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Brear Mark
Multi Purpose Centre

We deferred a letier we had prepared in response to vour letter of 1 2% December 2005
thinking that the questions and issues we intended to raise might be answered by the
presentation of the Final Feasibility Report at Council on February 9™ 2006

This was not the case. In fact, cur anxicty has been further heightenad by vour personl
refusal to make the draft Joint Development Agreement with EQ available in take-a-way
form... mot anly 1o the community. but 1o the media and to councillors, The scrutiny of this
document in draft stage with the acknowledgement that EQ) huve approved it, and that Council
resolved to accept iLin primeiple, 15 an essential saleguard for the cormmumty. Even at the
presentation, further amendments were suggested demonstrating the wisdom of scrutiny,
When will thus document be available in the interests of transparency? Clearly, after it has
been signed off is unacceptable. We recall that both Man: Rowell MP and Hon Desley Bovle
have stressed the imperative of community consullation,

The financial modelling remains a highly questionable assurmption. We have not wet received a
response to our Submission dated 1/12/05 which may have addressed this and other issues of
concermn, Marun Lambert advised on 9/2/06 that only Futsal have committed to the usage and
propesed charges in writing. While he asserts that all other proposed user groups/sports have
ndicated verbal agreement to usage and charges, mformation we have would question these
commitments. Are we (o assume that Year | in the 5 Year Analysis is for a part year? [f not,
on whal basis has a revenue increase of 61% been assumed Tor Year 2, 10% i Year 3 and so
on’ Are you going to deny these user groups access to alternalive venues (Eg. The lglow) to
farcefully apply increased charges?

Back to the letler we deferred. The issues unforfimately were nol addressed by the presentation
of the Final Feasibility Report, so we are compelled to seek answers now,

I Can you conlinm that an application was made (o TNQ Area Consultalive Committee
(Resolution 26/62004) to assist funding the feasibility study? Was it successiul? TTas
the funding been used to offict coss?
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2. You swted that the Project Steering Commitiee (PSC) fallowed an “open and
accountable process’. To our knowledge, these mestings were not publicly advertised,
nor do we know who the members are, particularly those representing the interests of
the community and nor do we kriow how they were appomisd Wil vou plesse provide
MBCA with copies of the mimutes from these meetings? Will you also copy us on the
bnef prepared by the PSC to Lambert Recreation Planning to guide its preparation vl

3. Is your claim m the Sport & Recreation submission for $900k that Council will
underwrite any shortfall m funding revocable or 15 there any possibulity that this claim
15, or may become, Tue? hi '

4. We wonder how THS received approval for $600k under the Smart Schools Subsidy in
Docember 2003 given that the Final Feasibility Report was not presented until
February 2006, Ts this subsidy conditional in any way? For example, upon submission
of Final Feasitnlity; success in applying for additional funding sources, etc. Will THS
still be able 1o access this subsidy iof the Centre as proposed 1s nat buile?

5. We have forwarded you a copy of the 87 page Aquatic Facility Needs Analysis and
Feasibuluy Study. It is clear that double standards have boen applied Not only was the
Aquatic Facility accorded pnonty in the *Sports & Recreation Facilities Plan of 20007

o which you refer, the committee had 1o undertake 2 survevs at their cost as a
Council(s) directive. The community has not yet scen convincing evidence that the
Mulu-Purpose Centre meets the cxpoctations of ratepavers Shire wide The 2000 study
15 outdated. Tt does not reflect the changing demographic of the Shire aver the last 3
vears, A Civic/Cultural Centre identified in the 2000 study is a difTerent animal from
the current MPC proposal Where is the specific Needs Analysis for this specific muln-
purpase centre®

6. What other options and what other locations have heen considered and discarded? Will
vou accepl that the Centre, even as it is proposed, could have been built elsewhere?
The only fundmg difference for capital works would be lack of access o EQ Amenities
Lpgrade Funding {$540k). The maximum amount of 51, 5m from S&R {for facilities
not en school grounds) could substitute for the EQ) Smart Schoals Subsidy ($600k). If
it was not a shared facility, would such an extravagant facility be required?

7. Your letter reveals that Vantage Cultural Planning (VOP) Needs Analvsis & Market
Research suggested “A hall with seating for 700 was envisaged” In addition, CSC
resolution 13/6/95 refers to a venue that ‘involves up to 300 people’, Why then are vou
contemplating building a Centre with seating for 1000 people . Or is the information
supplied 1o the TT (3/11/05) ‘complex to seat 1000 ot 800 at tables’ incorrect? Tt was
restated in vour lewer of 12712705, By the way, we assume your clam that it does nat
have & capacity greater than Caims Civie Centre is n arror given that CCC seats 670
Where 15 the justification for the size of this proposed complex?

8. Where is the CostBenefit Analysis promised by the Mayor? (TT 8/12/05), Have ¥ou,
or will you, brief an independent professional (such as a major accountng firm like
EPMG) to take inlo account:

Laoss of revenue from the Igloo

Interest on berrowings to finance construction

Conunuing financial obliganons 1o mamiain the Teloo

Economic income foregone by stung the faciliy at THS in liew of an area

capable of accommuodating the convenuon market




e Opportunity cost of cap ital by either reducing mates or upgrading existing
fucilifies in Tully (lgleo), Mission Beach (Frogs Hollow), Cardwell

»  Testing the assumptrions on revenue, Costs and forward projections of the
Feasibility Study i

Mark, we are sure thal you would like MBCA to mve up on this 1ssue. As a matter of
conscience to our members (currently 196) we cannot Some people ack ledge that Tully
High MMIwm*mWWMWMH have {0
comtribute to it Many people have no real argument with Tully having & modest Civie Centre
— assuming that mmmwwmmm of the Shire. 'The nub of the
csue i3 the Jack of progess and the lack of mansparency. We do not believe that Council has
informed the community sufficiently on il financial obligations of the proposed Cenire or
indesd. the proposed costs for them Lo use it Two public mestings in Tully (one of which was
advertised only in Tully on & noticeboard) and a press release on the Draft Feasibility in the
T¥ coold hardly be considered to be widespread communily consultation. Too many people
remain ignorant of the detail assumed in the Feasibility Study and the longer term
implications. We hope that you respect our 1 ght 1o seek answers on behalf of our members
and trust that you will provide full disclosure.

