
 
 
 

Audit Committee 
Thursday 12 January 2017 

(Presiding Member: Mr Laurie Kozlovic) 
 

The meeting of the Audit Committee will be held in the Civic Centre, 128 Prospect Road, 
Prospect commencing at 4:30pm 

 
A G E N D A 

 
1. On Leave – Nil. 
 
2. Apologies – Nil.  
 
3. Confirmation of the Minutes of the Audit Committee Meeting Held on 19 December 

2016 
 
4. Presiding Member’s Report – Nil.  

 
5. Questions With Notice – Nil. 

 
6. Questions Without Notice  
 
7. Deputations – Nil. 

 
8. Notices Of Motion – Nil. 
 
9. Declaration by Members of Conflict of Interest  
 
10. Protocol 
 

The Council has adopted the protocol that only those items on Committee reports 
reserved by members will be debated and the recommendations of all items will be 
adopted without further discussion. 
 

11. Reports 
 

Reports of the Chief Executive Officer – Nil. 
 
 



Reports of the Director Corporate Services 
 
11.1 Community Hub, Library & Innovation Centre (CLIC) – Project Management 

Process 
(Pages 1-18, Recommendation Page 2) 

11.2 Review of Long Term Financial Plan – Key Financial Indicators 
(Pages 19-82, Recommendation Page 20) 

12. General Business 
 

Council has resolved that an Agenda Item “General Business” be included on Council 
and Committee Agendas for members to raise matters of a minor nature for action by 
the Administration, or to call for reports. 

 
13. General Business – Urgent Matters 

 
Council has resolved that an Agenda Item “General Business – Urgent Matters” be 
included on Council and Committee Agendas for members to raise matters of a 
genuinely urgent nature, is not a change to Council Policy and can not wait until the next 
Council or Committee meeting recognising that the leave of meeting will be required for 
each item on each occasion. 

 
14. Confidential Items – Nil.  

 

15. Closure  

 
Ginny Moon 
Director Corporate Services 

      
 



AGENDA ITEM NO.: 11.1 ON AGENDA 
 
TO: Audit Committee on 12 January 2017 
 
DIRECTOR: Nathan Cunningham, Director Community & Planning 
 
REPORT AUTHOR: Brendan Lott, Manager Community Development 
 
SUBJECT: Community Hub, Library & Innovation Centre (CLIC) – Project 

Management Process 
 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Council has held a long-term lease with SA Department for Education and Child 
Development (DECD) since the mid 1970’s to operate a range of community services, 
including a Library, from the property located at 1 Thomas Street, Nailsworth; referred to as 
Thomas Street Centre (TSC). 

1.2 Council received correspondence from DECD in August 2015 that provided formal 
notification that the lease will not be renewed due to the future requirements of the 
Nailsworth Primary School. The current lease expires on 2 August 2019. 

The following provides a summary of key project tasks and processes completed until 
December 2016: 

1.3 Libraries Alive! Consultant was engaged to deliver a report on current service provision and 
recommendation for future library services in May 2015. 

1.4 Discussions were held with City of Port Adelaide Enfield about possible partnership in August 
2015. 

1.5 Libraries Alive! ‘Library Services to the Future’ report and recommendations were endorsed 
by Council in August 2015. 

1.6 List of potential sites/options for location, assessed by Council staff in September 2015. 

1.7 Elected Member workshop to discuss potential sites according to a SWOT analysis, and 
community engagement process was held in November 2015. 

1.8 Four potential sites adopted by Council for further consideration were Prospect Oval 
Precinct, Depot/Tram Barn, Prospect Civic Centre and Northpark Shopping Centre in 
December 2015. 

1.9 Community consultation process on aspirations for a new facility was conducted in January 
to March 2016. 
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1.10 Elected Member toured fourteen Libraries in metropolitan Adelaide and Melbourne during 
February to April 2016. 

1.11 Community consultation report was received and noted by Council in May 2016. 

1.12 Inizio Consulting engaged to assist with the process of refining the shortlist from the 4 sites 
to identify 1-2 final preferred site locations from which to scope and develop the project – 
June 2016. 

1.13 Elected Member workshop to draft locational criteria to assist staff to create a final criteria list 
prioritised by Elected Members – June 2016. 

1.14 Council report endorsed the Prospect Civic Centre (Prospect Road) and the Tram 
Barn/Depot site (Corner Main North Road and Johns Road) for further detailed analysis - 
June 2016. 

1.15 SGS Economics and Planning consultants engaged to analyse and provide a balanced 
approach to the true costs and benefits (and options) for the delivery of the Community Hub, 
Library and Innovation Centre across either site – August 2016. 

1.16 Project Executive Group established to oversee the project September 2016. 

1.17 Elected Member workshop presentation from SGS Economics and Planning on the economic 
and social analysis report – November 2016. 

1.18 Working title for the Project developed – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre 
(CLIC). 

1.19 CLIC Project Executive Group (PEG) Terms of Reference (Attachments 1-2), Decision 
Making Framework (Attachment 3), community engagement strategy, communication plan 
and Community Reference Group Terms of Reference (Attachments 4-7) and draft project 
plan endorsed by Council in November 2016. 

1.20 CLIC information report endorsed by Council in December 2016. 

1.21 BRM Holdich consultants engaged to prepare Council report on research and findings for a 
recommendation on location in December 2016. 

2. RECOMMENDATION 

(1) That the Audit Committee having considered Item 11.1 Community Hub, Library 
& Innovation Centre (CLIC) – Project Management Process receives and notes 
the report as being satisfied with the processes undertaken for the CLIC Project. 

 

3. RELEVANCE TO CORE STRATEGIES / POLICY 

3.1 Council’s Community Engagement and Consultation Policy 2012. 
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3.2 Strategic Plan to 2020 Theme 1 – People “Know, empower, celebrate, educate and 
activate our community” 

Strategy 1.1 Know our community 

Strategy 1.3 Active living for every age, every stage 

Strategy 1.4 Celebrate our diverse and creative community 

3.3 Strategic Plan to 2020 Theme 2 – Place “Loved heritage, leafy streets, fabulous places” 

Strategy 2.2 Loved parks and places 

3.4 Strategic Plan to 2020 Theme 4 – Services “Leaders of the sector providing efficient, 
responsive, accessible services” 

Strategy 4.1 Excellence in Infrastructure 

Strategy 4.2 Sound Financial Management 

Strategy 4.4 Accountable and people-focused services 

3.5 Development of a Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre will contribute to the 
achievement of a number of Council’s strategies forming the Strategic Plan to 2020.   

Knowing our community will be essential to ensure the new Centre reflects both the current 
needs and future aspirations of our diverse communities and will ensure a continuation of 
Council’s support of an active and creative community through the development of a loved 
facility according to standards of excellence for both design and construction, completed 
according to sound financial management practices balanced alongside positive social 
outcomes. 

4. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

4.1 A wide range of community engagement and consultation processes are described within the 
body of this report as key aspects of work completed for the CLIC project. 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1 Council has held a long-term lease with SA Department for Education and Child 
Development (DECD) since the mid 1970’s to operate a range of community services, 
including a Library, from the property located at 1 Thomas Street, Nailsworth; referred to as 
Thomas Street Centre (TSC).   

5.2 Council received correspondence from DECD in August 2015 that provided formal 
notification that the lease will not be renewed due to the future requirements of the 
Nailsworth Primary School.  The current lease expires on 2 August 2019. 
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5.3 The requirement to find a new home for the TSC was initially discussed at Council 
Workshops on both the 10 February and 10 March 2015, with support received from Elected 
Members that staff evaluate current services and functions of the Library and obtain expert 
advice in relation to future development of the Library service. 

5.4 On 8 May 2015, Libraries Alive! Pty Ltd signed a service agreement with Council to evaluate 
current services and functions of the Library, the Art Gallery and the Digital Hub located in 
the leased premises at TSC, as well as the provision of professional advice in relation to 
future development of the Library service.  

5.4.1 The final report ‘Library Services to the Future’ project was endorsed at Council’s 
August 2015 meeting; see the below five recommendations contained within the 
report: 
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5.5 The final ‘Library Services to the Future’ Project report was endorsed at Council’s August 
2015 meeting, details as follows: 

Item 15.2 Future of Library Services 

Cr Bowman moved Cr Groote seconded 

(1) The ‘Library Services to the Future’ Project report (Attachments 2-25) is endorsed and the 
following recommendations (taken from the report) are adopted: 

a. Planning for a new library to commence immediately 
b. Financial provision of up to $8m be made in the Long Term Financial Plan for a new library, 

(subject to updates on construction costs, fit out costs, and professional fees). Note – Lease 
options to also be considered in detail, for further discussion. 

(2) Staff to commence the process of exploring new sites that meet the building size and layout 
requirements as outlined in the report. 

(3) Staff to continue discussions with the Department of Education and Child Development (DECD) 
regarding the end of lease at 1 Thomas Street, Nailsworth to reach mutually agreeable outcomes 
regarding timing. 

 
(4) Staff to continue discussion with neighbouring Councils to continue to explore what services may 

look like more broadly across the region and how this may influence future planning of Library 
Services. 

Carried Unanimously 139/15 

5.6 Council’s Workshop on 10 November 2015 included discussion of seven possible sites 
utilising a Strength, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats analysis (SWOT).   

 Depot/Tram Barn, Main North Road 
 North Park Shopping Centre (Upper Floor Lease) 
 Toyota / Prospect Oval 
 North Hollywood Plaza (Sefton Park), Main North Road 
 Location outside the City of Prospect area, Regency Road  
 Civic Centre / Prospect Road 
 Port Adelaide / Enfield partnership opportunity  

 
5.7 Council confirmed the requirements of site analysis at their December 2015 meeting, details 

as follows: 

Item 15.2 Library PLUS Update – Shortlist of Potential Locations  
 
Cr Harris moved Cr Barnett seconded 
 
(1) That Council staff commence an in-depth analysis using a detailed locational matrix criteria of the 

following four shortlisted potential sites for a future Library PLUS facility being:  

a. Prospect Depot/Tram Barn on Main North Road  

b. Northpark Shopping Centre Precinct – Main North Road  

c. Prospect Oval Precinct – Main North Road/Willcox Avenue  

d. Prospect Civic Centre (all services) – Prospect Road  
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(2) The Chief Executive Officer establish a Library PLUS project working group comprised of an 
evolving group of stakeholders with its role and purpose to work collaboratively for an overall 
development plan for the project. Initially, the working group is to comprise all Elected Members, 
with key Directors and Management representatives.  

 
(3) Staff to commence the community engagement process in line with the Council’s ‘Community 

Engagement and Consultation Policy’. The first stage is to inform the community with a clear 
statement on the project and what has occurred to this point whilst being sure to gather 
community aspirations.  

Carried Unanimously 224/15 

 
Key tasks completed in preparation for Council’s May 2016 meeting 
 
5.8 Library Tours – Elected Members and staff attended tours of the following Adelaide and 

Melbourne metropolitan libraries: 

2 February 2016 
 Walkerville Library (Town of Walkerville)  
 St. Peters Library (City of Norwood, Payneham and St. Peters)  
 City Library (City of Adelaide)  
 Cove Civic Centre – Hallett Cove (City of Marion)  

 
29 February 2016 
 Melton Library & Learning Hub (Melton City Council)  
 Braybrook Community Hub (Maribyrnong City Council)  
 Library @ the Dock (City of Melbourne)  
 Boyd Community Hub (City of Melbourne)  
 Melbourne City Library (City of Melbourne)  
 Kathleen Syme Library & Community Centre (City of Melbourne)  

 
19 April 2016 
 Civic Centre, Prospect Oval precinct and depot site (City of Prospect)  
 Strathalbyn Library (Alexandrina Council)  
 Coventry (Stirling) Library (Adelaide Hills Council)  
 Burnside Library (City of Burnside)  
 Campbelltown Library (City of Campbelltown)  

 
5.9 In late 2015 and early 2016 Council staff met with representatives at City of Port Adelaide 

Enfield to discuss a potential partnership arrangement for joint library services.  

5.10 Community consultation – City of Prospect’s plan for a new ‘LibraryPLUS’ facility at the end 
of lease of the Thomas Street Centre attracted overwhelming positive feedback from the 
community who participated in the first consultation phase from January to March 2016. The 
overall feeling expressed by those who responded is that a LibraryPLUS facility is essential 
for City of Prospect.  
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5.11 Site Selection Locational Criteria Matrix - The tool used by Council staff for an initial analysis 
of future library needs, including locational needs, was based on ‘site selection locational 
criteria’ from People, Places: a Guide for Public Library Buildings in New South Wales. 3rd 
edition 2012. Commissioned by The State Library of New South Wales, Australia and 
undertaken by architects Francis-Jones Morehan Thorp (FJMT) and a number of other 
sources.  

5.12 Findings from the Adelaide and Melbourne Library site tours, Community Consultation and 
site location criteria were confirmed at Council’s May 2016 meeting, details as follows:  

Item 15.2 LibraryPLUS – Consultation Feedback and Tour Notes 

Cr Standen moved Cr Evans seconded 

(1) Receive and note the Adelaide and Melbourne library site tour workshop information, including 
the revised matrix 1.1 ‘Emerging Site Selection Locational Importance Criteria’ as tabled. 
 

(2)  Receive and note the LibraryPLUS community consultation report. 
 
(3) CEO to investigate an expert Project Manager who will deliver the LibraryPLUS project. 

Carried 84/16 

Key tasks completed in preparation for Council’s June 2016 meeting 
 
5.13 Andrew Russell of inizio Consulting was engaged by Council in June 2016 to assist with the 

process of identifying and further refining preferred site locations from which to scope and 
develop the project on one or two preferred sites.  

5.14 The approach by Andrew Russell to this process was to utilise the inizio icara (software) 
suite of decision making tools integrating multi-criterion analysis (MCA) and risk analysis 
processes to guide and manage the business decision making across project and strategic 
options.  

5.15 The Elected Member Workshop on 14 June 2016 included discussion of locational criteria 
which assisted staff to develop the following key criteria (in order of preference) for the City 
of Prospect’s LibraryPLUS facility;  

 Criteria 1 Ease of access to City of Prospect Community (incl. local schools)  
 Criteria 2 Highly visible, street frontage location (main street/shopping centre)  
 Criteria 3 High amenity/ character/ walkable area or setting  
 Criteria 4 Part of a multi trip destination  
 Criteria 5 Maximises the development opportunities of the site  
 Criteria 6 Convenient and safe parking and service access  
 Criteria 7 High levels of personal & property safety  
 Criteria 8 Opportunity for compatible/synergistic commercial activity  
 Criteria 9 Potential for outdoor spaces  
 Criteria 10 Geographically fills gaps in library service  
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5.16 This final list of criteria was prioritised as above and then the rating by consensus was 
applied to each site options. The MCA scores are calculated by the relative decision 
weighting and criteria based assessment (score of 1-5) to determine the ranking.  

5.17 Andrew Russell explained the finance matrix and cost considerations. The factors that 
influence these high order estimates range from relocation costs, potential capital outlay 
including purchase (if required) and construction as well as car park and library fit-out costs. 
These cost estimates were then applied to the criteria to assess the comparative value of the 
options and to balance this against the ‘value’ judgements made. 

5.18 The decisions of Council from the June 2016 meeting are as follows: 

Item 15.2 LibraryPLUS – Locational Site Analysis 

Cr Evans moved Cr Harris seconded 

(1) Council endorses the Prospect Civic Centre (Prospect Road) and the Tram Barn/Depot site (Cnr 
Main North Road and Johns Road) for further detailed analysis as the site for the City of Prospect 
LibraryPLUS.  The analysis of these two sites is to include:-  concept plan preparation, market 
testing, risk analysis, site opportunities and constraints, opportunity cost consideration, staff / 
operational impact assessment and financing options. 

 
(2) In shortlisting the two sites above, Council acknowledges that no further assessment is to occur 

on any other sites for a new LibraryPLUS facility.  The group multi-criterion assessment process 
considered the Prospect Oval Precinct, options in and around Northpark Shopping Centre and 
Audley House as potential locations, however, these sites failed to rate highly. 

Carried 95/16 

Key tasks in preparation for Council’s October 2016 meeting 
 
5.19 A Project Executive Group (PEG) has been established internally to guide the steps and give 

oversight to the project. This group will consider the business issues and make 
recommendations to Council on budgetary strategy, defining and realising benefits, whilst 
assisting in monitoring risks, quality and timeliness. 

5.20 To assist the process of determining the site for the new facility, SGS Economics and 
Planning were engaged in August 2016 to analyse and provide a balanced approach to the 
true costs and benefits (and options) for the delivery of the Community Hub, Library and 
Innovation Centre across either site. 

5.21 Staff developed a “working brand” to assist in identification of the project which takes the 
acronym CLIC, according to Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre. 

5.22 Completion of the above tasks was reported to Council’s October 2016 meeting, details of 
the Council resolution is provided as follows: 

Item 15.1 Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre Project Update  
 
(1) That Council receives and notes the Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre Project 

Update Report.  
Carried Unanimously 180/16 
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Key tasks completed in preparation for Council’s November 2016 meeting. 
 
5.23 SGS Economics and Planning – Economic and Social Analysis was discussed at the Council 

Workshop 15 November. 

5.24 Project Executive Group (PEG) Terms of Reference have been established (for Council 
endorsement). 

5.25 PEG has been meeting regularly to work through the detail of the documentation and 
research associated with the CLIC Project. An Action List is created at each meeting with 
items then progressed by key staff. 

5.26 A CLIC Decision Making Framework document has also been prepared through the work of 
PEG (for Council endorsement). 

