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Submission to Select Committee Inquiry into Local Government

The following is my submission for consideration by the Select Committee 
Inquiry into how well the system of Local Government is functioning in 
Western Australia.

Whether the Local Government Act 1995 and related legislation is 
generally suitable in scope, construction and application

Electoral System

The 2015 Local Government Ordinary Elections Report, P.32 stated:

This report highlights the problem of declining elector participation rates 
at local government elections in general. Whilst the number of candidates 
who nominated was at an all time high, the participation rate by electors 
is still in decline, although the drop was not as pronounced as in previous 
elections. 

Low elector participation rates raise questions such as the legitimacy of 
an elected council and the extent to which a council represents all 
demographic sectors of a community. 

The Commission believes that a concerted and multi-faceted effort is 
required, one that involves all stakeholders, if this general decline in 
participation is to be reversed. This would likely involve additional 
resources being applied to elector education and advertising, as well as 
the investigation of possible changes to legislation, available voting 
options and logistical arrangements. 

Candidate Information

As indicated above, the current electoral system is flawed due to the low 
participation rate.  A cause for this I suggest is that information on candidates 
policies, etc is inadequate and does not provide sufficient information to have 
an informed vote. Knowing the biographical details of a candidate, while 
useful, is often at the expense of what policies they will pursue due to the 
limitation on the size of their profile. Candidates should be required to provide 
sufficient information to electors on what financial allocations, resources and 
policies the candidate proposes to bring/support to the Local Government if 
elected.

This current lack of information maybe one of the reasons for the apathy by 
electors to local government elections. This needs to be addressed, possibly 
by allowing one A4 page per candidate, published and posted to all electors 
as part of the election package as well as being displayed on the Local 
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Government’s public noticeboard and web site (this could be limited to one 
page but allow hyper links to a candidate’s site or for email for further 
information). 

It is also suggested that the Local Government should be required to facilitate 
a well advertised/communicated public debate by candidates and for it to 
included a public question time of candidates.

First Past the Post

The current first past the post does not correspond to State or Federal 
election system and is biased to those who have the time and money to 
mount a campaign to get elected when the majority of electors may favour 
opposing views. A preferential system should result in a more representative, 
democratic vote and be used for future elections to local government.

Wards

Shires with no Wards limits the ability of electors to have a direct 
representative(s) on which to contact over local matters within their part of the 
Shire. Lack of Wards can lead to an imbalance in representation on Councils 
with no Wards. This lack of a Ward inhibits the communication between the 
community and the Local Government.Local public notice. 

Notices

Where the Act requires a local public notice of a matter is required to be 
given, the requirement to publish/exhibit should also include the Local 
Government’s web site and an email to all electors and associations 
registered for such purpose. Should an elector not have an email facility, they 
should be allowed to register for a notice by mail.

The role of the Department of State administering the Local Government 
Act 1995 and related legislation

There is presently no review mechanism for ratepayers when Council makes 
decisions that are not in the best financial interest of ratepayers. Please see 
comments below regarding the funding and financial management of Local 
Governments.

The funding and financial management of Local Governments

There is currently extremely limited if any ability to have a Council that is 
pursuing policies that are not in the financial best interest of the community 
held to account. This is highlighted in the Shire of Chittering currently 
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regarding significant angst in the community over poor financial planning and 
need for a proposed Lower Chittering Sports and Recreational Facility. This is 
detailed in the attached copy of my submission to a required (belated) 
request for submissions regarding that proposal. 

There needs to be a method to address such mismanagement with long term 
adverse financial impact by requiring a vote of electors held by Electoral 
Commissioner when 500 or more electors petition for such (after all other 
avenues such as public meetings has been exhausted). At the very least, 
allow the Minister discretion to be able to call such a vote if petitioned to do 
so. Perhaps an extraordinary election  be held when the Minister receives a 
petition that contains more than 500 signatures of electors requesting such an 
election due to opposition to proposed financial commitments/loans of greater 
then $1,000,000 by a local government.

Any significant project that requires the Local Government to borrow in 
excess of $1m be required to be notified by email/mail to all electors 
(preferably with annual rate notice) and require a vote to approve such 
borrowing by electors to ensure the wishes of electors are met.

Its should be illegal for local government to undertake loans on behalf of 3rd 
parties over $100,000 and any such loans be limited to not for profit 
organisations designed to benefit the constituents of that local government 
area. At the very least, local government should not be allowed to undertake 
any unsecured loan on behalf of a limited liability company such as is 
currently proposed by the Shire of Chittering (see submission attached for 
details).