Yours sincerely

Allan Opden
Secretary
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Mission Azzociation

54 Mission Drive

MISSION BEACH QLD 4852

Dear Sir

RE: TULLY MULTI PURPOSE CENTRE
Thank you for your most recent correspondence regarding progress with the Tully Multi Purpose
Centre (TMPC),

As you are aware, the Coundil has unanimously decided to ke the nest stap In bringing this project
ta a reality, that is, to seek funding from both State and Federal Departments and Agencies towards
the capital cost of these proposed faciiities.

You are also aware the Coundil has provided an opportunity for public scrutiny and inpul into this
project over the past year and has provided information through varaus forums, including public
meetings and the local media and has responded diredly to your arganisation on several CoGESIoNS
regarding the propasal.

As the Courxil has now taken the declsion to proceed to the next stage of the project I am not ina
pasition to allocate any further resources to answer the raft of questions you have now raised again in
this most recent correspondance. The Councll's priority is b now ensure b Government Departments
and Agences have sufficent information to maks an infarmed decision on the merits of providing
funding towards the TMPC.

T would also like to reassure you all information relating to this project is available for Councillors,
However, 1 raiterate tha draft Agreement or "Contract” proposéd to be made between the Courdil and
the Department of Education for the management of the Cantre, will not be available for the general
public ar the media until both parties agree the document G&n be released,

In relation to providing a further copy of the Consultancy beief, T have attached a copy of the
comespondence dated 9 June 2005 as requested.

Thank you again for t2king an active rale In providing comments on the proposed TMPC

Yiours Taithiully

MARK KELLEHER
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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O June 2005

M= Rhonda Murdoch

Vice President

Mission Beach Community Association
54 Mission Drive

MISSION BEACH QLD 4852

Dear Madam
Re: Tully Multi-Purpose Cenire

Mr Martin Lambert of Lambert Recreation Planning has passed on to Councll a copy of
correspondence from your Assoclation dated 16 May 2005 and his reply dated 23" May
2005.

Whilst Mr Lambert has addressed most of the issues ralsed he does point out that there are
a number of matters which require a Council reply and others that will be deakt with as the
Study progresses.

- The following additional comments are now provided in response to your request for
answiars on specific issues,

Tully has always been the preferred site for the Shire's Community Centre, It is centrally
located within the Shire and provides the best opportunity to support the social, educational
and sparting communities. A Community Hall/Cuttural Complex was first planned by Council
In the mid 1970's and was designed as the second stage of the Civic Centre In Tully.
Subsequent Council's developed revised concept plans during the late 1990% and in early
2000. In October 2003, the Council was approached by represanigtives of Tully High P&C
seeking consideration o a joint approach for a project to establish a Multi-Purpose Facility at
the High School. This joint approach was seen as an opportunity to establish a Community
Hall incorporating other broad based community uses with a considerable saving In
Investment by Council in areas of both capital and recurrent costs. This is achieved as a
direct benefit of the shared provision approach. Coundl provided its ™in principle” support
for & funding application being made by the school at that time under the Smart Sehools
Renewal Program (vide Resolution W4872 28/10,2003).

Subsaquent to the decision to provide "in principle” support Council resalved to invite fee
proposals from several selected consultants to prepare a feasibility study for the facllity. It
was agreed that both the Council and High School jointly contribute towards the cost af this
Study (vide Resolution W5073 26/08/2004).

Fage 1

Ian Adcock {Director of Corparate and Community Sarvices) 4043 9127
4068 1772




The Feasibility Study which is currently in progress provides for the following tasks:-

Meeds Analysis based on & review of existing reports, additional research and &
targeted consultation program

Site anabysis and evaluation to determine any issues assoclated with the preferred
cite or sites

Preparaticn of a Concept deslgn and Site pian. The concept design will be basad on
a Facility Brief which will be prepared from the results of the initial consultation and
investigation stage.

Review of the proposed dual provision approach and the various partners invalved in
the project including their contributions to capital and operating costs.

Dekziled Financial Analysis including estimates of operating revenue from programs
and events and expenditure and projections of use and programming for the centre.
Construction Cost estimates based on the architects deslgn concept, the facility brief
and verified by 8 Quantity Surveyaor.

Review of management options for the cenfre and a2 recommendation as to the
prefermed management model

Review of the proposed parinership agreement and recommendations on key issues
and agreements needed for a final agreement.

Preparation of a full feasibility report to integrate all of the above

preparation of the SRG grant application

Ligison with all stakeholders and a steering commitias

Ligison with SRQ persannel

briefing the Architects and working with them to produce final designs

The Council's Corporate Plan 2004-2007 lists as one of the sategies the completion of
preliminary  work Involving concept and constructon consideration for the Civic
Theatra/Cultural Complex. This plan was developed through a community consultation
PrOCess.

As required by legisiation Coundil's new Corporate Plan needs to be prepared and adopted
prior to the commencement of the 2007/2008 financial year. Consuliation is an imporant
part of the process in developing the Plan, parficularly as it relates to seeking input through
inviting public submissions and analysing the needs of the whole Shire community.

Thank you for your continued interest in this project.

Yours faithfully

KEVIN WORMALD
RELIEVING CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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