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1. Assumption by Manly Council & KPMG that Oval is ‘low risk 
standard site’ 
Summary 

It is not a fact, as asserted by Council and as reported by KPMG 
that “there is limited below ground risk” on the Manly Oval site.  
This site differs from a “standard Sydney site” in that the Manly 
foundation material comprises water-charged sands, whereas a 
“standard Sydney site” would likely consist of weathered shale, or 
residual clayey soils.  Excavation in standard Sydney conditions is 
straightforward, with simple retaining wall solutions and few 
problems with managing ground water ingress.  Excavation in 
water-charged sands such as in Manly requires retention of the full-
face of the excavation, usually necessitating complex and expensive 
engineering solutions such as contiguous piles or diaphragm walls, 
with or without ground anchors depending on design, and continual 
pumping to keep the excavation dry. 

Specific risks associated with such unusual foundation conditions 
include: 

• the site falls in a potential acid sulfate soil zone, with the 
potential for costs to be incurred in the treatment of this 
material if found; 

• ensuring the stability of the excavation and preventing 
localized soil collapse; 

• determining and managing the potential water inflow and 
achieving an appropriate degree of water flow cut-off by the 
retaining wall. The risk, if this is not done carefully, is 
settlement of nearby foundations and infrastructure, and 
damage to those built elements. 

• accurately assessing uplift forces acting on the car park, 
including the potential increase in those forces over time due 
to expected sea-level rise from climate change, and the 
intermittent effects of local flooding events, and designing and 
constructing the car park to ensure it does not lift out of the 
ground due to buoyant forces acting on it.  

These risks all have serious cost implications, both in mitigating the 
risk and getting the design “right”, and in rectification in the event 
of their not being adequately considered in the design and 
construction.  

However, the really serious risk is that the Council’s cost estimate 
of $33.6M is severely understated. 

It is understood that Council’s estimate covers the design, 
construction and project management of the car park, including for 
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access and exit ramps, services adjustments and Manly Oval 
reinstatement. 

The industry standard reference guide for building and construction 
cost estimating is Rawlinsons Australian Construction Handbook, 
now in its 32nd Edition.  The Introduction to the 31st Edition, which 
was relevant to 2013, the year of Council’s estimate, reads (in 
part): 

 “This is the thirty-first edition of the Rawlinsons 
Australian Construction Handbook which, since its 
inception, has achieved a reputation as the leading 
authority on the various aspects of construction costs in 
Australia.  This Handbook is used by those involved in 
the various disciplines of the construction industry and 
is recognized as an authoritative text in the courts for 
cases relating to disputes regarding construction costs.” 

By comparison with Council’s estimate, Rawlinsons 2013 (Edition 
31) advises a cost estimate range between $50,800 and $54,800 
per car space (for 2-level underground car park construction in 
Sydney)1.  Adding allowances for the items specifically excluded 
from Rawlinsons’ figures (ramps, oval reinstatement, lifts, unusual 
site conditions2) returns an adjusted median figure of $43.8M 
construction cost only (see attachment for cost build up).  Adding 
for professional fees at the median rate suggested by Rawlinsons, 
and for contingency at the same percentage rate used by Council 
(6%), even though KPMG’s report states the rates used by Council 
are at the lower end of typical ranges3, gives a total cost estimate 
of $51.1M.  This is $15.9M or more than 50% higher than 
Council’s estimate. 
Council has not given any reason or justification for proposing a 
cost estimate so far under that suggested by the industry standard, 
Rawlinsons. 

Further, 3 separate references have assessed the cost of 
constructing underground parking (2013 escalated values in 
brackets4) at: 

• “about $50,000 per space” 5 (about $50,000 in 2013 $$$ - 
c.f. Rawlinsons estimate for Adelaide 2013 of $48,800 to 
$52,600 per space) 

                                   
1	  Rawlinsons	  Australian	  Construction	  Handbook	  2013,	  Section	  10.1.2.2	  
2	  ibid,	  preamble	  to	  Estimating	  Building	  Costs	  per	  Square	  Metre,	  Page	  36	  
3	  Manly	  2015	  Manly	  Oval	  Car	  Park	  –	  KPMG	  Financial	  and	  Commercial	  Review	  of	  Manly	  Council	  
Analysis,	  Sections	  5.2	  &	  5.3	  
4	  Indices	  for	  time-‐based	  escalation	  and	  cost	  differences	  between	  cities	  sourced	  from	  Rawlinson	  
5	  Adelaide	  City	  Council’s	  Integrated	  Movement	  Strategy	  -‐	  PARKING	  –	  c.2012	  
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• “approximately $50,000 per space” 6 (about $52,000 in 2013 
$$$ - c.f.  Rawlinsons estimate for Sydney 2013 of $50,800 to 
$54,800 per space); 

• a range of “$42,000 - $45,200 per space” for Brisbane 7 (a 
range of $45,000 to $48,000 in 2013 $$$ - c.f. Rawlinsons 
estimate for Brisbane 2013 of $44,800 to $48,300). 