5.27 A Community Engagement Strategy/ Communication Plan was developed for noting by 
Council.  

5.28 A Community Reference Group (CRG) is being established as part of the Community 
Engagement Strategy. Terms of Reference for this group have been prepared (for Council 
endorsement). The Expression of Interest process to secure input from key stakeholders has 
commenced. 

5.29 A Draft Project Plan has been prepared which will continue to be discussed and refined as 
the project evolves. Upon appointment, a Project Manager will lead to a refined Project Plan 
for consideration by Council in 2017. An indicative 

5.30 Details of the Council resolutions from the November 2016 meeting as provided as follows: 

Item 15.3 Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (the CLIC) 

 
(1) Council receives and notes the progress update for the Community Hub, Library and Innovation 

Centre (CLIC) for the period 25 October until 22 November 2016. 
 
(2) Council endorses the Terms of Reference for the CLIC Project Executive Group (as presented in 

Attachments 1-2). 
 
(3) Council endorses the Terms of Reference for the CLIC Community Reference Group (as 

presented in Attachments 4-7) allowing the membership appointment process through PEG to 
occur. 

 
(4) Council endorses the CLIC Project Decision Making Framework (as presented in Attachment 3). 
 
(5) Council notes the Draft CLIC combined Communication Plan and Community Engagement 

Strategy (as presented in Attachments 8-19). 
 
(6) Council notes the indicative CLIC Project Plan and Critical Path document (as presented in 

Attachments 20-24). 
Carried Unanimously 201/16 
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Key tasks completed in preparation for Council’s December 2016 meeting 
 
5.31 An update was reported to Council’s December 2016 meeting as part of a commitment to 

provide regular updates on progress towards completion of the project.  Progress occurred 
under the following key tasks: 

5.31.1 SGS Economics and Planning - Economic and Social Analysis report was received 
after some refinement following Special Council Workshop presentation on 15 
November. 

5.31.2 The Project Executive Group (PEG) continues to meet regularly to work through the 
detail of the documentation and research associated with the CLIC Project. 

5.31.3 The Actions List has been updated with items progressed by key Council staff. 

5.31.4 Community Reference Group (CRG) call for expression of interest for key 
stakeholders has been completed with appointments to be made by PEG on 20 
December 2016. 

5.31.5 Since the Council workshop of November, SGS Economics and Planning refined their 
detailed report which analyses nine project scale options across the two sites and 
ranks them according to three distinct criteria – 1 True financial analysis, 2 Benefit 
cost ratio and 3 Net community benefit. 

5.31.6 In order to move towards a decision (for January 2017), BRM Holdich have been 
engaged to assist in interpreting the detail and cross referencing with previous 
reports, workshop and tour notes, best practice as well as previous consultation 
outcomes. 

5.32 Details of the Council resolutions from the December 2016 meeting as provided as follows: 

Item 15.1 Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (CLIC) 

Cr M Standen moved Cr M Groote seconded 

(1) Council receives and notes the progress update for the Community Hub, Library and Innovation 
Centre (CLIC) for the period 23 November until 20 December 2016. 

(2) Council adopts the content of the ‘Library/Community Hub: Economic and Social Analysis’ report 
prepared by SGS Economics and Planning (as presented in Attachments 1-40) 

(3) Council notes that a decision on site and scale of project will be informed by an independent 
analysis report and recommendation to be provided by BRM Holdich in January 2017. 

(4) Council receives and notes the Project Executive Group (PEG) Actions List (as presented in 
Attachments 41-43). 

Carried Unanimously 208/16 
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ATTACHMENTS 

Attachments 1-2: Project Executive Group (PEG) Terms of Reference 

Attachment 3: Decision Making Framework 

Attachments 4-7: Community Reference Group (CRG) Terms of Reference 
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Terms of Reference  
 
1. Project Name 

Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (CLIC) 
 

2. Project Executive Group Membership (PEG) 
 

Chair:  Director Community and Planning  
 

Executive Group  

Core Members 

 Mayor David O’Loughlin 

 Deputy Mayor Mark Groote  

 Chief Executive Officer Cate Atkinson 

 Director Community and Planning Nathan Cunningham 

 Director Business and Innovation Chris Newby 
 

Other Members  

 Project Manager 

 Architect 

 Key staff and other specialists as required 
 

Note: These meetings are open for any Elected Members who wish to attend. 
 

 Administrative support will be provided by a nominated Council Officer. 

 Working groups can be established to progress specific tasks according to the development 

and implementation of the Project Management Plan, reporting to PEG. 

 Both internal (Council staff) and external (consultant) subject‐expert advice or resources 

will be utilised by PEG, as required. 

 
3. Purpose 

 

3.1. Develop and implement a Project Management Plan for all aspects towards final 
completion of the CLIC and utilisation by Prospect residents. 
 

3.2. The PEG is established solely to support the CLIC project and its operation will cease at 
successful commissioning of the project (incl. defects liability period). 

 

3.3. Development a contract and conduct the tender process to recruit a Project Manager, 
Architect and Cost Planner. 
 

3.3.1. Support and provide oversight of the contract of the nominated Project Manager. 
 

3.4. Ensure timely reporting to Council on all matters relating to the development and 
implementation of the Project Management Plan. 

 

3.5. Ensure that the individual input, contributions and interests of Elected Members are 
given voice and considered within the development and implementation of the Project 
Management Plan. 
 

3.5.1. Utilise skills of the members in project management and delivery. 

COMMUNITY HUB, LIBRARY & INNOVATION CENTRE

Project Executive Group 

Attachment

Attachment 1
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3.6. Develop, obtain Council endorsement and manage the implementation of the 
Community Engagement Plan. 

3.6.1. Consider and incorporate findings from community engagement processes. 

3.7. Provide an ‘open discussion’ collective problem solving forum to: 

3.7.1. Anticipate operational matters that may cause delay within project 
implementation. 

3.7.2. Quickly respond to issues of an operational nature (if not requiring Council 
decision). 

4. Operation of PEG

 Consider the views and aspirations of the community and stakeholders and balance those
with other influences such as budgetary constraints, legislative requirements, alignment
with State and Federal government strategic objectives and make decisions within the
context of Council’s adopted Strategic Plan.

 Application of effective project management principles and practices.

 To provide guidance and support to (future) Project Manager, Architect and Cost Planner.

 Acknowledge any gaps in knowledge and skills that exist within the PEG membership and
seek external support and/or advice for specific tasks as appropriate.

 Develop a collegiate and positive group, whose individual members respect and value the
skills and contributions of each other.

 Identify suggestions and actively represent ideas with the broader Council group.

 Review and provide regular feedback on information to be presented to the broader
Council group and to the community.

5. Outcomes

 Successful delivery of a facility that achieves/ exceeds community aspirations.

 Highly connected and functional project team.

 Delivery of the CLIC on time and on budget and to the agreed specification.

 A highly engaged community which feels ownership of the outcome.

6. Governance

 No formal decision making on behalf of Council.

 Internal direction to staff and consultants as well as operational decisions where full
Council consideration not required.

 PEG to ensure that Council is fully engaged with key decision making on this project.

7. Meeting and Reporting Arrangements:

 Meeting scheduled on first and third Tuesday of each month (or as needed).

 Agendas will be distributed prior to meetings. Notes of meetings will be recorded and
distributed with Actions table.

 Project group communication will be via email, telephone and meetings. Council
communication will be via formal information and decision reports, presentation of
information via workshops and emails.

Updated 2/11/16 – Following 1/11/16 PEG Meeting 

Attachment

Attachment 2
13



CR16/54682 

 

 

 

Decision Making Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

COMMUNITY HUB, LIBRARY & INNOVATION CENTRE

Project Executive Group 

 

 

Council
Formal decision making 

‐ Project Scope, Funding and Budget, 
High Level Project Plan, 

‐ Location, Community Engagement 
Strategy, 

‐ Appoint Architect, Adopt Final 
Design and Appoint Builder 

PEG (Project Executive Group)

Delegation decisions of CEO 
‐ Contract management, Timeframe 
variations, Project Management Plan  
‐ Appointment of Project Manager, 

Architect & Cost Planner 
‐ Approval of project management 

reports , Financial reviews 
‐ Communications/media 

 

IPT (Internal Project Group)

‐ Delegated decisions of Director 
‐ Staff design internal elements 

‐ Internal communications 
 

 
Broader Community 

Consultation 
 

Community Reference 
Group 

Consultants/Specialists 
 

Updated 2/11/16 following 1/11/16 PEG Meeting 

Project Manager and 

Key consultant team 

reporting to PEG 

Attachment
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Terms of Reference  
 

1. Background 
 
The current Prospect Library building, located adjacent to Nailsworth Primary School is leased 
by Council from the SA Department of Education and Child Development (DECD). The lease 
expires in 2019 and DECD have advised that it will not be renewed due to Nailsworth Primary 
School needing to expand their facilities as a result of increasing student enrolments. 
 
 

2. The Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (the CLIC)  
 
The decision of DECD not to renew the lease of the current Prospect Library building presents 
Council with an exciting opportunity to design and build a brand new facility to serve not only 
as a new Library but also a community hub and innovation centre.  This new facility will be 
designed to meet the needs and aspirations of our growing and diverse community. 
 
 

3. The Community Reference Group (CRG) 
 

3.1  Purpose 
  Council is committed to consulting with the community at each stage of the CLIC Project 

to ensure the facility reflects community needs and aspirations. 
 
  One component of the community consultation is the Community Reference Group, a 

group of community representatives and stakeholders gathered to provide advice to 
the Project Executive Group (PEG) regarding the development and implementation of 
the CLIC Project. 

 
  The Community Reference Group will help the Project Executive Group and Council to 

understand what people from a broad cross section of our community believe are 
important considerations when designing and building the new facility by:  

 Providing information and advice from diverse perspectives 

 Reflecting the concerns and issues of stakeholders and the general public and 

making recommendations as appropriate. 

 Commenting and/or making recommendations according to reports, plans and 

requests from the Project Executive Group 

 Serving as a “sounding board”  

 

  The advice and opinions of the Community Reference Group will be considered by the 
Project Executive Group and incorporated into the CLIC Project design and implemented 
where appropriate and possible (taking into consideration influences such as budgetary 
constraints, legislative requirements, alignment with Federal, State and Council 
strategic objectives). 

 

COMMUNITY HUB, LIBRARY & INNOVATION CENTRE

Community Reference Group (CRG) 
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  The contributions made by the Community Reference Group to the CLIC Project will 
contribute to the new facility being the best it can be ‐ thoughtful and considerate in 
design, functional, appealing and inspiring for all who visit. 

 
3.2   Membership  

 
Size 

  The Community Reference Group will have 10 – 15 members (a group this size will be 
large enough to ensure there are sufficient numbers for meetings to be held, despite 
inevitable absences, but small enough to ensure that all members have an opportunity 
to fully participate in meetings).  

 
Meetings will proceed regardless of numbers attending – no quorum required. 

 
  Composition 

Membership will include a range of relevant community representatives, including:  
 

 Business Owner (Innovation focus) 

 Council staff and Elected Member 

 Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CALD) Community Group (or Resident) 

(recognising our demographic)  

 Digital Hub Volunteer 

 (Dis)ability Group (or Resident) 

 Friends of the Library 

 High School 

 History Group 

 Indigenous Group (or Resident) 

 Kindergarten 

 Library Member 

 Library Volunteer 

 Older Person 

 Playgroup 

 Primary School 

 Prospect Residents Association 

 Public Art Advisory Board 

 Tertiary Learning Institution (Innovation focus) 

 Young Person  

 
  Nomination and Selection Process 

Community groups will be invited to nominate their own representative to participate 
in the Community Reference Group, with a Proxy also nominated to attend in the 
absence of the nominated representative. 
 
Nominations for both representatives and proxies should be submitted via the on line 
expression of interest form. 
 
Final selection of members will be made by the Project Executive Group. 
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Ex officio ‐ Elected Member and their Proxy will be nominated by Council. 
 

 
Structure 
 

Chair:  Manager Community Development (Brendan Lott) 

Deputy Chair:  Manager Library Services (Jo Cooper) 

Minute Taker:   Shared between: 
Community Development Officer (Liz Gunn) 
Senior Library Officer (Melissa O’Kelley) 

Meeting Organiser:  Shared between: 
Community Development Officer (Liz Gunn) 
Senior Library Officer (Melissa O’Kelley) 

Ex officio:  Deputy Mayor (Mark Groote) 

Members:  Nominated from local stakeholder groupings (see  Membership 
Composition above) 

 
3.3   Roles and Responsibilities 
 
Members will be required to: 

 

 Actively participate in meetings via attendance, discussions, review of minutes 
and other relevant documents 

 Support and contribute to open discussion and respectfully encourage and listen 
to the contributions of others. 

 Where possible, represent a broad range of views according to your membership 
of local community groups and community networks. 

 
3.4   Meeting Frequency and Duration 
 

 
Meetings will be held from 6.00pm – 7.30pm at the Civic Centre (Reception Room) generally 
on Wednesdays with specific dates to be determined once the group is established and as 
amended from time to time.  
 
Meetings will be as often as is necessary according to Project requirements, most likely 
monthly during the initial stages of the Project, becoming less frequent as the Project 
progresses. 
 
Attendance may be arranged through video‐conference according to the availability of 
required resources. 
 
Meetings will be held for the entire duration of the Project (November 2016 – November 
2019). 

 
3.5   Agendas, Minutes and Discussion Papers 

 
Agendas will be distributed prior to the meeting. 
 
Minutes of meetings will be recorded and distributed following a meeting. 
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Discussions papers will be distributed with the agenda as required. 

 
3.6   Reporting 

 
The Community Reference Group will report directly to the Project Executive Group via 
minutes of meetings. 
 
Ex officio Reports back to Council as part of Council Agenda, Standing Item ‐ VERBAL 

REPORTS FROM COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVES and/or through regular CLIC Update Reports 

from staff. 

 

3.7   Decision Making 
 
A general ‘showing of hands’ will allow the Chair to count, record and understand the overall 
view and perspective of the group. 
 
Advice and information provided from the Community Reference Group will be considered 
by the Project Executive Group to gain an understanding of the overall view and perspective 
of the group. 

 
All final decisions for the CLIC Project will be made by Council. 
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AGENDA ITEM NO.: 11.2 ON AGENDA 
 
TO: Audit Committee on 12 January 2017 
 
DIRECTOR: Ginny Moon, Director Corporate Services 
 
REPORT AUTHOR: Chris Birch, Manager Financial Services 
 
SUBJECT: Review of Long Term Financial Plan – Key Financial Indicators 
 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Preparation for the annual revision of the Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) and Annual 
Budget 2017-2018 has now commenced. As a first step in this process, Council should 
revisit its Budget Assumptions, Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and set KPI targets. 

1.2 The calculation method, suggested targets and explanations have been provided by 
the Local Government Association (LGA) via Financial Sustainability Information Paper 
9. A copy of the Information Paper was supplied with the December Audit Committee 
Agenda. 

1.3 Information Paper 9 was last reviewed by the LGA and the SA Local Government 
Financial Managers Group (FMG) in May 2015. The document recommends setting 
target ranges for three (3) financial KPI’s. These are; 

 Operating Surplus Ratio; 
 Net Financial Liabilities Ratio; 
 Asset Sustainability Ratio. 

All three KPI’s are a mandatory reporting requirement of the Model Financial 
Statements used in Council’s Financial Reporting. 

1.4 Council has consistently used the same Key Performance Indicator targets for many 
years now. Adjustments have only been made where the calculation methods have 
been altered. At these times, targets were amended to be reflective of the same 
outcome. For example, when the Operating Surplus Ratio was amended in the LGA 
Information Paper & Model Financial Statements to have the Total Income instead of 
Rates Income as the denominator, the target was amended to have the same target 
Operating Surplus ($250k-$650k). 

1.5 Proposed assumptions for the drafting of the Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) are 
included in Attachment 1. The assumption regarding loan borrowing will be amended 
based on the Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (CLIC) model chosen by 
Council at the January 2017 Council Meeting.  

1.6 Council undertook a conditional assessment of Infrastructure Assets (excluding 
Stormwater) during its revaluation process in 2015-2016. The updated assessment has 
not yet been updated to the asset management plans. As this information and the 
amendments to useful lives is key to the timing of capital expenditure it is 
recommended that a full review of the asset management plans is undertaken before 
finalisation of the 2017 LTFP.  
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1.7 Council is finalising site selection and model options for its largest project, being the 
CLIC. 

1.8 Included in the report are the LTFP dashboards showing the impact of 3 of the 9 
options being considered by the Council.  

2. RECOMMENDATION 

(1) That the Audit Committee having considered Item 11.2 Review of Long 
Term Financial Plan – Key Financial Indicators receives and notes the 
report. 

(2) That the Audit Committee having considered the Long Term Financial Plan 
Assumptions for the years ending 30 June 2018 - 2027 (as provided in 
Attachment 1), recommends Council’s endorsement for use in drafting the 
Long Term Financial Plan. 

(3) That the Audit Committee having considered the following key performance 
indicators, recommends Council’s adoption in preparation of the Long 
Term Financial Plan and 2017-2018 Budget deliberations: 

1. Operating Surplus Ratio for an individual year -1% - 5% 

2. Operating Surplus Ratio for a rolling 5 year period 1% - 3% 

3. Net Financial Liabilities Ratio 10% - 50% 

4. Asset Sustainability Ratio 100% - 120% 

 

3. RELEVANCE TO CORE STRATEGIES / POLICY 

3.1 Strategic Plan to 2020 Theme 4 – Services “Leaders of the sector providing efficient, 
responsive, accessible services” 

The Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) is a pivotal document used in the long term 
forecasting of Council’s budget and financial sustainability. By definition, the document 
highlights gaps and measures Council’s ability to achieve Strategy 4.2 “Sound 
Financial Management”. 

