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1. COMMENCEMENT OF DELEGATED MEETING AND WELCOME 

The meeting commenced at 6.31pm. 

The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam made the following acknowledgement statement: 

"We acknowledge that we are on the traditional lands of the Ku/in Nation. We 
offer our respect to the Elders of these traditional lands, and through them to 
all Aboriginal and Torres Strait islander peoples, past and present", 

PRESENT 
Councillor Cuc Lam (Chair) 
Councillor Michael Clarke 
Councillor Simon Crawford 
Councillor Jorge Jorquera 
Councillor Anthony Tran 

IN ATTENDANCE 
Chief Executive Officer, Celia Haddock 
Director Infrastructure Services, Patrick Jess 
Director Corporate Services, Lisa King 
Director Planning and Environment, Laura Jo Mellan 
Manager Governance and Commercial Services, Phil McQue 
Manager City Places, Ashley Minniti 
Governance Officer, Jessica Baguley 

2. APOLOGIES 

Apologies for the meeting were received from Cr Bernadette Thomas and Cr 
Sarah Carter. 

3. DISCLOSURES OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

Nil. 

4. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

Paula Travers, asked the following questions: 
1. Why are the council considering using the Green space of Mcivor reserve for 

a sports stadium? 
2. Is there available warehouses in the municipality which could be converted to 

a sports stadium? 
3. Have you got required funding for proposed stadium? 
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Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam advised that Council has made no decisions on the site 
location of a potential indoor sports stadium at McIvor Reserve. The current 
engagement process has sought community input for improvements to McIvor 
Reserve to inform the development of a Master Plan. Council has also asked the 
community for its feedback on the potential of an indoor stadium to be located at 
McIvor Reserve as part of the Master planning process. There has been no 
consideration by Council of where an indoor stadium may be located within McIvor 
Reserve. Cr Lam noted that Master Plan design options are being developed 
based on the community engagement outcomes so far and Council will consider 
these options in the coming months, prior to re-engaging with the community for 
further input. 

In response to the second question, the Chair noted that there is a range of criteria 
to be considered when determining an appropriate location for an indoor stadium 
to meet the needs of a growing population. Council is not aware of any available 
warehouses that would meet these criteria. 

In response to the final question, the Chief Executive Officer, Ms Celia Haddock, 
advised that funding has not been committed at this point in time. 

David Ruzicka, asked the following questions: 
1. Regarding Maribyrnong Planning Scheme Amendment C172 (West 

Footscray and Surrounds - Heritage Precincts) - Consultation with community 
was initially through the West Footscray Neighbourhood Plan (2018) where 
only 85 people responded to Council survey's and only 19 residents attended 
the related public information sessions. Over 80% of the responses 
supported the draft neighbourhood plan without any new heritage overlays, 
and there was only 1 individual who requested heritage overlay. With such 
low responses and close to no support for further heritage overlays, why did 
Council proceed with a heritage overlay amendment to plan? 

2. Regarding Maribyrnong Planning Scheme Amendment 0172 (West 
Footscray and Surrounds - Heritage Precincts) — Given the high percentage 
of Public Exhibition submissions that objected to Amendment 0172 will 
Council use their power under the Planning & Environment ACT 1987 to 
abandon Amendment 0172 and the related interim overlay Amendment 
C173? 

Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam replied that when Council considered all responses to the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan, Council resolved to undertake a feasibility study to 
identify potential heritage areas in West Footscray. West Footscray 
Neighbourhood Plan is being implemented into the Maribyrnong Planning Scheme 
via Amendment C162. Amendment 0172 seeks to implement to findings from the 
West Footscray Heritage Study 2021. 
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In response to the second question, Cr Lam noted that Council officers are in the 
process of considering all submissions received for Amendment 0172 and has not 
yet made a decision regarding how to proceed with the amendment. The Director 
Planning & Environment Services or Manager City Places can determine under 
delegation to refer unresolved submissions to a Planning Panel but ultimately any 
decision on whether to approve or abandon a planning scheme amendment must 
be made by the Council. 

The Chair, Cr Lam highlighted that the C173 was approved by the Minister for 
Planning in December 2021 and therefore Council cannot abandon the 
amendment. 

Han Thai, asked the following questions: 

	

1. 	Please list out full names and position of all Council members under the 
definition of "planning authority" who will make the decision whether to 
a) abandon the 0172 & 0173 Heritage Overlay proposal based on a high 

percentage of objections (about 70-75% objections from 189 
submissions) or 

b) proceed to Planning Panel. 

