
Agenda: Corporate & Works Committee

Date: Monday 7 March 2005

Time: 6.00pm



Outline Of Meeting Protocol & Procedure:

• The Chairperson will call the Meeting to order and ask the Committee/Staff to present apologies or late
correspondence.

• The Chairperson will commence the Order of Business as shown in the Index to the Agenda.
• At the beginning of each item the Chairperson will ask whether a member(s) of the public wish to address the

Committee.
• If person(s) wish to address the Committee, they are allowed four (4) minutes in which to do so.  Please direct

comments to the issues at hand.
• If there are persons representing both sides of a matter (eg applicant/objector), the person(s) against the

recommendation speak first.
• At the conclusion of the allotted four (4) minutes, the speaker resumes his/her seat and takes no further part in

the debate unless specifically called to do so by the Chairperson.
• If there is more than one (1) person wishing to address the Committee from the same side of the debate, the

Chairperson will request that where possible a spokesperson be nominated to represent the parties.
• The Chairperson has the discretion whether to continue to accept speakers from the floor.
• After considering any submissions the Committee will debate the matter (if necessary), and arrive at a

recommendation (R items which proceed to Full Council) or a resolution (D items for which the Committee has
delegated authority).

Delegated Authority (“D” Items):

• General financial and corporate management of the Council, except those specifically excluded by statute, by
Council direction or delegated specifically to another Committee.

• Note: This not to limit the discretions of nominated staff members exercising Delegated Authorities granted by
the Council.

• Quarterly review of Council's Management Plan.
• Finance Regulations, including:-

- Authorisation of expenditures within budgetary provisions where not delegated;
- Quarterly review of Budget Review Statements;
- Quarterly and other reports on Works and Services provision; and
- Writing off of rates, fees and charges because of non-rateability, bad debts, and impracticality of

collection.
• Auditing.
• Property Management.
• Asset Management.
• Traffic Management - Works Implementation.
• Works and Services - Monitoring and Implementations.
• Legal Matters and Legal Register.
• Parks and Reserves Management.
• Infrastructure Management, Design and Investigation.
• To require such investigations, reports or actions as considered necessary in respect of matters contained within

the Business Agenda (and as may be limited by specific Council resolution).
• Confirmation of Minutes of its Meeting.
• Any other matter falling within the responsibility of the Corporate and Works Committee and not restricted by

the Local Government Act or required to be a Recommendation to Full Council as listed below.

Recommendation only to the Full Council (“R” Items):

• Such matters as are specified in Section 377 and within the ambit of the Committee considerations.
• The voting of money for expenditure on works, services and operations.
• Rates, Fees and Charges.
• Donations
• Matters which involve broad strategic or policy initiatives within responsibilities of the Committee.
• Matters not within the specified functions of the Committee.
• Asset Rationalisation.
• Corporate Operations:-

- Statutory Reporting; - Delegations.
- Adoption of Council's Management Plans; - Policies.
- Quality Service/Communications; - Tenders.
- Leases.
- Matters reserved by individual Councillors in accordance with any Council policy on "safeguards" and

substantive changes

Committee Membership: 7 Councillors
Quorum: The quorum for a Committee meeting is 4 Councillors.
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WOOLLAHRA MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

Notice of Meeting

3 March 2005

To: His Worship the Mayor, Councillor Rundle, ex-officio
Councillors Keri Huxley (Chair)

Claudia Cullen
Christopher Dawson
Marcus Ehrlich
Julian Martin
Andrew Petrie
John Walker

Dear Councillors

Corporate & Works Committee Meeting – 7 March 2005

In accordance with the provisions of the Local Government Act 1993, I request your
attendance at a Meeting of the Council’s Corporate and Works Committee to be held in
the Council Chambers, 536 New South Head Road, Double Bay, on Monday 7 March
2005 at 6.00pm.

Gary James
General Manager
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Meeting Agenda

Item Subject Pages

1
2
3

Leave of Absence and Apologies
Late Correspondence
Declarations of Interest

Items to be Decided by this Committee using its Delegated Authority

D1 Confirmation of Minutes of Meeting held on 21 February 2005 1A

D2 16 Dumaresq Road, Rose Bay – Proposed Road Closure & Sale –
138.16

1

D3 Activity Based Costing 8

Items to be Submitted to the Council for Decision
with Recommendations from this Committee

R1 Management & Ownership of Ferry Wharves – 908.G 13

R2 Council Meetings – Public Forum 22

R3 Double Bay & Darling Point Seawall Restoration – Tender 04/02 26
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Item No: D1 Delegated to Committee
Subject: Confirmation of minutes of meeting held on 21 February 2005

Author: Les Windle, Manager – Governance
File No: See Council Minutes
Reason for Report: The Minutes of the Meeting of Monday 21 February 2005 were previously

circulated.  In accordance with the guidelines for Committees’ operations it
is now necessary that those Minutes be formally taken as read and
confirmed.

Recommendation:

That the Minutes of the Corporate and Works Committee Meeting of 21 February 2005 be taken as
read and confirmed.

Les Windle
Manager - Governance
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Item No: D2 Delegated to Committee

Subject: 16 Dumaresq Road, Rose Bay - Proposed Road Closure & Sale

Author: Anthony Sheedy, Property Officer
File No: 138.16
Reason for Report: To give further consideration to the closure and subsequent sale of unmade

roadway adjoining the property, following the expiry of the advertisement
period.

Recommendation:

A. That the section of unmade road reserve adjoining 16 Dumaresq Road, Rose Bay, as set out in
drawing dated 18 October 2004 and tabled to the Committee, be valued for its market sale
price.

B. That a further report be submitted, following Point A above.

Background:

The Corporate and Works Committee considered this matter on 18 October 2004, when it was
resolved:

“A. That the proposal set out in drawing dated 18 October 2004 and tabled at the
Committee to sell a section of unmade road reserve adjoining 16 Dumaresq Road, Rose
Bay be advertised and notified to adjoining properties.

B. That a further report be submitted, following part A.”

A public notice was placed in the Wentworth Courier of 27 October 2004 advertising that Council
was considering the proposal to sell a portion of unmade road adjoining 16 Dumaresq Road.  In
addition, adjoining property owners, within a 50 metre radius of the subject land, were individually
notified by direct mail of Council’s proposal.  A 28 day period, which closed on 24 November
2004, was given for persons to provide submissions.

Advertisement Response

Two letters of objection were received in response to the Public Notice, one from the Woollahra
History and Heritage Society Inc (WHHS) and the other from the Rose Bay Residents’ Association
Inc (RBRA), received 1 December 2004 (see Annexures 3 & 4).  It is noted that the RBRA letter
was received outside the submission close date and that no objections were received directly from
adjoining property owners within a 50 metre radius.