3.2 Australian Accounting Standards. 

3.3 Accounting Policies and Procedural Manual. 

3.4 Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 2011. 

3.5 Local Government Association Financial Sustainability Information Paper 9 (Financial 
Indicators). 
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4. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

4.1 Community involvement regarding this item is not required; however consultation will 
be required on the Draft 2017-2018 Annual Business Plan and Budget which will be 
framed on these targets. 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1 Preparation for the annual revision of the Long Term Financial Plan and Annual Budget 
2017-2018 has now commenced. As a first step in this process, Council should revisit 
its Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and set targets. 

5.2 The calculation method, suggested targets and explanations have been provided by 
the Local Government Association (LGA) via Financial Sustainability Information Paper 
9.  

5.3 Information Paper 9 was last reviewed by the LGA and the SA Local Government 
Financial Managers Group (FMG) in May 2015. The document recommends setting 
target ranges for three (3) financial KPI’s. These are; 

 Operating Surplus Ratio; 

 Net Financial Liabilities Ratio; 

 Asset Sustainability Ratio. 

All three KPI’s are a mandatory reporting requirement of the Model Financial 
Statements used in Council’s Financial Reporting. 

5.4 At its December 2016 Meeting, the Audit Committee resolved the following in relation 
the Long Term Financial Plan 

“That the Audit Committee hold a special meeting in January 2017 to consider:  
a) a review of Key Financial Indicator’s across the Local Government sector and 

how that may impact on City of Prospect Key Financial Indicator’s;  
b) the process leading to the decision making regarding location and delivery of the 

Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre; and  
c) review the current Key Financial Indicator’s and consider appropriate target 

ranges” 

5.5 Item (b) of the resolution regarding the decision making process is addressed in the 
Agenda Item 11.1. 

5.6 Items (a) and (c) are presented below. 

Local Government Sector Key Financial Indicators 

5.7 As stated above, the Local Government sector is required to report the three (3) key 
financial indicators under the model financial statements. This reporting requirement is 
designed to create comparability of each Council (and other Local Government 
Reporting Entities).  

5.8 The Eastern Regional Alliance (ERA) Councils (inclusive of City of Tea Tree Gully – 
who is no longer part of ERA) financial indicators are compared as follows; 
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5.8.1 The Operating Surplus Ratio (adjusted) shows the Operating Surplus 
compared to Total Income. This calculation has been ‘adjusted’ to return the 
advanced payments of the Financial Assistance Grants to their allocated year; 

Council 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 

Burnside  ‐3.0%  1.0%  3.0% 

Campbelltown  7.0%  8.7%  13.6% 

NPSP  6.1%  8.0%  9.0% 

Prospect  3.4%  ‐0.1%  2.0% 

Tea Tree Gully  7.0%  10.0%  6.0% 

Unley  5.0%  6.0%  7.0% 

Walkerville  ‐10.0%  ‐1.0%  6.0% 
 

5.8.2 Graphically, the results of 2015-2016 is as follows; 

 

 

5.8.3 The Net Financial Liabilities Ratio reports the net amount owed to others 
compared to the operating income of Council.  

5.8.4 ERA Councils have recently reported their Net Financial Liabilities as follows; 

Council 30 June 2014 30 June 2015 30 June 2016 

Burnside  10%  25%  33% 

Campbelltown  69%  ‐16%  2% 

NPSP  55%  46%  37% 

Prospect  22%  24%  24% 

Tea Tree Gully  43%  32%  28% 

Unley  40%  35%  29% 

Walkerville  111%  84%  74% 

 

5.8.5 A negative Net Financial Liability Ratio indicates that Council has more cash 
reserves than borrowings.  

0.0%
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Operating Surplus Ratio (Adjusted) 
2015 ‐ 2016
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5.8.6 Graphically, the results as at 30 June 2016 is as follows; 

 

5.8.7 The Asset Sustainability Ratio demonstrates the amount spent on the 
replacement and renewal of existing assets compared to the amount identified 
in the Infrastructure Asset Management Plans identified for that year. 

Council 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 

Burnside  78%  142%  91% 

Campbelltown  133%  200%  419% 

NPSP  137%  94%  130% 

Prospect  45%  135%  116% 

Tea Tree Gully  125%  105%  106% 

Unley  88%  97%  81% 

Walkerville  246%  53%  89% 

 

5.8.8 Graphically, the results of 2015-2016 is as follows; 
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5.9 Financial Indicators are reactionary to special cases and projects that Council may be 
undertaking at the time. This has resulted in the need to compare trends over multiple 
periods. For example, the indicators above for Campbelltown are inclusive of the period 
of time where it has constructed the ‘Arc’ leisure centre redevelopment. This project 
spanned multiple financial years. 

5.10 Alternatively, Council’s may have long term financial strategies in place to achieve 
financial goals. For example, Tea Tree Gully has strategically budgeted for Operating 
Surpluses in order to reduce historic debt incurred through the delivery of past projects.  

5.11 City of Prospect has historically budgeted a balanced budget (or as close to as 
possible). This has balanced the community’s ability to pay against Council’s need to 
deliver its services. 

Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2017-2027 

5.12 Council’s current draft Long Term Financial Plan for 2017-2027 is currently being 
developed with particular focus on the decision making process of the Community Hub, 
Library and Innovation Centre (CLIC).  

5.13 The options for the CLIC project are explored further below (see point 5.26-5.34). 

5.14 In order to draft the long term financial plan, Council needs to consider the 
assumptions built into the plan. 

5.15 The method for calculating the assumptions is consistent with the method used in 
2016. This assumes the 10 year average of the Local Government Price Index (LGPI) 
will be used to measure the cost increases applied to Contractual, Material and Other 
Costs. 

5.16 Where known (not necessarily confirmed), information has been included to tailor the 
LTFP to the best known outcome. This is specifically evident in items such as Wage 
increases (including Superannuation (SGL) changes), grant funding and grant timing.  

5.17 A conservative assumption that the Roads to Recovery program will not be renewed is 
also included.  

5.18 The LTFP does not include any allowances for unconfirmed large projects where 
Council has not already resolved to do so. This includes the Broadview Oval Master 
plan, whereas Council has specifically resolved to include $8m for the CLIC 
(Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre). 

5.19 Although the philosophy of assumptions has not been changed, some individual 
assumptions have been updated with the most recent information. This includes: 

 Local Government Price Index; 

 Future Enterprise Agreement Increases; 

 Interest rate on future borrowings; 

 Infrastructure asset useful lives from most recent revaluation; 

 Inclusion of the most recent Audit Financial Results (30 June 2016); and 

 Updated costing information on capital projects and timing. 
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5.20 The assumptions have not had any adjustment to the anticipated rate revenue 
increases, being 2.5% plus Growth of 1%. This may be reconsidered with the other 
assumptions during the February workshops.  

5.21 A list of proposed assumptions is included in Attachment 1. The assumption regarding 
CLIC and subsequent borrowings, will be adjusted based on the model chosen by 
Council at the January 2017 Council meeting.  

5.22 Council will be drafting the Long Term Financial Plan at its workshops during February 
2017. The draft Long Term Financial Plan will be presented to the March Audit 
Committee meeting for feedback, prior to Adoption by Council.  

5.23 Following the adjustments identified in item 5.19 and use of the most current 
information on hand, the revised draft dashboard currently reports as follows:  

 

5.24 Council currently has an Operating Surplus Ratio target range of 1% - 3%. As an 
average, Council will achieve this over the life of the LTFP, however peaks and troughs 
exist within individual years. Council’s current target looks at years individually with no 
multi period target in place. 

5.25 The current LTFP reports the average operating surplus across the whole plan (10 
years) of 1.0% which is at the minimum of the target range. As an average, Council will 
achieve this over the life of the LTFP; however peaks and troughs exist within 
individual years. Council’s current target looks at years individually with no multi period 
target in place. 

Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (CLIC) 

5.26 Following the advice from the Department of Education and Development (DECD) that 
its lease will not be renewed, Council has embarked on a project to find new 
accommodation for the services operated from the Thomas Street site. 

5.27 As detailed in the timeline report in this agenda (report 11.1), Council is currently 
considering nine (9) options across both the Prospect Road and Main North Road 
sites, both currently owned and occupied by Council. 

5.28 The nine (9) options are variations on the co-location or otherwise of services as well 
as combinations of meeting or expanding services or accommodation at both of these 
sites.  

5.29 The cost benefit analysis of the nine (9) different models has been prepared by SGS 
Economics and Planning. 

5.30 The cost benefit analysis report was received by Council at their December 2016 
meeting and is provided in Attachments 5-52. 

5.31 In order to assist with the decision making process, Officers have prepared Long Term 
Financial Plan (LTFP) models for three (3) of the nine (9) models. The costings and 
potential incomes sited in the SGS reports has been taken as valid and used in the 
LTFP models. 
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5.32 The three identified models were presented to the Elected Members at a workshop 
held on 10 January 2017. 

5.33 The three models presented to the workshop were as follows: 

Model 2a Model 4a Model 6a 

Expanded Community Hub 
at Main North Road; 

No change to Prospect 
Road Site; 

Relocate Depot; 

Expanded Community Hub 
and New Civic Centre at 
Main North Road; 

Mixed Use Development at 
Main North Road; 

Sell Prospect Road Site; 

Relocate Depot; 

Expanded Community Hub 
and New Civic Centre at 
Prospect Road; 

Mixed Use Development at 
Prospect Road; 

Sell Main North Road Site; 

Relocate Depot; 

 

5.34 Mixed use development includes the construction of an expanded building to 
accommodate space for the sale of development rights for other development. The 
SGS report proposes a number of apartment variances to occupy remaining floor 
space not utilised by Council operations. 

5.35 Key assumptions used in the model presentation were as follows: 

General 
• Financial information provided by SGS - Income & Expenditure 
• Construction anticipated in March 2018 
• Construction costs spread (50:50) across 2 years - 2017-2018 & 2018-2019 and 

can all be capitalised 
• Relocation cost – once off 
• Savings derived from relocation & co-location is considered ongoing 
• Timing adjusted for Depot & Civic Centre sale to be following the construction 

as oppose to 2017-2018 per SGS Report 
• No additional maintenance costs (SGS Report - page 20) - assumed no change 

& already included in the recurrent budget 
• Expenditure of new Depot establishment per SGS – Lease $45k first year and 

indexed thereafter 
• Inclusion of current valuation of Depot & Civic Centre  
• Increase in Rates income from sale of Depot/ Civic Centre yet to be recognised 
• Architect and Project Management Costs assumed to be an additional 8% of 

construction costs – 2 years 
• Total capital cost assumed to be “Replacement & Renewal Asset” cost 
 
Loan Borrowing 
• New loan borrowing timed to match construction expenditure & realisation of 

asset sale for the same period 
• Timing & principal borrowed could be reduced/deferred – depending on 

Council’s available working capital 
• Assumed a 15 Year loan borrowing (LGFA indicative rate is 4.55% on 15/12/16) 
• Assume interest remained relatively consistent 
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5.36 All models include an annual allocation of $45k for the lease of new accommodation for 
the Depot. Partners and/or available sites are being investigated as part of a separate 
by parallel project. The lease cost has been incremented as a recurrent expense by the 
accumulative LGPI (Local Government Price Index) through the plan as is the case 
with all other recurrent expenditure.  

5.37 The resultant LTFP dashboards for the three models are as follows: 

Model 2a 

 

Model 4a 

 

Model 6a 

 

5.38 All models were independently reviewed by Councils Internal Auditor (Bentleys) prior to 
their presentation to the Council Workshop 10 January 2017. 

5.39 A copy of Bentley’s feedback is provided in Attachments 2-4.  

5.40 All items raised by Bentley’s were addressed prior to the workshop presentation.  

5.41 While the options are all modelled using loan borrowings, Council has other funding 
options potentially available to reduce the amount of borrowings required. These could 
include: 

• Increasing Rate Revenue (either general rate or via special levy) 
• Deferring Infrastructure Capital Works 
• Seeking Public Private Partnerships (PPP) 
• Grants 

 
Key Financial Indicator Target Ranges 

5.42 Council has had in place Key Financial Indicator targets for a number of years. These 
were last amended in 2016 when the calculation method for the Operating Surplus 
Ratio was amended. 

5.43  The Local Government Association of SA (LGA) has included in their Information 
Paper (Financial Sustainability Information Paper 9) recommended targets for each 
indicator. 

5.44 Key Financial Indicator targets should ensure the long term financial sustainability of 
Council and not insight rate increase spikes in order to do so. 

Year Ended 30 June: 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Financial Indicator Description Target Actual Estimate Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Indicator 1 - Operating Surplus Ratio - % 1%‐3% 0.5% (1.5%) 1.9% (1.1%) (2.2%) (0.5%) (0.6%) 1.0% 2.4% 4.3% 4.6% 5.0%

Indicator 2 - Net Financial Liabilities Ratio - % 10%‐50% 32% 42% 58% 64% 62% 61% 56% 47% 37% 29% 19% 9%

Indicator 3 - Asset Sustainability Ratio - % 100%‐120% 116% 93% 113% 206% 88% 84% 87% 80% 73% 85% 93% 90%

Year Ended 30 June: 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Financial Indicator Description Target Actual Estimate Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Indicator 1 - Operating Surplus Ratio - % 1%‐3% 0.5% (1.5%) 2.1% (1.4%) (2.2%) (0.4%) (0.4%) 1.2% 2.7% 4.6% 4.9% 5.4%

Indicator 2 - Net Financial Liabilities Ratio - % 10%‐50% 32% 42% 70% 72% 70% 68% 63% 53% 43% 34% 24% 13%

Indicator 3 - Asset Sustainability Ratio - % 100%‐120% 116% 93% 113% 173% 88% 84% 87% 80% 73% 85% 93% 90%

Year Ended 30 June: 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Financial Indicator Description Target Actual Estimate Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Indicator 1 - Operating Surplus Ratio - % 1%‐3% 0.5% (1.5%) 0.5% (1.4%) (2.3%) (0.6%) (0.6%) 1.0% 1.1% 4.3% 4.6% 5.1%

Indicator 2 - Net Financial Liabilities Ratio - % 10%‐50% 32% 42% 72% 73% 70% 69% 63% 54% 45% 36% 26% 14%

Indicator 3 - Asset Sustainability Ratio - % 100%‐120% 116% 93% 113% 165% 88% 84% 87% 80% 73% 85% 93% 90%
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5.45 In order to recognise the effect of extraordinary items that have limited relevance to the 
financial performance of Council, some Councils have introduced amended ratios to 
separate the extraordinary. 

5.46 City of Prospect reports an amended Net Financial Liabilities Ratio in its quarterly 
budget reviews and management reporting. The ratio is amended to exclude the 
debenture loan sourced from the LGFA (Local Government Finance Authority) on 
behalf of North Adelaide Football Club (NAFC). Although the loan with LGFA is in 
Council’s name, it is reimbursed in full by NAFC. 

Operating Surplus 

5.47 The operating surplus is designed to demonstrate Council’s control of its total revenue 
source and how it varies from its operating expenses. 

5.48 Council has historically sought an operating surplus of $250,000-$650,000. This 
surplus equates to a ratio of 1% - 3%. 

5.49 During recent years, Council has had deficit budgets due to the contribution of PLEC. 
Deficit budgets are reported as a negative operating surplus ratio.  

5.50 The LGA Information Paper 9 recommends a target range of 0% - 10%. 

5.51 Overall, Council’s current LTFP 10 year average Operating Surplus Ratio is 1.0%.  

Net Financial Liabilities 

5.52 The net financial liabilities demonstrate Council’s net debt as a percentage of its 
operating revenue. 

5.53 Council currently has a target range of 10 – 50%. 

5.54 The net financial liabilities have been reducing in recent years with Council repaying 
existing debt and not needing to draw down on new loans. 

5.55 A significant borrowing is included in the plan in order to fund the completion of a 
replacement for the Thomas Street Centre (CLIC) and undergrounding of power lines 
on Prospect Road (PLEC).  

5.56 The current LTFP model assumes that the funding of CLIC will occur completely in the 
2017-2018 financial year. As Council moves closer to finalising the scope of the project 
and site selection, costing and timing will become more accurately inserted into the 
plan. Latest information, indicates that this will instead occur across two financial years 
being 2017-2018 and 2018-2019. 

5.57 Council has previously raised concern at the misrepresentation of this indicator as a 
large portion of Council’s current borrowings are reimbursed by a third party. As the 
model statements cannot be amended this will not change for external reporting. 
Internal (including Elected Members’) management reporting will now include both the 
model statements calculation method and a second KPI adjusted to remove the 
secured loan. This is referred to as the Amended Net Financial Liabilities Ratio. 

5.58 The LGA Information Paper 9, recommends a target range of 0% - 100%. 

5.59 The ten year average Amended Net Financial Liabilities Ratio is 55%. 
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Asset Sustainability Ratio 

5.60 The asset sustainability ratio demonstrates Council’s investment into the replacement 
and renewal of its existing Asset Stock. 

5.61 Council currently operates a target range of 100% – 120%. 

5.62 The ratio measures Council’s actual spend against the required spend as identified in 
the Infrastructure Asset Management Plans (IAMP). This target spend is identified in 
order to ensure Council’s infrastructure assets are maintained to a desired level of 
service. 

5.63 Council’s required spend has not been updated following the recent conditional 
assessment process undertaken during the latest round of asset revaluations. Most 
importantly, the unit rate for the valuation of footpaths was updated in order to include 
the removal and disposal cost of the old asset. This updated costing now needs to be 
updated in the IAMP documents in order to represent the required spend. 

Multiple Targets over different Timespans 

5.64 As stated above, Key Financial Indicator targets should ensure the long term financial 
sustainability of Council and not insight rate increase spikes in order to do so. 