	

2. 	Can Council please provide copy of the 85 online responses to the West 
Footscray Neighbourhood Plan 2018? 

Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam replied that under the Planning and Environment Act 1987, 
a municipal council is a planning authority for any planning scheme in force in its 
municipal district. Under the Local Government Act 2020, Council may delegate 
power, duty or function under this Act or any other Act. Submissions received to 
Amendment 0172 are currently being considered. 

Cr Lam noted that the Director Planning and Environment or Manager City Places 
can determine under delegation to refer unresolved submissions to a Planning 
Panel, but ultimately any decision on whether to approve or abandon a planning 
scheme amendment must be made by the Council. 

Cr Lam noted that the C173 was approved by the Minister for Planning in 
December 2021 and therefore Council cannot abandon the amendment. 

In response to the second question, Cr Lam advised that at a meeting held 30 
October 2018, Council considered responses to consultation on the draft Plan. A 
summary of the responses are outlined in attachment 2 to that report. Council 
officers will make contact in relation to accessing the report. 

Cameron Goodison, asked the following question: 
The proposed heritage overlay documentation only addresses possible "benefits". 
Has Council conducted any research on the many costs that this overlay will 
impose on individuals and the local community as a whole? And if not, why not? 
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Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam advised that there are a range of matters that Council 
must consider in preparing a Planning Scheme Amendment including the social, 
economic and environmental for a net community benefit. These details are 
available on Council's website as part of the amendment documentation. 

Vas Banschikov, asked the following question: 
1. Can Council confirm that the Change.Org  Petition with more than 500 

objections (that was submitted via the Your City Your Voice website) will be 
accepted by Council as an official petition? 

2. Can Council put the HO proposal as an Agenda item in future meetings? 
3. 2 out of the 5 visions of Council are "Liveable neighbourhoods" and "Future 

focussed". How does applying a heritage overlay, aim to to achieve these two 
vision items, given the high cost and inefficient processes involved in making 
seemingly simple roof repairs, to more complex renovations, which are 
financially unviable. 

Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam noted that Council had received a submission to 
Amendment C172 that had a petition attached. It does not meet the criteria in 
Council's Governance Rules (Division 9) to be tabled formally at a Council 
meeting. However, all submissions to the Amendment will be considered including 
this one. 

In response to the second question, Cr Lam advised that the C172 will be an 
agenda item at a future meeting, as the final decision on the Amendment must be 
made by the Council prior to this decision being referred to the Minister for 
Planning. 

Cr Lam responded to the third question highlighting there are a range of matters 
that must be considered, this includes those raised in submissions and the social, 
economic and environmental effects for a net community benefit. Should the 
submissions be referred to an independent planning panel these matters will be 
considered. 

Dermot Cullen, asked the following questions: 
1. Can the CDDC address why MCC are looking at options to build an indoor 

stadium on an open space at McIvor reserve? Under the MCC Open Space 
Strategy, 'upgrades to neighbourhood facilities' were deemed a very high 
priority for McIvor reserve. An indoor stadium with six basketball courts is not a 
neighbourhood level facility. The purpose of the OSS was to provide direction 
for the use of open space in the COM to 2031. It is not directly mentioned or 
implied that an indoor stadium would be a suitable addition to McIvor reserve. 

2. During community consultation on the upgrade to Mcivor reserve the MCC 
have said that, if a stadium were to be built, it would not need planning 
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permission under the current zoning of the reserve. Given green space is a 
dwindling resource, will the Council commit to protecting and maintaining all 
current green space in the COM and update their public space strategies and 
planning schemes so that if a stadium is proposed to be built on a green, open 
space then planning permission is required? 

3. MCC have indicated a master plan for McIvor reserve is planned. Can MCC 
confirm that a master plan will actually be developed and that it will not be 
proceeding straight to drawing up schematic designs for a new stadium at 
McIvor reserve (schematic design of a stadium at McIvor reserve is listed as a 
$93,000 line item in the recently released budget)? 

Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam responded to Mr Dermot Cullen's first two questions by 
clarifying that there is a clear and identified need for additional indoor courts to 
service our growing population. To provide opportunities for our community to 
participate in high ball sports such as basketball, netball, volleyball, futsal, and 
badminton. McIvor Reserve has been identified as a potential site to host such a 
facility and Council has made no decision as to where this facility would be located 
within Mclvor Reserve should the site be deemed appropriate. 

