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Rockhampton

Regional uuncl

INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
MEETING

AGENDA

18 MARCH 2025

Your attendance is required at an Infrastructure Committee meeting of Council
to be held in the Council Chambers, 232 Bolsover Street, Rockhampton on 18
March 2025 commencing at 9:00 AM for transaction of the enclosed business.

/—

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
12 March 2025
Next Meeting Date: 15.04.25



Please note:

In accordance with the Local Government Regulation 2012, please be advised that all discussion held
during the meeting is recorded for the purpose of verifying the minutes. This will include any discussion
involving a Councillor, staff member or a member of the public.
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1 OPENING

1.1 Acknowledgement of Country

2 PRESENT

Members Present:

The Mayor, Councillor A P Williams (Chairperson)
Deputy Mayor, Councillor M D Wickerson
Councillor S Latcham

Councillor E W Oram

Councillor C R Rutherford

Councillor M A Taylor

Councillor G D Mathers

Councillor E B Hilse

In Attendance:
Mr E Pardon — Chief Executive Officer.

3 APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE

4 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

Minutes of the Infrastructure Committee held 18 February 2025

5 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN MATTERS ON THE
AGENDA
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6

BUSINESS OUTSTANDING

Nil

PUBLIC FORUMS/DEPUTATIONS

Nil

PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS

Nil

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Nil
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10 COUNCILLOR/DELEGATE REPORTS

10.1 PORTFOLIO UPDATE

File No: 10097

Attachments: Nil

Authorising Officer: Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services
Author: Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services
SUMMARY

Portfolio Councillors for Waste and Recycling, Infrastructure and Water will provide an
update on matters of interest within their portfolio.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

THAT the Portfolio Updates for Waste and Recycling, Infrastructure and Water be
received.

BACKGROUND

Councillors have requested an opportunity to speak about their relevant Portfolio during
Committee Meetings.

The following Councillors will provide an update on their Portfolio at Infrastructure
Committee:

Councillor Shane Latcham — Waste and Recycling Portfolio
Councillor Marika Taylor — Infrastructure Portfolio
Councillor Edward Oram — Water Portfolio
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10.2 COUNCILLOR SHANE LATCHAM - TRAVEL REPORT; FUTURE WASTE
SYMPOSIUM 2025; 12-14 FEBRUARY 2025

File No: 8291
Attachments: 1. Future Waste Symposiums 2025 Programy
Authorising Officer: Nicole Semfel - Executive Assistant to the Mayor

Justin Kann - Manager Office of the Mayor
Evan Pardon - Chief Executive Officer

Author: Megan Careless - Executive Support Officer

SUMMARY

Councillor Shane Latcham, Waste and Recycling Portfolio providing a verbal briefing
following his attendance at the Future Waste Symposium 2025 held on the Gold Coast from
12-14 February 2025.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

THAT the verbal briefing from Councillor Shane Latcham on his attendance at the Future
Waste Symposium 2025 be received.

BACKGROUND

Councillor Shane Latcham attended the Future Waste Symposium 2025 to gain insights into
the latest advancements and strategies in waste management.

The symposium featured a range of expert speakers, panel discussions and networking
opportunities with industry leaders (refer attached program)

Symposium documentation is located on one drive for Councillor perusal.
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COUNCILLOR SHANE LATCHAM -
TRAVEL REPORT; FUTURE WASTE
SYMPOSIUM 2025; 12-14 FEBRUARY

2025

Future Waste Symposiums 2025
Program

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025

Attachment No: 1
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‘ Future 12 - 14 February 2025
Waste Sea World Conference Centre
Resources Gold Coast

SYMPOSIUM 2025

OPENING PLENARY
Opening Address
The Hon. John-Paul Langbroek, State Member for Surfers Paradise & Minister for Education and the Arts

KEYNOTE PRESENTATION: Finnished with that! Finland's systematic approach to end all waste by 2050

Birgit Tegethoff, Senior Advisor — Business Finland

LEGISLATIVE LANDSCAPE: NAVIGATING THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT
Update from the environmental regulator and current operational priorities

Jackie McKeay, Executive Director — Department of Environment, Science and Innovation

General environmental duty

Leanne O'Brien, Special Counsel — Corrs Chambers Westgarth

The Waste and Recycling Code of Practice: Helping parties in the “chain of responsibility” discharge their duty under the Heavy
Vehicle National Law
Jennifer Rotili, Manager — Safety Duties and Codes — National Heavy Vehicle Regulator

BUILDING A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE FOR QUEENSLAND

Gold Coast’s Journey to Zero Landfill - Advanced Resource Recovery Centre
Grant Gabriel, Program Director, ARRC Environment, Heritage and Resilience — City of Gold Coast

Compromise to optimise
Chris Alexander, General Manager — Phoenix Power Recyclers

Collaborative contract management
Umur Natus-Yildiz, Executive Manager Resource Recovery Services — Fraser Coast Regional Council

ADDRESSING CONTAMINATION AND DIFFICULT WASTE STREAMS

Charged for Disaster: Tackling battery fires in the waste industry
Keiran Travers, Waste, Recycling Industry Association QLD and Brett Lemin, Waste Contractors and Recyclers Association of NSW

PFAS and contamination in organics
Dr Matthew Askeland, ADE Consulting

Emerging Contaminants and the Law — Risk and liability under the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (Qld)

Sarah Hausler, Partner — McCullough Robertson
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SYMPOSIUM DINNER

Environment Minister's Address

Hon. Andrew Powell MP GAICD, Minister for the Environment and Tourism and Minister for Science and Innovation

QUEENSLAND’S PATH TO WASTE & RECYCLING INNOVATION

KEYNOTE PRESENTATION: Resource Recovery Industries: The journey to develop sustainable supply chains

Michele Bauer, Deputy Director-General — Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning

Update to Waste Strategy in 2025 - Boosting recycling and reducing litter to the environment
Patricia O'Callaghan, Department of Environment, Science and Innovation

Does the Queensland Waste Levy need to be higher?

Nick Behrens, Director — Queensland Economics Advocacy Solutions

PAVING THE WAY FOR INNOVATIVE SOLUTIONS

Revolutionising Resource Recovery - The energy recovery innovation journey

Scott Reynolds, General Manager — Kwinana Energy Recovery

Rino: Entering the waste and recycling industry with innovation
Daniel Blaser, General Manager — Rino Recycling

Innovation can be easy, managing compliance...now that can be difficult
Mike Haywood, GM Fuels and Sustainable Energy - Verdant Earth Technologies

RAISING THE BAR: ACHIEVING AN 80% RECYCLING RATE IN QUEENSLAND

This panel discussion focused on strategies to increase the recycling rate from 20% to 80% in Queensfland. WRIQ board members and
other industry experts shared their vision for a sustainable future.

Facilitated by: Alix Baltais, Queensland Manager — EnviroCom Australia

Panelists include:

- Natalie Roach, Chief Executive Officer — Container Exchange
- Hugo Parris, Regional Manager QLD - Cleanaway

- Henry Anning, CEO - Energy — ResourceCo

- Mark Dekker, General Manager — BMI Resource Recovery

FINAL LIST OF ATTENDEES
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11 OFFICERS' REPORTS

11.1 MONTHLY PROJECT STATUS REPORT FOR CIVIL OPERATIONS - JANUARY

2025
File No: 7028
Attachments: 1. Monthly Project Status Report for Civil
Operations - January 20253
Authorising Officer: Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services
Author: John Gwydir - Manager Civil Operations
SUMMARY

Monthly Project Status Report on all major capital projects being delivered by the Civil
Operations section.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Monthly Project Status Report for Civil Operations for January 2025 be received.

COMMENTARY

The Civil Operations section submits a monthly project status report outlining the status, key
milestones and deliverables of major capital projects managed by the Unit.

The following projects are reported on for the month of January 2025:
e Unsealed Road Network;

2024/2025 Capital Works Program;

o Derhy Street / Denison Street / Kent Street;

e Denison Street Reconstruction;
e Glenmore State School;

e Waraburra State School.
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MONTHLY PROJECT STATUS REPORT
FOR CIVIL OPERATIONS - JANUARY
2025

Monthly Project Status Report for Civil
Operations - January 2025

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025

Attachment No: 1
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CIVIL OPERATIONS
Monthly Project Report -

January 2025 RockhM

Regional*Council

SEALED ROAD NETWORK

During the month of January 2025, approximately 42.46 kms of roads were graded and a further 2.97 kms of
roads re-sheeted with approximately 100mm of gravel to improve wet weather trafficability.

Completed — January 2025
wea | omisnat [Tom Lona e
Lion Mountain Road Alton Downs 3.00 kms
Lion Mountain Road (capital works) Alton Downs 1.50 kms
McCamley Road Bajool 0.53 kms
Mount Hopeful Road Bajool 1.50 kms
North Road Bajool 0.95 kms
South Ulam Road Bajool 2.11 kms 0.60 kms
Dalma-Ridgelands Road Dalma 0.35 kms
Deep Creek Road Dalma 1.31 kms 0.20 kms
Shannen Road Dalma 3.90 kms 1.00 km
Stanwell-Waroula Road Dalma 2.28 kms
gg-ar:jamed Road off Thirsty Creek Gogango 0.64 kms
Toowarra Road Kalapa 7.21 kms
Middle Road Kalapa 1.10 kms
Candlelight Road Kalapa 1.75 kms
Kalapa Back Road Kalapa 1.50 kms
Boulder Creek Road Mt Morgan 14.00 kms
In Progress — February 2025
e Boys Road, Alton Downs ¢ Riverslea Road, Gogango
e Gum Tree Road, Alton Downs e Boulder Creek Road, Mt Morgan
e Lion Mountain Road, Alton Downs e Leydens Hill Road, Mt Morgan
¢ Reid Road, Alton Downs e Mc Arthur street — Mt Morgan
¢ Creed Road, Bajool o Whitely street — Mt Morgan
¢ Kirk Road, Bajool ¢ Rosewood Road, Wycarbah
e McCamley Road, Bajool
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Areas Programmed for March 2025
¢ Bajool e Hamilton Creek
e Garnant e Kalapa
¢ Gogango e Morinish
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CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM

2024-25 Capital Works Program - Civil Operations

Design
16%

Completed Projects
32%
Pre-Construction / Procurement
22%

Delivery
30%

VANIOV FILLININOD FANLONYLSVHANI
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Design

2024-2025 Projects

Bus Stop and Bus Shelter Program

Glenroy Road — Fitzroy River Bridge

Glenroy Road - Upgrades

Murray Street (Fitzroy Street to Denham Street) - Rehabilitation

Norman Road (German Street to Dodson Street) - Footpath (LRCI Phase 4 Funding)
Rodboro Street - Traffic Calming Scheme and Footpath (Black Spot Funding)
Pre-Construction / Procurement

2024-2025 Projects

Rockhampton State High School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)
Dale Park - Access Road

2024/2025 Annual Reseal Program — Spray Seals

Bills Road, Marmor (Ch 0.23 to Ch1.33) - Sealing (LRCI Phase 4 Funding)

Broadway Street (O’Connoll Street to Quay Street)

Parkhurst Industrial Area — Stage 3 - Johnson Street Rehabilitation (SLRIP / REFF Funding)

South Yaamba Road — Reconstruction (SLRIP Funding)

2024/2025 Annual Reseal Program — Micro-Surfacing (Slurry Seals)

Delivery

2024-2025 Projects

Derby Street / Denison Street / Kent Street — Intersection Upgrades — (Black
Spot Funding)

Actual Start Date

February 2024

Estimated Start Date
January 2025
January 2025
February 2025

March 2025
April 2025
April 2025

May 2025

July 2025

Estimated Completion Date

February 2025

Comment
Underway
Underway
Underway
Underway
Underway

Underway

Comment

Contract Awarded

Contract Awarded

Tender Awarded —
Contractor not available
until July 2025

Comment

Refer to Major Projects
Update

VANIOV FILLININOD FANLONYLSVHANI
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Glenmore State School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)
The Cathedral College — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 6)

Denison Street (Derby Street to Stanley Street) - Rehabilitation (LRCI Phase 4
Funding)

Lion Mountain Road, Alton Downs (Ch 9.2 to 11.2) - Sealing

Waraburra State School — Parking and Pedestrian Safety Works (STIP Funding —
Tranche 5)

Cambridge Street (Lennox Street to Murray Lane) - Footpath (LRCI Phase 4
Funding)

Parkhurst Industrial Area — Stage 2 — Wade Street Rehabilitation (SLRIP / REFF
Funding)

Witt Street (Dean St to Water St) - Rehabilitation

Alexandra Street / Birkbeck Drive Intersection — Early Works
Unsealed Road Gravel Program

Completed

Parkhurst Industrial Area — Stage 1 — McLaughlin Street (HVSPP Funding)

Stanwell-Waroula Road - Sealing (RRUPP Funding)

December 2024

December 2024
November 2025
December 2024

December 2024

September 2024

August 2024

December 2024

December 2024

July 2023

Upper Dawson Road / Canning Street / Derby Street — Intersection Upgrades — (Black Spot Funding)

Somerset Road — Road and Stormwater Upgrades (TIDS Funding)

St Mary's Catholic Primary School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)

Denham Street (Canning Street to George Street) — Intersection Upgrades — (Black Spot Funding)

Dale Park - Asphalt Basin Stormwater Quality Device
Murphy Road, Kabra (Ch 0.44 to Ch 1.5) - Sealing (LRCI Phase 4 Funding)

St Paul's Catholic Primary School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 6)

February 2025

February 2025
March 2025
March 2025

March 2025

April 2025

April 2025

April 2025

June 2025

June 2025

Project temporarily paused
due to resource needs on
another urgent project

Refer to Unsealed Road
Network Update
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Bawden Street / Bedford Street - Intersection Upgrade
Berserker State School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)

Emmaus College — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 6)
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CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM

2024-25 Capital Works Program - Civil Operations

Design
16%

Completed Projects
32%
Pre-Construction / Procurement
22%

Delivery
30%
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Design

2024-2025 Projects

Bus Stop and Bus Shelter Program

Glenroy Road — Fitzroy River Bridge

Glenroy Road - Upgrades

Murray Street (Fitzroy Street to Denham Street) - Rehabilitation

Norman Road (German Street to Dodson Street) - Footpath (LRCI Phase 4 Funding)
Rodboro Street - Traffic Calming Scheme and Footpath (Black Spot Funding)
Pre-Construction / Procurement

2024-2025 Projects

Rockhampton State High School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)
Dale Park - Access Road

2024/2025 Annual Reseal Program — Spray Seals

Bills Road, Marmor (Ch 0.23 to Ch1.33) - Sealing (LRCI Phase 4 Funding)

Broadway Street (O’Connoll Street to Quay Street)

Parkhurst Industrial Area — Stage 3 - Johnson Street Rehabilitation (SLRIP / REFF Funding)

South Yaamba Road — Reconstruction (SLRIP Funding)

2024/2025 Annual Reseal Program — Micro-Surfacing (Slurry Seals)

Delivery

2024-2025 Projects

Derby Street / Denison Street / Kent Street — Intersection Upgrades — (Black
Spot Funding)

Actual Start Date

February 2024

Estimated Start Date
January 2025
January 2025
February 2025

March 2025
April 2025
April 2025

May 2025

July 2025

Estimated Completion Date

February 2025

Comment
Underway
Underway
Underway
Underway
Underway

Underway

Comment

Contract Awarded

Contract Awarded

Tender Awarded —
Contractor not available
until July 2025

Comment

Refer to Major Projects
Update
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Glenmore State School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)
The Cathedral College — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 6)

Denison Street (Derby Street to Stanley Street) - Rehabilitation (LRCI Phase 4
Funding)

Lion Mountain Road, Alton Downs (Ch 9.2 to 11.2) - Sealing

Waraburra State School — Parking and Pedestrian Safety Works (STIP Funding —
Tranche 5)

Cambridge Street (Lennox Street to Murray Lane) - Footpath (LRCI Phase 4
Funding)

Parkhurst Industrial Area — Stage 2 — Wade Street Rehabilitation (SLRIP / REFF
Funding)

Witt Street (Dean St to Water St) - Rehabilitation

Alexandra Street / Birkbeck Drive Intersection — Early Works
Unsealed Road Gravel Program

Completed

Parkhurst Industrial Area — Stage 1 — McLaughlin Street (HVSPP Funding)

Stanwell-Waroula Road - Sealing (RRUPP Funding)

December 2024

December 2024
November 2025
December 2024

December 2024

September 2024

August 2024

December 2024

December 2024

July 2023

Upper Dawson Road / Canning Street / Derby Street — Intersection Upgrades — (Black Spot Funding)

Somerset Road — Road and Stormwater Upgrades (TIDS Funding)

St Mary's Catholic Primary School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)

Denham Street (Canning Street to George Street) — Intersection Upgrades — (Black Spot Funding)

Dale Park - Asphalt Basin Stormwater Quality Device
Murphy Road, Kabra (Ch 0.44 to Ch 1.5) - Sealing (LRCI Phase 4 Funding)

St Paul's Catholic Primary School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 6)

February 2025

February 2025
March 2025
March 2025

March 2025

April 2025

April 2025

April 2025

June 2025

June 2025

Project temporarily paused
due to resource needs on
another urgent project

Refer to Unsealed Road
Network Update
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Bawden Street / Bedford Street - Intersection Upgrade
Berserker State School — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 5)

Emmaus College — Footpath (STIP Funding — Tranche 6)
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MAJOR PROJECTS UPDATE

Derby Street / Denison Street / Kent Street Total Adopted Budget: $2,200,000
The works being undertaken include installing a single-lane roundabout, traffic calming solutions,
Scope raised safety platforms, improved intersection signage and improved roadway lighting.
Actual Start Date: February 2024 Estimated Completion Date: April 2025
Initial Estimated el
Construction $2,190,000 Cost at $2,200,000 Al

Estimate Completion O

On the Horizon — Key Milestones & Deliverables

February March April

e Ongoing kerb, island and safety e Completion kerb, island and safety =~ Completion kerb, island and safety
platform work at the intersection platform work at the intersection of ~ platform work at the intersection of
of Derby and Denison Streets. Derby and Denison Streets. Derby and Denison Streets, eastern

e Completion of safety platform side.

work within Denison Street.

Comments
Denison Street Reconstruction Total Adopted Budget: $1,4300,000
The works being undertaken include installation of stormwater drainage, replacement of kerb and
channel, reconstruction of driveways and footpath sections, asphalt resurfacing and signage and
Scope line marking.
Actual Start Date: August 2024 Estimated Completion Date: March 2025
Initial Estimated ?_I“dﬁf“
Construction $900,000 Cost at $1,300,000 ea

Estimate Completion O

On the Horizon — Key Milestones & Deliverables

February March
e Construction of driveways and e Line marking
footpath sections « Reinstate concrete islands
* Modification of ramps and o Install turf
medians
e Resurfacing of Denison
St/Stanley St intersection
e Linemarking
Comments Project commenced in conjunction with Derby Street / Denison Street /Kent Street roadworks.
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Glenmore State School Total Adopted Budget: $300,000
The works being undertaken at Glenmore State School include construction of footpaths and kerb
Scope ramps.
Actual Start Date: December 2024 Estimated Completion Date: February 2025
Initial Estimated ?_I“d‘i?t‘;‘
Construction $285,000 Cost at $298,000 ea

Estimate Completion O

On the Horizon — Key Milestones & Deliverables

February

o Complete footpath and pram
ramps on corner of Scott Street
and Farm Street.

Comments Project reached completion on 17 February 2025
Waraburra State School Total Adopted Budget: $450,000
Construction of new footpaths, kerb ramps, pedestrian crossings, pavement marking and signage to
Scope Waraburra State School car park
Actual Start Date: December 2024 Estimated Completion Date: March 2025
Initial Estimated ?_I“dﬁf“
Construction $440,500 Cost at $448,000 ea

Estimate Completion O

On the Horizon — Key Milestones & Deliverables

February March
e Continue concrete works e Complete line marking
e Commence line marking o Complete concrete works

e Commence installation of bollards o Gevpk insalEion el selkes

Project running on schedule. Much of the excavation and pavement works was completed prior to

S the commencement of the school year.
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11.2  "NO STOPPING" LINEMARKING FOR NORTH ROCKHAMPTON POLICE

STATION
File No: 8056
Attachments: 1. Proposed Yellow Lined
Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Infrastructure Planning
Author: Stuart Harvey - Coordinator Infrastructure Planning
SUMMARY

Officers have assessed the request for a yellow line at the North Rockhampton Police
Station and the outcomes of this assessment are provided to Council.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

THAT the report supporting the decision to install No Stopping line marking on the western
approach to the Robinson St driveway of the North Rockhampton Police Station be
“received”.

COMMENTARY

The Officer in Charge of North Rockhampton Police Station made a customer request that
was recorded on 15 March 2024. The Officer stated:

‘is there availability to line mark a yellow line on each side of the Police Station driveway
onto Robinson Street. It is becoming increasingly difficult for police vehicles to proceed to an
emergency when the street is congested, and vehicles are parking against the driveway”

Councillor Latcham was contacted on 20 March 2024 to follow up on the initial customer
request to ask for a timeframe when this would be considered. The matter was tasked to
Infrastructure Planning on 2 April 2024 where officers undertook a site inspection and it was
determined that the site did not meet the requirements for yellow lines. Officers last
comments on this matter were on 30 April 2024 with a Council Officer who mentioned that
he tried to contact the customer several times to no avail. Councillor Latcham asked for an
update on 13 November 2024 and the matter needed to be re-opened in the system.
Councillor Latcham arranged a debrief meeting with Martin Crow on 25 November 2024 with
Councillor Taylor (Infrastructure Portfolio) and Councillor Hilse (Divisional Councillor) in
attendance.

Since this time, Officers have visited the site in question again and met with the Officer in
Charge to discuss the matter. As is consistent with previous inspections, vehicles currently
park adjacent to, but not over the driveway of the North Rockhampton Police Station. The
driveway of the North Rockhampton Police Station is approximately 6m wide which provides
some additional sight distance when entering the road. The Station has a second driveway
access onto Dean Street; the Officer in Charge indicated that due to traffic volumes on Dean
Street, this is not the preferred access during peak periods.