It is obvious that these three separate estimates, given their almost 
perfect match in value and scope with Rawlinson, have all been 
drawn from Rawlinson, which begs the question: why does Manly 
Council refusal to do likewise, instead of developing a construction 
estimate that is only two-thirds of that advised by Rawlinson? 

This is the single greatest risk besetting this project, as the 
likelihood of the outturn cost being about $15M greater than 
Council’s estimate is very high, while the consequences of this 
risk eventuating are major: inability of the car park to cover 
outgoings, resulting in significant, unplanned financial burden on 
Council and ratepayers; damage to Council’s reputation; potential 
inability for Council to procure funding for the full sum and for the 
full 50-year period at the favourable interest rate of 5%.  

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Detailed response 

Council has asserted that the cost of the car park will be $33.6M, 
and that this includes all the risks associated with the site, as well 
as the cost of the elements external to the car park itself, including 
the entry and exit ramps in Sydney Road.  Presumably, it also 
includes the cost of lifts within the car park, and the cost of 
reinstating the first-class sporting field on the roof, and the cost of 
complying with the fire egress requirements of the Building Code of 
Australia, which, on the basis of the sketches available, appears 
extremely problematic. 

The actual construction cost estimate within the $33.6M is $30.4M 
with the remainder being separate amounts for Professional Fees 
(4.5%) and contingency (6%).  The $30.4M construction estimate 
purportedly includes the Sydney Rd access and egress ramps and 
all other costs.  On the basis of 760 car spaces, Council’s 
construction cost estimate is equivalent to $40,000 per car space. 

The industry standard reference guide for building and construction 
cost estimating is Rawlinsons Australian Construction Handbook, 
now in its 32nd Edition. 

                                   
6	  Leichhardt	  Municipal	  Council’s	  Report	  Dec	  ’11	  re:	  Merton	  St	  Rozelle	  proposed	  car	  park	  
7	  Feb	  2008	  article	  in	  Policy	  magazine	  by	  Christian	  Seibert,	  a	  Melbourne	  economist,	  published	  
Winter	  2008	  
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By comparison with Council’s estimate, Section 10.1.2.2 of 
Rawlinsons 2013 (Edition 31) advises a cost estimate range of 
between $50,800 and $54,800 per car space (for construction in 
Sydney).  Rawlinson notes that this estimate: 

• Includes landscaping to top of deck (Rawlinsons Section 
10.1.2); 

• Excludes lifts (Rawlinsons Section 10.1.2); 
• Excludes external works not immediately adjacent to the 

building (Rawlinsons Preamble to Section 1, 7th dot point); 
• Excludes professional fees (Rawlinsons Preamble to Section 1, 

7th dot point), as does Council’s base estimate; 
• Includes 2.5% contingency allowance (Rawlinsons Elemental 

Cost of Buildings, Section 10). 

Rawlinson also notes “Costs given should be adjusted to take 
account of such factors as … foundation problems” (Rawlinson 
Preamble to Section 1, 2nd dot point). 

The extra-over cost of replacing a first-class sporting field and first-
grade cricket square compared with basic landscaping to top of 
roof, is estimated at $0.3M.  This is presumably included in 
Council’s estimate. 

The cost of providing 3 lifts is estimated at $0.435M.  This is 
presumably included in Council’s estimate.  The actual number of 
lifts could vary between 2 and 4, subject to detail design. 

The cost of the Sydney Road access and egress ramps is estimated 
at $2M.  This is assumed to be included in Council’s estimate. 

Rawlinsons’ estimate includes for “average” difficulty excavation.  It 
would not have included the cost of diaphragm wall construction, 
but would likely have included for mid-range difficulty excavation 
(e.g. clay or weathered shale).  The extra-over cost of constructing 
the diaphragm wall retaining structure, including the differential 
(reduced) cost for excavating sand instead of clay, is estimated at 
$1.9M. 

The reduction for removing the 2.5% contingency (for direct 
comparison with Council’s base cost) is $1,320 per car space  
(-$1,003,200 in total). 