Cr Lam noted that the Open Space Strategy is only one of many strategies that 
Council uses to guide its planning and decision making. Following the initial phase 
of engagement which has just been completed, all feedback will be analysed to 
inform master plan options for McIvor Reserve. Council will consider these options 
prior to re-engaging with the community for further feedback. 

In response to the final question, Cr Lam advised concept designs (3D imagery) 
are a common practice as part of a master planning process for public recreational 
facilities. They provide an insight as to what facilities may look like in the context of 
the broader landscape and are an essential part of community engagement and 
facility planning. More detailed schematic designs are unlikely to commence until 
Council has endorsed a master plan and preferred site location should that be the 
outcome. 

EXTENSION OF PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

A motion was moved by Cr Michael Clarke, seconded by Cr Anthony Tran, that 
Council extend public question time by 15 minutes. 

CARRIED 
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Sharon Schwab, asked the following questions: 
1. I'm excited to hear Council is proposing to build an indoor sports stadium and 

is currently assessing suitable sites. It's unclear from the consultation where a 
stadium within McIvor Reserve can go without it taking away essential open 
green space. Can you please clarifying if Council is proposing to build on 
parkland and if so where, or is Council proposing a brown field site within 
McIvor to create a new asset for our City's residents. If yes, where does 
Council think this new asset can be built? 

2. If council can't build an indoor sports stadium within McIvor Reserve without 
taking away resident's essential recreational space / dog park, why is this site 
being considered? 

3. Council has about $986M in assets. Does Council own a brown field site within 
our City that can be repurposed for the development of a 6 court indoor sports 
stadium? 

Response 
The Chair Cr Cuc Lam notified Ms Schwab that Council answered this question 
previously, Council has made no decision as to where this facility would be located 
within McIvor Reserve should the site be deemed appropriate. The Open Space 
Strategy is only one of many strategies that Council uses to guide its planning and 
decision making. Following the initial phase of engagement which has just been 
completed, all feedback will be analysed to inform master plan options for McIvor 
Reserve. Council will consider these options prior to re-engaging with the 
community for further feedback. 

In response to the second and third question, Cr Lam noted these questions have 
been covered in previous answers. 

Greg Randall, asked the following questions: 
1. In relation to the current Mcivor Reserve Masterplanning Process and more 

specifically the proposal to design and develop a 4-6 Indoor Court Sports 
stadium my question is: How can Council be moving to a schematic design for 
these courts at McIvor or elsewhere without a masterplan or business case? 
(Noting that advice from staff at the community consultations indicated an 
estimated cost of at least $30million.) 

2. Further on the Indoor Sports Stadium proposal, The Otium Study that has 
informed the Indoor Sports stadium strategy was published in 2018 using 2016 
ABS data and 2017/18 utilisation statistics. Leaving aside that the study 
contained some gaps and inconsistencies and noting that our Covid 19 
experiences have both changed the community's perception of open space 
requirements and sporting club activation will a new study be commissioned 
prior to any investment of the scale envisaged? 

3. How is the Bradmill Development being leveraged and the developers engaged 
to deliver community benefits and specifically, what are the proposed benefits 
and investments? 
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Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam noted that the first question has been covered in previous 
answers. 

In response to the second question from Mr Randall, Cr Lam responded by noting 
that a new study will not be conducted and that Council is confident in its current 
data, and it remains clear that there is severe need for an additional indoor sports 
facilities within the Municipality of Maribyrnong. 

Cr Lam responded to the final question from Mr Randall by advising that the 
former Bradmill site was rezoned for mixed use purposes in 2011. The Brad mill 
Development Plan was subsequently approved by Council in September 2012. It 
sets the high level strategic vision for the site and includes a requirement for 
community facilities and areas of open space. 

The developer will also be subject to developer contributions via Planning Scheme 
Amendment C164, ensuring the developer pays their fair share of infrastructure 
required to service new residents. 