Officers noted that regular on-street parking occurs in the afternoons particularly with after
school activities occurring on the North Rockhampton High School Ovals. Since the
construction of footpath on the North Rockhampton High School side of Robinson Street,
there is an increased presence of vehicles parking kerbside. The presence of parallel
parking on both sides of the road has reduced the carriageway width from what was there
previously. This available width is not less than any other street of this classification however
is a change from what drivers may have been accustomed to.

QPS reported several crashes between Police vehicles entering the road and vehicles on
Robinson Street. There are no crashes shown within the crash databases which would
indicate that these were likely property damage crashes.
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Council generally do not paint yellow no stopping lines to improve sight distance on
driveways. In areas where there is high parking demand and a regular turnover of different
people parking in the area, Council have been known to install yellow lines on intersection
corners or 1-1.5m from the edge of driveways. This is usually around schools or in the
hospital precinct and has varying levels of compliance. In discussions with the Officer in
Charge of North Rockhampton Police Station, he indicated that he and his officers would
enforce the yellow line if Council were to mark it.

Vehicles entering the road from a driveway are required to give way to all road users before
undertaking the movement. The Officer in Charge has indicated that during school hours
congestion often causes delays for Police vehicles driving to an incident. He is looking to
reduce officers’ response times as much as possible and considers that the prohibition of
parking will aid response times. Officers consider that the improvements to response times,
as a result of the yellow line, would be considered marginal as vehicles are still required to
give way to pedestrians and cyclists travelling along the footpath.

However, giving further weight to the request of the QPS, Council officers have agreed to
provide 7m of yellow line to the West of the North Rockhampton Police Station driveway.
The presence of regular on-street carparking, general turnover of traffic in proximity to the
school and the location of a nearby fire hydrant further support the implementation of the
yellow line at this particular location. The attached plan indicates the proposed location of
the yellow line and a works order will be issued to Civil Operations for implementation.

BACKGROUND

Under the Queensland Road Rules, it is not illegal for vehicles to park on-street up to the
edge of a driveway. It is only illegal for a driver to park their vehicle across any portion of the
driveway entry to prevent access to or from the property.

Council is careful in the application of no stopping lines or signs and they are generally
reserved for streets where Council has assessed that a genuine road safety issue can be
addressed through their implementation.

Yellow no stopping lines are not a suitable solution to deter unlawfully parked vehicles
blocking driveway accesses. This is primarily because the road rules already make parking
over a driveway an offence which can be enforced by Council’s Local Laws Officers or the
Police. It is Council’'s experience that drivers who currently disregard the road rules in
relation to parking will continue to disregard the no stopping line markings on the road.

Council has implemented yellow lines in some locations where there is constant demand for
parking and regular turnover of different vehicles parking on street. This is mainly reserved
for areas such as around the active frontages of schools and the hospital precinct.

PREVIOUS DECISIONS

On 10 December 2024, Cr Latcham raised a notice of motion “THAT Council install yellow
line-marking to indicate no parking for approximately six (6) metres on both sides of the
North Rockhampton Police Station driveway on Robinson Street, Berserker before late
January 2025.”

The Council resolution from that meeting was “THAT a report on the matter be presented to
the next Infrastructure Committee meeting to be held on 18 February 2025.”

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN

The report contributes to Council’'s Corporate Plan goals, specifically:

3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future.

CONCLUSION

This report presents the findings of an investigation into a request for a yellow line at the
North Rockhampton Police Station.
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"NO STOPPING" LINEMARKING FOR
NORTH ROCKHAMPTON POLICE
STATION

Proposed Yellow Line

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025

Attachment No: 1

Page (20)



(T2) 9bed

A{\D Printed from RGSIS on 03-March-2025 RG|
Rockham

g on A Page - Scale 1: 232
Regional

ouncil

VANIOV FILLININOD FANLONYLSVHANI

Copyright protects this publication. Reproduction by whatever means is prohibited without prior written permission of the Chief Executive Officer, Rockhampton Regional Council. Rockhampton Regional Council will not be held liable under any circumstances in connection with or arising out of the use of
this data nor does it warrant that the data is error free. Any queries should be directed to the Customer Service Centre, Rockhampton Regional Council on 4936 9000. The Digital Cadastral DataBase is current as at March 2025, © The State of Qi land (Dep of Resources) 2025.
All other data © Rockhampton Regional Council 2025, This map is a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be accurate, current, or otherwise reliable.

G202 HOYUVIN 81




INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 18 MARCH 2025

11.3 RESPONSE TO PARKING PETITION

File No: 1743

Attachments: 1. Proposed Parking Restrictionsl

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Infrastructure Planning
Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services

Author: Stuart Harvey - Coordinator Infrastructure Planning

SUMMARY

In late 2024, Council received a petition requesting changes to Quay Street and Derby
Street parking restrictions to facilitate more unrestricted “all day” parking. This report
presents the response to this petition.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

THAT Parking Restrictions on Quay Street shown in Attachment 1 of the report are
implemented.

COMMENTARY

In late 2024, Council received a petition relating to parking the in the CBD area. The petition
requests that:

We, the undersigned, hereby respectfully request the Rockhampton Regional Council: make
available additional all day parking for CBD workers. Since the riverbank redevelopment and
closure of the all day car park next to The Boat House and part of the all day car park
opposite The Heritage Hotel, there has been insufficient all day parking for CBD workers.
We respectfully request Council allow all day parking from William Street to Derby Street on
the opposite side of the riverbank and along Derby Street between Quay Street to East
Street (previously 3 hour parking).

Officers have investigated the request and considered the parking restrictions that are
currently in place. The areas raised within the petition are on the fringes of the CBD parking
area where longer time restrictions are considered more acceptable. The Eastern side of
Quay Street is already unrestricted “all day” parking and is heavily utilized by CBD workers.
Quay Street on the western side has some existing 2P and permit zone parking restrictions
which are proposed to remain the same.

As a part of this investigation, several occupancy surveys were undertaken, by Council’s
Local Laws team, to give better context to the occupancy levels in this location. Surveys
were undertaken using the new AeroRanger technology with several runs throughout the
day over two days. These survey runs were within peak business hours (10am-3pm) to
ensure that parking occupancy was not under reported. The survey indicated that the 3P
parking on the Western side of Quay Street is generally underutilized with higher occupancy
to the northern end of the block. Derby Street had higher levels of occupancy throughout the
survey dates. This would align with the parking demand associated with the land uses in
these areas. The northern end of Quay Street has a Bar and Hotel which has a higher
parking demand than the Walter Reid apartments at the southern end. Similarly Derby Street
has the Walter Reid Cultural Centre and a Gym which generate a higher parking demand as
well.

As a part of the investigation into parking, community consultation in the form of targeted
letters and surveys were sent to properties directly adjacent to Quay Street. The survey
asked for feedback regarding changes from 3P parking to unrestricted “All Day” parking
along Quay Street on the western side. Letters and surveys were sent in December but
received a low response rate (1 out of 24 responded). The letter and survey were sent again
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in February with a higher response rate (9 out of 24). Of those who responded, a small
concentrated area of properties opposed the change in parking restrictions.

Based on the occupancy data and responses from residents, it is proposed to change the
Western side of Quay Street from 3P to All day with the exception of 248-250 Quay Street
which would remain as 3P.

BACKGROUND

In 2015-2016 Council undertook a parking study into the CBD (as defined within the
Planning Scheme Principal Centre). It found that there are a total of 2908 on-street spaces in
the CBD study area of which 1131 are unrestricted or long-term parking spaces. The
majority of the unrestricted spaces are on the fringes of the CBD. There are 51 disabled
spaces, 61 loading zone spaces and 15 bus zones.

In terms of parking occupancy, it is considered ideal to have an average 85% target
occupancy rate. This means that roughly one in seven parking spaces should remain
available to support turnover and to ensure easy ingress and egress for drivers. The
provision of this 85% occupancy rate ensures that vehicles are not forced to excessively
circle around looking for a park. The study indicated that maximum occupancy rates in the
study area were 77% and average occupancy was 64%. These rates are in aggregate
across the CBD study area and disguise the localised hot spots.

The 2015 occupancy survey indicates a shortfall in central areas of the CBD along with a
high level of non-compliance with permitted times in short-term parking areas. In contrast,
occupancy rates in unrestricted outer-lying areas were lower. This suggests that while there
is not an aggregate shortfall in car parking across the entire CBD, people are not prepared to
walk significant distances in Rockhampton’s climate and the existing parking is not in the
desired location.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

Changes to signage can be undertaken within existing maintenance and minor works
budgets.

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN

The report contributes to Council’s Corporate Plan goals, specifically:
3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future.

CONCLUSION

Council officers have undertaken a review of parking restrictions along Quay Street and
provide the following recommendations to Council for implementation.
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RESPONSE TO PARKING PETITION

Proposed Parking Restrictions

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025

Attachment No: 1
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11.4 FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT STUDIES

File No: 1743

Attachments: 1. Frenchmans / Thozets Flood Risk

Assessmentd

2.  Moores Creek Flood Risk Assessment{

3.  South Rockhampton Flood Risk
Assessmentd

4, Frenchmans / Thozets Flood Risk
Management Report (Confidential)

5.  Moores Creek Flood Risk Management
Report (Confidential)

6. South Rockhampton Flood Risk Management
Report (Confidential)

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Infrastructure Planning
Author: Stuart Harvey - Coordinator Infrastructure Planning
SUMMARY

Infrastructure Planning has completed Flood Risk Management Studies for the catchments
of Frenchmans / Thozets Creek, Moores Creek and South Rockhampton Local Catchments.
This report presents the reports for Council endorsement.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council endorse:

1. The Frenchmans/Thozets Flood Risk Assessment Report;

2. The Moores Creek Flood Risk Assessment Report;
3. The South Rockhampton Local Catchment Flood Risk Assessment Report;
4. The Frenchman’s/Thozets Flood Risk Mitigation Report (included in confidential);
5. The Moores Creek Flood Risk Mitigation Report (included in confidential); and
6. The South Rockhampton Local Catchment Flood Risk Mitigation Report (included in
confidential)
COMMENTARY

In late 2022 Council engaged AECOM to undertake Flood Risk Management Studies for the
local catchments of Frenchmans Thozets Creek, Moores Creek and South Rockhampton
Local Catchments. The intent of the studies was to build upon our knowledge of flooding
behavior to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding. A core
requirement of this phase of the study was to establish a repeatable, quantifiable
methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other
catchments in the Rockhampton region.

The Flood Risk Assessment Framework defines flood risk as the interrelationship between
the natural flooding processes and the social, environmental and economic composition of
the locality. The elements that make up the framework include Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk,
Flood Function, Flood Range, and Vulnerability (comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form and Demographics). Attachments 1 — 3 include
the details of the flood risk assessment for each catchment.
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With identified flood risk throughout the catchments there was a need to define at what point
Council would intervene. As a part of this project, specific intervention criteria were defined
to establish what Council considered to be desirable, tolerable, and unacceptable. This was
based on specific values for hydraulic risk, isolation, time to inundate and at which rainfall
event over floor flooding is first experienced. This allowed officers to establish which areas of
flood risk would be considered for further investigation, through identifying flooding hotspots.

Once the hotspots were identified they were ranked by mean flood risk and average annual
flood damages. This allowed the project to highlight which hot spots should be prioritised for
mitigation investigation. In response to this identified flooding hotspots, flood risk
management strategies were developed. These strategies could include both structural and
non-structural flood risk mitigation options. Given the wealth of existing large-scale schemes
in the region, a core requirement of this phase of the study was to identify feasible
treatments of flood risk that can be acted upon by RRC in future works. It is important to note
that most mitigation projects identified will be unable to remove all flood risk in an area or
reduce flood risk for all rainfall events. The focus is on reducing flood risk to what is
considered a tolerable level.

The project considered all investigated mitigation projects and prioritised them based on an
established set of criteria, each with appropriate weightings. The outcome of this process
was a prioritised list of flood mitigation projects to consider for further planning and design.
Attachment 3 — 6 include the details of the flood risk mitigation works proposed for each
catchment.

The intent is to have a combined list of all the mitigation projects, across all the local
catchments, in order to ensure that the highest priority areas of flood risk are mitigated first.
This requires further Flood Risk Management studies to be completed, some of which are
already in progress. In the meantime, Council officers will undertake further planning and
design work on the highest priority projects identified across the three studies.

The outcomes of these further planning and design work would be brought back to the
Council table prior to inclusion within future Capital budgets.

BACKGROUND

Council has been undertaking a large body of work within the Floodplain Management space
over the past decade with a significant focus on understanding and managing the risks of
flooding within our urban areas. Officers have been progressing through the steps outlined
within Australian Institute of Disaster Resilience guide to best practice flood risk
management.
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Flood Risk Management Framework

Floodplain Management Entity [FME) Level

Floodplain specific management processes

| . | Data collection

Flood studies

Communicate and consult

Floodplain management studies

Floodplain management plans

Plan implementation

In 2017 a number of flood studies were updated through the Floodplain Management
Services contract to see more comprehensive flood modelling for our urban local
catchments. These studies have been now incorporated into our flood searches and flood
hazard overlay maps. This project, development of floodplain management studies, is the
next stage in the process with a view to compile the outcomes of these studies into a single
Floodplain Management Plan for the region encompassing all the local and riverine
catchments.

PREVIOUS DECISIONS

The Frenchmans Thozets Creek Flood Study was adopted by Council in Infrastructure
Committee on 18 September 2018

The Moores Creek and South Rockhampton Local Catchment Studies were adopted by
Infrastructure Committee on 25 June 2019

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The mitigation projects identified have significant capital budget allocations attached to them.
Any inclusion into the capital budget would occur after sufficient planning and design were
undertaken to justify the investment.

RISK ASSESSMENT

Council has a duty of care to residents to take the appropriate measures to understand,
inform and relieve, where practicable, the impacts to people and property of periodic
inundation from local catchment flooding.

It many instances the proposed solutions may not be able to achieve complete immunity
from all impacts, and measures may not be feasible due to the prohibitive costs.
Nevertheless, issues and solutions can be investigated as part of detailed assessment, on a
case by case basis, to evaluate and prioritise mitigation works based on assessment of risk.

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN
The report contributes to Council’s Corporate Plan goals, specifically:
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3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future.

CONCLUSION

The Flood Risk Assessment and Flood Risk Management reports for Frenchmans Thozets,
Moores and South Rockhampton Local catchments are presented to Council for their
endorsement.
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FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT STUDIES

Frenchmans / Thozets Flood Risk
Assessment

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025

Attachment No: 1

Page (30)



18 MARCH 2025

INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA

Prepared for
Rockhampton Regional Council
ABN: 59 923 523 766

Flood Risk Management
Studies

Flood Risk Assessment Repert=Frenchmans and-Thozets Creecks
Volume 1

09-Aug-2024

aecom.com Delivering a better world

Page (31)




INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 18 MARCH 2025

AECOM Flood Risk Management Studies
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Executive Summary

Rockhampton Regional Council (RRC) engaged AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM) to undertake
Flood Risk Management Studies (FRMS) for three local catchments - Frenchmans & Thozets Creeks,
Moores Creek and South Rockhampton. The methodology adopted for this project was split across 3
phases as displayed in Figure E1.

XD D ST

Risk Assassment Framework Development of Flood Risk Management Measures
Project In Develop Inputs to Flood Risk Assessment « Structural and Non-structural mitigation
Data Callation eview Flood Risk Assessment Emergency Response Review
Modelling & Study Reviews Determine Council Intervention Criteria * Land Use Planning Review
Evaluate of Fiood Risks to Intervention Criteria Implementation Planning

Technical Works

Risk Assessment Risk Management

Consultation Plan Initial Commuinity Consultation Outcomes Consultation Outcomes Consultation

Communi
Consultation

Figure E1 Project Methodology

This report is specific to the Frenchmans and Thozets Creeks local catchment (refer Figure E2),
focused on the Flood Risk Assessment component which forms Phase 2 of the study.
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The purpose of this study is to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding,
that allows for the identification of areas of high flood risk for subsequent concept mitigation in the next
project phase. A core requirement of this phase of the study is to establish a repeatable, quantifiable
methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other catchments in
the Rockhampton region.

Flood Risk Assessment Framework ™

Flood Studies Geospatial Data

A Flood Risk Assessment Framework was
developed for use in this study based on Flood Results
industry best-practice guidance with

refinement to suit the specific nuances of ‘ jlieioliindate ’ DRemogiaphics
the RRC_ locality. The_ developm_ent FloodHazard H L
process involved review of applicable

uration ” use I
literature and collaboration with RRC I Isolation I B

uilt Form
during a series of workshops from July

2023 through to November 2023. Hydraulic risk _

The Flood Risk Assessment Framework .
shown below in Figure E3 defines flood Flood Risk
risk as the interrelationship between the
natural flooding processes and the social, Flood Function
environmental and economic composition
of the locality.

The elements that make up the framework
indude Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk,

Flood Function, Flood Range, Vulnerability

(comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of Multi-Criteria Assessment
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form \ Y,
and Demographics) and Flood Risk.

Hydraulic Amplifiers Receptors

Flood Range

Figure E3 Flood Risk Assessment Framework
Each of these elements are summarised below and discussed in detail within the report.

Flood Hazard

50 7 Flood Hazard is defined by the
e Australian Institute of Disaster
4 - unsafe for vehicles and people. e . . .
45 | Allbuiding types considered vuinerable to failre. Resilience (AIDR) in Guideline 7-
3, Flood Hazard.
40
In this guidance, Flood Hazard
3s curves are used to define the
general classification of flood
30 < H5 - unsafe for vehicies waters with respect to depth and
- and people. All buildings L .
E vulnerable tostructural damage velocity in order to categorise the
£ g | Someless obustbuiding types
B Vulnerable tofailure posed hazard.
7
[=]
Fored Australian Rainfall and Runoff
— (ARR- A Guide to Flood
15 | forpeosie Estimation (ARR19)) provides
and vehicles . .
additional guidance on the
10 53 unsae\ defining of flood hazard curves,
Zif\ﬁfﬁ\ with the Combined Flood Hazard
05 P >, Curves (shown in Figure E4)
H2 - unsafe for small vehicles .
o E—— \ﬁ recommended for use in general
B . T +hazard classification of
00 10 20 30 40 50 ﬂoodwaters_

Velocity (m/s)
Figure E4 AIDR 7-3 and ARR19 Recommended General Combined Flood Hazard Curves (Smith et. Al., 2014)
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Hydraulic Risk

Risk is usually described in terms of consequences with respect to their likelihoods of occurrence.
Hydraulic risk has been quantified in this assessment using this definition of risk with respect solely to
the hydraulic aspect of flooding. Consequence is represented using Flood Hazard and Likelihood is
represented using the probability of the respective Flood Events (refer Figure E5)

Risk Likelihood Consequence
(Hydraulic Risk) (AEP) (Flood Hazard)

Figure E5 Approach to Quantifying Risk

Hydraulic risk matrices are a flood-specific application of a standard risk management approach to
defining risk with respect to the hydraulic components of flooding. The matrix outlines various
combinations of likelihoods (AEP events) and consequences (flood hazard categories), then groups
similar combinations into hydraulic risk categories. Through collaboration with RRC, the adopted
hydraulic risk matrix was developed as shown in Table E1.

Table E1  Selected Hydraulic Risk Matrix

PMF
0.05% AEP
0.2% AEP
0.5% AEP
1% AEP
2% AEP
5% AEP
10% AEP Hydraulic Risk Category
18% AEP I HR-5 - High
HR-4 - Moderate-High
39% AEP HR-3 - Moderate
3% AEP fci

Flood Function

Flood function is defined as a method of classifying the function of areas in floodplains based on the
behaviour of floodwaters (refer Figure E6). The NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE)
classify Flood Function in the Flood Risk Management Toolkit, FBO2 — Flood Function (DPE, 2023) as:

e Flood conveyance areas are the sections of the floodplain that convey the bulk of the flood flow.
e Flood storage areas temporarily store water during a flood.

e Flood Fringe is generally the outer edge of the floodplain, with lower depths and velocities.

Minimum floor level at FPL

N\

Flood Planning Level (FPL)

ar

Freeboard

Defined Flood Event (DFE)

Flood
fringe

Flood
storage

Flood

E Flood
L fringe |

Flood conveyance storage

Figure E6 Floodplain Functions (AIDR Handbook 7, 2017)
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Testing was undertaken to select the flood function values adopted for this assessment, as shown in
Table E2. The values were selected based on catchment topography, knowledge of historic local
flooding behaviour and experience in defining values of flood function in other Queensland catchments.

Table E2 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Function

Hazard > H4
i 2 1m/s
1% AEP Velocity
ood Storage Depth = 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)
ood ge Depth < 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)
Flood Range

Flood Range considers how much flood behaviour can change with the scale of flood event relative to
the Defined Flood Event (DFE), including extent, function, depth, velocity and hazard. Handbook 7-5
Flood Information to Support Land-use Planning (AIDR, 2017) provides guidance on classifying Flood
Function across rarer flood events. In consultation with Council, the adopted indicator values for flood
range are displayed in Table E3.

Table E3 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Range

Hazard = H4
000 O eya e 1% AEP
Velocity = 1m/s
Rare Flood PMF Hazard | >M®
ood Storage Depth 2 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)
1% AEP
ood ge ’ Depth < 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)
P e PMF Extent PMF Extent
Residual Risk

A specific component of flood range that is important to consider is how flood depth varies for a range
of flood likelihoods. In particular the difference between the selected ‘defined floor level’ (DFL), which
helps to establish floor levels, and the maximum possible flood depth. Differences in these two values
highlight how much residual risk exists above a proposed DFL and helps to inform appropriate selection
of DFL’s. An example of this is displayed in Figure E7.
Windsor* Penrith® Lismore® Nyngan®
Hawkesbury River Nepean River Wilson River Bogan River

—“NW s OO N ® O3
DWW s OO N ®©3

Floor level (~ 1 in 100)

Relative level of flooding (1 in X years)
= = = = 1in500 (similar to the 1867 flood)

probable maximum flood (PMF)

Figure E7 Example of a Comparison of Differences in Flood Levels and Residual Risk (INSW, 2017)
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AECOM

Vulnerability

Flood Risk Management Studies

Whilst all people are inherently vulnerable to the impacts of flooding, some people can be considered
more so than others. Vulnerable populations may be impacted more severely and take longer to

recover from impacts caused by flooding. Vulnerability relates to issues that affect life safety and is a
key metric in considering flood risk.