5.65 In order to recognise the short term effect of some projects (mainly operating – eg 
PLEC), some Councils have introduced long term targets or amended ratios to 
separate extraordinary items that will not impact on the long term operations of Council. 

5.66 Long term targets are generally for a period of 3 – 5 years.  

5.67 As an example, Council may have two Operating Surplus Ratio’s targets; 

 1% - 3% over a rolling 5 year period; and 

 -1% - 5% in a single year 

5.68 The second target allows for one off negatives from operating projects or events. 
Meanwhile, long term financial sustainability reporting is not affected as the first target 
ensures a long term view where other years within the target period offset the negative.  

Conclusion 

5.69 Overall, the target ranges of Council’s current key performance indicators have 
established financial sustainability of its long term financial plan. 

5.70 Financial sustainability is confirmed by Councils current level increase year on year in 
rates revenue increases. 

5.71 The introduction of key financial indicator targets across multi timespans will allow 
Council to monitor its long term financial plan across both the short and medium to long 
term and react to one off events.  

5.72 Following the internal audit of Council’s Long Term Financial Plan assumptions in 
October 2015, no changes were identified to the assumptions previously used. As 
such, no changes to the framework are recommended. 
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5.73 The largest impact on Councils current LTFP is the CLIC project. Council’s final 
decision on a site and model will allow the further refining of figures within the draft 
LTFP. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1: Draft Long Term Financial Plan Assumptions 2018 to 2027 

Attachments 2-4: Bentleys – CLIC Project Funding Options LTFP Review 

Attachments 5-52: Council Report 20/12/2016 – Project Update CLIC (includes SGS 
Cost Benefit Analysis Report) 
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Long Term Financial Plan Assumptions for years ending 30 June 2018–2027 

Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) Assumptions  

Year Ending 30 June  2018  2019  2020  2021  2022  2023  2024  2025  2026  2027 

Increase in CPI / LG 
Price Index for 
expenditure. 
Calculated using 
incremental historic 
average of LGPI 

1.0%  1.3%  1.6%  1.9%  2.3%  2.5%  2.6%  2.8%  2.9%  3.0% 

CPI Affecting:  User Charges, Contractual Exp, Materials, Utilities,  Fuel 

Projected increase in 
Total Rate Revenue 

3.5%  3.5%  3.5%  3.5%  3.5%  3.5%  3.5%  3.5%  3.5%  3.5% 

Grant: New Roads to 
Recovery 

$146K  $146K  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Increase in Grants 
Commission Grant 
Revenue 

0%  1%  1%  1%  1%  1%  1%  1%  1%  1% 

Grants Commission 
Grant  

Assumed four instalments of Financial Assistance Grants 

Community Housing 
Support Funding CHSP 
(formerly HACC)    

No adjustments made in the Long Term Financial Plan 

Increase in Enterprise 
Agreement (Salaries) 
MOA (ASU) 
LGE (AWU)  

3% 
3% 

2% 
2% 

2% 
2% 

2% 
2% 

2% 
2% 

2.5% 
2.5% 

2.5% 
2.5% 

2.5% 
2.5% 

2.5% 
2.5% 

2.5% 
2.5% 

Legislative 
Requirement ‐ 
Superannuation 
Guarantee stepped 
increase to 12% 

0  0  0  0  0.5%  0.5%  0.5%  0.5%  0%  0% 

Potential additional 
Rates  

Significant investment is anticipated along the corridor roads (Churchill, Prospect and Main North 
Roads) within next 5 years.  Additional rate revenue from this investment may be significant.  Given 
the uncertain nature regarding timing and value of rate revenue increases, this additional revenue 
has not been brought to account. 

Surplus/(Deficit) of 
Asset Disposal 

Not factored into the Long Term Financial Plan 

Asset Valuation  Fluctuation in Asset Valuation is linked to cpi in the Long Term Financial Plan 

Depreciation  Depreciation Methodology remained consistent with 2016‐2017. 

Capital Expenditure   Refer to the Infrastructure Asset Management Plan 

 Capital Expenditure Budgets is linked to cpi in the Long Term Financial Plan 

 Compounded Local Government Price Index has been factored into the  Asset Management Plan

 Assumes No Policy Change 

 The ongoing depreciation and material increases in maintenance expenses associated with capital
projects on new/upgraded assets have been factored into the Council’s Long‐term Financial Plan.

Loan Principal & 
Interest Repayment 

As per the Loan Schedule. 
In order to deliver the undergrounding of Powerlines (PLEC) along Prospect Road, it is necessary for 
Council to borrow 1.3M in the first year of the plan. In addition, Council has resolved to include 
borrowings of an additional $8.0M for the proposed construction of a new CLIC (Community Hub, 
Library and Innovation Centre). The facility will replace the current leased premises at 1 Thomas 
Street Nailsworth which houses Council’s Library, History Room, Art Gallery and Digital Hub. 
Timing of new borrowings are expect as follows and repaid over a 15 year term from the individual 
drawdown dates: 

 2017‐2018 ‐ $9.3M

Attachment

Attachment 1
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WJ:APRO700 :CLIP LTFP Review 2017.doc 

10 January 2017 

Ginny Moon  
Director, Corporate Services 
City of Prospect  
PO Box 171  
PROSPECT SA 5082 

Dear Ginny, 

CLIC Project Funding Options LTFP Review 

City of Prospect (“CoP”) has engaged Bentleys (SA) Pty Ltd to verify if the key assumptions of 
Community Hub Library Innovation Centre (CLIC) Project are in line with the revised Long Term 
Financial Plan (LTFP). 

Bentleys’ responsibility is to report factual findings obtained from conducting the procedures 
agreed. We conducted the engagement in accordance with Standard on Related Services ASRS 
4400 - Agreed-Upon Procedures Engagements to Report Factual Findings. We have complied 
with ethical requirements such as those applicable to "other assurance engagements" including 
independence. 

Because agreed-upon procedures do not constitute either a reasonable or limited assurance 
engagement in accordance with AUASB standards, we do not express any conclusion and we 
provide no assurance on the procedures that were agreed upon. Had we performed additional 
procedures, or had we performed an audit or a review in accordance with AUASB standards, other 
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. 

In November 2015, Benlteys did a Long Term Financial Plan and Infrastructure & Asset 
Management Plan Internal Audit Report for CoP. In the report, the appropriateness and accuracy 
of key assumptions that form the basis of the LTFP was assessed. The LTFP was last adopted by 
Council as part of the budget in July 2016. The audit committee last reviewed the LTFP in 
December 2016 to updated it with the latest audited financial statements, Salary EB agreement 
and LGPI, etc. This is the version forms the basis of all the CLIC LTFP modelling. 

The scope of this review was to assess and validate the consistency of CLIC project key 
assumptions with the latest revised LTFP. 

Council administration has selected three options (Option 2a, 4a and 6a) from the SGS Cost-
Benefit Analysis result for further discussion.  

We have reviewed the relevant revised CLIC LTFPs and their key assumptions to consider their 
consistency with the Council’s LTFP. The revised areas on the LTFP model were: 

operating revenue build; 

Bentleys (SA) Pty Ltd

Level 2 
139 Frome Street 
Adelaide  SA  5000

GPO Box 939 
Adelaide  SA  5001 

ABN 74 852 475 418 

T +61 8 8372 7900 
F +61 8 8372 7999 

admin@adel.bentleys.com.au 
bentleys.com.au Attachment

Attachment 2
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new Initiatives build; 
capital build; and 
new loans. 

The key financial information regarding the CLIC Project is extracted from the SGS report and 
SGS Financial Assessment and Cost-Benefit Analysis spreadsheets. 

Our conclusions are: 
the CLIC project key assumptions are aligned with Council’s LTFP including the planning time 
frames; and 
the CLIC project key assumptions are complete  

Matters Identified for consideration: 
LTFP 2a. ‘Temporary relocation of office workers’ and ‘Savings from co-location’ are not 
applicable. Therefore the amount should be removed. 
LTFP 4a. The deduction for ‘Proceeds from sale of other site’ in loan calculation sheet should 
be $4.2m. 
LTFP 4a. Opportunity to reduce the bank borrowings in year 2 by $680,000 from ‘Proceeds 
from sale of development potential’. 
LTFP 4a & 6a. ‘Sale of other site’ written down value should exclude the Town Hall as it won’t
be sold. 
There is $20,000 discrepancy on total NPV for option 6a between SGS report (-$5,459,700) 
and financial assessment spreadsheet (-$5,479,700). We believe the total NPV -$5,479,700 is 
correct. 
SGS report considered the ‘Proceeds from sale of development potential’ in year 1 which may 
not be achievable. 

We understand that management has made assumptions relating to timing. We note that any 
significant variation of timing may impact the financial assessment relating to each option 
presented. 

Details of the LTFP key assumptions are summarised in Attachment A. 

We would like to take this opportunity to thank management and staff for the assistance provided 
to us during the course of our review. 

If you have any queries please feel free to contact me on 08 8372 7900 at any time. 

Yours sincerely 

DAVID PAPA 
DIRECTOR 

Enclosure 

Attachment

Attachment 3
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Appendix A  Long Term Financial Plan Assumptions - CLIC 

LTFP assumptions (CLIC Project) Option 2a Option 4a Option 6a 

Increase in CPI / LG Price Index for operating expenditure 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 

Increase in CPI / LG Price Index for capital  expenditure 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 

Increase in Enterprise Agreement (Salaries) From the latest agreed ASU & AWU 

Temporary relocation of office workers * - $365,100 in 2018-2019 $365,100 in 2018-2019 

Relocation of depot facility * $20,000 in 2018-2019 $20,000 in 2018-2019 $20,000 in 2018-2019 

Savings from depot relocation * $25,000 per annum $25,000 per annum $25,000 per annum 

Savings from co-location * - $163,701 per annum $163,701 per annum 

Proceeds from sale of other site * - $4,200,000 in 2019‐2020 $3,100,000 in 2019‐2020 

Income from sale of development opportunity (HBU) * $2,080,000 in 2019‐2020 $680,000 in 2019‐2020 $1,720,000 in 2019‐2020 

Asset Valuation • Fluctuation in Asset Valuation is linked to cpi in the Long Term Financial Plan
• Inclusion of current valuation of Depot & Civic Centre 

Depreciation Depreciation Methodology remained consistent with 2016‐2017. 

Capital Expenditure * • Capital Expenditure Budgets is linked to cpi in the Long Term Financial Plan
• Construction anticipated in March 2018
• Construction costs spread (50:50) across 2 years - 2017-2018 & 2018-2019 and can all be capitalised
• Relocation cost – once off
• Total capital cost assumed to be “Replacement & Renewal Asset” cost
• No additional maintenance costs (SGS Report - page 20) - assumed no change & already included in the recurrent budget
• Assumes No Policy Change
• The ongoing depreciation and material increases in maintenance expenses associated with capital projects on new/upgraded assets have 

been factored into the Council’s Long‐term Financial Plan.

Architect and Project Management Costs assumed to be an additional 8% of construction costs – 2 years 

Loan Borrowing • New loan borrowing timed to match construction expenditure & realisation of asset sale for the same period 
• Timing & principal borrowed could be reduced/deferred – depending on Council’s available working capital
• Assumed a 15 Year loan borrowing (LGFA indicative rate is 4.55% on 15/12/16)
• Assume interest remained relatively consistent

Loan Principal & 
Interest Repayment 

In order to deliver the construction of this 
option, it is necessary for Council to borrow 
5.53M over the first 2 years of the plan. 
Timing of new borrowings are expect as 
follows and repaid over a 15 year term from 
the individual drawdown dates: 

 2018‐2019 ‐ $3.8M 

 2019‐2020 ‐ $1.7M 

In order to deliver the construction of this 
option, it is necessary for Council to borrow 
8.84M over the first 2 years of the plan. 
Timing of new borrowings are expect as 
follows and repaid over a 15 year term from 
the individual drawdown dates: 

 2018‐2019 ‐ $6.5M 

 2019‐2020 ‐ $2.3M 

In order to deliver the construction of this 
option, it is necessary for Council to borrow 
9.94M over the first 2 years of the plan. 
Timing of new borrowings are expect as 
follows and repaid over a 15 year term from 
the individual drawdown dates: 

 2018‐2019 ‐ $6.5M 

 2019‐2020 ‐ $3.4M 

* The financial information regarding the CLIC Project is extracted from the SGS report and SGS Financial Assessment and Cost-Benefit Analysis spreadsheets.

Attachment

Attachment 4
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Item 15.1: Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (the CLIC) 

AGENDA ITEM NO.: 15.1 

TO: Council Meeting on 20 December 2016 

DIRECTOR: Nathan Cunningham, Director Community & Planning 

REPORT AUTHOR: Jo Cooper, Manager Library Services 

SUBJECT: Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation 
Centre (CLIC) 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 This project update for the Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (CLIC) 
Project covers the period since the November 2016 update report. Progress has 
occurred under the following key tasks: 

1.1.1 SGS Economics and Planning - Economic and Social Analysis report has been 
received after some refinement following Special Council Workshop 
presentation on 15 November. 

1.1.2 The Project Executive Group (PEG) continues to meet regularly to work through 
the detail of the documentation and research associated with the CLIC Project. 
The Actions List has been updated with items progressed by key Council staff. 

1.1.3 Community Reference Group (CRG) call for expression of interest for key 
stakeholders has been completed with appointments to be made by PEG on 20 
December 2016. 

1.2 Since the Council workshop of November, SGS Economics and Planning have been 
refining their detailed report which is provided (Attachments 1-40).  Their report 
analyses nine (9) project scale options across the two sites and ranks them according 
to three distinct criteria – 1 True financial analysis, 2 Benefit cost ratio and 3 Net 
community benefit. 

1.3 In order to move towards a decision (for January 2017), BRM Holdich have been 
engaged to assist in interpreting the detail and cross referencing with previous reports, 
workshop and tour notes, best practice as well as previous consultation outcomes. 

2. RECOMMENDATION

(1) Council receives and notes the progress update for the Community Hub,
Library and Innovation Centre (CLIC) for the period 23 November until 20
December 2016.

(2) Council adopts the content of the ‘Library/Community Hub: Economic and
Social Analysis’ report prepared by SGS Economics and Planning (as
presented in Attachments 1-40)

CITY OF PROSPECT: Council Agenda 20/12/2016 
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Item 15.1: Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (the CLIC) 

(3) Council notes that a decision on site and scale of project will be informed
by an independent analysis report and recommendation to be provided by
BRM Holdich in January 2017.

(4) Council receives and notes the Project Executive Group (PEG) Actions List
(as presented in Attachments 41-43).

3. RELEVANCE TO CORE STRATEGIES / POLICY

3.1 Council’s Community Engagement and Consultation Policy – November 2012 

3.2 Strategic Plan to 2020 Theme 1 – People “Know, empower, celebrate, educate and 
activate our community” 

Strategy 1.1 Know our community 

Strategy 1.4 Celebrate our diverse and creative community 

3.3 Strategic Plan to 2020 Theme 2 – Place “Loved heritage, leafy streets, fabulous 
places” 

Strategy 2.1 Respect the past, create our future 

3.4 Strategic Plan to 2020 Theme 4 – Services “Leaders of the sector providing efficient, 
responsive, accessible services” 

Strategy 4.1 Excellence in Infrastructure 

Strategy 4.2 Sound Financial Management 

Strategy 4.4 Accountable and people-focused services 

• The actions and initiatives detailed within this report are directly connected to the
above aspects of Council’s current Strategic Plan. The Community Engagement
and Communication Plan for the project are based upon the requirement to ‘know’
our communities, be inclusive of a broad cross section of our residents and
ensuring that residents are well informed of the steps being taken for the
development of the CLIC, with clearly identified opportunities to become involved
and influence the project outcome.

• Delivery of the CLIC will be based upon that aspect of the Strategic Plan referring
to ‘fabulous places’, requiring a high quality facility that is loved by our
communities.

• Strategies within Theme 4 of the Strategic Plan (Services) speak to Council’s
requirement that the CLIC is delivered on time and on budget according to our
standards of excellence.

4. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

4.1 Community involvement within the period of this project update has been limited to 
discussions with community stakeholders to identify expressions of interest for potential 
membership within the proposed Community Reference Group (CRG).  

CITY OF PROSPECT: Council Agenda 20/12/2016 
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Item 15.1: Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (the CLIC) 

5. DISCUSSION

5.1 Subsequent to the 15 November Special Council Workshop presentation by Dr Marcus 
Spiller from SGS Economics and Planning, Council staff have worked with SGS to 
further refine the resulting report. 

This refinement includes the editing of references, additional explanatory text regarding 
financials and further refining the projects relationship to Council’s recently adopted 
Strategic Plan to 2020. The outcomes that have been identified for inclusion in the final 
report are: 

• Outcome 1.1.1 - A community connected with others
• Outcome 1.3.1 – Community services, recreation areas and facilities are able to

meet the current and future needs for all stages of life
• Outcome 1.3.2 – Lifelong learning opportunities are developed and promoted
• Outcome 1.3.3 – Accessible library, toy library and local history services are

available for all
• Outcome 3.1.1 – A busy and vibrant local business environment focused on the

Prospect Village Heart
• Outcome 3.2.1 – A City with more people on the streets and more places to go at

night
• Outcome 3.2.2 – A City with after-hours family friendly activities in our buildings,

parks and open spaces

5.2 Fundamentally the refinement of the report relates to the desire to ‘flat line’ all of the 
proposed options in terms of the scale of the new development to level out at a CLIC 
with a floor area of 2,400m2. The draft presented by SGS at the Workshop varied 
between one of that scale and a facility referred to as a ‘modest’ improvement over 
current Thomas Street Centre facilities.  On reflection and as there is no desire for just 
a ‘modest’ improvement from elected members or from community (as understood 
through ‘aspirational’ consultation undertaken earlier in 2016), this amendment was 
necessary.   

