provide an opportunity for young people to gain experience of and insight into the
functions of Council.

The Committee shall also be responsible for planning and implementing an annual
Youth Summit.

3. DEFINITIONS
Chairperson means the person elected in accordance with clause 4.3 herein.

City means the administrative organisation of the Council, led by the Chief Executive
Officer.

Committee means the Youth Council Advisory Committee.

Council means the Greater Geelong City Council constituted in accordance with the
Local Government Act (Vic) 1989.

Eligible People means people who are residents of the municipality of the City of
Greater Geelong aged between 12 and 17 years at the time of nomination.

Meeting Procedures Local Law 2017 means the local law adopted by Council in
accordance with section 91 of the Local Government Act (Vic) 1989.

Member means a member of this Committee.



Youth Council — Advisory Committee Version

Terms of Voting means the terms set by the Director, Community Life, from time to
time outlining the terms and conditions for conducting a vote for Members from the
constituency of the Youth Advisory Reference Groups.

Vote means a vote received which complies with the Terms of Voting.

Ward has the same meaning as the wards determined by the Victorian Government
from time to time for the Greater Geelong City Council.

Youth Advisory Reference Group means one or all of the groups established by the
City’s Community Life directorate from time to time. One Youth Advisory Reference
Group shall operate for each Ward.

Youth Council means the collective members of the Committee.

Youth Summit means an open public forum conducted by the City which invites the
youth in the community to attend and provide input into issues that matter to them.

Youth Survey means the annual survey of the municipalities’ youth conducted by the
Director, Community Life, to identify issues and trends which affect the interests of
youth in the community.

4. TERMS OF REFERENCE
4.1. Term of the Committee

This Committee commences on 15 January 2019 and will continue unless
otherwise determined by the Council.

4.2. Membership of the Committee
4.2.1. The Committee shall consist of three Members from each Ward.

4.2.2. The City shall call for nominations for Members each year. Information
and support will be provided by the City to encourage nominations from
young people from diverse backgrounds and experiences. The
nomination period opens on 15 October 2018 and closes on 15
November. Nominations must be in the form at attachment 1
(Nomination Form) to these terms and submitted to:

The Executive Manager, Governance and Legal Services

By mail: City Hall
30 Gheringhap Street
Geelong VIC 3220

By email: ~ governance@geelongcity.vic.gov.au

4.2.3. Eligible People must submit their own nomination to become Members.

4.2.4. Nominees must submit a parent or guardian consent to participate in the
Committee with their nomination (as set out in the Nomination Form).

4.2.5. If more than three nominations for Members are received for a Ward, the
members of the Youth Advisory Reference Group in that Ward will be
asked to vote for the nominees. Voting must be conducted in accordance
with the Terms of Voting at attachment 2. The three people who are
nominated and who receive the most votes shall automatically become
Members.

FAHPRM\RM\TRIM\TEMP\HPTRIM.10484\D18-401543 25-09-2018 - Youth Council - Terms of Reference - FINAL.DOCXPage
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4.3.

4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

4.9.

4.2.6. If no more than three nominations for Members are received for any
Ward, those Eligible People nominated shall automatically become
Members.

4.2.7. Members will be appointed for a term of one year.

4.2.8. Members may serve for three consecutive terms of one year. After three
years continuous service, a Member must retire from the Committee and
is no longer eligible to become a Member.

4.2.9. Elected Members must become members of the City’s Youth Advisory
Group for their respective Ward.

Chairperson to be Junior Mayor

4.3.1. A Chairperson of the Committee must be elected by the Members at the
first Committee meeting of each year.

4.3.2. The election of the Chairperson shall be conducted in accordance with
the procedures set out for the election of the Mayor in the Meeting
Procedures Local Law 2017.

4.3.3. The term of appointment of the Chairperson is one year.
4.3.4. The Chairperson shall be known as the Mayor of the Youth Council.
Committee Charter

At its first meeting of the year, the Members must agree on a Committee Charter
which will set out the agreed behaviours of Members.

Authority of the Committee

The Committee is an advisory committee of Council and has no delegated
authority to act on behalf of Council.

Meeting Procedure
4.6.1. The Committee shall meet as set out in attachment 3 to these terms.

4.6.2. Meeting agendas shall be set by the Director, Community Life based on
the findings of the Youth Survey and the Council Plan, or any other
relevant matters at the discretion of the Director, Community Life

4.6.3. The Council may request that the Committee consider specific issues or
reports at a meeting and provide advice by a report to Council.

4.6.4. Meetings of the Committee will be conducted in accordance with the
procedures set out in the Council’s Meeting Procedures Local Law 2017.

Reporting Requirements

The Committee through the Junior Mayor shall report to Council to the next
Council meeting after 15 April, 15 June, 15 August and 15 October each year.

Secretariat

4.8.1. Secretariat support for the Committee will be provided by the Director,
Community Life.

4.8.2. Minutes of each Committee meeting shall be published on the City’s
website.

Facilities & Resources

4.9.1. Meetings of the Committee will be held at City Hall unless otherwise
determined by the Director, Community Life.

FAHPRM\RM\TRIM\TEMP\HPTRIM.10484\D18-401543 25-09-2018 - Youth Council - Terms of Reference - FINAL.DOCXPage
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4.9.2. All necessary administrative resources shall be provided to support the
Committee by the Director, Community Life.

5. QUALITY RECORDS

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

Record

Retention/Disposal
Responsibility

Retention
Period

Location

ATTACHMENTS
Terms of Voting

Nomination form

w N 2o

Meeting schedule

FAHPRM\RM\TRIM\TEMP\HPTRIM.10484\D18-401543 25-09-2018 - Youth Council - Terms of Reference - FINAL.DOCXPage
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Attachment 1 — Terms of Voting

1. Only members of the Youth Advisory Group are eligible to vote.

2. Voting will be Ward-based. A Youth Advisory Group member can only vote for
nominees for the Ward that a Youth Advisory Group member resides in.

3. One vote per member of the Youth Advisory Groups.

4. The City will circulate electronic voting forms to members of the Youth Advisory
Groups.

5. Votes must be submitted to the City electronically and must be received by
5:00pm on the last day of voting nominated by the City.

FAHPRM\RM\TRIM\TEMP\HPTRIM.10484\D18-401543 25-09-2018 - Youth Council - Terms of Reference - FINAL.DOCXPage
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Attachment 2 — Nomination Form

Nominee Name:

Date of Birth: / /
Address:

Email Address:

Phone No:

Version

Parent/Guardian Consent

Committee. | hereby consent to ......

.................................. , am the parent/guardian of

who has nominated to become a Member of the

becoming a Member of the Committee and participating in the Committee for the year

of nomination.

SIgNEA: . e
Date: / /

City Use Only

Ward: Bellarine Brownbill Kardinia Windemere
Resident: Y/N

Eligible Member:  Y/N

FAHPRM\RM\TRIM\TEMP\HPTRIM.10484\D18-401543 25-09-2018 - Youth Council - Terms of Reference - FINAL.DOCXPage
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Attachment 3 — Meeting schedule

Version

Date Meeting type Purpose Report to Council
Week 4, January Induction; Introduction to N/A
Meeting Council; draft
Committee Charter;
Elect Junior Mayor
Week 2, March Workshop 1; Develop Youth 15 April
Meeting Council Plan; Adopt
Youth Council Plan
Week 2, May Workshop 2; Consider Youth 15 May
Meeting Priorities 1 & 2;
Advice to Council
Week 2, July Workshop 3; Consider Youth 15 August
Meeting Priorities 3 & 4;
Planning for Youth
Summit; Advice to
Council
Week 2 September | Workshop 4; Planning for Youth 15 October
Meeting Summit; Advice to
Council on Youth
Council Plan
15 October Youth Summit Graduation and civic | N/A
recognition of
Members

FAHPRM\RM\TRIM\TEMP\HPTRIM.10484\D18-401543 25-09-2018 - Youth Council - Terms of Reference - FINAL.DOCXPage
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4. ELECTRONIC GAMING MACHINES APPLICATION - GEELONG RSL

Source: Community Life - Healthy Communities
Acting Director: Robyn Stevens

Portfolio Community Health and Safety
Purpose

To present a proposed response to the RSL Geelong Sub-branch application for
additional electronic gaming machine (EGM) licenses for Council endorsement and
submission to the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation (VCGLR).

Background

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch (the applicant) operates electronic gaming machines
(EGMs) at their venue in Belmont and currently holds 42 licenses. They have applied
to the VCGLR for an additional 30 licenses. The additional licenses are available due
to 100 licenses being returned to the available licenses market by the Geelong Football
Club who have divested their machines.

Council adopted its Electronic Gaming Policy in May 2017, which guides Council on
how it will respond to applications to the VCGLR.

Council’s options in response to this application include making no submission to the
VCGLR hearing, making a submission for noting at the hearing or engaging counsel to
present and argue the submission at the hearing. In this instance it is proposed that a
submission is made for noting at the hearing.

Key Issues

» The applicant’s Social and Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA) proposes that
there may be some benefits of additional EGMs at the venue to the community.
The City has reviewed this SEIA, given the Electronic Gaming Policy in May 2017
and community feedback, and has concluded there will be net community
detriment should the application be successful for the following reasons:

o the applicant identifies that gambling losses at the venue will be approximately
$2.9 million in the first twelve months;

o community members have expressed views that granting the increase will
have a negative impact on the community; and

o the layout of the building does not conform to best practice standards for a
gaming venue.

» A proposed response to the RSL Geelong Sub-branch application to the VCGLR,
which includes a review of the applicant’'s SEIA, recommends that the City of
Greater Geelong does not support the application for additional EGM licenses at
the Geelong RSL Sub-branch (see Attachment 2).
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Cr Mason moved, Cr Mansfield seconded -
That Council:

1) note that the purpose of the Electronic Gaming Machine Policy 2017 is to
guide Council responses to gaming proposals and planning applications
within the municipality of Geelong and to reduce the negative impacts of
problem gambling resulting from EGMs; and

2) endorse the proposed response to the VCGLR, which does not support an
increase to the number of electronic gaming machines at the RSL Geelong
Sub-branch, and that this response be forwarded to the VCGLR for noting at
the hearing.

Carried

Division Requested:

For: Crs Aitken, Mansfield, Harwood, Murrihy, Murnane, Mason
Against: Crs Kontelj, Sullivan
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Attachment 1

Discussion

The layout of the RSL Geelong Sub-branch building does not conform to best practice
standards for gaming venues. In particular, families seated at the bistro can see and
hear the EGMs in operation. Communication with the applicant’s representative have
commenced regarding this matter, however, this issue was not resolved at the time of
writing this report.

The venue is adjacent to the Barwon Health — Prevention and Recovery Care (PARC)
program, and the Salvation Army - SalvoConnect - Women Services.

The Geelong municipality currently has a total of 1,292 EGMs. This is a ranking of 1
relative to Victorian Local Government Areas, with 334 more EGMs than the next
largest municipality.

Community concerns have demonstrated the belief that an increase in licenses will
have detrimental effects on the community including but not limited to a number of
reasons.

Problem gambling is expected to increase in the community should the application be
approved.

Financial Implications

There is no financial cost to Council to make a submission for noting at the hearing
other than officer time in preparing the application review.

There is a financial cost to Council to present and argue the proposed response at the
VCGLR as it would require engaging counsel and an expert witness to speak on behalf
of Council and cross examine the applicant at the Tribunal. The cost for similar action
in the Lara Hotel's application in 2011 was just under $35,000 and the cost in 2018
would be expected to be higher.

There is no budget currently allocated for this expense.

Community Engagement

The City has informed and consulted with residents of the City of Greater Geelong a
number of ways.

A ‘Have Your Say’ survey on Geelong Australia website. There were 500 page views
recorded to the ‘Have Your Say’ page and a total of 87 people completed the survey.
30.3% of respondents completing the survey were recorded as being from ‘other’ parts
of the municipality with the second highest response being from ‘Belmont’ at 18.4%.
34.5% of respondents were aged between 35-49 years old with 50-59 year age group
being the second highest group represented at 19.5%. 58.6% of the respondents were
female and 37.9% male, 3.4% of respondents chose not to say their gender.

Face to face public information session held at the Belmont Library on Wednesday 29
August from 11:00am-1:00pm. Council officers were present with two representatives
from the applicant as well as one person from their legal team. Two community
members attended to ask questions about the application.

Written and verbal communication with affected organisations proximal to the venue,
such as the Barwon Health Prevention and Recovery Care (PARC) program, and the
Salvation Army — SalvoConnect — Women'’s Services.
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These organisations indicated that they may make individual submissions to the
VCGLR official media release and promotion of opportunities to ‘Have Your Say’ via
printed media.

Social Equity Considerations

Council’s Electronic Gaming Policy 2017, and the outcomes of the assessment of this
application, is consistent with the adopted social equity principles.
Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

The purpose of Council’s Electronic Gaming Policy (the Policy) is to guide Council
responses to gaming proposals and planning applications within the municipality of
Geelong. Problem gambling can exist in many gambling contexts, including electronic
gaming machines (EGMs), table games, horse racing and sports betting. While
recognising some positive impacts from electronic gaming on the community, a key
objective of the Policy is to reduce the negative impacts of problem gambling resulting
from EGMs by:

a) influencing the location of EGMs within the City of Greater Geelong municipality;
b) taking an advocacy role in relation to government policies;

c) adopting a community development role in terms of engaging and informing the
community on issues relating to problem gambling harm; and

d) facilitating research of the extent and effects of problem gambling in the
municipality.

Alignment to Council Plan

This report aligns with the Council Plan 2018-2022 strategic priority area 1 — Improved

Health and Safety of Our Community.

Conflict of Interest

No direct or indirect officer conflict of interest exists.

Risk Assessment

If the RSL Geelong Sub-branch is successful there is a risk of increased problem
gambling and problem related losses in the local community.

Environmental Implications

There are no environmental implications for the recommendation.
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The RSL Geelong Sub-branch, 50-54 Barwon Heads Rd, Belmont, is seeking approval from the Victorian
Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation (VCGLR) to increase its Electronic Gaming Machines
(EGMs) licences by 30 at the RSL Geelong Sub-branch. The City of Greater Geelong (the City) has
undertaken an assessment of the impacts this increase would have on the community and the results of
this assessment are contained with this report. The City notes that VCGLR entitlements register indicates
the RSL Geelong Sub-branch currently holds forty two (42) Electronic Gaming Machines entitlements.

Sections 2, 3 and 4.1 of this response provide an overview of the application and the City’s approach to
framework development, and venue and application analysis. Sections 4.2 and 4.3 provide an overview of
the legislative and regulatory background, and the remaining sections of the document further explain the
City’s position on the application.