Aspects of vulnerability considered in this study are displayed in Table E4 with weightings determined
using an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), which were developed in agreement with RRC. Each of the
elements shown in Table E4 are discussed in further detail below.

Table E4 Vulnerability Criteria Weightings

Criteria Resolution Level* Weighting
Time to Inundate Cell Level 20%
Duration of Inundation Cell Level 8%
Isolation Cell Level 14%

Land Use Property 30%
Building Floor Type (Built Form) | Building 18%
Demographics Suburb 10%

*Cell level refers to each grid cell within the flood model outputs.

Time to Inundate

The time to inundate for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 15 minute intervals with cutoff depths of 75mm, and the extents of outputs were
classified into the vulnerability scoring categories shown in Table E5.

Table E5 Time to Inundate Vulnerability Classification

Scoring

Criteria

Time to Not
Inundate (Hrs) | flooded
in DFE

>1.25 hrs

>1 hrs

>0.75 hrs

>0.5 hrs

<0.25 hrs

Duration of Inundation

The duration of flooding for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 30 minute increments and assigned a vulnerability score based on Table E6.

Table E6 Duration of Flooding Vulnerability Classification

Scoring

Criteria

Duration of Not
Flooding (Hrs) | flooded
in DFE

<0.5 hrs

0.5-1.5 hrs

1.5-2.5 hrs

2.5-3 hrs

>3 hrs

Isolation

The flood emergency response classification of communities (FERCCs) is essentially a representation
of isolation risk. As shown in Figure E8, FERCCs describe the potential inundation and isolation of
properties during rare and extreme flood events.

Areas identified as High Islands are locations not predicted to flood in events up to PMF, however can
be isolated in events rare than the DFE and residents may be tempted to cross floodwaters in an

attempt to evacuate. Low Islands are locations that are isolated (but not flooded) in the DFE, however
are predicted to be inundated in rarer flood events. These locations of higher vulnerability should be of
highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.
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Figure E8 Low and High Flood Islands Schematic
Land Use

For development of regional vulnerability, RRC’s land use GIS information was classified on a scale of
0-5 based on general importance and likely vulnerability to a disaster event. The categories assigned
are displayed in Table E7.

Table E7 Land Use Classification

Scoring
0

Criteria

Rural / non- | Open Space | Industry | Commercial | Residential
No Data | developed and Critical
Infrastructure

Building Built
Form

Building Floor Type (Built Form)

Survey information (where collected) of built form types has been recorded in RRC’s geospatial
database. Built form vulnerability criteria is defined in Table E8.

Table E8 Building Built Form Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0
Building Built No Data | Highset - Lowset - Slab on
Form Ground
Demographics

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) maintain census information of communities Australia-wide at
a range of resolution levels. The purpose of using census information to measure vulnerability is to
gauge how vulnerable a section of the community is in relation to the average population across the
entire catchment area. This approach scales across the catchment area and identifies areas that are
more vulnerable or less vulnerable on average. The various indices used to measure the Demographic
Vulnerability are shown in Table E9.
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Table E9 Census Demographics Indices

De oqgrap a

PV-1 % Population over 65 years old

PV-2 % Population under 5 years old

PV-3 % Population over 65 years old and living alone

PV-4 % Population that has assisted living

PV-5 % Population that have long-term health conditions
SEV-1 % Population Unemployed

SEV-2 % Households <$650 / wk income

SEV-3 % Households that are Rentals

SEV-4 % Households that have Mortgages

SEV-5 % Population that are students

MV-1 % Households with no Vehicles

MV-2 % Households with 5+ persons

MV-3 % Households with Single Parent Families

AV-1 % Population with Little to No English of people born overseas
AV-2 % Population that were a different address <1 year ago

Given that the process of averaging pulls the values towards the centre of the 0 — 5 range it was
decided with RRC to determine final census vulnerability through further category classification. This
classification is displayed in Table E10.

Table E10 Demographic Vulnerability Classification

Scoring

Criteria

Average
Demographic
Score

No Data | 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-25 >2.5
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Vulnerability Criteria Scoring

A summary of the vulnerability criteria and the indices which inform them is shown in Table E11.

Table E11 Vulnerability Criteria Scorings

Time to >1.25 >1 >0.75 >0.5 <0.25

Inundate

Duration of

Inundation <0.5 0.5-1.5 1.5-25 2.5-3 >3

) 1% AEP
Isolation No Data PMF Extent | - Extent - Low Island
Land Use Rural / non- | Open Industry Commercial | Residential
developed Space

Building Floor ) Slab on

Type Highset - Lowset - Ground

Demographics 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-21 2.1-2.5 >2.5
Flood Risk

The combination of hydraulic risk and vulnerability receptor information has been used to identify the
flood risk at a particular location. The purpose of this output is to determine where hydraulic risk has the
highest potential to impact on vulnerable populations.

The equation and scoring values determined in the flood risk process is shown in Figure E9.

Flood Risk Vulnerability Hydraulic Risk
(0 - 25 values) (0 - 5 values) (0 - 5 values)

Figure E9 Flood Risk Relationship

Once multiplied together using the equation in Figure E9, flood risk is classified quantitatively using the
values detailed in Table E12.

Table E12 Flood Risk Quantitative Classification

Key \ Value \ Risk Level \
<5 Lower Risk
<9

<13
<17
<25 Higher Risk

This classification of flood risk can also be represented as a matrix, as shown in Table E13.

Table E13 Flood Risk Classification Matrix

Flood Risk

Vulnerability Score |
1 2 3 5
b 6 8 10
3 6 o 12
8 12
5 10

Note: Zero value is used for any ‘no data’ values encountered during the assessment.
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Flood Risk A ment Results

Hydraulic Risk Analysis

The hydraulic risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced hydraulic risk which is displayed in Figure E10 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.
Hydraulic Risk
4500

4185
4000
3500
3000
; 2500 2243 2356
'g 2000 m Properties
z 158 = Buildings
1500
1000 58801 797733 g8 764
517
500
M E
O | —
No Impact HR-1 HR-2 HR-3 HR-4 HR-5

Maximum experienced Hydraulic Risk
Figure E10 Hydraulic Risk of Building Footprints and Properties
Figure E10 shows there a general declining trend in number of buildings as hydraulic risk increases. For

properties, the number of properties initially decreases, before starting to increase as the hydraulic risk
increases.

Flood Range Analysis

The flood range output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood range which is displayed in Figure E11 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Flood Range

4000 3737

3500 200

3000
w 2500
S 2125
é 2000
3 1500 1370 m Properties

m Buildings
1000 832
640
24 79
5 23 -
Conveyance Rare Conveyance Storage DFE Flood Fringe Between DFE and
PM

Maximum Flood Range
Figure E11 Flood Range of Building Footprints and Properties

It can be seen that 8% of the buildings within the PMF extent experience some form of conveyance,
rare conveyance or storage. These categories of flood range are sensitive to filling, where significant
impacts to flows or flood heights are likely from changes at these locations.
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Time of Inundation Analysis

The time to inundation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of minimum experienced time to inundation which is displayed in
Figure E12.

Time to Inundation (DFE)
3500 3263

3000
2500

1891

n
o
(=3
o

= Properties

Number of
@
8

Buildings
1000

500 252

32 33 49 94 126 71 99
0 — — ] —

0.25-0.5hr 0.5-0.75hr 0.75-1hr 1-1.25hrs >1.25 hrs
Minimum Time to Inundate

Figure E12 Time to Inundation of Properties and Buildings

It is identified that most of the catchment has more than 1.25hrs of warning from initial rainfall to first
seeing surface water.

Duration of Inundation Analysis

The duration of flooding output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced duration of flooding which is displayed in
Figure E13.

Duration of Flooding (DFE)

1800 1681
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1400 12551264

1200 1159
859 910
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Maximum Duration of Flooding

Number of
-
n B (9] (o] o
o o o o o
o o o o o
w

o

Figure E13 Duration of Flooding of Properties and Buildings

The majority of impacted buildings have short durations of flooding (under 1.5 hours). This is expected
in a local catchment driven by flash flooding, however there is a noted portion of buildings that
experience a sustained duration of flooding (greater than 3 hours).
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Isolation Analysis

The isolation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of worst case category experienced at each property and building, which is
displayed in Figure E14 with detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Isolation Summary

4000
3500 3416
3000 2938
% 2500 2268
é 2000 S
|}
£ 1498 roperties
Z 1500 u Buildings
1000
511
500 437 221
ol | [ ]
0 — =
PMF Extent 1% AEP Extent High Island Low Island
Isolation

Figure E14 Flood Isolation of Building Footprints and Properties

Buildings and properties impacted by PMF or DFE flooding comprise 30% of the buildings in the
catchment. Low islands are locations of higher vulnerability, however, comprise only 2% of the
catchment. These areas should be of highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.

Vulnerability Analysis

The vulnerability output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum vulnerability experienced, which is displayed in Figure E15 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Vulnerability Scoring

5174

3282

3000 867 )
m Properties

Number of

2133 Buildings
2000

1548

580
13 1 27 69

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Maximum Vulnerability
Less Vulnerable — More Vulnerable

Figure E15 Maximum Vulnerability for Properties and Buildings Across Catchment

The majority of resident vulnerability (captured spatially at building footprints) sits at the median of the 0
— 5 range. However, it is noted that a much larger portion of buildings are considered to be vulnerable
to the impacts of flooding (greater than 2.5) than not vulnerable.
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Flood Risk Analysis

The flood risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood risk which is displayed in Figure E16.

Flood Risk
3000
2500 2401
2000
‘S 169
& 1500 )
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= u Buildings
1000 839 905
721 809 709 -
491
500
0 =
0-5 5-9 9-13 13-17 17-25

-1
Maximum Flood Risk
Lower Risk — Higher Risk

Figure E16 Maximum Experienced Flood Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Across the catchment, there is a general decrease in number of properties and buildings when
increasing in flood risk scoring. The trend of decrease is more significant with buildings, whilst the
downward trend is much flatter in properties.

Recommendations and Next Steps

The following are the recommendations from this assessment:

e  Adoption of the Flood Risk Framework for use in future projects for assessing flood risk in other
catchments and following hydraulic model updates.

e  Adoption of flood risk mapping, and mapping of flood risk inputs into council planning decisions:
- Analysis and targeting of areas of high flood risk with structural and non-structural mitigations.
e Incorporating the flood risk outputs into flood risk management investigations:

- Inclusion as a metric of assessing the performance of mitigation infrastructure in reducing
flood risk.

e  Sharing flood risk mapping with the community to engage residents in becoming aware of their
flood risk, and to be used as an input to obtain community buy in into developing mitigation
solutions.

e  Conduct updates to flood modelling as detailed in the Rockhampton Flood Risk Management
Studies — Overall Review Report (10-Nov-23), which includes but is not limited to:

- Inclusion of latest LIDAR data
- Updating the models from ARR87 to ARR19 hydrology.
- Updates to topography in localised areas.

- Filtering of results in addition to existing 75mm depth cutoff.
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Executive Summary

Rockhampton Regional Council (RRC) engaged AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM) to undertake
Flood Risk Management Studies (FRMS) for three local catchments - Frenchmans & Thozets Creeks,
Moores Creek and South Rockhampton. The methodology adopted for this project was split across 3
phases as displayed in Figure E1.
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Figure E1 Project Methodology

This report is specific to the Moores Creek local catchment (refer Figure E2), focused on the Flood
Risk Assessment component which forms Phase 2 of the study.
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Figure E2 Moores Creek Catchment Locality
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The purpose of this study is to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding,
that allows for the identification of areas of high flood risk for subsequent concept mitigation in the next
project phase. A core requirement of this phase of the study is to establish a repeatable, quantifiable

methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other catchments in

the Rockhampton region.

Flood Risk Assessment Framework

A Flood Risk Assessment Framework was
developed for use in this study based on
industry best-practice guidance with
refinement to suit the specific nuances of
the RRC locality. The development
process involved review of applicable
literature and collaboration with RRC
during a series of workshops from July
2023 through to November 2023.

The Flood Risk Assessment Framework
shown below in Figure E3 defines flood
risk as the interrelationship between the
natural flooding processes and the social,
environmental and economic composition
of the locality.

The elements that make up the framework
include Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk,
Flood Function, Flood Range, Vulnerability
(comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form
and Demographics) and Flood Risk.

Flood Hazard
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Flood Studies Geospatial Data

Flood Results
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Flood Hazard I Duration I I Landuse II

Isolation L Built Form

Flood Risk

Hydraulic risk

Flood Function

Flood Range

[ Community Consultation
Intervention Criteria
Mitigation Options Multi-Criteria Assessment [§

Future Landuse

Critical Services

Figure E3 Flood Risk Assessment Framework
Each of these elements are summarised below and discussed in detail within the report.

Flood Hazard is defined by the
Australian Institute of Disaster
Resilience (AIDR) in Guideline 7-
3, Flood Hazard.

In this guidance, Flood Hazard
curves are used to define the
general classification of flood
waters with respect to depth and
velocity in order to categorise the
posed hazard.

Australian Rainfall and Runoff
(ARR~— A Guide to Flood
Estimation (ARR19)) provides
additional guidance on the
defining of flood hazard curves,
with the Combined Flood Hazard
Curves (shown in Figure E4)
recommended for use in general
hazard classification of

(k4]

10 2

) 30
Velocity (m/s)

40

50 floodwaters.

Figure E4 AIDR 7-3 and ARR19 Recommended General Combined Flood Hazard Curves (Smith et. Al., 2014)
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Hydraulic Risk

Risk is usually described in terms of consequences with respect to their likelihoods of occurrence.
Hydraulic risk has been quantified in this assessment using this definition of risk with respect solely to
the hydraulic aspect of flooding. Consequence is represented using Flood Hazard and Likelihood is
represented using the probability of the respective Flood Events (refer Figure E5)

Risk Likelihood Consequence
(Hydraulic Risk) (AEP) (Flood Hazard)

Figure E5 Approach to Quantifying Risk

Hydraulic risk matrices are a flood-specific application of a standard risk management approach to
defining risk with respect to the hydraulic components of flooding. The matrix outlines various
combinations of likelihoods (AEP events) and consequences (flood hazard categories), then groups
similar combinations into hydraulic risk categories. Through collaboration with RRC, the adopted
hydraulic risk matrix was developed as shown in Table E1.

Table E1  Selected Hydraulic Risk Matrix

PMF

0.05% AEP

0.2% AEP

0.5% AEP

1% AEP

2% AEP

5% AEP

10% AEP Hydraulic Risk Category
18% AEP - E§j nlggerate-High
39% AEP HR-3 - Moderate
3% AEP ..

Flood Function

Flood function is defined as a method of classifying the function of areas in floodplains based on the
behaviour of floodwaters (refer Figure E6). The NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE)
classify Flood Function in the Flood Risk Management Toolkit, FBO2 — Flood Function (DPE, 2023) as:

e Flood conveyance areas are the sections of the floodplain that convey the bulk of the flood flow.
e Flood storage areas temporarily store water during a flood.

e Flood Fringe is generally the outer edge of the floodplain, with lower depths and velocities.

Minimum floor level at FPL

N
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Figure E6 Floodplain Functions (AIDR Handbook 7, 2017)
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Testing was undertaken to select the flood function values adopted for this assessment, as shown in

Table E2. The values were selected based on catchment topography, knowledge of historic local

flooding behaviour and experience in defining values of flood function in other Queensland catchments.

Table E2 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Function

Hazard > H4
i 2 1m/s
1% AEP Velocity
ood Storage Depth > 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)
ood ge Depth < 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)
Flood Range

Flood Range considers how much flood behaviour can change with the scale of flood event relative to
the Defined Flood Event (DFE), including extent, function, depth, velocity and hazard. Handbook 7-5

Flood Information to Support Land-use Planning (AIDR, 2017) provides guidance on classifying Flood
Function across rarer flood events. In consultation with Council, the adopted indicator values for flood

range are displayed in Table E3.
Table E3 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Range

Hazard = H4
000 O eya e 1% AEP
Velocity = 1m/s
Rare Flood PMF Hazard | >M®
ood Storage Depth 2 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)
1% AEP
ood ge ’ Depth < 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)
P e PMF Extent PMF Extent
Residual Risk

A specific component of flood range that is important to consider is how flood depth varies for a range
of flood likelihoods. In particular the difference between the selected ‘defined floor level’ (DFL), which
helps to establish floor levels, and the maximum possible flood depth. Differences in these two values
highlight how much residual risk exists above a proposed DFL and helps to inform appropriate selection
of DFL’s. An example of this is displayed in Figure E7.

Windsor* Penrith*
Hawkesbury River Nepean River

Lismore® Nyngan®
Wilson River Bogan River

]

—~ NwW s O N ®©T

- HEH-L 1L

—“ N W s O N @03

Relative level of flooding (1 in X years)
= = = = 1in 500 (similar to the 1867 flood)

probable maximum flood (PMF)

Figure E7 Example of a Comparison of Differences in Flood Levels and Residual Risk (INSW, 2017)
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Vulnerability

Whilst all people are inherently vulnerable to the impacts of flooding, some people can be considered
more so than others. Vulnerable populations may be impacted more severely and take longer to
recover from impacts caused by flooding. Vulnerability relates to issues that affect life safety and is a
key metric in considering flood risk.

Aspects of vulnerability considered in this study are displayed in Table E4 with weightings determined
using an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), which were developed in agreement with RRC. Each of the
elements shown in Table E4 are discussed in further detail below.

Table E4 Vulnerability Criteria Weightings

Criteria Resolution Level* Weighting
Time to Inundate Cell Level 20%
Duration of Inundation Cell Level 8%
Isolation Cell Level 14%

Land Use Property 30%
Building Floor Type (Built Form) | Building 18%
Demographics Suburb 10%

*Cell level refers to each grid cell within the flood model outputs.
Time to Inundate

The time to inundate for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 15 minute intervals with cutoff depths of 75mm, and the extents of outputs were
classified into the vulnerability scoring categories shown in Table E5.

Table E5 Time to Inundate Vulnerability Classification

Scoring

Criteria

Time to Not >1.25 hrs >1 hrs >0.75 hrs >0.5 hrs <0.25 hrs
Inundate (Hrs) | flooded
in DFE

Duration of Inundation

The duration of flooding for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 30 minute increments and assigned a vulnerability score based on Table E6.

Table E6 Duration of Flooding Vulnerability Classification

Scoring

Criteria

Duration of Not <0.5 hrs 0.5-1.5 hrs 1.5-2.5 hrs 2.5-3 hrs >3 hrs
Flooding (Hrs) | flooded
in DFE

Isolation

The flood emergency response classification of communities (FERCCs) is essentially a representation
of isolation risk. As shown in Figure E8, FERCCs describe the potential inundation and isolation of
properties during rare and extreme flood events.

Areas identified as High Islands are locations not predicted to flood in events up to PMF, however can
be isolated in events rare than the DFE and residents may be tempted to cross floodwaters in an
attempt to evacuate. Low Islands are locations that are isolated (but not flooded) in the DFE, however
are predicted to be inundated in rarer flood events. These locations of higher vulnerability should be of
highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.
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Figure E8 Low and High Flood Islands Schematic
Land Use

For development of regional vulnerability, RRC’s land use GIS information was classified on a scale of
0-5 based on general importance and likely vulnerability to a disaster event. The categories assigned
are displayed in Table E7.

Table E7 Land Use Classification

Scoring
0

Criteria

Rural / non- | Open Space | Industry | Commercial | Residential
No Data | developed and Critical
Infrastructure

Building Built
Form

Building Floor Type (Built Form)

Survey information (where collected) of built form types has been recorded in RRC’s geospatial
database. Built form vulnerability criteria is defined in Table E8.

Table E8 Building Built Form Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0
Building Built No Data | Highset - Lowset - Slab on
Form Ground
Demographics

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) maintain census information of communities Australia-wide at
a range of resolution levels. The purpose of using census information to measure vulnerability is to
gauge how vulnerable a section of the community is in relation to the average population across the
entire catchment area. This approach scales across the catchment area and identifies areas that are
more vulnerable or less vulnerable on average. The various indices used to measure the Demographic
Vulnerability are shown in Table E9.
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Table E9 Census Demographics Indices

De oqgrap a

PV-1 % Population over 65 years old

PV-2 % Population under 5 years old

PV-3 % Population over 65 years old and living alone

PV-4 % Population that has assisted living

PV-5 % Population that have long-term health conditions
SEV-1 % Population Unemployed

SEV-2 % Households <$650 / wk income

SEV-3 % Households that are Rentals

SEV-4 % Households that have Mortgages

SEV-5 % Population that are students

MV-1 % Households with no Vehicles

MV-2 % Households with 5+ persons

MV-3 % Households with Single Parent Families

AV-1 % Population with Little to No English of people born overseas
AV-2 % Population that were a different address <1 year ago

Given that the process of averaging pulls the values towards the centre of the 0 — 5 range it was
decided with RRC to determine final census vulnerability through further category classification. This
classification is displayed in Table E10.

Table E10 Demographic Vulnerability Classification

Scoring

Criteria

Average
Demographic
Score

No Data | 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-25 >2.5
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Vulnerability Criteria Scoring

A summary of the vulnerability criteria and the indices which inform them is shown in Table E11.

Table E11 Vulnerability Criteria Scorings

Time to >1.25 >1 >0.75 >0.5 <0.25

Inundate

Duration of

Inundation <0.5 0.5-1.5 1.5-25 2.5-3 >3

) 1% AEP
Isolation No Data PMF Extent | - Extent - Low Island
Land Use Rural / non- | Open Industry Commercial | Residential
developed Space

Building Floor ) Slab on

Type Highset - Lowset - Ground

Demographics 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-21 2.1-2.5 >2.5
Flood Risk

The combination of hydraulic risk and vulnerability receptor information has been used to identify the
flood risk at a particular location. The purpose of this output is to determine where hydraulic risk has the
highest potential to impact on vulnerable populations.

The equation and scoring values determined in the flood risk process is shown in Figure E9.

Flood Risk Vulnerability Hydraulic Risk
(0 - 25 values) (0 - 5 values) (0 - 5 values)

Figure E9 Flood Risk Relationship

Once multiplied together using the equation in Figure E9, flood risk is classified quantitatively using the
values detailed in Table E12.