Local Government should not be allowed to expend funds on parts of projects 
that require the progressing of other activities being undertaken until those 
are verified/completed without the Minister’s prior approval. An example is the 
expenses incurred by the Shire of Chittering on the projected Lower 
Chittering Sports and Recreational Facility that has occurred before first 
verifying that necessary water will be available to meet the project’s needs.

Permit the Minister to investigate and intervene when a petition of 400 or 10% 
of electors (which ever is the lesser) requests such, based on concerns over 
the financial management that affects the long term financial future of the 
Local Government. Where the Minister is not presently able to intervene but 
the Department CEO may, any requests to the Minister in such case should 
have to be referred to the CEO. This should include where a Local 
Government has used the use of very poor quality consultant reports to justify 
a significant project and electors petition the CEO or Minister to intervene.
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Any other related matters the Select Committee identifies as worthy of 
examination and Report

Lack of effective communication to all ratepayers needs to be addressed to 
restore confidence in Local Government. For example, consultation by Local 
Government on significant financial and planning matters need to be 
improved. The Shire of Chittering Strategic Community Plan 2017-2027 was 
poorly canvassed for community consultation and should have been 
included with rate notices or some other more effective communication 
means put in place. Similarly, the lack of effective communication, 
consultation, and

Not everyone reads local or regional, state or national papers. Nor does 
everyone keep an eye on Local Government web sites to know what is 
going on. It is no longer the 19th/20th century! Local Government need to be 
more proactive to ensure ratepayers do have an effective say on such 
matters and be able to hold Local Government to account more so than at 
present. Local Government should ensure all electors on becoming eligible 
to vote are registered for communication methods, be that email, mail or any 
other appropriate means. This should be updated annually thru rate notices 
or similar means.

On important matters that require an “Absolute majority”, the requirement for 
approval should be increased to 66%. This may assist in appropriate 
communication and consultation with ratepayers has occurred and interests 
carefully considered. To over come this increase, a following public local 
government meeting should be held that could approve the proposal if at 
least 50% of councillors vote for the proposal and are supported by 75% of 
attending electors.

Creating offences and prescribing penalties. 

Currently a local law made under this Act may provide “for the offence to be 
punishable on conviction by a penalty not exceeding a fine of $5 000”.  This 
should be raised to $100,000 for a company or similar and to $50,000 for an 
individual. Similarly “If the offence is of a continuing nature, the local law 
may make the person liable to a further penalty not exceeding a fine of 
$500” should be increased to $10,000 for a company or similar and to 
$1,000 for an individual. These will provide a better deterrent and hopefully 
minimise offences and the time wasted on such matters by staff of Local 
Government.
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Printing and publication of electoral material

Publish definition should included publish by radio, television, social media, 
email and web sites to better reflect current communication media.

Thank you for the opportunity to raise the above matters for your 
consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Robert (Bob) Sprague

Attachment:

1. Submission to Shire on Lower Chittering Sports and Recreation Facility 
dated 8 August 2019

2. Addendum to Submission dated 13 August 2019



Chief Executive Officer 
Shire of Chittering 
PO Box 70  
Bindoon WA 6502 
Via Email to: chatter@chittering.wa.gov.au

Thursday, 8 August 2019 

Dear CEO and Councillors,

Lower Chittering Sports and Recreation Facility 

1. I am asking that you consider this my submission as a ratepayer in 
regard to the recently advertised “Major Land Transaction” and 
proposed “Land Sale” for the Lower Chittering Sports and Recre-
ation Facility and the “management” of this Project.

2. Firstly, I am not opposed to sporting and community facilities as 
such. They are a valuable part of developing our youth and com-
munity spirit etc. What I am strongly opposed to is the proposal 
for the Lower Chittering Sports and Recreational Centre Project in 
its’ present form due to the reasons below.

Land Transaction

3. The arrangement for the sale of land to Immaculate Heart College 
(IHC) has been progressed and agreed upon without seeking the 
necessary public comment in breach of the Local Government 
Act. It is only after being raised by a ratepayer and pressure from 
ratepayers that that you have belatedly sought the required com-
ment. This, and other errors and omissions, do not augur well for 
confidence in Shire management. 

4. I do not believe that the Shire has complied fully with the Local 
Government Act Sect 3.58 in that it has not provided all the re-
quired details in its’ public notice. Referring to its Business Plan for 
the facility is not appropriate as this is a seperate matter to the 
land sale and contains much unrelated matter to that required un-
der the Act. 
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5. The Business Plan (3.3 Part 2) states the land was vested in the 
Shire for recreational purposes yet the following paragraph states 
the purpose of the sale is to create funds for infrastructure. Are 
these two aims compatible?

