Robert L. Cassidy
1 William Street
Bothwell, TAS 7030

Office of Local Government

PO BOX 123

Hobart, Tasmania 7000

e: lg.consultation@dpac.tas.gov.au

To who it may concern:
RE: Reforms to Councillor Numbers and Allowances, Discussion Paper

Define a “high quality candidate”. Start by setting the example! Reform
should start at the top.

Tasmania parliament has expanded from 25 to 35. In 2022, the Expansion of
House of Assembly Bill (40 of 2022) was passed by the Parliament. This Act
increased the number of MPs in the House of Assembly to 35, at the 2024
election, restoring the numbers to pre-1998 levels with seven members being
elected from each of the five electorates. Parliament is going backwards,
considering the Liberal government’s intention to reduce representation in
Local Government!

| am absolutely suspicious the Tasmania Liberal government announced only
two days before the release of the Macquarie Point Multipurpose Stadium
Integrated Assessment Report these reforms, merely to serve as a distraction
from the elephant in the room.

What we Councillors have been criticised for, by the general public, such as,
no public consultation, lack of transparency, poor planning decisions, being
oblivious or ignorant of budget and finances, lack of professional development
or training has been played out in State Parliament by both the Liberal and
Labor Parties, since before the recent State election, especially with regard to
the Mac Point statdium proposal. Yet, Councillors serving in Local
Government have been made the scapegoats.

The Liberal government’s solution to their crises du jour is to agitate the
general public to dilute grass roots representation and blame Councils for
everything that is wrong in the State. And, stifle any protest contary to the
Liberal government’s schemes. Perhaps, the solution would be to reduce
Councillor numbers sufficiently so only compliant puppets get elected,
thereby extending party politics and getting all projects rubber-stamped.

When | joined the US Army, December 1974, the first thing they did was
shave everyone’s head and issue us with white underwear and a uniform, to
strip us of our individualism, culture and identity . . . It is not too much of a



stretch of the imagination that reducing the number of Councils and-or
reducing the number of Councillors would have the same effect.

The Central Highlands municipality, as an example, covers 8,010 square
kilometres or 890 square kilometres per Councillor. Our municipality is very
diverse and according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics(2006), “Central
Highlands local government area (LGA) had the longest total length of roads
owned by state government (315.97 kilometres), with the majority of roads
being rural (312.01 kilometres, or 98.7%).” But, according to Mr Dion Lester,
CEO Local Government Association Tasmania stated in a published article in
‘The Examiner’, 3 July 2024, “the State Government often collects
sustainable user-based charges, but then does not distribute them to local
government to sustain the very services they are charged on. A prime
example of this is the State Government’s Heavy Vehicle Motor Tax, a charge
to recover road construction and maintenance costs resulting from heavy
vehicle road usage. The State Government does not distribute the revenue
from this tax to councils equitably to cover the costs of heavy vehicle impacts.
Each year the State Government collects around $29 million from the Heavy
Vehicle Motor Tax. Yet, only $1.5 million of this is provided to councils even
though they manage 80% of Tasmania’s road network, some 14,400 km.”

The Liberal government’s priority is to build a new $2 billion covered stadium.
Yet, due to its complete incompetence and foresight, it failed to plan for the
delivery of two larger Spirit of Tasmania ferries. The Devonport berth was
originally costed at $90 million but has blown out to $493 million. TT-Line
chair Ken Kanofski said, “The total cost of storing the vessel in Scotland was
about $6.4 million.” It will cost $1 million per month to berth in Hobart.

Instead of properly contributing to the 29 Councils financial viability, we are
blamed for your inadequate funding and incompetence. And, we Councillors
are held to a much higher standard than parliamentarians. What professional
development courses have any parliamentarian received to preclude the scale
of incompetence and State’s financial disaster?

In the Discussion Paper, it states, “Tasmania has one of the highest numbers
of councillors per person in Australia, which can lead to inefficiencies and, in
some cases, undemocratic election outcomes where candidates win with very
few votes.” | would argue the opposite is the reality. In 2014, nobody ran
against me, for example. But, the proponents of this discussion paper fail to
recognise the lack of interested candidates, in rural Tasmania, the diversity,
unique culture or identity of each of the rural Councils and seem oblivious to
recognise Brighton, Glenorchy, Hobart, Clarence and Kingborough are similar
and driving from Granton to Kinston or to the Hobart Airport, one would hardly
know what suburb they are in, if not for Mt Wellington and Mt Direction, yet it
is represented by 53 Councillors and General Managers or CEOs.

Want to consider real savings and efficiencies gained? Sharpen your pencils
and do the math. A bonus of amalgamating councils in the Greater Hobart
Metropolitan Area would be re-aligning party politics to candidates of your
choice. Isn’'t that a goal? A former General Manager of Brighton Council, in



Tasmania, had an annual salary package of $295,000, including a
commission from the council-owned company, as of January 2020. Hobart
City Council CEO salary was reported to be between $320,000 to $339,999
per year, in 2015. The Glenorchy City Council CEO was reported to be
between $200,000 and $250,000 per year, as of June 2015. The current
salary for the Clarence City Council CEO is not publicly listed, but a 2015
Mercury article cited former General Manager's salary as being between
$240,000 and $260,000 annually, which may provide a very rough
comparison. We are now ten years later. A more recent Facebook comment,
in June 2024, suggests that Clarence City Council CEO 's role cost around
$2,000,000 over five years, but this is an unverified figure and may include
costs other than just salary. The ‘Mercury’ reported about a GM, who earns
$240,000-$260,000 a year based on his pay band, is paid the third most of all
council general managers in the state, behind Hobart ($320,000-$339,999)
and Launceston ($290,000-$310,000). Kingborough General Manager
appointed in February 2014, is on a salary, with car, worth between $230,000
and $250,000 a year. | am guessing that is on the order of $1.5 million in
Rate Payer contributions. Add to that $2,362,720 Councillor Allowances for
the aforementioned Councils, in the Greater Hobart Metropolitan Area. A
similar savings and gain in efficiency could be achieved in the Greater
Launceston Metropolitan Area. (Note: Names deleted for privacy reasons)

| would argue that rural councils, like the Central Highlands Council should
remain as they are, with nine Councillors, due to their vast size, diversity, and
widely dispersed towns, communities and residents who would become
disadvantaged, if under-represented or represented by a few of the most
popular candidates in the largest service centres who have name or brand
recognition. Also, under the Liberal government’s contrivances in the
Discussion Paper residents would be further disadvantaged by popular
candidates being elected or a faction of Councillors with similar set agenda,
such as turning the Central Highlands into a Renewable Energy Zone, as an
example. Whilst this may play well into the Liberal government’s and pro-
development-at-any-cost cohort’s hands, it ignores the majority of residents
who just want to live in peace and quiet to enjoy the bucolic, wild, rugged and
beautiful scenery of the Central Highlands municipality.

In the Discussion Paper, it is stated, “Current allowances do not reflect the
growing complexity of councillors’ roles, discouraging diverse and talented
candidates and indirectly limiting the time some councillors can devote to their
duties.” Having served as a Councillor, since 2014, | have not seen much
growing complexity, except that which the State government imposes on us,
for no added benefit. It is fairly straight forward. Read the Local Government
Act 1993, Meeting Procedures Regulation 2015, Tasmania Planning
Provisions and related Acts as the need arises and get on with it. Having a
General Manager who is very experienced in Local Government, experienced
Council Employees well versed in their operational activities and Consultants
to guide Councillors through the complexities is more relevant and timely. For
example, a mere discussion by me with our Planning Consultant, Mr Damian
Mackey, informed me that a change of zoning would be required for a Rate
Payer wanting to subdivide his property for medium density housing and that



facilitated fast forward Town Structure Planning, which is too complex for nine
Councillors to accomplish without Mr Damian Mackey steering the course,
which involved other consultants. Previous to that Bothwell and River Clyde
Flood Mapping evolved in the same way, with Flood Mapping Consultants
engaged by Council, for which | had contributed many photographs.

| would beg to differ with the proponent’s second notion in that sentence,
regarding insufficient Councillor Allowances, “discouraging diverse and
talented candidates and indirectly limiting the time some councillors can
devote to their duties.” Stated with the inference that Councillors receiving so
little Councillor Allownce are duds versus those who would receive 14.25%
more. There are duds who will get 22% more. Do you study ABS data about
demographics, at all? | would refer you to the attached or this web link-
https://abs.gov.au/census/find-census-data/quickstats/2021/LGA61010

The proponents’ notions of 14.25% increase in Counciillor Allowances to
attract more diverse and talented Councillors is flawed, especially for rural
Tasmanian Councils. Take me, as an example, | travelled to 47 countries, as
an airline pilot. | was a Captain of Boeing 747 and Boeing 737 aircraft. | was
a former Army Officer and Former Army Helicopter Pilot and Maintenance
Test Pilot, before that, | served three years in Germany as a US Army Medic
and Paramedic. Though an Australian citizen, since 11 February 2005, | am
an immigrant from America. As a child | lived on the Tuscarora Indian
Reservation (Native American). | am an internationally published author. |
am an internationally published photographer. My wife, though raised in
Australia, was born in Taiwan. Can you find someone more diverse or
talented, living in rural Tasmania? In 2014, | decided at the last possible
moment to run for election. In 2014, Councillor Allowance was less than $900
per month. Did it discourage me from running for election? No!

Also, to be considered, at the last Council Meeting, 18 October 2022, of my
last term as a Councillor, there was a request by a member of the Steppes
Hall Committee to cut down two trees near the structure (Agenda Item 16.3).

| drove up to Steppes Hall, took photos (attached) from every possible angle
to prove the trees are minimal risk and contacted Heritage Tasmania, to
confirm my suspicion that Steppes Hall and the property title it sits on is
entirely is Heritage Listed. Our Works and Services manager, seated beside
me, said he would confirm my advice, during the Council Meeting, at my
urging. | was 68 years old, at the time, past my use-by date, as an Airline
Transport Pilot, according to many or who would prefer younger and more
diverse and talented Councillors. Did | prevent an embarrassing and costly
mistake for Council? So, what if according to the Liberal government’s plan to
reduce the number of Councillors had already occurred and | was not sitting in
the Council Chambers that day or less diverse and talented or lower quality?

It is not all about the amount of Councillor Allowances. It is more about
service, service to what is in the community’s best interest, service to Council
and protecting Council’s reputation, genuine interest in the role of Councillor
and the great responsibility a Councillor bears, integrity, transparency and
professionalism. Oftentimes, it is very challenging and frustrating to stand up
for these values. Would you prefer a Councillor who stands up for these



values, regardless of his or her level of education, background, employment
experience or age? Or, someone the proponent of this Discussion Paper can
intimidate into submission and have their strings pulled by the puppet master?

The proponents of this Discussion Paper state, “The Government proposes a
new, fair, and data-driven system to set councillor numbers and allowances,
using factors like population, development activity, infrastructure,
urbanisation, and road networks” reflects an analysis by denizens of a big city
(by Tasmanian standards) who seldom visit rural Tasmania or their Councils.
It is apparent this analysis is oblivious to realities or ABS data for a rural
Council like the one | reside within, for all of the reasons stated above.

Reducing the total number of councillors from 263 to 203, including reducing
to five for Central Highlands Council, as an example, will only serve to
increase the workload for those five Councillors, as if we do not have a full-on
life outside of Council. If you believe that Councillors feel overworked and not
properly compensated now, imagine how much they will complain about
insufficient Councillor Allowance should the proponents’ scheme eventuate.
With the actual amount of work, responsibility and accountability we
Councillors have, it should attract a $60,000 per year Councillor Allowance,
plus 12% Superannuation and two weeks Annual Leave. But, Rate Payers
cannot afford that, unless the State collects Council Rates of the 238,694
statewide Ratable Residential Properties and distributes it to each of the 29
Councils, which would amount to $66.11 per Ratable Property. What | would
propose is State government collect rates and distribute it to Councils, but do
not continue to under-fund Councils. On Page 7 of the Discussion Paper,
Balancing community needs, “While higher councillor pay is widely
supported, it must be balanced against community cost-of-living pressures
and fiscal constraints to avoid unduly burdening Tasmanians”. |t seems clear
the proponent of the Discussion Paper has not given this much thought and is
merely seeking a quick and easy fix. “Hurray, we achieved Local Government
reform”. Add that as a footnote on the brass plaque at the entrance to the
new stadium. Both are complete duds, in fact, because like the Spirit of
Tasmania vessels, are empty of profound research, planning, and thought.

Regarding Superannuation: If we work, we deserve 12% Superannuation. Do
parliamentarians, all their aids and minders garner 12% Superannuation?
What makes parliamentarians more entitled? You were elected, like us.

Considering Government response, please define exactly what determines a
“high-quality candidate”, in your minds, to become a Councillor? Or, who is or
was a high quality candidate to become a federal or state minister, a senator,
a member of the upper house, Premier or Prime Minister? What qualifications
or qualities do they possess? Would it be someone who ignores advice or is
dismissive of advice from an Expert Panel who delivered the Macquarie Point
Multipurpose Stadium Integrated Assessment Report, for example? Is it
someone who accepts political donations, legal expenses paid and two bottles
of Grange from an agent of the CCP in exchange for the (disgraced former)
Senator’s suggestion that Australia should remain neutral on the issue of the
South China Sea dispute. Was he an example of a “high quality” candidate?



Again, | must ask, why should Councillors be held to a higher standard than
we would expect of State or Federal elected representatives? Shouldn’t they
be setting the example. Many Councillors become parliamentarians, in fact.

Regarding Supporting broader reforms: by “introducing compulsory
councillor education”. | have a couple questions-

* Do Federal or State Ministers require professional Development and
“compulsory education”, throughout their terms? If not, then what
makes them so special, considering the number of resignations or
those reverting to the back bench or those moving a Motion of No
Confidence that will only result in the State spending $6 million for an
unnecessary, early state election? Why is there a double standard?

* Do you believe you could learn to hover a helicopter 3 feet above the
ground over a specific spot, just by reading a Helicopter Flying
Handbook (see attached excerpt)? | held the highest available pilot
Certificate for helicopters issued by the US FAA, which is the
Instrument Rated Airline Transport Pilot Certificate, in October 1983. |
held the highest available Flying Instructor Rating issued by the US
FAA ,in 1982, and for Instrument Helicopters, in 1987. | held those
credentials, until 2013. | became the first Multiengine Instrument
Helicopter examiner, based at Los Angeles International Airport.
Before those achievements, | was an US Army helicopter pilot and
became an Army-trained Maintenance Test Pilot for helicopters. From
1978 to 1994, | flew about twelve different single and multiengine
helicopters and one tandem rotor helicopter. | have had many military
or corporate jet pilots tell me, before strapping themselves into our
training helicopter, “I can fly anything.” But, they sure as hell could not
hover. One can sit in a UTAS class studying Accounting and Finance,
but until they actually hold a Council Budget in their hands, read line
item number after line item number and discuss it with the Council’s
Financial Officer, they would have a no clue.

The point | am making is that it takes practice and practical application,
regardless how much theory or Air Law you read. So becoming the best
Councillor one can be . . . demands listening to and observing absolutely
solid mentors, such as a Mayor, Deputy Mayor, senior and experienced
Councillors, and General Manager, who set the standard, and then
practicing, Council Meeting after Council Meeting, throughout one’s term.

Thus, “compulsory education”, in the Local Government space is a gross
waste of a Councillor’s time and merely subtracts more from their other life
or interests. The Mayor, Deputy Mayor, senior and experienced
Councillors, and General Manager should hold at least one Workshop,
after each election to read through the pertinent sections of the Local
Government Act 1993 and Meeting Procedures Regulation 2015, then
conduct a mock Council Meeting with a sample Council Agenda. Then,
conduct another Workshop on Planning. Anything else is a waste of time
and merely forgotten after the tick in the box is achieved. | am proposing



this method as the highest qualified instructor in a highly technical setting,
holding that credential for 30 years and serving as a Councillor for eleven.
And, a 14.25% increase in Councillor Allowance is insufficient incentive to
subtract more time from one’s life or other interests, studying LG theory.

Regarding the issue of Quorum management: This demonstrates that
the proponents of this Discussion Paper have not thought this through.

“For councils with five councillors, maintaining quorums may occasionally
be challenging if multiple councillors are absent, but proposed reforms like
flexible meeting attendance aim to ensure effective decision-making.”

| have been serving since 2014, when | was first elected. From 2014 to
2025, we have had five Councillors pass away. We have had Councillors
take Leave of Absence, and be absent from Council, whilst one Councillor
was lying on their death bed in the ICU at the Royal Hobart Hospital. We
were still able to function and vote on Council Agenda matters with seven
Councillors. But, | am not recommending reducing Central Highlands
Council to five or seven Councillors, at all. Does any Mayor, Deputy
Mayor, Councillor or General Manager have a right to deny a Councillor
Leave of Absence or an Apology for up to three Council Meetings,
especially considering we have no contractual obligation and are not
considered employees? Nor, can the aforementioned predict when a
Councillor, regardless of age, gets COVID, the flu, gastro, or cancer and
needs time off. Those situations have occurred, just in my time on
Council. | missed a subsequent Council meeting after a fellow Councillor,
who sits besides me in Council Chambers infected me with COVID, on 7
December 2023, which has triggered Atrial Fibrillation, and | am controlling
with medication. Prior to that, | had not been sick in five years and took no
medication. By the way, is someone so inconsiderate of others and self-
serving a “high quality candidate”? Reducing Councillor numbers to
reform Local Government is a burst thought bubble, especially after
Parliament increased members of the Lower House from 25 to 35.