Table E12 Flood Risk Quantitative Classification

Key \ Value \ Risk Level \
<5 Lower Risk
<9

<13
<17
<25 Higher Risk

This classification of flood risk can also be represented as a matrix, as shown in Table E13.

Table E13 Flood Risk Classification Matrix

Flood Risk

Vulnerability Score |
1 2 3 5
b 6 8 10
3 6 o 12
8 12
5 10

Note: Zero value is used for any ‘no data’ values encountered during the assessment.
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Flood Risk A ment Results

Hydraulic Risk Analysis

The hydraulic risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced hydraulic risk which is displayed in Figure E10 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Hydraulic Risk
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701500 -
500 408
T
No Impact HR-1 HR-2 HR-3 HR-4 HR-5
Maximum experienced Hydraulic Risk
Figure E10 Hydraulic Risk of Building Footprints and Properties
Figure E10 shows there a general declining trend in number of buildings as hydraulic risk increases. For

properties, the number of properties initially decreases, before starting to increase as the hydraulic risk
increases.

Flood Range Analysis

The flood range output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood range which is displayed in Figure E11 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.
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Figure E11 Flood Range of Building Footprints and Properties

It can be seen that 5% of the total properties in the catchment experience some form of conveyance,
rare conveyance or storage. These categories of flood range are sensitive to filling, where significant
impacts to flows or flood heights are likely from changes at these locations.
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Time of Inundation Analysis

The time to inundation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint

database to develop a breakdown of minimum experienced time to inundation which is displayed in
Figure E12.
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Figure E12 Time to Inundation of Properties and Buildings

It is identified that most of the catchment has more than 1.25hrs of warning from initial rainfall to first
seeing surface water.

Duration of Inundation Analysis

The duration of flooding output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced duration of flooding which is displayed in

Figure E13.
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Figure E13 Duration of Flooding of Properties and Buildings

The trend of duration of flooding for impacted buildings is relatively flat for durations of flooding under 3
hours. The durations of flooding experienced in the catchment are overall fairly low, which is expected
in a local catchment driven by flash flooding, however there is a noted portion of buildings that
experience a sustained duration of flooding (greater than 3 hours).
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Isolation Analysis

The isolation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of worst case category experienced at each property and building, which is
displayed in Figure E14 with detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.
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Figure E14 Flood Isolation of Building Footprints and Properties

Buildings and properties impacted by PMF or DFE flooding comprise 47% of the buildings in the
catchment. Low islands are locations of higher vulnerability, however, comprise only 5% of the
catchment. These areas should be of highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.

Vulnerability Analysis

The vulnerability output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum vulnerability experienced, which is displayed in Figure E15 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.
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Figure E15 Maximum Vulnerability for Properties and Buildings Across Catchment

The majority of resident vulnerability (captured spatially at building footprints) sits at the median of the 0
— 5 range. However, it is noted that a much larger portion of buildings are considered to be vulnerable
to the impacts of flooding (greater than 2.5) than not vulnerable.
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Flood Risk Analysis

The flood risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood risk which is displayed in Figure E16.

Flood Risk

2000 1881

1800

1800 145

1400
5 1200
2 1000 85
£ 850 g1g m Properties
2 B00 il = Buildings

600 468

400 250

200 o

0 —
0-5 5.9 9.13 13.17 17-25

Maximum Flood Risk
Figure E16 Maximum Experienced Flood Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Across the catchment, there is a general decrease in number of properties and buildings when
increasing in flood risk scoring. The trend of decrease is more significant with buildings, whilst the
downward trend is much flatter in properties.

Recommendations and Next Steps

The following are the recommendations from this assessment:

e  Adoption of the Flood Risk Framework for use in future projects for assessing flood risk in other
catchments and following hydraulic model updates.

e  Adoption of flood risk mapping, and mapping of flood risk inputs into council planning decisions:
- Analysis and targeting of areas of high flood risk with structural and non-structural mitigations.
e Incorporating the flood risk outputs into flood risk management investigations:

- Inclusion as a metric of assessing the performance of mitigation infrastructure in reducing
flood risk.

e  Sharing flood risk mapping with the community to engage residents in becoming aware of their
flood risk, and to be used as an input to obtain community buy in into developing mitigation
solutions.

e  Conduct updates to flood modelling as detailed in the Rockhampton Flood Risk Management
Studies — Overall Review Report (10-Nov-23), which includes but is not limited to:

- Inclusion of latest LIDAR data
- Updating the models from ARR87 to ARR19 hydrology.
- Updates to topography in localised areas.

- Filtering of results in addition to existing 75mm depth cutoff.
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Executive Summary

Rockhampton Regional Council (RRC) engaged AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM) to undertake
Flood Risk Management Studies (FRMS) for three local catchments - Frenchmans & Thozets Creeks,
Moores Creek and South Rockhampton. The methodology adopted for this project was split across 3

phases as displayed in Figure E1.
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This report is specific to the South Rockhampton local catchment (refer Figure E2), focused on the
Flood Risk Assessment component which forms Phase 2 of the study.
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Figure E2 South Rockhampton Catchment Locality
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The purpose of this study is to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding,
that allows for the identification of areas of high flood risk for subsequent concept mitigation in the next
project phase. A core requirement of this phase of the study is to establish a repeatable, quantifiable

methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other catchments in

the Rockhampton region.

Flood Risk Assessment Framework

A Flood Risk Assessment Framework was
developed for use in this study based on
industry best-practice guidance with
refinement to suit the specific nuances of
the RRC locality. The development
process involved review of applicable
literature and collaboration with RRC
during a series of workshops from July
2023 through to November 2023.

The Flood Risk Assessment Framework
shown below in Figure E3 defines flood
risk as the interrelationship between the
natural flooding processes and the social,
environmental and economic composition
of the locality.

The elements that make up the framework
include Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk,
Flood Function, Flood Range, Vulnerability
(comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form
and Demographics) and Flood Risk.
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Figure E3 Flood Risk Assessment Framework
Each of these elements are summarised below and discussed in detail within the report.

Flood Hazard is defined by the
Australian Institute of Disaster
Resilience (AIDR) in Guideline 7-
3, Flood Hazard.

In this guidance, Flood Hazard
curves are used to define the
general classification of flood
waters with respect to depth and
velocity in order to categorise the
posed hazard.

Australian Rainfall and Runoff
(ARR~— A Guide to Flood
Estimation (ARR19)) provides
additional guidance on the
defining of flood hazard curves,
with the Combined Flood Hazard
Curves (shown in Figure E4)
recommended for use in general
hazard classification of

(k4]
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Figure E4 AIDR 7-3 and ARR19 Recommended General Combined Flood Hazard Curves (Smith et. Al., 2014)
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Hydraulic Risk

Risk is usually described in terms of consequences with respect to their likelihoods of occurrence.
Hydraulic risk has been quantified in this assessment using this definition of risk with respect solely to
the hydraulic aspect of flooding. Consequence is represented using Flood Hazard and Likelihood is
represented using the probability of the respective Flood Events (refer Figure E5)

Risk Likelihood Consequence
(Hydraulic Risk) (AEP) (Flood Hazard)

Figure E5 Approach to Quantifying Risk

Hydraulic risk matrices are a flood-specific application of a standard risk management approach to
defining risk with respect to the hydraulic components of flooding. The matrix outlines various
combinations of likelihoods (AEP events) and consequences (flood hazard categories), then groups
similar combinations into hydraulic risk categories. Through collaboration with RRC, the adopted
hydraulic risk matrix was developed as shown in Table E1.

Table E1  Selected Hydraulic Risk Matrix

PMF

0.05% AEP

0.2% AEP

0.5% AEP

1% AEP

2% AEP

5% AEP

10% AEP Hydraulic Risk Category
18% AEP - E§j nlggerate-High
39% AEP HR-3 - Moderate
3% AEP ..

Flood Function

Flood function is defined as a method of classifying the function of areas in floodplains based on the
behaviour of floodwaters (refer Figure E6). The NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE)
classify Flood Function in the Flood Risk Management Toolkit, FBO2 — Flood Function (DPE, 2023) as:

e Flood conveyance areas are the sections of the floodplain that convey the bulk of the flood flow.
e Flood storage areas temporarily store water during a flood.

e Flood Fringe is generally the outer edge of the floodplain, with lower depths and velocities.
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Figure E6 Floodplain Functions (AIDR Handbook 7, 2017)
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Testing was undertaken to select the flood function values adopted for this assessment, as shown in

Table E2. The values were selected based on catchment topography, knowledge of historic local

flooding behaviour and experience in defining values of flood function in other Queensland catchments.

Table E2 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Function

Hazard > H4
i 2 1m/s
1% AEP Velocity
ood Storage Depth > 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)
ood ge Depth < 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)
Flood Range

Flood Range considers how much flood behaviour can change with the scale of flood event relative to
the Defined Flood Event (DFE), including extent, function, depth, velocity and hazard. Handbook 7-5

Flood Information to Support Land-use Planning (AIDR, 2017) provides guidance on classifying Flood
Function across rarer flood events. In consultation with Council, the adopted indicator values for flood

range are displayed in Table E3.
Table E3 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Range

Hazard = H4
000 O eya e 1% AEP
Velocity = 1m/s
Rare Flood PMF Hazard | >M®
ood Storage Depth 2 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)
1% AEP
ood ge ’ Depth < 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)
P e PMF Extent PMF Extent
Residual Risk

A specific component of flood range that is important to consider is how flood depth varies for a range
of flood likelihoods. In particular the difference between the selected ‘defined floor level’ (DFL), which
helps to establish floor levels, and the maximum possible flood depth. Differences in these two values
highlight how much residual risk exists above a proposed DFL and helps to inform appropriate selection
of DFL’s. An example of this is displayed in Figure E7.

Windsor* Penrith*
Hawkesbury River Nepean River

Lismore® Nyngan®
Wilson River Bogan River

]

—~ NwW s O N ®©T

- HEH-L 1L

—“ N W s O N @03

Relative level of flooding (1 in X years)
= = = = 1in 500 (similar to the 1867 flood)

probable maximum flood (PMF)

Figure E7 Example of a Comparison of Differences in Flood Levels and Residual Risk (INSW, 2017)
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AECOM

Vulnerability

Flood Risk Management Studies

Whilst all people are inherently vulnerable to the impacts of flooding, some people can be considered
more so than others. Vulnerable populations may be impacted more severely and take longer to

recover from impacts caused by flooding. Vulnerability relates to issues that affect life safety and is a
key metric in considering flood risk.

Aspects of vulnerability considered in this study are displayed in Table E4 with weightings determined
using an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), which were developed in agreement with RRC. Each of the
elements shown in Table E4 are discussed in further detail below.

Table E4 Vulnerability Criteria Weightings

Criteria Resolution Level* Weighting
Time to Inundate Cell Level 20%
Duration of Inundation Cell Level 8%
Isolation Cell Level 14%

Land Use Property 30%
Building Floor Type (Built Form) | Building 18%
Demographics Suburb 10%

*Cell level refers to each grid cell within the flood model outputs.

Time to Inundate

The time to inundate for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 15 minute intervals with cutoff depths of 75mm, and the extents of outputs were
classified into the vulnerability scoring categories shown in Table E5.

Table E5 Time to Inundate Vulnerability Classification

Criteria

Scoring

Time to
Inundate (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

>1.25 hrs

>1 hrs

>0.75 hrs

>0.5 hrs

<0.25 hrs

Duration of Inundation

The duration of flooding for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 30 minute increments and assigned a vulnerability score based on Table E6.

Table E6 Duration of Flooding Vulnerability Classification

Criteria

Scoring

Duration of
Flooding (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

<0.5 hrs

0.5-1.5 hrs

1.5-2.5 hrs

2.5-3 hrs

>3 hrs

Isolation

The flood emergency response classification of communities (FERCCs) is essentially a representation
of isolation risk. As shown in Figure E8, FERCCs describe the potential inundation and isolation of
properties during rare and extreme flood events.

Areas identified as High Islands are locations not predicted to flood in events up to PMF, however can
be isolated in events rare than the DFE and residents may be tempted to cross floodwaters in an

attempt to evacuate. Low Islands are locations that are isolated (but not flooded) in the DFE, however
are predicted to be inundated in rarer flood events. These locations of higher vulnerability should be of
highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.
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AECOM Flood Risk Management Studies Vi

Figure E8 Low and High Flood Islands Schematic
Land Use

For development of regional vulnerability, RRC’s land use GIS information was classified on a scale of
0-5 based on general importance and likely vulnerability to a disaster event. The categories assigned
are displayed in Table E7.

Table E7 Land Use Classification

Scoring
0

Criteria

Rural / non- | Open Space | Industry | Commercial | Residential
No Data | developed and Critical
Infrastructure

Building Built
Form

Building Floor Type (Built Form)

Survey information (where collected) of built form types has been recorded in RRC’s geospatial
database. Built form vulnerability criteria is defined in Table E8.

Table E8 Building Built Form Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0
Building Built No Data | Highset - Lowset - Slab on
Form Ground
Demographics

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) maintain census information of communities Australia-wide at
a range of resolution levels. The purpose of using census information to measure vulnerability is to
gauge how vulnerable a section of the community is in relation to the average population across the
entire catchment area. This approach scales across the catchment area and identifies areas that are
more vulnerable or less vulnerable on average. The various indices used to measure the Demographic
Vulnerability are shown in Table E9.
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AECOM Flood Risk Management Studies Vii

Table E9 Census Demographics Indices

De oqgrap a

PV-1 % Population over 65 years old

PV-2 % Population under 5 years old

PV-3 % Population over 65 years old and living alone

PV-4 % Population that has assisted living

PV-5 % Population that have long-term health conditions
SEV-1 % Population Unemployed

SEV-2 % Households <$650 / wk income

SEV-3 % Households that are Rentals

SEV-4 % Households that have Mortgages

SEV-5 % Population that are students

MV-1 % Households with no Vehicles

MV-2 % Households with 5+ persons

MV-3 % Households with Single Parent Families

AV-1 % Population with Little to No English of people born overseas
AV-2 % Population that were a different address <1 year ago

Given that the process of averaging pulls the values towards the centre of the 0 — 5 range it was
decided with RRC to determine final census vulnerability through further category classification. This
classification is displayed in Table E10.

Table E10 Demographic Vulnerability Classification

Scoring

Criteria

Average
Demographic
Score

No Data | 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-25 >2.5
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AECOM Flood Risk Management Studies viii

Vulnerability Criteria Scoring

A summary of the vulnerability criteria and the indices which inform them is shown in Table E11.
Table E11 Vulnerability Criteria Scorings

Time to >1.25 >1 >0.75 >0.5 <0.25

Inundate

Duration of

Inundation <0.5 0.5-1.5 1.5-25 2.5-3 >3

) 1% AEP
Isolation No Data PMF Extent | - Extent - Low Island
Land Use Rural / non- | Open Industry Commercial | Residential
developed Space

Building Floor ) Slab on

Type Highset - Lowset - Ground

Demographics 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-21 2.1-2.5 >2.5
Flood Risk

The combination of hydraulic risk and vulnerability receptor information has been used to identify the
flood risk at a particular location. The purpose of this output is to determine where hydraulic risk has the
highest potential to impact on vulnerable populations.

The equation and scoring values determined in the flood risk process is shown in Figure E9.

Flood Risk Vulnerability Hydraulic Risk
(0 - 25 values) (0 - 5 values) (0 - 5 values)

Figure E9 Flood Risk Relationship

Once multiplied together using the equation in Figure E9, flood risk is classified quantitatively using the
values detailed in Table E12.

Table E12 Flood Risk Quantitative Classification

Key \ Value \ Risk Level \
<5 Lower Risk
<9

<13
<17
<25 Higher Risk

This classification of flood risk can also be represented as a matrix, as shown in Table E13.

Table E13 Flood Risk Classification Matrix

Flood Risk

Vulnerability Score |
1 2 3 5
b 6 8 10
3 6 o 12
8 12
5 10

Note: Zero value is used for any ‘no data’ values encountered during the assessment.
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AECOM Flood Risk Management Studies ix

Flood Risk A ment Results

Hydraulic Risk Analysis

The hydraulic risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced hydraulic risk which is displayed in Figure E10 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Hydraulic Risk

3000
2591

2500

2000 1823 1921
s
= 1525
2 1500
§ 3 mProperties
2 1050 m Buildings

1000 893867 303 ¢

583 665
500
189
0
No Impact HR-1 HR-2 HR-3 HR-4 HR-5

Maximum experienced Hydraulic Risk
Figure E10 Hydraulic Risk of Building Footprints and Properties
Figure E10 shows there a general declining trend in number of buildings as hydraulic risk increases. For

properties, the number of properties initially decreases, before starting to increase as the hydraulic risk
increases.

Flood Range Analysis

The flood range output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood range which is displayed in Figure E11 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Flood Range
4500
4094
4000
3500
966
3000
]
~ 2500
o
g 2000
E 1592 m Properties
1500 m Buildings
1027
1000 868
488 462
500 195
0 . g 4 | [
Conveyance Rare Conveyance Storage DFE Flood Fringe Betwean DFE and

PMF
Maximum Flood Range

Figure E11 Flood Range of Building Footprints and Properties

It can be seen that 10% of the buildings within the PMF extent experience some form of conveyance,
rare conveyance or storage. These categories of flood range are sensitive to filling, where significant
impacts to flows or flood heights are likely from changes at these locations.
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AECOM Flood Risk Management Studies X

Time of Inundation Analysis

The time to inundation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of minimum experienced time to inundation which is displayed in
Figure E12.
Time to Inundation (DFE)
4500 4207
4000

3500

2000 1921 m Properties

Number of

Buildings
1500 -

1000 803 867
583

15 189 T 176 a2
0 —_— — - —

0.25-05hr 0.5-0.75hr 0.75-1hr 1-125hrs >1.25 hrs
Minimum Time to Inundate

Figure E12 Time to Inundation of Properties and Buildings

It is identified that most of the catchment has more than 1.25hrs of warning from initial rainfall to first
seeing surface water.

Duration of Inundation Analysis

The duration of flooding output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint

database to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced duration of flooding which is displayed in
Figure E13.

Duration of Flooding (DFE)
3000

2500 2453

2000

Number of
o
2
=]

m Properties
1005 m Buildings
1000 848 926 57 655
666 624
500 329
173
0 .-
<0.5hrs 0.5-15hrs 1.6-25hrs 2.5-3hrs >3 hrs

Maximum Duration of Flooding
Figure E13 Duration of Flooding of Properties and Buildings

The trend of duration of flooding for impacted buildings is relatively flat for durations of flooding under 3
hours. The durations of flooding experienced in the catchment are overall fairly low, which is expected
in a local catchment driven by flash flooding, however there is a noted portion of buildings that
experience a sustained duration of flooding (greater than 3 hours).
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Isolation Analysis

The isolation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of worst case category experienced at each property and building, which is
displayed in Figure E14 with detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Isolation Summary

2500
2211
2154 2081
2000
1498
e 1500
@
K}
g u Properties
Z 1000 m Buildings
500 482
172 190 184
0 -- -
PMF Extent 1% AEP Extent High Island Low Island
Isolation

Figure E14 Flood Isolation of Building Footprints and Properties

Buildings and properties impacted by PMF or DFE flooding comprise 33% of the buildings in the
catchment. Low islands are locations of higher vulnerability, however, comprise only 2% of the
catchment. These areas should be of highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.

Vulnerability Analysis

The vulnerability output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum vulnerability experienced, which is displayed in Figure E15 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Vulnerability Scoring
4500
o 3910
5900 3191
3000 802

2500 2238

2000 & Propaities

Number of

Buildings
1017

500 390
2 4

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Maximum Vulnerability
Less Vulnerable — More Vulnerable

Figure E15 Maximum Vulnerability for Properties and Buildings Across Catchment

The majority of resident vulnerability (captured spatially at building footprints) sits at the median of the 0
— 5 range. However, it is noted that a much larger portion of buildings are considered to be vulnerable
to the impacts of flooding (greater than 2.5) than not vulnerable.
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Flood Risk Analysis

The flood risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood risk which is displayed in Figure E16.

Flood Risk
2500
2008
2000
1543
‘s 1500
- 1287
3 1200 !
g 1058 m Properties
Z 1000 921 '
752 ® Buildings
558
500 382
124
0 =
0-5 5-9 9-13 13-17 17-25

Maximum Flood Risk

18 MARCH 2025

Figure E16 Maximum Experienced Flood Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Across the catchment, there is a general decrease in number of properties and buildings when
increasing in flood risk scoring. The trend of decrease is more significant with buildings, whilst the

downward trend is much flatter in properties.

Recommendations and Next Steps

The following are the recommendations from this assessment:

Adoption of the Flood Risk Framework for use in future projects for assessing flood risk in other
catchments and following hydraulic model updates.

Adoption of flood risk mapping, and mapping of flood risk inputs into council planning decisions:
- Analysis and targeting of areas of high flood risk with structural and non-structural mitigations.
Incorporating the flood risk outputs into flood risk management investigations:

- Inclusion as a metric of assessing the performance of mitigation infrastructure in reducing
flood risk.

Sharing flood risk mapping with the community to engage residents in becoming aware of their
flood risk, and to be used as an input to obtain community buy in into developing mitigation
solutions.

Conduct updates to flood modelling as detailed in the Rockhampton Flood Risk Management
Studies — Overall Review Report (10-Nov-23), which includes but is not limited to:

- Inclusion of latest LIDAR data
- Updating the models from ARR87 to ARR19 hydrology.
- Updates to topography in localised areas.

- Filtering of results in addition to existing 75mm depth cutoff.
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11.5 REGIONAL WASTE AND RESOURCE RECOVERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
CENTRAL QUEENSLAND - IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

File No: 1914

Attachments: 1. Implementation Plan{

Authorising Officer: Evan Pardon - Chief Executive Officer

Author: Michael O'Keeffe - Acting General Manager Regional
Services

SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to provide Councillors with the Regional Waste & Resource
Recovery Management Plan Central Queensland - Implementation Plan, and to seek
endorsement of actions to be undertaken by Rockhampton Regional Council under the
Implementation Plan in accordance with the Regional Governance Structure of the Central
Queensland Region of Councils (CQROC).