Capital Financing

6. The proposal to provide IHC a private, limited liability company 
an unsecured loan of $1.625m dollars is reckless and should NOT 
PROCEED. My understanding is that the amount proposed far ex-
ceeds any other Shire or local government body in WA providing 
such an unsecured loan to a 3rd party and opens the possibility 
for a further ratepayer liability should this private limited liability 
company default. To provide this unsecured loan, particularly given 
IHC continual reduction in its supposed capacity to pay costs as-
sociated with this proposal will, with Shire’s own loan, seriously 
limit the Shire’s ability to make future borrowings and provide 
questionable cost benefit for the Shire. This is of particular concern 
as the Business Plan (P.18) shows it has insufficient funds to meet 
current projected costs for transport, building asset renewal, Parks, 
Oval and Reserves!

7. I question the validity of the reason given by IHC for Council to un-
dertake a loan on their behalf (to be able it to obtain future capital 
loans). Surely if declared to a lender, the repayments to the Shire 
would inhibit IHC loan raising as much as taking out a loan itself. Is 
the real reason they would be unable to obtain such loan? It is 
also incongruent for the Council to accept all financial risk 
but none by this limited liability company (IHC).

8. Despite repeated assurances from Shire that IHC can meet its 
share of costs, we have seen repeated downgrading of their ability 
to meet their share of the capital and ongoing costs. The Council 
appears to have been, and is being, “played” by IHC and Coun-
cil’s due diligence/negotiating has been lacking to say the 
least.

9. The Business Plan makes little comment on the risk of a loan to 
this limited liability company (IHC). It merely states that in the 
event of dissolution of the College, the full balance of the loan will 
become due. If this company becomes insolvent, the maximum li-
ability payable will only be $40. Much was made of this being high-
ly unlikely by the previous acting CEO. I believe that to be naive 
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and I do not share his belief. Would any financial institution agree 
to an unsecured loan such as this? NO THEY WOULD NOT!

10. The inclusion of the funds to be received from the sale of land to 
be included as IHC’s contribution towards the Sports and Recre-
ation Centre Project is factually incorrect and needs to be dealt 
with as a separate contract. As the Shire will be receiving these 
funds, the Shire can choose where to contribute those funds, in-
cluding towards the proposed Project, therefore if so done, the 
money becomes part of the Shire’s contribution, NOT IHC. Stating 
otherwise in the Business Plan is incorrect and misleading.

11. Given the many errors in Council documents relating to this 
Project, I have little, if any confidence, in the assessment that the 
1st Stage will only cost $9.71 million. It is disturbing (page 18) that 
the Council might allocate more funds to the Project to meet con-
struction costs that exceed the estimate. Why has no mention 
been made of IHC also having to contribute to any over 
spend?

Operating Costs

12. The operating funding arrangement has not been finalised. This is 
critical to the viability of this Project and should be resolved before 
any further expenditure is incurred should this Project proceed. 
Many decisions have been made based on what IHC would con-
tribute but this has gradually reduced over time despite previous 
and repeated assurances that IHC could afford those contri-
butions.

13. The projected revenue only covers 20%-25% of the annual operat-
ing cost of the Project. Therefore the proposed Project will incur a 
significant loss every year for the life of the facility. That is IF IHC 
meets its’ commitment and revenue meets expectations. How-
ever, it is possible that IHC will not; failing to meet part or all ongo-
ing costs on the basis of they “cannot afford it”, need to spend on 
further expansion, etc. Will the Shire then stand up to them and 
deny use of the facility at sometime in the future? I think that this 
option would be unlikely but could lead to the closing of the facility 
in its entirety.

14. The net operating costs for the Shire as shown in The Business 
Plan have been substantially understated and likely actual costs 
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will only be able to be met by the Shire by deferment/cancellation 
of other necessary works programs, specifically expenditure on 
roads, footpaths and bridges (or raising rates). For example:

a. The table on page 15 of The Business Plan – Annualised 
Expenditure Estimates shows estimates of $310,500 for year 
1 and $483,500 p.a. for years 2+ for the building only (col-
umn 1). These estimates exclude any costs for interest or 
for operating costs for at least one oval. Interest expense 
for the Shire will be in the vicinity of $100,000 p.a. and (using 
the actual oval expenses for the Muchea Hall Facility in the 
past 2 years of $50,700 p.a.) a much more realistic estimate 
of annual expenditure for the facility is $460,000 for year 1 
and $633,000 p.a. for the following years. Using these esti-
mates of annual expenditure (which include interest and an 
oval maintenance expense) and assuming revenue of 
$25,000 in Year 1 and $50,000 in Year 2 (including IHC con-
tribution), the net cost to the Shire will be $347,000 in year 1 
and $497,000 in year 2, SUBSTANTIALLY MORE than 
shown In the Business Plan.