On the question of Superannuation: Do federal and state
parliamentarians receive superannuation?

“Should the Local Government Act 1993 be amended to require councils
to pay a 12% superannuation equivalent payment from allowances into a
councillor's nominated superannuation fund?” Yes, it should be
mandatory and paid in addition to Councillor Allowance. If a new
Councillor earns less than $900 per month Councillor Allowance, would it
seem reasonable to subtract about $108 from a pittance to deposit into
superannuation that would merely be consumed by superfund fees. Even
now, as | earn $987.16 per month, after eleven years dedicated service,
should deduct $118.45 to deposit into superannuation. Must be a joke!

“Since 2004, Tasmanian councillors have received a 9% superannuation
equivalent payment as part of their allowances (increased to 12% from



June 2025). However, there is no requirement for this amount to be paid
into a superannuation fund (even though councillors can make voluntary
contributions).” Surely, you are having a laugh. After eleven years
dedicated service, this is news to me. | was never informed of this and
12% of an insubstantial allowance would be comsumed by fund fees.

Regarding Setting the foundation for future reviews: How many times
does it take stubbing your toe, before you realize it hurts? The Future of
Local Government Review WASTED at least $3 million dollars. For what?
Meaningless data sets telling us what we already knew. But, take any of
our advice? When | attended the Public Hearing in Campbell Town, with
the Central Highlands Council’s former General Manager, 10 August 2023,
at the end of the day, Sue Smith rushed out of the room. | followed in her
wake and caught up to her to ask her, why she did not accept my offer of
help and advice how to reform Local Government. She replied that we
had our own agenda or words to the effect. Even after my presentation, |
felt my were words wasted on what | feel were an out-of-touch, know-it-all,
closed-minded committee that had already made up its mind, though |
believe their approach to reforming Local Government is 100% wrong. So,
why waste more time, effort and money on future reviews? In fact, in
October 2011, there was an ‘Independent Review of Structures of
Local Governance & Service Delivery in Southern Tasmania’ (see
attached) that was shelved and forgotten. Read the recommendations.

“Should the methodology and ongoing review framework for councillor
allowances and numbers be embedded in legislation to provide certainty
and transparency to the sector and community?” Only councillor
allowances and superannuation (in addition to councilor allowances)
should be embedded in legislation to provide certainty for councillors.

Again, the proponents for Local Government reform and this Discussion
Paper regarding reducing democratic representation, i.e. reducing the number
of Councillors, should start by setting the example! Reform should start at the
top. And, define exactly what determines a “high-quality candidate” to
become a councillor or to become a parliamentarian, for that matter.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Cassidy

(attachments follow)
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Geography type Local Government Areas
Area code LGA61010

People
Male
Female

Median age

Families
Average number of children per family
for families with children

for all households (a)

All private dwellings

Average number of people per household
Median weekly household income

Median monthly mortgage repayments
Median weekly rent (b)

Average number of motor vehicles per dwelling

2,520
54.5%
45.5%

50

601

1.9

0.5

2,738
2.1
$1,013
$900
$200

2.2

https://abs.gov.au/census/find-census-data/quickstats/2021/LGA....

2025-09-20, 17:54



2021 Central Highlands (Tas.), Census All persons QuickStats | ... https://abs.gov.au/census/find-census-data/quickstats/2021/LGA...

(a) This label has been updated to more accurately reflect the Census concept shown
in this data item. The data has not changed.

(b) For 2021, median weekly rent calculations exclude dwellings being occupied
rent-free.
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Small random changes have been made to all cell values for privacy reasons. These changes may cause
the sum of rows or columns to differ by small amounts from the table totals.

People and population

Central
People . . .
Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people
(Tas.)
Male 1,371 54.5 273,765 49.1 12,545,154 49.3
Female 1,146 45.5 283,804 50.9 12,877,635 50.7

More information on Sex (SEXP), Place of usual residence (PURP)
Table based on place of usual residence

Indigenous status Central
9 Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people
(Tas.)
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
154 6.1 30,186 5.4 812,728 3.2
Islander
Non-Indigenous 2,137 84.8 501,521 89.9 23,375,949 91.9
Indigenous status not stated 231 9.2 25,851 4.6 1,234,112 4.9

More information on Indigenous status (INGP)
Table based on place of usual residence
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Age . Central . .
All people Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
(Tas.)
Median age 50 N/A 42 N/A 38 N/A
0-4 years 121 4.8 28,277 5.1 1,463,817 5.8
5-9 years 117 4.6 31,150 5.6 1,586,138 6.2
10-14 years 138 5.5 33,212 6.0 1,588,051 6.2
15-19 years 115 4.6 30,065 5.4 1,457,812 5.7
20-24 years 117 4.6 31,024 5.6 1,579,539 6.2
25-29 years 125 5.0 38,756 7.0 1,771,676 7.0
30-34 years 123 4.9 37,908 6.8 1,853,085 7.3
35-39 years 133 5.3 34,708 6.2 1,838,822 7.2
40-44 years 130 5.2 31,246 5.6 1,648,843 6.5
45-49 years 122 4.8 33,228 6.0 1,635,963 6.4
50-54 years 169 6.7 35,976 6.5 1,610,944 6.3
55-59 years 244 9.7 36,993 6.6 1,541,911 6.1
60-64 years 236 9.4 38,395 6.9 1,468,097 5.8
65-69 years 218 8.7 35,137 6.3 1,298,460 5.1
70-74 years 211 8.4 31,856 5.7 1,160,768 4.6
75-79 years 109 4.3 22,029 4.0 821,920 3.2
80-84 years 59 2.3 14,617 2.6 554,598 2.2
85 years and over 32 1.3 12,995 2.3 542,342 2.1
More information on Age (AGEP)
Table based on place of usual residence
Registered marital status ] Central ] .
People aged 15 years and over Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
(Tas.)
Married 911 42.6 206,403 44.4 9,665,708 46.5
Separated 100 4.7 15,471 3.3 674,590 3.2
Divorced 314 14.7 47,755 10.3 1,831,952 8.8
Widowed 121 5.7 27,690 6.0 1,029,142 5.0
Never married 698 32.6 167,621 36.1 7,583,393 36.5

Note: In December 2017, amendments to the Marriage Act 1961 came into effect enabling marriage
equality for all couples. For 2021, registered marriages include all couples.

More information on Registered marital status (MSTP)
Table based on place of usual residence
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Social marital status

Central
Peopl d 15 d , 1/ . . .
eop’e age years and overn, usuaty Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
resident and present in the household (Tas.)
on Census night )
Registered marriage (a) 751 42.4 184,392 44.3 8,747,135 46.6
De facto marriage (b) 265 15.0 56,124 13.5 2,168,351 11.5
Not married 756 42.7 175,696 42.2 7,863,327 41.9

(@) In December 2017, amendments to the Marriage Act 1961 came into effect enabling marriage

equality for all couples. For 2021, registered marriages include all couples.
(b) De facto marriage is when two people live together as partners who are not in a registered
marriage. It includes people who report de facto, partner, common law husband/wife/spouse, lover,

girlfriend or boyfriend.

More information on Social marital status (MDCP)
Table based on place of usual residence
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https://abs.gov.au/census/find-census-data/quickstats/2021/LGA...

Type of educational institution

attendin Central
9 . . Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
People attending an educational
I (Tas.)
institution
Preschool 19 3.0 6,495 4.2 484,185 6.3
Primary
Primary - Government 143 22.9 32,003 20.8 1,421,300 18.5
Primary - Catholic 24 3.8 8,393 5.4 396,758 5.2
Primary - other non-Government 3 0.5 4,774 3.1 254,043 3.3
Primary total (a) 170 27.2 45,209 29.3 2,075,224 27.0
Secondary
Secondary - Government 86 13.8 19,566 12.7 934,138 12.2
Secondary - Catholic 12 1.9 7,112 4.6 371,022 4.8
Secondary - other non-
9 1.4 5,449 3.5 322,314 4.2
Government
Secondary total (b) 106 17.0 32,170 20.9 1,629,624 21.2
Tertiary
Tertiary - Vocational education
(including TAFE and private 39 6.2 14,763 9.6 601,901 7.8
training providers)
Tertiary - University or other
. . 26 4.2 19,814 12.8 1,185,450 15.4
higher education
Tertiary total (c) 65 10.4 34,622 22.5 1,789,994 23.3
Other 23 3.7 4,810 3.1 242,821 3.2
Not stated 234 37.4 30,895 20.0 1,456,618 19.0

(a) Includes Primary - not further defined.

(b) Includes Secondary - not further defined.

(¢) Includes Tertiary - not further defined.

More information on Type of educational institution attending (TYPP)

Table based on place of usual residence
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Level of highest educational Central

attainment Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
People aged 15 years and over (Tas.)

Bachelor Degree level and above 224 10.5 101,841 21.9 5,464,631 26.3
Advanced Diploma and Diploma

level 137 6.4 36,691 7.9 1,946,738 9.4
Certificate level IV 60 2.8 16,316 3.5 719,425 3.5
Certificate level lll 341 15.9 69,830 15.0 2,617,766 12.6
Year 12 218 10.2 55,704 12.0 3,104,116 14.9
Year 11 78 3.6 19,888 4.3 958,803 4.6
Year 10 466 21.8 74,077 15.9 2,086,306 10.0
Certificate level Il 5 0.2 388 0.1 13,687 0.1
Certificate level | 0 0.0 45 0.0 2,614 0.0
Year 9 or below 258 12.1 39,838 8.6 1,490,444 7.2
Inadequately described 50 2.3 10,491 2.3 506,259 2.4
No educational attainment 4 0.2 1,864 0.4 175,844 0.8
Not stated 296 13.8 37,912 8.2 1,694,773 8.2

More information on Level of highest educational attainment (HEAP)

Table based on place of usual residence
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Cultural diversity

Ancestry, top responses Central
Y, top resp Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people
(Tas.)
English 1,113 44.2 243,587 43.7 8,385,928 33.0
Australian 1,067 42.3 225,198 40.4 7,596,753 29.9
Irish 237 9.4 56,619 10.2 2,410,833 9.5
Scottish 195 7.7 52,604 9.4 2,176,777 8.6
Australian Aboriginal 127 5.0 26,926 4.8 741,307 2.9

Note 1: Respondents had the option of reporting up to two ancestries on their Census form, and this is
captured by the Ancestry multi response (ANCP) variable used in this table. Therefore, the sum of all
ancestry responses for an area will not equal the total number of people in the area.

Note 2: Calculated percentages represent a proportion of the number of people in the area (including
those who did not state an ancestry). In 2016 QuickStats percentages were based on total number of
responses and will not be comparable to this table.

More information on Ancestry multi response (ANCP)
Table based on place of usual residence

Country of birth, top responses Central

Y ) 1O P Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people

(Tas.)

Australia 1,994 79.1 440,809 79.1 17,019,815 66.9
Other top responses:
England 85 3.4 19,283 3.5 927,490 3.6
New Zealand 28 1.1 5,483 1.0 530,492 2.1
Scotland 12 0.5 2,280 0.4 118,496 0.5
India 12 0.5 6,137 1.1 673,352 2.6
Germany 11 0.4 2,087 0.4 101,255 0.4

More information on Country of birth of person (BPLP)
Table based on place of usual residence
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Country of birth of parents Central

Y P Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people

(Tas.)

Both parents born overseas 285 11.3 101,972 18.3 9,321,603 36.7
Father only born overseas 83 3.3 30,769 5.5 1,670,476 6.6
Mother only born overseas 68 2.7 21,714 3.9 1,257,942 4.9
Both parents born in Australia 1,833 72.8 371,533 66.6 11,663,577 45.9
Not stated 250 9.9 31,575 5.7 1,509,188 5.9
Note: For the 2021 Census, guidance was provided to respondents on how to answer for
mother/father if their birth parent is unknown or they have same-sex parents.
More information on Country of birth of parents (BPPP)
Table based on place of usual residence
Country of birth of father, top Central
stated responses Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people (Tas.)
Australia 1,913 75.9 394,752 70.8 12,959,282 51.0
England 119 4.7 33,809 6.1 1,626,778 6.4
New Zealand 23 0.9 7,678 1.4 673,661 2.6
Scotland 22 0.9 5,272 0.9 272,233 1.1
Germany 18 0.7 3,821 0.7 174,724 0.7

Note: For the 2021 Census, guidance was provided to respondents on how to answer for father if their
birth parent is unknown or they have same-sex parents.

More information on Country of birth of father (BPMP)
Table based on place of usual residence

Country of birth of mother, top Central

stated responses Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people (Tas.)

Australia 1,926 76.4 404,076 72.5 13,383,605 52.6
England 106 4.2 30,581 5.5 1,488,479 5.9
New Zealand 31 1.2 7,231 1.3 650,743 2.6
Germany 24 1.0 3,608 0.6 173,712 0.7
Scotland 20 0.8 4,573 0.8 241,428 0.9

Note: For the 2021 Census, guidance was provided to respondents on how to answer for mother if

their birth parent is unknown or they have same-sex parents.

More information on Country of birth of mother (BPFP)
Table based on place of usual residence
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Religious affiliation, top Central

responses Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people (Tas.)

No Religion, so described 1,003 39.8 276,330 49.6 9,767,448 38.4
Anglican 590 23.4 80,380 14.4 2,496,273 9.8
Catholic 396 15.7 71,045 12.7 5,075,907 20.0
Not stated 263 10.4 37,450 6.7 1,751,052 6.9
Uniting Church 74 2.9 14,447 2.6 673,260 2.6

Note: 'No Religion, so described’ does not include those who reported Secular and Other Spiritual
Beliefs such as Atheism, Agnosticism and Own Spiritual Beliefs.

In Central Highlands (Tas.), Christianity was the largest broad group religious group reported overall
(52.5%) (excludes Not stated). The broad group level is the highest and most general level of the

Australian Standard Classification of Religious Groups, 2016.

More information on Religious affiliation (RELP)
Table based on place of usual residence

Language used at home, top Central
responses (other than English) Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people (Tas.)
Nepali 10 0.4 7,248 1.3 133,068 0.5
Punjabi 8 0.3 2,556 0.5 239,033 0.9
Czech 7 0.3 133 0.0 7,884 0.0
Italian 6 0.2 954 0.2 228,042 0.9
Tagalog 6 0.2 820 0.1 131,195 0.5
English only used at home 2,218 88.0 479,875 86.1 18,303,662 72.0
Households where a non-English

44 473 20,434 9.4 2,295,688 24.8

language is used

More information on Language used at home (LANP)

Languages used at home data is based on place of usual residence

Households where a non-English language is used is based on place of enumeration
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Participation in the labour force Central
P Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
People aged 15 years and over
(Tas.)
In the labour force 1,050 49.1 270,780 58.2 12,695,853 61.1
Not in the labour force 883 41.3 169,864 36.5 6,888,081 33.1
Not stated 206 9.6 24,299 5.2 1,200,851 5.8

Note 1: Calculated percentages represent a proportion of people aged 15 and over in the area.
Note 2: The ABS Labour Force Survey provides the official estimates of Australia's labour force. More
information is provided in Comparing 2021 Census and Labour Force Survey,.

More information on Labour force status (LFSP)

Table based on place of usual residence

Employment status Central

People who reported being in the labour Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
force, aged 15 years and over (Tas.)

Worked full-time 569 54.2 139,850 51.6 7,095,103 55.9
Worked part-time 334 31.8 98,591 36.4 3,962,550 31.2
Away from work (a) 83 7.9 16,275 6.0 991,758 7.8
Unemployed 58 5.5 16,058 5.9 646,442 5.1

Note 1: Calculated percentages represent a proportion of people aged 15 and over who reported

being in the labour force in the area.

Note 2: The ABS Labour Force Survey provides the official estimates of Australia's labour force. More
information is provided in Comparing 2021 Census and Labour Force Survey.

(a) Counts employed people who reported 0 hours of work the week before the Census or did not state

their hours of work.