The net effect of the various additions and reductions is an increase 
of $4,800 per car space, to a mean figure of $57,600 per car space.  
This represents an additional $17,600 per car space, or $13.4M, on 
top of the figures estimated by Council. 

Applying Rawlinsons recommended percentage allowance for 
professional fees (10.75%) and Council’s estimate of contingency 
(6%) to the additional construction cost estimate produces the best 
estimate of final outturn cost.  Table 1 summarises these figures. 
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Total estimate, based on Rawlinsons guide, plus elements excluded 
from Rawlinsons guide: 

Item Build-up Amount 

Base Cost 760 spaces @ 
$52,800 ea8 

$40,128,000 

Extra over landscaping 
for first class sporting 
ground and cricket 
square 

Item (estimate) $300,000 

Lifts (Retail, hydraulic, 
20 pax) 

3 No @ $145,000 
ea9 

$435,000 

Entry and exit ramps in 
Sydney Rd 

Item (estimate) $2,000,000 

Cost of diaphragm wall 
construction (assumed 
2/3 perimeter of car 
park only), (median 
value) 

Item (estimate) $2,800,000 

Saving from excavating 
sand instead of clay 

100,000 m3 @ 
$9.00 (differential 
cost)10 

<$900,000> 

Saving from removing 
2.5% contingency 
allowance in standard 
Rawlinsons estimate 

760 spaces at 2.5% 
of $52,800 ea 

<$1,003,200> 

Sub total  $43,759,800 

Contingency allowance @ 6% (as per 
Council estimate) 

$2,625,588 

Professional fees @ 10.75%11 $4,704,180 

TOTAL  $51,089,568 

Table 1: Cost estimate summary 

 

 

 

                                   
8	  Rawlinsons	  Australian	  Construction	  Handbook,	  Edition	  31	  Section	  10.1.2.2	  	  -‐	  median	  value	  
9	  Rawlinsons	  Australian	  Construction	  Handbook,	  Edition	  29	  Detailed	  Prices,	  P.	  633	  +	  indexation	  
10:	  ibid,	  Detailed	  Prices,	  P.212	  
11	  ibid,	  Building	  Planning,	  Administration	  &	  Management,	  P	  827	  –	  Parking	  Station	  multi	  storey	  –	  
median	  percentage	  
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The Rawlinsons total is $51.1M, compared with Council’s estimate 
of $33.6M. 

There is a real risk that the basic elements of the project have not 
been considered, or not considered adequately, in Council’s 
estimate.  Without full visibility of Council’s estimate, it is 
impossible to understand the reasons for the enormous difference 
between the two estimates.  It is inconceivable that the viability of 
a project would be assessed on a cost estimate that is one third less 
than a comparable estimate based on Rawlinsons Guide, without 
very good reasons for doing so.  No such reasons have been 
provided. 

 

Footnote:  At a meeting of the experts organised by the 
Chamber of Commerce held on 7th May, 2014 – Garry Neville 
of Cardno confirmed the oval site was not a low risk site and 
that the design had not been sufficiently advanced to 
develop the solutions, or likely additional costs, at this stage. 

 

---oOo--- 
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2. Inconsistencies in Financial Modelling & Information 
 

Revenue Predictions: 
Reports were commissioned by Manly Council from: 
 

• Bitzios, being the Manly Oval Car Park Demand Forecasting 
study; 

• HillPDA being Manly 2015 Masterplan Economic Assessment; 
and  

• KPMG being Manly 2015: Manly Oval Car Park – KPMG 
Financial & Commercial Review of Manly Council Analysis. 

• Cardno Flood Study 
• GK Geotech Report 
• WT Partnership, Quantity Surveyors 

On page 2 of their report KPMG refers to the documentation 
provided by Manly Council, which they relied upon.  These were: 
 

• Manly 2015: Presentation to Little Manly Precinct, 17 March 
2011; 

• Manly Oval Underground car park Budget Estimate Rev. 2, WT 
Partnership, 21 October 2013; 

• Skidata 11-2012 10-2013 by month day evening fractions, 
Manly Council, November 2013; and 

• Manly Oval Car Park Demand Forecasting Study, Bitzios 
Consulting, November 2013. 

Of all the reports commissioned, only the Bitzios report was made 
available to KPMG.  In particular, HillPDA nor site studies were not. 
 
 
Manly Council has provided the independent experts with: 
 

• Ground conditions & construction risk 
• Traffic data for Whistler St 
• Growth in Manly CBD floor space 
• Required rate of return 
 

These are the 4 critical variables required to forecast the 
Manly Oval Car Park return.  None have been independently 
verified. 
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Table 2 on Page 7 of the KPMG report sets out the revenue 
assumptions. They have assumed a car park with a capacity of 760 
car spaces. In the first year they have assumed 1,178 cars parking 
per day of which 353 cars per day stay longer than 2 hours and pay 
for parking. The first 2 hours are free for all car parkers.  
 