Maree Keating, asked the following questions: 

1. The heritage overlay stands to significantly disadvantage many homeowners-
particularly those on average incomes who have purchased cheap and poor 
quality housing. The overlay will almost definitely add cost and restrict their 
ability to improve appearance, efficiency and warmth through extensions, solar 
panels/ more insulative cladding etc. Yet in our survey of one zone most 
renovated homes are non compliant but significantly more valuable than 
unrenovated houses. If this overlay goes ahead how will Council address the 
obvious inequities it will create, and the significant disadvantage it will result in 
for residents in unrenovated houses? 

2. I understand that the research towards impact of this overlay was undertaken 
without physical photos and housing stock analysis in the affected zones. This 
results in what appears a broad brush un-nuanced approach to renovation 
restrictions which will impact on affected households in disproportionate and 
potentially devastating ways. How will the committee ensure that serious 
issues raised by this proposal — including equity and fairness of impact, as well 
as economic and climate change sustainability for affected households — are 
fully discussed and understood by Councillors as decision makers for people in 
the relevant electorates? 
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3. Whilst there were a number of submissions which agreed with the proposal, 
the tone and tenor of those submissions were along the lines that residents 
want to see limits on cheap poor quality town house development which will not 
be high quality enough to withstand climate change, and the cost of necessary 
upgrades and repairs into the next decades. Responders are clearly in favour 
of maintaining the "character" of our suburbs in the West. How will the 
Committee ensure that Council engages residents with the real impacts of a 
blanket heritage overlay, designed by historical heritage experts rather than 
sustainability/community experts? 

Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam responded to Ms Keating's question by outlining that when 
preparing a Planning Scheme Amendment there are a range of matters that 
Council must consider. The explanatory report for Amendment C172 outlines what 
these are and Council's response. These details are available on Council's 
website as part of the amendment documentation. 

In response to the second question, Cr Lam noted that Amendment C172 
explanatory report addresses the social, economic and environmental effects. 
These details are available via Council's website. 

Cr Lam responded to the final question by outlining that there are a range of 
matters that must be considered including those raised in submissions and the 
social, economic and environmental effects for a net community benefit. Should 
the submissions be referred to a Planning panel these matters will be considered 
by the independent panel. 

Shari Liby, asked the following questions: 
1. The community needs to know roughly how big the indoor stadium under 

consideration for McIvor would be. Based on what we could find in the Indoor 
Stadium Strategy, it looks like a 6-Court stadium will be about 7000 sq m and 
the 320-spot carpark will be another 7000 sq m for an approximately 14,000 sq 
m complex. We further believe the stadium will need to be 8 to 10-metretall, or 
close to 3 stories high. Do you agree with these calculations and, if you 
disagree, why? 
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2. The community needs to know where any indoor stadium under consideration 
would potentially be built. We do not believe there is any location of suitable 
size along the western boundary adjacent to the old Bradm ill site that does not 
"Impact on continued use by sporting clubs and others who enjoy the space 
currentljt, does not take away any existing ovals, does not change the dog 
park, does not reduce the size of open space in Maribyrnong, and does not 
necessitate building on green space. Do you agree that building an indoor 
stadium and car park at McIvor reserve would impact the continued use by 
some current users of the par, would reduce open space, would reduce green 
space and would necessarily have to either take away existing ovals, the dog 
park or other unstructured recreational areas at the reserve and, if you 
disagree, why? 

3. If a Stadium were to be constructed at McIvor Reserve, of the space available, 
what are the most likely options for its placement — on the dog park and 
surrounding treed area; over the soccer pavilion; over the Bowling Club, over 
some of the open sporting fields over the playground and BBQ area; over the 
hockey arena; over the baseball diamond; or somewhere else? What and who 
may have to be sacrificed for the construction of an indoor stadium on the 
reserve? 

Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam identified this question had been previously outlined and 
that Council has made no decision regarding McIvor Reserve as a preferred site, 
nor any decisions regarding specific site location within McIvor Reserve. It is 
simply testing the communities appetite or otherwise for the potential of an Indoor 
Stadium at McIvor Reserve. 

Cr Lam noted that phase 1 community engagement has not yet been fully 
assessed, therefore questions directly relating to the Indoor Stadium are 
premature at this stage of the process 

In response to the second question, the Chair, Cr Cuc Lam highlighted in previous 
responses, that questions directly relating to the Indoor Stadium are premature at 
this stage of the process. 

Cr Lam responded to the final question noting that Council has made no decision 
regarding McIvor Reserve as a preferred site, nor any decisions regarding specific 
site location within McIvor Reserve. 