5.3 This change led to the multiple options being analysed as per the table below (excerpt 
from SGS Report) - 

B A S E C A S E  A N D  O P T I O N S  F R A MEWO R K  
Option 1: Community hub at Main North Road (MNR) + relocation of depot (Base Case)  
Option 2: Community hub at MNR + mixed use development + retention of depot at MNR  
Option 2a: Community hub at MNR + mixed use development + relocation of depot  
Option 3: Community hub at MNR + new Civic Centre at MNR + retention of depot at MNR  
Option 4: Community hub at MNR + new Civic Centre at MNR + mixed use development at MNR + 
disposal of Prospect Road site + retention of depot at MNR  
Option 4a: Community hub at MNR + new Civic Centre at MNR + mixed use development at MNR + 
disposal of Prospect Rd site + relocation of depot  
Option 5: Community hub at Prospect Rd + new Civic Centre at Prospect Rd + retention of depot + sale 
of MNR site (balance)  
Option 6: Community hub at Prospect Rd + new Civic Centre at Prospect Rd + retention of depot + sale 
of MNR site (balance) + mixed use development at Prospect Rd  
Option 6a: Community hub at Prospect Rd + new Civic Centre at Prospect Rd + sale of MNR site + mixed 
use development at Prospect Rd + relocation of depot

CITY OF PROSPECT: Council Agenda 20/12/2016 
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Item 15.1: Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (the CLIC) 

5.4 The refinement has changed the data and financials with this then impacting on the 
ranking of all of the options presented across the two sites.  New conclusions and 
findings have been developed by SGS Economics and Planning in the 
‘Library/Community Hub: Economic and Social Analysis’ report (as presented in 
Attachments 1-40). 

SGS have been able to provide rankings of the options across the two sites for all the 
options discussed at the workshop.  These rankings are under three distinct criteria 
and the task of refining this further (based on previous reports, workshop and tour 
notes, best practice and community sentiment known through previous consultation) to 
form a recommendation in January 2017 for the consideration of Council.  The table 
below shows the rankings separated but does not highlight a preference or preferences 
for Council at this stage. 

5.5 PEG continues to meet regularly to work through the detail of the documentation and 
research associated with the CLIC Project. The Actions List has been updated with 
items progressed by key Council staff (as presented in Attachments 41-43). 

CITY OF PROSPECT: Council Agenda 20/12/2016 
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Item 15.1: Project Update – Community Hub, Library and Innovation Centre (the CLIC) 

Key recent discussion points, actions and outcomes include: 

• The drafting of a Project Manager (or Project Consultant) brief has been
undertaken in preparation for the calling of expressions of interest.
Consideration is being given to the delivery model for the project and the
desired role of the independent contractor engaged to either deliver the project
(in the case of a project manager) or to guide the delivery of the project (in the
case of a project consultant). The brief covering these options will seek a true
leader for all steps in the project and includes the draft project schedule
previously provided to Council.

• Options for establishing a definitive pathway or process for entering into a
public-private partnership (PPP) has commenced. This action has occurred
given the two highest ranked options across each site include a partner or an
income component in the calculations.

• A PPP may, for example, enable Council to partner with a private entity who
would take on responsibility for the construction of the CLIC (and additional
development) on the selected site, with Council subsequently divesting
ownership of the additional development (and the relevant portion of the site) to
the private partner.  Another pathway may be a land sale and leaseback option
to maximise developer interest.  These are important decisions for the Council
and can be made after a site has been selected.  Consideration of Council’s risk
profile (including an analysis of risk required, risk capacity and risk tolerance)
would inform the selection of the preferred investment model.

5.6 The Community Engagement Strategy identifies the opportunities for stakeholders and 
our community to contribute to all stages throughout the life of the project. Expression 
of Interest for key stakeholders to be members of a Community Reference Group 
(CRG) has been completed. The utilisation of the CRG provides a planned two way 
process in which the Prospect community (through key stakeholders) have multiple 
opportunities to provide input to (and inform) the project.  This will enhance the 
decision making processes.  

PEG will consider the expression of interest applications and will select and appoint 
members to the CRG at 20 December meeting. 

5.6 On-going project updates will be provided to Council as an agenda item within ordinary 
meetings, decision making points and key milestones will be clearly identified in a 
timely manner with a view to the project being completed on-time and on-budget. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1-40 SGS Economics and Planning ‘Library/Community Hub: 
Economic and Social Analysis’ report  

Attachment 41-43 PEG Actions List 

CITY OF PROSPECT: Council Agenda 20/12/2016 
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© SGS Economics and Planning Pty Ltd 2016 

This report has been prepared for Prospect City Council. SGS Economics 

and Planning has taken all due care in the preparation of this report.  

However, SGS and its associated consultants are not liable to any 

person or entity for any damage or loss that has occurred, or may 

occur, in relation to that person or entity taking or not taking action in 

respect of any representation, statement, opinion or advice referred to 

herein. 

SGS Economics and Planning Pty Ltd 
ACN 007 437 729 
www.sgsep.com.au 
Offices in Canberra, Hobart, Melbourne, Sydney 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

By August 2019, the City of Prospect must vacate the former Nailsworth Primary School site at 1 Thomas 
Street, Nailsworth, which has housed a Council library service for more than 35 years.  The Council has 
been ‘on a journey’ to identify a preferred site for the replacement library (and associated facilities). 

This journey has included a qualitative and quantitative analysis of a number of candidate sites (reducing 
them to a field of four), fact finding visits to leading examples of library services elsewhere, community 
consultation programs and structured discussions with Councillors and staff about the level of service 
expected from Prospect’s new facility. 

More recently, Council has further narrowed the list of candidate sites for the new facility to two 
possibilities; the Prospect Civic Centre on Prospect Road and the Tram Barn/Depots Site at the corner of 
Main North Road, Johns Road and Gordon Road. 

Council sees this project as an opportunity to develop more than just a library. The new facility will act as 
a community hub and innovation centre as well as providing traditional library services in a 
contemporary setting.  Moreover, Council believes that this is a ‘once in a lifetime project’ which can be 
used to boost general amenity in its host locale by facilitating complementary housing and commercial 
development.  In this way, the investment in a community hub and innovation centre is expected to 
provide a broader economic uplift for Prospect. 

The next step in Council’s journey is to subject the two candidate sites to more detailed assessment from 
an economic and wider community benefit perspective.  This work is the focus of the current report.   

This report responds to a Council brief which directed SGS Economics & Planning Pty Ltd (SGS) to 
appraise the candidate sites with reference to a range of criteria.  These included “market analysis, 
consideration of site opportunities and constraints, opportunity cost assessment, staff / operational 
impact and financing options”.  Moreover, “risk considerations and social benefit” were to inform the 
research. 

Following initial briefings, Council identified 9 specific options across the two sites for SGS to evaluate.  
One of these (Option 1) formed the ‘base case’ against which SGS assessed the net financial outcome for 
Council and the wider social, economic and environmental benefits for the community as a whole.  The 9 
options were the starting point for a facilitated conversation with Councillors which formed part of the 
work in preparing this report.  The options are outlined in Table 1 and described in more detail in the 
body of this report. 

The stated intention of this brief of work was to provide a resource to empower Councillors and 
management to make a decision on the best site for the replacement library and the extent of 
development on the site.  The purpose was not to make an outright recommendation on a preferred site 
and development mix. 
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TABLE 1.  BASE CASE AND OPTION S FRAMEWORK

Option 1: Community hub at Main North Road (MNR) + relocation of depot (Base Case) 

Option 2: Community hub at MNR + mixed use development + retention of depot at MNR 

Option 2a: Community hub at MNR + mixed use development + relocation of depot 

Option 3:  Community hub at MNR + new Civic Centre at MNR + retention of depot at MNR 

Option 4: Community hub at MNR + new Civic Centre at MNR + mixed use development at MNR 
+ disposal of Prospect Road site + retention of depot at MNR

Option 4a: Community hub at MNR + new Civic Centre at MNR + mixed use development at MNR 
+ disposal of Prospect Rd site + relocation of depot

Option 5: Community hub at Prospect Rd + new Civic Centre at Prospect Rd + retention of depot 
+ sale of MNR site (balance)

Option 6: Community hub at Prospect Rd + new Civic Centre at Prospect Rd + retention of depot 
+ sale of MNR site (balance) + mixed use development at Prospect Rd

Option 6a: Community hub at Prospect Rd + new Civic Centre at Prospect Rd + sale of MNR site + 
mixed use development at Prospect Rd + relocation of depot 

Source: City of Prospect 

1.2 Previous work 

The City of Prospect provided SGS with a wealth of information to assist in the economic and community 
assessment. This included a large body of research and analysis already completed by Council on 
developing a new expanded library service.  The following library specific documents were reviewed by 
SGS as part of this analysis:   

- Libraries Alive! Prospect Library Report (2015)
- LibraryPLUS- consultation Feedback and Library Tour notes (2016)
- Council workshop notes on the future of library services (2015)
- Prospect library site options- council workshop criteria, finance and risk (2016)
- Prospect library site selection Inizio report (2016)
- Current Library services general user statistics (2015)
- Current Library current users by suburb and age (2016)
- New Build functional floor space requirements (2016)
- Current library staffing FTE costs, maintenance and outgoings (2016), and
- Traffic data for innovation centre (2016).

In addition, Council provided SGS with financial information for both the Prospect Road and Main North 
Road sites.  This was included in the following documents:  

- Valuation of Prospect Road (2013 extrapolated to 2016 figures with rezoning, CPI and recent
sales stats considered )

- Valuation of 82 Johns Road and 218 Main North Road (2016)
- Council property financial reporting and asset register (values at 2013)
- Civic centre maintenance projections and useful life by component (2016)
- Special council report on Purchase Investment advice for 218 Main North Road (2011), and
- Current depot site Assets and Engineering report (2016) and Draft Strategic Plan to 2020.

So that the analysis was duly cognisant of wider council policies, plans and activities, the following 
documents were also reviewed by SGS:  

- City of Prospect Annual Business Plan (2016- 2017)
- City of Prospect Strategic Plan (2012- 2016)
- City of Prospect Vacancy Report (2015)
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- Main North Road Masterplan (2016)
 

- Prospect Road Masterplan (2009)
- Land use maps for Prospect Road and Main North Road (2016)
- Prospect NE and SE Local Area Traffic Management Plan (2016), and
- Urban Corridor Zone Developments (2016).

Additional information was provided to SGS after specific requests, via email, telephone discussions, face 
to face meetings and site visits. This report draws upon all of these sources of information to varying 
degrees.  

1.3 Conceptual approach to economic and community assessment 

Based on the business case processes routinely pursued by governments across Australia, the exercise of 
finding the best site for Prospect’s replacement library and community hub would comprise the four 
elements illustrated in Figure 1. 

Firstly, any option must be shown to be compliant with Council’s policies and objectives.  Secondly, 
options should be tested for their contribution to net community wellbeing, taking into account the full 
gamut of financial and non-financial cost and benefits.  Thirdly, the financial implications of each option 
for Council must be properly analysed to confirm that Council can, indeed, ‘afford’ the preferred option. 
Finally, the contemplated preferred option must be demonstrably deliverable, given the resources, 
capacity and risk appetite of Council. 

FIGURE 1  ELEMENTS OF OPTIONS APPRAISAL  

Source:  SGS Economics and Planning Pty Ltd 
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For the purposes of this report, it has been assumed that both candidate sites have sufficient alignment 
with Council policies, and that Council can readily deliver the library/community hub on either site and 
with any of the contemplated mixes of accompanying housing development as envisaged in the 9 
options.  

The focus in this report is therefore on the second and third elements (cost benefit analysis (CBA) and 
financial analysis) of the four part evaluation process set out in Figure 1.   

As mentioned, CBA is carried out with reference to a ‘Base Case’ which is ordinarily defined to be the 
default or business as usual outcome.  In this report, the Base Case involves the creation of a 
library/community hub on the tram barn site on Main North Road to achieve minimum best practice 
standards with no further development on that site and retaining the civic centre on the existing 
Prospect Road site.  The Base Case also envisages relocation of depot operations from the Main North 
Road site. 

1.4 Structure of the report 

The structure of the report follows the conceptual framework just outlined.  The next Section (2) briefly 
profiles the two development sites, drawing on relevant earlier studies. Section 3 expands on the 
development options while Section 4 provides the CBA of the options against the Base Case and Section 
5 reports on the financial analysis.  The final Section (6) draws together the overall findings of the 
financial and economic/social impact analysis. 
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2 CANDIDATE SITES 

2.1 Prospect Road site 

Physical characteristics 

The principal characteristics of the site are summarised as follows: 

Address 126-134 Prospect Road, Prospect 
Total Site Area 5,830 square metres (outlined in green) 
Town Hall Site Area 662 square metres (outlined in blue)
Potential Development Area 4,163 square metres (highlighted in pink)

FIGURE 2.  PROSPECT ROAD SITE  

Source: City of Prospect, 2016 

The eastern side of the site is bounded by Prospect Road. Prospect Road serves as the primary public 
entrance to the Civic Centre (the secondary entrance being located to the rear of the site through the 
carpark). Prospect Road has a dual purpose of being a local daily shopping destination and a commuter 
thoroughfare for people travelling from northern Adelaide to the CBD and surrounds.  
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The City of Prospect has invested $3.4 million dollars into various upgrades to Prospect Road as part of 
the Project Road Masterplan Project, which commenced in 2009. The focus of the project was to 
transform the existing road to a more people-friendly environment. As a result, Prospect Road’s 
footpaths, roads, road crossings options, on-street parking and bicycle lanes have been significantly 
improved. The speed limit has also recently been reduced to 40 kilometres per hour, further slowing 
traffic thereby improving safety for pedestrians (City of Prospect, 2016).  

The northern side of the site is bounded by a small retail allotment (currently containing McGlashan 
Brothers Secondhand Furniture) on the corner of Prospect Road at Olive Street. The McGlashan Brothers 
building is a traditional shop front style single story building with a wide corrugated iron veranda. Olive 
Street is primarily residential. However, Prospect Primary School and Prospect Community Early 
Education and Care Centre also back onto Olive Street (300 metres down from the Civic Centre).  

The Civic Centre’s car park (the western side of the site) backs onto residential allotments that have 
street frontages on Olive Street and Vine Street. Access to the car park comes from three locations; Olive 
Street, Hatchard Lane and Vine Street. Dwellings on Olive Street and Vine Street are predominantly 
sandstone double fronted South Australian homesteads.  

The southern side of the site is bounded by a pedestrianised continuation of Vine Street. No car access is 
available to Prospect Road from Vine Street. The pedestrianised section of Vine Street currently houses a 
Cibo café and clothing boutiques together with an entrance to the Local Heritage listed Prospect Town 
Hall.  

FIGURE 3.  PE DESTRIANISED SEC TION OF VINE STREET  

Existing buildings 

There are two buildings on the Prospect Road Site: 

 The Prospect Civic Centre (including the Prospect Community Hall located at the rear of the 
building), and 

 The Prospect Town Hall. 

The Civic Centre building was first opened in 1963. Restorations occurred in 2004, only for much of the 
building to be destroyed by an arson attack in 2006. The Civic Centre rebuild was finalised in 2007. 
Presently, the Civic Centre houses all of the administrative functions of the City of Prospect, including:  
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 A reception and services area, including a planning desk 

 Council chambers 

 Offices for the Mayor and a Justice of the Peace, and 

 Offices for all Council staff. 

The Prospect Community Hall is available for 12 month hire to incorporated, not for profit, community 
organisations for the purpose of holding their meetings and activities. The hall consists of a large 
parquetry floored room, two smaller carpeted rooms and a kitchen. It has a maximum capacity of 80 
people and is not available to hire for private functions.  

The Prospect Town Hall was built in 1895 and is Local Heritage listed. Upgrades to the Town Hall 
occurred in 1986. The Prospect Town Hall is now used as a performance and entertainment venue, a 
community hall for hire and a civic meeting facility for the people of Prospect. The building consists of 
Eliza Hall (maximum capacity of 200 people), the Irish Harp room (maximum capacity of 50 people), a 
foyer area, toilets and a kitchen. The two buildings are joined by a closed glass atrium and walkway 
which serves as the public entrance to the Civic Centre. This area also houses public toilets.  

FIGURE 4.  REAR OF CIVIC CENT RE  

FIGURE 5.  ATRIUM BE TWEEN CIV IC CENTRE AND TOWN H ALL  
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FIGURE 6. PROSPECT TOWN HALL EXTERIOR

Current uses on Prospect Road 

Prospect Road currently operates as a traditional retail shopping strip, with a mix of retail, hospitality, 
service related and commercial uses.  Much of the retail strip is characterised by traditional single storey 
shop fronts with wide permanent veranda structures. Specific businesses include:  

 Cafes, restaurants and takeaway shops 

 Fashion boutiques 

 Hair and beauty salons 

 Post shops and banks 

 Green grocers and supermarkets (Coles and Foodland) 

 Florists 

 Two funeral operators 

 Liquor outlets 

 Second hand stores 

 Furniture stores 

 Gift shops 

 Chemists and medical centres, and 

 A petrol station. 

The Civic Centre site is located at the midpoint of the shopping strip. Some commercial activity can also 
be seen, with the newest addition being a co working space for creative professionals. A cinema complex 
that will include retail offerings is currently under construction. 
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FIGURE 7.  PROSPECT ROAD RETAIL  

FIGURE 8.  PROSPECT ROAD STRE E TSCAPE  

Other key characteristics of Prospect Road are outlined in the table below. 