More information on Labour force status (LFSP)

Table based on place of usual residence

Employment, hours worked Central
ploy ’ Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
Employed people aged 15 years and over
(Tas.)
0 hours (away from work) 47 4.8 12,007 4.7 787,382 6.5
1-19 hours 160 16.2 39,709 15.6 1,681,120 14.0
20-29 hours 101 10.2 35,160 13.8 1,373,403 11.4
30-34 hours 75 7.6 23,730 9.3 908,031 7.5
35-39 hours 161 16.3 54,639 21.5 2,487,056 20.6
40-44 hours 207 20.9 44, 860 17.6 2,448,402 20.3
45 hours or more 201 20.3 40,354 15.8 2,159,645 17.9
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Note: Records the number of hours worked in all jobs held during the week before Census Night for
employed people aged 15 years and over. This excludes any time off but includes any overtime or

extra time worked.

More information on Hours worked (HRSP)
Table based on place of usual residence

Occupation, top responses Central
P » LOp Tesp Highlands %  Tasmania % Australia %
Employed people aged 15 years and over
(Tas.)
Managers 242 24.5 32,403 12.7 1,645,769 13.7
Labourers 200 20.2 28,679 11.3 1,086,120 9.0
Technicians and Trades Workers 125 12.6 35,480 13.9 1,554,313 12.9
Community and Personal Service
112 11.3 34,676 13.6 1,382,205 11.5
Workers
Machinery Operators and Drivers 102 10.3 16,230 6.4 755,863 6.3
Clerical and Administrative Workers 77 7.8 29,776 11.7 1,525,311 12.7
Professionals 73 7.4 50,919 20.0 2,886,921 24.0
Sales Workers 36 3.6 21,834 8.6 986,433 8.2
More information on Occupation (OCCP)
Table based on place of usual residence
Industry of employment, top Central
responses Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
Employed people aged 15 years and over (Tas.)
Sheep Farming (Specialised) 84 8.5 835 0.3 18,278 0.2
Accommodation 51 5.2 4,244 1.7 107,476 0.9
Sheep-Beef Cattle Farming 37 3.7 405 0.2 7,521 0.1
Local Government Administration 29 2.9 3,438 1.3 156,402 1.3
Other Social Assistance Services 28 2.8 8,508 3.3 278,221 2.3
More information on Industry of employment (INDP)
Table based on place of usual residence
Central
Median weekly incomes (a
Y (@ Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
People aged 15 years and over
(Tas.)
Personal (b) $569 N/A $701 N/A $805 N/A
Family (c) $1,400 N/A $1,720 N/A $2,120 N/A
Household (d) $1,013 N/A $1,358 N/A $1,746 N/A
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(a) Incomes are collected in ranges. The medians are then calculated using information from the

Survey of Income and Housing.

(b) Excludes people aged 15 years and over who did not state their income.

(c) Excludes families where at least one family member aged 15 years and over did not state their

income.

https://abs.gov.au/census/find-census-data/quickstats/2021/LGA...

(d) Excludes households where at least one household member aged 15 years and over did not state

their income.

More information on Total personal income (INCP), Total family income (FINF), Total household income

(HIND)
Personal income data is based on place of usual residence

Family and household income data is based on place of enumeration

Method of travel to work on the

day of the Census, top responses Central
Y » 1OP P Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
Employed people aged 15 years and
(Tas.)
over
Car, as driver 584 59.0 163,186 64.1 6,347,498 52.7
Walked only 77 7.8 10,785 4.2 306,045 2.5
Car, as passenger 43 473 13,393 5.3 466,904 3.9
Truck 23 2.3 1,742 0.7 76,657 0.6
Car as driver, car as passenger 5 0.5 607 0.2 23,300 0.2
Did not go to work 98 9.9 29,181 11.5 1,417,449 11.8
Worked at home 129 13.0 20,330 8.0 2,531,262 21.0
People who travelled to work by
i 3 03 8,054 3.2 554,711 4.6
public transport (a)
People who travelled to work by car
639 64.6 179,530 70.5 6,961,762 57.8

as driver or passenger (b)

Note: Respondents had the option to report up to three methods of travel to work on the day of the

Census.

(@) Includes people who used public transport (train, bus, ferry, tram/light rail), as at least one of their

methods of travel to work on Census day.

(b) Includes people who travelled by car (as a driver, or as a passenger), as at least one of their

methods of travel to work on Census day.

More information on Method of travel to work (MTWP)
Table based on place of usual residence
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Unpaid work and care Central
P Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
People aged 15 years and over
(Tas.)
Did unpaid domestic work (week
. 1,359 63.5 323,348 69.5 14,077,657 67.7
before Census Night)
Provided unpaid care for
child/children (during two weeks 435 20.4 119,193 25.6 5,471,756 26.3
before Census Night)
Provided unpaid assistance to a
person with a disability, health
. . 246 11.5 59,864 12.9 2,476,681 11.9
condition or due to old age (during
two weeks before Census Night)
Did voluntary work through an
organisation or group (last 12 328 15.3 83,646 18.0 2,933,646 14.1

months)

More information on Unpaid domestic work (DOMP), Unpaid child care (CHCAREP), Unpaid assistance

to a person with a disability,_health condition, or due to old age (UNCAREP), Voluntary work for an

organisation or group (VOLWP)
Table based on place of usual residence

Unpaid domestic work, number of Central

hours Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
People aged 15 years and over (Tas.)

Less than 5 hours 315 14.8 90,453 19.5 4,117,135 19.8
5 to 14 hours 540 25.3 130,852 28.1 5,663,904 27.3
15 to 29 hours 245 11.5 60,147 12.9 2,511,024 12.1
30 hours or more 255 11.9 41,900 9.0 1,785,591 8.6

Note: Measures the time spent during the week before the Census doing domestic work without pay

for themselves and their household.

More information on Unpaid domestic work: number of hours (DOMP)

Table based on place of usual residence
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Type of long-term health Central
condition Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people (Tas.)
Arthritis 352 14.0 68,070 12.2 2,150,396 8.5
Asthma 217 8.6 52,171 9.4 2,068,020 8.1
Cancer (including remission) 112 4.4 19,104 3.4 732,152 2.9
Dementia (including Alzheimer's) 6 0.2 4,395 0.8 189,162 0.7
Diabetes (excluding gestational
. 137 5.4 28,394 5.1 1,198,721 4.7
diabetes)
Heart disease (including heart attack
. 149 5.9 25,185 4.5 999,096 3.9
or angina)
Kidney disease 22 0.9 6,326 1.1 231,777 0.9
Lung condition (including COPD or
74 29 14,027 2.5 441,109 1.7
emphysema)
Mental health condition (including
. . 255 10.1 63,861 11.5 2,231,543 8.8
depression or anxiety)
Stroke 35 14 6,836 1.2 234,609 0.9
Any other long-term health
L 218 8.7 49,458 8.9 2,041,929 8.0
condition(s)
No long-term health condition(s) 1,282 50.9 305,093 54.7 15,292,718 60.2
Not stated 279 11.1 43,649 7.8 2,066,251 8.1

Note 1: Respondents had the option of reporting multiple long-term health conditions. Therefore, the
sum of all long-term health condition responses for an area will not equal the total number of people

in the area.

Note 2: Calculated percentages represent a proportion of the number of people in the area (including
those who did not answer the long-term health conditions question).

More information on Type of long-term health condition (LTHP)

Table based on place of usual residence

Count of selected long-term Central

health conditions Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All people (Tas.)

None of the selected conditions 1,364 54.1 326,646 58.6 16,302,537 64.1
One condition 547 21.7 121,261 21.7 4,791,516 18.8
Two conditions 225 8.9 42,817 7.7 1,490,344 5.9
Three or more conditions 108 4.3 23,200 4.2 772,142 3.0
Not stated 279 11.1 43,649 7.8 2,066,251 8.1
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Note: Selected long-term health conditions include arthritis, asthma, cancer (including remission),
dementia (including Alzheimer’s), diabetes (excluding gestational diabetes), heart disease (including
heart attack or angina), kidney disease, lung condition (including COPD or emphysema), mental health

condition (including depression or anxiety) and stroke. Other long-term health conditions are not
included in this count.

More information on Count of selected long-term health conditions (CLTHP)
Table based on place of usual residence
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. . Central
Australian Defence Force Service ] . .
Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
People aged 15 years and over
(Tas.)
Currently serving 4 0.2 958 0.2 84,865 0.4
Previously served (and not currently
. 111 5.2 17,515 3.8 496,276 2.4
serving)
Has never served 1,822 85.2 421,126 90.6 18,954,152 91.2
Not stated 205 9.6 25,336 5.4 1,249,493 6.0

Note: Australian Defence Force Service includes service in the Regular and/or Reserves service.
Includes Royal Australian Navy, Australian Army, Royal Australian Air Force, Second Australian Imperial
Force, National Service and NORFORCE. Excludes service for non-Australian defence forces.

More information on Australian Defence Force service (ADFP)

Table based on place of usual residence
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Families

Family composition Central
y“ P Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
All families
(Tas.)
Couple family without children 309 51.4 67,011 44.5 2,608,834 38.8
Couple family with children 206 34.3 55,446 36.8 2,944,140 43.7
One parent family 77 12.8 25,988 17.3 1,068,268 15.9
Other family 8 1.3 2,122 1.4 108,941 1.6

More information on Family composition (FMCF)
Table based on place of enumeration

Single (or lone) parents Central
Proportion of the total single (or lone) Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
parent population (Tas.)
Male N/A 27.3 N/A 21.3 N/A 19.6
Female N/A 68.8 N/A 78.8 N/A 80.4

More information on Sex of lone parent (SLPP)
Table based on place of enumeration

Employment status of couple

families Central
i Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %

Couple families where parents or (Tas.)
partners were aged 15 years and over )
Both employed, worked full-time 69 13.3 21,871 17.9 1,234,626 22.2
Both employed, worked part-time 27 5.2 7,473 6.1 264,182 4.8
One employed full-time, one part-
i 87 16.8 27,941 22.8 1,155,042 20.8
time
One employed full-time, other not

. 76 14.7 12,738 10.4 692,497 12.5
working
One employed part-time, other not

) 33 6.4 8,972 7.3 339,960 6.1
working
Both not working 147 28.4 30,093 24.6 1,163,744 21.0
Other 41 7.9 7,624 6.2 449,640 8.1
Labour force status not stated 30 5.8 5,755 4.7 253,286 4.6

Note: The ABS Labour Force Survey provides the official estimates of Australia's labour force. More
information is provided in Comparing 2021 Census and Labour Force Survey.

More information on Labour force status of parents/partners in families (LFSF)
Table based on place of enumeration
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Dwelling count Central
Private dwellings (excl. visitor only and Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
other non-classifiable households) (Tas.)
Occupied private dwellings 1,012 39.2 218,412 88.2 9,275,217 89.9
Unoccupied private dwellings 1,570 60.9 29,185 11.8 1,043,776 10.1
More information on Dwelling type (DWTD)
Table based on place of enumeration
Dwelling structure
(o) 7 dg ivate dwelli (excl. visit Central
ccupie rivate dwellings (excl. visitor
pleap g__ Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
only and other non-classifiable
(Tas.)
households)
Separate house 964 95.3 191,561 87.7 6,710,582 72.3
Semi-detached, row or terrace
0 0.0 13,402 6.1 1,168,860 12.6
house, townhouse etc
Flat or apartment 12 1.2 11,575 5.3 1,319,095 14.2
Other dwelling 22 2.2 1,389 0.6 54,711 0.6
More information on Dwelling structure (STRD)
Table based on place of enumeration
Number of bedrooms
(o] jied private dwelli, (excl. visit Central
CC e rivate ellings (excl. visitor
Hpted priv welt ?_ e Vst Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
only and other non-classifiable
(Tas.)
households)
None (includes studio apartments or
. 19 1.9 1,010 0.5 44,864 0.5
bedsitters)
1 bedroom 61 6.0 10,361 4.7 488,681 5.3
2 bedrooms 217 21.4 44,713 20.5 1,768,530 19.1
3 bedrooms 488 48.1 108,405 49.6 3,617,803 39.0
4 or more bedrooms 202 19.9 50,573 23.2 3,224,351 34.8
Number of bedrooms not stated 27 2.7 3,355 1.5 130,989 1.4
Average number of bedrooms per
. 2.9 N/A 3 N/A 3.1 N/A
dwelling
Average number of people per
2.1 N/A 2.4 N/A 2.5 N/A

household
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More information on Number of bedrooms in a private dwelling (BEDD), Number of persons usually

resident in dwelling (NPRD)

Table based on place of enumeration

Number of registered motor

vehicles Central
Occupied private dwellings (excl. visitor Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
only and other non-classifiable (Tas.)
households)
None 20 2.0 13,015 6.0 673,969 7.3
1 motor vehicle 287 28.6 75,697 34.7 3,353,737 36.2
2 motor vehicles 346 34.5 77,289 35.4 3,366,738 36.3
3 or more vehicles 324 32.3 49,047 22.5 1,745,924 18.8
Number of motor vehicles not

27 2.7 3,365 1.5 134,848 1.5

stated

Note: Motor vehicles excludes motorbikes, motor scooters and heavy motor vehicles.

More information on Number of registered motor vehicles (VEHD)
Table based on place of enumeration
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Household composition

Central
O ied private dwelli, 1. visit
cclipred private dive ’"?5_ (excl. visitor Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
only and other non-classifiable
(Tas.)
households)
Family households 597 58.8 147,619 67.6 6,542,648 70.5
Single (or lone) person households 387 38.1 63,360 29.0 2,370,742 25.6
Group households 31 3.1 7,429 3.4 361,822 3.9
More information on Household composition (HHCD)
Table based on place of enumeration
Tenure type
O i dyp' te dwelli (excl. visit Central
CC e rivate ellings (excl. visitor
upted priv wetlings fexck vist Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
only and other non-classifiable
(Tas.)
households)
Owned outright 490 48.4 81,042 37.1 2,872,331 31.0
Owned with a mortgage (a) 263 26.0 72,157 33.0 3,242,449 35.0
Rented (b) 165 16.3 57,762 26.4 2,842,378 30.6
Other tenure type (c) 62 6.1 4,045 1.9 181,518 2.0
Tenure type not stated 25 2.5 3,403 1.6 136,538 1.5
(@) Includes dwellings purchased under a shared equity scheme.
(b) Excludes dwellings being occupied rent-free, this is not comparable to 2016 QuickStats data.
(c) Comprises dwellings occupied rent free, occupied under a life tenure scheme and other tenure
type.
More information on Tenure type (TEND)
Table based on place of enumeration
Household income
O ied private dwelli (excl. visit Central
ccupie rivate dwellings (excl. visitor
piecp g_ . Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
only and other non-classifiable
(Tas.)
households)
Less than $650 total household
. N/A 31.9 N/A 21.1 N/A 16.5
weekly income (a)
More than $3,000 total household
N/A 8.6 N/A 15.0 N/A 24.3

weekly income (a)

(a) Percentages (%) exclude dwellings with 'Partial income stated' or 'All incomes not stated.'

More information on Total household income (weekly) (HIND)

Table based on place of enumeration
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Rent weekly payments

Central
Occupied private dwellings (excl. visitor
piecp gs ( Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
only and other non-classifiable (Tas.)
households) being rented )
Median rent (a) 200 N/A 290 N/A 375 N/A

Renter households where rent
payments are less than or equal to 102 61.8 32,577 56.4 1,667,080 58.7
30% of household income (b)

Renter households with rent
payments greater than 30% of 32 19.4 19,730 34.2 915,317 32.2
household income (b)

Unable to determine (c) 38 23.0 5,459 9.5 259,992 9.1

(a) Median rent calculations exclude dwellings being occupied rent-free, this is not comparable to
2016 QuickStats data.

(b) This is not comparable with historical QuickStats, as applicable households included in this
calculation have changed. For details on how Household income is derived please refer to RAID.

(c) Unable to determine includes those households in which income and/or housing costs were not, or
were only partially stated, by persons in the household.

More information on Rent payments (weekly) (RNTD), Rent affordability indicator (RAID)
Table based on place of enumeration

Mortgage monthly repayments

Occupied private dwellings (excl. visitor Central
only and other non-classifiable Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
households) owned with a mortgage or (Tas.)

purchased under a shared equity scheme

Median mortgage repayments 900 N/A 1,313 N/A 1,863 N/A

Owner with mortgage households
where mortgage repayments are less
than or equal to 30% of household
income (a)

190 72.2 56,682 78.6 2,398,902 74.0

Owner with mortgage households
with mortgage repayments greater 37 14.1 7,311 10.1 468,817 14.5
than 30% of household income (a)

Unable to determine (b) 44 16.7 8,167 11.3 374,734 11.6

(a) This is not comparable with historical QuickStats, as applicable households included in this
calculation have changed. For details on how Household income is derived please refer to MAID.

(b) Unable to determine includes those households in which income and/or housing costs were not, or
were only partially stated, by persons in the household.

More information on Mortgage repayments (monthly) (MRED), Mortgage affordability indicator (MAID)
Table based on place of enumeration
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Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander peoples

https://abs.gov.au/census/find-census-data/quickstats/2021/LGA...