Cr Lam confirmed that as Council is in phase 1 of the community engagement 
process and this has not been fully assessed, therefore questions relating directly 
to the Indoor Stadium are premature at this stage of the project. 
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EXTENSION OF PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

A motion was moved by Cr Michael Clarke, seconded by Cr Jorge Jorquera, that 
Council extend public question time by a further 15 minutes. 

CARRIED 

Miles Parnell Gilbert, asked the following questions 
1. The Open Space Strategy was completed in 2014 and reviewed in June 2020, 

before the implications of the pandemic on working from home and the use of 
local open space were yet realised. Do you agree that the community's need 
for open space has likely changed since the last review and, if so, do you 
agree that views on the need for open green space and nature need to be re-
evaluated and updated before the Council considers projects involving the 
reduction of Open Space going forward? 

2. Given that the Council is still seeking to purchase new sites for Open Space, it 
follows that the Council doesn't believe we currently have enough open spaces 
to meet the demand of our community. Does it not seem counter productive to 
cover a Green Open Space like McIvor (that is currently well used by the 
community) with an Indoor Stadium Facility that does not require Open Space 
to function? Doesn't that violate basic ESD principles of preserving assets we 
already use? Will this not just create a new problem, at the community's 
expense, where we no longer have enough Open Spaces for recreation and 
sports that require it. — redacted [sic}. 

3. Many in the community lack confidence in Council based on past behaviour, 
like the bin fire that was Footscray Park. Mclvor consultation, thus far, has 
been confusing and alarming for many, but presents an opportunity for the 
Council to regain trust by properly briefing the community. In the spirit of 
transparency, will the Council commit to share publicly a complete updated 
brief of the Indoor Stadium proposition to date, including a list of brown sites 
that have been mentioned by Councillors and Council staff, funding sources, 
estimates of building size etc including private, public and State contributions 
etc, BEFORE a draft Masterplan. 

Response 
The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam noted that Council is confident of its understanding of the 
need of Open Space and the value our community places on it. This 
understanding is duly considered when planning for Open Space and Recreational 
facilities. 

In response to the second question, Cr Lam identified that the question had been 
answered previously, questions directly relating to the Indoor Stadium are 
premature at this stage of the process. 
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Cr Lam responded to the final question by outlining that Council is following its 
Engagement policy and due process for the McIver Masterpian. Council are in 
phase 1 of the consultation phase, and if Council wishes to proceed to the next 
stage, Council will continue to be fully transparent. 

The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam closed public question time at 7.04pm. 

5. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

The purpose of this report was to present for confirmation, the minutes of the City 
Development Delegated Committee Meeting held on 24 May 2022. 

Committee Resolution 

That the Delegated Committee confirms the minutes of the City Development 
Delegated Committee Meeting held on 24 May 2022. 

Moved: 	 Cr Michael Clarke 
Seconded: 	Cr Simon Crawford 

CARRIED 

6. OFFICER REPORTS 

6.1. Planning Application at 25-27 lndwe Street West Footscray 

The purpose of this report was to present for consideration a planning permit 
application at 25-27 Indwe Street West Footscray which has received 23 
objections. 

Daniel McNamara addressed the Committee in relation to this item. 
Vicky Grillakis addressed the Committee in relation to this item on behalf of the 
applicant. 

Committee Resolution 

That the City Development Delegated Committee issue a Notice of Decision to 
Grant a Permit to Display internally illuminated business identification and 
directional signage exceeding 8 square metres in an Industrial Zone and within 
30 metres of a Residential Zone at 25-27 Indwe Street West Footscray, subject to 
conditions contained in Attachment 1. 

Moved: 	 Cr Anthony Tran 
Seconded: 
	Cr Simon Crawford 

CARRIED 
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6.2. Ballarat Street - Alfresco Dining and Public Open Space Plan 

The purpose of this report was to update Council on the Ballarat Street Outdoor 
Dining Precinct, including a concept design and endorsement of a permanent 
closure of Ballarat Street between Canterbury and Anderson Streets. 

Andrew Charles addressed the Committee in relation to this item. 
Adriana Nicu addressed the Committee in relation to this item. 

Committee Resolution 

That the City Development Delegated Committee: 
1. Note the results of community consultation regarding the Ballarat Street 

Outdoor Dining Precinct, including a petition from one of the adjoining 
businesses seeking to keep the area unchanged. 