Manly residents who purchase a Residents’ Card may park for up to 
3 hours free. The average revenue paid per stay for paying car 
parkers was assumed to be $14 resulting in annual revenue of 
$1,805,784. 
 
KPMG state that the daily patronage of 1178 cars is based on 
information provided in the Manly Oval Car Park Demand 
Forecasting Study. On Page 14 of the Bitzios report it shows the 
average patronage for 2013 in a medium scenario of 1130 spaces 
on a Thursday and 1197 spaces on a Saturday. [Their survey was 
limited to questionnaires distributed on Thursday 10 October 2013 
and Saturday 12 October 2013]. 
 
An average of 1178 seems high as it is likely that the Thursday and 
Saturday would have higher patronage than the other days of the 
week.  The Ski data report provided sufficient information to 
determine that approximately 30% of total vehicles entering the 
existing Whistler Street car park contribute to revenue (that is 70% 
stay for less than 2 hours). KPMG further state that the SKI data 
report provided the average revenue per stay currently being paid 
for the existing Whistler Street car park, including casual and 
contract users, equated to approximately $14 per stay.  
 
 “Given that this is the most detailed and accurate revenue 
information that we have for the car parking in Manly we have 
adopted this rate for the purpose of our analysis.”  KPMG. 
 
At the meeting of Manly Council held on 5 August 2013 a report was 
tabled on an audit of the usage of Council’s existing four car parks, 
including Whistler Street, (copy attached). The revenue for the 12 
months ending June 2013 for Whistler Street was $1,128,589. This 
compares with the figure of $1,805,784 as used by KPMG, which 
represents an increase of $677,195.  
 
This was raised with the General Manager and he had asserted that 
the figures as tabled at Manly Council only contained revenue for 
casual car parkers and did not include revenue from permanent and 
contract car parkers. However he has just recently (on 5 May 2014) 
retracted from that position and confirmed that the revenue was 
correct and inclusive of all revenue.  We have asked that all car 
parking figures be reviewed (revenue and numbers of users) so that 
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the definitive position is known. Until that occurs there is a question 
over the validity of the data used by KPMG with respect to the first 
year. As this is the basis for escalating for future years this 
differential increases in each subsequent year. 
 
The KPMG report does not give a detailed analysis of operating 
costs. It is expected that the costs of operating an underground car 
park would exceed the operating cost for the above ground car park 
at Whistler Street which were $401,643 in year ending June 2013. 
KPMG state that they have escalated the revenue based on an 
increase in the average daily patronage and on this basis the 
average daily turnover has been escalated by 3.5% per annum.  
 
This is based on the uplift in retail and commercial Gross Floor Area 
in the Manly Business Centre as set out in the Bitzios report. 
 
On page 10 of the Bitzios report it states ”The parking demand 
forecast for 2033 has been based on the assumption that the 
current Manly CBD commercial GFA of 111,124 m2 would increase 
by 46,783m2 (42%) to a total of 157,907m2.” There is no reference 
or any details supplied to support this. Further 3.5% per annum is 
not the equivalent of a total increase of 42% over 20 years.  The 
survey conducted by HillPDA established that there was 67,034 m2 
of retail and commercial floor space which is much lower than the 
111,124m2 quoted by Bitzios 
 
 
 
Manly Oval Car Park 
Our Findings and Conclusions 
 

• There remains downside risk to the KPMG 6.6% return 
• A 48.5% increase in parking fees is required 
• The actual return could be below the Council’s cost of funds 

            if everything does not go to plan 
• The opportunity cost of demolishing Whistler St cannot be 

            ignored 
• The Oval Car Park will not cover Manly 2015 loan 

           repayments for at least 10 years 
• The Oval Car Park could cost Council $10m - $15m in cash  

           over the first 10 years of operation 
• It is unlikely Council can fully protect rate payers from  

           interest rate rises for the duration of the borrowings 
• A large proportion of Council’s free cash flow is forecast to 

           be committed to debt repayment not asset maintenance and  
           services 
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3. MANLY COUNCIL’S CLAIM – Limited Negative Community 
Response 
 
Overview 
 
Manly Council has done an excellent job promoting elements of the 
Manly 2015 Plan with the production of brochures, videos, 
presentations and meetings.  
 