People characteristics Central
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
people (Tas.)
Male 83 53.9 14,761 48.9 403,709 49.7
Female 71 46.1 15,425 51.1 409,025 50.3
Median age 24 NJ/A 25 N/A 24 NJ/A
More information on Sex (SEXP), Indigenous status (INGP)
Table based on place of usual residence
Dwelling characteristics
Occupied private dwellings (excl. visitor
/ d oth lassifiabl. Central
only and other non-ciassifnaple
Y Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
households) where at least one person (Tas.)
was Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait )
Islander
Average number of people per
3 N/A 2.9 N/A 3.1 N/A
household
Average number of people per
g people p 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A
bedroom
Median weekly household income (a) 1,062 N/A 1,370 N/A 1,507 N/A

(a) Excludes households where at least one person aged 15 years and over in the household did not

state their income.

More information on Number of bedrooms in a private dwelling (BEDD), Household composition

(HHCD), Total household income (HIND), Indigenous household indicator (INGDWTD)

Table based on place of enumeration

Mortgage and rent

Occupied private dwellings (excl. visitor

I d oth lassifiabl, Central
only and other non-classifiable
Y Highlands % Tasmania % Australia %
households) where at least one person (Tas))
was Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait )
Islander
Median weekly rent (a) 245 N/A 265 N/A 300 N/A
Median monthly mortgage
932 N/A 1,300 N/A 1,721 N/A

repayments

(a) Median rent calculations exclude dwellings being occupied rent-free, this is not comparable to

2016 QuickStats data.
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Indigenous household indicator (INGDWTD)
Table based on place of enumeration

Please note that there are small random adjustments made to all cell values to protect the
confidentiality of data. These adjustments may cause the sum of rows or columns to differ by small
amounts from table totals.
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A TRIBUTE TO LAKE COUNTRY SHEPHERDS & FAMILIES 1880 - |

In memory & recognition of our Lake Country Pioneer Shepherd families who's hard work and resilience in this sometimes
harsh climate and landscape preserved the high country for future generations. Gods country 2007.
1

BROWN | HAYES ‘ McINTYRE

BRYANT HAZELWOOD McPHERSON
CASHION HIGGINS MEDHURST
CLIVE HILL MONKS

'ER COOPER HITE MOORE

DALEY HOLMES MUNRO
DODDRIDGE HONNER
DARGAVEL HORNE

With trasted borics, dogs and mates DAVIE HOSKINSON

Higbland shepherds deove whecp to : EARLEY HUNT

Ol Hells Gates BISDEE ELLIS JENKINS

They bad pasocd the Barren and The Rocks BISHOP FINALY JOHNS

Out to the Pines and old Joe Stoc BOWER FLEMING JONES

With thoughts of borsc and loy BOWERMAN GIBSON KNIGHT

Waa Blinky, Smoker and me BRANCH GLOVER . LONG

That life bas passed as in a dream BRANDUM GRANT McAULEY

Of these fine Lake Country BRAZENDALE HANSCH McCARTHY

Stepberd familics of bigh coteem BRETT HARREX McDONNELL

C. MeD), Campbell 2005
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The future Local Government Board
of local
government
review

GPO Box 123 Hobart TAS 7001 | 0362327022

7 July 2023

Dear Mayor and General Manager,

As you may be aware, across August 2023 the Local Government Board will be hosting a series of
community hearings. Each hearing will provide a dedicated session for both councils and communities to
present to the Board any area of interest to the Future of Local Government Review, with the times of
these sessions as follows:

e council sessions - 9:30am - 4:40pm
e community sessions - 5:30pm - 7:35pm

The Board will be holding the following community hearing for the Central and Midlands Community
Catchment:

Thursday 10 August 2023
The Grange Estate
4A Commonwealth Ln, Campbell Town

| wish to formally invite your council to present to the Board at this hearing, with a particular focus on
your response to the relevant Scenarios presented in the Board's information packs (or any other
scenarios you wish to propose), and how you best see local government serving communities in your
catchment into the future. The Board will be providing each council with a one-hour slot to present.

Could you please indicate by email to LGBoard@dpac.tas.gov.au your preferred time slot for presenting
by COB 14 July 2023, to support the Board in preparing the schedule of presentations. The Board will
endeavour, as best as possible, to allocate you to your preferred time slot.

e SlotA 9:35am — 10:35am
o SlotB [0:50am — | 1:50am
e SlotC [2:05pm — 1:05 pm
e SlotD [:45pm — 2:45pm

e Slotk 3:00pm — 4:00pm

The Board has also established a form, for community members and local community groups to register
their interest in attending either sessions, and presenting at the community session -
https://engage.futurelocal.tas.gov.au/community-hearing-registration. | would appreciate if you could
promote this form amongst your local communities.

Additionally, we have today published updates to the data in all the Community Catchment Information
Packs. These updates address minor errors and clarifications that have come to our attention since the
release of the Information Packs on 29 May 2023. None of these changes are significant enough to
change the basis for the scenarios, however they are outlined here in the interests of full transparency.
Each updated Information Pack also includes a short summary of the updates at the end of the
document.



Estimates of total dwelling numbers have been updated in all information packs to include both
occupied and unoccupied dwellings. The initial figure only included occupied dwellings. Importantly, this
update has not affected the estimates of rates revenue, which was based on a different data set.

Councils should also be aware the Board has engaged the University of Newcastle to undertake a series
of focus groups in each community catchment to better understand ordinary Tasmanians’ views about
local government reform. These sessions commenced on 4 July 2023 and are being conducted both
online and face-to-face over a three-week period. Please note that these sessions are intended to reach
people who have had little or no engagement with the Review process to date, and are separate to the
Board’s and LGAT's other engagement processes, including those that have specifically sought
participation from council staff and elected members. If any community members contact your council
with any queries or concerns regarding the focus groups, you can direct them to call the Review
Secretariat on 03 6232 7103.

Thank you for your ongoing participation and engagement with the Review. | will be reaching out to you
with further details on the hearing process closer to the day. The Board looks forward to your reply,
and to receiving your presentation at the upcoming community hearing.

Yours sincerely

e D

Sue Smith
Chairperson



10 August 2023 Public Hearing - Campbell Town - Robert Cassidy

Does the Tasmanian Government consider Central Highlands Council
as a subordinate or a partner? What is clear, is that at the boundaries
between State government, Central Highlands Council and the
Community are where the key reform opportunities are to be found
collaboratively, seamlessly, and productively to meet community needs.
An example of what our Council views as the core relationship between
key agencies, Council, and the community, is the Department of Public
Health “Lift up Community Grant Program” and process. The
collaboration priority is also reinforced through our evaluation of the
2019 bushfire response. How we evaluate the operations and capability
of Central Highlands Council should, in our view, include how well it
brings the inter-governmental and intra-community resources together.
Consider State Legislation and Policy Constraints. The Central
Highlands Council, and as a result the community, “miss out” on Rates
income because of inequities built into legislation, for example: Hydro
operates as a corporate in the national energy market, Transend criss-
crosses Central Highlands BUT, neither pay rates on the value of their
infrastructure located in Central Highlands, nor do windfarms that
should be subject to an industrial rating level. It is critical that Federal
and State Government Legislation and Policy directly supports Central
Highlands Council and our community’s ability to benefit from those
above industries. Specifically, to ensure Central Highlands Council
does not continue to miss out on potential Rate revenue; ensure
employment stays local; and to enable access to training so locals can
participate. | must ask again, for emphasis, does the Tasmanian
Government consider Central Highlands Council as a subordinate or a
partner? In our opinion, there is no hint of partnership.

Central Highlands Council has resolved to reject changes to its
boundaries as part of the reform of Local Government. Rejection of the
boundary component of proposed reform does not translate into
reduced need for consideration of other reform in the way Local
Government supports community prosperity, livability, and wellbeing.

There is no benefit in amalgamation or boundary adjustment for our
Council, Rate Payers and residents of the Central Highlands
municipality. We are financially stable. As of 30 June 2022, we had
$10.6 million in the bank, will have only a $139,000 budget deficit for
FY2023/24, and | might note, the balance for 2023 is $9.5 million, plus
and we have no loans (as pointed out by Kim, in a whisper to me). We
are well managed, with our new General Manager, and Jason Branch,
our Works and Services Manager, and others, including those
resources we share with adjoining Councils. We do not need you to



change our municipality, our history, our culture, the way each of us
identify with the place we call the Central Highlands.

At a Planning Matters Alliance meeting in Bothwell Town Hall, on 31
May, we learned that Peer-reviewed academic research showed the
true impacts of the 2016 forced amalgamations on NSW Councils,
including reduced efficiency, opposite of the desired outcome for
Tasmania, increase costs for Councils by over 11%, significantly
increased property rates, for example Cootamundra-Gundagai
increased rates by 53.5% and actually caused Councils failing
financially and NSW Central Coast Council is now under administration.

In relation to our Submission, “Councils are like the communities they
serve; they evolve, are subject to new pressures for support, inline with
community challenges, opportunities, and expectations, incrementally
reforming their approach and focus.

The Future of Local Government Review process highlighted the critical
aspect of inter-governmental relations —the processes and constraints
of State Government legislation, and regulation on the Local
Government sector.

Our Submission is based on Council, Councillor, Council management
input, a small-scale community survey, documentation review, and a
strategic assessment of Central Highlands and the factors impacting its
future.

Our Submission is a response relating to the prospective future of the
Central Highlands municipality, it integrates the community perspective,
the Local Government “fit & contribution” perspective, and the inter-
governmental perspective.

The key question not addressed in Local Government reform
documentation is, “What is the benefit of boundary adjustment or
amalgamation to the Central Highlands community compared with the
current municipality?” This is a multi-dimensional question. A key public
policy decision-making principle is making people “better off’ without
making others “worse off”. This differs from “zero sum” thinking, where
a decision is acceptable, if the benefits to those better off, outweighs the
costs to others, an efficiency, rather than an equity consideration.
Equity without bias or favouritism should be #1 consideration.

Crucial to our submission is the consideration of “how council fits into
and contributes to the community within its boundaries, and how it
provides value to them”. Central Highlands Council is an employer, a
“go to” organisation and supporter, a responder to events, a purchaser,



a developer, a service provider, and a true local tier of representative
government. Central Highlands Ceuneil is very much part of our
municipality’s “community capital” -the mix of natural resources,
individuals, groups and networks, unique skills, financial capacity,
endeavour, and organizations, that make a place prosperous, livable,
and resilient.

Lastly, but not least, Planning and Planning Authority must remain the
remit of Local Government. Planning is a multi-perspective consultative
process, which is highly integrated within Local Government. The land-
use planning instruments reflect, in legislation, how the community, in
conjunction with professional planners, retains values and develops
new built character and characteristics. In our humble opinion, often it
is “local knowledge” or genuine interest and/or a Councillor’s unique life
experience and credentials, which augment Planning decisions, for
example, how federal legislation may override or influence Planning
Schemes or decisions. Anything less, is, well, decisions made by an
Independent Assessment Panel, whom have no clue about our
municipality. For example, would you know the entire title of Steppes
Hall along the Highland Lakes Road is Heritage Listed. None were
aware of that or assumed just the building itself was, but | did and |
confirmed the Heritage Overlay with Heritage Tasmania and informed
Council in a Planning matter, saving it unnecessary expense. Do you
suppose some Independent Planning Assessment Panel government
appointee would know? That is precisely why Planning and Planning
Authority must remain the remit of Local Government.

We look forward to seeing your response to the issues raised in our
Council’s submission, as well as individual submissions made to you.

Thank you, for listening. Thank you for your attention.
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Executive summary

Context

It is widely acknowledged that reform of local government in Southern Tasmania is long overdue. Recent
surveys of residents, community consultation, interviews with councillors, local government managers and
other stakeholders confirm the desire for reform of local government. It is generally accepted that significant
benefits can be achieved through the reform process, including greater influence, improved community
engagement, operational efficiencies, cost savings and improved economic returns for the region.

With the assistance provided by a Commonwealth grant under the Local Government Reform Fund, the
STCA, through a steering committee, appointed an independent expert review panel to review the local
government structure in the region. The independent panel considered the results of a community survey,
councillor and general manager survey, other research and submissions, and developed four options for
community consultation.

Four options

The four options for community consultation were advertised in The Mercury and shared direct with citizens.
As a result, nearly 260 submissions were received, commenting on these alternatives:

Option 1 Maintaining the status quo in relation to the number of local governments and their current
boundaries, but seeking to improve performance through a concentration on the formation of
stronger regional bodies and shared services.

Option 2 Forming a single local council for the whole of the region, by merging the existing twelve
councils
Option 3 Amalgamating all of the urban parts of Hobart into a single Greater Hobart Council, while

leaving the rural councils largely untouched.

Option 4 Creating Eastern Shore and Western Shore Councils in Hobart, and merging rural councils
into three new local government areas.

Findings and recommendations
This report outlines the findings of the review, including the community response to the four options
described above, and it provides a clear sense of direction for the STCA and its member councils by way of
10 recommendations:
Recommendation 1 — Greater Hobart
That the present cities of Hobart, Glenorchy and urban Clarence (with Richmond and surrounds
moving into the Sorell Council area), the urban part Kingborough excluding the Channel and Bruny
Island (which would be incorporated into Huon Valley) be merged with Brighton to form a single
council, to be named the City of Greater Hobart.
That wards be introduced at least for the first term of the Greater Hobart Council.
Further, that the STCA should call a meeting of two representatives of each council in metropolitan

Hobart to discuss the core recommendations of this report and the transition towards a Greater
Hobart Council,

Recommendation 2 — City of Greater Hobart Act



That a City of Greater Hobart Act be developed that recognises the city as a capital city, identifies
the powers of the mayor and council, and the obligations the city has to support rural councifs
through its resources and contracts.

Recommendation 3 - Non-metropolitan councils

That, apart from consequential boundary adjustments as a resulf of the formation of a Greater
Hobart Council, no further boundary adjustments or amalgamations are promoted in the non-
metropolitan area at this stage, but that a review of the special heeds of these councils and
appropriate reform options be undertaken.

The panel further recommends that the distribution of Financial Assistance Grants (FAGs) within the
region be considered to assist these councils towards long-term reform and greater sustainability
(see recommendation 12).

Recommendation 4 — Timing of amalgamations and boundary changes

That, if adopted, the structural changes proposed in this report are implemented as from the
commencement of the new council terms following the next local government elections in October
2013, with those elections to be based on the newly structured councils.

Recommendation 5 — Transition committee

That a transition committee, comprising two councillors from each of Brighton, Clarence, Glenorchy,
Hobart and Kingborough Councils, be established to oversee the transition to the new Greater
Hobart Council.

Recommendation 6 — Committee for Hobart

That a Committee for Hobart be established from the business, environment, social, arts, tourism
sectors to build a vision for the Greater Hobart area.

Recommendation 7 — Three year reform program

That Southern Tasmanian councils work with the State Government on implementing a three-year
reform program. The reform program would include reform in:

governance,

community and customer engagement,

planning,

asset management and capital works,

strategic procurement and

service delivery

Recommendation 8 — Financial management and sustainability

That a review of the distribution of Financial Assistance Grants and roads funding be undertaken in
the light of the special needs of non-metropolitan councils.

Further, that a review of financial management policies of Southern Tasmanian councils be
undertaken with a view fo appropriate financial management principles and practices being adopted.
Recommendation 9 — Period of office for mayors and councillors

That the Local Government Act be changed to provide for the popular election of mayors for a four-

year term, for full council elections every four years, and a removal of the requirement for mayors to
have previously served in local government.

Recommendation 10 — Compulsory voting



That the State Government introduce compulsory voting for local government elections.

Recommendation 11 — Local government skills

That the STCA develop a skills development strategy for staff and elected members of Southern
Tasmanian councils.

Recommendation 12 — Community engagement

That the STCA take steps to introduce a training program for elected officials and council staff in
community engagement strategies as a basis for continued improvement in this regard in the newly
structured councils.

Recommendation 13 — STCA responsibilities

That the STCA take on the responsibility for formulating and coordinating strategies for the region as
a whole, that focus on the Greater Hobart and rural hinterland relationships in areas such as
economic development, tourism, niche production and marketing.



el Introduction

This report is the outcome of a review commissioned by the Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority,
which is a joint authority of twelve councils, formed under the Local Government Act.

Independent panel

On 12 April 2011, a specially-formed Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority (STCA) steering committee
appointed an independent panel of experts to develop options for local government reform in the region. This
was an initiative funded by the Australian Government’s Local Government Reform Fund.

The panel comprised:

Ms Jude Munro AO (chair)

Former CEO of the City of Brisbane, the City of Adelaide, the City of Moreland, and the City
of St Kilda

Mr Saul Eslake

Program Director, Productivity Growth, Grattan Institute; and former Chief Economist with the
ANZ Banking Group

Mr Stephen Hains

Former CEO of the City of Salisbury (SA), and City of Unley (SA); former CEO of the SA
Department of Business Manufacturing and Trade, and former SA Director of Planning

The steering committee also appointed Professor Graham Sansom, Director of the University of Technology,
Sydney, Centre for Local Government Excellence as advisor to the project and the panel.