In considering the impacts of this application the City concludes that increasing EGM licenses would have
a detrimental impact on the local community, including but not limited to the following:

community concerns have demonstrated the belief that an increase in licenses will have a detrimental
effect on the community;

the venue is adjacent to the Barwon Health — Prevention and Recovery Care (PARC) program, and the
Salvation Army - SalvoConnect - Women Services;

The Geelong municipality currently has a total of 1,292 EGMs. This is a ranking of 1 relative to Victorian
Local Government Areas; and

Problem gambling is expected to increase in the community should the application be approved.

The application identifies some benefits to the increase, which include employment increases and a
community funding program. These benefits are modest in relation to gambling losses however and remain
offset by the expected detrimental effects on the community of any further VCGLR approval of Electronic
Gaming Machines licenses.



The City received notification from the Commission on Friday 10 August 2018 that the RSL Geelong Sub-
branch are applying to increase EGMs from 42 to 72, at the RSL located at 50-54 Barwon Heads Rd,
Belmont. A received copy of the application includes the RSL’s Social and Economic Impact Statement
(SEIS).

In accordance with the Gambling Regulation Act (3.3.6) the City is submitting a response to the application.
In developing the response, the City has:

established and further developed a framework to guide the analysis of the SEIS based on a review of
existing evidence relating to the effects of gambling, as well as previous Supreme Court, Victorian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) and VCGLR decisions that guide how the social and economic
impacts of EGM applications should be considered; and

Analysed the demographic and socio-economic profile of the venue’s catchment and accessibility,
alternative recreation opportunities, existing EGM regional densities, and EGM gambling losses.



The RSL Geelong Sub-branch in Belmont operates as a standard suburban venue offering a relatively low
cost informal dining option and a social meeting place for local community members. It currently includes
a 200 seat bistro open daily for meals, a welfare service for members (returned soldiers), and a TAB and
sports bar.

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch in the City of Greater Geelong is seeking to operate 30 more EGMs at the
venue. A planning permit received 9 July 2018 to the City, outlines the proposed redevelopment and
refurbishment of the venue in Belmont at an estimated cost of $4.4 million. This will include an increased
bistro seating capacity to 300 seats, a staged area for entertainment, an upgraded kitchen, an increase in
the total area inside the green line (gambling area) and red line (alcohol area), and an external change to
the front facing fagade.

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch has agreed to donate $30,000 dollars per year for the next three years to
local community programs nominated by the Geelong Football Club.

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch has indicated that approving the licences application will allow for the
employment of fifteen permanent staff, and casual entertainers on a regular basis.



DEFINING SOCIAL IMPACTS

Social impacts can be defined as “the consequence to human populations of any public or private actions
that alter the ways in which people live, work, play, relate to one another, organise to meet their needs and
generally cope as members of society. This includes cultural impacts involving changes to the norms,
values and beliefs that guide and rationalise their thinking about themselves and their society”.1

Social and Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA) can be defined as “the process of analysing (predicting,
evaluating and reflecting) and managing the intended and unintended consequences on the human
environment of planned interventions (policies, programs, plans, projects) and any social change
processes invoked by those interventions so as to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical
and human environment”2.

The City’s SEIA has adopted the above definitions in seeking to understand the potential impact of the
proposed installation of EGMs on the local community.

The SEIA also seeks to understand the direct economic effects of the proposed installation of EGMs at the
Belmont venue. Local economic issues such as employment and local expenditure have social
consequences, and therefore were considered as part of the SEIA.

STATUTORY FRAMEWORK

The legislation and policies that regulate the EGM industry are the primary determinant of how the social
and economic impacts of a proposal should be assessed and the scope of impacts that should be
considered. The regulatory and policy environment is outlined in this section.

GAMING REGULATION

The location of EGMs in Victoria is regulated by the Gaming Regulations Act (2003). The purpose of
Chapter 3 of the Act is to establish a system for the regulation, supervision and control of gaming machines
and gaming equipment, which includes the aim of fostering responsible gambling in order to: “(i) minimise
harm caused by problem gambling; and (ii) accommodate those who gamble without harming themselves
or others.”

Chapter 3 of the Act also seeks to: “(a) provide for the allocation of gaming machine entitlements in order
to maximise the financial and social benefits to the Victorian community within the regulatory framework
applying to the allocation of entitlements.”

Section 3.3.7 of the Act identifies the matters to be considered in determining applications for gaming
venues. The VCGLR must not grant an application for approval of premises as suitable for gaming unless
satisfied that: “(c) the net economic and social impact of approval will not be detrimental to the well-being
of the community of the municipal district in which they are located.”

A number of cases have provided further clarification regarding interpretation of Section 3.3.7 of the Act.
In Branbeau P/L v VCGR [2005], VCAT noted that: “The test does not require the Commission (or, on
review, the tribunal) to be satisfied that there will be a net positive economic and social impact of approval;
it is sufficient that the Commission (or, on review, the tribunal) be satisfied that the net economic and social
impact of approval will be either neutral or positive.”

In the VCGR’s decision in regard to Club ltalia Sporting Club Inc. (2010), the Commission accepted the
notion that: “it is not fair enough for the Commission to be satisfied that there may be no net detriment or
to undertake the assessment on the basis that certain impacts may occur or that they may be positive. The
Commission must be satisfied that there will be no net detriment.”

CONSIDERATION OF PROBLEM GAMBLING

Various VCAT cases have reinforced the need to consider the potential incidence of problem gambling
when assessing applications for EGMs. Overwhelmingly, recent decisions have supported two broad
notions about the incidence of problem gambling. These notions are also generally supported by academic
literature (see Section 3.5):

' The Interorganisational Committee on Principles (2003) Guidelines for Social Impact Assessment
2 Vanclay F (2003) ‘International principles for social impact assessment’, Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, vol. 21,
no. 1, pp. 5-11.



the higher the number of gaming machines in a local area, the higher the likelihood of problem gambling
in the local community; and

The incidence of problem gambling is higher in areas characterised by socioeconomic disadvantage.

In the VCAT case Branbeau P/L v VCGR [2005], the tribunal declared: “Recent legislative and government
policy concerning the location of gaming in Victoria seems to be based on two theories. First, problem
gambling is more likely if an area has a high number of gaming machines per adult person. Second, problem
gambling is more likely if an area is relatively poor. Certainly, these theories form the foundation of the
regional limits on gaming provided for in Section 3.2.4 of the Act.”

LOCAL POLICY FRAMEWORK

Existing VCGLR and VCAT cases have suggested that local policies be given due consideration in the
assessment of EGM proposals.

City of Greater Geelong has a number of local policies that relate directly to the location of new EGMs
within the municipality. The sections of these policies that are most relevant to this proposal are outlined
below.

Greater Geelong Planning Scheme Clause 22.57

An amendment was made to the City of Greater Geelong Planning Scheme in October 2010 to include a
new local gaming policy (Clause 22.57). The clause gives specific guidance as to where gaming machines
in the municipality should be located and what venues are considered appropriate.

The content of Clause 22.57 is based upon the recommendations found in the City of Greater Geelong’s
Gaming Policy Framework, developed in October 2007. The inclusion of Clause 22.57 in the scheme went
through a process of public exhibition and an independent planning panel assessment.

The local Planning Scheme, in Clause 22.57, notes that:

“Greater Geelong has a high overall density of gaming machines and a level exceeding the Melbourne
and State averages.”

“Although gaming machines may be accessible to the community as a form of entertainment, they should
not be convenient, so that a pre-determined decision is required to gamble.”

Clause 22.57 offers guidance regarding the areas that are considered appropriate to locate EGMs. The
clause states that gaming machines should be located in areas:

“Where they will contribute toward a redistribution of gaming machines away from disadvantaged areas
as defined by the SEIFA index of Relative Disadvantage.”

“Where socio-economic disadvantage is relatively lower.”

“Where the community has a choice of non-gaming entertainment and recreation activities and
established social infrastructure, some of which operate during the times that the proposed gaming
machines will operate in the local area.”

“Where the electronic gaming machine density of the locality and its catchment is equal to or below the
overall municipal average.”

“Where the population is growing or expected to grow.”

Clause 22.57 also offers guidance regarding what would be considered as an appropriate site for EGMs.
The clause states that gaming machines should be located on sites:

“That minimise the likelihood of people passing the venue in the course of their usual business or
everyday activities.”

“Near activity centres, or at a sports or recreation club with a land holding of more than 2 hectares.”
Clause 22.57 considers venues that are most appropriate for EGMs to include those that:
“Promote non-gaming activities that increase net community benefit.”

“Offer social, entertainment or recreational opportunities other than gaming as the primary purpose of
the venue.”

“Have a range of entertainment and leisure options.”

“Promote responsible gaming practices.”



Greater Geelong Gaming Policy Framework (2007)

The Greater Geelong Gaming Policy Framework, developed in 2007, provides further detail regarding
Council’s principles for the preferred location of gaming venues.

Location related principles highlighted in the framework include:

“Proposals for gaming machines should be able to demonstrate that the chosen location could reasonably
be perceived as a destination in its own right. This would be achieved by gaming machines and
associated uses being separated from shopping centres, key public transport facilities and major
community facilities involving a high concentration of people undertaking daily activities.”

“Gaming machines should not be conveniently accessible to shops.”

“Gaming machines and any associated recreation and entertainment facilities should not be located
where these uses will be incompatible with the predominant surrounding land use.”

“It is preferred that gaming machines are located in venues which:
have a range of other entertainment and leisure options;
make non-gaming social and recreational activities the primary purpose of the venue; and

Limit their hours of operation.”

Greater Geelong Electronic Gaming Policy (2017)

The City of Greater Geelong Strategic Gaming Policy, approved by Council in May 2017, formalises and
communicates the City’s approach to gaming in the Greater Geelong community.

The policy articulates when Council will and will not support applications for gaming machines, based on
the socio-economic status of the local population. The primary tool for assessing the socio-economic status
being the use of Socio-Economic Index of Areas (SEIFA) Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage
(IRSD) data. The policy provides an evidence-based approach to Council decision-making regarding
gaming applications.

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch falls in an area that has a SEIFA disadvantage score of 998.0.

The policy prescribes that EGMs should not be located in an area where there is an uneven spread of
EGMs in the municipality, Council will discourage an increase in the number of machines in areas where
disadvantage scores (SEIFA levels) and EGM/adult density is higher than the State average. Council is
also cognisant of the Tribunal’s decision in Werribee Football Club, Wyndham, 2009 (application for EGMs),
“...under this policy, if rigidly adhered to, there is no ability for the council to assess individual applications
on their merits." Council has therefore conducted a social and economic assessment of the proposal to
examine the application by the RSL Geelong Sub-branch.

SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT CONSIDERATIONS

The variables considered in this assessment have been informed by the scope defined in the Gaming
Regulations Act 2003, legal precedent, Council’s relevant policies and the widely accepted definitions of
SEISs. The consideration includes, the impact and incidence of problem gambling in the local community,
the direct economic impacts of the proposal, including changes in local employment, the social impact of
support funding to be provided to the local community as part of the proposal and the impact on the local
community’s recreation and entertainment opportunities.

PROBLEM GAMBLING

The Productivity Commission, in its 2010 inquiry into gambling, identified the following definition of problem
gambling: “Problem gambling is characterised by difficulties in limiting money and/or time spent on
gambling which leads to adverse consequences for the gamblers, others, or for the community.”

The City adopted the Productivity Commission’s definition as it sought to understand the impact that the
additional EGMs may have on the local community. The Productivity Commission estimates that: between
0.5% and 1.0% of Australian adults can be considered to have severe problems with gambling; another
1.4% to 2.1% of adults are experiencing moderate risks that make them prone to problem gambling; and
between 20% and 60% of EGM expenditure comes from those that can be considered problem gamblers.*

3 Productivity Commission (2010) “Gambling — Inquiry Report Volume 1”, Section 3.8, pp. 140
4 Productivity Commission (2010) “Gambling — Inquiry Report Volume 17, Section 5.1
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Vulnerable communities

Academic evidence supports the notion that gaming machines are more likely to be located in
disadvantaged areas and that expenditure is higher in these areas®. Further to this, communities
characterised by socio-economic disadvantage are more vulnerable to problem gambling and the negative
impacts of gambling.® This view is reinforced in the Productivity Commission’s inquiry into Australia’s
gambling industries.” As noted earlier, the regulation of Victoria’s gaming industry is, in part, founded upon
this notion.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) SEIFA is seen as a valid and reliable measure of general socio-
economic advantage or disadvantage in local communities. The SEIFA index has been adopted to help
assess the vulnerability of local communities to problem gambling. Specifically, the SEIFA, developed from
2016 ABS Census data, has been used as a proxy for measuring an overall level of socio-economic
disadvantage in communities subject to this assessment.

The Productivity Commission has noted that financial stress is the most frequent trigger for problem
gambling.? An individual's lack of ability to respond to significant financial change (such as a loss of
employment, a rise in housing costs, or significant medical costs) can be seen as an indicator of problem
gambling vulnerability. Consequently, this assessment will utilise housing stress data, and data on the
proportion of low-income households as an additional proxy for measuring problem gambling vulnerability
in local communities. In addition, evidence suggests that members of one parent families are more
susceptible to problem gambling.® This assessment will also utilise data on this demographic group to help
assess vulnerability to problem gambling.

Witness for applicant states that, as the modest machine net revenue of $143 per EGM (per day) indicates
that problem gambling is not an issue at the venue — a view with which the Commission appears to concur.
Old Town ‘N Country Tavern, 6 EGMs, Wangaratta, 2014, Approved Pre-2011: The Commission asserts
that expenditure on EGMs, rather than density of EGMs, should be the main concern, adding: "It is losses
occasioned at EGMs which constitute the worrying factor, rather than the existence of EGMs." Point Cook
Hotel, Wyndham, 2007 [venue application].

Pre-2011 Catchments: note that in light of a patron survey (showing that many patrons come from a
reasonable distance) it is not wise to place too much emphasis upon residents within 1km of the venue.
Matthew Flinders Taverner, Monash, 2009 (application for further EGMs).

EGM accessibility and density

Academic literature supports the notion that accessibility to EGMs is related to a community’s vulnerability
to problem gambling'®. The literature identifies a number of key variables that influence a community’s
access to EGMs. These include location, the number of EGMs per adult in the local community (EGM
density), number of venues and social accessibility of venues''. The availability of gambling products in
the community, often termed accessibility, has frequently been linked to problem gambling.'?

In its 1999 inquiry into Australia’s gambling industries, the Productivity Commission found that there is a
positive relationship between increases in EGM density and increases in gambling. The Productivity
Commission examined this relationship once again using data from 2006-07 and 2008-09' and also found
a positive correlation.

Research undertaken in Australasia by Storer, Abbott and Stubbs (2009) and Judith Stubbs and Associates
(2005 & 2007) since the Commission’s 1999 inquiry demonstrated a linear relationship between gaming
machine density and the prevalence of problem gaming'.