b. The above calls into question the proposed loan agreement 
with, and usage cost contribution by the IHC. Using just the 
25% of costs formula, the contributions by the College 
should be $108,750 in Year 1 and $124,250 in Year 2. IHC 
has ONLY committed to cost contribution of up to $100,000 
p.a. for the first 2 years. IHC’s ability to meet their share of 
these higher costs need to be taken up with IHC at the very 
least before further expenditure is made. Should they again 
cry poor, then cancel this Project!

c. I also question why sporting clubs have to pay 1/3 costs and 
IHC which will gain substantial benefit and sole usage at sig-
nificant times is only proposed to pay 25% or up to $100,000 
which ever is the lesser. 

d. The table on page 16 of The Business Plan, proposes that 
the Gap Costs of this Project be funded by deferral of 
$416,000 of roadworks over the 2 years. However, more re-
alistic numbers for the Facility Gap costs are $327,250 
(2021/22) and $437,250 (2022/23), assuming also that the 
College can meet the more realistic cost contributions of 
$108,750 and $124,250 in those years - a shortfall of 
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$348,500. Besides being an unrealistic amount, taking 
$416,000 from roadworks or any other maintenance/service 
area is NOT SUPPORTED. How to you propose to fund 
the remaining $348,500?

15. At all of the public and community meetings, the majority of sport-
ing clubs have indicated that they have no intention of using the 
proposed facility, preferring to stay with their own local sporting fa-
cility. This calls into question the need for and forecast operating 
income/costs of the facility.

16. All business cases related to this Project, including the recently re-
leased one in June 2019, are seriously flawed. They have failed to 
take into consideration the ‘opportunity costs’ or adverse economic 
costs to other businesses or services (Shire and commercial). For 
example, the most recent report does not take into consideration 
the time value of money when predicting both the difference be-
tween the present value of cash inflows and the present value of 
cash outflows over a period of time. Further, this report does not:

a. Establish a Net Present Value, which is critical in capital 
budgeting and investment planning to analyse the profitabili-
ty of a projected investment or project. 

b. The contribution of IHC is misrepresented and incorrectly 
documented as mentioned in paragraph 3 above (e.g. 
$275,000 Land Sale Funds). This needs to be added to the 
amount the Shire will contribute.

c. The estimates of usage is misleading, linking the percentage 
of survey responses (itself flawed) to the Shire population. 
The participation rate of users is also unrealistic given stated 
views of most if not all sporting groups.

d. For projects running over a long period of time, like this one, 
replacement cost of this asset overtime should be taken into 
account (depreciation). This has not been indicated or sug-
gested in any of the documentation. It has also been ignored 
in all of the calculations provided by the Shire. Therefore, as 
with other issues addressed in this submission, the true 
costs of the Project are not being provided in this Busi-
ness Plan.
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e. The 2016 Feasibility Study survey found 71% were against 
paying higher rates to subsidise improvements to 
Recreational Facilities. This sentiment has been echoed 
loud and clear at several meetings of ratepayers, including 
the recent Shire Information Session on 10 June 2019. 
When will Councillors listen to and act on the views of 
the people that elect them?

f. The Business Plan 6.1:

i. States “reallocating costs from within existing programs 
…. to ensure adding another facility will not stretch 
maintenance funds too thinly across all Shire asset 
classes”. Assets such as current sporting and recre-
ational facilities are already suffering from a lack of 
funding - this loss making facility will only exacerbate 
this problem, lead to excessive rate increases and/or 
rationalisation of facilities.

ii. Storage space is proposed to be allocated to IHC but 
no fee is mentioned for this, being used 100% of the 
time and not available to other users. Presumably this 
is on the basis of their contribution to costs.

iii. The time/duration of a school day has not been defined 
and could lead to limited use after school and during 
school holidays by individuals and community groups. 

iv. The 2016 Feasibility Study survey found a significant 
proportion of respondents would use the facility on 
weekday mornings - this would not be possible given 
the preference given to IHC sole use.

v. Operating hours of the facility have not been specified. 
Consideration of social activity on local residents 
should be considered and minimised by limiting activi-
ties to say 11.00pm and noise minimisation included in 
any use agreements.