This document is the final report of the panel after four months of research, investigation and consultation,
involving a wide range of stakeholders, most particularly the member councils of the STCA and the
communities they serve. This research has included an international scan of local government reform.

Context

Currently Tasmania, and in particular Southern Tasmania, does not have a compelling vision for the future of
local government. The State Government has removed the control of water and sewerage assets from
individual councils. Individual councils are jockeying for position with respect to service delivery for other,
usually smaller, councils, and there appears to be an ongoing rumble of dissatisfaction from the community
about the number of councils and the level of service they provide.

In November 2008 the STCA board considered a paper entitied The future shape of local government in
Southern Tasmania. A proposal for reform. A few months later, former Prime Minister Kevin Rudd announced
the Local Government Reform Fund, which was introduced to improve the asset and financial management
capabilities of councils around Australia, as well as to encourage greater collaboration between councils.
These two facts coincided to provide an opportunity for a Commonwealth-funded project examining the
opportunities for local government reform in Southern Tasmania.



Only states and territories were eligible to submit project proposals under the Local Government Reform
Fund and so the STCA contracted with the Commonwealth Government to undertake the project.

STCA considerations

In initiating this review, the STCA indicated that it was motivated by the following considerations:

There has effectively been a long standing stalemate in respect to local government reform.

* The extent of the community debate has been largely limited to ‘there are too many councils’ and ‘there
should be amalgamations’, options had not been provided.

* Tasmania's economic position is not strong, but there are significant, dormant opportunities.

Approach
The recommended approach was to:

*  Appoint an independent expert panel with knowledge, not only of local government but also an
understanding of the needs of Tasmania.

* For the panel to develop clear, realistic and well articulated options that could form the basis of on-going
discussion between councils, the community and State and Federal Governments.

For the panel to provide a 'road map’ that could be followed to improve and strengthen local government
in Southern Tasmania.

Objectives
The objectives, as agreed by the Commonwealth Government, were to:

* Maximise the financial sustainability of the Southern Tasmanian local government sector to support
continued provision of services to its communities over the long term by promoting more effective service
delivery and increasing collaboration within the sector.

Develop viable, sustainable models for future local government reform in Australian jurisdictions.

Outputs
* Discussion papers on the key issues confronting local government in Southern Tasmania, including
community and economic development, public and community health, and sustainable infrastructure
provision.

Clearly articulated, practical, sustainable options for local government in Southern Tasmania, including,
but not limited to, amalgamation and resource sharing, to be used for consultation with the community,
State and Commonwealth Governments.

Afinal report outlining the issues, strengths and weaknesses of each model and the panel’s opinion on
the most suitable option for Southern Tasmania.

A national reference resource for local government, particularly for those other regions in Australia facing

the same range of issues, setting out the options developed, the process undertaken, and the proposed
future steps to be taken.



Governance

In December 2010, Minister Crean notified the STCA that it had been successful in obtaining $150,000 to
implement the project. A steering committee was appointed, comprising:

Mayor Adriana Taylor, Glenorchy City Council (chair)

Lord Mayor Rob Valentine, Hobart City Council,

Mr Greg Brown, Department of Premier and Cabinet, Local Government Division

Mr Stephen Mackey, Derwent Valley Council and representative of general managers of the regional
councils

* Mr David Lovell, STCA

*  Mr David Hunn, STCA

The steering committee's terms of reference were:

Taking on responsibility for the project's business plan and achievement of outputs.

* Ensuring the project's scope aligned with the agreed requirements of the STCA, State and
Commonwealth Governments and key stakeholder groups.

* Providing those directly involved in the project with guidance on project issues.

* Ensuring effort and expenditure were appropriate to stakeholder expectations.

* Ensuring that strategies to address potential threats to the project’s success had been identified, costed

and approved, and that the threats were regularly re-assessed.

Addressing any issue which had major implications for the project.

Keeping the project scope under control as emergent issues forced changes to be considered.

Reconciling differences in opinion and approach, and resolving disputes arising from them.

Reporting or ensuring that reporting was undertaken on project progress to the STCA board.

Progressing any issues with their own stakeholder organisations.

Compiletion of the project in a manner that was consistent with the project plan agreed with the Australian
Government was included as a key objective in the STCA annual plan for the current 2011/12 year,

For further information, visit the STCA website http://stca.tas.gov.au/future/.




Challenges and opportunities facing local government
in Southern Tasmania

Local government in Southern Tasmania has to operate in the context of the economic conditions in the
region and the profile of the population it serves. This chapter is an edited version of the paper entitled
Towards improved local government in Southern Tasmania — the Southern Tasmanian economy and local
government reform, which can be found in full on the STCA website (http://stca.tas.gov.au/future/), together
with references and links to other sources.

The Tasmanian economy

Eighty-five years ago, an inquiry commissioned by the Federal Government reported that ‘Tasmania ... not
only has been unable to share in the remarkable prosperity which has been so marked a feature in regard to
Australia generally during the period covered by Federation but to an increasing extent each year she lags
behind her more fortunate sister States'. Thirty-four years ago, another inquiry commissioned by the Federal
Government began with the observation that “Tasmania is economically vulnerable'. Fourteen years ago yet
another inquiry, this one jointly commissioned by the then Federal and State Governments, concluded that
Tasmania ‘had an economy with serious problems and an overwhelming inertia against taking the actions
needed to achieve the opportunities which would turn the State around'.

Tasmania’s economic situation has shown some improvement in recent times. Between June 2008 and
November 2009, Tasmania's trend unemployment rate was below the national average for the first time since
1980. Between 2000/2001 and 2008/2009, Tasmania's economy grew at a faster rate than any other part of
Australia except for the resource-rich jurisdictions of Queensland, Western Australia and the Northern
Territory. Indeed, in per capita terms, Tasmania's economic growth over this interval was second only to
Western Australia’s.

Yet the improvements in Tasmania's relative economic performance during the past decade appear to have
had unsustainable foundations. Tasmania’s economy was harder hit by the global financial crisis (GFC) than
that of the rest of Australia. It is the only state or territory where the job losses sustained after the onset of
the GFC have yet to be regained; and the proportion of adult Tasmanians who are in employment is more
than five percentage points below the corresponding figure for the rest of Australia.

There are fundamental weaknesses in the Tasmanian economy which can be encapsulated in the
observation that Tasmania’s per capita gross state product is nearly 21% below the national average,
reflecting a combination of lower rates of labour force participation, fewer average hours worked, and lower
levels of labour productivity than in other parts of Australia.

This weaker economic capacity and performance is reflected in the disposable incomes of Tasmanians
which, even after adjusting for differences in housing costs, are on average more than 14% below the
corresponding figure for Australia as a whole. Significantly, this is not because the poorest households in
Tasmania have significantly lower incomes than their counterparts on the mainland (in fact, the average
income of the poorest one-fifth of Tasmanian households is only 3% lower than the average income of the
poorest fifth of households across the whole of Australia), but rather because higher-income households in
Tasmania earn significantly less (23% less in the case of the most affluent fifth of Tasmanian households)
than their counterparts on the mainland.

The absence of a significant number of high-income earners in Tasmania makes it more difficult for local
charities, arts and sports organizations and other community groups to attract financial support, and
indirectly contributes to greater demands for financial support from State and local governments.

Official forecasts suggest that Tasmania's economy will continue to lag behind that of the rest of Australia
over the medium term, and based on Commonwealth Treasury projections of population growth, this would
imply Tasmania's per capita gross product falling a further 2.5 percentage points below the national average
over the next few years.

Southern Tasmanian industry sectors

Relative to the whole of Tasmania, the economy of Southern Tasmania is much more dependent on
government, with government administration and defence accounting for around 11% of total employment,



compared with about 6.5% for the State as a whole. The government-dominated education and health and
community services sectors together account for nearly 23% of employment in the region, compared with
19% for the State.

Other key sectors:
* The forestry industry, currently experiencing particularly severe structural adjustment pressures, is
important in the Huon Valley region.

Tourism and transport accounted for a slightly smaller proportion of employment in the region compared
with the rest of Tasmania in 2006, but the opening of MONA in January 2011 may well change that.

The wine industry in Southern Tasmania has shown greater growth than the wine industry in the north in
recent years.

Looking ahead, tourism, especially arts and adventure tourism, has the potential to flourish. Other sectors
with potential include horticulture and viticulture, information technology and communications (with the arrival
of the National Broadband Network), marine engineering, Antarctic and meteorological sciences, design and
other creative industries.

Educational attainment

In general, Tasmanians are less well-educated than other Australians, They are significantly less likely to
have a university degree, and considerably more likely to have left school before or at Year 10, than
residents of other States and Territories, and in general have lower levels of literacy and life skills than those
living in other parts of Australia.

Compared with other parts of Tasmania, residents of Southern Tasmania are more likely to have completed
their secondary education up to Year 12, and are considerably more likely to possess post-secondary
qualifications, although there is a significant gap between residents of Hobart and Kingborough and other
areas of Southern Tasmania in this regard.

Demographics

Tasmania’s population is on average older than that of any other State except South Australia, and is ageing
more rapidly than that of any other State or Territory, in large part because of patterns of interstate migration
(with a long-standing outflow of young adults numerically offset by inflows of people aged 55 and over).
According to the most recent ABS projections, by 2030 almost 25% of Tasmania's population will be aged 65
or over, compared with less than 20% of that of Australia as a whole,

The educational attainment levels described above are, in part, a reflection of the differences in age
structure, both between Tasmania and other States, and between Southern Tasmania and the rest of the
State. Within Southern Tasmania,. Glamorgan-Spring Bay, Tasman and Central Highlands have substantially
higher median ages than the rest of the southern region, while the median age in Brighton — with a high
concentration of public housing — is well below that for the region as a whole.

Twenty-eight per cent of Greater Hobart residents derive more than half their income from government
pensions and benefits, a substantially higher proportion than in any other capital city, while almost 38% of
Tasmanian households outside the city derive more than half their income from these sources.

Potential economic growth opportunities for the Southern Tasmanian economy in the years ahead could lie in
areas such as health and aged care, given that the region will have one of the fastest ageing populations of
any region in Australia.

Employment

Labour force participation in Greater Hobart was 62% in 2010/2011, substantially higher than that of the rest
of Southern Tasmania (55.4%). Greater Hobart's unemployment rate of 4.7% in the same period was lower

than any other state capital except for Perth.



Household disposable income

Residents of Greater Hobart typically have higher incomes than residents of other parts of Tasmania. Median
household disposable income in 2009-10 was $1,120 per week in Greater Hobart, lower than in any other

capital city, and some 23% below the average for all capital cities, but 19% higher than for households in the
rest of Tasmania.

Local government

Tasmanian local governments are smaller, on average, than anywhere else in Australia except Western
Australia and the Northern Territory. Tasmania’s 29 councils have an average of aimost 17,500 residents
compared with the Australia-wide average of approximately 40,300. In Tasmania the average ranges from
more than 65,000 in the City of Launceston to fewer than 900 on Flinders Island. In Southern Tasmania, the

population of local government areas ranges from over 52,000 in Clarence to just over 2,300 in both Tasman
and Central Highlands.

Table 1: Local government areas by population, council operating expenses and employment
2009-10

Council Population Operating Employment Operating FTE
expenses $000 (FTEs) expenses per | employment
capita per 1000
people

Clarence 52,935 $53,253 240 $1,006 4.5
Hobart 50,078 $98.138 584 $1,960 11.7
Glenorchy 44,716 $61.908 324 $1,384 T2
Kingborough 34,171 $33,236 181 $973 53
Brighton 16,358 $11,555 61 $706 3.7
Huon Valley 15,372 $16,470 152 $1,071 9.9
Sorell 13,407 $15.365 86 $1,146 6.4
Derwent Valley 10,118 $10,190 54 $1,007 5.3
Southern Midlands 6,146 $7,997 45 $1,301 7.3
Glamorgan-Spring Bay 4,507 $9.813 43 $2,177 9.5
Tasman 2,413 $6,812 20 $2,823 8.3
Central Highlands 2,322 $6.664 37 $2.870 15.9
Total 252.543 $331,401 1,827 $1.312 T2
Sources: Local Government Division, Tasmanian Department of Premier & Cabinet, Measuring Council Performance in
Tasmania 2007-2008; State Grants Commission, Annual Report 2009-2010;ABS Estimated Resident Population, Statistical Local
Areas, Tasmania March 2011 (Note-FTEs per council were not available past 2007-2008)

Table 1 shows that, broadly speaking, smaller councils cost more to operate in the sense that they have
higher operating expenses and more staff per resident than councils serving larger populations. There are
nonetheless some exceptions to this generalisation:

* Hobart City Council has higher operating expenses and higher staff numbers per head than other large
urban councils, at least in part because of the expenditure it incurs on cultural and recreational facilities
and on roads and footpaths that are used by citizens from across the metropolitan area and beyond.

Huon Valley Council has relatively high staffing levels for a medium-sized council, although this is not
reflected in relatively high operating expenses per capita.



Brighton Council has very low staffing and operating expenses per capita, reflecting particularly low
levels of spending on social and community services, recreation and community amenities, and roads.

Table 2 indicates that, broadly speaking, smaller councils are more reliant on rates for their revenue, and,
partly in consequence, have higher rates per head of population than larger councils. As with expenditures,
there are some exceptions to this generalisation:

* Hobart City Council has higher rates per capita than the other city councils, reflecting the fact that (as
noted earlier) it has higher operating expenses per capita, and also a larger concentration of more
valuable commercial property within its jurisdiction.

Brighton Council has very low rates per capita, reflecting its parsimonious operating expenses and the
fact that it has an above-average proportion of lower-valued residential properties within its boundaries.

Glamorgan-Spring Bay Council is less reliant on rates than other small councils (although its per capita
rates are second highest in Southern Tasmania), in large part because it generates more revenue from
user fees and charges than any other small council in Tasmania except Circular Head.

Table 2: Local government areas by population, rates and total revenues 2009-10

Council Population Rates revenue | Total revenue Rates Rates
$000 excluding revenue per | revenue as a

water and capita $ % of total

sewerage

rates $000
Clarence 52,935 $35,120,044 | $60.389.722 $663.46 58%
Hobart 50,078 $55,051.368 | $96.909.104 $1,099.31 57%
Glenorchy 44,716 $21,390.514 | $53.973,994 $478.36 40%
Kingborough 34,171 $17,413,568 | $37.215,882 $509.60 47%
Brighton 16,358 $6,094,723 | $13,804,230 $372.58 44%
Huon Valley 15,372 $7.698,015 | $20,084,113 $500.78 38%
Sorell 13,407 $8,672,657 | $16,359.304 $646.88 53%
Derwent Valley 10,118 $4,838.,622 $9,523,970 $478.22 51%
Southemn Midlands 6,146 $3,421,997 $8.,939.053 $556.78 38%
Glamorgan-Spring Bay 4,507 $5,273,000 $9,708,388 $1,169.96 54%
Tasman 2,413 $3,346,701 $5.633,876 $1,386.95 59%
Central Highlands 2,322 $2,531,230 $6.233.109 $1.090.11 41%
Total 252,543 | $170,852,439 | $338,774,745 $676.53 50%
Note: Rates revenue includes general, special and garbage rates. Water and sewerage rates are excluded because of the
subsequent transfer of water and sewerage operations to the three Corporations.
Sources: Local Government Division, Tasmanian Department of Premier & Cabinet; State Grants Commission, Annual Report
2009-2010; ABS Estimated Resident Population, Statistical Local Areas, Tasmania March 2011

Local government taxation revenue (overwhelmingly in the form of rates) was equivalent to $548 per head of
population in Tasmania in 2009/2010, higher than in any state except South Australia, and about 5% above
the national average. This partly reflects the fact that Tasmanian councils raise about 22% less per head
from user charges for goods and services than the Australia-wide average. On the other hand, Tasmanian
local governments received an average of $210 per head in grants and subsidies from other levels of
government in 2009/2010, some 60% above the national average.



In his 2009/10 report, the Auditor General noted that no single Southern Tasmanian council was financially
unsustainable, however, five councils (Hobart, Glenorchy, Kingborough, Southern Midlands and Central
Highlands) were assessed as at ‘'moderate risk’, based on their operating performance; and eight councils
(Clarence, Hobart, Glenorchy, Kingborough, Derwent Valley, Southern Midlands, Tasman, and Central
Highlands) were assessed as at ‘moderate risk’ for asset management.

Unlocking the potential

Together, State and local governments, businesses, employees and communities could lift the proportion of
the State's population who participate in employment and improve the productivity of those who have jobs.
They could enhance Tasmania's attractiveness as a desirable place to live (retaining more of its young
people and drawing people from other places) and as a destination for investment. They could provide
Tasmania with a more authentic, more audible, and a more credible voice in national and international fora,
heightening awareness of the State's strengths and the ways in which it is working to overcome its
weaknesses.