S Rintoul, AC, Livingstone, C, Mellor, AP & Jolley, D 2012, ‘Modelling vulnerability to gambling related harm: how
disadvantage predicts gambling losses’, Addiction Research & Theory, vol. 21, no. 4, pp. 329-38

8 Livingston, C (2006). “The Changing EGM Industry and Technology”, Department of Justice
7 Productivity Commission (1999)
8 Productivity Commission (1999).

® Abbott, M., Hare, S., Jolley, D., Marshall, P., MacMillen, J., Villaneuva, E and Volberg, R. (2011) The Victorian Gambling
Study: a longitudinal study of gambling and public health — wave two findings. Department of Justice, Melbourne.

10 Productivity Commission (1999); ANU (2004); KPMG (1999).
" ibid
12 Vasiliadis, SD, Jackson, AC, Christensen, D & Francis, K 2013, ‘Physical accessibility of gaming opportunity and its

relationship to gaming involvement and problem gambling: a systematic review’, Journal of Gambling Issues, vol. 28,
pp. 1-46

3 The 2008-09 data was largely provided by gambling regulators and indicated a weaker, but still positive relationship
between gaming machine density and expenditure. 2008-09 results must be compared with caution as they are from a
different source than those between 1998-2007.

4 Judith Stubbs & Associates (2005 & 2007) noted that the linear relationship was not apparent for low or moderate risk
gamblers



A number of Australian studies reviewed in the Productivity Commission’s 2010 Inquiry into Gambling
(Delfabbro 2002; Stubbs and Storer 2002, 2005 and 2007; Diamond, 2009) have found a positive
relationship between gaming machine density and expenditure for smaller area studies (i.e. local
government areas, Statistical Local Areas (SLA’s) and postcodes). The causal relationship between
accessibility and problem gambling has not yet been rigorously tested in smaller areas using longitudinal
data.

Relationships between EGM density and problem gambling incidence should be considered carefully. In
these populations, existing high levels of gambling expenditure may encourage a greater supply of EGM’s
to those areas. The Commission observes that an increase in gaming expenditure is a marginal economic
benefit, as it is associated with an activity which patrons enjoy, thereby generating consumer surplus.
Rubicon Hotel, 9 EGMs, Murrindindi, 2014.

As noted in Section 3.2.2, one of the key assumptions that underpins Victoria’s system of EGM regulation
is that an increase in the number of EGMs in a local community will increase the incidence of problem
gambling. This is the key assumption behind the Victorian Government’s system of regional caps.

Convenience and destination venues

An additional issue surrounding the relationship between the accessibility of EGMs and the incidence of
problem gambling relates to the distinctions between convenience and destination gaming venues. The
Productivity Commission, research from the Department of Justice (DOJ) and recent VCGLR and VCAT
decisions (see over page) have differentiated between both the convenience and destination style gambling
venues, and the social impacts of these venue types.

The Productivity Commission cites the Australasian Casino Association’s definition of differences between
destination and convenience gambling venues. Destination venues are defined as having “some barriers
to the consumption of gaming products, with a degree of effort required. Destination venues involve a pre-
meditated decision to travel to the venue, often over a significant distance”. Convenience venues are
defined as “providing facilities a consumer may encounter during their daily activities, leading to an impulse
decision to gamble. These venues often have a high accessibility to consumers and few barriers to
consumption”. '8

The Productivity Commission has also noted the relationship between the increase in the number of
convenience venues in the 1990s and the increase in the negative effects of problem gambling'®. The
Commission pointed to academic literature which argued that community venues provided more of a retreat
and escape for problem gamblers than destination style venues (i.e. casinos) “While some features, such
as the venue atmosphere and entertainment facilities, appealed to all gamblers, being attracted to venues
that provided an escape was positively related to gambling problems. This particularly applied to community
venues, and much less to casinos (which were seen as destinations for a special night out).”"”

The 2007 study “Destination-Style Gambling” '® (DSG), commissioned by the Victorian DOJ and
undertaken by Charles Darwin University, found that “in the context of harm minimisation, the principle of
convenience gambling reduction through DSG is likely to be a sound policy". The report noted that for the
DSG model to be successful the introduction of DSG venues would need to be offset with a proportional
reduction in convenience venues.

Previous VCAT and VCGLR decisions have also noted the relationship between convenience style venues
and problem gambling incidence, for example: In the VCAT decision in Drayton Manor Pty Ltd v Greater
Bendigo CC [2011], the Tribunal, in approving the application, noted that the site was more of a destination
than convenience venue. The Tribunal concluded that “the location of the proposed gaming machines
would (with some revisions) be sufficiently separated from areas of high pedestrian activity and that the
location, design and layout would sufficiently minimise opportunities for convenience gaming.”'®

In the VCGR’s decision in the case of Koorigal Golf Club (April 2011) the Commission pointed to the
increased location-based risks to problem gamblers of convenience venues “the Commission is satisfied
that the geographical location of the Club makes it primarily a ‘destination’ venue rather than a
‘convenience’ venue, and hence risks of problem gambling associated with the location aspect are
appropriately mitigated.”?°

In the VCAT decision in Whittlesea CC v George Adams Pty Ltd [2011], the Tribunal noted that “Although
there are differences between the convenience of a gaming venue located directly between shops in the
middle of a strip shopping centre, there is nonetheless a significant level of convenience of access to those
walking or driving to the shops, school or the other facilities located within the town centre”.

' Productivity Commission (2010) “Gambling — Inquiry Report Volume 17, Section 14.5

'® Productivity Commission (2010) “Gambling — Inquiry Report Volume 17, Section 14.1 (key points)
7 14 Productivity Commission (2010) “Gambling — Inquiry Report Volume 1”, Section 6.8 (key points)
'8 Victorian Department of Justice (2007) “Destination-Style Gambling”, pg. 42

%16 VCAT Case Drayton Manor Pty Ltd v Greater Bendigo CC (2011), Section 45

20 VCGR Decision for the Koorigal Golf Club, April 2011, Section 41
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Social impacts of problem gambling

The impact of problem gambling, on both individuals and communities, is well documented and widely
accepted. A brief summary of social impacts associated with problem gambling is provided in the following
table, drawing upon a summary developed by the South Australian Centre for Economic Studies for the
Tasmanian Government.

Loss of Work Loss of Family Reputation Financial Stress Erosion of Cultural Resources

Loss of Employment

Negative ImeaCl on Children’s Debt Loss of Wealth from Community

utures

Poor General Health (including Breakdown of Community

Anxiety and Depression) Marital and Family Breakdown Loss of Family Assets Solidarity
Suicide (attempts, completed) Social Isolation Loan Default, Bankruptcy Loss of Human Capital
Child Neglect Increased Burden on Tax Payers
Productivity Crime, Fraud

Figure 1 Social impacts of problem gambling.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF GAMING

It is generally recognised that gaming venues create some level of employment in local communities.
Ongoing employment opportunities created by gaming venues are generally in the hospitality sector, and
are generally part-time positions.?!

The VCAT decision in the Laurimar venue case (Whittlesea CC v George Adams Pty Ltd [2011]) determined
that consideration of employment impacts at a proposed EGM venue should be limited to those that relate
specifically to gaming activity. That is, other employment associated with non-gaming activities at a venue
club (e.g. bar workers or bistro staff) should not be considered as benefits of a gaming application.

In general, the gaming sector is a capital-intensive sector that provides low levels of employment relative
to the revenue (player expenditure) that is generated. A study in Bendigo determined that for every $1
million spent on EGMSs, 6 full-time jobs were generated. This compares to 10 full-time jobs for the equivalent
expenditure in the retail sector.?Another study prepared for the Victorian Department of Justice estimated
that the employment generated by gaming venues is 3.2 full-time positions for every $1 million spent on
EGMs. This figure compares to 20 full-time positions in the restaurant and café sector. 2

Research undertaken by the former Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority found that approximately 30%
of employees at gaming venues were directly involved in the gaming operations of a venue.?* Research
conducted in Victoria has demonstrated that those employed in venues with gaming machines are six times
more likely to experience problem gambling than the general Victorian population.?®

21 Hames Sharley (1997) “Impact of Electronic Gaming Machines on Small Rural Communities”

2 |an Pinge (2008) “Electronic Gaming Machines in Bendigo — assessing their economic impact”

2 The South Australian Centre for Economic Studies (2005) “Community Impacts of Electronic Gaming Machine Gambling —
Part A”

24 Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority (1997) “The Effect of Gambling on Employment in Victoria”

2 Hing, N (2009) 'Examining gambling by staff from Victorian gaming venues: a comparison with the general Victorian
population', Gambling Research, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 35-52.



LOCATION AND SURROUNDS

Figure 2 shows the Geelong RSL is located within the suburb of Belmont. The venue is located adjacent
to residential and Public Park and residential zones. Natural and constructed borders include the Barwon
River to the north, Settlement Road to the east and further south, and McKillop Street / Ormond Road to
the north-east.

Figure 2 Land use zones within Belmont.

The venue is located in Belmont in the 3216 postcode which also includes the suburbs Grovedale,
Grovedale East, Highton, Marshall, and Wandana Heights. The venue is located on Barwon Heads Road.
It is adjacent the Barwon Health Prevention and Recovery Care (PARC) Program and the Salvation Army’s
SalvoConnect Women's Service.

The Barwon Health Prevention and Recovery Care (PARC) Program is a six bed, sub-acute residential
program available to people with a lived experience of mental distress for up to 28 days. Individuals can
use this service as additional support after a hospital admission prior to returning home, or when additional
support is needed in order to avoid a hospital admission. The PARC program is located onsite within the
Community Rehabilitation Facility and offers a recovery based program aimed at helping individuals to
regain balance in life. The program includes, introduction to therapy, distress tolerance, hearing voices
support, engagement in community programs and more.

The Salvation Army SalvoConnect Women's Service provides support and accommodation services to
women and children experiencing homelessness. Many of these women are escaping domestic violence.
The service provides a model of care based on a relational and strengths based approach that is client
directed and assists women to overcome barriers and create sustainable futures.

THE VENUE SITE

The venue is located at 50-54 Barwon Heads Rd, Belmont. It currently includes a bar, bistro providing
seating for 200 persons, lawn bowls and meeting space.

PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENTS

The residential area in which the venue is located is zoned growth residential. It is assumed that there will
be a growth in population within the immediate catchment.

The City of Greater Geelong population forecast for 2018 is 247,068, and is forecast to grow to 325,779 by
2036. The City of Greater Geelong population and household forecasts present what is driving population
change in the community and how the population, age structure and household types will change each
year between 2016 and 2036.

The forecasts are designed to provide community groups, Council, investors, business, students and the
general public with knowledge to make confident decisions about the future.

13
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These forecasts were last updated in November 2017 by .id, the population experts, on behalf of the City
of Greater Geelong. Forecasts are available for each year from 2016 to 2036.

Figure 3 Forecast Population for the City of Greater Geelong.

ACCESSIBILITY

The venue is located on Barwon Heads Road which is a secondary arterial road and is managed by
VicRoads. An arterial road typically carries around 12,000-15,000 vehicles per day. According to Council’s
in-house data base, the Barwon Heads Road was handling over 12,000 vehicles per day in 2004. Due to
population growth the figure would now be closer to 15,000. (Asset and Traffic Management Unit).

There is good public transport access to the site. It is located in proximity to local shops amenities.
However, across the street (on the north side) there is a sizeable residential community within walking
distance of the venue. There is a possibility that residents of suburbs may make a spontaneous decision
to gamble while walking or driving past the venue on-route to nearby facilities.



PUBLIC TRANSPORT

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch is proximal to public transport routes with a number of bus stops in the area.

Figure 4 Location of bus stops near the RSL Geelong Sub-branch

COMMUNITY CONTRIBUTIONS

It is noted that the licence application by the RSL Geelong Sub-branch identifies $30,000 dollars annually
will be contributed to Geelong Football Club nominated programs. Table 1 sets out 2005-2006 aggregate
data for clubs and hotels within each defined category of community benefit expenditure. It also sets out
the proportion of expenditure claimed within each category for each of clubs, hotels and in total.

Table 1 Claimed Community contributions for the RSL Geelong Sub-branch

1- 2- 3- 4- 5- 6- 7- 8- 9-
Employme Gifts of Sponsorshi  Gifts of Voluntary Volunteer Subsidise Fixed Direct and Total

nt funds ps goods services expenses d assets Indirect claimed - $
expenses activities costs

GEELON 494,890 8,664 5,725 2,314 306,362 8,787 13,948 42,732 75,202 958,624
G RSL

The category ‘employment expenses’ represents by far the single greatest area of expenditure. The second
most significant area of claimed expenditure was for fixed assets and the second largest category by
proportion was that of ‘direct and indirect costs’. The third largest category for clubs was ‘direct and indirect
costs’ and ‘fixed assets’. The combined categories of ‘gifts of funds’, ‘sponsorships’ and ‘gifts of goods’
amounted to 4.1% of the amounts claimed. The categories of ‘voluntary services’ and ‘volunteer expenses’
totalled 7.4% of claimed community benefit. Overall these categories accounted for 4.2% of claimed
community benefit. From - Understanding the ‘community benefit’ of electronic gaming machines: an
interim analysis of Victorian EGM Community Benefit Statements Charles Livingstone, Department of
Health Science. Monash University, 2007.
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VENUE CATCHMENT

The consultant has identified a catchment for the proposed EGMs at the venue. Most people (in an urban
environment) will travel up to, on average, 2.5 kilometres to access gaming machines in Victoria?®. The
consultant’s executive summary identifies a venue membership of 6,525 people in 2018, approximately
32% of whom live outside the ‘typical’ 5km radius for a regional gaming venue.

The City considers the effects of the Electronic Gaming Machines increase application on suburban
locations within the 2.5kms radius?’. The 3216 postcode which includes the suburbs Belmont (14,285),
Grovedale (14,601), Marshall — Charlemont (2,302), Highton and Wandana Heights (21,567), are located
within the 2.5km catchment and has a population of 52,755 persons at the 2016 Census.

Figure 5 Suburbs included in the 3216 postcode.

Whilst the venue currently has some characteristics of a destination venue, it is conceivable that given the
proximity to residential dwellings and key community services it is convenient to significant numbers of
people doing their shopping, leading to an impulse decision to gamble.

26 Reference in RSL Geelong Sub-branch Social and Economic Impact Statement undertaken by NBA Group.

27 KPMG Consulting (1999) “Longitudinal Community Impact Study: 1999 Report — Volume 1”

28 The SA1 has been designed for use in the Census of Population and Housing as the smallest unit for the processing and
release of Census data

29 From VCGLR, Gaming Expenditure by venue sheet, featuring EGM numbers and venues as at 2017. Accessed at
Source:

https.//www.vcgr.vic.gov.au/CA256F800017E8D4/VCGLR/2C4FBO0D26AF1EFFCA257B320078D3F5?0penDocument
on 23/7/2018



Figure 6 shows the Population of suburbs nearby the RSL Geelong Sub-branch by SA1 28 category.