TABLE 2.  PROSPECT ROAD KE Y CHARACTERISTICS  

Characteristic Details 

Daily average traffic volumes 20,000 

Number of traffic lanes 2 

Speed limit 40 km 

Designated bike lane Yes 

Footpaths on both side of the road Yes 

Attractive streetscape/ shelter Yes 

On street parking Yes 

Current retail/ commercial vacancy rates 2.8% (October 2015) 

Nearby health and community services (within 500 metres)  Prospect Primary School 

 Rosary School 

 Prospect Community Early Education and Care 

 Playgroup SA 

Source:  SGS surveys, City of Prospect 

Planning policy context 

Prospect Road is also one of 10 ‘focus areas’ listed within the City of Prospect Strategic Plan 2012-2016. 
The focus for Prospect Road is to ‘facilitate building design to enhance the public realm and support a 
range of services, activities and experiences that encourage community participation and a thriving local 
economy. Medium and higher density housing in some areas will complement the valued heritage and 
character of the local area’ (City of Prospect, 2012, page 9).  
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Council’s Strategic Plan to 2020 (endorsed September 2016) seeks many outcomes relevant to the 
development of a community hub, library and innovation centre (CLIC).  It seeks to have  

‘A community connected with others’ (Outcome 1.1.1), 
‘Community services,….and facilities (which) are able to meet the current and future needs for 
all stages of life’ (Outcome 1.3.1),  
‘Lifelong learning opportunities are developed and promoted’ (Outcome 1.3.2),  
‘Accessible library, toy library and local history service available for all’ (Outcome 1.3.3), 
‘A busy and vibrany local business environment focused on the Prospect Village Heart’ 
(Outcome 3.1.1),  
‘A City with more people on the streets and more places to go at night’ (Outcome 3.2.1) and 
‘A City with after-hours family friendly activities on our buildings….’ (Outcome 3.2.2). 

Council’s vision, as specified in the Prospect Road Master Plan (2009), is for Prospect Road to be ‘the 
“heartbeat” of the inner northern suburbs’ (page 5).  Further, Prospect Road is to be ‘a vibrant and 
distinctive neighbourhood village, a people friendly road that is framed by attractive medium to high 
density housing in some areas and local character houses in others, all within a short distance of cafes, 
interesting and eclectic boutique shops, daily shopping needs, offices, green open spaces, entertainment 
and cultural experiences’. (page 5).  

Prospect Road has been identified as a “corridor” in the State Government’s Draft 30 Year Plan for 
metropolitan Adelaide.  Desired Corridor outcomes as defined in the Plan are consistent with the 
directions in the Prospect Road Masterplan, including an increase in medium to high density housing and 
a greater number of mixed use employment activities incorporating shops and offices.  

The 30 Year Plan also notes a desire for more efficient and frequent bus movements along Prospect 
Road, and the longer term potential for a tram line along this route.  The latter possibility  is currently 
being investigated in detail by the State Government. 

2.2 Main North Road site 

Physical characteristics 

The eastern side of the site is bounded by Main North Road. Main North Road caters for the highest 
volume of vehicle traffic within Prospect and functions as a major traffic route, channelling vehicles 
between the City and the northern areas of Adelaide (and beyond). 
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FIGURE 9.  DEPOTS/ TRAM BARN SITE

Source: City of Prospect, 2016 

The northern side of the site partly backs on to residential allotments that have street frontages on 
Gordon Road. The Milk Depot section of the site fronts Gordon Road at the corner of Gordon and Main 
North Road. Gordon Road is a predominantly residential road that runs through to Prospect Road to the 
west.  

The milk depot site, originally a separate site totalling 786 square metres, was purchased by Council in 
2011 due to it providing the opportunity to expand the existing site total area and street frontage. At 
that time, Council noted the opportunity to redevelop the larger (combined site) at a later date.   

The rear of the site (western side) backs completely onto two residential allotments (the northern 
allotment with street frontage on Gordon Road; the southern allotment with street frontage on Johns 
Road).  

The southern side of the site is bounded by Johns Road. Johns Road serves as the current entrance to 
the site. Like Gordon Road, Johns Road runs through to Prospect Road to the west and is primarily 
residential. Across from the Barn Depot site on Johns Road resides the Prospect Metropolitan Fire 
Station and a Caltex petrol station. 

Attachment 17 24

Attachment

Attachment 26

56



 Library/community hub: economic & social analysis   16 

FIGURE 10.  VIE W OF DE POTS /  TRAM BARN  SITE  FROM  MAIN NORTH ROAD  

FIGURE 11.  VIE W OF MAIN NORTH  ROAD FROM DEPOTS /  TRAM BARN  SITE  

Current buildings 

There are three main buildings on the Tram Barn Depots site; 

 The original tram barn (including annexes and verandah), 

 The depot office building, and 

 The old milk depot building.  

There are a number of additional sheds and structures that serve as storage areas for the trucks, other 
vehicles and machinery of the municipal team who work out of the site. 

The site also contains a large area of hardstand predominantly used for parking vehicles and sorting 
material.  
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FIGURE 12. DEPOT OFFICE BUILD
 
ING, SHEDS AND TRAM BARN 

FIGURE 13.  SHE DS WITHIN THE DEPOT /  TRAM BARN SITE  

Current uses on Main North Road 

Main North Road is currently dominated by space intensive retail/wholesale and semi industrial 
operations consisting predominately tilt-up or brick-block construction, large glazed frontages with metal 
or concrete parapets and flat roofs without verandas.  

Specific businesses present near the Tram Barn Depot Site include: 

 Car dealerships and service centres 

 Takeaway food outlets 

 Carwash services 

 Hardware supply stores 

 A medical centre. 

Other key characteristics of Main North Road are outlined in the table below. 
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TABLE 3.  MAIN NORTH ROAD KE Y CHARACTERISTICS  

Characteristic Details 

Daily average traffic volumes 47,600 

Number of traffic lanes 4 

Speed limit 60 km 

Designated bike lane During scheduled commuter times 

Footpaths on both side of the road Yes 

Attractive streetscape / shelter No 

On street parking No 

Current retail/ commercial vacancy rates 2.56% (August 2015) 

Nearby health and community services (within 500 metres)  Prospect Medical Centre 

 Nailsworth Primary School 

Source: SGS surveys, City of Prospect 

Planning policy context 

A Masterplan for Main North Road is currently being developed. The Draft Masterplan’s vision aims to 
create a 'Connected Vibrant Green Boulevard' along Main North Road, with ‘the objective to offer a 
unique and appealing experience and reintroduce a sense of desired character into the streetscape and 
high density built form into a commercial environment’ (City of Prospect, 2016, p 4).  

The Draft Masterplan notes there is potential for the existing heritage Tram Barn and Milk Depot to act 
as ‘a catalyst site for providing a destination venue and mixed use development to cater for day and 
night users’ (City of Prospect, 2016, p 4). The tram barn site is also labelled as a ‘State Heritage and 
symbolic community space’ (City of Prospect, 2016, p 4). 

In October 2013, the Inner Metropolitan Growth Development Plan Amendment (IMGDPA) rezoned 17.5 
kilometres of main road frontage in the City of Prospect, with building height allowances increased from 
two storeys up to five storeys in several areas. As part of this process, the Main North Road Business 
Policy Area was identified to accommodate commercial and light industrial land uses together with 
compatible medium and high density residential development.  The intent of the policy was to “provide 
opportunities for the development of larger scale, mixed use development that allow people to work, 
shop and access a range of services close to home”. This amendment to Council’s Development Plan 
aligns Council’s intent for Main North Road with the State’s Draft 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide (City 
of Prospect, 2016, p 7). 
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3 OPTIONS 

3.1 Introduction 

Of the 9 options, 6 envisage the new library/community hub being located on Main North Road (Table 
1).  Each option is outlined in the following pages. 

3.2 Option 1 

Option 1 effectively represents a ‘base case’ for the development of the community hub, library and 
innovation centre (CLIC). In this option, the services Council delivers to the community from the CLIC will 
be improved from those currently delivered out of the Nailsworth Primary School site. This is described 
in Council source documents as a 2,400sqm facility which meets new requirements.  

The services outlined in the following table are to be delivered at the CLIC under all options. 

TABLE 4.  FLOOR SPACE REQUIR EMENTS FOR CL IC  SERV ICES  

Service 
Is this service currently being delivered 
at the Nailsworth site? 

Floor space requirements 
(square metres) 

Collections Current service 490 

Public technology access Current service 50 

Seating - Desks Current service 74 

Seating - Lounge New Service  184 

Seating - Group Study New Service 110 

Service Desk Current service 54 

Display/browsing New Service 53 

Newspapers/magazine Current service 27 

Children's Activity Area New Service 81 

Toy Library Current service 54 

Young Adult Area New Service 54 

Gaming/digital media New Service 54 

Specialist area - Local & Family History New Service 108 

Storage/archival New Service 27 

Technology/maker space Current service 54 

Staff work areas, lockers, kitchen, toilets Current service 54 

Work area storage Current service 27 

Circulation areas Current service 81 

Parenting room New Service 27 

Toilets, cleaning Current service 27 

Plant equipment, maintenance Current service 27 

Secure server room New Service 27 

Copiers, printers, scanners Current service 27 

Goods delivery, general store Current service 52 

Café/community kitchen New Service 52 

Community service/function space New Service 135 

Gallery exhibition  Current service 250 

Gallery storage space Current service 50 

Meeting room(s) New Service 90 

Total 2400 

Source: City of Prospect, 2016 
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The implications for the Prospect Road site within option 1 are that: 

 The site will be retained, and 

 All current operations and services (at the Civic Centre) will be maintained. 

The implications for the Main North Road site within option 1 are that: 

 The site will be retained 

 A new community hub, library and innovation centre will be developed with modest updated 
services available, and 

 Depot services currently being delivered from the site will be moved elsewhere. 

The following table summarises the required floor space and parking for Option 1. 

TABLE 5.  ESTIMATED ADDITION AL BUILT FORM REQUIR EMENTS:  OPTION 1  

Site Additional built form required Square metres 

Main North Road CLIC  2,400 
Parking for CLIC 800 

Prospect Road None  n/a 

Source: City of Prospect 

The build costs for Option 1 include the cost of constructing and fitting out the new CLIC.  This has been 
estimated at $7.6 million.  

TABLE 6.  ESTIMATED BUILD  COSTS:  OPTION 1  

Site CLIC construction CLIC fit out Total 

Main North Road $6,621,600 $993,240 $7,614,840 

Prospect Road $0 $0 $0 

Source: City of Prospect 

The annual operating costs for Option 1 are estimated at $6.53 million, which includes staffing costs, 
maintenance costs and other outgoings.  Importantly, given the Civic Centre is to be retained in its 
current form in Option 1, the staff and operating costs of that facility remain part of the overall 
consideration for Option 1 despite not being a direct cost of the new CLIC. 

TABLE 7.  ESTIMATED OPERATIO NAL COSTS:  OPTION 1  

Staff costs (Civic Centre + 
CLIC) 

Maintenance costs Other outgoings Total 

$6,323,146 $49,500 $154,005 $6,526,651 

Source: City of Prospect 

3.3 Option 2 

This option envisages an expanded community hub on the Main North Road site plus some 
complementary mixed use development. 

Option 2 makes provision for depot operations to be incorporated in the new development. The table 
below illustrates the depot functions and space requirements for services that will be delivered both 
from the CLIC and from elsewhere. 
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TABLE 8.  DEPOT SE RVICES FUNCT ION AND SPACE  REQUIREMENTS  WITHIN CLIC  – 
OPTION 2  

Function Space requirement within the CLIC development 

Office space for office based staff 50 square metres 
Storage space for chemicals and equipment  150 square metres 
Car parking for depot operations staff 600 square metres 
Car parking for 15 work vehicles (ranging from utes to 3 tonne trucks) Overnight parking within carpark (accounted for above) 
Material storage bays/ areas (for soil, mulch, road materials, timber) n/a – to be delivered elsewhere 
Petrol bowsers n/a – to be delivered elsewhere 
Wash down bays n/a – to be delivered elsewhere 

Source: City of Prospect, 2016 

The implications for the Prospect Road site with Option 2 are that: 

 The site will be retained.  

 All current operations and services (at the civic centre) will be maintained. 

The implications for the Main North Road site are that: 

 The site will be retained 

 A new CLIC will be developed with expanded services 

 Depot services will be incorporated into the CLIC development, and 

 Complementary, market based, development will be incorporated into the project (as per 
highest and best use assessment). 

The following table outlines the required floor space for Option 2 by functional area for both the 
Prospect Road and Main North Road sites. 

TABLE 9.  ESTIMATED ADDITION AL BUILT FORM REQUIR EMENTS:  OPTION 2  AND 2A  

Site Additional built form required Square metres 

Option 2 

Main North Road CLIC  2,400 
Parking for CLIC 1,500 
Depot facilities 200 
Parking for depot 150 
Highest and best use 
complementary development 

Market driven 

Prospect Road None  n/a 

The build costs for Option 2, excluding costs relating to the complementary market development on the 
site, have been estimated at $7.6 million.  Those additional costs have been excluded as the project 
delivery method and any possible partnerships are yet to be determined. 

The annual operating costs for Option 2 are estimated at $6.55 million, which includes staffing costs, 
maintenance costs and other outgoings. Again, these costs consider the operations of both sites in an 
ongoing sense. 

TABLE 10.  ESTIMATE D OPERATIONAL COSTS:  OPTION 2  AND 2A  

Staff costs (Civic Centre + 
CLIC) 

Maintenance costs Other outgoings Total 

$6,323,146 $54,000 $170,906 $6,548,052 
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3.4 Option 2a 

Option 2a has the same characteristics as Option 2 except that the depot services will not be delivered 
alongside the CLIC.  The depot services would be transferred to an alternative location, pending current 
Council investigation of options. 

3.5 Option 3 

Option 3 includes the development of the CLIC on the Main North Road site with the fully expanded 
suite of services that Council aspires to deliver.  The expanded services are detailed in Table 4. In 
addition to the expanded services, Option 3 makes the provision for depot operations to be incorporated 
in the new development (the services of which are detailed in Table 8).  

Under this option, the Prospect Road site would be sold for privately initiated development. 

The implications for the Main North Road site with Option 3 are that: 

 The site will be retained 

 A new CLIC will be developed with expanded services 

 Depot services will be incorporated into the CLIC development, and 

 A new civic centre will be developed and integrated with the CLIC. 

The following table outlines the required floor space for Option 3 by functional area for both the 
Prospect Road and Main North Road sites. 

TABLE 11.  ESTIMATE D ADDITION AL  BUILT FORM REQUIR EMENTS:  OPTION 3  

Site Additional built form required Square metres 

Main North Road CLIC  2,400 
Parking for CLIC 1,500 
Depot facilities 200 
Parking for depot 150 
Civic Centre 1,410 
Parking for Civic Centre 800 

Prospect Road None - sold n/a 

The build costs for Option 3 include the cost of constructing and fitting out the new CLIC and Civic 
Centre, which has been estimated at $13 million. There may be additional savings achievable by true 
integration of the overall facility.  For ease of calculation, the known floor space needs of each facility 
have been costed.  

TABLE 12.  ESTIMATE D BUILD CO STS:  OPTION 3  

Site CLIC construction and fit out Civic Centre construction and 
fit out 

Total 

Main North Road $7,614,840 $5,422,296 $13,037,136 

Prospect Road $0 $0 $0 

The annual operating costs for Option 3 are estimated at $6.55 million, which includes staffing costs for 
whole of Council, maintenance costs and other outgoings.  

TABLE 13.  ESTIMATE D OPERATIO NAL COSTS:  OPTION 3  

Staff costs Maintenance costs Other outgoings Total 

$6,323,146 $54,000 $170,906 $6,548,052 
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3.6 Option 4 and 4a 

Option 4, like Option 3 includes the development of the CLIC on the Main North Road site with the fully 
expanded suite of services nominated by Council (as detailed in Table 4). Like Option 3, Option 4 also 
makes the provision for depot operations to be incorporated in the new development.  

Like Option 2, Council also wishes to consider another scenario in Option 4 where depot services are not 
delivered alongside the CLIC.  This alternative scenario is described as Option 4a.  

The Prospect Road site would be sold for private development under both Option 4 and Option 4a. 

The implications for the Main North Road site within Option 4 and 4a are that: 

 The site will be retained 

 A new CLIC will be developed with expanded services 

 Depot services will be incorporated into the CLIC development 

 A new civic centre will be developed and integrated with the CLIC, and 

 Commercial activities will be incorporated into the development (as per highest and best use 
assessment). 

The implications for the Main North Road site within Option 4a are the same as Option 4 except that all 
depot services will be delivered elsewhere (and thus not incorporated in the development).  

The following table outlines the required floor space for Option 4 and 4a. 

TABLE 14.  ESTIMATE D ADDITION AL  BUILT FORM REQUI REMENTS:  OPTION 4  AND 4A  

Site Additional built form required Square metres 

Option 4 Option 4a 

Main North Road CLIC  2,400 2,400 
Parking for CLIC 1,500 1,500 
Depot facilities 200 0 
Parking for depot 150 0 
Civic Centre 1,410 1,410 
Parking for Civic Centre 800 800 
Highest and best use complementary 
development 

Market driven Market driven 

Prospect Road None - sold n/a n/a 

The build costs for Option 4 and 4a have been estimated at $13 million. 

TABLE 15.  ESTIMATE D BUILD CO STS:  OPTION 4  AND 4A  

Site CLIC construction and fit out Civic Centre construction and 
fit out 

Total 

Main North Road $7,614,840 $5,422,296 $13,037,136 

Prospect Road $0 $0 $0 

The annual operating costs for Option 4 and 4a are estimated at $6.55 million. 