A combined and concerted effort towards these goals would include a determined push to lift both the
amount and quality of education received by Tasmanian students, and the skills possessed by Tasmanian
workers; to upgrade and extend Tasmania's infrastructure, particularly in the areas of health care, transport
and water supply; to improve the efficiency with which government services are provided and lower the cost
of providing them; and to create an attractive environment for business investment — which doesn’t mean
simply having the lowest taxes and the least regulation of any state, but which does mean having taxes and
charges which are below the national average, and regulations which are logically related to meaningful
economic or social goals, and which are administered consistently and with an eye to minimising
unnecessary costs.

Local government reform

Local government reform could make an important contribution to achieving outcomes such as these for
Southern Tasmania. Cost savings arising from the formation of stronger and larger local government units
are a part of that, but only a part. Cost savings could arise from economies of scale in administration and
governance, in the use of capital equipment, and in financing, and form a much more strategic approach to
management. These savings could be passed on in the form of lower rates. Alternatively, they could be used
to employ people with skills that are beyond the resources of individual councils as presently structured.

It is highly likely that more unified local government for the Greater Hobart region in particular would result in
more efficient and effective strategic and land-use planning, more effective coordination and promotion of
economic and community development strategies, better coordination of infrastructure usage and planning,
and more effective tourism promotion and marketing efforts.



() G'ha'ptar-éi'- Community views — an appetite for change

From the outset, the panel has had access to a considerable body of information about the views of the
Southern Tasmanian community on the future structure and role of their councils. The panel has been
considerably assisted by the significant contribution of a large number of people throughout the community
to the project. It is clear from the quantity and diversity of the responses that there is a real appetite for
change for the role and structure of local government.

Councillor and community survey

Prior to the commencement of work by the panel, the STCA had initiated two important surveys, a survey of
all elected councillors in the region and a comprehensive random telephone survey of the community,
including at least 100 participants in every local council area. These surveys were conducted by independent
company Myriad Research. The panel was given access to the results of these surveys.

Key points of relevance from the survey of all elected councillors included (see graphical results in Appendix

A):

* The view that the most desirable future option, from an elected member perspective, was a smaller
number of councils by some combination of urban and rural councils and the least desirable option was
for a single Southern Tasmanian Regional Council. This contrasted with the general manager view that
indicated a preference for a Greater Hobart Council.

* 57.8% of the elected members surveyed believed that it would be desirable if there were fewer than the
current 120 local government elected members to serve the people of Southern Tasmania in 20 years'
time.

* The view that the creation of wards would be desirable if there were to be amalgamation of councils
resulting in larger municipal areas.

* 65% of elected members surveyed believed that it would be desirable for councils to have more ways of
obtaining community input such as community, locality, township and area committees.

* Inrespect to functions that local government provided, there appeared to be a consensus that the
current functions were broadly appropriate.

There were four key questions of relevance to the review in the broader telephone survey of 1,200 adult
members of the Southern Tasmanian community, the results of which showed that (see graphical results in
Appendix B):

*  Over 80% of the community agreed with their local council sharing resources with other councils.

52% agreed that their local council should consider amalgamating with one or more neighbouring
councils (53% urban; 47% rural).

* 38% believed the 12 southern councils should combine into one regional council (40% urban; 32% rural),
Just 18% would like to see the State Government look at taking over the role of local government.

These results were issued in a press release and canvassed in a lead item in The Mercury, leading to follow-
up correspondence and further articles on the topic in subsequent days. The results for each council were
not publicly reported, but were provided to individual councils for their own information (see Appendix B).
The panel was particularly struck by the strength of community response to the question “My council should
consider amalgamating with one or more of its neighbouring councils”, with 68% of Hobart residents, 59%

of Clarence residents, and 58% of Glenorchy residents strongly or very strongly in favour of the
proposition; and little more than one fifth indicating opposition to the question.



Mayors and general managers

From the outset of the review, members of the panel sought to have direct discussions with all mayors and
general managers of councils within the region. It would not be fair to try to generalise these discussions,
which were primarily aimed at familiarising the panel with the characteristics of, and issues within, each local
government area. The panel was, however, and without exception, impressed by the commitment of these
officials and by their evident desire for continuing improvements in the coordination of local government and
the on-going search for greater efficiency and effectiveness in service delivery.

Political parties

The panel met with the leaders of and local government spokespeople for the ALP, the Greens and the
Liberal Party. Without compromising the nature of those discussions, it was clear that in all cases, each of
the major political parties represented in the State Parliament was supportive of the process that was being
undertaken, very supportive of local government reform, and indicated that they would have a keen interest
in the outcomes.

Interest groups

Early in the review, the STCA advertised the project in The Mercury on two occasions, seeking input to the
study. A number of key interest groups and individuals in the region accordingly lodged submissions at that
early stage of the review. The panel then met with a number of people and groups, including:

* The Property Council of Australia

* The Tasmanian Chamber of Commerce and Industry

The Chair of the Local Government Board at the time of the most recent proposal for amalgamations in
the late ‘90s

* The Tasmanian Council of Social Service

The President of the Council of Hobart Community Associations and founder of the Hobart Ratepayers'
Association.

Background papers

To assist its own considerations, and to further aid community discussion, the panel prepared a number of
'thought pieces’ on what were seen to be key issues for the review. These papers, which are all available on
the STCA website (http://stca.t v.au/future/) and in most cases included as appendices, cover:

The history of local government reform in Tasmania

The Southern Tasmanian economy and local government reform
Strategic procurement

Asset management

Better practice examples of governance in local government
Community engagement

These papers identify a number of challenges and opportunities that the panel believes are faced by the
community and councils of Southern Tasmania.



Options paper

Late in August 2011, the panel prepared an options paper (reproduced in Appendix C) designed to stimulate
further discussion in the community about the choices that the panel believed the region faces. Four options
were presented, representing a wide range and mix of alternatives. They were;

Option 1 Maintaining the status guo in relation to the number of local governments and their current
boundaries, but seeking to improve performance through a concentration on the formation of
stronger regional bodies and shared services.

Option 2 Forming a single local council for the whole of the region.

Option 3 Amalgamating all metropolitan councils into a single Greater Hobart Council, while leaving
the rural councils largely untouched.

Option 4 Creating Eastern Shore and Western Shore Councils in Hobart, and merging rural councils
into three new local government areas.

The options report was summarised and placed as an advertisement in The Mercury, including a link to the
full report and back-up documentation on the STCA website. It also received considerable editorial coverage.
Feedback was encouraged through the website or by post. A second advertisement was placed to
encourage further responses and to advise of a deadline for submissions of the end of September.

On 14 September, a letter was sent to 350 community groups, ratepayer and resident associations, precinct
committees, service clubs efc. to encourage further feedback on the options paper and the deadline for
receipt of submissions was extended to the end of the first week in October!.

The panel was surprised by the number of responses — almost 260 — and the quality of the submissions
received through this process. It was clear that the submissions came from a wide range of individuals,
associations and organisations, widely dispersed geographically, and with no discernible categorisation or
campaign evident. There were some 42 major themes evident in the submissions (see Appendix D), with
these themes expressed by from one to 72 people, all in different forms. Many who responded went out of
their way to congratulate the STCA for the process and for the opportunity to make submissions during the
review.

While the panel was principally concerned with the individual views expressed, and carefully reviewed every
submission for the ideas that they contained, there were some general findings:

* Very few submissions (just 24 or 9.4%) expressed a preference for the maintenance of the status quo, or
for the first option outlined in the options paper. Ten, or 9.7%, of submissions known to have been urban,
and six, or 12%, of rural submissions preferred the status quo.

*  67.5% (173 by number) of submissions indicated a preference for either a single regional council (option
2), or for the Greater Hobart option (option 3), with many preferring to see some attempt at rural
amalgamations as identified in option 4 as well. 73, or 70.9%, of submissions known to have been from
urban areas expressed such preferences, compared with 29 or 58% of submissions from known rural
areas preferring these options.

All submissions were published and are available on the STCA website (http:/stca.tas.gov.au/future/).

Appendix D provides a summary of some of the key themes of the individual submissions, together with the
panel's comments on each theme.

! The panel recognises that the community survey referred to above resulls in statistically significant conclusions. It does not make the
same claim for the submissions that have been received. These, on the other hand, add qualitative insights and, to a large degree,
support the results of the community survey.



Councillor workshops

Following the release of the options paper, the panel arranged three workshops for all elected members and
general managers of regional councils to discuss the report and its implications. With some 70 participants,
these workshops were well attended, and 11 of the 12 councils were represented in some way.

Workshops took the following form:

* An outline of the process of the review by the chair of the STCA steering committee and the chair of the
panel.

A presentation from the panel on what it believed was the case for change in the region.

A SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats) analysis of the future of Southern Tasmania
in small groups.

A similar small group discussion on the positive and the negative aspects of each of the options
presented in the options paper.

The outcomes of each workshop were then documented, circulated to all councils, and reviewed by the
panel. This summary of outcomes, and the panel's views on those outcomes, can be found in Appendix E.

Conclusions

Early in this review, the panel developed the following objectives in approaching the overall goals of
improving local government in Southern Tasmania:

A more resilient and productive Tasmanian economy
Improved advocacy and representation of the region
A simple and clear system of governance

Improving efficiency

Eliminating duplication

Saving money

Improved community engagement.

The panel's views on all the submissions received, and its conclusions drawn from this process, have all
been considered against the framework of these objectives.

From the extensive comment that the panel has received, the following general conclusions have been
drawn:

An appetite for change

There is a clear mood in the community that the status quo is no longer appropriate for the local government
system in Southern Tasmania. This is partly connected to a concern about costs, but there is also a strong
feeling that the region is over-governed, expressed in terms of too many authorities and layers of
government.

Coupled with this view is a strong sense of frustration that little has happened to bring about the change that
many see as necessary; and a degree of cynicism that the present structures of government will take such
action.

Local government amalgamation

While the panel was surprised by the extent of support expressed for the option of a single local authority for
the region, it was very clear that a strong body of community support exists for larger local government units.
Of all the submissions received, 213 (approximately 83%) supported amalgamations, either for the whole of
the region; for Greater Hobart; for the eastern and western shores option; or for rural amalgamations?.
Twenty-five, or 9.8%, did not support council mergers. The remaining 18 submissions (7%), while not
expressing an opinion specifically about there being fewer councils, nevertheless supported reform of local
government.

2 Refer to footnote 1

i



Policy integration

Many submissions identified the real strengths and potential of the region, and sought improved coordination
of policy and development issues between local governments as a key driver for reform. Instances were
cited of duplication and varying standards for the provision of services that seemed unnecessary and
expensive.

Efficiency and the cost of local government

As may be expected, the cost of local government was a constant theme of concern to people, and many
submissions sought improvements that would potentially reduce rates and improve services and asset
maintenance through greater efficiencies.

Elected councillors

The summary of the outcomes of the three workshops for elected councillors and senior local government
managers demonstrates a sophisticated understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of each of the four
options for reform (Appendix E). It shows a balance in views and a greater depth of understanding than the
survey of councillors initially revealed. The panel recognises the admirable commitment councillors have to
the future welfare of their communities and the strong desire that they have to improve the performance of
their councils. There is evidence of some difference of opinion between existing councillors about the
potential of amalgamations as a component of local government reform. The panel noted the apparent
dissonance between the views of those councillors opposed to structural change and the opinions of the
community as expressed in the community survey and the many submissions received.

Resource sharing

The concept of resource sharing was strongly supported in the community survey. It was a key feature of
option 1, which relied on resource sharing through new regional structures, while leaving existing council
structures unchanged. However, arising out of concern with it the additional bureaucratic structures that
would be required, it received very little support in submissions on this option.. The panel congratulates
those councils that have managed to provide services through joint arrangements with other councils or the
STCA itself, and anticipates that such arrangements will always be a useful tool for councils in seeking to
provide more efficient and effective services. But the panel does not believe that such arrangements alone
provide a long term, sustainable model for the future pattern of local governance in the region. More
appropriate changes to the structures of governance are required. The panel also believes that for such
arrangements, which would oblige a larger urban council to support rural councils through its resources and
contracts, to be effective, they need to be mandated.
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Evaluation of the options

As noted in the previous chapter, the panel was greatly impressed by the quality and range of comments
received on the four options published in late August. The following brief evaluation outlines the panel's
general comments on each of the options, which underlie the recommendations of this report.

Option 1 — Status quo with shared services
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elected councils.

While congratulating the many councils that have, to some degree,
developed shared service models between council areas, and
while encouraging their continued efforts in this regard, the panel
does not believe that this model offers a solution to the long term
needs of local government in Southern Tasmania, for the following
primary reasons:

* The real opportunities for Southern Tasmanian councils lie in
stronger integrated governance and strategic planning, which
require much more than just a cooperative framework between
councils.

Long term and sustainable models of service provision are unlikely to be possible, especially for more
complex and politically sensitive areas, through agreements across councils.

Cooperative arrangements across council boundaries inevitably require the establishment of
administrative arrangements that develop their own bureaucracies that are not directly accountable to
the community, which is not a principle of strong long term democratic accountability.

On the other hand, resource sharing that operates on a contractual basis can be effective (that is, where
a council is able to piggy back off existing contracts, or staffing resources, in other councils). The panel
sees rural councils being able to do this with urban councils in particular, but only if it is financially
advantageous to do so. The panel also believes that for such arrangements, which would oblige a larger

urban councils to support rural councils through its resources and contracts, to be effective, they need to
be mandated.

Option 2 — Single Southern Tasmanian Council
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appropriate arrangement for local government in the region, for a
number of reasons:

It is an inappropriate attempt to combine council areas with
little real community of interest. The panel strongly believes
that effective amalgamations can only proceed on a ‘like with
like' basis that distinguishes between urban and rural areas.

Such a council would be of a size in the context of Tasmania
that would rival the State Government, and would be unlikely to
be considered appropriate by Parliament.



The issues of communication and travel in rural areas for such a council would be significant, and it

would add considerably to the costs of governance.

There are few perceived benefits that would not also accrue under a less radical proposal such as option

3.

Option 3 — Greater Hobart and no change in rural
areas

The panel believes that this model offers the most significant benefits
to the region, and forms the basis of the recommendations contained
in this report.

The principal grounds for this view include:

The strength that the metropolitan area of Hobart would gain in
advocacy for the region with the State and Commonwealth
Governments.

The opportunities that would flow from the better strategic
planning and integration of projects and services across the
metropolitan area.

The greater potential to achieve the very best professional and
political representation to service the needs of Hobart.

The cost and efficiency gains that would accrue from more
professional council administration and an increase in the skills
of local politicians.

Option 4 — Eastern and western shores and rural
mergers

This option picks up on a traditional perceived divide between the
eastern and western shores of Hobart. On balance, the panel did not
support this divide as a basis for local government restructuring in
Hobart for at least three reasons:

A merger between Clarence and Brighton on the eastern shore
and Hobart, Glenorchy and Kingborough on the western shore,
would not achieve a great deal in terms of financial benefits for
the disruption involved.

Such a divide in Hobart would miss out on the many benefits
noted above from a single metropolitan perspective for the whole
of the metropolitan area.

There was surprisingly little public support for such a divide and a
significant number of responses that suggested it was no longer
appropriate for Hobart.

The concept of rural mergers was relatively popular in community
responses, but the panel remains cautious and has not recommended such mergers at this stage for the
following reasons:

A e e Y >
Ciry Cncl b reaied P

o Hogart, (Pavwrcre |
Frgrees e o Oleesie
s by ot gt

@ rphong

B [t | wvand
v | atr——— .
e A ke il e
Saiul wun Fhe Theemsl
ey - .
Fhans fuley wndd Tepe
2 b 1 e Canamid

P corar Conarcin
s T4 A

Fhr orrare v e
STH AT EReT gl
refcng 1T Counony o5
g bt - Laner Pore
e buss Loas
Eipiws Const o Ve
[N FEES TP

Caws ol ) mn

Tou laamwrs Pure wwend
s Cla W
Boghhint b Thr bt b
a1l et Tom Ve
Thee & wd | s w8
Sl 4, i by

# s € g gl Vo
fant Coeit or Tiomar
AT (T T LNE R i) o Rt Pateo el Wene et
Lorurpalgrng Ly O Darnniannien ee § marpen of leae Vibey sod £4
~ow Pt ol Caphacags Ceard Lusts fuw Coury agimm e
Videy wrnd g avEm P 0 Baatary Phlinn

It believes that there needs to be a separate and targeted review of the special needs of rural councils,
as simple mergers may not solve their longer term needs, and may even exacerbate them.

It believes that a reform program should be considered in stages, and that the most significant gains
initially will be found in metropolitan Hobart, with potential flow-on opportunities for rural councils

becoming evident as a consequence of this change.



Chapter 6 The case for change

This chapter outlines the case for change and the opportunity to make improvements to local government in
Southern Tasmania in the areas of corporate governance, community engagement, planning, asset
management, capital works, strategic procurement and service delivery. It complements the chapter of the
same name contained in the options report (Appendix C).