Figure 6 Population of suburbs nearby the RSL Geelong Sub-branch by SA1 category.

Electronic Gaming Machines Density

The City of Greater Geelong currently has 25 venues with Electronic Gaming Machines. Representing
$114,031,168 in gambling losses for the 2017 / 2018 financial year.

Table 2 shows the distribution of Electronic Gaming Machines for the venues in the Greater Geelong Local
Government Area. This includes the suburbs of Belmont, Thomson, Breakwater, East Geelong, South
Geelong, Geelong and Newtown. Currently the municipality of Greater Geelong has an Electronic Gaming
Machines density of 7 per 1,000 adults®.

Table 2 2017 / 2018 Distribution of Electronic Gaming Machines and Gambling losses by venue for Greater
Geelong Local Government Area.

Venue Name Losses EGMs
2017/18 2018

Australian Croatian National 3,437,955 30
Hall

Bell Park Sport & Recreation 673,405 28
Club

Clifton Springs Golf Club 3,854,043 40
Fyansford Hotel 1,352,922 27
Gateway Hotel 6,064,314 50
Geelong Combined Leagues 9,102,699 105
Club

Geelong RSL 3,369,916 42
Great Western Hotel 4,826,987 36
Grovedale Hotel 11,625,579 80
Jokers On Ryrie 4,224,238 47
Lara Hotel 2,640,872 40
Lara Sporting Club 1,953,927 50
Leopold Sportsman’s Club 3,338,956 35
Lord Of The Isles Tavern 6,925,548 60
Norlane Hotel 7,421,413 84
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Venue Name Losses EGMs
2017/18 2018

Ocean Grove Bowling Club 4,493,121 60
Peninsula Hotel Motel 6,499,414 55
Phoenix Hotel 3,136,804 28
Polish Community Assoc In 1,693,681 35
Geelong

Portarlington Golf Club 4,206,590 65
Shell Club 5,935,620 77

Sphinx Entertainment Centre 9,971,511 67

St George Workers Club 3,296,282 35
Valley Inn Hotel 1,458,207 29
Waurn Ponds Hotel 5,965,119 70

Total 114,031,168 1275

SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE

A number of demographic and socio-economic measures have been considered to determine the level of
disadvantage in the local community surrounding the proposed venue. Literature suggests that these
measures correlate with vulnerability to problem gambling in local communities. The measures utilised in
this response include SEIFA scores, as well the number of single person households and one parent
families, the number of low-income households, and the number of households experiencing mortgage or
rental stress.

The socio-economic and demographic measures have been analysed for local government area and
include the suburbs of Belmont, Geelong, East Geelong, Thomson, South Geelong, Breakwater and
Newtown. The data has been collected from the 2016 Census, ABS.

Table 3 Index of Relative Socio-economic Disadvantage

City of Greater Geelong's small areas and benchmark areas

Area 2016 index Percentile
Barwon Heads - Connewarre - Breamlea 1,091.9 95
Armstrong Creek - Mount Duneed 1,090.7 94
Waurn Ponds - Ceres 1,083.1 92
Highton - Wandana Heights 1,075.7 89
Rural Bellarine Peninsula 1,072.1 88
Newtown 1,070.0 87
Ocean Grove 1,060.0 82
Geelong 1,045.5 74
Curlewis 1,036.0 67
East Geelong 1,035.0 67
Lara 1,028.0 62
Geelong West - Manifold Heights 1,024.3 60
Drysdale - Bellarine 1,022.8 59
Rural North 1,022.6 59
Greater Melbourne 1,021.0 57
Marshall - Charlemont 1,019.1 57




City of Greater Geelong's small areas and benchmark areas

Leopold 1,019.0 56
Lovely Banks - Batesford - Moorabool 1,012.7 53
Victoria 1,010.0 51
Grovedale 1,007.0 49
G21 Region 1,003.3 47
Hamlyn Heights 1,002.0 46
Australia 1,001.9 46
Belmont 998.0 44
Clifton Springs 997.0 43
City of Greater Geelong 994.0 41
Herne Hill - Fyansford 977.8 33
Regional VIC 977.0 32
North Geelong - Rippleside 976.3 32
St Albans Park 963.0 26
St Leonards - Indented Head 962.3 26
Portarlington 962.0 26
Bell Post Hill 948.0 21
Newcomb - Moolap 932.8 16
Bell Park 925.0 14
South Geelong - Thomson - Breakwater 916.9 13
Corio 832.0 4
Whittington 821.0 3
Norlane - North Shore 731.1 2

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census of Population and Housing 2016. Compiled and
presented in profile.id by .id, the population experts.
(Usual residence data)

The table includes the suburb of Whittington. It has a high level of disadvantage thereby making it more at
risk from the effects of problem gambling.

Figure 7 maps the SA1s that are located within the venue catchment area. The SA1s are shaded according
to their SEIFA score and are expressed in quintiles. Notably, the suburbs of Thomson and Breakwater are
characterised by high levels of relative disadvantage. The SA1s that incorporate these areas are
characterised by populations within the bottom two quintiles of the SEIFA index.
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Figure 7 Greater Geelong Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage, Usual Residence.

ONE PARENT FAMILIES

The number of one parent families®®, as a proportion of all families in each of the suburbs within the
catchment area, is detailed in Table 4. The proportion of one parent families in the proposed Belmont RSL
catchment is compared to the Victorian and City of Greater Geelong averages.

One parent families consist of a lone parent with at least one dependent child (under 15) who usually reside
in the family household. The family may also include any number of other related individuals e.g. a sister
of the lone parent. Dependent children include adopted, step and foster children. The population for
calculation of percentages is all families in the area. The suburb of Whittington has been the subject of
intense work by City of Greater Geelong and remains a priority area for Council’s Community Development
Unit.

Table 4 One Parent families by suburb in 2016.

One parent families with children, 2016

City of Greater Geelong - Enumerated

Area Number Total households Percent %
Armstrong Creek - Mount Duneed 170 1,834 9.3
Barwon Heads - Connewarre - Breamlea 147 1,694 8.7
Bell Park 288 2,166 13.3
Bell Post Hill 261 2,018 12.9
Belmont 662 6,066 10.9
Clifton Springs 355 3,064 11.6
Corio 1,106 5,733 19.3
Curlewis 67 535 12.5
Drysdale - Bellarine 140 1,714 8.2
East Geelong 141 1,631 8.6
Geelong 158 2,500 6.3
Geelong West - Manifold Heights 387 4,165 9.3
Grovedale 668 5,598 11.9
Hamlyn Heights 264 2,567 10.3
Herne Hill - Fyansford 173 1,709 10.1
Highton - Wandana Heights 576 7,653 7.5
Lara 611 5,460 11.2




One parent families with children, 2016

Leopold 524 4,804 10.9
Lovely Banks - Batesford - Moorabool 88 890 9.9
Marshall - Charlemont 60 902 6.7
Newcomb - Moolap 325 2,590 125
Newtown 324 4,029 8.0
Norlane - North Shore 779 3,914 19.9
North Geelong - Rippleside 179 1,442 12.4
Ocean Grove 495 5,392 9.2
Portarlington 131 1,670 7.8
Rural Bellarine Peninsula 58 962 6.0
Rural North 46 589 7.8
South Geelong - Thomson - Breakwater 221 1,718 12.9
St Albans Park 231 1,961 11.8
St Leonards - Indented Head 130 1,708 7.6
Waurn Ponds - Ceres 88 1,437 6.1
Whittington 313 1,691 18.5
City of Greater Geelong 10,171 91,798 111
Greater Melbourne 167,597 1,664,554 10.1
G21 Region 12,511 120,178 10.4
Regional VIC 58,360 577,736 10.1
Victoria 225,964 2,242,285 10.1
Australia 919,133 8,861,642 10.4

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

The number of low income households in the catchment, as a proportion of all households, is detailed in
Table 5. The proportion of low income households in the catchment is compared to the Victorian and City
of Greater Geelong averages. Low income households are those households with a combined gross
income of less than $650 per week before tax. This threshold was chosen because it is close to the bottom
25% of households Australia wide. The population for the calculation of percentages is all dwellings

containing family, group or lone person households.

The areas of South Geelong / Thomson / Breakwater (29.3%), Newcomb / Moolap (27.8%) and Belmont
(22.8%) have a higher level of low income households than that for the City of Greater Geelong, the G21

Region, Victoria, and Australia.

Table 5 Number of low income households by suburb as a proportion of all households.

Low income households (less than $650 per week), 2016

City of Greater Geelong - Enumerated

Area Number Total households  Percent %
Armstrong Creek - Mount Duneed 105 1,749 6.0
Barwon Heads - Connewarre - Breamlea 227 1,616 14.0
Bell Park 582 2,091 27.8
Bell Post Hill 469 1,935 24.2
Belmont 1,334 5,839 22.8
Clifton Springs 627 2,948 21.3
Corio 1,570 5,467 28.7
Curlewis 64 508 12.6
Drysdale - Bellarine 400 1,680 23.8
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Low income households (less than $650 per week), 2016

East Geelong 311 1,568 19.8
Geelong 473 2,370 20.0
Geelong West - Manifold Heights 839 3,927 21.4
Grovedale 1,087 5,442 20.0
Hamlyn Heights 512 2,455 20.9
Herne Hill - Fyansford 392 1,629 24.1
Highton - Wandana Heights 1,104 7,445 14.8
Lara 757 5,297 14.3
Leopold 812 4,625 17.6
Lovely Banks - Batesford - Moorabool 95 839 11.3
Marshall - Charlemont 198 834 23.7
Newcomb - Moolap 692 2,485 27.8
Newtown 610 3,848 15.9
Norlane - North Shore 1,341 3,601 37.2
North Geelong - Rippleside 301 1,363 22.1
Ocean Grove 936 5,237 17.9
Portarlington 465 1,557 29.9
Rural Bellarine Peninsula 141 949 14.8
Rural North 86 512 16.8
South Geelong - Thomson - Breakwater 474 1,616 29.3
St Albans Park 426 1,912 22.3
St Leonards - Indented Head 463 1,617 28.6
Waurn Ponds - Ceres 116 1,343 8.6
Whittington 537 1,540 34.9
City of Greater Geelong 18,587 87,931 21.1
Greater Melbourne 264,804 1,589,875 16.7
G21 Region 23,488 115,072 20.4
Regional VIC 125,658 547,571 22.9
Victoria 390,468 2,137,444 18.3
Australia 1,514,250 8,434,530 18.0

Figure 8 shows that the proportion of low income households varies significantly. Apart from the suburbs
as listed above the map shows that SA1s in the northern part of the Belmont suburb have higher levels of

low-income households.



Figure 8 City of Greater Geelong low-income households.
RENTAL AND MORTGAGE STRESS

Rental Stress

Rental stress is defined as per the National Centre for Social and Economic Modelling (NATSEM) model
as households in the lowest 40% of equalised incomes (income adjusted using equivalence factors to
remove the effect of household size on income) across Australia, who are paying more than 30% of their
usual gross weekly income on rent.

Housing affordability has become a significant social and economic problem in recent years, and between
2006 and 2011 rents across Australia increased by close to 50%. While stress can be very dependent on
individual circumstances, using Census data to analyse this provides a good indication of the areas in the
City of Greater Geelong where households may be having problems meeting their housing commitments.

Table 6 shows the number of households in the City of Greater Geelong Local Government area
experiencing rental stress as a percentage of total renting households by suburb for 2011. 2016 data was
unavailable at the time of reporting. The suburbs of St Leonards, Drysdale, Portarlington, St Albans Park,
Herne Hill / Fyansford, Lovely Banks / Batesford / Mooroobal, Newcomb / Moolap, Armstrong Creek,
Whittington, Hamlyn Heights and Corio all have percentages of rental stress higher than the City of Greater
Geelong Local Government Area, the state of Victoria, and the whole country of Australia.

Table 6 Proportion of households experiencing rental stress by suburb, 2011.

Rental stress, 2011
City of Greater Geelong - Enumerated

Area Number Total renting households = Percent %
Armstrong Creek - Mount Duneed 11 32 32.5
Barwon Heads - Connewarre - Breamlea 76 345 22.1
Bell Park 149 499 30.0
Bell Post Hill 117 379 30.9
Belmont 534 1,844 28.9
Clifton Springs 134 499 26.8
Corio 592 1,916 30.9
Curlewis 3 10 30.0
Drysdale - Bellarine 93 221 42.2
East Geelong 116 475 24.5
Geelong 201 892 22.5
Geelong West - Manifold Heights 401 1,422 28.2
Grovedale 326 1,136 28.7
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Hamlyn Heights 169 541 31.2

Herne Hill - Fyansford 193 506 38.1
Highton - Wandana Heights 365 1,347 271
Lara 277 960 28.9
Leopold 155 502 30.9
Lovely Banks - Batesford - Moorabool 48 131 37.1
Marshall - Charlemont 15 76 19.6
Newcomb - Moolap 249 688 36.2
Newtown 289 1,067 27.1
Norlane - North Shore 483 1,668 29.0
North Geelong - Rippleside 98 367 26.6
Ocean Grove 309 1,046 29.5
Portarlington 135 338 40.0
Rural Bellarine Peninsula 24 101 23.7
Rural North 4 60 6.6
South Geelong - Thomson - Breakwater 172 646 26.6
St Albans Park 139 361 38.5
St Leonards - Indented Head 148 315 47 1
Waurn Ponds - Ceres 53 210 25.2
Whittington 191 609 31.3
City of Greater Geelong 6,270 21,229 29.5
Greater Melbourne 98,516 396,024 24.9
G21 Region 7,420 25,895 28.7
Regional VIC 34,615 129,555 26.7
Victoria 133,138 525,579 25.3
Australia 590,163 2,348,901 25.1

Mortgage Stress

Mortgage Stress is defined as per the NATSEM (National Centre for Social and Economic Modelling) model
as households in the lowest 40% of incomes who are paying more than 30% of their usual gross weekly
income on home loan repayments.

Housing affordability is a significant social problem with many households struggling to afford to buy their
dwelling and others buying but spending a large proportion of their income to service the mortgage. While
stress can be very dependent on individual circumstances (and macro-economic factors such as interest
rates), using Census data to analyse mortgage stress in the City of Greater Geelong provides a good
indicator of the likely locations where people are having difficulties meeting their commitments.

Table 7 shows the number of households in the City of Greater Geelong Local Government area
experiencing mortgage stress as a percentage of total households by suburb for 2011. 2016 data was
unavailable at the time of reporting. The suburbs of Norlane / North Shore, St Leonards, Portarlington, St
Albans Park, Lovely Banks / Batesford / Mooroobal, South Geelong / Thomson / Breakwater, North Geelong
/ Rippleside, Armstrong Creek, Marshall / Charlemont, Clifton Springs, Whittington, and Corio all have
percentages of mortgage stress higher than the City of Greater Geelong Local Government Area, the state
of Victoria, and the whole country of Australia.