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

THAT Council endorse the actions to be undertaken by Rockhampton Regional Council
under the Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Management Plan - Central Queensland
Implementation Plan.

COMMENTARY

The Implementation Plan sets priority initiatives relevant to Central Queensland, taking into
consideration the scale, locality and industry issues specific to the region. Each priority
initiative outlines actions for individual Councils to undertake within prescribed timeframes.
The Implementation Plan is a “living” document and will change throughout time dependent
on availability of resources/funding, alignment with each Council’s current Corporate Plans,
and emerging industry issues. The actions specific to Rockhampton Regional Council are
outlined within the attached Implementation Plan. In summary these actions include:

e Bin Lid Harmonisation (Item # 7): Update residual bin lid color to align with
Australian Standard 4123.7-2006. Funding is currently available for this project
through the State Governments’ GROW FOGO Fund — Stream 3.

e Kerbside Organics (Item # 8 & 9): Develop a business case for kerbside organics
collection service for Council approval. Once approved:

o Procure organic waste collection service & processing solution.

o Commence and operate kerbside organics collection service.

o Commence education and behaviour change initiatives prior to and during the
implementation of the kerbside organics collection service.

Funding is currently available for this project through the State Governments’ GROW
FOGO Fund — Stream 1 and Stream 4. This funding opportunity lapses on 30" June
2027 unless exhausted earlier.

o Landfill Options Assessment (Item # 27): Undertake an options analysis for
disposal of residual waste in preparation for the Lakes Creek Road Landfill end-of-
life. The assessment will compare the following scenarios:

Page (90)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 18 MARCH 2025

1. BAU (Lakes Creek Road Landfill - LCRL).

2. BAU (residual cost for LCRL) + development and operation of a new RRC
landfill.

3. BAU (residual cost for LCRL) + disposal agreement with third party landfill.

4. BAU (residual cost for LCRL) + partnership agreement with another CQ local
government to expand / develop a joint landfill.

e Domestic Chemical Disposal Service Trial (Item # 31): The trial will assess
operational and financial aspects required for providing the service to the
Rockhampton community on an ongoing basis. This information would be submitted
to the State Government as a “proof of concept” in support of a fully funded state-
wide implementation of a Domestic Chemical Disposal Service.

Application has been made to the State Government to fund this trial.

There are two other actions specific to Regional Queensland, which Rockhampton Regional
Council is advocating for inclusion in other ROC Implementation Plans and for these actions
to be led by the State. In summary these actions include:

e Funded Regional Commingled Recycling Infrastructure Plan (ltem # 16):
Investigation into the current state of play of kerbside commingled recycling within
Regional QId, including an Options Assessment and a Funded Regional Commingled
Recycling Infrastructure Plan based on the preferred option.

e Funded Regional Alternative Waste Treatment Infrastructure Plan (Item # 29):
Investigation into viable Alternative Waste Treatment solutions, in consideration of
scale and logistical challenges within Regional QId, including an Options Assessment
and a funded Regional ATW Infrastructure Plan based on the preferred option.

BACKGROUND

The Queensland Government (State) released its Waste Management and Resource
Recovery Strategy in June 2019. Queensland’s vision is to become a zero-waste society,
where waste is avoided, reused and recycled to the greatest possible extent. Current waste
reduction targets by 2050 are:

e Reduce generation of household waste by 25%.
e 90% of waste is recovered and does not go to landfill.

e 75% recycling rates across all waste types.

To enable a collaborative approach throughout regional Councils in Queensland, the State
funded the development of Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Management Plans
across the State.

The Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Management Plan - Central Queensland (the
Plan) was developed and endorsed by the CQROC board in June 2023. The Plan identifies
measures to be taken at a regional scale and for individual regional Councils to improve
waste and resource recovery outcomes throughout Central Queensland region.

To facilitate and coordinate the execution the Plan, the State funded the engagement of a
Project Manager to work collaboratively with Councils across the Central Queensland region
and deliver the Plan. Subsequently, an Implementation Plan has now been developed which
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outlines actions for individual Councils to commence within the first 3 years of the Plan.
These actions must be endorsed by the respective Councils before being presented to the
CQROC Board for endorsement of the Implementation Plan in its entirety. Submission of an
endorsed Implementation Plan is a requirement of the State funding before 12 July 2025.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

Funding will be sought from the Queensland Government for the majority of projects. All
projects that relate to Rockhampton Regional Council will be presented to and endorsed by
Rockhampton Regional Council.

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN

Operational Plan 2024-2025, code 4.2.1.3 — Commence implementation of the Central
Queensland Regional Waste & Resource Recovery Management Plan (RWRRMP).

CONCLUSION

The Implementation Plan is critical to the execution of the Regional Waste and Resource
Recovery Management Plan — Central Queensland. With the endorsement of Council and
each Central Queensland Council, the Implementation Plan will be provided to the CQROC
Board for final endorsement.
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REGIONAL WASTE AND RESOURCE
RECOVERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
CENTRAL QUEENSLAND -
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Implementatation Plan

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025

Attachment No: 1
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CCRO

Central Queensland
Regional Organisation of Councils

Attachment A: Implementation Plan Actions

Priority Initiative — General: Program management and regional collaboration

Waste Stream: Other

ltem Lead Additional ?lll:g:v Alignment to Waste Strategy | Start - End
Action Success Indicator Human g Targets, other Strategies, Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & . -
Resources Plans & Policies Status
Amount
Target: Multiple.
BSC Waste Reduction &
Recycling Plan 2022 — 2025
Central Highlands Regional
0,
;ggrfz;igir:bsred Council Waste & Resource
Lead: 9ag Recovery Plan 2023-2030 The Implementation
RWMP Coordinator 100% member plan projects were
. EBC Coordinator. © Gladstone Regional Council 01/09/2024 | developed through
Engage with councils endorse - s !
. - - Waste Management & - initial priority setting
member councils to . i respective No No additional .
b Regional Partners: . . - Resource Recovery Strategy 30/06/2027 | with the Waste and
1 review and implementation additional program
. All CQROC member . . 2019 Resource Recovery
prioritise RWMP . plan project/s resources funding .
T councils On Track. Working Group,
initiatives . .
Gladstone Region Waste Plan which has met
. Stakeholder .
External Partners: 2023 monthly since
workshops
n/a. ] . September 2024,
delivered on time L . .
and within budget Livingstone Shire Council
’ Waste Strategy 2021
Rockhampton Regional
Council Resource Recovery
Strategy 2023
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CCRO

Central Queensland
Regional Organisation of Councils

Priority Initiative — General: Data Management
Waste Stream: Various

Qld Gov

ltem Lead Additional Fundin Alignment to Waste Strategy | Start - End
Action Success Indicator Human 9 Targets, other Strategies, Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & L
Resources Plans & Policies Status
Amount
Engage with . )
member councils to Target: Multiple.
;\ge:ofﬁ rrent data BSC Waste Reduction &
collaborative to Recycling Plan 2022 — 2025
develop pathwavs Establish baseline
toim r‘c))\trje daiay data and diversion Central Highlands Regional
man; ement rates (FY20/21) Council Waste & Resource
g Lead: Recovery Plan 2023-2030 Consultant
Develop Pathwa RWMP Coordinator Calculate Yr on Yr engagement required
P Y EBC Coordinator. diversion rates Gladstone Regional Council to work with the ROC
to Improve non- 01/09/2024 | . L
. - Waste Management & in establishing the
Council held data . i . .| Specialist - . . -
Regional Partners: Identify non-council Consultant Yes Resource Recovery Strategy 30/06/2027 diversion calculations
2. Develop pathway to All CQROC member | held data sources 2019 and framework for
improve material councils and seek approval 0.3 Fte $40,000 On Track. ongoing Local

flow data and
knowledge across
region for
recyclable material

Collaborate to
collect data on
contamination
within kerbside bins
to improve
education approach

DETSI

External Partners:
n/a.

from data manager
to use

Member Councils
collaborate on
kerbside bin
contamination data

Gladstone Region Waste Plan
2023

Livingstone Shire Council
Waste Strategy 2021

Rockhampton Regional
Council Resource Recovery
Strategy 2023

Government Data
capture to set

baseline diversion
rate for the region.
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Central Queensland
Regional Organisation of Councils

Priority Initiative — Behaviour Change: Harmonisation of residual bin lids across all 5 Local Government Councils.
Waste Stream: Other

Additional | QdGOV | 40 ment to Waste Strategy | Start - End
Item 1 Lead N Funding r
Action Success Indicator Human Targets, other Strategies, Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & L
Resources Plans & Policies Status
Amount
Yes.
Lead: Banana Shire i )
Council. Purchase of Target: Multiple.
Bin Harmonisation - replacement I 01/07/2025
Update residual bin | Regional Partners: Funding approved. lids, pins. E‘Z’S z};'?stgll;l:ductlon & -

3 | lidcolourtoalign | DETSI, RWMP Nil Estimated yeling Flan. 30/06/2026 | Formal quotes are
with Australian Coordinator & EBC Bin harmonisation ’ 5% of bins to ) still to be obtained.
Standard Coordinator. project completed. be Gm‘”".‘g the Recc_Jvery of Not started.

Organic Waste Via Food

4123.7-2006. completely . .

External Partners: replaced Organic Garden Organic

nia : ’ (GROW FOGO) — Stream 3

$42,000.

Lead: Central Yes.

g:‘.?:]rllacl:ir;ds Regional Purchase of
Bin Harmonisation - ' replacement | Target: Multiple. 01/07/2025
Update residual bin Regional Partners: Funding approved. lids, pins. -

4 lid colour to align DEEIJ'SI RWMP ) Nil Estimated Growing the Recovery of 30/06/2027 | Formal quotes are
with Australian Coordiiwator % EBC Bin harmonisation ' 5% of bins to | Organic Waste Via Food still to be obtained.
Standard Coordinator project completed. be Organic Garden Organic Not started.

4123.7-2006. ' completely (GROW FOGO) — Stream 3
External Partners: replaced.
nfa. $95,000
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Bin Harmonisation -

Lead: Gladstone
Regional Council.

Yes.

Purchase of
replacement

Target: Multiple.

Update residual bin | Regional Partners: Funding approved. lids, pins. 91"‘07"2025
lid colour to align DETSI, RWMP Nil Estimated Growing the Recovery of 30/06/2027 Formal quotes are
with Australian Coordinator & EBC Bin harmonisation ’ 5% of bins to | Organic Waste Via Food still to be obtained.
Standard Coordinator. project completed. be Organic Garden Organic Not started
4123.7-2006. completely (GROW FOGO) — Stream 3 '
External Partners: replaced.
n/a.
$215,000.
Yes.
Lead: Livingstone
Shire Council. Purchase of
Bin Harmonisation - replacement | Target: Multiple. 01/07/2025
Update residual bin | Regional Partners: Funding approved. lids, pins.
lid colour to align DETSI, RWMP Nil Estimated Growing the Recovery of 50/0612027 Formal quotes are
with Australian Coordinator & EBC Bin harmonisation ' 5% of bins to | Organic Waste Via Food still to be obtained.
Standard Coordinator. project completed. be Organic Garden Organic Not started
4123.7-2006. completely (GROW FOGQ) — Stream 3 ’
External Partners: replaced.
n/a.
$130,000.
Yes.
Lead: Rockhampton Purchase of N .
Regional Council. replacement Target: Multiple.
Bin Harmonisation - lids, pins for .
Update residual bin | Regional Partners: Funding approved. approx. gtRC;, Resource Recovery 01/07/2025 Pro_jeé:_t Ct{.}St ba_sed
lid colour to align | DETSI, RWMP . 10,500 bins. rategy. - on indicative price
. . . ) o Nil. : 30/06/2027. | from supplier TBC
with Australian Coordinator & EBC Bin harmonisation Estimated . ;
Standard Coordinator. project completed. 920 bins to Groww_19 the Recgvery of with a _formal
Organic Waste Via Food On track. quotation.
4123.7-2006. be Organic Garden Organic
External Partners: completely
nfa. replaced. (GROW FOGQ) — Stream 3
$303,000.
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Priority Initiative — Organics: Consideration of Kerbside Organics Collection Service in the Gladstone Regional Council and Rockhampton Regional Council areas.

Waste Stream: Organics

i Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item . Lead N Sl lLIEDEL Funding Strategy Targets, other e
Action Success Indicator Human h Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources o Status
Amount Policies
Develop business
case for kerbside
organics collection
service for Council
; ; Lead: Rockhampton . .
ﬁqp;pr[(c;a\ including Regional Council. Yes. Target: Multiple.
development. Regional Partners: gg'&g’f’g’;’:ﬁig’f 39})2'1'1& Purchase of | Qld Organics Action Plan 01/07/2023
DETSI, RWMP Kerbside Collection | on approx. 2022-2032. N ,
8 Procurement of . ) . 28,000 bins 30/06/2028. Nil.
. Coordinator & EBC Service. collection
organic waste . 8 for the new RRC Resource Recovery
collection & Coordinator. (inhouse or service Strategy On track
processing solution Landfill Diversion. outsource). ’ ’ )
External Partners: $2.1M. GROW FOGO - Stream 1.
Commence and .
operate kerbside
organics collection
service.
Lead: Rockhampton i )
g;lﬁr;?onr::znd Regional Council. Target: Multiple.
behaviour change . . Qld Organics Action Plan 01/07/2026
initiatives prior to Regional Partners: Community Yes. 2022-2032. -
: DETSI, RWMP . .
9 and during the Coordinator & EBC engagement Nil. 01/06/2028. Nil.
implementation of Coordinator through education. $280,000. RRC Resource Recovery
the kerbside ’ Strategy. Not started.

organics collection
service.

External Partners:
n/a.

GROW FOGO — Stream 4.
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Feasibility study
and/or business

Lead: Gladstone
Regional Council.

Target: Diversion from
landfill.

case d_evelopment Regional Partners: Final o_ptions_ - Qld Organics Action Plan 01/04/2025
for options to analysis available Specialist Yes. -
DETSI, RWMP ) 2022-2032. .
10 process green Coordinator & EBC for presentation to Consultant 31/12/2025. Nil.
organics by GRC. Coordinator Council. 0.4 FTE. $50,000. GRC Waste Strate
including end ' 9y Not started.
market analysis. External Partners: RRC Resource Recovery
n/a. Strategy.
Develop detailed
business case for
kerbside organics
collection service
for Council Lead: Gladstone . )
approval including Regional Council. Yes. Target: Multiple.
g“ea\::gpmem_ Regional Partners: ggf&’:ﬁ’gfg’:ﬁ&"f Purchase of | QId Organics Action Plan | 01/07/2025
DETSI, RWMP Kerbside Collection approx. | 2022-2032. - A
11 . : TBD. 20,000 bins 30/06/2027. Nil.
Procurement of Coordinator & EBC Service.
organic waste Coordinator for the new GRC Waste Strategy.
) : . . service. On track.
collection & Landfill Diversion.
processing solution. | External Partners: $1.612,500 GROW FOGO - Stream 1.
n/a. e
Commence and
operate kerbside
organics collection
service.
Lead: Gladstone .
Commence . - Target: Multiple.
education and Regional Council.
behaviour change . . QId Organics Action Plan 01/07/2026
initiatives prior to Regional Partners: Community 2022-2032. -
: DETSI, RWMP . Yes. .
12 | and during the Coordinator & EBC engagement Nil. $200,000 01/07/2028. | Nil
implementation of Coordinator through education. T GRC Waste Strategy.
the kerbside ’ Not started.

organics collection
service.

External Partners:
n/a.

GROW FOGO -Stream 4

VANIOV FILLININOD FANLONYLSVHANI

G20Z HOJYVIN 81



(00T) abed

CCRO

Central Queensland
Regional Organisation of Councils

Priority Initiative — Organics: Continuation of self-haul green waste receipt and processing
Waste Stream: Organics

i Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Additional " Start - End
ltem ’ Lead . Funding Strategy Targets, other
# Action & Partners Success Indicator R:lsl;nl:::es Request & Strategies, Plans & Dsa:;eti S& Comments
Amount Policies
Aligns with Phase 1:
Strategic Climate
Risk Profiling and
Target: Multiple. Phase 2: Detailed
Lead: Central Climate Risk
Feasibility study Highlands Regional Qld Organics Action Plan Planning.
and/or business Council 2022-2032.
case development Final options 01/09/2025 Needs to
for options to Regional Partners: analysis available Yes Regional Waste & Resource | ~ demonstrate:
13 process green DETSI, RWMP for presentation to 0.4 FTE Recovery Management Plan 30/06/2026 Reduction of landfill
organics by CHRC, | Coordinator & EBC Council ’ $40,000 Central Queensland ' emissions through
including end Coordinator. ’ Not Started organic waste

market analysis.

External Partners:
Commercial Organic
Processors

Landfill Diversion.

Qld Climate Adaptation
Strategy 2017 — 2030

Qld Climate Resilient
Councils Program

diversion.

Market feasibility for
compost products.

Potential for circular
economy benefits.
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Priority Initiative — Organics: Roll Out at Home Composting Solutions.

Waste Stream: Organics

i Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item " Lead " pzelifencl Funding Strategy Targets, other Sihi=lEe
Action Success Indicator Human . Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
Roll out of at-home
composting
solutions. Participate
in Education and
Behavior Change
Initiative.
Over a 3-year period:
Year 1 - Caddies and
compost bins
purchased for A Target: Diversion from
residents who attend Le_ad. Banar_1a landfill.
Shire Council.
workshops
throughout the Shire . T Qld Organics Action Plan Viable FO diversion
— maximum 500. Reglonal. Quantltatlve._ 2022-2032. 01/07/2025 at source that will not
Partners: DETSI, Annual landfill Yes. - require an additional
= Year 2 - Caddies and RWMP Coord_lnator tonnage reduction Nl BSC Waste Reduction & 30/06/2025. kerbside bin or FO
: & EBC Coordinator. | over 3 years. $320,000. ] -
compost bins Recycling Plan. Not started processing inputs.

purchased for cafes,
restaurants,
businesses, and
schools — maximum
250.

Year 3 — Caddies,
worm farms and
composting worms
purchased for
residents who attend
workshops
throughout the Shire
— maximum 500.

External Partners:
n/a.

Regional Waste & Resource
Recovery Management Plan
Central Queensland.
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Priority Initiative — Resource Recovery: Collaborate on regional kerbside recycling processing solutions to establish new resource recovery processing facilities

within regional Queensland.
Waste Stream: Recyclables

. Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item . Lead . gedion Funding Strategy Targets, other 20 =l
Action Success Indicator Human q Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
Continue to monitor | Lead: RWMP . ’
the recycling industry | Coordinator -r':tgiet' Improved recycling
and hold industry )
discussions to Regional -, .
. . X Opportunities Regional Waste & Resource
;'L?:{’Tﬁgg;f ggre s gg'::;lrz AllCQ considered and a Recovery Management Plan 91’06/2024

15 | option for processing ?Sglt?;?\ntcl)slhmeade ) il No. Central Queensland. 30/06/2027. Nil.
recyclables, to External Partners: rrent contract RRC R rce Recov
minimise bulk Commercial current contracts. Strate esource Recovery On track.
transport Recycling ay.
requirements and to Companies
minimise costs to our | Specialist ERC Wastg Managegnent &
community. Consultants esource Recovery Strategy.

Investigation into the

current state of play

of kerbside Lead: DETSI Target: Improved recycling

commingled (covering Regional A completed rates.

recycling within Qid) Regional 0101/2025
Regional Qld, Co?nmin led Yes QLD Waste & Resource -

16 including an Options | Regional Rec cIing Specialist : Recovery Infrastructure 30/06/2025 LGAQ Motion,
Assessment and a Partners: n/a. Infi yelng Pl Consultant $TBD Report 2019. ’ Resolution No. 46.
Funded Regional n‘trr;astlructuge an ) Not started
Commingled External Partners: mndiﬁaqueliver Qld Waste Management & ot started.

Recycling R7 Councils. 9 Resource Recovery Strategy

Infrastructure Plan
based on the
preferred Option.

2019.
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Priority Initiative — Resource Recovery: Waste & Recycling Enterprise Precincts.
Waste Stream: Other

. Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item " Lead " pzelifencl Funding Strategy Targets, other Sihi=lEe
Action Success Indicator Human q Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
Target: Improved recycling
Investigate rates.
Zg&%ﬁ:;'%gte Lead: Gladstone Regional Waste & Resource
3 . Regional Council. Recovery Management Plan
Recycling Enterprise . .
A Provide an options Central Queensland.
Precinct/s .
Regional assessment report Specialist 01/07/2025
Collaborate and Partners: Banana | to inform council ansultant Yes. GRC Waste Management & | —
17 ) Shire Council and stakeholders ' Resource Recovery Strategy. | 30/06/2027. | Nil
refine need for . 1FTE.
establishment of Rockhampton on precinct $150,000.
: Regional Council establishment QLD Waste & Resource Not started.
regional scale L
decisions Recovery Infrastructure

precinct and ancillary
satellite sites in
accordance with
precinct guidelines.

External Partners:
DETSI & DSDIP.

Report 2019.

Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
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Priority Initiative — Resource Recovery: Construct and commission upgrades or new transfer facilities.
Waste Stream: Other

i Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item " Lead " pzelifencl Funding Strategy Targets, other Sihi=lEe
Action Success Indicator Human . Dates & Comments
# & Partners T Request & Strategies, Plans & Status
Amount Policies
Target: Diversion from
landfill.
Regional Waste & Resource
Lead: Banana Recovery Management Plan
Infrastructure Shire Council. Central Quaansland. 01/07/2025
gpgrade - Improved ) ) Delivery of the final Spegnahsi Yes. BSC Waste Reduction & _
18 esource Recovery | Regional Partners: | report, tablgd ata Design Recycling Plan 2022 — 2025 | 30/06/2026
Area and processes | n/a. BSC council Consultant. $50,000 ’
at Biloela Transfer meeting. 0.5FTE ' QLD Waste & Resource Not started
Station Ej);ternal Partners: Recovery Infrastructure
' Report 2019.
Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
Target: Diversion from
landfill.
Regional Waste & Resource
. Recovery Management Plan
Infi Leat}l. Gladstong Central Queensland. .
Lrll rastcrjuctlire g Regional Council. c oted Soecialist 01/07/2025 (C:ap.tturleg in GFIEI
pgrade - Improve omplete pecialis apital Project Plan.
. i . . Yes. GRC Waste Management & | —
19 C&land C&D Regional Partners: | construction of Design Resource Recovery Strategy. | 30/06/2027. ‘ '
Resource Recovery n/a. upgrade Consultant. $1M With available state
Area and processes infrastructure. 0.5 FTE ' QLD Waste & Resource Not started funding support.

at Benaraby Landfill.