17. The Shire contribution of $345,648 (unfixed furniture/“in kind”) has 
not been included in the Table Expenditure Options (6.3).
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Environment

18. I understand that the majority of groundwater in the general area of 
the proposed Sports Facility can and does vary greatly 
dependent on a variety of factors that are likely to limit the avail-
ability of water now and into the future. This calls into question the 
viability of this Project and spending ratepayer funds on other is-
sues, such as the recent Contract for Architectural Services, seem 
inappropriate until the critical water supply has been determined. 
To propose to use artificial grass should water not be available, is 
environmentally unsound and impractical for a number of rea-
sons and should not be adopted.

19. A lack of water would seriously impact on the scope of this Project: 
would that not invalidate the loan grant?

Effect on Other Sporting and Community Facilities

20. No sporting body representation on the Steering Committee 
seems a significant omission and petty but unsurprising given the 
sporting bodies views on this Project and Council’s attitude to op-
position. 

21. The lack of consultation with sporting associations reported in the 
2016 report also demonstrates this poorly researched and 
thought out Project.

22. Of most concern is that this Project will at the very minimum incur 
a further debt of $13,580,105 over 20 years on top of borrowing 
the initial loan of $4,625,000 which will amass an additional 
$1,898,439 in interest. In total, over the 20 years, a staggering 
cost of $20,103,544 to the Shire and ultimately ratepayers. 

Consultation/Communication

23. The Council has been forced to open community consultation be-
latedly after failing to have an open, full and informed consultation 
of all ratepayers given the significant impact on rates, future abili-
ty to borrow funds for other likely needs, and legal requirements 
to do so. This is particularly galling given the  significant opposi-
tion that has arisen (and to date being ignored).

24. The Shire has accepted various reports from consultants to justify 
this proposal that are lacking in so many respects it is laughable. 
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The reports appear to be written with the primary purpose of justi-
fying this Project/making it work. Money poorly spent.

25. Opposing views, particularly by sporting groups, has not only 
been ignored, but not given any voice in Council documents re-
garding this proposal (shades of “Yes Minister”).

26. The Strategic Community Plan 2017-2027 was poorly canvassed 
for community consultation and should have been included with 
rate notices or some other more effective communication means.

27. No mention has been made of the Reference Group being re-
quired to publish minutes to keep the community informed of their 
deliberations. This should be a requirement for full and open gov-
ernment.

Opportunity Cost

28. There appears to have been no discussion of the opportunity 
costs of this Project up until the recent Business Plan. Are other 
current and future needs of ratepayers going to be met, now and 
in future years as a consequence of this Project’s huge loan and 
operating costs? For example, the 2016 Feasibility Study indi-
cates facilities are required to meet needs in our community for 
pre-school/school age (met partly by this Project) and over 55s 
(similar % to the former group) but there is no provision of facili-
ties/activities needed for our substantial retired elderly communi-
ty!

29. This Project will have an impact on local cafes/shops/bakeries lo-
cated close to the exiting sports clubs. This loss of business/jobs 
has not been quantified. As this is a community Project, adverse 
impacts on the community should be assessed in detail.

30. The 2016 Feasibility Study lists the need for (and upgrade) of ad-
ditional tennis courts and other facilities thru out the Shire. It also 
mentions the possibility of consolidation of facilities i.e. closure of 
some facilities in favour of others. This does not appear to be ad-
dressed in the Business Plan. Is this a deliberate omission 
with Council planning to decommission facilities to force 
users to use this of this facility?

31. Similarly, the 2016 Feasibility Study mentions the need to ad-
dress young peoples’ needs (perhaps a BMX track and/or skate 
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board park like at Muchea for Lower Chittering) - this has not 
been addressed in the Business Plan. 

32. Council has failed for many years to adequately fund current 
sporting facilities maintenance. It is only now due to resistance 
to this Project have funds been provided (but at the expense of 
other Shire needs previously rated higher). It is highly likely that 
ongoing maintenance costs of these, and this Project, will se-
verely impact Shire funds, leading to significant rate increases, 
facilities not being maintained to the required standard and/or this 
proposed facility being closed due to excessive costs/lack of use.

Other Issues

33. The Business Plan makes a case based on the growth of the 
Shire, stating it is expected to escalate. Given the significant 
down turn in the economy, population growth and the real estate 
down turn, it is hard to accept the Business Plan case that growth 
will escalate at this time or for some years. No updating of as-
sumptions in the 2016 Report have been made to validate this 
aspect.