Table 7 Proportion of households experiencing mortgage stress by suburb, 2011.

Mortgage Stress, 2011
City of Greater Geelong - Enumerated

Area Number Total households with a Percent
mortgage Y%
Armstrong Creek - Mount Duneed 4 31 14.0
Barwon Heads - Connewarre - 51 550 9o
Breamlea
Bell Park 73 614 11.9
Bell Post Hill 51 537 9.5
Belmont 164 1,792 9.1
Clifton Springs 155 1,136 13.7
Corio 257 1,686 15.3
Curlewis 0 30 0.0
Drysdale - Bellarine 50 519 9.6



East Geelong 45
Geelong 32
Geelong West - Manifold Heights 110
Grovedale 220
Hamlyn Heights 65
Herne Hill - Fyansford 29
Highton - Wandana Heights 186
Lara 198
Leopold 147
Lovely Banks - Batesford - Moorabool 46
Marshall - Charlemont 35
Newcomb - Moolap 77
Newtown 82
Norlane - North Shore 132
North Geelong - Rippleside 39
Ocean Grove 177
Portarlington 39
Rural Bellarine Peninsula 27
Rural North 30
South Geelong - Thomson - 57
Breakwater

St Albans Park 111
St Leonards - Indented Head 44
Waurn Ponds - Ceres 51
Whittington 69
City of Greater Geelong 2,809
Greater Melbourne 61,994
G21 Region 3,951
Regional VIC 20,090
Victoria 82,082
Australia 288,241

LONE PERSON HOUSEHOLDS

The household and family structure of the population is an important indicator of the housing markets
attracted to the City of Greater Geelong. It is usually indicative of the area's era of settlement and provides

key insights into the level of demand for services.

Table 8 shows that Belmont, Newcomb, Whittington, Geelong, Geelong West, Bell Park, East Geelong,
Hamlyn Heights and Newtown all have higher levels of lone person households 28 than the City of Greater
Geelong as whole, the G21 Region, Regional Victoria, and Australia. In 2016, Herne Hill - Fyansford

(38.6%) has the highest percentage of lone person households.

Table 8 Lone person households by suburb in 2016.

Lone person households, 2016.

City of Greater Geelong - Enumerated

573
529
1,293
2,095
791
463
2,506
2,156
1,617
383
250
694
1,168
721
326
1,768
317
281
234

476

864

306

675

444
27,826
528,197
37,222
172,365
700,562
2,723,555

7.8
6.0
8.5
10.5
8.2
6.3
7.4
9.2
9.1
12.1
13.9
11.1
7.0
18.4
12.0
10.0
12.4
9.6
12.8

12.0

12.8
14.5

7.6
15.6
10.1
11.7
10.6
11.7
11.7
10.6

Area Number Total households  Percent %
Armstrong Creek - Mount Duneed 199 1,834 10.9
Barwon Heads - Connewarre - Breamlea 358 1,694 21.1
Bell Park 676 2,166 31.2
Bell Post Hill 529 2,018 26.2
Belmont 1,928 6,066 31.8
Clifton Springs 756 3,064 24.7
Corio 1,541 5,733 26.9
Curlewis 70 535 13.1

28 Data for lone person households within the catchment area is derived from the Social Atlas developed for the City of
Greater Geelong by id Consulting, based on data from the 2011 (update to 2016 ABS Census figures) Census.

25



26

Lone person households, 2016.

Drysdale - Bellarine 428 1,714 25.0
East Geelong 492 1,631 30.2
Geelong 810 2,500 32.4
Geelong West - Manifold Heights 1,305 4,165 31.3
Grovedale 1,427 5,598 25.5
Hamlyn Heights 746 2,567 29.1
Herne Hill - Fyansford 660 1,709 38.6
Highton - Wandana Heights 1,574 7,653 20.6
Lara 987 5,460 18.1
Leopold 1,017 4,804 21.2
Lovely Banks - Batesford - Moorabool 132 890 14.8
Marshall - Charlemont 295 902 32.7
Newcomb - Moolap 860 2,590 33.2
Newtown 1,092 4,029 271
Norlane - North Shore 1,358 3,914 34.7
North Geelong - Rippleside 410 1,442 28.4
Ocean Grove 1,291 5,392 23.9
Portarlington 529 1,670 31.7
Rural Bellarine Peninsula 186 962 19.4
Rural North 104 589 17.7
South Geelong - Thomson - Breakwater 626 1,718 36.4
St Albans Park 564 1,961 28.8
St Leonards - Indented Head 508 1,708 29.7
Waurn Ponds - Ceres 171 1,437 11.9
Whittington 551 1,691 32.6
City of Greater Geelong 24,182 91,798 26.3
Greater Melbourne 366,004 1,664,554 22.0
G21 Region 30,518 120,178 254
Regional VIC 155,822 577,736 27.0
Victoria 521,826 2,242,285 23.3
Australia 2,023,544 8,861,642 22.8




GAMING IN THE CITY OF GREATER GEELONG

The City of Greater Geelong is located within capped region number 8, under the State Government’s
Regional Caps system. The cap recognises the high number of EGMs per person in the City of Greater
Geelong. A maximum of 1,421 gaming machines are permitted to operate within the combined areas of the
City of Greater Geelong and the Borough of Queenscliffe.

There are currently 1,292 attached Electronic Gaming Machines licenses within the City of Greater
Geelong. The VCGLR identifies seven gaming machines for every 1,000 adults residing in the City of
Greater Geelong, this compares to six gaming machines for every 1,000 adults in the state of Victoria.
Player losses on Electronic Gaming Machines in the City of Greater Geelong have increased from the 2016
/ 2017 financial year by approximately $3 million dollars to $118 million dollars in the 2017 / 2018 financial
year.

Figure 9 EGM Expenditure for the City of Greater Geelong from 2016 to 2018.

The annual EGM losses in the City of Greater Geelong equate to $625 per adult residing in the City. This
figure compares to $553 per annum, per adult, in the state of Victoria. Overall, the City of Greater Geelong
is characterised by a large number of gaming machines, and large player losses, relative to the size of the
local population. The large number of gaming machines and higher level of player losses in the City of
Greater Geelong is not necessarily explained by Geelong’s role as a regional centre. While Geelong is a
regional centre, it primarily serves the large population contained within the municipal boundaries.

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch’s application will result in an increase in Electronic Gaming Machines density
at the location, which is not supported by Council’s Strategic Gaming Policy.
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GAMING IN THE CATCHMENT AREA

Council is awaiting confirmation that the Geelong Football Club will be permanently closing its gaming
venue, which equates to 100 EGMs. This may reduce the number of EGMs. There are also three venues
within direct proximity (within a few hundred metres) of the catchment area, operating a total of 176
machines. A number of venues are located on the very edges of the catchment area. The patrons of these
venues are likely to come from both outside and inside the venue’s catchment area. Measuring the EGM
expenditure or EGM density within the catchment area of the venue would provide only abstract figures
that would be unreliable in determining accessibility to gaming machines in the catchment area. It can be
said that the population within the catchment area has ready access to existing gaming venues.

ALTERNATIVE RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

The opportunity for a local community to access alternative social and recreational activities and venues
that do not incorporate gambling, is seen to reduce local vulnerability to problem gambling. The alternative
opportunities available to the local community during day time hours are substantial.

Social and recreational venues that may serve as alternatives to the proposed Electronic Gaming Machines
at the RSL Geelong Sub-branch during night time hours are shown in Figure 9.

Figure 9 shows access to alternative recreational opportunities where gaming activities are not part of the
venue. These venues include pubs, restaurants and cinemas.

Figure 10 Alternative night time recreation and social venues within the catchment area

The eastern areas of the catchment area, in contrast, have a much lower provision of alternative venues
without gaming machines. Council has some concern that parts of the catchment area lack access to
alternative night time recreational opportunities that do not include gaming machines. Residents in the
suburbs of Thomson / Breakwater and Newcomb / Moolap have limited existing access to venues other
than those venues or clubs with Electronic Gaming Machines. The lack of alternative venues in these areas
is of particular concern because of the comparatively low SEIFA scores of these areas.

PROBLEM GAMBLING SERVICES

Gamblers Help Service data is not available at the time writing this report.

PROPOSED COMMUNITY CONTRIBUTION

Research undertaken by Uniting Care analysed the proportion of player losses, at EGM venues, that are
redirected as community benefits (inclusive of community funding). Uniting Care analysed these figures for
the various Commonwealth Electoral Divisions (CEDs), including the two electoral divisions that fall within
the catchment area of the proposed venue (Corangamite and Corio). The research shows that in the CED



of Corio, 2.2% of player’s losses are redirected into community benefits and, 3.8% of player’s losses in
Corangamite are redirected into community benefits. In Victoria, the average is for 2.4% of player losses
to be redirected into community benefits.?®

The community funding proposed by the venue (as a proportion of gambling losses) is equivalent to losses
that are claimed by EGM venues as a community benefit, in Victoria as a whole. The RSL Geelong Sub-
branch has proposed that should the installation of EGMs at the venue be approved, the company will
donate $30,000 per annum in community contributions, not including staff salaries.

The details of the proposed community funding program are unclear. No specific detail is given as to who
will select projects under the program, who would be eligible to apply for funding and what criteria may be
utilised in determining projects to be funded.

2 C Livingstone, C Kipsaina, A Rintoul (2012) “Assessment of poker machine expenditure and community benefit claims in
selected Commonwealth Electoral Divisions”
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This response reviews the social and economic impacts that the proposed installation of 30 more Electronic
Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub-branch may have on the local community. Potential impacts
are considered in this response. The response makes a determination as to the “net economic and social
impact” on the local community, in light of Section 3.3.7 of the Gaming Regulations Act. The assessment
framework informs the variables that are considered in the impact assessment.

PROBLEM GAMBLING

The Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation states - Our mission is to improve the health and wellbeing
of Victorians by working with communities to deliver effective, evidence-based initiatives to prevent
gambling harm and provide support for those seeking help. We take a public health approach to our work,
which means we focus on prevention, early intervention and support.

Harm from gambling can happen much earlier than people realise and affect the health, wellbeing and
financial security of even those who gamble infrequently. By partnering with others, the Foundation is
working to raise awareness of gambling harm and provide access to a range of effective help services. Our
prevention initiatives include state-wide advertising campaigns and community programs and we work with
venues to help create safer gambling environments.

Council Policy for Electronic Gaming states - The purpose of the Electronic Gaming Policy (the Policy) is
to guide Council responses to gaming proposals and planning applications within the municipality of
Geelong. Problem gambling can exist in many gambling contexts, including Electronic Gaming Machines,
table games, horse racing and sports betting.

While recognising some positive impacts from electronic gaming on the community, a key objective of the
Policy is to reduce the negative impacts of problem gambling resulting from Electronic Gaming Machines
by: influencing the location of Electronic Gaming Machines within the City of Greater Geelong municipality;
taking an advocacy role in relation to government policies; adopting a community development role in terms
of engaging and informing the community on issues relating to problem gambling harm; and facilitating
research of the extent and effects of problem gambling in the municipality.

Venue character and accessibility

The venue, has the characteristics of a convenience venue. Whilst on the one hand the venue is located
on a secondary arterial road (Barwon Heads Rd) and borders a recreational reserve it also borders
residential dwellings and is proximate to mental health and welfare services.

Disadvantage and problem gambling vulnerability

The catchment as a whole does not show a low SEIFA disadvantage score compared to the Victorian and
City of Greater Geelong averages. However the most proximate suburb in the catchment area (Belmont)
has a lower SEIFA score for disadvantage than that of the state of Victoria.

RECREATIONAL AND SOCIAL OPPORTUNITIES

Recreational and social benefits of the Electronic Gaming Machines will be negligible. The City has a higher
number of Electronic Gaming Machines per 1000 adults than the Victorian average, implying that ready
access to existing Electronic Gaming Machines already exists. There is cause for concern regarding the
lack of access to alternative venues and activities, which do not incorporate gaming machines, for some
sections of the local community.

There are sections of the catchment area that are characterised by low SEIFA disadvantage scores. The
submission highlights the lack of access to adequate night time venues and activities without gaming
machines. The application has the potential to increase the incidence of problem gambling within this
section of the catchment area by decreasing non-gambling options available to disadvantaged persons in
the community.

EMPLOYMENT

The VCAT decision regarding the Laurimar venue case (Whittlesea CC v George Adams Pty Ltd [2011])
highlighted that consideration of employment impacts at a proposed EGM venue should be limited to those
that relate specifically to gaming activity at the venue.

In the application to the VCGLR by the RSL Geelong Sub-branch, it is stated that one equivalent full time
direct gaming employment position will be created, with two employees to improve surveillance in the
gaming room, three chefs, and an additional seven waiting, bar and reception staff. Neither the application



submitted to the Commission, nor the witness statement of the applicant’'s manager, Mr Ricky Cole, provide
any further detail as to how the equivalent full-time position has been calculated.

The gambling related components of venues are generally low generators of employment. Research
supports that gambling generates as few as 3.2 full-time positions for every $1 million in player expenditure.
It is difficult to see how 30 additional machines with an expected net gaming machine expenditure of
approximately $3.3 million would directly generate seven permanent, gaming-related positions. This
contrasts poorly with other hospitality sectors (e.g. restaurants and cafes).

Research has found that those employed in gaming venues are more likely to develop problem gambling
issues themselves. The employment benefits of the additional positions at the RSL Geelong Sub-branch
will be proportionally offset by the increased potential for problem gambling amongst employees. The social
and economic benefit related to increased, ongoing employment at the venue is modest. It is further
unclear whether proposed employment represents an improvement on the current situation due to the
absence of detailed employment data.

COMMUNITY FUNDING

The proponent has indicated that $30,000 per annum for three years in community donations will be
provided should the 30 EGMs be approved. This figure represents a very small percentage of annual player
losses forecast at the venue. This figure is similar to the average expenditure on gaming machines that is
attributed to community benefits in Victoria generally (2.4% for the state of Victoria).

There is insufficient information regarding the focus and administration of the proposed community funding
program to make definitive conclusions in regards to the benefit of this program.

NET SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT

The following provides a summary of the social and economic impacts associated with the proposal as
described above. Giving consideration to these factors the application will be detrimental to the local
community. While there may be some benefits to the community, such as employment and community
funding benefits, these could be seen as modest in comparison to the detrimental impacts associated with
the current application. In particular, there is concern with the potential for the proposed venue to increase
the incidence of problem gambling in some sections of the community.

Social and economic impacts of the RSL Geelong Sub-branch Electronic Gaming Machines licenses
application.

The installation of EGMs at the venue is likely to increase problem gambling vulnerability amongst existing
and new staff members. This will detract from some of the benefits of increased employment attributed to
the development.