Both letters referred to the public reserve and beach at the end of Dumaresq Road, describing it as a
popular picnic spot and one of the very few places on the Harbour that affords a clear view of the
Harbour Bridge. Evidently, large numbers of people flock to the end of Dumaresq Road to view
fireworks displays at times of festivity such as New Years Eve.

The letters raised concern about the narrow width of Dumaresq Road adjoining the subject land.
They argued that, given the area’s popularity, loss of the unmade road portion through sale would
preclude any further road widening that could benefit pedestrian and vehicle flows for residents and
visitors alike.
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The RBRA stated that they opposed the proposed sale outright.  However, the WHHS, whilst
opposing the current proposal, suggested that it would be of benefit to the public if Council agreed
to exchange the southern/higher part of unmade road for some of the purchaser’s northern facing
land, which adjoins the end of Dumaresq Road.  The Society believes that the effect of that proposal
would be to enlarge the adjacent beach reserve and possibly the end of road turning circle.

The previous reports to Council addressed the above resident concerns about the narrowness and
access problems of Dumaresq Road.  Because the resident property boundaries come close to the
made road, further up toward New South Head Road, it is not possible to widen the road in its
entirety.  Widening of the road adjoining the subject land would thus be of limited benefit to the
traffic flows but of significant cost to Council.  Construction of a pedestrian walkway along the
entire western side of Dumaresq Road would also be of significant cost to Council.

In accordance with Council policy for sale of surplus road reserve, Council’s Manager Public
Infrastructure has assessed this portion of road reserve and stated in previous reports that, currently,
there are no plans to widen Dumaresq Road as the cost to widen the road would be substantial, with
limited benefit.  It was also considered unlikely to occur in the future.  He explained that, despite
the restricted pedestrian access along the western side of Dumaresq Road, there was sufficient
pedestrian access along the eastern side and the cost to construct one on the western side would be
substantial.

Because Dumaresq Road is a cul de sac and contains a turnaround point adjacent to the northern-
most tip of No 16, the Manager has advised that Council should exclude a portion of the land from
any proposed sale so as to permit the possible future construction of an improved vehicle turning
area at the dead end of Dumaresq Road.  The current tabled proposal allows for the possible future
construction of an improved vehicle turning area at the dead end of Dumaresq Road.

The Manager Public Infrastructure has concluded that, subject to a small portion being retained for
the possible turnaround development and no structures such as garages, etc being erected upon the
land in front of the current property boundary, he would have no objection to the sale.

In accordance with Council’s policy, the dimensions of the parcel proposed to be sold are not
sufficient to permit independent development of the site.  Consequently, Council can only consider
selling to the adjoining owner and will require that the parcel of surplus road be consolidated with
the adjoining property 16 Dumaresq Road.

Council’s policy states that we will not, generally, consider for sale land abutting Sydney Harbour
or which is used or capable of being used to provide public access to the foreshore or to public open
space.  It is considered these provisions are not applicable in this instance as the existing pedestrian
and vehicle access to the Harbour foreshore is preserved and the provision of increased public
access over the land is not practicable.

Conclusion:

Council owned land in Lot 1 /DP 201731, Lots 1 & 2 /DP 771099 and the beach reserve of Lot 66 /
DP 2533, which adjoins the western boundary of 16 Dumaresq Road, preserves resident and visitor
amenity for picnics and festivities alike and thus addresses the concerns of the RBRA and WHHS.
I, therefore, recommend that Council resolve to proceed with the valuation of the subject unmade
road portion (as tabled) for its sale price.

Following the property valuation by Council, a letter will be sent to the purchaser advising him of
Council’s sale price.  A written agreement will be sought from the purchaser to proceed with the
sale at the land valuation price and, upon obtaining agreement, a further report brought back to
Council advising of the purchaser’s intention.
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Anthony Sheedy
Property Officer

Warwick Hatton
Director Technical Services

Annexures:

1. Overhead photo of subject land (shown hatched) and Dumaresq Road.
2. Enlarged view of Survey Plan No 13900 tabled at 18 October 2004 Corporate and Works

Committee meeting, showing, in hatched relief, the proposed portion of unmade road to be sold.
3. Woollahra History and Heritage Society Inc letter.
4. Rose Bay Residents’ Association Inc letter.
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Item No: D3 Delegated to Committee

Subject: Activity Based Costing

Author: Geoff Clarke - Director Corporate Services
File No:
Reason for Report: To provide a progress report on the development of an Activity Based

Costing Model

Recommendation:

That progress on the model be noted

________________________________________________________________________________

Background:

At the August 2, 2004 Corporate & Works Committee meeting, a report was submitted providing an
overview of the conceptual framework of an Activity Cased Costing (ABC) methodology for
Council

In the initial report, the following issues were addressed:
• Reasons for the implementation of an ABC model.
• Expected outcomes from the implementation of the model.
• Methodology for the implementation of the model.
• Timetable for the implementation of the model.

The activities required for implementation were set out as follows:
• Identify activities.
• Capture data.
• Build ABC model.
• Develop cost drivers for Council's Support functions.
• Apply the model.

We have now developed the model however key details require review and verification. This report
summarises some of the output from the model and discusses future use of the model.

Activity Based Costing:

Activity Based costing is
• A method of accurately assigning costs to the Councils goods and services
• A concept around which the Council can construct an economic model of the business of the

Council that will provide the accurate and relevant cost information to support sound
management decisions.

The type of management decisions which are supported by the concept include
• New programs
• Cost of specific services
• Cost of long term contracts
• Outsourcing of services
• Increasing or decreasing service levels
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The costs in the model must identify, defined and calculated in a way that are relevant to the
particular decision at hand. Depending on the decision to be made the cost required may be:
• Fully absorbed costs or
• Incremental costs or
• Historical costs or
• Future accounting costs or
• Cash costs

We have constructed the initial model to show fully absorbed costs across a high level definition of
services areas. This provides the conceptual framework and allows for development of further
accurate cost information as identified above to support the decision at hand.

Assumption Associated with Model:

The model uses the budgeted cost for the current budget year.  The model includes capital works
and all the ordinary services of the organisation. In includes depreciation (in lieu of a capital
accumulation cost) for operational plant but excludes depreciation of infrastructure assets. It
excludes notional charges such as notional rental of council office space. Such costs can be added to
the model when required by a particular decision type.