TABLE 16.  ESTIMATE D OPERATIO NAL COSTS:  OPTION 4  AND 4A  

Staff costs Maintenance costs Other outgoings Total 

$6,323,146 $54,000 $170,906 $6,548,052 

3.7 Option 5 

Option 5, like Option 3 and 4 includes the development of the CLIC with the fully expanded suite of 
services that Council aspires to deliver (Table 4). However, the CLIC and a new Civic Centre would be 
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built at the Prospect Road site.  Option 5 envisages retention of depot operations at the Main North 
Road site but with some admin functions occurring at Prospect Road. 

The implications for the Prospect Road site within Option 5 are that: 

 The site will be retained 

 A new CLIC will be developed with expanded services, and 

 A new civic centre will be developed and integrated with the CLIC. 

The Main North Road site would be sold under Option 5 except for the area required for depot 
operations.  

The following table outlines the required floor space for Option 5. 

TABLE 17.  ESTIMATE D ADDITION AL  BUILT FORM REQUIR EMENTS:  OPTION 5  

Site Additional built form required Square metres 

Main North Road None- sold 0 
Prospect Road CLIC  2,400 

Parking for CLIC 1,500 
Depot administration 200 
Parking for depot 150 
Civic Centre 1,410 
Parking for Civic Centre 800 

The build costs for Option 5 have also been estimated at $13 million, while operating costs are projected 
to be $6.55 million per annum.  

TABLE 18.  ESTIMATE D BUILD CO STS:  OPTION 5  

Site CLIC construction and fit out Civic Centre construction and 
fit out 

Total 

Main North Road $0 $0 $0 

Prospect Road $7,614,840 $5,422,296 $13,037,136 

TABLE 19.  ESTIMATE D OPERATIO NAL COSTS:  OPTION 5  

Staff costs Maintenance costs Other outgoings Total 

$6,323,146 $54,000 $170,906 $6,548,052 

3.8 Option 6 and 6a 

Option 6, like Option 2, 3, 4 and 5 includes the development of the CLIC with the fully expanded suite of 
services.  In this option, the CLIC and new civic centre would be provided at the Prospect Road site along 
with complementary market based development.   

Option 6a involves a variation to this scenario whereby where depot operations are relocated from the 
Main North Road site.   

The implications for the Prospect Road site within both option 6 and option 6a are that: 

 The site will be retained 

 A new CLIC will be developed with expanded services 

 A new civic centre will be developed and integrated with the CLIC 

 Commercially driven development will be incorporated into the project (as per highest and best 
use assessment). 

The Main North Road land would be sold under Options 6 and 6a save for the portion required for depot 
operations (in Option 6). 
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TABLE 20.  ESTIMATE D ADDITION AL  BUILT FORM REQUIR EMENTS:  OPTION 6 AND  6A  

Site Additional built form required Square metres 

Option 6 Option 6a 

Main North Road None- sold n/a n/a 
Prospect Road CLIC  2,400 2,400  

Parking for CLIC 1,500 1,500 

Depot facilities 200 0 

Parking for depot 150 0 

Civic Centre 1,410 1,410 

Parking for Civic Centre 800 800 

Highest and best use complementary 
development 

Market driven Market driven 

Build costs for Option 6 and 6a are estimated at $13 million and both would have annual operating costs 
of $6.55 million.  There may be additional savings achievable by true integration of the overall facility.  
For ease of calculation, the known floor space needs of each facility have been costed.  

TABLE 21.  ESTIMATE D BUILD CO STS:  OPTION 6 AND 6A  

Site CLIC construction and fit out Civic Centre construction and 
fit out 

Total 

Main North Road $0 $0 $0 

Prospect Road $7,614,840 $5,422,296 $13,037,136 

TABLE 22.  ESTIMATE D OPERATIO NAL COSTS:  OPTION 6 AND 6A  

Staff costs Maintenance costs Other outgoings Total 

$6,323,146 $54,000 $170,906 $6,548,052 
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4 COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

4.1 Appraisal via cost benefit analysis 

CBA addresses the full spectrum of environmental, social and business impacts of the options under 
consideration.  Positive and negative effects versus the Base Case are quantified and monetised 
(expressed in dollar terms) as far as possible.  They are then compared to arrive at a conclusion as to 
whether the option in question is likely to make the community better off, or worse off, in net terms 
compared with persevering with a defined Base Case. 

The practice of CBA across all Australian jurisdictions is governed by a standard methodology.  The 
principal steps in the analysis include: 

1. Differentiating between the outcomes under the Base Case scenario and those arising with the
option under consideration

2. Identifying the economic, social and environmental costs and benefits that might arise in
moving from the Base Case to the alternative option

3. Quantifying and monetising these costs and benefits, where possible, over a suitable project
evaluation period (in this case 20 years was adopted)

4. Generating measures of net community impact using discounted cash flow techniques over the
20 year duration of the project; this requires expression of future costs and benefits in present
value terms using a discount rate that is reflective of the opportunity costs of resources
diverted to the implementation of the reforms, and

5. Supplementing this quantitative analysis with a description of costs and benefits that cannot be
readily quantified and monetised.

As noted, all impacts of the option under consideration versus the base case must be taken into account, 
whether or not they are ‘traded’ effects or ‘externalities’.   

As the name implies, traded effects have a price in the market.  Externalities on the other hand are 
unpriced costs and benefits sustained by third parties in any market transaction.  The CBA must account 
for these impacts even though they are not directly mediated (bought and sold) in the market.  The 
monetised value of these external effects needs to be imputed using a variety of techniques as advised 
by the SA Treasury.  

It is important to consider that financial analysis is sometimes confused or conflated with CBA.  As noted 
in Section 1, financial analysis is undertaken from the narrow perspective of an investor, or buyer, or 
seller in the market and only tracks market transacted costs and benefits.  It also takes into account tax 
liabilities.  In contrast, CBA is undertaken from a society wide perspective and, as noted, considers all 
impacts on welfare, whether priced or unpriced.  Moreover, because CBA is concerned with net effects, 
tax impacts are set aside as they are simply transfers within the wider community. 

4.2 Impacts considered 

Overview 

The various costs and benefits considered in this analysis, together with the data sources and methods 
used to monetise them, are summarised in Table 23.   
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Two other benefits were considered but were ultimately excluded from the analysis.  These comprised 
‘architectural amenity’ and ‘impact on social capital’.  The evidence base to support quantification of the 
former was limited and, in any case, architectural quality can be expected to be high in all scenarios. 
Social capital impacts could be quantified on the basis of volunteer hours.  However, this benefit was 
also set aside due to data limitations.  Were it to be included, the size of this effect would most likely be 
proportional to direct user benefits.  It was evident that inclusion of social capital effects would reinforce 
the preferential order of options based on other impacts. 

Further detail on the costs and benefits which were included in the analysis is provided in the following 
paragraphs 

TABLE 23  IMPACTS CONSIDERED I N THE COST BENEFIT A NALYSIS  

COSTS Data sources/method 

Construction costs Previous Council studies; Rawlinsons; 2 yr construction period assumed 

Operating costs Council info 

Safety and traffic costs Accident rates MNR vs PR 

Temporary worker relocation Council info 

BENEFITS 

Direct user benefits Base numbers advised by Council; SGS adjusted for candidate sites 

Development capacity (additional) SGS development scoping studies; m3Property advice on RLV 

Productivity synergy (co-location) Co-location of community hub and civic centre functions assumed to delivery 2.5% 
productivity savings 

Trip synergies SGS assumptions regarding propensity for multipurpose trips 

Development capacity (sale of sites) m3Property advice 

Savings from depot relocation Council info 

Precinct vibrancy SGS assumption – 1% lift in capitalised rents for neighbouring retail uses 

Safety improvement Accident rates MNR vs PR 

Urban consolidation $25,000 per dwelling  

Source:  SGS Economics & Planning Pty Ltd 

Construction costs 

Construction costs were factored into the CBA in line with information set out in Section 3.  As with all 
other costs (and benefits for that matter), these were recorded in the analysis in marginal terms versus 
the Base Case (Option 1). 

Operating costs 

Marginal operating costs were sourced from Council as described in Section 3 

Safety and traffic costs (and benefits) 

SGS sourced data from the State Government on the incidence of traffic accidents of various categories 
on both Main North Road and Prospect Road.  From this data, key ratios were identified (accidents per 
vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT)) and applied to estimated road traffic generated by the CLIC in its 
various locations. 

For those options which increased VKTs on Main North Road versus the Base Case, a cost was indicated, 
as this Road has a relatively high accident rate.  For those options which redirect CLIC VKTs to Prospect 
Road, a benefit was indicated versus the Base Case. 

Monetary valuation rates for accident costs (and the benefit of avoided accident costs) were sourced 
from national transport evaluation guidelines. 
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Temporary worker relocation 

This cost relates to the temporary rehousing of Council workers currently accommodated in the Prospect 
Road Civic Centre for those options which would see a replacement Civic Centre developed on this site.  
This data was advised by Council. 

Direct user benefits 

This parameter relates to the benefit derived from visitors to the CLIC under the various options versus 
the Base Case. 

In accordance with common practice, the value of each visit was estimated using the Travel Cost Method 
(TCM).  This ‘prices’ each visit in accordance with opportunity cost of leisure time for visitors and their 
out of pocket costs in transporting themselves to the facility in question.   

For the purposes of this CBA, each visit was assumed to last 1 hour, including all travel time.  No 
allowance was made for out of pocket transport costs.  On this basis each visit was valued at $14.99. 

Based on its desk top research, SGS adopted the following annual visitation levels for the various 
options. 

Option 1: 120,000 visits per year 
Option 2: 120,000 
Option 2a: 120,000 
Option 3:  130,000 
Option 4: 130,000 
Option 4a: 130,000 
Option 5: 145,000 
Option 6: 145,000 
Option 6a: 145,000 

Trip synergies 

This benefit refers to the propensity for visitors to undertake multi-purpose trips by virtue of the co-
location of the CLIC with other major household attractors, including, for example, supermarkets or local 
hospitality functions. 

To the extent that multi-purpose trips occur there is an implied reduction in total VKT per household 
over the course of a year.  This, in turn, indicates cost savings for households (vehicle operating costs) 
and the environment (reduced emissions, noise etc).  SGS made an assumption about the propensity for 
multi-purpose trips in the two candidate locations, taking into account their respective endowments in 
terms of travel attractors as described in Section 2.  

Vehicle operating costs and externality data per kilometre travelled was sourced from the national 
transport evaluation guidelines. 

Development capacity (sale of sites) and development capacity (additional) 

All of the options other than Option 3 involve the creation of additional capacity for market driven 
development in Prospect.  This can be in the form of outright sale of land that becomes surplus to 
Council’s requirements as a result of consolidation of the CLIC and Civic Centre on one of the sites, or the 
creation of a commercial development envelope on a given site that will be developed for the CLIC or a 
combined CLIC and Civic Centre. 

Attachment 30 37

Attachment

Attachment 39

69



 Library/community hub: economic & social analysis   29 

The creation of this development capacity represents a welfare gain for the Adelaide community as it is 
an effective expansion of a ‘scarce’ and valued resource – land for development in a well serviced inner 
urban setting. 

SGS valued this capacity by reference to the development yield in terms of housing units for the land or 
envelopes offered by each option.  This was informed by valuations advice from m3Property.  More 
detail on the methodology applied for this parameter in the CBA is provided in the appendix. 

Productivity synergy (co-location) 

Co-location of the CLIC and the Civic Centre under those options which envisage this can reasonably be 
expected to generate productivity savings in the combined services delivered through these facilities.  
This represents a financial positive for Council but is also a gain to the wider community because it frees 
up a valuable resource (e.g. labour) for redeployment elsewhere in the economy. 

SGS applied a 2.5% productivity saving to total running costs to approximate this benefit. 

Savings from depot relocation 

Relocation of the Council depot from the Main North Road site is expected to deliver efficiency savings. 
These have already been scoped by Council and were factored into the CBA according to officer advice. 

Precinct vibrancy 

Situating an important footfall generator like the CLIC in an activity which is well equipped with retail 
and hospitality opportunities can be expected to further lift the vibrancy of that precinct.  Such vibrancy 
is a sought after and valued quality in activity centres. 

SGS proxied the community value of this benefit by postulating a 1% increase in retail lease values in the 
host activity centre for relevant options (ie for those premises within walking distance of the CLIC).   

Urban consolidation 

The additional housing development capacity created under the various options as described above 
generates a further community wide benefit in terms of infrastructure cost savings in development on 
Adelaide’s urban fringe.  Through a vacancy chain effect, one unit of infill housing in Prospect ultimately 
leads to a reduction of close to 1 dwelling on the fringe.   

Publicly funded infrastructure costs in areas with a degree of spare capacity (such as Prospect) can be 
significantly lower than in greenfield areas.  Based on previous studies, SGS applied a conservative cost 
saving of $25,000 per infill unit for the purposes of this CBA. 

4.3 Findings 

All the options appraised delivered a positive benefit cost ratio compared to the Base Case (Option 1).  
That is they would all perform better than Option 1 in raising the welfare of the Prospect community and 
the wider Adelaide community. 

The greatest positive impact on community welfare would come from Option 6a.  The net community 
benefit for this option is estimated to be in excess of $11 million compared to the Base Case. 

The best benefit cost ratio is offered by Option 2a.  However, it delivers a modest gain in community 
welfare at less than $3 million. 

Details are provided in Table 24 overleaf. 
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TABLE 24  OVE RVIEW OF COST BEN EFIT ANALYSIS FINDIN GS  

Source:  SGS Economics & Planning Pty Ltd 
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5 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

5.1 Approach 

As explained, the financial analysis examines the relative merits of the various options purely from the 
perspective of outlays and revenues impacting on Councils accounts.  In this sense, it is appraising the 
sites as a private investor might, except that, in this case, the investment objective is to minimise net 
cost rather than optimise profit per se. 

A financial analysis of this type involves: 

 Projecting year on year capital and operating costs over a suitable evaluation period (set at 20
years in this report)

 Expressing these cash flows in present value terms by applying an interest rate which reflects
the opportunity cost of the resources available to Council in meeting the reasonable
expectations of ratepayers and the community generally.

 Calculating the relative performance of the investment and expressing this in common terms,
typically Net Present Value (NPV).

There is clearly a significant data overlap between financial analysis and CBA.  However, the latter has a 
broader scope in that it takes into account the value of community benefits and costs which are not 
reflected in Council cash flows.  For example, savings in road crash costs or urban infrastructure 
provision on Adelaide’s urban fringe. 

5.2 Costs and revenues considered 

The costs considered in the financial analysis included: 

 Construction costs, as detailed in Section 3

 The costs for temporary relocation of Council workers in those options which contemplate
redevelopment of the existing Civic Centre on the Prospect Road site as part of the CLIC project,
and

 The one off cost of relocating the Main North Road depot facility where relevant.

The ‘revenues’ factored into the analysis include: 

 Productivity improvements (cost savings) arising from those options which envisage co-location
of the Civic Centre and CLIC, whether on the Main North Road site or the Prospect Road site

 Proceeds from sale of other vacated sites, where the options involve disposal of Council land

 Proceeds from the sale of development rights in those options which involve commercially
driven housing and other development integrated into the CLIC / Civic Centre project, and

 Savings from depot relocation.

The analysis presented here sets operating costs aside, as these are largely the same under all options. 
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5.3 Findings 

The following table draws out the key conclusions from the financial analysis, while Table 26 provides 
more detail on the components of the financial result for each option. 

Interestingly, the ‘default’ or Base Case option used in the CBA (Option 1) does not provide Council with 
the least cost way of meeting its requirement to deliver a replacement CLIC.   

The least cost option is 2a, which delivers a negative NPV of $4.86 million at a 4% discount rate.  This 
option would ‘save’ Council around $2 million in present value terms compared to the default option of 
building a ‘basic’ facility on the Main North Road site. 

The amount and value of ‘development rights’ which are made available to the market under the various 
options is an important driver of their final ranking in this analysis.  

TABLE 25  RANKING OF OPTIONS I N TERMS OF F INANCIAL  IMPACT ON COUNCIL  

Source: SGS Economics & Planning Pty Ltd 
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TABLE 26  SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL  ANALYSIS  

Option 1 Option 2 Option 2a Option 3 Option 4 Option 4a Option 5 Option 6 Option 6a 

Costs 

Construction costs $7,181,200  $7,181,200  $7,181,200  $12,294,600  $12,294,600  $12,294,600  $12,294,600  $12,294,600  $12,294,600  

Temporary relocation of 
office workers 

$365,100 $365,100 $365,100 

Relocation of depot facility $19,200 $19,200 $19,200 $19,200 

Total discounted costs $7,200,400  $7,181,200  $7,200,400  $12,294,600 $12,294,600  $12,313,800  $12,659,700  $12,659,700  $12,658,900 

Revenues 

Savings from depot 
relocation 

$339,800 $339,800 $339,800 $339,800 

Savings from co-location 
of council and library 

$2,224,800  $2,224,800  $2,224,800  $2,224,800  $2,224,800  $ 2,224,800 

Proceeds from sale of 
other site 

$4,038,500  $4,038,500  $4,038,500  $2,980,800  $2,980,800  $2,980,800 

Sale of development 
potential (HBU) 

$2,000,000  $2,000,000 $615,400  $653,800 $1,461,500  $1,653,800 

Total discounted revenues $339,800  $2,000,000  $ 2,339,800  $6,263,300  $6,878,700  $7,256,900  $ 5,205,500  $ 6,667,100  $7,199,200 

Total Net Present Value $(6,860,600) $(5,181,200) $(4,860,600) $(6,031,300) $(5,415,900) $(5,056,900) $(7,454,200) $(5,992,600) $(5,459,700) 

Source:  SGS Economics & Planning Pty Ltd 
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6 CONCLUSION 

6.1 Consolidated findings 

The table overleaf brings together the findings of the financial and wider economic/community 
assessment of the nine identified options. 