Lessons of the past

It is crucial that lessons from history are learnt or, as the adage says, those who embark on change will be
destined to repeat the mistakes of the past. There have been failures, but also great successes, in local
government reform in Tasmania, and across Australia.

* Council leaders will be opposed to change unless they feel that the community supports change, and
that it is in the interest of their community.

They are more likely to support change if they have a chance to control it, for example being in control of
transition committees that manage the initial stage of council amalgamations, in the 12 months prior to a
new, merged council being elected.

* A partnership between the State and local governments is vital. Where this breaks down, there can be
years of resentment and bitterness between the two spheres of government. Where possible, councils
should initiate change themselves and be supported by the State Government in doing so. Councils run
the risk of change being forced upon them by a State Government at some stage; it is better to be in
control, or a partner in change, rather than being controlled. This is likely to occur where community
pressure to change becomes evident and it is resisted by councillors. If there is a sense in the
community that councillors are acting solely in self interest in resisting change, the worst outcome is local
residents and businesses will lose interest and commitment to being active in their local community and
in their local government. This can prove disastrous where resources and effort need to be marshalled
for the community's greater good.

Where amalgamations occur there should be every attempt made to keep local democracy operating
and to avoid the appointment by a State Government of commissioners or other unelected
administrators.

Economic opportunities

Tasmania is a small isolated island, with a small population, and an economy with special challenges. There
are opportunities arising from its climate, natural beauty, heritage, niche products, water and energy, but the
challenges facing it are also daunting. Its population is ageing, and younger people are not as well educated
as those in the rest of Australia. Tasmania needs the support of the Federal Government for levels of funding
that are large compared with Tasmania’s population size. This makes Tasmania vulnerable to changing
Federal Government agendas and pressure from all the other states and territories competing for Federal
funds.

The Tasmanian Government is trying to lead an economic reform agenda to make Tasmania more
competitive, but there is an urgent need for more to be done. Reform in Tasmania will mean lifting education
levels and conducting more industry training and lifelong learning to match the skills available with the needs
of industry and emerging businesses. It will mean encouraging greater levels of innovation and putting in
place regulatory reform.

Local government has to be a partner in this reform, and this requires a local government system that is as
strong as possible. Economic reform led by government in Tasmania, including local government, is
essential.

It is not that the system of local government is totally broken but rather it could be much improved.



Strengths and weaknesses

The panel conducted three workshops for the mayors, aldermen and councillors of Southern Tasmanian
Councils, and during these, the strengths and weaknesses of local government in the region were discussed
(Appendix E).

In essence the strengths were seen as:

Councils represent their communities’ interests.

There is an ease of contacting councillors.

There is a high level of engagement by some councils with their communities.
There is a variety of councils.

Councillors do not have to be paid full-time wages in rural areas.

The weaknesses were seen as:

* Southern Tasmania is over-governed, with too much bureaucracy — what is the value and cost of this
governance?

Some councils appear to have inadequate finances to fully cover depreciation of their asset base,
Rates have been kept low because of community concerns over cost of living pressures.

Smaller councils do not have facilities or the funds to build them.

Lack of funds from Federal and State Governments to councils.

The water reforms have cut the revenue base of many councils.

Part-time elected members and poor remuneration of councillors.

Lack of capacity in some councils to develop strategies on the big issues.

Other stakeholders see the strengths and weaknesses of local government in Southern Tasmania in the
following way. Some would like to see greater strategic capacity in local government, strengthened
consultation with the community; more specialised staff; lower input costs to business and speedier decision-
making. Quite a number of stakeholders have referred pointedly to the apparent failure of councils in
metropolitan Hobart to develop a coordinated position on the attraction of an AFL team to play in the city, as
evidence of a lack of unity amongst these councils on the big issues confronting Hobart.

Greater Hobart and the rural hinterland

The initiative to create the STCA is to be applauded. It has achieved much, particularly in creating regional
planning strategies. However, additional work is required around the relationship between the Greater Hobart
metropolitan area and the rural hinterland. The Hobart metropolitan area requires a vision, plans and the key
projects that arise from these plans. The region requires a similar vision, plans and key projects — and a
framework for coordination.

At a simple level this can be seen in tourism. There is a symbiotic relationship between the success of Port
Arthur, Freycinet or Tahune Air Walk and hotel stays in Hobart. The factors for success in each are made
more successful by the successes of the others. A Hobart expo centre for produce, or covered Hobart central
market, or a Hobart international culinary school would be enhanced by niche food products grown or
produced in the Southern Tasmanian rural regions and vice versa. Wineries are also an example of a tourism
and economic opportunity. There are opportunities to be nurtured and grown but they will require strong
councils working co-operatively with business and the State Government.

Example of strong local government

A strong local government system is required in Tasmania and it would look very different to the system that
is in place now. It would look more like the Queensland local government system, which is arguably the
strongest in Australia. In spite of the obviously difference in size, Queensland, like Tasmania is largely
decentralised. It has also been the subject of the most recently round of local government restructuring that
was particularly respectful of the needs of rural areas and set out deliberately to strengthen local government
in that State.

Queensland now has 73 Councils for a population of 4.55 million people, or an average of 62,000 people per
council. In Southern Tasmania there are 12 councils for 265,000 residents or 21,000 residents on average
per council. Queensland local councils are characterised by large urban councils serving between 150,000
and 1.2 million people. There are also large rural regional councils in areas that have a major service hub or
centre, such as Cairns, Townsville, Mackay or Gladstone, surrounded by a hinterland. Then there are small,



dispersed rural councils that service large western parts of Queensland, where distance precludes larger
units of local government. From a Queensland State Government perspective, the urban and regional
councils are able to be financially independent and cross-subsidise the smaller rural councils through the
Financial Assistance Grants system.

The Queensland councils all have directly-elected mayors and a four-year term. Such a system in Tasmania
would allow the State Government to get on with its task of planning and managing the significant economic,
environmental and social agendas for Tasmania. It could rely on local government as a partner, with its own
roles and responsibilities. The State Government could have high expectations of the performance of local
government in planning, governance and community engagement, asset management and service delivery.
Where local government is strong, other functions are able to be shifted from the State Government to local
government for management. This is not an argument that supports cost-shifting but rather one of services
being best managed closest to the people using those services.

Efficiency and cost savings

Every aspect of Tasmanian society needs to be as efficient as possible in order for Tasmania to be as
competitive as possible. Right across Australia, people are concerned about the cost of living. This is also
the case in Southern Tasmania. As well as being of benefit to its community, local government is also an
input cost to business.

Larger local government units can be run more efficiently than smaller local government units. Some
165,000 people live in metropolitan Hobart, out of 265,000 in the whole of Southern Tasmania, so it is not
surprising that most cost savings would be made in the councils that serve the community of metropolitan
Hobart. This is also where most infrastructure is developed, and where most council employees are based.

While the consultancy firm Deloitte predicts savings of up to 35% from creating a single Southern Tasmanian
Regional Council?, the independent panel believes that savings achieved would more likely be in the order of
up to 15% of the 12 councils' combined expenditure. This would be in areas such as governance, senior
management, asset management, capital expenditure and procurement of goods and services.

With an estimated $48 million expenditure on asset maintenance by the metropolitan Hobart councils, a
progressive 10% to 30% saving per year, arising from a shift from reactive maintenance to scheduled
maintenance, would be worth $5 million to $15 million, which could be spent on other necessary council
costs, including infrastructure. Another way of looking at these savings is that they would be equivalent to
between $60 and $175 per ratepayer in the Greater Hobart area.

By bundling up capital works across Southern Tasmania, or offering a longer term, rolling program of works,
and using specialist negotiators, savings of the order of 10% would be achievable.

In the 2010/2011 financial year, the total Southern Tasmanian councils’ expenditure was estimated by the
State Grants Commission to be $235.4 million. Some 30% to 40%, equating to between $71 million and $94
million, would be spent on materials and services. Savings in the order of $7 million to $9 million would thus
be achievable over an 18-month period by adopting strategic procurement for the Southern Tasmanian
councils.

Savings in governance, that is direct councillor costs and senior administration, would also be achievable.

All these savings would be significant and could be directed to infrastructure and key projects, economic
development initiatives, specialist services, improved communication and community engagement, improved
services and/or reduced rate increases.

The fact that cost savings from merging councils in Southern Tasmania would be larger and proportionately
greater in urban areas, led the panel to the view that the greater imperative for change, and imminent
change, lay in the urban areas of Southern Tasmania, rather than in the outlying rural areas.

Greater Hobart Council

A Greater Hobart Council, covering the whole metropolitan area of Hobart, would lead to the city having one
mayor and one council. This would also mean that, over a period of time, there would be one set of policies,
regulations, and service delivery standards.

% Deloitte Access Economics, “Local Government Structural Reform in Tasmania®, Property Council of Tasmania, August 2011 e



One mayor speaking for the whole of Hobart would be a powerful advocate for the city and for Southern
Tasmania. He or she could set out an agenda for expenditure, for example on infrastructure and key projects
that would underpin economic growth. Indeed, the freeing up of funds would allow for some projects to be
funded without State and Federal assistance. In other words, Hobart would be more in control of its own
destiny. It would also enable a stronger partnership between local, State and Federal governments on key
infrastructure projects and programs.

Having one mayor and a Greater Hobart Council is crucial. There is evidence from around the world that
higher levels of government, businesses, investors, journalists and other stakeholders are increasingly
wanting to deal with one leader for a city, not a multiplicity of leaders. The media also seeks this outcome;
they want one spokesperson not many voices. Perhaps even more importantly, a mayor for Greater Hobart
would be able to marshal people and resources for the common good. The mayor would be able to ask the
public for volunteers at crucial times, bring key stakeholders together on particular projects, set up taskforces
of prominent or highly skilled residents, academics, business people and community groups to solve
problems or work on projects

The fear that a Greater Hobart Council would lead to more involvement of political parties in local
government is an unwarranted one. Evidence from around the world is that there is a greater professionalism
and skills base in larger councils. This is a good thing. It means that the council becomes mare skilled as a
whole, more strategic in developing a vision for the city and provides more of a balance to its administration.
Currently, this is not the case. The evidence is also that even where party politics becomes involved, the
mayor tends to rise above party politics and not be beholden to party politics. The people soon know if a
mayor and other councillors are acting purely ‘politically’ and they receive short shrift, being voted out at the
first opportunity. In the view of the panel, a mayor of Hobart would advocate for Hobart and its interests
above all else.

Finally, the creation of a City of Greater Hobart should be accompanied by its own legislation, the City of
Greater Hobart Act. This Act would spell out the powers of the council and the mayor. The Act would require
the Greater Hobart Council to establish a vision for the city, work efficiently, develop a metropolitan Hobart
plan and participate in regional planning. It could allow, as of right, access to its contracts for goods and
services to the other councils in Southern Tasmania, and allow, as of right, access to its council officer
services such as town planning, engineering and internal auditing services on a cost-only or cost-plus basis.

Mandate to govern

It is the panel's view that the mayor and councillors of Tasmanian councils should serve a four-year term,
This would enable the candidates for office to stand on a policy platform and be voted in with a mandate to
govern. The council would have sufficient time to deliver a program of policies, projects and services and the
mayor and councillors would stand for re-election based on their record of achievements.

This would best be accompanied by all-in/all-out council elections, where all positions would be declared
vacant at the end of the council term. This is because the community may want a total change in policy — or
not. The current half-in/half-out arrangement promotes the status quo and continuity, which may be suitable
for a house of review such as the Australian Parliamentary Senate, but not for a democratic body directly
elected by the population, which is charged with the full responsibility of initiating policy.

Voluntary voting does local communities a disservice as it promotes candidates for political office who are
beholden to narrow-minded, sectional interest groups. Mandatory voting encourages more mainstream
candidates who are interested in acting for the whole of the ratepayer base, not just a small group of
individuals.

The requirement for any candidate for the office of mayor of a council to have previously served as an
alderman has arisen from a desire to ensure that future mayors have an understanding of council processes.
This appears to be an unnecessary restriction. It is not required in any other sphere of government in
Australia. For instance, a newly elected Federal or State Government MP can be elected as Prime Minister
or Premier. The current requirement unnecessarily restricts the pool of candidates for the office of mayor.

Consideration also needs to be given to making it easier for younger and professional residents and
ratepayers to stand for council. Modern communication technology, such as teleconferences and video-
conferencing for normal (not budget-setting) council meetings could open the opportunity for greater
diversity. These practices have been allowed for in the Local Government Act in other jurisdictions. Some
mayars, in interviews with the panel, expressed concern about the average age of councillors being over 60,



and that the distances travelled to meetings precluded residents and ratepayers who were younger, and
working, from standing for council.

Community-driven change

The Southern Tasmanian community has made it clear it wants to see change in local government, as
evidenced by the results from the recent, statistically robust survey of more than 1200 people in Southern
Tasmania, undertaken by a research company on behalf of the STCA.

On the gquestion of amalgamations, rural people generally were only marginally less supportive than those
living in urban areas. The strongest response to the question ‘My council should consider amalgamating with
one or more of its neighbouring councils’' came from Hobart, Clarence and Glenorchy residents. A massive
68% of Hobart respondents, 59% of Clarence respondents, and 58% of Glenorchy respondents were very
strongly or strongly in favour, with only 21%, 20% and 23% for the respective council areas very strongly or
strongly opposed.

In answer to the quite radical question of whether the 12 Southern Tasmanian councils should look at
combining into a single Southern Tasmanian Regional Council, the urban respondents were evenly spread,
with 40% for and 39% against. Rural respondents were 32% in favour and 46% against. The rest were non-
committal in their response.

The Southern Tasmanian community does not support the State Government taking over the role of local
government with 63% opposed, 18% in favour, and the rest neither in favour nor opposed.

In reply to the panel’s request for on-line feedback to its options paper, a very small number of respondents
supported the status quo or even the option that promoted resource sharing alone.

The very strong message coming through the feedback from survey respondents, major stakeholders and
the media, was that Southern Tasmanians feel they are over-governed.

Conclusion

There is a clear case for improvements that can be made in local government in Southern Tasmania which
will be of major benefit to the residents, businesses and economy of the region. All signs suggest that
change is now required.

At the commencement of this review, the panel expected it to be based on a research and theoretical
perspective. However, the panel has been particularly struck by the strong community support and the
momentum for change, and by the fact that this support has been so broadly based, rather than coming
primarily from groups which have been very vocal about local government reform over a long period of time.
The community, evidenced by the results of the STCA community survey, clearly supports change,
particularly in metropolitan Hobart. Other major stakeholders and all political parties represented in the State
Parliament express support for change. Individual political parties are reluctant to speak publicly in support of
change but all are keen for councils to initiate the change themselves.

There is a great opportunity for local government in Southern Tasmania to seize the day, and to lead the
change.



A program for reform

Athree-year program of local government reform is required, through a partnership between local and State
Governments. The program should begin immediately. The goal is for a stronger local government system
that can stand as a partner with the State Government in planning and service delivery.

Planning and the relationship between metropolitan Hobart and its rural hinterland must be strengthened.

Greater Hobart requires a vision, a strategic plan and a council to present a unifying leadership for the
city.

Most efficiencies are to be made in the urban areas of Southern Tasmania.

Through a combination of legislation and goodwill, rural councils should be able to piggy back on the
specialist skills and contracts achieved by a Greater Hobart Council.

The benefits from these reforms will be stronger councils, improved corporate governance, streamlined
decision-making, a stronger economy and more competitive businesses, more local work opportunities, local
specialist skills, speedier and better quality decision-making, lower cost services, lesser rate rises, lower cost
of living costs arising from local government, improved infrastructure planning, more timely capital works,
common policies and local laws, improved services and improved communication with stakeholders and
residents.

A three-year program of reform is required in local government in Southern Tasmania. This could be led by
local government in partnership with the State Government. This program would have six streams:

1. Governance

The Tasmanian State Government, through the Minister for Local Government would refer the
amalgamations of Southern Tasmanian councils, as agreed by the councils, to the Local Government Board.
The first of these would be the creation of a City for Greater Hobart. A transition committee of councillors
would be appointed from the merging councils. The committee would appoint an interim CEO.

Other than changes to rural councils arising from the creation of a Greater Hobart Council, the rural councils
would remain as they are, at least in a first wave of mergers. This should not, however, mean that nothing is
done, as the panel notes both the difficult resourcing and sustainability issues for these councils, and the
strong community desire for reform. For these reasons, the panel recommends that there be a separate
review of the special long term needs of the non-metropolitan councils in the light of the changes in Greater
Hobart, considering the most appropriate structure of local government to achieve the best outcome for
these diverse communities.

Changes to the Local Government Act would allow for all-in/all-out elections, four-year terms, removal of the
requirement to serve as an alderman before standing for election as a mayor, and mandatory voting (see
below) would be systematically introduced over the three-year period. Training in the principles of corporate
governance would be provided to all councillors once elected.