Total Budgeted Costs

The tables below sets out
• Direct Service Costs
• Support Service Costs

The direct service costs are

Activities

 110 - Aged & Disability         659,353
 130 - Family & Community Development         482,184
 140 - Kindergarten         871,696
 150 - Leisure and Cultural Development         262,878
 160 - Library      2,672,294
 510 - Business Centres         703,649
 520 - Car Parks & Meters         869,426
 530 - Construction & Maintenance      9,118,858
 550 - Environmental Works      2,293,903
 560 - Open Space Works      6,749,202
 600 - Property Management         993,178
 610 - Public Open Space      1,440,582
 640 - Street Cleaning      1,446,718
 650 - Street Lighting         863,453
 660 - Traffic Management         565,072
 670 - Trees Maintenance         615,464
 680 - Waste      7,303,556
 690 - Works & Services         235,221
 810 - Compliance      1,105,908
 820 - Development Control      3,330,389
 830 - Health         446,699
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 850 - Parking Enforcement      1,469,327
 860 - Regulatory         489,015
 870 - Strategic Planning      1,230,691

46,218,714

The Support Costs are:

320 - Communications         463,595
 330 - Customer Services         881,337
 340 - Finance      1,237,379
 370 - Human Resources         746,000
 380 - Information Technology      1,750,558
 390 - Records Management         470,859
 400 - Risk Management      2,411,485
 540 - Depots         990,080
 620 - Purchasing & Stores         248,489
 700 - Property Maintenance      1,940,871
 910 - Civic Support         343,138

    11,483,790

The Governance Costs include the costs associated with elected officials the General Manager and
the meeting and statutory support functions of the organisation. These have been identified at
$1,395,536

The concept requires that Governance costs are identified and not distributed in the model. These
are the costs that cannot be avoided if the organisation is to exist.

Fully Absorbed costs

The model distributes the support costs based on the support or demand for internal service required
by the services. For example worker compensation costs are assigned to the service area based on
the cost of workers compensation attached to each employee in the Service area.

Below is listed as an example of the fully absorbed costs. There are a number of issues to be
finalised in the distribution model and the figures below a not accurate and should not be relied
upon but are provided to inform the committee about the process.
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Activities  Direct Costs
 Allocated

from Support

 Fully
absorbed

costs

Support cost
as a

percentage of
absorbed

costs
 110 - Aged & Disability  659,353  262,505 921,858 28%
 130 - Family & Community Dev  482,184  150,600 632,784 24%
 140 - Kindergarten  871,696  164,512 1,036,207 16%
 150 - Leisure and Cultural Dev  262,878  120,857 383,735 31%
 160 - Library  2,672,294  730,616 3,402,910 21%
 510 - Business Centres  703,649  298,186 1,001,835 30%
 520 - Car Parks & Meters  869,426  181,731 1,051,157 17%
 530 - Construction & Maintenance  9,118,858 1,563,759 10,682,617 15%
 550 - Environmental Works  2,293,903  92,680 2,386,583 4%
 560 - Open Space Works  6,749,202 1,522,570 8,271,772 18%
 600 - Property Management  993,178  424,600 1,417,778 30%
 610 - Public Open Space  1,440,582  785,121 2,225,704 35%
 640 - Street Cleaning  1,446,718  197,590 1,644,308 12%
 650 - Street Lighting  863,453  75,043 938,496 8%
 660 - Traffic Management  565,072  234,278 799,350 29%
 670 - Trees Maintenance  615,464  372,053 987,517 38%
 680 - Waste  7,303,556 1,648,686 8,952,242 18%
 690 - Works & Services  235,221  138,461 373,682 37%
 810 - Compliance  1,105,908  361,596 1,467,504 25%
 820 - Development Control  3,330,389  601,793 3,932,182 15%
 830 - Health  446,699  197,118 643,817 31%
 850 - Parking Enforcement  1,469,327  375,372 1,844,699 20%
 860 - Regulatory  489,015  409,350 898,365 46%
 870 - Strategic Planning  1,230,691  574,712 1,805,403 32%

 46,218,714 11,483,790 57,702,504 20%

Next steps in process

We are confident about the conceptual framework we have developed for the model. The large
volume of costs centre has presented some challenges in developing the distribution of support
costs. The process has identified a number of opportunities to allocate costs so that there is
improved relationship between the service and direct cost. We now need to review with key staff
the distribution model in conjunction with checking the direct services cost centres. It is likely this
will be completed by the end of March. This would however not preclude in the short terms its use
to deal with specific management decisions or questions associated with budget process

Opportunity to use the Cost Model

The fully absorbed costs allow comparison between service cost across the organisation and to
determine pricing for services. However for other types of management decisions, incremental costs
are the most likely correct costs analysis to use. The activity based costing concept and the fully
absorbed cost outcomes will permit a rapid analysis using incremental costs.

This includes, for example, changes to the funding model for community services, a choice between
direct service provision and other service provision options in the community service area as well as
the options of contracting services such as park maintenance.
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Conclusion

Activity Based Costing is a concept around which the Council can construct an economic model of
the business of the Council that will provide the accurate and relevant cost information to support
sound management decisions. The type of management decisions which are supported by the
concept include:

• New programs
• Cost of specific services
• Cost of long term contracts
• Outsourcing of services
• Increasing or decreasing service levels

We have built a model incorporating the ABC concepts to provide fully absorbed costs of service
provided by the council. The details of the model are being verified and it is expected to be
completed by the end of the month.

Geoff Clarke
Director Corporate Services

Annexures:

Nil
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Item No: R1 Recommendation to Council
Subject: Management & Ownership of Ferry Wharves

Author: Jacqui Hansen, Engineer - Policy and Projects
File No: 908.G
Reason for Report: To recommend a response to the letter received from the NSW Maritime

Authority re: Maintenance of Public Ferry Wharves

Recommendation:

A. That the letter from the NSW Maritime Authority - Maintenance of Public Ferry Wharves -be
referred to the Sydney Harbour Councils with a view to a common position being adopted by
all Councils owning ferry wharves on Sydney Harbour to lobby the State Government to:

1. assume responsibility and control of all public ferry wharves, or
2. provide Council with proper financial assistance to maintain the ferry wharves.

B. Should Council be unsuccessful in having the State Government assume responsibility for the
provision of maintenance of ferry wharves or provide proper financial assistance to Council
for the maintenance, there be a further report considering options for Council to consider
including the following:

1. Rationalising the number of wharves which Council needs to maintain to meet required
safety standards

2. Instituting a landing fee for passenger carrying vessels using the wharves on a cost
recovery basis

3. Public consultation to explain Council’s position and to influence the State Government
to adopt a more favourable position.

Issue:

Council is in receipt of a letter dated 24 January 2005, addressed to the General Manager from the
NSW Maritime Authority, regarding the maintenance of public ferry wharves.

The letter identifies recent changes to the Marine Safety Act 1998.  As a consequence of these
changes, councils like Woollahra, which own and maintain public ferry wharves may face
significant financial penalties if the wharves are not maintained to the satisfaction of the NSW
Maritime Authority.  A copy of the letter is attached as Annexure 1.