2. Endorse the proposed concept plan for the Ballarat Street Alfresco Dining 
precinct, subject to removal of one proposed tree/seat installation, with four 
to remain. 

3. Subject to the resolution of the City Development Delegated Committee 
note that a report will be presented to a future meeting of Council in relation 
to the commencement of the statutory process for permanent closure of 
Ballarat Street, Yarraville to vehicular traffic, between Canterbury Street and 
Anderson Street in accordance with the Local Government Act 1989. 

Moved: 	 Cr Michael Clarke 
Seconded: 
	Cr Simon Crawford 

CARRIED 

6.3. Elevating Environmentally Sustainable Development (ESD) Targets in 
the Planning Scheme (Amendment C177) 

The purpose of this report was to present findings and seek endorsement of 
Stage 1 of the Elevating Environmentally Sustainable Development (ESD) 
Targets project led by the Council Alliance for a Sustainable Built Environment 
(CASBE), and request authorisation from the Minister for Planning to prepare and 
exhibit proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C177 to introduce ESD planning 
controls and update local policy in the Maribyrnong Planning Scheme. 
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Committee Resolution 

That the City Development Delegated Committee: 
1. Endorse the reports as shown in Attachments 1, 2 and 3 which form the 

basis to prepare a Planning Scheme Amendment (Attachment 4) to 
introduce proposed Environmentally Sustainable Development planning 
controls into the Maribyrnong Planning Scheme. 

2. Request the Minister for Planning to authorise the preparation of 
Amendment C177 to the Maribyrnong Planning Scheme (Attachment 4)/n 
accordance with Sections 4B (2) and 8A of the Planning and Environment 
Act 1987. 

3. Delegate to the Director Planning and Environment (or their delegate) the 
power to make any minor changes to Amendment C177 and consider 
additional supporting reports, documents and similar to facilitate the 
authorisation and exhibition process. 

4. Subject to authorisation being granted by the Minister for Planning, resolve 
to place Amendment C177 on exhibition under Section 19 of the Planning 
and Environment Act 1987. 

5. Note the delegation of the Manager City Places to consider any submissions 
received in accordance with Section 22, and refer any submissions to an 
independent panel appointed by the Minister for Planning in accordance 
with Section 23 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 

6. Request the Minister for Planning establish an advisory committee to advise 
on the Elevating Environmentally Sustainable Development Targets project 
in accordance with Section 151 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 

7. Subject to an advisory committee being established, authorise a legal 
representative, technical experts, the Manager City Places, Coordinator 
Strategic Planning, and/or Senior Strategic Planner to represent Council at 
hearings and present a submission to the advisory committee. 

8. Support the Council Alliance for a Sustainable Built Environment (CASBE) 
by the Mayor signing a letter to the Minister for Planning, Minister for 
Housing, Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and Solar 
Homes and Minister for Local Government and Suburban Development 
which advocates and requests the Minister for Planning to introduce a 
Particular Provision in the Victoria Planning Provisions that will enable 
participating councils to elevate Environmentally Sustainable Development 
built form requirements into their respective Planning Scheme. 

Moved: 	 Cr Simon Crawford 
Seconded: 
	Cr Anthony Tran 

CARRIED 
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Maribyrnong Active Transport Advisory Committee - new 
appointments 

The purpose of this report was to seek Council endorsement of six new 
community representative nominations to the Maribyrnong Active Transport 
Advisory Committee (MATAC). 

Committee Resolution 

That the City Development Delegated Committee: 
1. Appoints Jane Bilsborough and Julie Zilko from Yarraville Ward; Katie King 

and Jonathan Baker from River Ward; Isobel Jeffery and Trent La Fran chi 
from Stony Creek Ward as community representatives to the Maribyrnong 
Active Transport Advisory Committee. 

2. Notes that representatives from Victoria University and Bike West will be 
confirmed at the first meeting of the new MATAC. 

Moved: 	 Cr Simon Crawford 
Seconded: 
	Cr Jorge Jorquera 

CARRIED 

7. COUNCILLOR QUESTION TIME 

Nil. 

8. URGENT BUSINESS 

Nil. 

9. DELEGATED MEETING CLOSURE 

The Chair, Cr Cuc Lam, declared the meeting closed at 7.43pm. 

To be confirmed at the City Development DIegated Committee Meeting 
to be held on 26 July, 2022. 

Chair, Cr Cuc Lam 
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