External Partners:
n/a.

Recovery Infrastructure
Report 2019.

Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
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Infrastructure

Lead: Gladstone
Regional Council.

Target: Diversion from
landfill.

Regional Waste & Resource
Recovery Management Plan
Central Queensland.

Captured in GRC

Upgrade - Improved Regional g;)nrgﬂ_?:::gn of Specialist Yes GRC Waste Management & 91/07."2026 Capital Project Plan.
domestic waste 9 ) Design : Resource Recovery Strategy.
20 ) Partners: n/a. upgrade 30/06/2029. . .
receival area at infrastructure Consultant. $2M With available state
Benaraby Landfill. Ext | Part . . 0.5FTE . QLD Waste & Resource Not started funding support.
xternal Fartners: Recovery Infrastructure ot started.
n/a. Report 2019.
Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
Target: Multiple targets.
Regional Waste & Resource
. Recovery Management Plan
Lead: Gladstone Central Queensland.
Regional Council. .
Infrastructure Completed 01/07/2026 Captured in GRC
Upgrade - Regional cons?ruction of Specialist | o GRC Waste Management & | - Capital Project Plan.
Construction of “Fit 9 X Design : Resource Recovery Strategy.
21 " Partners: n/a. upgrade 30/06/2029. . .
for Purpose infrastructure Consultant. $500.000 alb W &R With available state
i : s aste esource i
education space at External Partners: 0.3 FTE urf Not started. funding support.

Benaraby Landfill.

n/a.

Recovery Infrastructure
Report 2019.

Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.

VANIOV FILLININOD FANLONYLSVHANI

G20Z HOJYVIN 81



(90T) abed

CCRO

Central Queensland
Regional Organisation of Councils

Lead: Gladstone

Target: Diversion from
landfill.

Regional Waste & Resource
Recovery Management Plan

Infrastructure : : Central Queensland. .
Upgrade — Regional Council. | 0o jeted Soecialict 01/07/2026 gap.tt“rleg in GtRF?l
Gladstone Transfer Regional construction of Dz:ic;; s Yes. GRC Waste Management & | — apital Froject Fian.
22 Station - Improved Partners: n/a. gpgrade Consultant. Resource Recovery Strategy. | 30/06/2029. With available state
esource Recovery infrastructure. 0.5 FTE $2M. funding support
and Diversion External Partners: ' QLD Waste & Resource Not started. )
Infrastructure. na ’ Recovery Infrastructure
' Report 2019.
Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
Lead: Central
Highlands Regional
Council Target: Diversion from
landfill.
Regional
Partners: n/a. Regional Waste & Resource
CQROC member Recovery Management Plan
Redesign and councils Central Queensland.
improve the Emerald | RWMP Completion of 01/07/2025
Resource Recovery Coordinator construction and Yes Yes. CHRC Waste & Resource - Focus on safety and
25 | Centre to enhance Local Community | operational 15 IETE Recovery Plan. 30/06/2027. operational
recovery efficiency, Organisations/Ch | readiness of the ’ $500,000. efficiency.
safety, and service arities Emerald Centre. QLD Waste & Resource Not started.

delivery.

External Partners:
Consultants

DETSI

Commercial
Operators

Product
Stewardship
Scheme operator/s

Recovery Infrastructure
Report 2019.

Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
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Priority Initiative — Resource Recovery: Develop business case and/or designs for new or improved transfer facilities.
Waste Stream: Other

. Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item " Lead " pzelifencl Funding Strategy Targets, other Sihi=lEe
Action Success Indicator Human q Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
Lead: Central Target: Diversion from
Highlands Regional landfill.
Counil Regional Waste & Resource
Assess and enhance | Regional E:E?;:g I\gzrr:zgirgem Plan
rural and remote Partners: CQROC Completion of u .
resource recovery member councils revieﬁr and Specialist Yes CHRC Waste & Resource 01/07/2025 — Focus on
2 centres within CHRC | RWMP Coordinator | . . P ’ 30/06/2026. . .

3 improve service Local Community implementation of | Consultant Recovery Plan. functionality & layout
delivery and Organisations/Chari key improvements. | 1.5 FTE $150,000. Not started enhancements.
operational ties QLD Waste & Resource ’
efficiency. External Partners: E:cg\:le;)é‘llgfrastructure

Commercial P ’
8&?;35?;;5 Qld Waste Management &
DETSI Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
Target: Diversion from
Lead: Central landfill.
Highlands Regional
Council. Regional Waste & Resource
Evaluate the Recovery Management Plan
operational and Regional Central Queensland.
financial feasibility of | Partners: CQROC .
the Lochlees member councils gg:;zﬁl':ﬂtogn%RA Specialist Yes. CHRC Waste & Resource g”g?gggg B Includes financial
24 | Resource Recovery RWMP Coordinator implementation Consultant Recovery Plan. ' impact analysis
Area (RRA). to plan. 1.5 FTE $250,000. Not started.

determine
improvements or
relocation needs

External Partners:
Commercial
Operators
Specialist
Consultants
DETSI.

QLD Waste & Resource
Recovery Infrastructure
Report 2019.

Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.
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. Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item . Lead . gedion Funding Strategy Targets, other 20 =l
Action Success Indicator Human q Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
Lead: Central .
Highlands Regional gﬁr;\rﬁ‘rﬁ?;nswe Target: Diversion from
Council. expectancy landfill.
Central Highlands Regional ?dsesr?t?fi”\:figanbtlsé lona- Regional Waste & Resource
will develop a Partners: CQROC ) 9 Yes Recovery Management Plan
; . term residual waste
strategic framework member councils Central Queensland.
A ) management
for managing RWMP Coordinator solutions $50,000 01/03/2025 —
residual waste and Local Community Assess landfil Specialist CHRC Waste & Resource 30/06/2026
26 | landfill capacity to Organisations : Consultant | Future Recovery Plan. '
expansion needs ;
ensure long-term nd alternative 0.5FTE funding Not started
sustainability within External Partners: | o required for QLD Waste & Resource
- . disposal methods.
Central Highlands Commercial Infrastructure | Recovery Infrastructure
h . Engage
Regional Council Operators Upgrades Report 2019.
stakeholders and
Area. Consultants develop an
DETS yelop Qld Waste Management &
actionable
Product : . Resource Recovery Strategy
. implementation
Stewardship strate 2019.
scheme Operators 9y
Landfill Options
Assessment
comparing the
following scenarios:
Lead: i .
1. BAU (Lakes Creek | Rockhampton Target: Not aligned.

Road Landfill - Regional Council. Final thmnsl. o Regional Waste & Resource | 01/03/2025 -
LCRL). Analysis available Specialist Recovery Management Plan | 01/12/2025
27 Regional for presentation to Consultant. | No. ca ry 9 ' Nil.

2. BAU (residual cost | Partners: n/a. Council. 0.5 FTE. '
Not started.
for LCRL) + RRC Resource Recove
Development and External Partners: Strat v
operation of a new n/a. ategy.
RRC landfill.
3. BAU (residual cost
for LCRL) + Disposal
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agreement with third
party landfill.

4. BAU (residual cost
for LCRL) +
Partnership
agreement with
another CQ LG to
expand / develop a
joint landfill.

28

Continue to
investigate the option
of manufacturing
PEF for use at the
Cement Australia,
Gladstone Kiln as an
alternative fuel.

Lead: RWMP
Coordinator.

Regional
Partners:
Rockhampton
Regional Council.
Gladstone Regional
Council

External Partners:
Commercial
Recycling
Companies
Specialist
Consultants.

Agreement in place
for PEF to Cement
Australia.

Nil

Yes.

Capital
Funding.

$TBD.

Target: Diversion from
landfill.

Regional Waste & Resource
Recovery Management Plan
cQ.

RRC Resource Recovery
Strategy.

Qld Energy from Waste
Policy.

GRC Waste Management &

Resource Recovery Strategy.

01/07/2024 -
01/06/2027.

On track.

Nil.
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Assessment and a
funded Regional
ATW Infrastructure
Plan based on the
preferred option.

External Partners:

R7 Councils.

funding to deliver

Resource Recovery Strategy
2019.

Qld Energy from Waste
Policy.

. Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item " Lead " pzelifencl Funding Strategy Targets, other Sihi=lEe
Action Success Indicator Human . Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
LT;;S; |glatgcr>:a|1riw‘tlc; Target: Diversion from
Waste Treatment Lead: DETSI landfill.
solutions. in (covering Regional
considerétion of Qld) QLD Waste & Resource
L A completed Recovery Infrastructure
scale and logistical . . 01/03/2025 —
o Regional Regional AWT - Yes. Report 2019.
challenges within N Specialist 01/12/2025. .
29 ) Partners: CQROC | Infrastructure Plan Nil.
Regional Qid, member councils with planned Consultant. $TBD Qld Waste Management &
including an Options ’ p ’ 9 Not started.
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reuse.

External Partners:

UNSW Smart
Centre.

Priority 2 - Plastic and Waste

Materials.

Qld Waste Management &
Resource Recovery Strategy

2019.

. Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item " Lead " pzelifencl Funding Strategy Targets, other Sihi=lEe
Action Success Indicator Human q Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
Potential for multiple
Council’s to
participate in regional
trials.
Target: Diversion from The first would be to
landfill. assess local benefits
and impacts from
Lead: RWMP Regional Waste & Resource using recycled
Participation in a Coordinator. Echovery Management Plan ?ggsr:zseatfﬁg in road
Rggmnal Research Regional Trial outco_mes Yes. 01/07/2025 — Jresealing works.
Trial focused on local N report available for . . . 30/06/2027.
30 . Partners: TMR. - Nil. National Environmental
solutions for presentation to $TBD Science Program - Impact The second is to trial
recyclate material DETSI. ) g - 'mp Not started.

the manufacture of
recycled aggregates
through the micro
factory concept and
assess the
environmental
impacts from the
reuse of these
aggregates in
partnership with
UNSW.
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the financial burden
to local government.

equivalent bodies)

National Waste Policy Action
Plan 2024

. Qld Gov Alignment to Waste
Item . Lead . gedion Funding Strategy Targets, other 20 =l
Action Success Indicator Human q Dates & Comments
# & Partners Request & Strategies, Plans &
Resources s Status
Amount Policies
Lead:
Rockhampton
Regional Council. RRC Funding
Domestic Chemical Target: Diversion from Submission
Disposal Service Regional Partners: Trial Renort Iand%ill ) 01/03/2025 — submitted to DETSI
Trial across Gladstone Regional com Ietzd and Yes. ’ 01/03/2026 in March 2024.
= Rockhampton Council, Cleanaway subnelitted to Nl Regional Waste & Resource .
Regional Council and | or Veolia (special DETSI $150,000. R g Proposed Regional
: ) . . ecovery Management Plan | Not started. - .
Gladstone Regional chemical disposal ca Trial to potentially
Council regions. company). ’ include Gladstone
E P Regional Council.
xternal Partners:
DETSI.
Ongoing advocacy Lead: RWMP Target: Diversion from
for more available " landfill. )
; Coordinator. Continued and
and equitable Announcement of onaoing advocacy for
distribution of Regional expanded product The QId Plan - Qld's 30-year enganc?ed and Y
product stewardship PargtnerS' CQROC stewardship Vision 2014 expanded product
& take back schemes . . scheme/s into National Waste Policy 2018 P P
. . member councils ] _ | stewardship and take
into regional and regional/remote Qld Waste Management & 01/09/2024 back schemes (o be
remote areas of Qld. .| Qid. . Resource Recovery Strategy | 30/06/2027. .
32 External Partners: Nil. No provided across
DETSI Announcement of 2019 . . regional and remote
Increased resource LGAQ Take back Respecting Country - First On track. Qld. to reduce the
recovery, reduce WMRR schemes operating Nations Community Waste buréen on local
illegal dumping and Qld Regional into Strategy 2021 overnment in
environmental or anisgation of Regional/Remote Draft Qld E-Waste Action gealin with
impacts and reduce gant Qid Plan 2023 - 2033 g Wit
Councils (or problematic waste
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INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 18 MARCH 2025

11.6 QUARTERLY MINOR PROJECT STATUS REPORT FOR CORPORATE AND
REGIONAL SERVICES - OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 2024

File No: 8148

Attachments: 1. Quarterly Minor Projects Report for
Corporate & Regional Services - October to
December 20241

Authorising Officer: Ross Cheesman - Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Author: Marnie Taylor - Chief Financial Officer
SUMMARY

The Quarterly Minor Project Status Report for Corporate and Regional Services
Departments for the period October to December 2024.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

THAT the Quarterly Minor Project Status Report for Corporate and Regional Services be
received.

COMMENTARY

In addition to the reporting on Major and Significant Projects to the Project Reference Group,
the Capital Project Framework Policy requires the quarterly reporting of all minor projects in
Council’'s 2024/2025 Capital Budget.

The attached report is the quarterly report to the Infrastructure Committee for minor projects
within Office of the CEO, Advance Rockhampton, Corporate Services and Regional Services
for the period 1 October 2024 to 31 December 2024.

Commentary is provided against most projects, however Managers will speak to the report if
required. Please note that the areas with red font are either part of a budget for program
works, which will be adjusted as required, or do not have a 2024/2025 budget allocated,
which will need reallocation from other projects in a budget review.

Page (113)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 18 MARCH 2025

QUARTERLY MINOR PROJECT
STATUS REPORT FOR CORPORATE
AND REGIONAL SERVICES -
OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 2024

Quarterly Minor Projects Report for
Corporate & Regional Services -
October to December 2024

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025
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Capital Project Report - Whole of Council - QTR 2