The Passenger Transport Act 1990 defines a ferry as a vessel, which seats more than 8 adult
persons.  The Marine Safety Act 1998 defines a public ferry wharf as a wharf or any associated
facility used for the purposes of public passenger services provided by ferries.  Consequently, the
letter will most certainly impact upon more that the three commuter ferry wharves; Darling Point,
Double Bay and Rose Bay.  As water taxis can accommodate up to 28 passengers, any wharf that
berths a water taxi could be considered under this definition as a public ferry wharf.
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Council owns a number of wharves that may be classified as public ferry wharves.  (The NSW
Maritime Authority has not provided information on which wharves in Woollahra Municipality are
affected by the letter).  In addition to Darling Point Ferry Wharf, Double Bay Public Ferry Wharf
and Rose Bay (Lyne Park) Public Ferry Wharf, the following wharves may be affected:

1. Yarranabbe Park
2. Recreation Wharf at Lyne Park Rose Bay
3. Parsley Bay Jetty

Background:

The issue of maintenance and ownership of public ferry wharves has been reviewed on a number of
occasions in recent years.  In 2001, the NSW Government was pursuing the possibility of the State
Government assuming ownership of the wharves that are used by Sydney Ferries to ensure
standardised maintenance and safety standards.

In December 2001, in relation to this issue, Council resolved to hand over the ownership of the
three commuter ferry wharves, Darling Point, Double Bay and Rose Bay, to the NSW Government.

The following resolution was made by Council on 17 December 2001;

Resolved without debate:

“1. That Council inform Transport NSW and the Local Government and Shires Association of
NSW of the following:

a) That it agrees, in principle, to the proposals developed by Transport NSW for the
management of commuter ferry wharves on Sydney Harbour

b) That it endorses the joint Local Government position on the management and
ownership of commuter ferry wharves on Sydney Harbour, details of which are as
follows:

i) Council regards commuter wharves as essential components of public transport
infrastructure in Sydney.

ii) Council supports an agreed single entity regime to cover wharf safety, upgrades
and life cycle maintenance.

iii) The details of this regime are to be formulated by a Working Party comprised of
councils and the Waterways Authority.

iv) Council supports the transfer of commuter wharf ownership, including any direct
land based infrastructure, to the Waterways Authority subject to:

• An undertaking by the State Government to maintain the facilities for a set period;
• A funding model where level of service does not drive level of funding and does not affect

service viability, but is holistic and does not target funding to individual wharves at the
expense of others;

• Council reserving the right to be involved as a key stakeholder in decisions regarding future
upgrades and management of access;

• The State Government recognising its responsibility to provide land based infrastructure
which supports public transport; and

• Councils recognising their responsibility to provide land based infrastructure, which supports
local community amenity.”
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Despite most, if not all, councils, which own commuter ferry wharves, agreeing to a hand over at
this time, it did not occur.

Subsequently, the Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR) arranged
feasibility studies and costings for a proposal for the State Government to assume responsibility for
all Harbour ferry wharves, and discussions were held on this matter between DIPNR and Council
representatives.  At the discussions, Council was advised that the proposal would be considered by
Cabinet in late 2003.  However, the State Government decided not to proceed with this proposal.

As a result, Council has continued to shoulder substantial financial burden for the maintenance of
the ferry wharves – including the upgrade of Double Bay Wharf in 2004 and the current proposed
upgrading of the Rose Bay Wharf.

Following, is a table outlining the costs to Council for maintaining and operating the three
commuter ferry wharves; Darling Point, Double Bay and Rose Bay, since July 2002.

2002/2003 2003/2004 2004/2005
Operating Capital Operating Capital Operating Capital

ROSE BAY $6250.85 $128,675.91 $39,590.50 - $220.03 $500,000*
Double Bay $177.35 $169,048.27 - $359,931.67 - -
Darling Point $64.76 - $12,088.15 - $53.21 -

Total $6492.96 $297,724.18 $51,678.65 $359,931.67 $273.24 $500,000*

*Projected capital expenditure for the proposed floating pontoon at Rose Bay.

Consideration:

It appears that this latest directive from the NSW Maritime Authority is another attempt by the State
Government to have municipal councils provide infrastructure for State Government services to
their specification and at no cost to them.  Whilst Council regards ferry wharves as essential
components of public transport infrastructure in Sydney, the State Government must recognise its
responsibility to adequately fund the land based infrastructure which supports public transport.

Council has been in contact with a number of other councils on Sydney Harbour in a similar
situation to us.  Following, is a table detailing the responses received from the different councils
contacted.

Council No of
wharves
they
maintain

Response

Hunters Hill 3 Spoke to the Director of Works and Services.  He has presented a
report to Council 14/2/05.  He is worried that the wharf construction
industry will not be able to keep up with the maintenance
requirements demanded by State Government.  Hunters Hill has been
trying unsuccessfully to find a contractor to repair a wharf for over
six months, despite having the funds allocated.  He is also concerned
that the ramifications for Council could be onerous if a wharf is
seriously damaged.  Ratepayers may be left responsible for huge
costs.  The existing wharves are in a state of disrepair.  Hunters Hill
Council would be very keen to hand the responsibility for ferry
wharves to State Government and are interested in joining with other
Councils to lobby them.
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Lane Cove 4 Spoke to Executive Manager Urban Services.  He has contacted the
NSW Maritime Authority and was informed that the NSW Maritime
Authority will be acting slowly to undertake the actions outlined in
the letter.  He intends to reply to the Authority stating that, as
government ferries are the principal users of wharves and their
excessive bulk is doing damage to wharves, the NSW Maritime
Authority should seek funding from Sydney Ferries.  Why should the
ratepayers of Lane Cove have to subsidise a State Government
function?  He intends to raise the issue at NSROC.

Leichhardt 6 Spoke to Assets Manager. Whilst Leichhardt Council strongly
favours public transport, they consider the on-going costs for
maintenance of public ferry wharves to be an unfair burden on their
ratepayers.  They would be keen to see State Government assume
responsibility for the upkeep of ferry wharves.  He was very
interested in joining any action with other affected councils.

Canada Bay 4 Spoke to Property Manager. The General Manager of Canada Bay
feels strongly about this issue and is dealing with it personally.  He
has met with representatives of Sydney Ferries and the NSW
Maritime Authority.  He wants State Government to take
responsibility for the wharves.

Mosman 0 Spoke to Property Manager. All of the public ferry wharves located
in the Mosman Municipality are maintained by Sydney Ferries yet
they still received the letter.  He intends to respond to the NSW
Maritime Authority outlining the regular inspection and maintenance
regime performed by Mosman Council.

North Sydney 0 Informed by Customer Service staff that Lavender Bay wharf is no
longer in use.  North Sydney does not have any other public ferry
wharves – all other wharves in North Sydney City are maintained by
Sydney Ferries or other organisations such as Luna Park.  The
Property Manager advised that he was responsible for overseeing
wharf maintenance in North Sydney City but had not seen the letter.