However, Council failed to respond to what is clearly a very high 
level of community opposition to the Manly Oval component of the 
Manly 2015 Plan.  Their statement: “do not consider there is rising 
community opposition based on correspondence to date …” clearly 
demonstrates this. 
 
Council has chosen to simply ignore the hundreds of written 
submissions, extensive published Letters to the Editor in the Manly 
Daily, coverage in the Sydney Morning Herald, Resident Precinct 
resolutions, and a recent Public Meeting at which an estimated 400 
locals attended. (You can view the Q & A session from that meeting 
here: http://youtu.be/KZ6BmkkMz5s) 
 
Of the 54 Press Articles mentioned in Council’s Communication 
Summary response, it was not reported that the majority of these 
were negative and against the Oval car park (see sample of quotes 
attached). 
 
Council’s quote that “the trend shows an increase in media 
coverage from 2011 to 2014. This reflects public interest in the 
Manly 2015 topic”,  again falls short of mentioning the fact that the 
majority of this coverage was negative, and opposing the project.  
 
Any requests for further information have been treated with 
contempt.  
 
For example, the Combined Resident Precincts Group’s first formal 
attempt in late Oct 2013, based on what little information was 
made available at the time, to have questions answered, was not 
responded to in any constructive way but pilloried by Council: 
“Much of the information you have presented and the assertions 
you make are fundamentally flawed from Council's point of view. To 
this end, we do not concur with your conclusions or those of your 
attachments.”.  Council chose to ignore the questions raised and 
rather claimed that the Precincts were being ‘political’. The Precincts 
vehemently denied and resented this claim, stating they were 
simply ‘representing the views of their residents’. 
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The five information sessions held with a total of 99 people in 2013 
were highly controlled events with very limited opportunity for the 
community to ask questions.  A number of walk-outs were reported 
as residents became frustrated with the lack of consultation and 
opportunity to have questions answered at these events. 
 
Finally, it would be fair to say that while Manly Council has certainly 
gone through the process of community communication this was 
not see by the community as consultation and any negative 
feedback or questions raised were met with contempt by staff and 
the Mayor. 
 
In recent months Council management has worked hard to bridge 
the gap in lack of meaningful communication, meeting with the 
Chamber of Commerce and Precinct groups, to name a few. 
Nonetheless the Precincts (who represent a large majority of the 
informed residents of Manly) have unanimously voted against the 
continuation of the Oval Car Park project.  (copy attached) 
 
Based on no significant improvement in critical financial information 
elicitation,  the Combined Precincts met on 7 April 2014 and 
reluctantly passed the following unanimous resolutions by the 7 of 
the 9 active precincts : 
 

•  All Precincts support the upgrade of the Manly laneways in       
the CBD 

 
• All Precincts have serious concern about the financial, 

geotech, and traffic flow viability of the proposed car park 
solution. At this time all Precincts oppose the Car park 
beneath Manly Oval as Council has not demonstrated to our 
satisfaction the viability of the project. 

 
• All  Precincts agree that the upgrade to the lane ways proceed 

first, followed by a car park solution in future years when it is 
required. 
 

• All Precincts request a copy of the DLG (Department of Local 
Government) CapEx review and Council's response. 

 
The Council has lost the trust of its community by not being 
open and transparent about this project. Important technical 
documents have been kept secret and reasonable requests 
for answers have been treated with contempt.   
         
  



Quotes from Publicity re Manly 2015 
 
 
$80m Manly plan hits roadblock 
(Sydney Morning Herald heading – 4 February 2014) 
 
“I’m for Manly, not Mike Baird” Mayor and State Treasurer at odds 
(Sydney Morning Herald, 4 February 2014) 
 
 
“There’s no explanation for how on earth it’s gong to be funded” 
(Manly Councillor Candy Bingham)- Sydney Morning Herald 
 
Of course it is about revenue raising 
(Debbie Newton) 
 
Regardless of it being a money spinner or not the current road infrastructure cannot 
cope with any additional traffic in and out of Manly – building another carpark in 
Manly doesn’t make sense 
(Terase Davidson) 
 
My car flooded in Kangaroo Lane so good luck with the underground carpark. Parts 
of Manly are below sea level. 
(Meg Joisce) 
 
Can they guarantee no damage to St Andrews, that is one of the oldest churches in the 
area and they only just got the steeple stabilised 
(Melissa Molenaar) 
 
Under the Oval? How far above sea level is that??? 
(Jenni Green) 
 
Council refuses to park its plans – Concern over development 
(Manly Daily 30 January 2014)  
 
Councillor loses Oval carpark bid 
(Manly Daily 30 January 2014) 
 