Completion % vs Budget 0%
Quarter 2 Submissions.
Budget 24/25 - | Future Budgat Estmated /Actual |  Estmated
Project Current Approved | Current Y Actusls + Remaining
friermd Profect Description Budget M‘ Commitals Commitals Budget Current Submissions. Project Manager (Commencement Completion Quarter 2 Comments. Quarter 3 Comments.
Submission | 25/26 Orwards: Month Montty Quarter
21,173 B 21773 21773 Completed
2,173 - - - 2,173 073 -
Economic:
1056857 | Regianal Sonage 146410 - - 6410 148410 1.000.000 Zac Garvan Hot cammenced ot commenced
158262 | [N] Rocky Nats Event 8100 8100 8100 - 100
‘Sublotal - Economic 154,510 8,100 - 8,100 148,410 154,610 1,000,000
| Arport
. R Pushing bay 3 works cut and using manay to wards
1159021 | [RIRPT Bay3 242000 242000 242000 Ben Bexiey NA ot e e o
Purchase of land inaiised and new leasa agreement
1160517 [N] Purchase land opposite Long Term car park. 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 Marcus Vycke Aug-24 Sep-24 1in place, showing good retrums based on purchase
3
1160518 | [N] Ky safe 65,000 - - 65,000 65,000 Ban Baxley / Matt Hickson Q2 o Quates for smater opion, this Budgat wil not ba flly
g wih i Tmetrames
o4z | M ol ol v per 75,000 76,000 75,000 500,000 {Besley ! Jerry Lynch / Dan NA o working with RRC works deparirment on tmef
for works to start
Viceks are on e 10 ish as per scheduie. Had &
189717 | [R] HV Upgrades - Stage 1 103 1437957 | 1112476 263,136 1375612 62345 1.437.957 Bn Baxley | Jemy Lynch Mar-24 an25  iscope
solar mstatation
0987685 [R] Renewal of aviation security infrastructure 220,941 8328 BT 17,105 203,836 220941 50,000 Ben Bexley Jan-24 Jun-25 ‘Work to get quotes on black spots within the system
0869185 | [R] Car Park Refurbishment - Street Lighting 87,002 3an 36,961 0282 146720 87,002 150,000 | Ben Bexley / Gavin rown NA a e 4 M1 TS M e 8
1148836 [M] Rockhampton Airporl Eddie Hudson Memoratiia Refurtshment 10,000 10,000 10,000 Marcus Vycke Oct-24 Now-24 Stil chasing fles from the Australian War Museurn.
Viaitig 10 soa il DAF roq e reatishient of 1o
160040 | (R] Termin Refurbishment 100,000 100,000 100,000 200,000 flen Bexiey NA Qi s o O
1160041 [R] Aviation Dr resurface 275,000 - - 275,000 275,000 Jemy Lynch / Dan Winter NA o N"';"“:’m“'“ a8 the budgat s being moved to the
Fioad model iy i o
1160043 | [N] Airport Master Plan 160,000 160,000 150,000 Marcus Vyeke NA o Jina H,‘M shed and progressing to finatsing the
A resull of the pavernent consulloa's work ths
160048 | (U] Rhinophat TWY 4 495,000 495,000 495000 fen Bestey oet21 a ot proceeding and the budget wil move (o next
year
160412 | [R] Fire panel, EWIS Fre Hydrants & Fire Sprinklers Renewal 97964 3,261 2675 65936 32008 97964 Jarry Lynch Way-24 Dec24  iCompleted
1047100 | [R] Replace existing storage-workshop-office-lunchroom Rose 196,550 196,550 196,550 Marcus Vycke / Ben Bexley anz5 25 3‘:;‘("'“““ Though this: 23 the buldng requires a bk
U] Baggage system upgrade 34000 340,300 455 40755 2245 434,000 fen Bexiey a3 Oct24  iCompleted
4] Crack seaing unit )
‘Subtotal - Arport 312,004 283 900,000
Corporate & Technology Services.
1160102 2000306 [R] 2324 Truck Wasls Side Loader 35,000 35,000 Michas Borg Now.23 Hov2d o
1160103 2000307 [R) 23/24 Truck Waste Side Loader - B 35,000 35 000 Michael Borg Now.73 Row-24 WA
1160104 2000398 [R] 2324 Truck Waste Side Loader - - 35,000 35,000 Michael Borg Now-23 Now-24 WA
T160106_ | 2000398 [R] 23724 Truck Wasia Side Loader 35,000 35,000 Michas Borg Now-73 Nov2d WA
160474 | (] 23724 - PO420 Swadsteer Track Loader 160,000 150,000 Michas Borg Now.22 3625 {Asset on order Assel Deiver
1160487 | FLT-[N] - Parks 8C Plant 445582 445,562 Michae! Borg Jan24 Fren) ;“:: ::;:::mu'“e" 1 ssset speciication St { i oing celivery process
20000400 (7] 23724 Truck Waste Side Loader 35,000 35,000 Nichasl Borg Now23 3425 iVehicle Delvered A
000401 [R] 23724 Truck Waste Side Loader 35,000 35,000 Wichael Barg Now-23 Wov-24 A
200040 [R) 23724 Truck Waste Side Loader Nichas! Borg Nov-23 Nov2i Ty
org a4 3475 {Asset on order Assel Doivory.
e Borg Nov.22 N2 {Plant & Vehcles On Order process
X chael Borg Sep.24 Now2d_ . iVessel Deered A
3000645 - [R) 2324 - 11 Duroer chasl Borg Sep-24 Now21__ iVessel Doivered A
L 3 Mobie Tharmral Camera Traler chasl Borg 7 Apr 24 {Traler Delvered A
Printad: 07-Feb-2026 Page 108
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Quarter 2 Submissions.
Estimated /Actual | Estimated
Project Curront Approved | Curent Yeer Actusls +
Project Description Commitals Project Manager Completion | Quarter 2 Comments Quarter 3 Comments
Humber Budget Actusis Commitals —e
T1025_{ 1160254 -FLT 2000519 XL Body 2WD 1o AWD FRW Contrbusion o 24 Now21
buton Mar 24 Nov24
1160276 | 1180276 FLT 2000528 WD lo AWD FRW Contrbition Mar-24 How2d
TSSTE0 | (M) clted Bkt Truk sz G ot e CF i i i
160603 | __Traber for GR2O LR POD CAF B o e Now2d _iTraler Delvered
= LR Hydroseeder 75000 75,000 oc21 Now2d___{Traler Delvered
7 [ Ju75___IVahcke On Oroer Venici Debvery
Vericle 2 5 [ 325 {Wahcle On Order Venicle Debvery,
T ectrcian regiacerent vehicle 3 5 Dec21 e e On Order HVehici Da
e - T2t oci2d A
FLT- 2000611 - [R] 2324 - Ranges 434 Scab Mar-24 3625 iVahice On Order Venick Deivery
i 4~ Ranger 434 Scat - Kk Mar 24 3825 ahicke On Order Venick Deivery
FLT - 2000613 - [R] 23724 - Muliple Ranger 4v Scab 225,000 5 B 225, 225000 Mar-24 3625 ahicies On Order Vehickes Delvery
Procurement process commenced.
ot B » Mote: Allrenewal costs (including Garryover) are :
0863816 | [R] Floet Renowal Program - RRRC 6343000 632950 3734674 9064286 |  (2.721.266) 6343000 67736000 2 A e ot st o oopar o [PrOCUMEN 855 cgio
Sublatal - Flest 6,680,000 5,329,692 3,734,674 8,680,000 67,736,000
| __[R] ITR - Radio Link Renewal Program 150,000 13,560 13,560 136440 50,000 1,120,000 Brondan Hooper Febr 25 Jun-25____iScoping commenced Scoge being
. B . . Evahialon of cptions Contiuing. PUrchasing may
1064015 | [R] Firewa Replacements 120,000 120,000 130,000 64000]  Brandan Hooper Sep24 An25  {Research commancea e .
1160625 | Acquisition of Land 345,000 - 346,000 345,000 Kelle Roberts :::";'B"':‘:" COmmancad, Waling on INSiuston [, g instiustion e the bisiess
Delay approvals for Disaster
{centre locafion run delayed cvl works. Remedial s received for Disaster Reoouery dala
centre run. Build hs commenced wih warks
works ot the Quay S1 Pier o o o o
114901 R] Fibre Nete 2 16,01 1 147, 82,991 230, 750, 24 inreadi o o
9013 | [R] Fibre Network Upgrade 30,000 6019 30.990 009 ] a00 000 | Brendan Hooper Juk Jn 25 ik sk ot ek S
run. The fbre run between Gracermers Community {000 : :
Hal and Conoughan Park for CCTV was 850 coving 3. Thes reconnachion of the Ectasical
compiaed Gardens Depot Lunch room run completed
—— Investigation commenced lo purchase addtional
1160247 | COTV System upgrades and Improvemants 67.700 14580 2150 16739 50961 7,700 695.000 | Brandan Hooger k24 Jan-25 ge and. tomigrate to he new
insiabadrrsplaced o
1160263 | [RU] Pattnsy Iprovensents.and Upgrade PPOW 130,000 130,000 130,000 Brondan Hooper Juk23 e e o e L ey ottt
0800339 | ITR- Purchase of Printers - MFDs 85,000 2,722 6722 8278 5000 40000} Brendan Hooper 24 Jn25  {Devices contnue 1o be replaced as they s due.  |Devices continue t be replaced a they fal due
Scoping commenced for Some 10 be undertaken
1011088 | ITR- Networking Replacemen 1000 3152 152 207848 341,000 2085000  Brendan 424 25
ing Repl . X . . £ . ! Hooper i s switch replacement made. Purchases to be made during 04,
1011089 | (TR - Server Replacements 103455 103,455 103455 - 103,455 578,000 Brandan Hooger Juk24 an25  iRepiacements compiste for this Financial Year. au’“““"“ irEng 20 existing bacup serve
et
Tender for sale of land at Wood St released, ane
submission projects.are likely
1033878 Various Smal Alktment; a0, 40,000 40000 80,000 Kelle Robert
[N] Various 5 .000 a . ! o ivahsalon. As a resull Woeod Street Tender ddnol 103
et ina sale,
Further discussions held with RRC electrioans 1o
o determing f the UP: can occur without
1 2 . '
04528 | [R] Server Reom UPS 80,000 80,000 80,000 97.000 ] Brendan Hooger Oct:24 A e o vt hcate i swchbome rase. Expecing an octcome
uring Q3. Purchase during O1.
Investigations have commence info potential
1125066 | [R)ITR - Unifleg Communicalions Renewaleplacement (Hasoware) 30,000 30,000 30,000 Brendan Hooger Apr24 Jun25  {Project not ye1 commenced and maving to 5aa5
ot be required ance a dacision on direction fs made.
§ A lot of projects moving to Saas 5o Capital funding
1045811 [U] Systems Upgraceimprovements (budget kem 1017185y 235,000 235,000 235,000 2,429,700 Brendan Hooger Planning 2025 program of works it s et Ul g e s
[ T047027__ 1 (R TR - Tapa Librane 75,000 - - 75,000 75,000 75,000 Brendan Hooger Mar-24 Jun-25 Project not yet commenced. o
1048071 [U] Aurion Imgrovements/Upgrade 59,400 53,400 58,400 . EBrendan Hooger Juk2a Jun-26 Vaitg on Further advice from e business Wailing on further adhice from the business
‘Subtotal - Information Systems 18,206.126 93,378 18,206,126
‘Subtotal - Corporate & Technalogy 13,318,712 5,608,529 3,881,376 13,319,712 66,092,700
| CM Oparations
1120027 | Carparks Renwal 50000 - - 50000 50,000 ©. Classsen Jan25 W5 b o e for gy Park Carpark
Str light: tandir iting E:
0111 kspot - [U] UCC-RE-Uppsr Dinwson R -Canning Street 120,000 80172 80,472 30628 120000 . Smin san24 Sepaa oot 1o on eufstanding ey Awsing Ergen
1160137 PTAIP Bus Stop and Sheiter Program - New Combined Project 250,000 76,734 217 78,951 171,049 250,000 M. Smith Oct-24 Jun-25 T bus stops 1o complete
0943162 Footpath - Bulk Allocation 375,000 11,387 11,387 363613 375,000 4,270,000 C. Claassen Mar-26 Jun-25 Mot Started
1160630 Rural Sealed Road Rehablitation program 300,000 300.000 300,000 5.000.000 R Swading Jan-25 Jun-25
Tiale Park Accass foa 70000 B 0,000 I Pierce Fab25 Mar25 . iNot Started
Printad: 07-Feb-2025 Significant Project Status Report Page 20l
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Quarter 2 Submissions.
24725 - | Future| Estimated /.
Project Current Approved | Current Year Actusls + Remaining | BUdTet Budget Actiel | Estimated
Nomber | Prolect Description P sty Commitals oot Suont Current Submissions Project Manager Commencement | Completion |  Quarter 2 Comments. Quarter 3 Comments
Submission | 25/26 Orwards: Month Monthy Quarter
1169733 Denison Street - Derty Street to Staniey Street 900,000 B79.852 104,243 984,096 (84,096) 1,430,000 N. Chapman Jan-24 Apr-25
Progressing well
1165736 ‘Somarset Road - Somersel LG, Street (117 10,31 Somersel) 1,882,239 1,571,497 27101 1,708,928 584011 1,300,000 M. Smith Jan.24 Sep-24 {Completed
1160028 Broadway St (O'Cennell 1o Quay) 280,000 1018 B 2,015, A75.985. 500,000 N Chapman Mar.25 W25 Mot Started
1160108 Blackspot - [U] UCC-RC-Derty Strsel-Kent S 1o Alma Ln 1,550,000 1,576,702 79,144 1,655,846 (105,846) 2,200,000 N. Chapman Jan-24 Apr-25 — tod - raised p -
1160110 | Blackspot U] UCC-RG-Dentam St-Canning St o George Ln 665,000 352,490 6612 9,102 305,698 600,000 2. Pierce Jan24 Sep24  iStestlights and medan islands oy outstanding
{actnaties. Awatling Ergon approval for ghts
0971818 | Renewal of Unsealed Road Gravel Program A 2450000 ] 1137080 1aro0] 1312970 2450000 26,500,000 & Swading Fob 24 un-5
:Ongoing
1148002 Stormuwatar quakly device Rafurbishment | Ranewal 50,000 - 50,000 50,000 500,000 C. Claassen Jan-25 Jun-25 Mot Started
1160138 Denham Streat - West Street to Canning Street 260,000 B B B 260,000 - - M_Smith Jan-24 Sep-24 Resoal complatect
1160324 | [N UCC-STIP-FP Berserker Stata School 220000 64,869 242,848 07,717 #7.717) 330,000 J. Prrce Sep 24 Feb2s iCompleted
1160326 | [N UCC-STIP-FP Glenmore State School - McLaughie St 200,000 63,359 B 63,359 136641 90,000 M._Smith Sep 24 a2 {Completed
1160326 | [N UCC-STIP-FP Rockhampton State High Schoal - Exhiition Rl 550000 18,907 18.907 531.083 700,000 RWeerakoon a2 AP ontractor apponted - o star i February 2025
1160378 | [ UCG-STIP-FP Wardburma State Schod - Johnson Rl 70,000 38,467 38,462 31638 450000 Rwoerakoon Now-24 sl T —
1160435 STIP Cathedral College - Construction of footpaths on Talford Street and West St 395,000 134 460 136,429 270,889 124111 260,000
160436 | STIP Emmaus Cotege - Construction offootpath akng Yaarmba Foss Senioe Road 170,000 55255 15,083 54937 350,000
1160481 | Murphy Road - Ch0D to 1.50. bitumen seal 850,000 594,750 2213 597,063 52937 820000 R Swading Now-24 oct-24
321 Dale Park Aspran Basin 80000 755 575 7434 50,000 R Swading Feozl a2
1160536 Foolpath / Gycleways Consiruction - Bulk Allocalion 500,000 11,422 11,442 388,558 540,000 7,000,000 C. Classsen Feb-25 Jun-25
1160537 | Edanbrook Drive to Olive Straet Comidor Acquistion 1,000,000 - 1,000,000 2,000,000 Wartin Crow rioution for Esda Estate. Timing moeumm " contribution for Ellds Estate. Timing
1160536 | Olive Sireet west connection to Alexandra St 500,000 500,000 4,000,000 Martn Crow Lievsloper conrion fr ERGa Estate. Thing - {Gevsioper contabuon fr Elda Estat. Tmng
1160630 | Alexandra SUEdenbrook Drive - infersection 75,000 - 275,000 750,000 J. Pierce Jan-25 Apr25 comruton for ERGa Estte. Timing
1160540 GlA - Gracemara Creek Drainage Comidar 450,000 - 450,000 450,000 Martin Crow Developer contribution for Gracemere Spengs.
1151457 | North Rockhampton Fiood Mtigation Stormwaler Dranage 338,951 14,798 62,085 96,883 242068 358,05 C. Claassen Now-24 Dec.21 6
1168734 | Aexandra st/ Birkbeck dr intersection 1,600,000 303,088 503,663 1,106,751 493,29 1,600,000 4723500 J. Pierce Jan-25 s o Mz"f""::" relocation campleted - Ergan
1160561 | Biks Road - Ch0.2310 1.3, Seal 570000 EE) EEES 560,667 570,000 R Swading oct24 Dec2t i,
0984744 rogram 25,000 15,583 15,583 917 25,000 475,000 M. Chapman Jan-25 Jun-25 Underway
0984775 Raad Safely & Mincr Works Program 230,000 183,083 = 163,083 £6.017 320,000 2,900,000 C_ Claassen Jan-25 Jun-25 {Completed
1076584 Stormuwater - Minor Capital Program 120,000 81,380 32 815 114,194 5,806 120,000 1,200,000 C. Claassen Mar.26 Mar.25 30% completed
1160327 | [N UCC-STIP-FP St Mary's Prmary School - Bumett 5 85,000 84,123 - 64,123 7 65,000 - R Weerskoon Oct.24 Comploted
1160672 UCC-RC Rodboro 1 - MoKean 51 fo Water St 1,500,000 71,200 712001 1428800 1,500,000 Design Underway
045095 | Annual Reseal Program CPAZE 440000 440,000 500,000 4400000 . $mitn Jan25 M5 L oniracior appoinied - o start in March 7075
0971764 | Annual Reseal Program CPA2T 2500000 1122082 67,831 1.189.914 1310085 2750000 25.700.000 M. Smith Aug-2e NS e oomted - to st i March 2076
1047474 Murmay St - Derham 1o Fitzroy B B 560,000 800,000 B M Smith Mar.25 Apr25 Design completed - 1o start Early March
1076509 Capital Works Contingency Fund 3,000 3,000 729,733 708,445 10,000,000 P Kofod
1076605 Heavy Patching / Pavement Bulk Alacation B B B 200,000 B 2,000,000 M_Smith Jan-25 Jun-25 | Completed under the reaseal program
11563126 Sr 347 874 11,879 369,783 (19,753) 365,000 - J. Pierce Jan-24 Sep-24 \Completed
1159620 | Development Conirbutions - Edsnbroak Drive 200000 400.000 Martn Crow oy corauton r ERcu Ere. Tiing - Dwstopar conrEuson for Elda Estua. Timng
| ""T160649 1 increase fo Capital Input for planed renewal of assets - 0877033, 0877032 14 1o 260,000
1007084 | Anrusal Reseal Program 7,851 7851 2149 350,000 500,000 M. Smith Jan24 W25 apnointed - 1o star i March 202
148867 | Floodways CP422 - Bulk Allocation 268,527 28527 131473 400,000 4,000,000 R Swading Fab-24 g,
1033866 idge Rehabilitation - Buik Allocation 220,000 52,881 52581 187419 220,000 2.200,000 ©. Claassen Jan-25 Jun-25 Some work aleady - s Cikbridge
1160398 | Fairybower Road - Scrubby Crésk. Upgrade to brisga / major cuverts 74,166 15,145 15,145 0021 74,166 1,450,000 . Claassen —
1158002 Stanwell-Waroula Road - Ch 10.25 1o 24 2 420,000 413,038 3,285 416,321 3679 420,000 - R_Swading Juk-25 :Compileted
1148881 Guardrail Renewal 50,000 - - 50,000 50,000 500,000 C. Claassen Jan-25 Jun-25 Mot Started
1148884 | Bawden St- Badford St Intersection improvements 670000 611,372 20497 631,669 131 70000 1. Perce Sop 24 [ —
Wit 51 Dean to Water 0 16467 48353 I Perce Way-24 Jan2s . {Underway
Regiace Stormuater Iiets 53,385 30515 CClasssen Jan25 JunzstUnderway
South Yaamba Road - Ch 2 8010 10.50 9747 990253 350,000 1,315,700 R Swading Sep-24 Design n progeess
Lion Mourtan Road - Ch 8.2010 1.20, bitumen seal 208,481 96,386 3614 R Swading Way-24 L I T
B a foctpah ia et A 773512 30% compieied
Disabilty Access inrasinucture - Rarmps (Various locations n the broader C. Clanszen Jan2s Fab2s {Undervy
Gy Larw - Norih Sireet 10 Albert Sireet J.Pierce i
Morgan Sireet Drainage Kabra & Swading H
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Quarter 2 Submissions.
24725 - | Future| Estimated /.
Project Curront Approved | Curent Yeer Actusls + Romaining | BUdot Budont: Ackel | Esluaied
Nomoy | Profect Descrtion P Py Comials Pt Boont Current Submissions Project Mansger Commencement |  Completion |  Quarter 2 Comments Quarter 3 Comments
Submission | 26/26 Orwards Mnth Month/ Quarter
Farm Sireet  Alpxanra Street mersacton - 95,401 - SGa011_____(96,407)
N] UCC. R Themassc exandra 5110 Tagor S1) - 3 14500 ) Sop01
[N] UCC RC Main Streed (Haynes St to Railway Line) B 130 15,500 Sep.24 Sep 24
[N] UCC-RC-Main Street (Haynes St to Glenmore Road) - 504 16,500 - Sep-24 Sep 24
4] UCEAC Davidson Sircet [Baiand Stieet 10 Wain Street) - T80 Sep2d Sep 21
Gile Park Segiment Basen E 3562 ;
1076574 -Ch7510Chas - 19,170 410,000
1160337 UCC-{U] HSVPP Parkhurst Industrial Rd - Stg 3 Johnson St - 47,945 4,439 Sep-24 Sep-24
[ isE7a 1 (N -ICC- NC- Fover Rase Drve - Z21 - -
Capricom Fgway - Scrubby Gresk Brdgs E 19591 B - Pierce
R] UCC-RG-Murray St - Dentam Stio Fizioy St - 764 R Wearakoon Sep2d Sag2d
Sicp & Shafte program 8 i
Penlington 5t Bras to Davs 5 306 .
C-Dienison Stroet - Derby, St 1o Staniey St p 2275, - - W Chapman, Jan 24 Apr2a
NJ.UCC FP-Horman Road Farm Street 1o Cedar D - Federal E 350,
29448089 | 11102221 | 1967844 26822562 118,494,200
. . . . } Reviewed completion of al agreement requirements.
1129391 [N] Port Akma Boat Ramp - Land Acquisitions 25,000 2350 2350 22,650 25000 Martin Crow Jan17 Jan-24 - prioreiripte-=w) install missing signage.
148997 { [N] Gasuorina Boat Ramp 36000 35,000 Martin Crow Jana7 Jan24  {Consieration for ighting a Ikeernan Ck Further cansideration of ighting at Inkerman Cresk.
0971899 |  LDOC Equpment Upgrade . Claudine Cassar Jan-24 Janps jicenifed praity ’;”‘*E"‘e”"‘ DM aptogs and i o rted, replace DM Lagtops.
Mt Morgan Emergency Comms Martin Crow G125 3025 Developing Program 1o be unded Commence
nfrasiraciurs Planning - Mart Crow, Jan2a Jon25 | Acosssed as nesds anse. Actensed 35 noad
26,000 25,000 Martin Crom Project completed. brosect compleled
Fieview Coc reqarement
1148860 | Flood Stations Network Investrment plan 6,000 46,000 25,000 Stuse Harvey Jan-20 Jan-26  Awating complaton of BO FWIN assetrmview cl reqiraments based an AR
1148862 | Renewal of Design Office Survey equipment 58,553 - 53553 a7 50,000 278,000 Grant Vaughan Jan2d Jan2d _IEqupment Replsced Ao futher acton
‘Subtotal - Infrastruoture Planning 87,908 - 87,903 74007 862,000 2,185,000
R] LCR Geotchnical Insirument Maintenance & Assassment 25,000 . 17,197 17187 7803 40,000 000007 Michael OKeetie Q3 z02az56Y
| M) Lakes Croak Road Landbl Capping B Area A 166,690 [ 178,358 - Ahymad Srha AIZFY
Coniracior for the Fnal Capping and Carpark s
awarded and sary planing for the project has
{commenced. Cortractor for the Final Capping and Carpark fas.
- {Tender assessmant the Re-Use Shap
148687 | Lakes Creek Road Upgrades. 120,895 3242 120138 102417 1843637 500414 Abmad Sicha Q1024757 | 04202425FY fg Cortroctfes e e o o P L B
Pavement works within the Gatehouse Compound - Shed.
planning Pavement Cempound
haun boon completed
Finalicaton of Lakes Crask Aoad Landill Cail and I naisation of Lakes Créak Road Landill Gal and
1148682 [N] Lakes Creek Road Landfil - Life Extension Design 54,006 20,087 168,481 189,518 (135,422) 263,202 - ‘Ahmad Sinha Q3 202122FY Q32024/25Fy  {Final Capping Design, including Technical Final Capping Design, including Technical
i Specih progress.
Cuiles (ecaived and plannig 1or 19 works i

1160411 U] Mt Morgan Waste Facility Upgrades 107,000 10,608 20,400 31,008 75,982 187,678 278,200 ‘Ahmad Sinha Q3 2024/25FY Q4 2024/25FY Design ted. Planning for Qucte . undervay.

The approach for kong:term stormwater management | The approach for long-term stormmwater management
Stormwater With a Stormwater Management

| Options Assessment Options Assessment.

The outcome o this Options Assessment s (ool {Thie outcome of ths Options Assessment s to not

1047107 '3 I - Life Ext 2.7 1,107, 1,1 1, 24 1,074 6 27547972 M ] d,

047107 | [N] Lakes Griek Road Landl - ife Extension 759,082 107,398 196839 563243 074555 57 ichael O'Keetle Qnzizazsey | aez0zasry | e e 1 e pn
opsrational practices and to divert clean water rom  foperationa practices and to divert clean water kom
1ha sie durng sach stage of fnal gl capping 0 the site during aach stage offnal lenafl capping to
imanage the sites water qualty requiraments manage the stes water qualty requirements.
The corresponding budget for he HES Basinhas |The cormesponding budgs fo the HES Basin has

po— iherefore been removed herefone been removed.
‘Subtotal - Wasts & R 200741 1724389 | 2596786
Water
"[R) M Water Nester Repiacement 5 619) 5610 000 3T400

0581078 | [R] R -Waler Man Replacement Program 38,100 1015346 (315,348) 1,044,000 19,100,000 Evan Daison ;":"fw'w'“’"‘"" Budget addressed n Cct
0681087 | [R] A Water Mter 14227 29091 (220500) 1,052,308 1,750,000 B in Oct Review

- Land purchase for existing SPS.

40 661 Dan Toon - completed
N Investigata ophons
St (Yaamte
St via Agxandra St
R] R Reservor MAE and Gl .