Some of Belmont lacks access to alternative, recreational and social opportunities without EGMs during
night time hours. These factors will combine to increase the risk of problem gambling in this area of the
catchment. There are also concerns regarding future residential development surrounding the venue, which
may transform the character of the venue into more of a convenience venue.

Modest employment benefits may be attributed to the gaming activities at the venue. Given the reduction
in bistro seats, it is unknown as to whether this will adversely affect current employment conditions at the
venue and to what extent this will reduce the employment benefits of the proposal. It is unlikely that the
employment generated by the gaming activities is equal to the number of positions attributed by the
proponent.

The RSL Geelong Sub-branch has indicated that $30,000 for three years will be contributed to local
programs. The specific detail of this proposal remains unclear. It is therefore difficult to definitively assess
any benefits associated with the proposal without further certainty about how it may be utilised. In any case,
the proposed funding is of benefit to the local community. It is equivalent to approximately 2.4% of annual
player losses at the venue.

Community engagement — perceptions and attitudes.

The Supreme Court decision in Macedon Ranges Shire Council v Romsey Hotel Pty Ltd 2008 notes the
need for the VCGLR and VCAT to consider community perceptions and attitudes regarding the potential
impact of EGM movements or applications. The Supreme Court noted that perceptions of impacts can, in
and of themselves, be considered social impacts on the community. This view is consistent with general
SIA theory and literature.

As a part of the SEIA, The City of Greater Geelong provide the public with a Have Your Say Engagement
through the City’s website. The objective of the engagement was to allow the community to identify their
perceptions of the impacts of the RSL Geelong Sub-Branch application, particularly on health and wellbeing
and harm minimisation. The need to consult the Community regarding well-being is reflective of the wording
of the Supreme Court decision for the Romsey case.
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An engagement was available for all community members to comment via the City’s ‘Have your say’ section
of Geelongaustralia.com. The engagement was open from 22" August 2018 and closed 4" September
2018. The engagement was promoted via a media release and in printed media on two occasions in the
City’s community information update.

The engagement allowed respondents to complete some basic demographic information such as age,
gender, and suburb and then provided a range of statements with Likert scale response options. An open
text section was available for respondents to add any comments they wished. The City acknowledges that
the following limitations in the design of the engagement; The single cross sectional design is not good at
following trends in real time or over short periods of time; Insecurity limiting access to the population of
concern; The lack of funding and time restraints to carry out a more in depth robust survey; and A specific
focus on health and well-being and harm minimisation aspects of the application.

There were 500 page views recorded to the ‘Have Your Say’ engagement and a total of 87 people
completed the engagement. The highest number of responses were from the suburb of Belmont, in which
the RSL Geelong Sub-branch resides. The largest distribution of respondents (34.5%) were aged between
35-49 years. The 50-59 year age group were the second highest group represented at 19.5%. Respondents
ranged from Under 18 to 70-84 years.

A summary of responses identified the following themes as of particular concern to respondents. Most
responses identified the themes of reducing community harm and community safety, followed respectively
by gambling losses, a reduction in EGMs, gambling losses used to help support veterans, and problem
gamblers. To a lesser extent respondents identified concerns relating to a removal of all machines,
financially supporting sporting clubs in the community, addiction, and finding other ways to encourage
venue use. Appendix 2 is the summary report for the RSL Geelong Sub-branch Have Your Say
Engagement detailing all responses.



APPENDIX 1

RSL GEELONG SUB-BRANCH LOCATION WITHIN THE CITY OF GREATER GEELONG AND
SURROUNDING SUBURBS.

City of Greater Geelong population is 244,798. Population density is 1.95 persons per hectare. Land area

is 125,242 hectares. The venue’s catchment (based on a 2.5k radius) includes the suburbs of Belmont,
Newtown, Geelong, East Geelong, and Highton — Wandana Heights.

Figure 11 Map indicating 2.5km radius from RSL Geelong Sub-branch.

Belmont population is 14,496. Population density is 16.23 persons per hectare. Land area is 893
hectares.
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Figure 12 Map of the suburb of Belmont.

Newtown population is 10,651. Population density is 18.35 persons per hectare. Land area is 580
hectares.

Figure 13 Map of the suburb of Newtown.

Geelong population is 6,058. Population density is 17.10 persons per hectare. Land area is 354 hectares.



Figure 14 Map of the suburb of Geelong.

East Geelong population is 10,651. Population density is 18.35 persons per hectare. Land area is 580
hectares.

Figure 15 Map of the suburb of East Geelong.
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Highton — Wandana Heights population is 21,822. Population density is 15.47 persons per hectare. Land
area is 1411 hectares.

Figure 16 Map of the Suburb of Highton — Wandana Heights.



APPENDIX 2

RSL GEELONG SUB-BRANCH ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY REPORT - 11 SEPTEMBER 2018

2. If Other, please specify.
Torquay.
3. What is your age group?

4. What is your gender?
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I'd prefer not to
say
4%

Male
38%

5. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will have a detrimental
effect on my community.

Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly 4%
Disagree

12%

Neutral

2%

Somewhat Agree
4%



6. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will have a detrimental
effect on children in my Community.

Somewhat
Disagree
1%
Neutral
4%

7. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will decrease my
likelihood of attending that venue for non-gambling activities.

Somewhat
Disagree
3%

Somewhat Agree
3%
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8. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will increase my gambling
losses.

Somewhat Agree
3%

Somewhat
Disagree
4%

9. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will increase the social
disadvantage of my community.

Somewhat
Disagree
6%

Neutral
2%

Somewhat Agree
9%



10. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will decrease the
financial harm experienced by my community.

Somewhat Agree
4%

Somewhat
Disagree
2%

11. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will increase the
likelihood of problem gambling in my community.

Strongly Disagree
9% Somewhat
Disagree

6%
Neutral
7%

Somewhat Agree
4%
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12. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will increase the
community’s experience of shame associated with problem gambling.

Somewhat
Disagree
3%

13. Anincrease in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will decrease the social
connectedness of my community.

Somewhat
Disagree
6%



14. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will increase my
community’s ability to enjoy non-gambling activities.

Somewhat Agree
6%

15. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will stop my attendance
at the venue.

Somewhat
Disagree
3%
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16. An increase in Electronic Gaming Machines at the RSL Geelong Sub Branch will increase my
community’s experience of crime.

Somewhat
Strongly D|s1ac8ree
Disagree °

14%

17. | was aware that the 2017 / 2018 financial year EGM gambling losses for the RSL Geelong Sub
Branch were in excess of $3.3 million dollars.

Yes
46%

18. Please add any further comments here.

Gambling is an addiction and we should be helping people fight this.

Gaming machines are needed to help support veterans in need.

| will be cancelling my RSL membership at the Geelong RSL as a result of their proposal.
| will be happy if all the existing gambling machine will be shot down .

Let's reduce harm from gambling, to increase!



Life is hard enough without gambling losses to add to it.

N

N/a

NO MORE MACHINES

No more pokies in Geelong, they destroy families

Not helpful for communities at all. Increases problem gamblers

Please keep our community safe!

Support rsl

Thank you for the opportunity to take this survey.

The all community doesn't need more pokies machines but a reduction scould be a priority !

The increase is excessive. EGM create more harm than good. We have enough in Geelong

This is none of councils business just get on with the job you're elected to do ie garbage etc

This survey is unfair

We do not need any additional machines in Geelong. They are detrimental to our community.

we should be removing gaming machines not adding more.

Pokies take money disproportionately out of the pockets of the most disadvantaged members
of a community. It is unconsciounable for a local government to support or validate their
increase. Say no and take a stand for the people who need it the most

| hear that the main reason that the Geelong RSL is increasing their gaming is to put more
money back into the community, examples are junior and grass root sporting clubs

I am concerned about the increase in gambling losses for the Geelong community in the past
ten years as outlined in the Geelong Advertiser 28 August. And the negative impact this has
on individuals, their families and community.

| am utterly opposed to any increase in pokies at the RSL. In fact | want those they already
have to be removed. They are a blight on our community and cause enormous harm. The RSL
is supposed to look after ex servicemen and yet they are happy to assist in destroying their
community. SHAME!

This is madness. And it is the charities that have to deal with the disaster that problem
gambling causes. | am very cross about this.

wow, that is a massive amount of money lost here by the community. Isn't this an indication to
reduce the number of machines instead of increasing it??
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RSL is just being greedy to take more money from local people in the community. There are
too many Poker machines in Geelong as it is.

Strongly disagree with this decision and there is evidence to support and increase will lead to
negative consequences in the community, particularly for individuals who already face social
disadvantage

Gambling in our community is a disgrace and adds to the misery of many in our community
especially children who are always the ones most at risk

There are too many Pokie machines in Geelong already. We need to reducing their number
not increasing them. Gambling destroys lives and the poor suffer the most.

Some of the income received from additional EGM at the Geelong RSL will be spent on
providing more welfare benefits to members. Money is also needed to update the facility

This proposal has no positive community benefit and only increases revenue for RSL on the
back of social pain for the wider community

in reading their financial annual report, it shows that they have spent over $100,000 in welfare,
which supports veterans with utility bills and food vouchers. They also help families with school
fees and paying rent

This venue has a sufficient number of machines and should not be allowed to procure more.
This will not benefit our community but will impact negatively on our community's health and
wellbeing.

There is no need for more pokies in our community. There are plenty of venues that offer
pokies in the 3216 area.

The money earned from the gaming machines go towards the welfare of veterans and there
families. If gaming machines are not increased at the Geelong RSL many veterans with mental
and physical injuries can not be supported.

Geelong already loses $118m annually to pokie machines. We just don't need this. Poker
machines do not offer anything of value to our community. They are there to make private
profits at the expense of individuals. Just think what our community could do with an additional
$118m each year.

Gambling is causing so many problems already in our community, there is no reason to
increase the availability of EG machines.

Management and Staff of Geelong RSL Club are committed to the Responsible Conduct of
Gaming services. Geelong RSL implement measures to ensure that we encourage a
responsible, caring and professional approach to the Responsible Conduct of Gambling.An
increased number of poker machines in the Geelong RSL's location will support Geelong RSL
sub-branch's welfare services to veterans

Poke machines are made to be addictive and have no place in the community. | wonder how
many returned veterans have a gambling problem because their club continues to provide
these machines.

Having more machines at the RSL will not entice more people to become Problem Gamblers. |
am going through separation now due to being married to a Problem Gambler. She found
many, many more Venues in Geelong to waste our money at and the RSL was not one.
Unfortunately for me and many other men | have spoken to, there is not a law that will deny



these people from losing everything behind our backs. Also there is no court that takes this
into account.

The article in the advertiser bought me here, just wanted to say, they recently banned online
poker in australia, which is widely considered a game of skill, but it wasnt being taxed here. So
increasing he amount of pokie machines, which are not a game of skill, makes no sense

Not a problem gambler myself, but still work in an area where | see the impacts. It's
documented in the neuroscientific literature that egms induce reward hypersensitivity in
individuals which literally means that they have no capacity to resist the urge to gamble. It is
impossible that the designers of these machines are not aware of this and foolish to think they
don't design their machines accordingly. Why are we as a community seeking to further
exacerbate the harm done to susceptible people and by extension to the entire community
(save the few who are profiting from the machines)?

Surely we have learned something from passed experience of loss, dislocation, depression
and crime increase. | say NO to more pokies!

It is extremely saddening to hear the statistic of point 16 and without even regard for this the
proposition of more gambling machines seems outrageous. People who attend the RSL do
require social activities and connectedness but when that occurs under the guise of 'friendly
flutter' the rot is set in for lonesome losses and isolation and potential for gambling addition to
take root. This would further alienate people and cause priorities to be shifted away from family
and people to satisfy the ever tempting need for cash for machines. Please do not do this,
instead invest in other community promoting activities. Thank you.

Electronic Gaming Machines are intended to make profit for venues and machine owners. The
main users are those who can ill afford to risk their income. EGMs do not bring a community
together - which Geelong should be aiming for. More community feeling - not less.

If the RSL think that by increasing the number of machines their supposed $ losses in 2017/18
will be fixed they are delusional. These deliberately addictive machines are a blight upon our
society - Geelong in particular! This State government is addicted to $ revenue from gaming
machines - | for one would like to see less - certainly not more machines in our local
community.

| think the RSL and other poker machine venues look at other ways to encourage use of their
venues e.g. a lot of people who like to watch football do not have FOXTEL and these venues
could put football matches. Buckley does this Ok and they have their poker machine room
seperate from the sporting screens. | have gone there to watch football and you buy a meal
and drink and the venue makes money that way. One problem is that Geelong supporters get
priority with sound over others like Collingwood supporters if these two teams are playing at
the same time. Also the RSL could look at things on a Sunday afternoon to appeal to seniors
such as Scottish dancing, folk music etc.

More gambling options will increase financial hardship, mental health problems, suicide rates,
crime and marriage breakups.

It is my understanding that the increase will not affect the community. As the increase will give
a choice of new games. The small profit the RSL receives will go into the community. Its a win-
win for all.

There is no need for more poker machines anywhere. All they do is prey on the vunerable. We
should be decreasing the amount, not increasing them.
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The insidious harm that an increase in gaming machines will have on our community causes
repercussions for years to come on the most vulnerable people in our community. Please
Geelong City Council reject this application!!!

In the end of the day it is everyone's responsibility to be responsible for themselves. It is never
a good idea to increase gambling opportunities for the weak. We all know of the many
problems that arise from that. If we try to stop people from smoking and taking drugs, we
should also try to do our very best to not give a gambler what he/she desire.

Your survey is deliberately designed to achieve negative responses. Why was a similar survey
not circulated in respect of other venues ? Why have you not indicated that these machines
came from the Football Club and that there has been no overall increase in the number of
machines in Geelong

The money earned from the gaming machines go towards the welfare of veterans and there
families. This needs to happen

As some enlightened clubs are removing these machines because of the know harm that they
cause this RSL will be wise to follow their example.

Problem gambling statistics continue to increase. The effect on families is enormous. Young
people are very active in gambling. More machines lead to more problems in families, the
community, services for addiction etc. Having seen these effects first hand | write from that
position.

Gambling addictions and their parallel issues of crime, domestic violence and homelessness
are not endorsed by my agreeing to an increase in gaming machines by the RSL Geelong Sub
Branch. Like the odds to win, the Community is assured to lose and we cannot afford this in
our current suffering community.

Not sure why you are surveying! Gambling hurts communities! Recent figures of losses of
$10m monthly in our community are evidence. Be shameful for CoGG to agree to any
increase.
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5.

AMENDMENT C368 AND PLANNING PERMIT 11/2017 — 143-179
FLINDERS AVENUE LARA - CONSIDERATION OF PANEL REPORT AND
ADOPTION

Source: Planning and Development - Strategic
Implementation

Acting Director: Joanne van Slageren

Portfolio: Sustainable Development

Purpose

To consider the Panel Report about Amendment C368 and PP11/2017 and to adopt
the Amendment and recommend to the Minister that he approve the Amendment and
Planning Permit.