34. Part of the justification for the sale of the land is so that IHC can 
locate its future high school adjacent to the primary school on the 
same side of the road. No mention has been made as to the fu-
ture use of the land on the opposite side of the road that was in-
tended for the High School and owned by IHC. I would like to 
know what is intended with that land as it impacts on the 
valuation of the proposed sale and should have been part of 
Shire’s due diligence.

Conclusion

35. This Project, while gaining valuable funding from the Common-
wealth will place a heavy and probably unsustainable burden 
on the Shire of Chittering and should not proceed at this time.

36. To progress this Project seems at the very least unwise without:

a. Refusing the proposal for a loan on behalf of IHC (unse-
cured to a limited liability company) and increase their 
share of operating costs based on more realistic costs.

r. Resolution of the water issue.
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s. Review of the Business Plan to provide accurate financial 
data as well as validate and correct information in various 
areas. If playing fields are deleted (as alluded to in the 
Business Plan) that will reduce the viability and usefulness 
of this Project, calls in to further question the costings, and 
may breach the terms of the Grant for this Project. 

37. I am extremely dismayed at the level of incompetence shown by 
Council over the handling of this proposed Project and I am 
strongly of the view that to proceed is detrimental to the good 
management and governance of the Shire of Chittering. I strong-
ly urge Council to reconsider the proposal and defer all and 
any further consideration and expenditure for at least 5 
years.

38. The Council needs to review its future communication and 
consultation with ratepayers on significant matters, such as 
this Project, as it has shown the Council to have been inept in do-
ing so.

39. May I suggest that in future, all Council documents such as your 
Business Plan are paragraph numbered for ease of referring to 
when commenting on. It would make referring and reviewing 
comments easier for everyone. 

40. Similarly, please put hyperlinks on your web pages to any refer-
ences to other documents on the Shire web site. Not all ratepay-
ers have the time or knowledge to find their way to many pages 
buried within (if they have internet access which many do not). I 
have raised this before to no avail. Perhaps staff need some 
training on this matter (it’s not hard). Also your complaints mech-
anism is sorely lacking. It should be from easily located and cred-
ible with an online form to complete and/or to download and print.

Yours Sincerely,

Robert (Bob) Sprague
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Chief Executive Officer 
Shire of Chittering 
PO Box 70  
Bindoon WA 6502 
Via Email to: chatter@chittering.wa.gov.au

Tuesday, 13 August 2019 

Dear CEO and Councillors,

Lower Chittering Sports and Recreation Facility 

1. I ask that this be added as an Addendum to my submission dated 8 
August (sent by email 11/8/19) and be considered as part of that 
submission as a ratepayer in regard to the recently advertised “Major 
Land Transaction” and proposed “Land Sale” for the Lower Chittering 
Sports and Recreation Facility and the “management” of this Project.

Capital Financing

2. The assurances repeatedly made by Council that Immaculate Heart 
College, a private limited liability company, that it can and will meet 
its commitments is called into question by its previous behaviour 
detailed below.

3. Is it not true that this Company, in the early 2000’s, insisted on a road 
being built by the Shire between its’ location and Bullsbrook so that 
students would not have to use the Great Northern Highway? A 
condition of Shire doing so was that the Company’s school facilities had 
to be built BEFORE a Church. This did not happen. The Church was 
built before the school facilities. 

4. Similarly, was not the Company granted approval for temporary 
demountable classrooms for a period of two years whilst the 
permanent classrooms and school infrastructure were built. To this date, 
while permanent classrooms and school infrastructure have been build 
and significant time elapsing since, why have they these temporary 
classrooms not been removed? What if any action has/is the Shire 
taking on this matter? 
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5. There is documented records of complaints from many members of the 
Lower Chittering ratepayers received by the Council and action 
proposed and Motion carried in Council minutes and corresponding 
attachments regarding the above over the years. Despite this, no 
follow-up action appears to have been taken by the Shire to 
enforce these undertakings. 

6. At the recent Shire meeting of ratepayers, the acting CEO in front of the 
Shire President, stated the Project could only go ahead in its’ present 
form if the Grant was not to be lost. It is my understanding that this is 
incorrect and that it is possible for the Grant to be put on hold, 
postponed or it can be revised and applied to a better solution after 
better consultation, planning to provide a more affordable solution for 
the benefit of our community.

Yours Sincerely,

Robert (Bob) Sprague
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