T160815 | [R]RWPS Rockonia Ti8i Emarmncy
1160516 [N] RS Man (Graviy) 300me Ellda West (MAAS) 260,000 .
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Quarter 2 Submissions.
24725 - | Future| Estimated /.
Project Curront Approved | Curent Yeer Actusls + Romaining | BUdot Budont: Ackel | Esluaied
Nomoy | Profect Descrtion P Py Comials Pt Boont Current Submissions Project Mansger Commencement |  Completion |  Quarter 2 Comments Quarter 3 Comments
Submission | 26/26 Orwards Mnth Month/ Quarter
1129363 _[R] R WPSLow Lt Pumpstaton intake Sruciure and Pipe Conditon Assessment - - , y , Lok ral Aug24 Nov21__iC 1005033
o @ain) 6,794 55312 50000 160,500 Design osue for quotatons.
1129392 | [R] R SPS Beimont Rd Pump No 1 and 2 Renawal 160,000 120,752 21478 142228 72 175,000 Brenton Hofiman Aug2t Now2d iSite works completed to allow PS o be taken ofine.{Contractor to nstall pipework and pumps
1065033 | [R) R WPS Low Lit Valves Rsnewal - rename this cra 1014158 203,002 169,330 ag2a31 551728 750,000 2564159 Luke Hal Aug2e Penstocks ordered and dsign oret
185720 1 (R MWPS MAE & Gl Renewals 20600 20,600 20,600 61600 Frovision far rinar emergent works
1150722 [R] M MMSTP M&E and Civil 75,000 . . 75,000 75,000 Provision for rinor emergent works
1169723 [R] R SRETP M&E and Cnil 52,586 17,920 17,920 34,666 52 586 Provision for rminar emargent works
1065036 [R] R SCADA systern upgrade Whale of FRW 1,266,000 83,290 1,321,766 1,406,056 (140,058) 800,000 Danrry Quirk Juk-24 Jun-25 {Confract awarded :Project startup and planning
0GRS0 | [ R Water Meter Instaiiations NEW 19,650 47037 - 47037 [FALH] 70,000
1066451 | _[N] G Water Meter nstallabons NEVE 22,319 5990 13728 19716, 2633 22,349
1168725 [R] R NRSTP MAE and Cral 50,500 - N A 50,500 50,500 Prowsion for minor em works
1150727 [R] G GSTP MAE and Cadl 33,269 2892 19,675 22 667 10,702 33 260 237 500 Provsion for minar emergent werlks
1160158 | [R] MW Dam No 7 Dam safity short term works 453313 130423 96,254 226677 22663 300,000 153,313 DanTeon a2 Junps  joonsutant working on comprehensive risk Instalation of swpage Gochion works
1160162 | (U] G SPS Rahima Crt (Goe) PS#6. 2,901 8,661 1,650,000 Aty Carolan Ot 24 {Tenders issued for design consutant m:;“‘“ s and award contract for design
3 Branton Hfman Aug-24 Mar25 Confractor engaged
I J Doug Bergman Jd24{Warks Compietes
0984950 | _ [R] G Waler Metar Roplacement 185,000
1150835 | [R]G SPS Capricom St Eectrical & 1 pump - Preparation o techncal sgechcations for tanders.  [issus tender and award contract
1160619 [N] GWTP UV Disinfection 40,500 8538 27,979 36917 {Consiitant Pty
i I & Civi Rengwals 20,500 - - Mince works
DBEIE | (R A Valve & Hydrant Renewal 75,000 7615 : 781 1375000
] R § Man (Graviy) 225mm Mclaughin St (St St 1o Reserve) 3871 2728 : Evan Davvson Sep2i
7150824 | [R) R FRW She access road restoration - iagi
112541} _ [N RWPS Ibis Avs No. 2 Pump 3 Upgrade, 635 7584 Gavin Chalings e
0581020 [R] M - Water Man Replacement Program 2,554,000 Provision for emergent water main replacements.
Oeaios1 | RIR-S 6,433 10,148,000 {Ongaing program
0681032 | [RIR- S Accoss Chamber Raking 9,716 300,348 300,348 1,560,000 Orgaing program
1148830 ™ Recycled Water Scheme 20,088 B B
1150285 [R] R GWTP MEE and Gial 50,000 B 1,076,500 Provision for emargent works.
1160066 | [R) R SPS Bodero St Pump Not & No2 Renewal 163912 127,224 127,22 11688 168912 Brenton Holran Sep-24 24
R - W Property Sandce Repiacarmants ] 130475, 1i22.178) {Ongaing program
R & Sewer Comeined Lines Gorirol 145,485 (38.154) iOngaing program
1158272 | [R)RWPS Norman Ro Mecharical 13719 1719 18087 100,000 3075.800
1158273 [R] Overhead Cranes Renewal - 100,000 100,000 -
1165275 [U] R SPS Springbrook Gl upgrade B B 40,000 B 40,000
1160277 [U] R SPS Access safely upgrades. 32518 95,793 704,307 800,000 2.765,000 Branton Hoffman k24 o ‘award contract Proceed with works
1033704 [N] R SPS McLaughin 51 SEW 8 s A 120,000 120,000
158284 | [N]R 'S Man (Rising} 200mm (McLaughin St SPS1a Sturt 1) - 1.2km 17,884 201675 aazag? 1434472 Evan Davison Now24 Ay pment SRS O enmance wrks
| [ R Riservor Agnes St A.C.0 Chiorine dosing pumps 1805 88,962 EX
U 7 SPS Keeshaw Gavsons Upgrade 3,000 35500
[R] R SPS MIRI radio telematry renewal 17sn 82,184 99,756 184,000 Danny Quirk Aug-24 Praparation for starl of replacement program Procead with replacerment program
[R]R Kerrigan Street SPS Electrica Renewal 124996 Proparation o techncal specfcatons fortanders  lissus tander and award contract
[N] R GWTP Coaguant Dosing Cantrol -
1160416 | [R] R FRW Physical Securty 250,000 - 250,000 250,000 1.250.000 Luke Hal oot Werng on program of warks Ottain quotations and awerd il works packages
i 0] G GST Hardraiing 00,000 760,000
1160420 | [R] G SPS Vicloria St Blectrical Renewal 160,000 160,000 150,000 Preparation o technical speciications fortenders lssue tender and award contract
"] R Water Network Quaity Assessment 25000 25000 S0 75000
[RIR and Criical Spares Shad 150,000 160,000 150,000 430,000 complated Procesd to tender phase.
1160423 [R] R WPS Samuel Cr Renewal 30,000 - - 30,000 30,000 170,000
1160424 [R] R Reservar Samuel Cr Renewal 65,000 - - 65,000 65,000 80,000
1180071 [N] GWTP Parking bay slectnc car 8.300 8954 5054 [ 6300 T Branton Hoflman Sep24iWerks Completed
1160072 [N] GWTP PRE 199,078 - 199,078 198,078 - plet :Proceed to tender phase
1160073 | __[R]A S Mai (Reng) 150mm Campbel & SPS dersion 20,000 B 20,000 - 170,000
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Quarter 2 Submissions.
Budget 24/25 - | Future Budget Estimated / Actual Estimated
et | prolect Descron Cur 'w“’ oved | Curent 9 | commiais et "'m"""'“ Current Submissions Project Manager Commencement | Completion |  Quarter 2 Comments. Quarter 3 Comments
Submission | 25/26 Orwards: Month Monthy Quarter
1160425 | [R]R SPS Harman St Planning and MAE Upgrade 29 29 07 240,000 Praparation of technical speciications fortanders  lssus tender and award contract
[ G STF Man SWE Ranewal 00K :
1604201 [R]A Standpee Wanda Gonstruction ) o i 125,000
WIP Lowi Pumpstation Regiacs N 1 VSD. - 84.100 54,100 B Grag Andarson g2t Dac21
1160432 | __[R] R Recycled Water Strategy - B 100,00 100,000
3 TN] G- W-Main (Trunk) 200mm Lawie 51 (010 Cap Huy-Jorn 51 z 730,00 y -
160077 | _[RIRW Reservor Forbes Floor Laak Restoration G0 50000 80500
1160078 | [R]MMSTP Replacement STP 50,000 50,000 2,050,000 Seck fo proposal for preperalion of
1160450 | [N] R Chiorine Shutdown Valves & Contrallers 23,383 : 23393 23,383
1127882 | [R]R SPS Arthur St Civi Structure Renewal 20653 26,167 62092 80.259 141394 100.000 130.000 Aby Caralan Jn25  Completion of design progressed ssues Invtations fo quotations
1160713 (R R WPS Agnes $1 Pump R N N 200000 lewmﬂthm ‘Select pump replacement sirategy and procure
1160682 |  [U] NRSTP Sludge Transfer Options Investigation - - 25,660 (25.860) 30,000
[RI MW Property = #5129 0,000
[R]R SPS Red Hil Pump No 1 and 2 Renewal 122,660}
1066462 [N] M Wiater Meter Inslaliations NEW B (173) -
159728 | [R] Barvage condtion assessment 8789 (18515)
igator Water Mater Rapiacament - 73
Karshaw Gans Replace control board - -
18700
- e
N 30,207
14,904,218 2,381,930 747,631
67,866,880 8,831,693 34,367,775
| Communky Assets & Facites
Scope and design finalised for M1 Morgan #7 Dam.
Fevalsed soope and program of works for Quens {0 ver O 1 @AStG amenies st A7 Darm o
0943056 {  [R] Amenties Program Renew and Upgrade 440,419 24315 207,068 231,380 209,039 40,419 3,006,000 Zac Tomking Juk24 EEEC I tepantii commance.
Works started at Queens Park & Huish Drive
Curtis Park
RSP Back Up Generater (E45)] 34,000 13317 2100 FE Zac Tormkins e Jon2s Tonder under evaluation
“Memorial Gardens - clase in back chage! 250,000 3,710, 172280 (16450 T Bamon Rchardson e Jun 25 Works 1o be fralised
1160143 | __[R] Roller Doar Ranswals 57.000 2564 G 17 430,000 | Damon Rcrardson e Jan s
R) Baubinia House Fre Parl 64,000 61,560 . 2410 T Damon Rchardson o Dec.24 iWorks complte
160147 | [R] Park signage & Fumiture: 50,000 17,006 32.904 5000007  Damon Richardson Juk24 un-25 ors schadked to coincice with piayground and
160148 | _[R] Northsdie Podl Side Rapolsh 410,000 : 440,000 1 Damon Richardson
1160149 |  [R] Bokards. Fencing, Gates 176,000 2770 152230 176,000 1500000 ]  Damon Richardsan Jukz4 25 z‘:‘n“jmfmm“" at Capelec Park and Liter
160162 | [R] Kershaw Monoeai Kans 56,000 47,239 7239 7761 60,000 Damen Richardson
0876085 | [R] Rton Showgrounds Sutehbosed enclosure Renewal 260,000 260,000 250000 Damen Richardsan o2t Mar-25 v v i
R] Masonic Lodgs Refurbsnment 0,000 1041 1041 2000 Darmon Ricrardson e War 25 orks compiete
Herithge specisist organsed March 2025 10 prowide
0983908 R] Hall Refur 50,000 25,540 25,540 24,460 50,000 800,000 Er - &
[R] City Hall Refurtishment Y : . 4, X X mima-Jane Dwyer Juk-24 Jun25 .
- . . Matarial availablity delayed unt March dus o
1076534 | [R] Access Road ranewal pragram - pricrtes provided by Cavi Oparations 50,000 2356 235 47644 415000 500.000 Zac Tomkins Juk24 han25 Sl e s o revy e
1160645 |  [R] Fiekd Lighting program 0,439 27,600 68,039 291,962 3600000 ]  Damon Richardsan Juk24 Jn 25 ':'g‘::;:;‘:’ bl o
G056 | A g 103,513 103513 87 -1 Damon Richardsan k2 War-25 Works compiele
160547 | [R] Custom House Campst 1800 6048 43952 Zac Toking 24 Jn25  [Hertage exempton approved Works scheduled for 24th March 2025
] Riverside Wetpiay chiorinater repacement 3725 2,745, Barmon Richardsan
160550 | [R] Seuthside 25m chiorinator replacement 25015 4585 Domon Fichardson
0984152 | [N] Acoess and Equity Upgrade Projects. 38,140 67,3657 51633 360000 Damon Richardson Jukzt Jun25 Works complete
ii76543 | [ Air-condiioner Replacament Program (8679 217504 (17,504} 1060400 | __ Damon Richardsan iz 25
3| Counc Depets Asghalt Ranwal - 3785, 714 -
1159745 [U] North Rockhampton Cemetery Entry 25 189,775 Emma-Jane Dwyer Juk24 Junz5 Quotes warks over busge - 1o be revewed as part off
1o meet Wiorks
1159746 | [R] 220 Quay st reroal 277,849 1911 9,650 36141 Emma-Jane Diyer k24 ans U Eend o e aatoes
1602491 Cry Occasonal Chidears Shade Stnuciure 22000 1,900 21900 100
1160861 | [R] Woodworkers guid bulding repairs 100,000 4,365 24355 55645 Damen Rictardson Juk24 Jn25  {Stump works completa Front stars complate
1160552 |  [R] Jardine Park kiosk repairs 20,000 1,840 105 2,044 17,956 20,000 Zac Tomkins Jukz4 AN25 DA approvais obtained Wiating on Ergon 10 discomnect power 1o buldng 1
Al U 10 BrOCRed
1160653 [R] Weltare house kitchen refit 20,000 20,000 20,000 Darmen Richardsan Juk2a Jun-25 Consultation with ocoupants to schadule a dale
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Quarter 2 Submissions.
Budget 24/25 - | Future Budgat Estimated | Actual | Estmated
Project Current Approved | Current Year Actusls + Remaining
Nomber | Prolect Description P sty Commitals oot Suont Current Submissions Project Manager Commencement | Completion |  Quarter 2 Comments. Quarter 3 Comments
Submission | 25/26 Orwards: Month Monthy Quarter
1160561 _|_(R) Southsxde pool drain repars, 74,370 24520 25,680 25,000 Za Tormkins 2t w25 Wiorks complete
1160855 | [R] Mistonic fbrary ool & gutters 50,000 - 50,000 . 50000 |  Damon Richardson Juk25 hun-26 “mem‘m Froject scope -works
iie0sse 1R balance tank reining 50,000 11,384 1,148 12510, 37480 50,000 450,000 Zac Tomkins Apras Jun-25
1160567 | [R] Water Reid Lapidary Chuts AC replacement 60,000 44,856 4485 15,144 50,000 Damon Richardson Juk24 Jan-25 Works complate
1150237 | Memorial Gardens - Syngs St proposal 194,500 43263 66.254 109516 84984 110,000 30850001 Emma-Jane Dwyer Juk24 25  Conospt desgr e Repart to Councl
1150230 [U] Gty Hall Preonat ‘of essential power generator 30,027 15,715 15,715 14312 15715 Emma-Jana Dwyer Jul24 Dec.24 Works complele.
1168748 | [N] Enorgy stusy to determine nex! sokar sites & EV charging stes 6,000 670 5269 5539 61 6000 Emma-Jane Diyer
1159750 | (U] Elzabetn park lighting 8,000 302,337 0778 BT 4286 338,000 Emma-Jane Dyt Juk24 War-25 Works compiets - waitng on papervork to ssue PC
180764 | McLeod Park- lihting 1,757 (445) - 2202 1787 Emma-Jane Diyer
= [R] Archar Park raway AC replacement 7000 a8.116, 8116, 6684 S000 Daman Rcrardson e W 75 Wiorks compete
1160559 | M) Dump point Gracemere. 50,000 18,473 20602 39,025 10975 50,000 Zoc Tomkins Juk24 hn25 g:gg:” 1o ain. works scheduled o be complete)
160863 | [N) Gallagner Upgrades 80,000 20774 59,600 80.374 @) 80.37 500,000 Damen Richardson k24 25 Allworks to be competed 03
1159857 | [R] Archer Park Rabway Eront Eniry Renewal 130,000 18,804 16,89 113,106 60,000 Darmon Richardsan Juk2d An25  iWorks scheduled o be compieted "E"Mmm";:m“ seheied
160665 1 (R B Aoy Remesh, 300,050 3383 B 506,000 700,000 | Damen Richardson Octza an-z6 Guotes under evalustion
1] Gracemare AMC - New Guaranting Donga, 38,637 62738 :
1160343 |  [R] Southside 50m Pool ighting 7500 7123 7z a77 7.500 18500 | Damon Richardsan Oct24 Jun-26
1160344 | [N] Bajool Amenities Imgation System 42600 42600 Damon Richardson
1158260 Asset Desposal 144,000 12,289 32,113 44,402 99,588 200,000 200,000 Emma-Jane Dwyer Jul-24 Jun-25
1150863 |  [R] Trade Waste Renswais 79,000 14,420 14420 64,580 82000 700000  Damon Richardsan e Nin25 ;""‘9“""“"’“’“ ndier edaluaton e delerin
1159865 [M] Mount Morgan Local Heritage Ragister 12,000 3,821 3995 7816 a8 12,000 Emma-Jane Dwyer
1603671 _[U] Athesstane disaied rang 1085 [ 101 Darman Bictardson
a 7425 . 7425 75
160676 | [N] Vietona Park Cable Viay. . 45750 35,750 54250
1150670 [R] Kershaw Gardens Rapids Bridge 513 138,502 130,045, 985 B Zoc Tomkins, Jun24 War.25 Works commenced, due for compietion G4
1047087 1 (U] CCTV Carmera Upgrades 95,530 3 93,659 352 40,500 | Damon Rickardson 24 25 orks complete, budget allocation exhausted
1126001 [U] Parks Electnical Assets 36,985 36,985 43,015 Darmon Richardsan Now-24 Now24  {Warks commenced ‘Works ongoing
1126032 | [R] Mt Morgan Rai complex extemal works 60,000 8170 29,100 37270 22730 Damon Richardson k24 Jan25 Works detayed untl G due 1o contractor mvakatilty
Gl 41650 4350 D Jui24 Mar-25 iWorks comglete
1148917 | [R] Rockhampton Botaric Gardens - Residenos repalrs 80,000 50815 50815 29185 Damon Richardson k24 Jn25  Werks ongang Works ongaing
T160448 | _[R] duds Park Cricket Nets, 40,000 3,580 36,580 3420 Darmon Richardson
1148031 | [R] Gracemars Community Hall - Intemal Panting. 100000 62,290 62290 370 Damen Richardson k24 Mar25 Materals ok i arrved awaitng cheduling
| 1176038 | __[N] MI Morgan Cemetery extersion 2157 3,960 25,524 74476 320,000 | Emma-Jane Dwyer Jul24 Jun-25
1160708 |  [U] Aussie Gapher Drain Clsaning unit - 5300 5303 (5.203) -1 Damen Richardson o =
1169246 | (U] Rockhampton Tanns - Stormwater remedsation - 163 28,094 28257 (28,257) 163 250000 ] Emma-Jane Duyer
1158824 [RIU] Fieet Gracemere Werkshop Extensions - 468 86 (488) 466 Emma~Janc Duyer
0] = 514 514 (514) 514 -
‘Sublotal - Community Assets & Facities 6506303 1913923 | 1327782 3241705 | 3384507 BASTTIN | 17.880400
E & Culu
1160520 | HY Horse Shelter 55,000 56,000 5,000 Pt Liieboe: Jun-25 Works not procesding
1160521 | Neisens House Stage 2 60,000 - 60,000 60,000 Pat Liiebos. Feo 25 Jun-z5 Works o be comgleted Q3
1160672 | Returf and Drainage Showgrounds Cantre Ring 146258 146258 146,258 Wark Mttt Juk24 T8C Project scoping ongong Project scoping ongoing
1160623 Village - Internal 80,000 4247 4247 75,753 Pat Lieboe Now-24 Now-24 Works beng rescoped
a0 : 16670 28130 Jans 25 org.
116,000 17500 133500 (13.500) e Dec 51 Fundrassng cocuming
1159088 | Commissioning Collective 85,000 300000 F  Jonathan McBurrie k24 Fundraising cocurting
3 Wiorkes planined smeailing Scheduling (o mimise.
Adjustment of Chidcare Office Space 36,000 36,000 35.000 Kyke Hoare fimpact o facildy
| [R] North Rackhampton Library 3600 3600 Samantra Shelboun May not be required
0983863 | [R] City Occasional Chid Care Cantre 21,188 49,990 71176 8624 80,000 Kyba Hoare Juk24 Mar-25 _w“:.“‘;:c"m' Bd" ';”’5""‘9 seheduling ta minimise
0984138 [U] Pilbearn Theatre - Upgrade 38973 38273 1797 0,000 Mark Milett k24 Sep-24 i Completed
0984180 [N] RFID System Upgrade = A 36,000 38,000 Samaniha Shelbourn H
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et | prolect Descron o e | Cure i | commas et "W"'"“ Current Submissions Project Manager Commencement |  ompistion | Quarier 2 Comments Guarter 3 Comments
Submission | 26/26 Orwards Month Manth/ Quarter
[R] Potieam Theatra Overhead Stage Lighting Ecuipment 98,000 an.78 9,887 97,665 35 98,000 Wark Wilatt k24 Mar25 Compieted
" Sacuriy Upgrade of Semvice Desk Library Techndlogy Centre 6790 T i 00 Samariha Shelboun 7 Dec.2i Compisted
R] Pibeam Theatre Foilow Spots 7500 e FEEE] 3568 7500 ark bilett e a2 Compiated
i ] Regiace Theatre Masking / Curtans | Drapes. 0,000 73,701 - 78701 ) ar Wil e Nov24 Compisted
| "oo83a5a 1 [R) Rockhampton Regional Library Renewal Program 1691 360 i@ {iigsi) i Samanta Shelboun
T160374_ | History Ganirs Shalving Pholo Neg Colchian, = 1742 TiTaz i742) - -
‘Subtotal - . 1,018,158 427817 7677 505,454 512664 1,018,168 1,180,000
Parks
1148066 | Upgrade Botanic Gardens Iigation Network 100,000 66,000 68,000 32000 100000 1,000,000 Aaren Port Master Plan curranty being drafted
0984064 | [R] Imigation Renewal Program 7218 7218 angz 365,000 3,500,000 Gerard Young Kol Park mgaton upgrade DA approved Jam 2025
0984078 (] Factpaths Renewal Program 40,340 50,340 (5:310) 91,000 ; 500,000 } __ Daman Richardsan Jui24 Jun 26 {Works complete
159750 | Parks Trffc Management mpravements 420000 1,004 1.084 a189% 420000 480,000 Gerard Young Currenty outfor tender
188250 | [N] Construct new Park inrastructure 44,960 11960 44,960 1,000.000
156283 | (] Dog O Leash Aveas 200,000 N 200,000 50,000 760,000 | __ Damon Richardson Juiz4 han-25 Scope 1o be finaised
1168260 | Meerkat Shade - Additional shade for anmal wekare and impr vsilor experience #0000 10,702 758 22,057 37613 50,000 Ermma-Jane Dayer 2 Jun2s AC installed
1158255 | Pavenite and Laca Mortor Shads - Addiions shade shaler reaured for anima 5,000 EXEY 174 ia18 [ E Ermena-Jane Dayer e ndh oiorks 0 bw scoped
0580850 | [N] Shade Consiruction Program 260,000 284,585 284585 (24585) 285000 1600000 | Daman Rchardson e hn2s Works n progress
148636 | [N Jardime Park Courts Upgrade Contribution 140,000 16,097 8970 26,007 1agas 140,000 Zac Tomkins Juk24 Jn25 Tender reeased
nse26 | N - i i = 50,000 - - 50000 50,000 500.000 Aaren Pont works planned 1 by Undtaken s year
1168297 [ 140,000 125,001 126,001 1259 28,000 Ermema-Jane Dwyer Jukd Dec-24 Works complete
1125889 [R] Water Fountain renewais. 30,000 3,162 3,182 26,818 10,000 280,000 Daman Richardson Juk24 Jun-25
159756 | Jeeries Park 334 a3u @.334) 3400 Emma-Jane Diyer
R - 16738 4500 2128 1238 22,000
1148839 | The Fats - Southsea slander Hut - © ® 0 <1 Emmacdane Dayer
Sublotal - Parks 1,939,980 261,740 479,905 731845 | 1208318 1812380 9,010,000
Planning And Regulatory Senvices
T4g0s6 | [R) Noise Meter 15000 1299 12983 2007 15000 Doug Scat urchase complete, Remainder budge ot requited
1159716 [N] AMC - Livestock shade structure and pi mpounding shed 93,819 93,819 93819 - Daman Richardson Juk24 Jun-25 w"m”gmd""";g frade waste. Works (o be
T iG0660 1 () Communiies Contingancy, 0000 160,00 0005 480000
1126025 | (R Replacement Weed Spraying Equipment 0000 0000 0000 130,000 Doug Scatt 24/25 budget nat required.
Subtotal - Regulatory Services - 12993
Total - Community Projects 8,863,240 2,583,481 1,888,357 4,491,838 5,371,402 9,297,048 28,690,400
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INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 18 MARCH 2025

12 NOTICES OF MOTION

Nil

13 QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Nil

14 URGENT BUSINESS/QUESTIONS

Urgent Business is a provision in the Agenda for members to raise questions or matters of a
genuinely urgent or emergent nature, that are not a change to Council Policy and can not be
delayed until the next scheduled Council or Committee Meeting

15 CLOSURE OF MEETING

Page (123)
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