There is evidence that councillors in Southern Tasmania would generally benefit from a greater
understanding of the role of the council as a board and the separation of the roles of councillor as a
representative and advocate on an individual level, and as part of the professional administration of the
council as an organisation. Consideration would be given to appointing a full-time mayor for a City of Greater
Hobart, with the potential for this to extend to councillors. This increased professionalism would act as both

an impetus for high quality, and improved checks and balances, in regard to the council's professional
administration.

2. Community and customer engagement

Improvements could be made to the ways in which all councils in Southern Tasmania engage with their
community, including businesses and community organisations. Evidence has been provided to the panel on
examples of better practice in community engagement, such as the township committee model practised by
the Huon Valley Council, the precinct model in Glenorchy Council and the community planning model in
Kingborough Council, to name a few. The best of these models should be adopted by councils across the



region, recognising that they enhance but cannot replace good quality policy and decision-making by the
elected representatives of councils.

The 12 Southern Tasmanian councils should consider creating a common customer contact system across
the region. This would enable improved management of customer relationships, and more efficient
scheduling and dispatch of work orders.

3. Planning

The STCA manages the Southern Tasmania Regional Planning Project, which was established as a joint
initiative between the State Government and local government through a Memorandum of Understanding in
early 2009. The first major output of this project has been the preparation of a Regional Land Use Strategy
for Southern Tasmania. The STCA and its member councils have shown great leadership in developing and
endorsing the regional strategy. It has a number of background information papers on transport, population
trends, housing, environment and other areas. It describes where development should happen, and why. It
sets an urban growth boundary for Greater Hobart and details a number of other policies for cohesively
managing growth across the region.

The regional strategy will give greater certainty to developers and communities, once the strategy is declared
a statutory document and given effect through new planning schemes. It will also give greater certainty to
applicants who are embarking on applications to amend current planning schemes. Current work on drafting
the new planning schemes is also being coordinated by the STCA.

According to the STCA, the regional strategy is consistent with the Southern Integrated Transport Plan that
has been jointly developed by the STCA and the Department of Infrastructure, Energy and Resources and
will be consistent with the soon-to-be-developed Regional Tourism Plan.

Prior to this work there was no metropolitan planning for Greater Hobart. This was widely seen by planning
experts in Australia as a significant issue. The STCA is now also working with the State Government to
progress a more detailed Capital City Plan that will sit under the regional strategy.

Whilst principal funding for the Regional Planning Project of $936,000 has been provided by State
Government, Southern Tasmanian councils have contributed significant in kind resources towards its
development. The cost to councils arising from their participation in the Regional Planning Project is in the
order of $4 million.

Part of the local government reform program could include a target to reduce the amount of time currently
taken to consider and decide on development applications, and the modelling of best practice management
to achieve such improvements. Delays by State Government departments in providing their advice on
applications could be dealt with by deeming such delays in providing advice after a given period as support
for the application.

4. Asset management and capital works

In interviews with the panel, some general managers of Southern Tasmanian councils volunteered or
conceded that assets were inadequately planned, funded and managed in their council. This occurs because
skilled staff are not available, or asset maintenance funding is not budgeted because of competing priorities.
Asset management is a fundamental responsibility of councils. There are significant savings to be made from
moving from mostly reactive maintenance to proactive and scheduled maintenance (see Appendix G). In the
area of capital works planning and expenditure, efficiencies can be gained from putting in place rolling
programs of works, bundling of capital works and strategic procurement of capital works.

Part of the local government reform program would include targets for completion of asset management
plans, cost savings from asset maintenance and capital works bundling and procurement. The State
Government should not require these all to be completed in Southern Tasmania by a certain date. This would
lead to a drawdown on specialist services at the same time and drive up the cost of such services. Rather,
the urban areas should constitute a first wave and then be followed by the rural areas.

5. Strategic procurement

Part of the reform of Southern Tasmanian local government would be a regional adoption of strategic
procurement. Savings of up to 15% could be achievable from such an initiative (see Appendix H). This would



best be achieved through a Greater Hobart Council appointing a strategic procurement specialist,
systematically driving better pricing through tendering and negotiations on categories of goods and services.
The resulting contracts would also be available, as of right, to surrounding councils.

Recognition of the importance of local buying would be part of the scheme. This could be run in a way so as
to increase competitiveness of local businesses without driving them out of business where local government
is their major customer.

6. Service delivery

Standards for service delivery do not need to be uniform across the 12 Southern Tasmanian councils. There
would not be an expectation that rural councils can provide the same range of services that urban councils
do, or to the same standard. However, efficiencies in policy making, local laws (regulations), and service
delivery could be achieved through improved coordination and resource sharing in its broadest sense,
particularly in the rural areas.



Chapter 8 Recommendations and next steps

In considering the objectives set for this review by the STCA and the extensive community and council
comment that has been received, the panel makes the following general recommendations, noting that this
chapter summarises some of the actions that must be taken to implement such recommendations.

Recommendation 1 — Greater Hobart

That the present cities of Hobart, Glenorchy and urban Clarence (with Richmond and surrounds
moving into the Sorell Council area), the urban part Kingborough excluding the Channel and Bruny
Island (which would be incorporated into Huon Valley) be merged with Brighton to form a single
council, to be named the City of Greater Hobart.

That wards be introduced at least for the first term of the Greater Hobart Council.

Further, that the STCA should call a meeting of two representatives of each council in metropolitan
Hobart to discuss the core recommendations of this report and the transition towards a Greater
Hobart Council.

The panel believes the advantages that would accrue to Hobart in the long term from such a larger grouping
would significantly outweigh any disadvantages (largely short term) from the changes. These advantages
would include:

* Better integration of service provision across the metropolitan area.

Improved capacity for metropolitan-scale strategic planning.

* Agreater capacity to negotiate with State and Commonwealth Governments on behalf of the
metropolitan community.

Significant opportunity for more efficient and effective provision of services and internal management of
council operations.

The capacity to develop strong council management and community leadership.

The Panel sees a benefit in the introduction of Wards if this recommendation is adopted, at least in the first
few years of the transition to a Greater Hobart.

Concerns about this model may include:

* Afear that local community identity, especially on the eastern and western shores, may be lost.

The panel is not convinced that these differences are as pronounced within Hobart as they may once
have been, but recommends in this regard that a ward structure be considered, at least on a transitional
basis, to ensure that local representation is guaranteed.

A concern that a larger bureaucracy may limit customer responsiveness.

This has not been the case in similar circumstances elsewhere in Australia. The new council (as the 28t
largest in the nation) would not be large by Australian standards, and there is evidence that bigger

councils are able to devote more resources to a higher quality of customer service than smaller councils.

Issues relating to the compatibility of rating levels and debt structures across present metropolitan
councils.

While there would be equity issues across the metropolitan area, these already exist, and the larger
council would provide an opportunity to deal with these over time. It is recommended that an initial
strategy on these questions be considered by the transition committee established for Greater Hobart
(see recommendation below).

It would be important that there were efficiency targets built into the model and it is recommended that for
the first two years rates increases be capped at CPI or frozen.

* The large Greater Hobart Council would swamp the interests of non-metropolitan councils.



The panel takes a different view. It believes that the strategic perspective the Greater Hobart Council
would need to take on key issues affecting the growth of the region would enhance the strong linkages
that exist between the city and the surrounding region. A stronger metropolitan council would provide
greater opportunities for support of the wider region (see recommendations below).

Recommendation 2 — City of Greater Hobart Act

That a City of Greater Hobart Act be developed that recognises the city as a capital city, identifies the
powers of the mayor and council, and the obligations the city has to support rural councils through
its resources and contracts.

The creation of special legislation for the capital city would offer some opportunities to make special
provisions for the structure, functions and role of the Greater Hobart City.

The scale of the new Greater Hobart City Council would mean that it would be in a position to have
competency powers allocated to it to perform a range of functions in line with its central role as the capital
city of Tasmania. This is in line with similar legislation elsewhere in Australia and internationally.

Such legislation would also ensure guaranteed support for regional structures and an enshrined
responsibility to, and support for, the wider region. In particular, the legislation could mandate the ability for a
non-metropolitan council to join in regional management initiatives, procurement contracts and the like.

Recommendation 3 — Non-metropolitan councils

That, apart from consequential boundary adjustments as a result of the formation of a Greater Hobart
Council, no further boundary adjustments or amalgamations are promoted in the non-metropolitan
area at this stage, but that a review of the special needs of these councils and appropriate reform
options be undertaken.

The panel further recommends that the distribution of Financial Assistance Grants (FAGs) within the
region be considered to assist these councils towards long-term reform and greater sustainability
(see recommendation 12).

In making this recommendation, the panel is aware of the considerable body of public support for council
amalgamations in rural areas, but believes that a consideration of such changes should be left to a later
stage, after the impact of the Greater Hobart amalgamation has been assessed. The panel recognises that
rural communities probably place more weight on non-economic values, such the township that they come
from, than urban areas. In the panel's experience when you ask someone who lives in Taroona, Bellerive or
Rosetta where they come from, they say Hobart, but someone from Oatlands, Nubeena or Bicheno will
answer with the name of that township.

While the panel believes that there is scope for some rationalisation of boundaries and amalgamations to
occur in rural areas, it believes that such changes are not urgent, and that much will be learnt from the
implementation of other recommendations in this report that will inform and potentially guide a rational
response to this question in years to come. It is the panel's view that the greatest benefits — advocacy,
strategic planning, leadership and cost savings — would come from a merger of councils in the metropolitan
area.

Nonetheless, there are clearly pressing issues regarding sustainability, services and asset management in
non-metropolitan areas that require attention. In that regard, the panel recommends that further
consideration be given to the special needs of these councils, and that consideration be given to their special
needs in the distribution of FAGs, at least in the first few years.

Recommendation 4 — Timing of amalgamations and boundary changes

That, if adopted, the structural changes proposed in this report are implemented as from the
commencement of the new council terms following the next local government elections in October
2013, with those elections to be based on the newly structured councils.



This should provide sufficient time for the outcomes of this report to be considered and determined by the
Local Government Board, and for all necessary legal changes to be made. It also ensures there is ample
time to make preparation for the new councils to take office after the 2013 elections.

Council elections should not be in the same year as State Government elections and ideally they should be
midway between.

Recommendation 5 — Transition committee

That a transition committee, comprising two councillors from each of Brighton, Clarence, Glenorchy,
Hobart and Kingborough Councils, be established to oversee the transition to the new Greater
Hobart Council.

It is recommended that, as occurred with the recent amalgamations of local government in Queensland (and
previously in Tasmania), transition committees be established as soon as possible between councils that
would be the subject of amalgamation. Comprising elected officials of those councils, the transition
committees would be supported by appropriate specialist sub-committees, and would oversee the many
questions that arose out of the amalgamations, including (but not limited to) the following:

* The proposed structure of the council, including numbers of elected members, whether wards will be
used, and the configuration of those wards.

* Appointment of an interim CEO of the new council no later than six months before the formation of that
council, recognising that an appointment into the longer term role will be undertaken by the new council
on taking office.

* Freezing of the appointment of new senior staff.

Administrative issues, including the merging of IT and HR systems, the organisation structure of the new
council, the migration of current staff into that structure, the location of the council's administrative centre
and the distribution of customer service centres.

Liaison around the process and on-going decisions with staff and unions, with local communities and
with key stakeholders in the new council.

Formulation of recommendations to the new council on a process for the levying of council rates,
recognising the disparities that will exist, and a long term strategy for the possible equalisation of impacts
on different sections of the community.

Consideration of techniques for the on-going engagement of local communities within the new council
structure as a basis for advice to the incoming council.

It is possible that transition committees would need independent support to project manage these many
tasks. The panel therefore recommends that the State or Commonwealth Governments consider the
possibility of financial assistance to transition committees to assist with these tasks so as not to distort the
normal expenditure pattern of existing councils, and to avoid the need to seek special assistance from
existing councils that may not support the process.

Recommendation 6 — Committee for Hobart

That a Committee for Hobart be established from the business, environment, social, arts, tourism
sectors to build a vision for the Greater Hobart area.

This Committee for Hobart would identify the broad vision for Hobart and key projects. It would be similar to
the Committees for Melbourne, Sydney and Perth.

The panel believes that this initiative would be an important part of the transition to a Greater Hobart Council,
which should also be accompanied by the merging of relevant organisations so that Greater Hobart
business, social, arts and environment merged entities would be formed from existing groups.



Recommendation 7 — Three year reform program

That Southern Tasmanian councils work with the State Government on implementing a three-year
reform program. The reform program would include reform in:

governance,

community and customer engagement,

planning,

asset management and capital works,

strategic procurement and

service delivery
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A framework for these reforms would be set up as soon as the transition committee for the Greater Hobart
Council was established. Rural councils would be able to benefit from these reforms. There would be a first
wave of reform in Greater Hobart, then a second wave in the rural areas that benefit from the Greater Hobart
initiatives.

Recommendation 8 — Financial management and sustainability

That a review of the distribution of Financial Assistance Grants and roads funding be undertaken in
the light of the special needs of non-metropolitan councils.

Further, that a review of financial management policies of Southern Tasmanian councils be
undertaken with a view to appropriate financial management principles and practices being adopted.

As noted in recommendation 2 above, the panel considers that there is a need for the special needs of rural
councils to be considered in the on-going program for reform. The panel is not convinced that mergers would
necessarily provide the long term answer in such cases, and that all of the available tools — including the
distribution of Federal grants — should be considered in developing a long term reform strategy for non-
metropolitan councils.

Discussions with the Tasmanian and Federal Governments should take place so that, for no less than the
first three years, the following actions are considered:

1% Any Financial Assistance Grants (FAGs) that would have otherwise have come to the councils in the
Southern Tasmanian region would continue to do so. So, irrespective of efficiencies that were made
from the mergers, this funding stream would remain for a period. The panel considers that it would be
unfair for the councils in the rest of Tasmania to benefit from these reforms until they have undertaken
a similar process. So there would be a time-limited quarantining of these funds.

2: In the panel's deliberations, the possibility of FAGs going to the new Greater Hobart Council being
frozen at the 2011/2012 levels has been considered. Under such a proposal, any increases that
would have been due to the Greater Hobart Council from overall growth in the total pool of funds
going to Tasmania, would be redirected to the other councils in Southern Tasmania. This would act as
a further efficiency dividend and incentive for reform and would increase the financial viability of the
rural councils for a limited period. The concern of the panel is that such a proposal might undermine
support for the creation of a Greater Hobart Council from within the metropolitan area of Hobart. This
proposal warrants further scrutiny.

In discussions about financial management in local government in the region, the panel has noted that some
councils have an attitude that it is inappropriate to carry debt. It is not wrong to carry a certain amount of debt
for long-lived assets where future generations will benefit from the asset, but councils should not run

operating deficits. Operating expenses, including interest on debt, should be covered by operating revenues.

Recommendation 9 — Period of office for mayors and councillors

That the Local Government Act be changed to provide for the popular election of mayors for a four-
year term, for full council elections every four years, and a removal of the requirement for mayors to
have previously served in local government.

The panel believes that the present cycle of staggered two-year elections for half of councils, with mayors
elected every two years, mitigates against councils taking a strategic, long term view of their responsibilities
and effectively places the council on an election footing on a continuous basis. This can lead to short term,
reactive policy making and be very unsettling to stable council processes.



The panel also believes that the restriction on eligibility for citizens to stand for the office of mayor to those
with prior council experience unnecessarily restricts the pool of potential leadership in local government, and
is fundamentally undemocratic in its effect.

Recommendation 10 — Compulsory voting

That the State Government introduce compulsory voting for local government elections.

The panel considers that there are very strong arguments in favour of consistency between local government
elections and those of other spheres of government in relation to compulsory voting, and that such an
initiative would only improve the democratic accountability of local councils in Tasmania.

Recommendation 11 — Local government skills

That the STCA develop a skills development strategy for staff and elected members of Southern
Tasmanian councils.

The panel considers that training in good corporate governance, strategic planning and community
engagement practices should be encouraged for all new councillors, with expenditure on such training seen
as reasonable and necessary. Similarly, the panel recognises the potential for serious skills shortages within
council administrations in the coming years, and recommends that the STCA coordinate the development of
a Workforce Development Strategy for the region.

Recommendation 12 - Community engagement

That the STCA take steps to introduce a training program for elected officials and council staff in
community engagement strategies as a basis for continued improvement in this regard in the newly
structured councils.

As indicated in this report, there are many strategies that can be employed to ensure the on-going
engagement of small communities in the decision-making processes of large councils. The panel considers
these to be particularly important in counteracting any sense of a loss of local identity in small communities
affected by the changes recommended in this report.

Recommendation 13 — STCA responsibilities

That the STCA take on the responsibility for formulating and coordinating strategies for the region as
a whole, that focus on the Greater Hobart and rural hinterland relationships in areas such as
economic development, tourism, niche production and marketing.