 Manly2015 will be delivered in a financially sustainable way 
(Mayor Jean Hay – Manly Daily 1 February 2014) 
 
Will Manly2015 plans have Sting in the Tail? 
(John Partridge – Manly Daily 25 January 2014) 
 
Councillor Lashes Out – General Manager’s project work sparks Bingham fury 
(Manly Daily – Saturday 18 January 2014) 
 
Call for further analysis over carpark plans 
(Clr C Bingham – Manly Daily 9 November 2013) 
 
 



CBD plan support pulled – Financial concerns over 2015 proposals 
(Manly Chamber of Commerce – Manly Daily 25 October 2013) 
 
Council Expenses remain a concern 
(Hugh Freeman – Manly Daily 19 October 2013) 
 
This Council has to start looking at what the community wants, not what the council 
wants 
(Scott Butler – Manly Daily 15 October 2013) 
 
Every Government needs an opposition – this monopoly of block voting ensures that 
what the Liberal ticket wants, it gets. 
(John Partridge – Manly Daily 19 October 2013) 
 
The beautiful library is going to be demolished and the functional carpark reduced  to 
already oversupplied apartments and shops, and the oval dug up for a new carpark 
(Warren Deveson – Manly Daily, 21 August 2013) 
 
Demolish Whistler St carpark and put 800 cars under Manly oval. What madness has 
afflicted council that it wants to spend huge amounts of money on projects which are 
not in the public interest and have neither economic nor aesthetic value? 
(Anne Bradley – Manly Daily 20 September 2013) 
 
“.. Jean Hay says a water polo pool can’t be dug “because it’s a flood plain there” – 
“But she is planning a two-storey deep carpark under the Manly Oval in an area much 
closer to the water table.  I am somewhat confused. 
(David Taylor – Manly Daily 26 September 2013) 
 
“.. It’s about time the council acknowledged the opposition to the plan and looked at 
the alternatives again” 
(Jack Steggall – Manly Daily 6 August 2013) 
 
Bingham’s alternative plan “…what a straightforward and cost effective plan to 
rejuvenate the core of Manly. This has my vote, $2m vs $82m – a no-brainer”. 
(David Taylor – Manly Daily 6 August 2013) 
 
This solution would hopefully mean the end of Manly Council’s plan to plunge its 
ratepayers into $92 million of debt 
(Sue Sacker – Manly Daily 16th August 2013) 
 
 
Manly doesn’t need a fancy plan for future 
(Gregg Melrose – Manly Daily 15 June 2013) 
 
Oval carpark saga a question of timing 
(Denise Keen – Manly Daily 8 June 2013) 
 
Is it any wonder people are concerned about the new plans for Manly? 
(John Doyle – Manly Daily 7 June 2013) 
 
“… a very costly campaign to justify a dreamtime underground carpark.” 



(Mike Musgrove – Manly Daily 11 June 2013) 
 
Same, same, but different 
(David Taylor – Manly Daily 6 June 2013) 
 
Carpark Rebuilding a focus of council’s 2015 plan 
(Clr Steve Pickering – Manly Daily 5 June 2013) 
 
I find it impossible to believe that one of our councillors is not permitted to have 
access to the full report on the viability of Manly Council’s 2015 Plan. 
(Gay O’Connor – Manly Daily 5 June 2013) 
 
“…Strongly object to the Manly Council plan to demolish the Whistler St car park 
and build a car park under Manly Oval” 
(Kerry and Brian Ilsley – June 4 2013 Manly Daily) 
 
Storm brewing on plans for town – Concerns over 2015 ideas – over 200 people 
attended a public meeting 
(Manly Daily 4 June 2013) 
 
Carpark plan opposed- Councillor leaflets on Whistler St sale 
(Manly Daily – 30 May 2013) 
 
Carpark costs a secret- Councillor refused feasibility report 
(Manly Daily – 28 May 2013) 
 
Based on the reporting inconsistences… we are unfortunately unable to endorse 
the project at this time 
Mark Stanley, President, Manly Chamber of Commerce 
 
 
 
Storm brewing on plans for town – Concerns over 2015 ideas – over 200 people 
attended a public meeting 
(Manly Daily 4 June 2013) 
 
Carpark plan opposed- Councillor leaflets on Whistler St sale 
(Manly Daily – 30 May 2013) 
 
 
Carpark costs a secret- Councillor refused feasibility report 
(Manly Daily – 28 May 2013) 
 
Entitled to see Report 
(Editorial – Manly Daily 28 May 2013) 
 