Noteworthy points include: 

 Option 1, a CLIC located on the Main North Road site is unlikely to be the best solution

 Combining the CLIC and the Civic Centre, whether at the Prospect Road site or the Main North
Road site, generates significant collateral value in both financial and wider community benefit
terms

 Option 6 consistently ranks strongly, particularly where co-incident development capacity is
optimised (Option 6a), and

 The value of Council’s existing built assets on the Prospect Road site is immaterial to the
assessment of which option is to be preferred.  (Consider when a developer buys a 1970s house
with an intention to demolish and subdivide.  The building has a cost and has useful life
remaining however in order to maximise the potential of the site, it must be removed and this
is simply part of the development)
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TABLE 27  CONSOLIDATE D F INDING S  

Source:  SGS Economics & Planning Pty Ltd 

6.2 Concluding remarks 

As explained in Section 1, identification of a preferred option for delivering a new CLIC for the Prospect 
community requires the application of four tests: 

1. Policy / strategy compliance
2. Relative performance in delivery an improvement in the welfare of the Prospect community
3. Relative performance in terms of the net financial cost to Council, and
4. Capacity of Council to actually deliver a preferred option.

All of the options examined can be assumed to satisfactorily meet the first test. 

The scope of this report is limited to tests 2 and 3. 

Council now needs to identify a preferred option and turn its attention to test 4. 
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APPENDIX:  APPROACH TO 
ASSESSING DEVELOPMENT 
CAPACITY 

SGS reviewed the City of Prospect Development Plan (Consolidated 21 April 2016) to identify the land uses 
permissible for each location under the relevant Zone and Policy Areas.  The permissible uses were reduced to 
exclude those which were considered unsuitable in the context of the physical site and the imperative to be 
compatible with a library and other community facilities from both safety and market perspectives.  This was based 
on SGS’s professional judgement and conversations with the Prospect Council Executive Project Team and 
m3Property. 

SGS undertook a further review of the specific planning constraints applicable to each site, chief amongst which 
were: 

- car parking rates of: 3 spaces per non-residential use, 1 space per apartment and 0.25 spaces per
apartment for visitors applicable to both sites

- 4 storey height limits on both sites, and
- different setbacks for different site boundaries, increasing at higher levels.

In developing concept plans for each option SGS started out seeking to maximise the potential improved value by 
locating car parking underground.  To ascertain the financial feasibility of the concept, the development costs and 
potential improved value were modelled.  The development costs were sourced from Rawlinsons Australian 
Construction Handbook 2016 and the potential improved values were based on lowest values in the range provided 
by m3Property: 

- $4,500/m2 for a two-bedroom apartment, based on the provided range of $4,500 - $5,500/m2 
o Assuming 80m2 for the Civic Centre site, based on the provided range of 80 – 90 m2 for the 

Prospect Road ‘Village Heart’ area
o Assuming 65m2 at the Tram Barn site, based on the provided range of 65 – 75 m2 

- $5,500/m2 for a one-bedroom apartment, based on the provided range of $5,500 - $6,500/m2 
o Assuming 60m2 for the Civic Centre site, based on the provided range of 60 – 70 m2 for the 

Prospect Road ‘Village Heart’ area
o Assuming 45m2 for the Tram Barn site, based on the provided range of 45 – 60 m2 at the 

Churchill Road and northern Prospect Road areas

Nominal allowances of 20 percent for professional fees and financing and 20 percent for developer profit margin 
were made to facilitate comparison of development concepts (not to accurately determine the residual value of 
development).  The model was static in time and did not factor in interest rates and timing for planning approvals, 
nor did it include detailed professional fees i.e. engineering, surveying, conveyancing, planning consultants.   

Although these allowances were only nominal in SGS’s high level model, they were kept constant across the 
modelling to facilitate comparison of each concept. 

On the basis of these assumptions, SGS concluded that inclusion of basement parking for the first option tested, at 
an estimated cost of $56,0401 per car space was increasingly prohibitive the higher the number of underground 
parks that were included.  Accordingly, development concepts for subsequent options modelled car parking options 
at ground level and above only. 

1 Assumes area of 30m2 per car park inclusive of circulation, at a cost of $1,868 per m2, inclusive of GST 
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Other concept design considerations were: 

- In all options the requirement to provide Council facilities, together with the knowledge that car parking 
was most cost effective if provided at ground level or above and that residential development offered a
similar if not higher improved value than non-residential, meant that inclusion of other non-residential
land uses was not the highest and best use especially considering their higher car parking requirements (of
3 spaces per 100m2).

- It was assumed that the tram barn could be re-used for Council facilities with a nominal 5 metre buffer
around its walls, with the exception of a connection to the other buildings that could be developed on the 
site.

- It was assumed that additional storeys would not be able to be built on the tram barn (or above the Town 
Hall) due to the heritage significance of these buildings.

- The dwelling mix was set at high level/nominal.  It responded to the planning requirements for a variety in 
dwelling sizes and bedroom numbers in developments with 20 or more apartments, affordable housing
requirements and the requirement for one car space per apartment.  The mix therefore sought to include 
higher numbers of two-bedroom apartments so as to achieve a lower car parking area overall, to include a
genuine mix of one bedroom apartments and affordable apartments (given that the potential improved 
value is lower for affordable apartments).

- The dwelling yield was reduced from the original calculations by 15%, to take into account internal
circulation and common areas within apartment buildings and provide for landscaped areas at ground 
level.

The nominal dwelling mix, total dwelling numbers and value of development opportunity are shown in Tables A1 
and A2 below. 

Table A1:  Development concepts for Civic Centre (Prospect Road) site options 

Option Council facilities Residential apartments Value of development 
opportunity Configuration Total 

6 Expanded facility, depot, civic 
centre 

8 x 1 bed, 25 x 2 bed, 5 
x affordable 

38 $1,520,000 

6a Expanded facility, civic centre 12 x 1-bed, 25 x 2 bed, 
6 x affordable 

43 $1,720,000 

Table A2:  Development concepts for Tram Barn (Main North Road) site options 

Option Council facilities Residential apartments Value of development 
opportunity Configuration Total 

2 Expanded facility, depot 19 x 1-bed, 26 x 2-bed, 
7 x affordable 

52 $2,080,000 

2a Expanded facility 19 x 1-bed, 25 x 2-bed, 
7 x affordable 

52 $2,080,000 

4 Expanded facility, depot, civic 
centre 

16 x 2-bed 16 $640,000 

4a Expanded facility, civic centre 17 x 2-bed 17 $680,000 

The value of the development opportunity was determined by multiplying the number of dwellings by a 
conservative estimation of land value per dwelling unit of $40,000.  An estimated land value range per dwelling unit 
of $40,000 - $50,000 per unit for the Civic Centre site and $40,000 - $45,000 per unit for the Main North Road site 
was ascertained by m3Property, through analysing the dwelling yield, site area and land sale price (pre-
development) for six Prospect sites that were transacted and developed during the 2014-2016 period.   

In the options where the land is to be disposed of outright, the site valuations have been determined by multiplying 
the lowest number in the potential land value range provided by m3Property (upon consideration of recent sales 
transactions and other relevant market data) by the area of the sites determined by m3Property to be available for 
development (i.e. excluding the heritage buildings and adjoining Vine Street Plaza).   
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Contact us 
CANBERRA 

Level 2, 28-36 Ainslie Place 
Canberra ACT 2601 

+61 2 6257 4525
sgsact@sgsep.com.au

HOBART 

PO Box 123 
Franklin TAS 7113 

+61 421 372 940
sgstas@sgsep.com.au

MELBOURNE 

Level 14, 222 Exhibition Street 
Melbourne VIC 3000 

+61 3 8616 0331
sgsvic@sgsep.com.au

SYDNEY 

209/50 Holt Street 
Surry Hills NSW 2010 

+61 2 8307 0121
sgsnsw@sgsep.com.au
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ACTION LIST 2016 ‐ 2017 ‐ COMMUNITY HUB, LIBRARY AND INNOVATION CENTRE PROJECT

Meeting 

Date

Meeting

PEG or IPT
Topic Action Item Responsibility

O = Ongoing

C = Completed

H = Historic

Target Date Status

18/10/2016 PEG PEG Terms of Reference

Staff to edit Draft Terms of Reference document and Decision Making 

Framework based on comments from the meeting and redistribute to 

PEG for feedback.

Nathan H
1/11/16 PEG 

Meeting

Final ToR after 2nd PEG review circulated to members. 

To be put to Council as part of November report.

18/10/2016 PEG Update of Actions List (format)

~ Change Notes to Status

~ Include Target Date

~ Categorise by topic, eg Council Decision, Economic Analysis, 

Community Engagement, Design, Project Management

~ List under Key heading and then chronological

Nathan/ Megan H 1/11/2016 Action list updated for distribution ‐ 25/10/16

18/10/2016 PEG Review of Minutes & Action List
Update PEG Agenda and Minutes templates to allow for regular 

review.
Megan H 14/11/2016 Format amended

15/11/2016 PEG Review of Action Items
Check exact timing requirement for Prudential Report based on 

known local examples – Charles Sturt, Tea Tree Gully etc
Chris/Cate O 20/12/2016

Timing now confirmed to follow decision on site and 

scale of project. Factored into Project Plan.

4/10/2016 PEG Community Engagement Strategy
Refine the existing Draft Community Engagement Strategy for tabling 

with PEG.  

Nathan/ 

Brendan
H 15/11/2016

Draft prepared and refined with Internal Project Team. 

PEG worked through and refined collectively at 

meeting on 15/11/16. Updated version to Nov Council

4/10/2016 PEG Prospect Road Traders Engagement
Commence liaison with Prospect Road Traders and the URPS Mailing 

list from the Main North Road Master Plan engagement work.
Chris H 1/11/2016 Initial discussions occurred through Network Prospect.

18/10/2018 PEG Community Engagement Strategy
Align Engagement Strategy with Project Plan and cover key steps.  

Work on MS Project version.
Chris / Jo H 15/11/2016

Work commenced on alignment on 26/10 for review 

by PEG on 15/11/16 meeting

1/11/2016 PEG Community Engagement Strategy
Community Engagement Strategy ‐ separate document (outside of 

Project Plan) for next PEG meeting.

Chris / Brendan 

/ Jo
H 15/11/2016

Updated version created for review at 15/11/16 

meeting

1/11/2016 PEG Communit y Advisory Group Update CAG ToR, test with key locals and commence EoI process
Nathan / 

Brendan
H 15/11/2016

Testing in‐house and external occurred.  ToR language 

changed and EoI process commenced.

15/11/2016 PEG Community Advisory Group
Rename Community Advisory Group as Community Reference Group

(CRG)
Nathan H 22/11/2016 Council report and ToR all updated

15/11/2016 PEG Community Reference Group
Updated Draft Community Engagement Plan to be presented with

November Council report.
Nathan

H
22/11/2016

Updated version created and attached to November 

Council report

6/12/2016 PEG Community Reference Group Appointment of Community Reference Group
Nathan 

(Brendan)
O 20/12/2016 PEG to appoint on 20 December.

6/12/2016 PEG Community Reference Group
Arrange for introduction and team building (goal setting) session for

CRG

Nathan 

(Brendan)
O Jan‐17 To be arranged on appointment of members.

Community Engagement

Administration/Process
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ACTION LIST 2016 ‐ 2017 ‐ COMMUNITY HUB, LIBRARY AND INNOVATION CENTRE PROJECT

Meeting 

Date

Meeting

PEG or IPT
Topic Action Item Responsibility

O = Ongoing

C = Completed

H = Historic

Target Date Status

18/10/2016 PEG PEG Terms of Reference
Draft Terms of Reference document and Decision Making Framework 

will be included in project update report to November Council.
Nathan H 22/11/2016 Report prepared for November Council

1/11/2016 PEG Community Engagement Strategy
For consideration by Council in November (Communications and 

Engagement components) 
Nathan H 22/11/2016 Report prepared for November Council

15/11/2016 PEG Critical Path

Include in November Council Report a version of the full Project Plan 

(with draft/subject to change)  Chris H 22/11/2016 Attachment finalised for November Council

6/12/2016 PEG SGS Report Council Workshop early in 2017 at TSC
Nathan 

(Brendan)
O 20/01/2017 To be arranged (likely February).

6/12/2016 PEG Independent Analysis
Independent Analysis report to Council (with recommended Option 

and Site)
Nathan O 24/01/2017

Work commenced for discussion at December 

Workshop.

6/12/2016 PEG Council Report
Council report to include:  Options for working with 

developer/partners; Project Management framework and Risk Profile
Nathan (Chris O 24/01/2017

Report prepared for December. January report to 

follow.

20/09/2016 PEG SGS economic analysis project work Report on progress of economic analysis Jo H 15/11/2016

Initial phone hook‐up held with PEG discussing options 

and inclusions of highest and best use. SGS working 

towards 15 November Workshop. Discussion with PEG 

7/11/2016.

4/10/2016 PEG Property Valuations

Source any recent valuations and provide to SGS (if not already 

provided).  Civic Centre Value to be extrapolated from 2013 valuation 

adding UCZ upzoning, multiple CPI’s and consideration of recent local 

sales to give floor area rates.

Nathan H 1/11/2016

Depot/ Tram Barn 2016 valuation sourced and 

provided to SGS.

01/11/2016 ‐ Check with SGS that Civic is a highest 

and best use valuation.

4/10/2016 PEG Finalise Location Options

Nathan to clarify (based on discussions and built from internal email 

from last week) what the options are which are being assessed and 

distribute.

Nathan H 18/10/2016
Discussed with SGS and provided to PEG. Also 

provided with October Council Report.

1/11/2016 PEG Civic Centre Valuation Provide Maloney’s valuation to Mayor Nathan H 7/11/2016
NC checked and valuation document from Maloney’s 

was for Depot Site. Unable to provide.

1/11/2016 PEG Developer Interest
Chris to continue seeking feedback from developers on interest in 

either site/ option.
Chris H 15/11/2016

Initial discussions have occurred, will be progressed 

once the site is decided upon.

1/11/2016 PEG Economic Analysis

SGS report to PEG on 7/11/16 (Special PEG) then to EM Workshop 

15/11/16 (Special Workshop) Ensure relevant parties are invited to 

each meeting

Megan H 4/11/2016 Relevant parties have been invited to each meeting.

6/12/2016 PEG Developer Options
Framework for partnering with developer and consider tenancy 

options
Chris O 20/01/2017 To be considered.

Economic Analysis

Council Decision
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ACTION LIST 2016 ‐ 2017 ‐ COMMUNITY HUB, LIBRARY AND INNOVATION CENTRE PROJECT

Meeting 

Date

Meeting

PEG or IPT
Topic Action Item Responsibility

O = Ongoing

C = Completed

H = Historic

Target Date Status

18/10/2018 PEG Prudential Report
Check timing for Prudential Report and seek example from across the 

sector

Chris / Cate 

(Chris B)
C 22/11/2016

Questions to Finance Team 25/10/16. Tea Tree Gully 

and Charles Sturt options being sought

28/10/2016 IPT Grant Funding
Explore Grant opportunities upfront but give serious consideration 

longer term.
Cate/ Chris/ Jo O 30/11/2016 Initial review commenced. Contact Tony Stacy.

6/12/2016 PEG Prudential Report Prepare Prudential Report brief.  Nathan (Ginny) O 20/12/2016 Draft initiated.

6/12/2016 PEG Funding
Mayor and Cate to meet with Local Government Finance Authority re 

20% funding announcement (seeking guidelines around funding)
Cate O Jan‐17 Meeting to be arranged in New Year.

4/10/2016 PEG Project Timeline Draft Refine existing Draft Project Timeline for tabling with the group.

Nathan/ 

Brendan/ Chris 

/ Jo

H 18/10/2016

Draft prepared and refined with Internal Project Team. 

PEG worked through collectively at meeting on 

18/10/16

18/10/2016 PEG Project Timeline Draft
Chris to work through Project Timeline draft in MS Project ensuring 

critical path and key decision points are noted
Chris/ Jo H 15/11/2016

Chris and Jo refined, critical path created and general 

alignment with Community Engagement Strategy 

achieved all for Council report (November)

18/10/2016 PEG Architect Expression of Interest Draft

Consider expression of interest for Architect – timeframe and rough 

scale, $4m ‐ $22m. PEG to shortlist down to 5 applicants, final 

appointment by Council. Applicants might present at Workshop

Nathan/ Cate O 30/11/2016

Considering Architect and Project Management 

Procurement.  Architect likely to follow Project 

Manager

18/10/2016 PEG
Project Manager Expression of Interest 

Draft

Budget for architect – What can we capitalise? How much this 

financial year? Check procurement policy – how can this appointment 

be made?

Nathan/ Jo 

(Chris B)
O 30/11/2016

Unable to capitalise until a detailed design is 

completed. Ginny will confirm the procurement policy 

question.

1/11/2016 PEG Inclement Weather Contingency
Follow up with Master Builders Assoc on contingency period for 

inclement weather
Chris H 7/11/2016 Chris checked and 10 days is industry standard

6/12/2016 PEG Project Manager Brief
Finalise Project Manager brief for David’s review and December 

release

Nathan (Chris & 

Jo)
O 20/12/2016

Draft edited and provided to Mayor/PEG for final 

thoughts.

Other / Misc

Funding

Project Management
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