NSROC has also considered this matter and has written to the NSW Maritime Authority expressing
concern at the letter.  They are dismayed that councils may now be fined by State Government for
not providing adequate infrastructure for the use of private operators and a state owned corporation
(Sydney Ferries).  NSROC outlines the following options that councils may elect to pursue:

1. Closing the wharf if it fails to meet safety standards and advising the community that this is
an issue for the State Government to resolve,

2. Pursuing ownership and management of the wharves by State Government, and/or
3. Instituting a landing fee for vessels utilising the wharves on a cost recovery basis.

The letter concludes by stating that representatives from the NSROC Councils would be happy to
meet with staff from the NSW Maritime Authority to develop a strategy to ensure that wharves
remain operational and safe, however, they will be seeking to pursue the options outlined above.
A copy of the letter has been attached as Annexure 2.

It is considered that a joint approach by all councils owning ferry wharves to the NSW Government
would be the best response to this issue.  It is, therefore, recommended that the letter from The NSW
Maritime Authority re: Maintenance of Public Ferry Wharves be referred to the Sydney Harbour
Councils with a view to a common position being adopted by all councils owning ferry wharves on
Sydney Harbour.  It is recommended that affected councils lobby the NSW Government to assume
responsibility and control of all public ferry wharves or, alternatively, give councils proper financial
assistance to maintain the wharves.
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Should Council be unsuccessful in having the State Government assume responsibility for the
provision of maintenance of ferry wharves or provide proper financial assistance for Council to do
so, then Council will need to give serious consideration rationalising the number of wharves which
Council needs to maintain to meet required safety standards, and/or instituting a landing fee for
passenger carrying vessels using the wharves on a cost recovery basis.

In either case, we will need to conduct public consultation to explain Council’s position and to
influence the State Government to adopt a more favourable position.

Identification of Income & Expenditure:

The recent changes to the Marine Safety Act 1988 may require Council to expend large sums of
money on the maintenance and repair of ferry wharves within the Municipality at the direction of
the NSW Maritime Authority, without any mechanism for satisfactory compensation.

Jacqui Hansen
Engineer – Policy and Projects

Warwick Hatton
Director Technical Services

Annexures:

1. Letter from the NSW Maritime Authority re: Maintenance of Public Ferry Wharves.
2. Letter from Pat Reilly, (Mayor of Willoughby Council) President NSROC to the NSW

Maritime Authority.
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ANNEXURE 2
John Dikkenberg
General Manager
Commercial Vessels & Asset Management
NSW Maritime
Locked Bag 5100
NSW 1450

11 February 2005

Dear Mr Dikkenberg

I am writing to you in response to your recent letter to a number of local council
General Managers regarding changes to the Maritime Safety Act (1988).  Your letter
identifies the potential consequences of these changes for councils currently responsible
for the maintenance and ownership of public ferry wharves around Sydney Harbour.

In your letter you advise that a safety audit process for council managed wharving
structures is due to commence, and that this might result in councils having to effect
repairs or upgrades to wharving structures or face the possibility of receiving significant
penalties.

Your letter has been discussed by the seven councils which make up NSROC and has
elicited strong concern.  As I am sure you are aware, the issue of maintenance and
ownership of the wharves in question has surfaced on a number of occasions in recent
years.  For some time the State Government was pursuing the possibility of the State
resuming ownership of the wharves which are still in use by Sydney Ferries to ensure
standardised maintenance and safety standards would apply; however this approach
appears to no longer have currency.

Our concern is generated by the considerable expense incurred by our councils in
providing and maintaining wharving infrastructure for the benefit of public and private
ferry service operators.   Of particular concern is the high cost of upgrading or replacing
some of the older wharves, particularly as a significant component of the wear and tear
on the structures is a result of the regular docking of large vessels owned by Sydney
Ferries.

The fact that councils may now may be fined by State Government for not providing
adequate infrastructure for the operation of private operators and a state owned
corporation (Sydney Ferries) appears contrary to ‘user pays’ principles and an indication
of further cost shifting by the State Government.

The concerns identified above gives councils which own wharves the impetus to consider
the following options:
1)  Closing the wharf if it fails to meet adequate safety standards and advising the
community that this is an issue for the state government to resolve;
2)  Pursuing the ownership and management of the wharves by state government;
and/or
3)  Instituting a landing fee for vessels utilising the wharves on a cost-recovery basis.
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Council representatives are happy to meet with staff from your department to discuss
the issue and to develop a strategy to ensure that the wharves remain operational and
safe; however it will be within the framework of the options identified above.

Should you require any further information on this matter, please do not hesitate to
contact the Executive Director of NSROC on (02) 9911 3595.

Yours sincerely

Pat Reilly
President
NSROC
(Mayor of Willoughby Council)
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Item No: R2 Recommendation to Council

Subject: Council Meetings - Public Forum

Author: Geoff Clarke
Director - Corporate Services

File No:
Reason for Report: For the committee to determine if it wishes to recommend to the Council

that provision be made at Council meetings for members of the public to
address the Council.

Recommendation:

A. That it be agreed in principle that a public forum be included as a standard item at each
council meeting

B. That the following general requirements for its operation be agreed in principle

1. Members of the public be permitted to make up to a 5 minute address to the Council.
2. The subject and content of the address cannot be about items on the agenda of the

meeting.
3. That up to 3 addresses be permitted at each meeting.
4. That those making the address register their intention to address before the

commencement of the meeting.
5. That the addresses occur after the Mayoral Minute in the order of business.
6. That no resolution arising from the address be permitted unless there is unanimity and

no opposition to the resolution.
7. That proposed resolutions where there is not unanimity may be framed as Notices of

Motion for the subsequent meeting of the Council.
8. That minor issue or questions be answered in the same manner as "Questions Without

Notice".
9. That provision be made in the meeting procedure for procedural motions to extend or

limit the number, extent and nature of addresses by individuals.

C. That amendments to the Code of Meeting practice and guideline for members addressing be
prepared and submitted to the committee for consideration prior to formalising the
introduction of the public forum

Background:

The Council at is meeting on 13th December resolved in part in the following terms:

“That a report be prepared for consideration of Corporate & Works Committee to amend the
Council meeting procedure to permit addresses by the public to the Council meeting on items
not on the business paper for the evening"

We have conducted a survey of Councils to ascertain what other Councils allow. The following
Councils replied and do have a forum where members of the public can address the Council.

Blacktown, Eurobodalla, Great Lakes, Lane Cove, Mosman, Parramatta, Sutherland, Tweed,
Orange, Willoughby, Wingecarribee, Wyong, Camden, Coffs Harbour, Hunters Hill, Kogarah, Ku-
ring-gai, Ryde, Liverpool, Wollongong.
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This is only a sample of the Councils that do have forums and there a very many Councils that do
not.

Issues to consider

The following issues need to be considered in determining the nature and extent of a public forum:

• Permitted content of address
• Actions arising from address
• Timing issues and limitations
• Prerequisite to the address

Discussion on each of these issues is as follows.

a) Permitted content of address

The resolution clearly sets out that items listed on the business paper are not to be the subject of the
address. A number of Councils do permit addresses on items on the business paper. In Woollahra’s
case almost every matter that is before the Council has been through a standing committee. An
opportunity for a person to present their case is an important part of the democratic process and is
worthy of consideration.   However, matters referred to Council are likely to see further requests to
Council to support or oppose a recommendation.   It is likely to lead to a repetition of issues raised
at Committee meetings.

While members of the public can address a Committee meeting they are restricted to the items listed
in the business paper. It could therefore be argued that providing a forum for a member of the
public to address the Council removes this barrier for a member of the public to have their say. On
the other hand it could also be argued that members of the public can approach a Councillor and the
Councillor can raise the issue with a Notice of Motion or a Question without Notice.

Some of the Councils surveyed have reported that when they introduced the public forum there was
a reasonable number of people that took advantage of the opportunity, however after, 12 months or
so the opportunity to speak was little used if at all.

b) Actions arising from address

The question is what do we do with the matters raised during the address. An address could be

• Comments on an issue requiring no actions
• A request for minor works to be done  (a customer request)
• An investigation of an issue requiring a report
• The expenditure of small or large sums of money
• An important issue requiring the mobilisation of staff resources to address

Some Councils permit no debate on the issues raised. This seems an overly restrictive approach.

For minor issues these can be handled in the same manner as a question without notice, where a
response can be provided or action taken. This would include the occasion where questions by the
member of the public may ask of the organisation, Councillors or staff.
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For larger issue where reports etc may be required it would be consistent with meeting procedures
that such matters be debated with notice. This will allow actions that require diversion of resources
from other activities to be authorised and placed in priority. To achieve this outcome it would be
necessary for the Council to frame a Notice of Motion for debate at the subsequent meeting. This
would also be in the spirit of the meeting regulations that require that notice be given of business to
be transacted at any meeting. This may be unnecessary if the meeting rules provided that the framed
motion could be passed at the meeting without debate or opposition.

c) Timing Issues and limitations

The survey revealed that Councils have forum times from 15 minutes to one hour and address
lengths of 3, 4, or 5,minutes. Given that we are unlikely to have a lot of requests it is a matter of
judgements as to what will be suitable for Woollahra.  I would recommend that we limit the session
to three addresses of 5 minutes. The Council could consider as a procedural motion to extend this if
it was necessary.

A number of Councils limit the frequency that a person can speak and also the frequency of
speaking on the same matter. Instead of numeric limitation it may be more appropriate to include in
the rules that the Council as a procedural motion limit or not hear a speaker if the subject is
repetitive or the issues raised are immaterial, inappropriate, or trivial.

Some Councils have the forum at the beginning, some at the end and some in the middle. To
minimise the inconvenience to the person addressing I would recommend that it be in the early part
of the meeting after any Mayoral Minute and before any General Managers report.

d) Prerequisite to the address

Most if not all the Councils who permit address require the person addressing to provide their name
and the topic of the address. Some accept requests up until the commencement of the meeting,
where others require the request to be submitted so it can be listed on the business paper. This last
requirement may be to meet the requirements to give notice of the business to be transacted.

For Woollahra I would recommend that we accept requests in writing up until the commencement
of the meeting provided there are acceptable safeguards in the meeting procedure to prevent an
address being used as a tactic to force issues through the Council without due notice.

Proposal

If the Committee wishes to recommend the inclusion of public addresses at Council meetings the
following proposal is recommended:

• That members of the public be permitted to make up to a 5 minute address to the Council.
• The subject and content of the address cannot be about items on the agenda of the meeting.
• That up to 3 addresses be permitted at each meeting.
• That those making the address register their intention to address before the commencement of

the meeting.
• That the addresses occur after the Mayoral Minute in the order of business.
• That no resolution arising from the address be permitted unless there is unanimity and no

opposition to the resolution.
• That proposed resolutions where there is not unanimity may be framed as Notices of Motion

for the subsequent meeting of the Council.
• That minor issue or questions be answered in the same manner as "Questions Without

Notice".
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• That provision be made in the meeting procedure for procedural motions to extend or limit the
number, extent and nature of addresses by individuals.

Meeting procedure

To bring into effect the proposal it is necessary to amend the Council Code of Meeting Practice.
The Local Government Act requires that any proposed changes to a Council’s Code of Meeting
Practice must be publicly exhibited before it can be adopted and implemented. Should Council
determine to include Public Forums into its meeting procedure a separate report will be submitted to
the Committee on the recommended changes to the Code of Meeting Practice.

Conclusion.

I believe that a public forum is a mechanism to enhance the openness and accountability of the
organisation. It should however not be used for matters that are on the business paper and therefore
allow for representation of information already covered in Committee sessions. It should be
supported by meeting rules that allow easy access for members of the public but limit potential
abuse.

Geoff Clarke
Director Corporate Services

Annexure

Nil
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 Item No: R3 Recommendation to Council

Subject: Double Bay & Darling Point Seawall Restoration - Tender 04/02

Author: Jamie Howieson - Project Manager Environmental Works
File No: Tender 04/02
Reason for Report: To recommend to Council the acceptance of a tender

Recommendation:

That Council enter into a Contract with Stone Mason & Artist Pty Ltd to carry out the seawall
restoration works required at Double Bay and Darling Point for the Lump Sum Price of $491,600,
inclusive of GST, in accordance with the specification and conditions of Tender No. 04/02.

Background:

The Environmental Works Program (EWP) has a dedicated section listed in Section 8.5 in
Council’s Management Plan for the repair and restoration of seawalls with an environmental focus.
The main objective of the EWP Seawall Restoration Program is to protect the harbour from adverse
water quality impacts that may arise from silt and sedimentation escaping from those seawalls in
poor condition.

In 1998, Council engaged a consultant to carry out an engineering inspection of all seawalls
adjoining Council reserves, street frontages, open space areas and other public areas within the
Woollahra Municipality.  The inspections focused on the condition of the seawalls, repairs needed
and the priority of the repairs needed.  The projects listed in the EWP were prioritised from the
Consultant’s assessment.  The first two projects listed for restoration in the EWP program are the
Double Bay and Darling Point Seawalls.

The Double Bay Seawall is located at the end of Bay Street, Double Bay.  It fronts Steyne Park and
extends approximately 170m along the foreshore between the Double Bay public ferry wharf to the
east (at the end of Bay Street) and the private properties on the western side of the bay.

The existing seawall, which is approximately two metres high, was completed in 1939 and was
constructed from sandstone blocks founded on a sandstone footing.  Over the past 65 years,
individual sandstone blocks have experienced moderate to major erosion in certain sections and the
wall is showing some signs of settlement.  In places, local depressions have developed behind the
wall as a result of fill material being washed from behind the wall through to the harbour.