Carpark Conundrum 
(John D Wilson – Manly Daily 18 May 20113) 
 



Why did Manly Council give a sense of urgency to its Manly 2015 plan by claiming 
the immediate need to demolish Whistler St carpark?? 
(Mike Cottee  Fairlight – Manly Daily 18 May 2013) 
 
“… Cr Hay, listen to your constituents.” 
(John Partridge – 17 May 2013  Manly Daily) 
 
Hold Community Poll over plans for Manly (Hugh Freeman – Manly Daily 27/5/13) 
 
I have discussed with many people the proposal to demolish Whistler St carpark. 
Without exception the reaction is that it is a mad idea, or at any rate makes no sense. 
(David Garrett Narraweena – Manly Daily 22 May 2013) 
 
Consider the Retailers in Decision on carpark – why is council hell bent on killing the 
area? Retail is tough enough as it is. 
(Stuart Bennie Palm Beach – Manly Daily 14 May 2013) 
 
Speak out on keeping our iconic carpark 
(Jack Tilburn Dee Why – Manly Daily 14 May 2013) 
 
Always park there – just paint it 
(Sally Kelemete Manly Daily 11 May 2013) 
 
Keep it…very convenient 
(Julie Shelley Manly Daily 11 May 2013) 
 
Don’t knock it down, just paint it green 
(Peter Bottero Mona Vale – Manly Daily 11 May, 2013) 
 
Retain and restore a much better option 
(Ken Bertram Narrabeen Manly Daily 11 May 2013) 
 
Save the Carpark – Prominent businessman John Humphrey warns demolishing the 
Whistler St carpark will kill the retail heart of Manly 
(Manly Daily front page 9 May 2013) 
 
Eyesore v convenience – Business owner worried by carpark plan 
(Manly Daily 9 May 2013) 
 
Plans for new carpark a waste for ratepayers 
(Meg Morgan Fairlight Manly Daily 8 May 2013) 
 
Push to save carpark – Quote in response by Clr Hay – This plan will do much for 
Manly – it will be something wonderful” 
(Manly Daily 16 April, 2013) 
 
This is not the time for reckless spending 
(John Partridge Manly Daily 4 May 2013) 
 
Libs show council dominance 
(Manly Daily 17 October 2012 
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4. Claim Regarding Poor Condition of Whistler Street car 
park 
 
We challenge Council’s claims that: 
 

i) Whistler Street car park is in poor condition 
ii) Requires $5m to bring it up to current standards 
iii) There is no other site other than under the Oval in Manly 

where a new car park could be built. 
 

I) The Whistler Street Car park complied with the regulations at the 
time of construction and, as with thousands of other buildings in 
NSW and around Australia which do not comply with the current 
standards, there is no obligation of the owner to upgrade the 
building to comply with the current standards.  
 
In 1997 Feiko Bouman, the architect for the adjoining library 
building, identified improvements that could be implemented to 
bring the car park in to line with current standards, advice on which 
the council did not act, and has not acted for 16 years. 
 
It is only since the introduction of the Manly 2015 Plan that council 
has chosen to focus on the perceived deficiencies in the car park, 
and has undertaken minimum maintenance of the site. 
 
Recent reports prepared by independent consultants commissioned 
by council listed the items that Council could implement (should it 
choose to satisfy the BCA) and had those items costed at $5 million.  
 
Reports prepared by two further independent professionals not 
commissioned by council, ratified in principle the list of items for 
fire, safety and disabled access but the cost of doing that work 
prepared by an independent professional practicing cost consultant 
is in the vicinity of $½ million and not $5 million. This advice was 
provided to Council at a formal council meeting but has not been 
acted upon. (Copy attached) 
 
Council was aware of the recommendations for upgrading the 
building in the 1997 Bouman report, but reported in it's 2012/13 
Financial Report that the building is condition 3 requiring no 
expenditure. The recent consultant reports introduced no additional 
new issues from those already included in the 1977 report, but 
council now estimates the cost of work required to be $5 million. No 
explanation is offered for the change of assessment. 
 



 15 

The General Manager in an article published in the Manly Daily 
suggested the building had a limited life and was in poor repair. 
Inspection and reporting by an independent professional, confirms 
that there are cracks in the first metre of the northern facade of the 
building as a result of exposure to weather, but that these cracks 
have successfully been treated with an epoxy grout by council and 
are now sealed and should no longer present a problem. The vast 
majority of the building is crack free with no signs of concrete 
cancer.   Such a structure should have a further life of 40 years. 
  
The following appeared in a further article in the Manly Daily 
23/8/13….. 
"Mr Wong said the Council might have to find a way to separate the 
two interconnected buildings and provide a separate exit for Library 
users" and "Evacuation procedures for the Library are being 
reviewed and may need to be modified". Inferring that the two 
linking doors between the car park and the library car park may be 
the cause of the problem and their demise would be a further 
impediment on the viability of the car park.   
 
Nothing has happened since that announcement. An official escape 
diagram fixed to the wall of the Library shows that the Library is, 
and always was, designed to be independent of the car park for 
escape, and that modification to the car park is not required as the 
two link doors are fire-rated and are not escape doors. 
 
Nonetheless these arguments appear to be building a case for 
justification for demolition of the car park.  
 
Proper maintenance, and the implementation of the upgrade to 
ensure safe escape and fire safety to meet BCA requirements at a 
cost in the vicinity of $500,000, would greatly extend the life of a 
very valuable existing asset which is currently providing a good 
profit and income stream for council, without exposing ratepayers 
to long term risk. 
 
The car park operates at near capacity every day of the year and is 
used extensively by local residents who have made it quite clear 
they will not park under Manly Oval.  Manly Oval is a tourist car 
park replacing a locals car park.  Why? 
 
Why Sell Whistler Street Site? 
 
Contrary to Council’s previous public statements that the new Oval 
car park would be self-funding ie “to be funded from loans secured 
by car park operations over 50 year life of the facility (see attached 
website & brochure references) Council is currently stating that the 
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website & brochure references) Council is currently stating that the 
new oval car park will be self funding with the sale of the Whistler 
Street site to help with the funding. 
 
It is hard to understand the logic of demolishing an existing, central 
and highly used facility to build it again at significant additional cost 
further away. 
 
 
No Other Site Available? 
This simply is not true.  Council has not actively researched other 
possibilities and there are two major redevelopment sites coming up 
in the future.  The redevelopment of the Royal Far West site 
opposite the ocean front and the redevelopment of the Civic Club, 
not far from the Town Hall, are two cases in point. 
 
 
 
  





Full Estimate Summary

Job Name : WHISTLER CAR PARK Job Description

Client's Name: BCA/FIRE COMPLIANCE UPGRADE

m2Cost/Trd Trade Description Trade Sub Total Mark Trade

TotalUp %%No.

 41.49  195,000SECOND FIRE ISOLATED EXIT 

STAIR ON THE NORTHERN 

SIDE OF THE EXISTING 

CARPARK

 195,000

 12.77  60,000EXISTING STAIR CONVERTED 

TO A FIRE ISOLATED STAIR

 60,000

 10.64  50,000MODIFICATION OF EXIT 

AREA AT GROUND LEVEL

 50,000

 1.06  5,000EXIT SIGNAGE  5,000

 1.70  8,000LIGHTING  8,000

 10.64  50,000EMERGENCY LIGHTING  50,000

 12.77  60,000FIRE HOSE REELS  60,000

 8.94  42,000GST - note may not be applicable  42,000

 100.00  470,000 470,000

$  470,000Final Total :

Page : 1 5/May/14Date of Printing:SHARP & ASSOCIATES

Global Estimating System (32 Bit) L2,  37-39 THE CORSO  MANLY NSW 2095  

of 1

 - J
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In summary, the proposal is to spend approximately $34 
million on a new underground car park.  
 

• The extra capacity will not be required for at least 10 years 
depending on the car parking numbers, which have yet to be 
verified.  

 
• The existing car park and on street parking is expected to be 

sufficient.  
 

• Revenue will be no greater than that which would be 
generated by the existing car park and operating costs would 
be greater.  

 
• The debt will need to be serviced and repaid.  

 
• The existing car park is expected to be sold for circa  $16 

million which will leave debt of $18 million on this project 
assuming that it can be built for the amount estimated. At the 
same time Council will be borrowing $15.5 million to build a 
new Aquatic centre, $1.5 million to build a water polo pool, 
and later $15 million  will be spent to upgrade the public 
spaces.  

 
• From a risk management perspective it would be sensible to 

delay the decision on the car park to a time closer to when 
the extra capacity may be required. The ability of the Council 
to manage so many major projects at the same time must be 
in doubt, and there is no need to rush. 

 
• The Royal Far West are proposing a major redevelopment of 

their site opposite the Ocean front and this will include an 
underground car park better located to the Manly CBD. There 
may be opportunities arising from this development to 
increase the underground public parking and these 
opportunities should be pursued before needlessly rushing in 
to this major project 

 
• The majority of residents and ratepayers of Manly just don’t 

want it! 
 