Background

The Amendment re-zones land at 143 — 179 Flinders Avenue, Lara from the Rural
Living Zone (RLZ) to the General Residential Zone, schedule 1 (GRZ1). The Planning
Permit PP11/2017 allows the staged subdivision of the re-zoned land into conventional
residential lots.

The Amendment was exhibited between 9 November and 11 December 2017.

Fifty (50) submissions were received in response to the exhibition of the Amendment
and Planning Permit application.

All submissions were referred to an independent Panel, appointed by the Minister for
Planning. A Directions Hearing was held on Monday 9 March 2018. The Panel hearing
was held on 23 April 2018 and the Panel Report received on 13 June 2018.

Key Issues
The Panel conclusions included that:

1) The Amendment is supported by and implements the relevant sections of the State
and Local Planning Policy Frameworks and is consistent with the relevant
Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes.

2) The proposed General Residential Zoning of part of the land is a logical inclusion
of conventional residential land.

3) The Rural Living Zone 200 metre buffer along the northern part of the site, south
of Serendip Sanctuary, is appropriate.

4) The Structure Plan Map in the Lara Structure Plan (2011) should be updated to
show the 200 metre buffer.

5) Pedestrian access to both Spoonbill Court and Firetail Way is appropriate.

6) The Planning Scheme Amendment and Planning Permit will be consistent with the
bushfire policy at Clause 13.05 of the Planning Scheme subject to the requirements
and recommendations of the bushfire risk assessment being given effect through
the Planning Permit for the subdivision of the land.

7) The requirement for a financial contribution for the public open space contribution
for the subdivision is appropriate.
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8)

10)

Flinders Avenue is to be constructed along the frontage of the subject site and the
adjoining property to the south (131A Flinders Avenue) to comprise a traffic lane
in each direction, kerb and channel, a parking lane, cycle lane, and a sealed
pedestrian path on the on the north-western side of Flinders Avenue, and a table
drain on the south-east side.

The conditions of the draft Planning Permit as exhibited should be amended in
accordance with the conclusions and recommendations of this report.

Council officers agree with the Panel's findings and recommend that the
Amendment and Planning Permit be adopted with minor changes to the permit
conditions.

Cr Mason moved, Cr Aitken seconded -

That Council:

1)
2)

3)

Adopt Amendment C368 in the form as outlined in Attachment 6 of this report;

Submit the adopted Amendment together with the prescribed information to
the Minister for Planning requesting approval; and

Recommend to the Minister for Planning that Planning Permit 11/2017 be
approved in the form outlined in Attachment 5 of this report.

Carried.
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Attachment 1

Financial Implications

There will be no significant financial implications on Council.

Community Engagement

The amendment was exhibited in accordance with the provisions of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 to provide for full public comment, including notifying all affected
landowners by mail. Submitters have been notified of the release of the Panel Report
and will be notified of the Council’s adoption and of the final decision on the Amendment
by the Minister for Planning.

Social Equity Considerations

The amendment does not raise any social equity issues.

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications

The amendment is consistent with the following clauses of the Planning Policy
Framework and supports its implementation by:

e (Clause 11.01-1S Settlement - The amendment supports this policy as it will
facilitate residential growth in an orderly manner located close to educational and
community services in a broader established residential context.

e Clause 11.01-1R Settlement Geelong (G21) - The amendment supports this policy
as Lara is identified as an area to support planned growth and reinforce the role of
distinct towns and to optimise the use of existing infrastructure and services.

e Clause 15 Built Environment - The amendment supports this policy as the
subdivision design will enable the creation of a safe, functional and high quality
environment with a sense of place and cultural identity in keeping with the
surrounding residential character.

e Clause 16 Housing - The amendment is considered to accord with this policy as it
will facilitate a serviced diverse housing development in an existing developed
residential context in close walking distance to town services.

e Clause 19.03-4S Stormwater - The amendment supports this policy via the
management of stormwater from the site through Lara Central Estate via
incorporation of water-sensitive urban design techniques to reduce run-off and
peak flows and integrate stormwater treatment.

Alignment to Council Plan

The amendment supports the Sustainable Built and Natural Environment strategic
direction of Council Plan and is consistent with the strategic direction of community
wellbeing and the priority of connected, creative and strong communities.

Conflict of Interest

No Council officers involved in the preparation of this report have any direct or indirect
interest, in accordance with Section 80C of the Local Government Act.
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Risk Assessment

There are no notable risks associated with implementing the recommendation
contained in this report.

Environmental Implications

The proposed amendment will not have any adverse effects on the environment.
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Attachment 2

Discussion

The Amendment proposes to rezone part of the land at 143-179 Flinders Avenue, Lara
from the Rural Living Zone (RLZ) to the General Residential Zone 1 (GRZ1).

In addition, the Amendment alters Clause 21.13 Lara Structure Plan Map to show land
at 143-179 Flinders Avenue, Lara as ‘Conventional Residential’.

The draft Planning Permit allows for the staged multi-lot subdivision of the land
proposed to be re-zoned.

Fifty submissions were received in response to the exhibition of the Amendment and
draft Planning Permit. The submissions included three from referral authorities which
supported or did not object to the amendment and Planning Permit and/or specified
Planning Permit conditions, four from nearby landowners and a local environmental
group which supported the amendment as exhibited but which expressed concerns with
regard to aspects of the draft Planning Permit and one from a nearby landowner which
made no comment in relation to the Amendment, but which expressed concern with
regard to perceived impacts arising from increased traffic related to the development.
Thirty two submissions in support of the Amendment were received from individuals
who indicated that they hoped to purchase land within the proposed subdivision.

Ten submissions were received which opposed or sought changes to the Amendment
and draft permit as exhibited. These submissions predominantly addressed matters
related to the merits of the proposed Planning Permit, rather than the re-zoning of the
land.

Submissions expressing concern primarily related to proposed lot sizes, vehicle and
pedestrian connectivity and off-site traffic impacts.

On 12 January 2018 the City’s delegate considered a report on the submissions and
made the following decision:

That Council having considered all submissions to Amendment C368 resolves to:

1) Request the Minister for Planning to appoint an Independent Panel under Part 5 of
the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to consider submissions relating to the
amendment;

2) Refer all submissions to the Panel; and

3) Submit to the Panel its response to the submissions generally as outlined in this
report.

A two-person Panel, chaired by Ms Lucinda Peterson, conducted the Hearing on 23

April 2018. An officer from the Strategic Implementation Unit, assisted by an officer

from the Statutory Planning Unit, represented the City and reflected the delegated

authority resolutions and argued that the Amendment is strategically justified and that
the draft Planning Permit should be supported.

The Panel Report, received on 13 June 2018, supports the City’s position on all aspects
of the Amendment, and has recommended some changes to the exhibited draft
Planning Permit. The Panel Report’s Executive Summary and Recommendations is at
Attachment 3.

Attachment 4 is a tracked changes version of the Draft Planning Permit which
includes the changes suggested by the Planning Panel.

Attachment 5 is a revised version of the draft permit conditions which incorporates
wording changes agreed between Council officers and the applicant’s consultants, as
a result of matters raised by the parties in the course of their submissions to the Panel.
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Attachment 6 contains the Amendment documentation in accordance with the
recommendation contained in this report.

Attachment 7 contains the revised Plan of Subdivision submitted by the applicant at
the Panel Hearing, on which the Plan of Subdivision referred to in the draft permit will
be based.

Key Panel findings and Officer response
A) Re-zoning
Basis of Objections.

A number of submitters said that they had previously been given undertakings that
the land would not be developed or subdivided.

The Township of Lara Care Group Inc. (Submitter 17) opposed the extent of the
rezoning on the basis of increased cat numbers, traffic, open space, and the existing
land ‘over supply’ of residential zoned land. They submitted that there is no justification
to rezone this land as the existing residential land is well in excess of the minimum 15
year land supply requirement in the Planning Scheme. They expressed preference for
the Low Density Residential Zone (LDRZ) with a single dwelling per acre, with 8 to 10
dwellings in total.

Several submitters stated that there is not a lack of zoned land within the Lara area to
justify rezoning more land to General Residential Zone.

Panel Response:

The Panel considers that the land proposed to be rezoned to General Residential Zone
is a logical extension of the existing conventional residential area as it is wedged
between existing residential land to the west and a sealed road to the east and will
utilise and build upon existing infrastructure. The addition of (approximately) 23 lots will
not compromise the development of other land that has been zoned or designated for
development.

Officer Response:

Council officers concur with the view of the Panel in relation to the suitability of the
land for re-zoning to GRZ1.

B) Planning Permit
Basis of Objections.

Matters raised by objecting submitters included:

e that the lots should be between 1000 and 4000 square metres;

e that the properties facing Flinders Avenue are too small, and that this will result
in children playing on the street or not playing at all because of the small lot
sizes and the lack of open space areas close by;and

e concerns in relation to vehicle and pedestrian access and connectivity, as well
as increasing traffic on surrounding roads.

Panel Response:

The Panel is satisfied that the proposed lots are conventionally sized residential lots
that are generally consistent with state and local planning policies, the purposes and
provisions of the General Residential Zone, and the Clause 56 residential subdivision
provisions.

The lots that are less than 600 square metres are mostly lots of around 540 square
metres in area. To the extent that these lots provide relatively smaller land areas the
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Panel is satisfied that they respond to the emerging demand for smaller dwelling types
and lower maintenance dwellings identified in Clause 21.06-1 of the Planning Scheme.

The vehicle access arrangements for the proposed subdivision in the amended Plan of
Subdivision (TGM plan dated 24/04/18) are acceptable.

Pedestrian access to both Spoonbill Court and Firetail Way is appropriate and
important to support walkable, integrated neighbourhoods.

Officer Response:

Council officers concur with the view of the Panel in relation to the proposed plan of
subdivision and this is reflected in the draft Permit Conditions contained in
Attachment 5.
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Attachment 3 - Panel Report Executive Summary & Recommendations



Greater Geelong City Council 25 September 2018
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 35




Greater Geelong City Council 25 September 2018
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 36




Greater Geelong City Council 25 September 2018
Minutes of Ordinary Meeting
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 37

Attachment 4 — Panel Suggested Draft Permit Conditions
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Attachment 5 — Draft Permit with additional recommended changes
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Attachment 6 - Amendment Documents for Adoption
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Attachment 7 — Revised Plan of Subdivision as Submitted to the Panel
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6. CONTRACTUAL MATTER

Source: Finance & Strategy
Director: Peter Anderson
Portfolio: An Inclusive and Diverse Community

Cr Sullivan moved. Cr Kontelj seconded -

That in accordance with Section 89 (2) (d) of the Local Government Act 1989, this
contractual matter be considered at the conclusion of all other business at which
time the meeting be closed to members of the public.

Carried.
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7. CONTRACTUAL MATTER

Source: City Services - Waste Services
Director: Guy Wilson-Browne
Portfolio: Environment and Sustainability

Cr Sullivan moved, Cr Murnane seconded -

That in accordance with Section 89 (2) (d) of the Local Government Act 1989, this
contractual matter be considered at the conclusion of all other business at which
time the meeting be closed to members of the public.

Carried.
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8. CONTRACTUAL MATTER

Source: Finance & Strategy - Property and Procurement
Director: Peter Anderson
Portfolio Arts, Culture and Heritage

Cr Sullivan moved, Cr Mason seconded -

That in accordance with Section 89 (2) (d) of the Local Government Act 1989, this
contractual matter be considered at the conclusion of all other business at which
time the meeting be closed to members of the public.

Carried.
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NOTICE OF MOTION - Cr Mansfield

HARM MINIMISATION FOR PROBLEM GAMBLING

Background

This motion seeks to enhance the City of Greater Geelong’s ability to minimise the harms
from problem gambling in the municipality, in particular those related to Electronic Gaming
Machines (EGMs, or ‘pokies’). This is in recognition of evidence of growing harm from
problem gambling in our community, and community expectations that Council addresses
this issue. Examples of community sentiment about problem gambling include the survey
responses to recent applications by venues for additional EGMs, as well as recent media
coverage of the issue.

Geelong residents lost $118.8m last financial year to EGMs. Losses are rising at a rate
almost double the state average. The productivity commission estimates that on average,
0.5%-1.0% of Australian adults can be considered to have severe problems with gambling;
in Geelong this estimated to be more than double this level at 2.44%. Studies show that
between 20% and 60% of EGM expenditure comes from those that can be considered
problem gamblers. Although EGMs are often justified as a means to fund measures that
benefit the community, on average only 1.3% of losses from EGMs in Geelong go back to
the community.

While gambling and EGM use is a legal and potentially enjoyable activity for some, for others
it has the potential to result in significant harm. The evidence of harm to individuals and the
broader community from gambling losses is well established and outlined in the Council’s
response to the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation in the current
agenda papers (see item 4). It is a significant public health issue, that spreads well beyond
the individual affected — it is estimated that between 7-10 other people experience harm as
a result of each person with problem gambling. If we relate these figures to just to those with
the most severe problem gambling, this means that at least 17-24% of our community are
impacted by the consequences of problem gambling.

Harms include direct financial hardships, such as poverty and housing stress, suicide,
depression, crime, family breakdown and family violence. The money lost from gambling is
also a loss turn to our local economy, as is the loss of work productivity of those experiencing
problem gambling. As noted in the report in agenda item 4, the harms from gambling are not
evenly spread through the community. Those who are already experiencing social and
financial hardship are more likely to experience problem gambling, as well as the harms
arising from gambling. As a municipality with a significant proportion of people who
experience high levels of social and financial hardship, we as a Council have a responsibility
to prevent anything that exacerbates this.

Measures we as a Council can take to do this include:

« Joining the Alliance for Gambling Reform (AGR). We were formerly a supporter of this
group via our membership of the Victorian Local Government Association (VLGA),
however since we are no longer part of the VLGA this has ceased. The AGR is a group
of organisations who work together to share ideas and resources with the aim of reducing
the harm from gambling, in particular from EGMs. The MAV and VLGA along with 18
Victorian councils including the City of Melbourne, Wyndham City Council, and Hobsons
Bay City Council are AGR members. By joining, the City of Greater Geelong can
collaborate with other Councils to reduce harm in our communities;
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* Re-establishing the Gambling Advisory Committee. This was previous an advisory
committee to council and was dissolved while council was under administration. The roles
that a Gambling Advisory Committee could play include: review the Council Electronic
Gaming Machine Policy; review Council processes in VCGLR Applications and Planning
Applications regarding Electronic Gaming Machines; provide comment to Council on
VGLR applications and relevant planning applications; monitor implementation of G21
Problem Gambling Recommendations; and develop recommendations and education
programs to Council to enable reduction in gambling harm in Geelong municipality;

» Provide Council with the opportunity to review all applications in the municipality for new
or additional EGMs, regardless of the recommended response from officers. This will
ensure that Councillors are aware of, and can have a say on, all applications for more
machines.