From the inspection, it was found that the Double Bay Seawall was in need of restoration to address
the above concerns.  The principal objectives of this seawall restoration project are to:

• restore the sandstone seawall, including its structural integrity;
• treat the wall to prevent material from behind the wall being washed into the harbour,
• restore the seawall such that the restoration work will blend with the existing structure, and
• carry out the restoration works in a manner so as to minimise construction impacts on the

harbour, reserve and beach to provide a safe and secure foreshore for the public.
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The Darling Point Seawall is located at the end of Darling Point Road and is approximately 17m
long.  It is also of sandstone masonry construction and can be described in three distinct sections ;
the eastern section (Ch. 0.0m to Ch. 6.0m), the central section (Ch.6.0m to Ch. 12.0m) and the
western section (Ch. 12.0m to Ch. 17.0m).  The alignment of the seawall has a small dog-leg
between the eastern and central sections.

There are numerous stormwater pipe outlets through the seawall.  The restoration works proposed
include rebuilding the eastern and central portions of the wall to their current alignment and to
consolidate the existing stormwater drainage through the wall.

In December 2003, Council engaged Patterson Britton & Partners to carry out the necessary design,
Review of Environmental Factors and prepare tender documentation for the restoration works to the
Double Bay and Darling Point seawalls.  Tenders were called for these works in November 2004
and the purpose of this report is to report to Council the tenders received and recommend the
engagement of a suitable contractor.

Tender Process

Tenders were called between 2 November 2004 and 1 December 2004.  A pre-tender meeting was
held 17 November 2004 giving potential tenderers an opportunity to seek further information on the
project.

At the close of tenders, seven tender submissions were received.  These are shown below in the
order of total cost from lowest to highest.

Table 1 – Lump Sum Totals including GST

Tenderer Double Bay Darling Point Total Price
(Including Gst)

Byrne Civil $404,111 $58,999 $463,109
Mayale Civil Eng. $429,517 $43,043 $472,560
Stone Mason & Artist $434,430 $57,250 $491,600
Kingston Civil $459,193 $83,598 $542,791
Glascott Group $487,567 $68,363 $555,930
Antoun Civil $559,339 $49,918 $609,257
Marine Civil $676,687 $58,045 $734,732

Tendered amounts are shown inclusive of GST, however, the amount exclusive of GST is the
amount applicable for the project budget.

Tender Evaluation Process

The tenders were assessed in accordance with the selection criteria stated in the tender invitation.
The tender assessment panel comprised Mr Jamie Howieson, Project Manager Environmental
Works, Mr Nick Tomkins, Team Leader – Development Assessment and Mr Joe Cavagnino,
Purchasing Team Leader.  The weighting given to each of the selection criteria was recorded on file
prior to the tender closing date, as follows.
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Table 2 – Selection Criteria

Criteria % Weighting
Price 40
Skills of Personnel 15
Demonstrated Performance on Similar Projects 30
Methodology and Programme 10
OH&S and QA Documentation 5

To commence the assessment process, all the tender schedules were checked for each tender
submission.  It was noted that Byrne Civil and Mayale Civil Engineering did not submit a
construction program and Glascott Group referred to a program, which was not attached.  It was
also noted that Mayale Civil Engineering did not submit OH&S and company QA documents.

The missing documentation was requested from each of these tenderers.  Byrne Civil submitted a
ten week program for Double Bay and a three week program for Darling Point.  Mayale Civil
Engineering submitted an eight week program for Double Bay followed by a four week program for
Darling point.  Glascott Group provided a construction program of twelve weeks and six weeks for
Double Bay and Darling Point respectively.

OH&S and company QA documentation was received for Mayale Civil Engineering and now
allowed the assessment panel to carry out the first round of scoring against each assessment criteria.
Table 3 shows the results of the initial assessment.

Table 3 – Initial Assessment

Tenderer Price Including
GST

Price
40%

Skills of
Personnel

Demonstrated
Performance

Method &
Program

OH&S
/QA

Total
Score

15% 30% 10% 5% 100%
Byrne Civil $463,109 40.0 9 15 7.5 3.25 75
Mayale Civil $472,560 39.20 9 18 8.5 3.25 78
Stone Mason $491,600 37.68 12 26 7.3 4 87
Kingston $542,791 34.13 10.5 18 5.7 4 72
Glascott
Group

$555,930 33.32 12 26 7.3 4.5 83

Antoun Civil $609,257 30.40 13 27 7.3 4.5 82
Marine Civil $734,732 25.21 11 21.5 7.5 4 69

1. Price – the lowest price is deemed to achieve 100% for that weighting.  Other tenderers’ prices are then ranked by a
percentage fraction of the lowest price.

2. Methodology & Program, Skills of Personnel, Demonstrated Performance and OH&S/QA are based on the opinion
formed by the assessment panel assessing the information provided in the Tender schedules.  The above figures
represent the agreed scores from the assessment panel.

After reviewing Table 3, it was noted that The Glascott Group and Antoun Civil had individually
scored high on all the criteria other than price.  It was decided not to interview The Glascott Group
and Antoun Civil because of their high price.

Kingston and Marine Civil were also not considered any further at this stage.  This decision was
based on Kingston having an overall ranking of sixth, including having the longest construction
program.  Marine Civil’s experience and skills, working on large marine structures carrying out
repairs to concrete and steel structures using various techniques, such as protective coatings,
cathodic protection and electro chemical treatments, were deemed not directly relating to the scope
of this seawall restoration project.
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The tender assessment panel then agreed to interview the three highest ranked tenderers, namely
Byrne Civil, Mayale Civil Engineering and Stone Mason & Artist.  The objective of the interview
was to further assess their methodology for the seawall repair, discuss past project examples of a
similar nature and their ability to meet statutory requirements for OH&S, QA and insurances.
Minutes were taken at each meeting.

The following provides a summary of what was discussed and confirmed at each interview.

Byrne Civil

Seamus Byrne from Bryne Civil and Seamus Cooney from Melbrook Pty Ltd, who is the nominated
stone-mason sub-contractor, attended Council on 1 February 2005 for an interview to further
discuss the content of their tender submission.

The panel agreed that Byrne Civil has a good appreciation for the project, demonstrated by a well
thought out construction program, response to the site preparation and general project planning.

Components of the repair to the seawall were well researched, eg the sandstone supplies, working in
small sections to minimise disruption to park users and to minimise risk working around the tides
and proposed environmental controls.  Melbrook could only give one past example, i.e. minor
seawall repairs at Birkenhead Point, and these works were for one week only. The panel was
looking for direct demonstrated experience relating to work on seawall repairs of this nature and
work involving tides.  It was also noted at the interview that the Melbrook has over 30 years
experience with all aspects of masonry work, mainly relating to boundary and retaining walls.

Subsequent to the meeting, additional information stating that Melbrook intended to engage a sub
contractor, who has relevant seawall experience, was given to increase the strength of their tender
relating to demonstrated experience.  The panel agreed that past experience represented the main
weakness with Byrne Civil as the principal contractor and that their main company experience
related directly back to road and drainage works.  When comparing demonstrated performance on
similar projects with other tender submissions who could demonstrate direct past experience, the
scores were marked accordingly and, when reviewing the assessment table, this was the critical
component determining Byrne Civil’s overall ranking.

Mayale Civil Engineering

John Ganley, Director of Mayale Civil Engineering, attended Council on 28 January 2005 for an
interview to further discuss the content of their tender submission.

The panel generally agreed that Mayale Civil did not have a good appreciation for the project
demonstrated by the construction sequencing and general project planning.

The main construction assumption was to work on one large section at Double Bay and this
explains the shorter construction program.  This demonstrated little thought for park users and the
sequencing for the actual seawall repair.  Sourcing sandstone was another example, which was not
well researched, where only one supplier was contacted with no follow up on the ability to meet
specification for size, quantity or quality.

No details relating to the nominated stone mason, Archie Logan, were given at the interview and it
became evident that Mayale had no past experience using this stone mason on any prior projects.
Some examples, such as the repair to Saw Millers Reserve Seawall and the grouting of the Lyne
Park Seawall were given.  Other completed projects working with sandstone blocks, including a
traffic island at the Rocks and pavers and piers at St Patrick’s Park, Harrington, were given.
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The panel generally agreed that Mayale did not have a detailed understanding of the project and,
therefore, would require more supervision during the construction stage if appointed as the
contractor.  Both the skill of personnel and demonstrated performance on similar projects were the
components contributing to lower scores and this lowered their overall ranking when compared
with the other submissions.

Stone Mason & Artist

Rick and Tyrone Timperi, from Stone Mason & Artist (SMA), attended Council on 28 January
2005 for an interview to further discuss the content of their tender submission.

SMA performed exceptionally well at the interview and showed a good appreciation for the project,
demonstrated by a well thought out construction program, response to the site preparation and
project planning.

One of the main strengths evident was their past experience working with sandstone blocks and
working in the marine environment.  Projects included the ongoing maintenance of Fort Denison for
the Department of Commerce (former DIPNR), the restoration of the seawall for the Sydney Water
Police, The Esplanade at Drummoyne for City of Canada Bay and St Hellia’s Bay Seawall for the
Olympic Authority.  SMA has also carried out projects for Woollahra Council, which included the
design and reconstruction of the Lyne Park Seawall at Rose Bay, the replacement of the capping
stone to the seawall in Double Bay, east of the ferry terminal and, currently, the sandstone facing of
the retaining wall at the Royal Women’s Hospital.

SMA have a good working relationship with the nominated sandstone supplier, Sandy Point Quarry
as specified in the tender document and also provided another two possible sources for sandstone
that could be considered if required to meet specification.  Another benefit offered as part of their
tender submission was the use of a storage yard in Leichhardt where all the stone would be prepared
prior to delivering to site.

Overall, the panel was impressed with SMA and could see a direct benefit having a principal
contractor who was also the stone mason.  A level of confidence was conveyed at the interview that
they had considered all aspects of the project, could give successfully completed examples of
similar projects and also offered solutions when trying to marry new stone work with old drawing
on their experience as a stone masons.

After the interviews were conducted each panel member completed the scores for all tender
submissions.  The scores of each tenderer were then averaged and the results are shown below in
Table 3.

Table 4 – Final Assessment after Interviews

Tenderer Price Including
GST

Price
40%

Skills of
Personnel

Demonstrated
Performance

Method
&

Program

OH&S
/QA

Total
Score

15% 30% 10% 5% 100%
Byrne Civil $463,109 40.0 10.5 18 8 3.25 80
Mayale Civil $472,560 39.20 9.25 18 6.5 3.25 76
Stone Mason $491,600 37.68 13.5 26 8 4 89
Kingston $542,791 34.13 10.5 18 5.7 4 72
Glascott
Group

$555,930 33.32 12.25 26 7.3 4.5 83

Antoun Civil $609,257 30.40 13 27 7.3 4.5 82
Marine Civil $734,732 25.21 11 21.5 7.5 4 69
1. 
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2. Price – the lowest price is deemed to achieve 100% for that weighting.  Other tenderers’ prices are then ranked by a
percentage fraction of the lowest price.

3. Methodology & Program, Skills of Personnel, Demonstrated Performance and OH&S/QA are based on the opinion
formed by the assessment panel assessing the information provided in the Tender schedules.  The above figures
represent the agreed scores from the assessment panel.

The results in Table 4 confirmed the overall rankings.  Stone Mason & Artist remained the highest
ranked, The Glascott Group remained second, Antoun Civil remained third, Byrne Civil moved
from fifth to fourth, Mayale Civil Engineering moved fourth to fifth, Kingston remained sixth and
Marine Civil remained the lowest.

Tender Assessment Panel Recommendation

After the interviews were conducted and the scores for all tender submissions revised and averaged
it was confirmed that Stone Mason & Artist (SMA) scored the highest and should be recommended
as the preferred tenderer.

Reference checks were made on the projects that SMA successfully completed for Council
including the Lyne Park Seawall reconstruction and the current project at Royal Women Hospital,
all returned positive.

Identification of Income & Expenditure:

The Seawall Restoration Program forms part of the Environmental Works Program (EWP) as listed
in Section 8.5 of Council’s Management Plan.  Following the December 2004 budget review, the
budget allocations for Double Bay and Darling Point in the 2004/05 EWP are $ 400,000 and
$55,000 respectively, totalling $455,000.  It is proposed to carry out the restoration of both seawall
sites under the one contract.  The total tendered amount is $446,908 excluding GST.

Conclusion:

Stone Mason & Artist’s (SMA) tender submission adequately addressed all the requirements of the
tender.  The staff members performed well at the interview and showed a good understanding of the
project overall.  Additional strengths were also demonstrated by a proven track record working on
seawall repairs.  After scoring all the assessment criteria, SMA resulted in being the best value for
money when compared with other tender submissions received.

It is recommended that Council proceed to enter into a contract with Stone Mason & Artist to carry
out the Double Bay and Darling Point Seawall Restorations, as listed in the 2004/05 Environmental
Works Program.

Jamie Howieson
Project Manager Environmental Works

Warwick Hatton
Director Technical Services

Annexures:

1. Location Plan
2. Construction Drawings



Woollahra Municipal Council
Corporate & Works Committee 7 March 2005

H:\Corporate & Works Committee\AGENDAS\2005\mar7-05c&wage.doc                                                                  Page 1 of 1

ANNEXURE: DOUBLE BAY AND DARLING POINT SEAWALL RESTORATION –
TENDER 04/02

1. Location Plan

Double Bay Seawall

Darling Point Seawall
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