Council taking a more active role to minimise the harms from gambling is consistent with our
Council Plan 2018-2022 Strategic Priority Area 1 — Improved Health and Safety of Our
Community; our municipal Health and Wellbeing Plan (particularly the focus on improving
mental health), and the Clever and Creative Future vision priority of being an inclusive,
diverse, health and socially connected community.

Cr Mansfield moved, Cr Aitken seconded -

That Council:

1) Confirm their support for the Alliance for Gambling Reform and considers
becoming a member during the 2019/2020 budget period;

2) Provide advice on the resource implications to re-establish the Gambling Advisory
Committee and have officers report back to Council no later than 30 November
2018; and

3) Reaffirms that all responses to the VCGLR regarding applications by venues to
obtain additional EGMs are brought to the chamber for a decision by Council.

Carried.
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ASSEMBLY OF COUNCIL RECORD

Source: Governance and Legal Services
Chief Executive Officer: Martin Cutter

Portfolio: Leadership & Governance
Summary

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

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

Cr Sullivan moved, Cr Kontelj seconded -

That the information be received.

Carried.



RECORD OF ASSEMBLIES OF COUNCIL
(Council Meeting 25 September 2018)

Conflict of Interest

Assembly Details Councillors Officer Attendees Agenda ltems Disclosures
Car Parking Crs Aitken, Kontelj, B Luxford (DIR) Central Geelong Car Parking Strategy Nil.
25 July 2018 Mansfield, Mason, J Van Slageren (A/DIR)
Murnane, Murrihy Sullivan | F Gray (MGR)
S Hopkins (CO ORD)
Project Advisory Crs Harwood, Aitken, M Cutter (CEO) Update on Civic Accommodation Submissions Nil

Committee
30 August 2018

Mason, Nelson, Sullivan

P Anderson (DIR)
S Broadbent (MGR)
T Kirwood (MGR)
D Chrimes (OFF)

and Site Selection Process

Council Briefing
4 September 2018

Crs Harwood, Aitken,
Asher, Grzybek, Kontelj,
Mansfield, Mason, Murrihy,
Murnane, Nelson, Sullivan

M Cutter (CEO)

R Stevens (A/DIR)

B Luxford (DIR)

J Van Slageren (A/DIR)
P Anderson (DIR)

G Wilson-Browne (DIR)
R Leonard (EXEC MGR)
T Raven (CO ORD)

J Brown (CO ORD)

K Ilvens (OFF)

J Hurse (MGR)

G Russell (MGR)

R Pedretti (MGR)

P Smith (MGR)

J Chalmers (OFF)

D Bushell (OFF)

B Szymczak (OFF)

J Giacchi (GENERAL
COUNSEL)

V Allan (SNR LAWYER)

Amendment C368 and Planning Permit
11/2017 — 143-179 Flinders Avenue, Lara —
Consideration of Panel Report and Adoption
Lara Prison Expansion Project — 110-160
Peak School Road and 5-75 Chisholm Road,
Lara

Heritage Advisory Committee Updated Terms
of Reference

Access and Inclusion Plan

Municipal Early Years Plan 2018-2022
Community Zero Carbon Action Plan 2018-
2020

Revocation of Flood Prone Area Designation
of New Lots at Warralily, Stages 72, 74, 75,
113 and 118

Revocation of Flood Prone Area Designation
of New Lots at Armstrong Waters, Stage 5
Central Geelong Marketing Committee —
Annual Activities Report 2017-2018 and
Proposed Terms of Reference Changes

Cr Kontelj declared a
indirect financial interest in
Central Geelong Marketing
Committee — Annual
Activities Report 2017-
2018 & Proposed Terms of
Reference Changes and
left the meeting room prior
to discussion of the item.




Conflict of Interest

Assembly Details Councillors Officer Attendees Agenda ltems Disclosures
Civic Accommodation Crs Harwood, Aitken, M Cutter (CEQ) Civic Accommodation site selection e Nil
Project Advisory Grzybek, Mason, Murnane, | P Anderson (DIR) Civic Accommodation next steps
Committee Meeting Sullivan S Broadbent (MGR)

6 September 2018 F Gray (MGR)
T Kirwood (MGR)
D Chrimes (OFF)
Civic Accommodation Cr Harwood, Aitken, Asher, | M Cutter (CEQ) Hearing of Submissions e Nil
Submissions Hearing Grzybek, Mansfield, P Anderson (DIR)
6 September 2018 Mason, Murnane, Sullivan | S Broadbent (MGR)
F Gray (MG)
T Kirwood (MGR)
D Chrimes (OFF)
Council Briefing Crs Harwood, Aitken, M Cutter (CEQO) Annual Report e Nil

18 September 2018

Grzybek, Kontelj,
Mansfield, Mason, Murrihy,
Murnane, Nelson, Sullivan

R Stevens (DIR)

B Luxford (DIR)

J Van Slageren (A/DIR)
P Anderson (DIR)

G Wilson-Browne (DIR)
G Russell (MGR)

L Barton (A/EXEC MGR)
R Leonard (EXEC MGR)
T Kirwood (MGR)

J Malone (CO ORD)

T Raven (CO ORD)

T Perfrement (OFF)

K lvens (OFF)

M Mitchell (OFF)

M Macgugan (OFF)

V Shelton (MGR)

J Hurse (MGR)

R Thomas (MGR)

F Reidy (MGR)

P Smith (MGR)

S Boer (MGR)

Submissions Hearing Panel Report — Sale of
the Former Geelong Post Office
Consolidation of Council’s Administrative
Offices

Electronic Gaming Machine Application —
Geelong RSL

Youth Council Advisory Committee
Amendment C368 and Planning Permit
11/2017 — 143-179 Flinders Avenue, Lare —
Consideration of Panel Report and Adoption
Contractual Matter (Confidential)
Contractual Matter (Confidential)
Contractual Matter (Confidential)




Assembly Details

Councillors

Officer Attendees

Agenda ltems

Conflict of Interest
Disclosures

Submission Hearing
Panel
20 September 2018

Crs Harwood, Murrihy,
Mansfield, Mason,
Murnane, Nelson

T Kirwood (MGR)
J Brown (CO ORD)
D Chrimes (OFF)

Lease of 95 Eastern Beach Road, Geelong

(Confidential)

Nil
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PLANNING DELEGATIONS — AUGUST 2018

Source: Planning & Development - City Development
Act/Director: Joanne van Slageren

Portfolio: Sustainable Development

Summary

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

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

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

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

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

Cr Mason moved, Cr Sullivan seconded -

That the information be received.

Carried.

Cr Sullivan moved, Cr Mason seconded -

That the meeting be closed to the public.
Carried.

The Meeting was closed to the public at 9.31pm

A record of the proceedings of this section of the meeting is contained in a
Confidential Minute Book.

Cr Sullivan moved, Cr Mason seconded -
That the Meeting be opened to the public.

Carried.



Planning Decisions Report - August 2018

Decision

Authority Description/

App Number Location Application Type Date Description T —
PP-1391-2017 |47 Helms Street, NEWCOMB |Construction of Eight (8) Dwellings and Eight (8) 3/8/2018[NOD - Planning Development Hearings
3219 Lot Subdivision Permit Panel
PP-144-2018 195 Princes Highway, CORIO |Buildings and Works Associated with the 3/8/2018|Refusal to Grant a |Development Hearings
3214 Construction of Three (3) Dwellings and Creation Planning Permit Panel

of Access to a Road Zone Category 1
PP-1476-2013/A |38 The Terrace, OCEAN Construction of Two Dwellings Greater than 7.5m 2/8/2018|Extended Planning |Delegated Authority
GROVE 3226 in Height above Natural Ground Level and Two Permit
Lot Subdivision
PP-1533-2016/A |25-33 Sun Street, MOOLAP Use and Development of a Materials Recycling 17/8/2018|NOD - Amended Development Hearings
3224 Facility (Concrete Reclamation Facility) Permit Panel
PP-1629-2015 |4 Herbert Court, NEWCOMB |Construction of Five (5) Dwellings and Five (5) 17/8/2018|Extended Planning |Delegated Authority
3219 Lot Subdivision Permit
PP-208-2017 64 Hitchcock Avenue, Development of a Commercial Building and Use 1/8/2018|NOD - PC/C Planning Committee
BARWON HEADS 3227 of Land for an Indoor Recreation Facility, and Planning Permit
Reduction of Car Parking
64 Hitchcock Avenue, Development of a Commercial Building and Use 30/8/2018|Delegate - No Delegated Authority
BARWON HEADS 3227 of Land for an Indoor Recreation Facility, and Appeal Lodged
Reduction of Car Parking
PP-262-2018 51 The Esplanade, Demolition of Existing Outbuildings and Pool, 3/8/2018|NOD - Planning Development Hearings
DRUMCONDRA 3215 Construction of a Second Dwelling Including a Permit Panel
Two (2) Lot Subdivision
PP-280-2018 10 Schofield Court, BELL Construction of Two (2) Dwellings and Two (2) 6/8/2018|Delegate - No Delegated Authority
POST HILL 3215 Lot Subdivision Appeal Lodged
PP-33-2007 13 York Street, GEELONG For the construction of four (4) storey apartment 3/8/2018|Extended Planning |Delegated Authority

3220

building comprising of six (6) dwellings and a
partial waiver of the car parking requirement

Permit




PP-420-2015

740-750 Torquay Road,
MOUNT DUNEED 3217

Use of Land in a Farming Zone for the Purpose of
a Sere Station; Buildings and Works in a Farming
Zone (Including Building within 100m of a Road
Zone; Removal of Native Vegetation; Advertising
Signs; Vary Requirements of Clause 52.12;
Create an Access to a Road Zone

17/8/2018

Extended Planning
Permit

Delegated Authority

PP-531-2018 45 Wattle Bird Crescent, Construction of Three (3) Dwellings and a Three 3/8/2018[NOD - Planning Development Hearings
BARWON HEADS 3227 (3) Lot Subdivision Permit Panel
PP-607-2017 1 Flinders Parade, BARWON |Demolition of an Existing Building, Partial 13/8/2018|Permit Issued - VCAT
HEADS 3227 Demolition of an Existing Building, Buildings and VCAT
Works Associated with the Construction of a
Three (3) Storey, Eight (8) Dwelling Apartment
Building, Alterations and Additions to Existing
Building, Alteration of Access to a Road Zone
Category 1 Road, Reduction in Car Parking and
Waiver of Loading Bay Requirements
PP-654-2017 10 Silverwood Court, ST Six (6) Lot Subdivision 9/8/2018(Permit Issued - VCAT
ALBANS PARK 3219 VCAT
PP-726-2017 107 Hitchcock Avenue, Construction of Two (2) Dwellings and Two (2) 29/8/2018|Permit Issued - VCAT
BARWON HEADS 3227 Lot Subdivision VCAT
PP-780-2017 297-307 Roslyn Road, Development of the Land for a Residential Aged 24/8/2018|Refusal to Grant a |Planning Committee
HIGHTON 3216 Care Facility Planning Permit
PP-826-2016 10 Bourbon Way, WAURN Three Lot Subdivision 27/8/2018|Extended Planning |Delegated Authority

PONDS 3216

Permit

PP-1004-2017

Roadside (Planning) ., GEELON

Removal and Lopping of Native Vegetation Along
Roadsides of Baker Street, Osborne Street, Field
Street South, Inskip Street and the Esplanade,
Ocean Grove, for Street Construction Works

9-Aug-2018

NOD - Delegate

Objectors - 3

PP-1286-2017

24 Torquay Road, BELMONT 3

Buildings and Works Associated with the
Construction of a Second Dwelling and a Two (2)
Lot Subdivision

2-Aug-2018

NOD - Delegate

Objectors - 1




PP-197-2018

244 Autumn Street, MANIFOLD

Construction of Two (2) Dwellings and a Two (2)
Lot Sub Division

2-Aug-2018

NOD - Delegate

Objectors - 2

PP-20-2018 2 Harrison Court, HIGHTON 32/Construction of Double Storey Dwellings and a 23-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1
Three (3) Lot Subdivision

PP-255-2018 143 Fenwick Street, PORTARLI|Building and Works Associated with the 8-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 5
Construction of Four (4) Dwellings

PP-310-2018 35 Sheepwash Road, BARWONConstruction of One (1) Dwelling and Two (2) Lot |27-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1
Subdivision

PP-324-2018 111 Mt Pleasant Road, BELMOI Construction of Three (3) Dwellings and a Three |30-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 2
(3) Lot Subdivision

PP-342-2018 3 Platypus Court, OCEAN GRO]Construction of Two (2) Dwellings and a Two (2) |30-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 2
Lot Subdivision

PP-378-2018 6 The Lairds Way, NEWTOWN |Construction of a Dwelling and Fence in a 24-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 2
Heritage Overlay

PP-540-2018 16 Spruhan Avenue, NORLANE Construction of Three (3) Dwellings and Three (3)| 6-Aug-2018{NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1
Lot Subdivision

PP-555-2018 24 Glenfine Avenue, HAMLYN HConstruction of Second Dwelling and Two (2) Lot | 6-Aug-2018|{NOD - Delegate Objectors - 2
Subdivision

PP-627-2018 36 Maitland Street, GEELONG \Partial Demolition Including Alterations and 17-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1
Additions to an Existing Dwelling within Heritage
Overlay

PP-66-2018 34 Ormond Road, EAST GEEL(QUse of land as an Office and Construction of a 8-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1
Two (2) Storey Building containing an Office and
a Dwelling.

PP-718-2018 137 Pakington Street, GEELON{Partial Demolition, Building and Works 28-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1
Associated with an existing buildings, construct
and display of Signage

PP-915-2017 84 Roslyn Road, BELMONT 32|Development of the Land for a Second Dwelling |29-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1
and a Two (2) Lot Subdivision

PP-94-2018 15 Preston Street, GEELONG WDemolition of dwelling, outbuildings and fences 15-Aug-2018|NOD - Delegate Objectors - 1

and construction of a single dwelling and fences




PP-995-2017

147 Corio Street, GEELONG 3]

Partial Demolition to Dwelling and Demolition of
Garage and Alterations and Additions to an
Existing Dwelling on Lot Less Than 300sgm in a
Heritage Overlay and construction over Common
Property

24-Aug-2018

NOD - Delegate

Objectors - 4
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SECTION F — CONFIDENTIAL
By resolution of Council it was determined that the decision made “In Committee” in

relation to the “Lease of the Beach House—Eastern Beach Road, Geelong”, be made
public.

Resolution

That the minutes record that a lease has been granted to TBOS Pty Ltd for the
Council property, 95 Eastern Beach Road, Geelong.

CLOSE OF MEETING

As there was no further business the meeting closed at 9.54pm. Tuesday, 25
September 2018.

Signed:

Cr Bruce Harwood (Mayor)

Date of Confirmation:






