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Council: Palerang 

Delegate: John Rayner 

Venue: Braidwood Services Club 

Date: 9 February 2016 

Time: 9am 

 
Facilitator: My name is ****, and it's my role to ensure the meeting is run smoothly and 

efficiently.  Before we proceed with the formal part of the inquiry, I'd like to 

remind everyone to sign in at the register on the front door; and could I ask 

that for the benefit of your fellow community members, if you could just check 5 

your mobile phones now, to make sure they are switched on to silent so we 

give people the best chance of not being distracted while they're giving their 

presentations.  I'm sure everyone would appreciate that.   

  The bathroom facilities in the club are: There's a toilet outside and just to your 

left and left again and also across the bar to your right.    10 

 In terms of today's proceedings, I'll now hand over to your Delegate, John 

Rayner, and John will talk about the purpose of the inquiry, a little bit about 

how it's run and then he'll hand back over to me to explain the detail of today's 

proceedings before we start taking presentations.  So over to you, John.   

John: Thanks, ****.  And good morning, Mayors and Councillors, ladies and 15 

gentlemen.  My name is John Rayner, and I'm the Delegate who has been 

appointed by the acting CEO of the Office of Local Government to examine 

and report on the Minister for Local Government's proposal to merge 

Goulburn Mulwaree Council and part of Palerang Council.  I'd like to formally 

welcome you to this public inquiry, which is part of the examination reporting 20 

process on the Minister's proposal.   

 I begin by acknowledging the traditional custodians and their ancestors of the 

land upon which this inquiry takes place, and I pay my respects to their Elders 

past and present.   

 This public inquiry is being conducted in accordance with section 263 of the 25 

Local Government Act 1993.  The proposal has been referred to the Acting 

Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government by the Minister for Local 

Government under section 218F(1) of the Act.   

 I have been appointed to conduct the examination of the proposal and to 

provide a report to the Minister and to the Boundaries Commission.  I would 30 

like to stress that my role is an impartial one.  I'm not an advocate for or 

against the proposal.   

 Sections 263(2A) and 218F(2) of the Local Government Act require me to 

hold a public inquiry into the proposal, and more detail of that can be found on 

the Councillor review web site.   35 
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 In summary, I need to conduct the public inquiry, call for written submissions, 

prepare a report on the proposal, having due regard to the factors in section 

263(3) of the Act.  They will be coming up on the screen shortly.   

 In summary, I have to consider in my report the financial advantages or 

disadvantages of the proposal; the community of interest and geographic 5 

cohesion; historical and traditional values; the attitude of residents and rate 

payers; elected representation requirements; the ability of the Council to 

provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities; the impact 

on the employment of staff; the impact on rural communities; the desirability of 

dividing the area into wards; the need to ensure the opinions of diverse 10 

communities are represented and any other factors that are relevant to the 

provision of efficient and effective Local Government.   

 At the conclusion of the examination process, I will prepare a report to the 

Minister and to the Boundaries Commission.  The Boundaries Commission 

will review and provide comment on the report to the Minister for Local 15 

Government.  The Minister will then consider the report, together with any 

comments from the Boundaries Commission, and may or may not 

recommend to the Governor of New South Wales that the proposed merger 

be implemented with or without modifications.   

 To allow today's proceedings to be conducted fairly and efficiently, the inquiry 20 

will be structured with a schedule of speakers and time limits on speakers.  

Our facilitator, ****, will provide further information on today's proceedings in a 

moment, but I will introduce you to other members of the team here today.  

Aaron, is the administration, record-keeping and documentation associated 

with the inquiry; Alison, who will provide general support throughout the day; 25 

and Yvette and Naomi at the reception desk.   

 My duty today is to listen to all submissions and to consider them, along with 

any other material gathered throughout the course of the examination process 

in preparation of my report.  I need to make it clear that I do not have the 

power to resolve any specific issues or identify some issues to any particular 30 

complaints that an individual organisation may have about the proposal or the 

Local Government reform process to date.   

 If you wish to make a written submission, you are encouraged to focus on one 

or more of the factors listed in section 263(3) of the Act and which are on the 

board and are in some handouts that have been placed on the chairs.   35 

 My report and all written submissions will by published at the end of the 

proposal examination process, unless the author of the submission requests 

that their submission remain confidential.  Written submissions close at 5 pm 

on Sunday the 28th of February 2016 and can be submitted either online, on 

the Council Boundary Review web site or by mail.   40 

 This morning, this is how I would hope the inquiry would proceed: there will be 

strict time limits placed on each speaker, and that will ensure that we are able 

to hear from everyone this morning.  To help you keep track of the time, the 
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facilitator will give each speaker a warning, two minutes from the end and one 

minute prior to the end of the allocated time, and we really have to be 

scrupulous in keeping to that schedule if we are to hear all speakers, to 

provide them with equal time and opportunities to address this inquiry.   

 A representative of each Council will be given 20 minutes to orally present 5 

their views about the proposal, while other speakers will be given five 

minutes; however, I will allow organisations ten minutes to present their views.   

 Please extend courtesy to all of our speakers, respect their point of view, even 

if you don't agree with it, and that will make for a much smoother morning for 

us all.  Also, I would ask that no comments be made of a personal or an 10 

insulting nature.   

 Speakers are reminded that all submissions will be thoroughly considered, 

regardless of whether they are made orally or in writing or in both.  So I will 

now hand over to ****, our facilitator, who will provide more information and 

introduce our first speaker.  Thank you.   15 

Facilitator:  Thank you, John.  So, just in terms of our proceedings, as John said, we 

have 20 minutes for presenting Councils.  For individuals, you have five 

minutes.  I will give you a two-minute and a one-minute warning.  You've all 

got to speak in number, so as you see the speaker before you - so, obviously 

if speaker 4 is speaking, if speaker 5, at that two-minute mark, could make 20 

their way up to the lectern so we waste as little time as possible with speakers 

changing over.  So if you could just regulate yourself in that way it'll make for 

a very smooth morning.   

 As John said, if you could keep your presentations respectful; and, similarly, 

members of the audience, if you could refrain from interjections or comments 25 

while people are speaking I'm sure that would be appreciated by all.   

 The session is being recorded, and that is to allow Aaron and Mr Rayner as 

much information as possible; so that when they're preparing their report, they 

can refer back to the presentations as they were made and get all of that 

information down for the Delegate's consideration.   30 

 One other thing, if you could, speak close to the microphone, and also when 

you begin your presentation, if you could give us your name and the relevant 

Local Government area or Council area that you're part of, that will also help 

with the record-keeping.  We'll take a short break at around 10:30 or so.   

 If there are others who do want to register to speak, we've already got three 35 

additional speakers here.  We will do everything we can to accommodate you 

in that time.  We may not be able to have you speak for the full five minutes, 

but we'll make a view on that when we look at the total number of registrations 

that we've got there, but there are presently 25 people pre-registered to 

speak.   40 

 With that, I'd like to call on our first speaker, Mr Peter Harrison, from Palerang 

Council.   
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Peter:  Thanks very much, Mr Rayner, for the opportunity to present Palerang 

Council's comment on this proposal.  I'm Pete Harrison, Mayor of Palerang 

Council.   

 Given the time constraints of this meeting, the following presentation is simply 

an overview of the written submission that will be lodged by Palerang Council 5 

before the due date.  I'd like to start by quite clearly stating that Palerang 

Council is opposed to the Minister's proposed boundary adjustment, and I'd 

like to spend the available time this morning, first of all, addressing the high 

points listed in the Minister's foreword to this proposal.   

 The Minister begins by spruiking the benefits of the proposed boundary 10 

adjustment.  He does call it a merger, but it's not a merger at all and this is 

probably the single greatest failure of this proposal because we're not talking 

about combining two organisations.  Perhaps taking the best elements of both 

to create a better new entity.  We're actually dismantling one entity and simply 

absorbing part of it into the other, but nowhere in the proposal do we see any 15 

reference to the direct cost to the community or the ongoing economic cost of 

dismantling Palerang.  Only the claimed benefits of expanding the Goulburn 

Mulwaree Council boundary.   

 Let's start with a quick run through the claimed benefits and just see how they 

stack up.  We begin with the claim - we have a total financial benefit of $22 20 

million over a 20-year period that can be reinvested in better services and 

more infrastructure.  If one reads carefully, though, you will note that this 

supposed benefit comes in two parts.  The first is a $15 million enticement 

from the State, paid out of residents' taxes if the Minister's proposal gets the 

green light.   25 

 Let's understand this: the Minister is proposing to spend $15 million of 

residents' tax money in their area to help make this proposal palatable, but 

this isn't the whole story in our case, because the $15 million was committed 

for Councils that are merging.  Nothing has been said about what funding will 

be provided to Councils if they are involved in a boundary adjustment.   30 

 Even so, it's not at all clear what strings might be attached to this funding.  

The $5 million, or $5 million is associated directly with merger expenses and 

is not an open cheque.  The commitment is merely to cover the immediate 

merger expenses, not to simply provide any funds to the benefit of the 

community as such; and, therefore, if there are no other benefits to the 35 

proposal, this is $5 million down the drain.   

 The other $10 million of taxpayers' money, if you like, is supposedly for 

infrastructure improvements that we'll look at a little bit more as I go on.  The 

further $7 million, the remaining $7 million, is money that it's claimed will be 

saved over 20 years through the proposed boundary adjustment.  So let's just 40 

have a little bit of a closer look at what that $7 million really means.   

 Over 20 years, taken simply, that's $350,000 per year.  Using the Minister's 

figures for the new Council's budget in the 2019/20 period, that's a 
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hypothetical annual saving of about 0.7 percent of the Council's budget.  

That's the benefit we're looking at here.  That's enough to pay for around 350 

metres of sealed road in today's money, and obviously somewhat less as the 

years go by.   

 Just for the record, there are over 1,400 kilometres of road in the Palerang 5 

Council area currently, and over 700 of those are unsealed and we're looking 

at a net benefit here to potentially reconstruct a fraction of a kilometre of road 

per year.   

 If we look at this based on the relative populations involved, then that 

amounts to something less than 25 metres, not kilometres, 25 metres of road 10 

reconstructed a year.  That's how much we're going to save through this 

whole process.  You're going to get an extra 25 metres of road reconstructed.  

Basically no swimming pools, no social programs, nothing else.  Just 25 

metres of road, and if you give up your 25 metres of road, then you might get 

a drop of water in your swimming pool, if the Minister's figures are correct.   15 

 Even if the entire $17 million, that's the extra $10 million as a grant that's 

provided for additional community infrastructure, even if that whole $17 million 

were applied to roads, it would result in about 850 metres of road per year, or 

60 metres of road which might be found in the current Palerang area.  Sixty 

metres per year.  That's the total benefit we're looking at.  About a 0.1 percent 20 

improvement in road maintenance.   

 On this basis, Mr Rayner, could I assert on behalf of the Palerang community, 

that ongoing financial benefit of this proposal is entirely immaterial.   

 With that, let me move on to the second point that the Minister makes, and 

that is that this boundary adjustment will potentially reduce the reliance on 25 

rate increases through special rate variations to fund infrastructure.  Well, on 

the basis of the calculations we've just been through, I would like to suggest 

that this proposal has precisely zero potential to reduce any reliance on 

special rate variations, particularly while the State continues to shift costs for 

maintaining core transport infrastructure on to local communities.   30 

 The third point that the Minister makes is that the boundary adjustment will 

provide greater capacity to effectively manage and reduce the infrastructure 

backlog of the two Councils, and our infrastructure backlog, of course, is 

primarily tied up in road and bridge infrastructure, transport infrastructure, and 

we've already seen what the stunning impact on this boundary adjustment is 35 

going to have on the new Council's ability to deliver more services in that 

regard.   

 We move on, I guess, to the next point.  It's the fourth point there that the 

Minister outlines in his proposal, and that is improved strategic planning and 

economic development, to better respond to the changing need to the 40 

community.  I guess this benefit is actually a bit difficult to argue because it's a 

bit difficult to define.   
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 The bottom line probably, though, is that if the strategic planning or economic 

development is not directed specifically into the Palerang area, it'll be of little 

benefit to current Palerang residents because I will outline a little later on - as 

Goulburn is not a focus for the large majority of Palerang residents that are 

affected by this proposal.   5 

 Next then we move on to the effective representation by a Council with a 

required scale and capacity to meet the future needs of the community.  

Once, again, a very simple calculation reveals that the residents of the portion 

of Palerang that are involved in the present proposal would comprise around 

6.4 percent of the population of the new area.  With a nine member Council, 10 

as is proposed, each Councillor would represent around 11.1 percent of the 

population.   

 The result, therefore, is that even if the entire population of the part of 

Palerang that is involved in the present proposal got behind one candidate as 

a Council election, they'd still only be halfway to having that candidate 15 

elected.  So for the part of Palerang involved in this present proposal, this is 

clearly, clearly not effective representation.   

 Finally, the Minister points out that the boundary adjustment will provide a 

more effective voice for the region's interest, and make it better able to deliver 

on priorities in partnership with the New South Wales and Australian 20 

Governments.   

 Once, again, though, if Palerang residents don't even have the numbers to 

elect a single local representative on this new Council, it is very difficult to see 

how they could be represented at all unless their interests were 

indistinguishable from those of current Goulburn residents.  On that score, I'll 25 

leave the residents who wish to speak, to express their views themselves.   

 So we get to a point where this is not actually presenting a very compelling 

argument whatsoever for a boundary adjustment, but let's move on a little bit 

more through the Minister's foreword.   

 The services that the Minister next outlines, as those that could be funded by 30 

the intended savings, unfortunately typify the back of understanding of the 

Palerang community and its needs.  With regard to specific benefits the 

proposal refers to, first of all, upgrading and enhancing the water supply and 

sewerage services.  This suggestion ignores entirely the reality that 

Braidwood residents have contributed heavily over the last 10 years to the 35 

cost of renewing virtually all of Palerang's water and sewer infrastructure.   

 Braidwood, in particular, commissioned a new sewerage treatment plant in 

2010 and a new water treatment plant in 2014.  The renewal of this 

infrastructure elsewhere then, therefore, could not be seen as any benefit 

whatsoever to a Palerang resident.   40 

 The next point the Minister makes is about advocating for enhanced 

post-secondary education services.  Palerang Council, however, surveyed its 

residents extensively in the context of the Fit for the Future program to 
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understand and establish how their residents use facilities both within and 

outside the Palerang Local Government area.  The feedback relating to 

educational services in particular revealed that only around 15 percent of 

Braidwood area residents sought out educational opportunities across the 

board; that is, educational opportunities ranging from primary all the way 5 

through to tertiary education in Goulburn.   

 The majority of residents seek these services out in Canberra and 

Queanbeyan; and given the proximity to these centres, any improvement in 

availability of services in Goulburn is of little benefit to Palerang residents.   

 That then brings us to the third point the Minister makes, and that is improving 10 

the local road network.  Our earlier calculations there revealed pretty much for 

the present proposal will yield less than a 0.1 percent improvement in road 

maintenance services, as much as we would like to be able to improve the 

delivery of road maintenance services.   

 Nonetheless, Palerang Council is punching well above its weight in this 15 

context, being recognised as having the best road construction teams in the 

region.  It consistently wins contracts against private firms and delivers 

services under RMS contracts into adjacent Local Government areas.   

 Dividing the Palerang Local Government area as proposed will result in the 

dismantling of this highly skilled and successful team, as staff and plant will 20 

inevitably be divided according to their geographical location.  This result can 

only lead, from a perspective of Palerang residents, to local road maintenance 

services that will decline.  The proposal provides no indication of how the 

outcome could be otherwise.   

 If these, then, are the high points of the benefits of the current proposal, 25 

there's clearly not much at all in this exercise for Palerang residents in the 

area affected by the Minister's proposal.   

 Let's move on just a little bit further and look specifically at some of the 

matters that's been outlined earlier on that we must consider in assessing the 

present proposal.   30 

 Working on the principle, however, that less is more, there are just a couple of 

additional points that I'd like to make at this time before wrapping up.  I'll just 

work through some of the points that we saw on the board there earlier on.  

One being the community of interest and geographic cohesion in the existing 

areas and in any proposed new area.   35 

 There will naturally be a range of views in this regard, depending probably on 

the individual locality concern.  I'd suggest, however, that the issue should not 

be so much whether or not there is a community of interest or a geographic 

relationship with an adjacent jurisdiction, but whether the relationship in 

question is stronger than any that might be broken in the proposed changes.   40 

 Having said this, however, probably the only thing worse than the proposed 

boundary will be one that ran down the main street at Braidwood.  The rivers 
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that have been chosen as the boundary are simply not traditional dividing 

lines.  A long its length, this boundary manages to divide 72 properties, the 

village of Majors Creek and the community within that Araluen Valley.   

 In some cases, there are not even roads providing internal connections 

between areas of the new LGA.  Some residents must pass in to an adjacent 5 

Local Government area and out again in order to travel between two points in 

their own Local Government area.   

 There is, in fact, no evidence that there has been any effort whatsoever to 

give genuine consideration to the impact on communities adjacent to the 

current boundary when it was proposed.   10 

 If I could just move on then to consider another point: requirements of the 

area concerned in relation to elected representation.  The major issue in the 

present case where it's been proposed that a rural with a relatively low 

population be merged with a fundamentally urban area with a relatively high 

population exemplifies the problem that I expanded on, or that I mentioned 15 

earlier on.  The fact being that the residents of the portion of Palerang 

involved in the present proposal would comprise only 6.4 percent of the 

population of the new area and would be unlikely to be represented at all on 

the new Council.   

 It's perhaps important to consider recent history here.  In the amalgamation 20 

that created Palerang, the residents of the former Tallanganda Shire 

comprised only 25 percent of the population of the now Palerang Council 

area.  Their proportionate representation at a community level was reduced 

from 100 percent to around 25 percent.  Effectively from nine Councillor 

representatives to just three.  Today the area is represented by only two local 25 

residents.  We're now looking at a situation where this local community might 

not even rate representation at all by a single Councillor on its Council.   

 The next point I'd like to consider then is the impact of the proposal on the 

ability of the Council to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services 

and facilities, and this probably hits at the point that I made right at the 30 

beginning about the fact that this is not a merger proposal at all.  This is a 

boundary adjustment that is actually seeking to dismantle a very successful 

and productive organisation.   

 It's fairly widely understood that it's both more practical and economical to 

deliver services into more densely populated areas.  In the present case, 35 

however, we're talking about increasing the size of the Goulburn Mulwaree 

area by around 50 percent with the addition of a relatively sparsely populated 

rural area.   

 There are problems here on both sides of the fence, so to speak.  In the case 

of the Goulburn Mulwaree Local Government area, we're proposing to 40 

effectively reduce its overall population density.  The logical conclusion there 

is that this change will make it less practical and more difficult and hence 

more expensive to deliver serves throughout the area.   
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 From the point of view of the Palerang involved, for much of the population 

the distance to the main operational centre of the new area would increase by 

around 40 kilometres.  Once, again, making it more difficult and less 

convenient to deliver services from any central location.   

 Clearly then the impact of change on service delivery will depend on the 5 

service being delivered.  If the service is generally delivered from a central 

location, any benefit would clearly be limited due to the increased distances 

involved.  If the service is delivered locally, there'd be no fundamental change, 

and hence, once again, little benefit.   

 Let me just move finally then to the last point there about other factors which 10 

may have an impact.  All I can really say at this point is that there can be no 

logical reason why a Council such as Palerang, that has been deemed to be 

as or more financially sound than many of its neighbours, should be 

dismembered as is being proposed.  The strengths of Councils in south-east 

New South Wales lies in accepting the influence of Canberra and the ACT on 15 

the region, addressing the unique needs of their representative communities 

and working together under the banner of a regional organisation to harness 

those individual benefits for the good of the region.   

 The present proposal does indeed note membership of the Canberra region 

joint organisation, but fails to acknowledge that most, if not all, of the 20 

supposed benefits of merging, or having boundary adjustments, are already 

being realised through Palerang's involvement with this regional organisation.  

The claim that a merger will provide these benefits "without relying on 

voluntary collaboration" is an absolute nonsense since it is proposed, for 

starters, that joint organisation membership will indeed be mandatory, not that 25 

such a heavy-handed approach has ever been necessary for the Canberra 

region joint organisation member Councils to cooperate and work together 

constructively.   

 The bottom line here is that this is not a proposal that strengthens Local 

Government.  It is a proposal that merely marginalises rural communities 30 

which is contrary to everything that both of these Councils seek to achieve as 

rural Councils.  Mr Rayner, could I urge you in the strongest way possible to 

advise the Minister not to proceed with this proposal.  Thank you very much 

for your time this morning.   

Facilitator: Speaker number 2 is ****. 35 

Speaker 2: My name is ****.  I live at 76-79 Araluen Road.  It's about ten ks out towards 

Araluen.  My farm is at 46 [indecipherable] Road, that's my personal address, 

and I pay rates in Araluen.   

 I'm here representing the community of Araluen.  Can anyone else put 

their - anyone else from Araluen here? No-one else? Okay.  So I'm 40 

representing a fair bit of Araluen.   

 [indecipherable], the progress, the hall trustees, I'm all part of that.  So I get 

the [indecipherable] when you think that I've had enough.   
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 Mr Rayner, I'd like to thank you for having me along and being part of this.  

Mr Harrison has just talked on why Palerang should stay as one.  I'm here to 

talk about why Palerang should not stay as one to start with.   

 As I said, I live at 46 [indecipherable] Road, which the end of the line at 

Araluen.  On that road, the road goes another 4.7 kilometres after that.  This 5 

road was graded in November.  The gravel was put on the road from the extra 

4.7 kilometres for probably - rate payers from Tallanganda.  That road also 

services five residents from Eurobodalla.  That was all graded and gravelled 

in November.  The four areas was graded [indecipherable] up to because it's 

just clay.   10 

 On the 4th of January we started in [indecipherable], three little ventures.  

There the Council - they said they couldn't do anything and didn't expect to.  A 

Council vehicle turned up and I told them [indecipherable].  They turned up 

and came down Araluen Road and we didn't have any radio or telephone 

reception.  I had to pull that vehicle back up with my four-wheel drive.  I had to 15 

go out through the other paddocks to get up the hill.  Now, this road is 

very - I've been able to access it the last - about five times by four-wheel drive 

and the rest of the time you can't really get a two-wheel drive up and down it.  

That's what Palerang has done to me.   

 All the rates out of Goulburn Mulwaree or in Bodalla would be $4,000 less.  20 

This has been checked by one of the Councils from Palerang and have been 

verified.  Over $4,000 less.   

 If you look at the pedestrian crossings here in town, it's just a disgrace.  If you 

come to the one near the bakery, you don't know whether they're going to 

step out onto the road or turn around and then step down or watch the kids 25 

going across.  Someone is going to find a problem there when they take out a 

light because that pedestrian crossing is very dangerous.  I don't know that 

Goulburn has even got one pedestrian crossing left.  You put the little 

crossing there so that pedestrians can take responsibility for themselves.   

 Now, one Councillor thought, representing Araluen, Graham - so we're going 30 

to give him representation.  The next part of it is that [indecipherable].  That is 

just ridiculous down the Araluen Creek.  You've got the ring side, the town's 

there, there's several rate payers, up to 15 or 20 rate payers that have got 

land both side.   

 Across the border - why would you split down the river, as Mr Harrison 35 

said - it's a bit like the Murray River.  What they've done to that.   

 [indecipherable] there have been two committee meetings and a progress 

meeting in the last month.  He was at one of those and said there won't be 

any split.  Let's hope that happens.   

 What I want to talk about here today is that we split Palerang in two and go to 40 

Braidwood on one side and Queanbeyan on the other.  The feeling in Araluen, 

and I'm not sure 100 percent, but you might be able to back me up, but 

dead-set - if we do need to go as one, then we'd go to Goulburn as one unit.  
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It's a country town, it's a progressive Council.  The Mayor and the Deputy 

Mayor at our meeting in Araluen - I was very moved by what they had to say 

and what happens to Goulburn.   

 On a personal note, I'd like to see Eurobodalla, Queanbeyan, Palerang, 

Goulburn, one big shire.  I'm mean, we've got the roads coming through here.  5 

What's Bungendore, Braidwood, Araluen, Warri, Berrima, Captains Flat all in 

the middle of it.  We've got to be looked after because people want to get from 

A to B.  From Queanbeyan down to Batemans Bay and to Goulburn, to 

Sydney.  I think we've actually missed a big opportunity for the Government to 

actually make this work.   10 

Facilitator: Your time is up. 

Speaker 2: Thank you.   

Facilitator: I'm looking for ****. 

Speaker 3: Ladies and gentlemen, I'm here wearing two hats today.  One as a significant 

rate payer with a number of properties.  The furtherest being on the shire 15 

boundary with [indecipherable] to the south and the furtherest north being 

Nerriga.  I'm not particularly concerned about the value of rates, but rather the 

expectation of service that may or may not be supplied.  As a business 

person, we employ approximately 12 people carrying out a volume of work for 

Palerang and Roads and Maritime Services.   20 

 Palerang is a rural Council and it has taken a number of years to build itself 

up to a position of relative strength after its conception.  A further change 

would only set everything back again and we'll all see the long build-up 

process again with the same minimal cost savings.   

 I believe Palerang should continue to stand alone.  That said, should any 25 

merger be forced, I believe that Palerang perhaps accept for a small area of 

the Oallen and Nerriga area should consider a merge with Queanbeyan.   

 As a rate payer, I believe it will be much better served by Queanbeyan as 

there's a significant number of Queanbeyan City Council staff residing in the 

Palerang area which give them an insight into individual needs of different 30 

areas.   

 It should also be noted that the recent Fit for the Future survey and 

consultation process, the majority of residents supported a standalone 

position of Palerang or, at worst, an amalgamation with Queanbeyan.  Little or 

no support was given overall for a split or merger with Mulwaree.   35 

 From a business perspective, a split of Palerang would have a devastating 

effect on a large number of small businesses who supply services.  Palerang 

has been very successful in negotiating substantial works contracts with 

Roads and Maritime which injects millions of dollars into the local economy.  

The continuation of these works would be unlikely under other management 40 
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as I understand only a handful of Councils have been able to complete this 

type of work to the required standard.   

 It's bad enough to get through the previous merger of Yarralunda and 

Tallaganda and now things are starting to go okay.  Let Palerang live and 

continue to grow and service our local communities under local management 5 

supporting local businesses and employing local people.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Thank you.  Is **** in the room? No? ****? Number 6.  Fantastic.   

Speaker 6: Good morning, and thank you very much for the opportunity to express my 

points of view, both from a personal point of view and being a member of the 

community of Araluen.   10 

 To set the scene, I am a landholder in the Araluen Valley, North Araluen 

Valley.  I have approximately 1,200 acres, but I also do a significant amount of 

work off farm as well.   

 I'd like to approach the consideration of the factors as if we were considering 

this as a development application under the Department of Planning and 15 

Environment's new three, if you like, triple bottom line considerations, and this 

is something that corporates do as part of their DA now anyway.  So consider 

the economic impact, consider the community and social impact and also 

consider the environmental impact of any changes.   

 From an economic perspective, Braidwood, Araluen, Majors Creek, this whole 20 

area is a very strong agricultural community, but it's also a very 

tourist-oriented community and it's very reliant on the through traffic and the 

visitors from Canberra, the blue platers as we call them, who regularly go 

through our area on the way to the coast and we all benefit from that.  So 

there's a huge economic impact from the movement of traffic to the coast.   25 

 So my proposition is that if you are going to have to change, and this is being 

forced upon us, which I think - I agree with Steve - my standing position would 

be leave as is.  My second proposition would be keep it as one, but go to the 

community or the shire that actually would have the most to gain and the most 

to lose from us being split up and that's Eurobodalla.  I say that because 30 

Eurobodalla has a thriving tourist community, and we benefit very much from 

the flow-through of the traffic.  So from an economic point of view - from an 

agricultural point of view, the services of our area is very important in terms of 

LLS services and whatever, but that's probably something that could easily be 

accommodated because of the restructure of LLS.   35 

 From a community and social point of view, I find it just - my farm, which runs 

both sides of Araluen Creek, would actually be basically split in two, so I find 

that - under the premise that the New South Wales Government is aiming for 

less red tape.  All I can see from my perspective is lots more red tape.  So if I 

were to put a DA in for a development that happens to be on both sides of the 40 

creek, what do I do? So to me, from a practical and common sense 

perspective, it's just crazy.   
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 The Araluen community is a very strong community.  I've been a part of that 

community for 11 years.  I feel that it is very united.  I'm part of Landcare.  I'm 

part of the AAVPEC group, which is the Araluen Agricultural Valley Producers 

and Protectors - that's a bit concerning.  We've got two minutes.   

 This sense of community is incredibly important for Araluen, and we are very 5 

much part of Braidwood as well.  I mean, that's our local town.  That's the 

town we go to for our services, mainly because the roads are great to 

Braidwood, and the road to Moruya from Araluen is not so great.   

 Then there's a environmental impact, and to me this is the most compelling 

argument.  We're part of the [indecipherable] Catchment, and this catchment 10 

is where the water is gathered and flows down to Moruya and into the 

Eurobodalla Shire.   

 You only have to look at the challenges we've had with the - fighting the mine, 

the gold mine in Majors Creek and fighting cyanide processing.  The Council 

had actually fought hardest against this because they had the most to lose, it 15 

was Eurobodalla, because it was their water supply.  So I think there's very 

compelling reasons why if we can't leave it as is that 2622 or - is packaged up 

and Eurobodalla takes it on.  I know Eurobodalla is not part of this 

consideration, but there's been lots of forced mergers, so I'm sure 

Eurobodalla would embrace us and love us as much as we love them.  Thank 20 

you.   

Facilitator: The next speaker is number 7. 

Speaker 7:  Thank you for letting me speak.  I live in Braidwood and I'm speaking against 

amalgamation.  It says in IPART, their summary of Palerang and Queanbeyan 

Councils, were both found by IPART, IPART to be financial strong and 25 

sustainable as standalone Councils, but failed the Government's criterion of 

scale and capacity.   

 Now, that is a very hard-to-define what scale is capacity is, but in my view that 

is a very poor reason for deciding that amalgamation would be preferable to 

leaving the Council as it is.   30 

 Having said it's financial strong and sustainable, what benefits accrue from 

amalgamation? I think we must consider that very carefully because the 

disadvantages are so profound that it should be obvious to everyone that 

losing the benefit we have of having more influence on our local Council is 

very hard to put up with if we are amalgamated.  I think it's so important that 35 

we have a grassroots democracy, that we have access to our Councillors; and 

as the Mayor so strongly said, it would mean that Braidwood, this area, would 

be totally unrepresented if we merged with Goulburn.  And what's the point of 

having a Local Government if it isn't local? Why not abandon Local 

Government altogether and just do away with Councils, just be governed by 40 

the State or Federal Government.   

 What does Local Government mean? It means being represented by your 

local people with knowledge of the area.  Will Goulburn people have any 
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knowledge of this area? Of course they won't.  How could they possibly.  They 

couldn't give a damn about this area, so what the Government is advocating 

is that we give up our local representation for the sake of some nebulous thing 

that we failed the criterion of scale and capacity.   

 I just find this absolutely absurd.  When we will suffer the consequences of 5 

possibly having our staff reduced, which is terribly important for a town of our 

size, and they have the local knowledge here.  The Goulburn staff won't have 

any knowledge of this area at all.  How could they be expected to.  So in my 

view, the whole idea is totally unproductive.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Next is ****. 10 

Speaker 8: Good morning.  I'm **** from the Goulburn/Mulwaree.  First I would like to 

make it quite clear that I'm not speaking as a Goulburn Mulwaree Councillor.  

I'm a rate payer, not a Councillor.  I've always lived in Goulburn Mulwaree and 

have worked for over 50 years.  Of course most of the Palerang and Goulburn 

Mulwaree Local Government area.  So I have a good grasp of the geographic 15 

areas involved and the interests of each community and what each 

community has to offer.   

 I will start by saying that I find am Minister's for Local Government proposed 

option completely unacceptable for several reason, but primarily for those 

relating to criteria 2, 3, 4 and 8 as listed by section 263(3) of the Local 20 

Government Act 1993.   

 As part of an attempt to come up with a better proposal, I was fortunate to 

team up with an old friend and work colleague, also a resident and rate player 

of Palerang.  We worked on outlining a map of geographic areas that we 

believe would be acceptable alternatives to the Minister's proposal.  So both 25 

have extensive understanding of the lay of the land across the affected areas.   

 We started using this map to get community conversation going; however, 

since we started talking to the communities involved, we reconsidered our 

thinking and decided to revise our original map.  In other words, we listened to 

the people and come up with a better solution that meets the needs of those 30 

communities affected.  I believe the decision-maker should take a leaf out of 

our book and do the same thing.   

 As a result of some good old fashioned talking to people, the preferred option 

now is that all of old Tallaganda Shire and the south-western end of Goulburn 

Mulwaree Shire should merge with Goulburn Mulwaree.  This would better fit 35 

the criterias 1 to 4 and numbers 7 and 8.   

 The Minister's proposal is at odds with criteria 2 and 8, returning communities 

of interest and geographic cohesion and impact on rural communities.  It splits 

Majors Creek and chops up Araluen, and locates the Kwawarree area with 

Queanbeyan.  These rural communities mainly feed into Braidwood and 40 

beyond into Goulburn.  For example, large dog selling, primary and secondary 

school education, employment opportunities, access to Goulburn 

Conservatorium of Music, inter-school sports, wider sporting competitions, 
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retail and grocery shopping, professional services, recreational activities and 

access to the freeway of Sydney.   

 The geographic cohesion aspect of criteria 2, there are boundary alignment 

issues for local land services and Landcare, both of which work closely with 

the communities of interest.  The upper Shoalhaven water catchment is an 5 

important area to consider.  The quarry area is included in this catchment.   

 Criteria 3: exiting the traditional values in criteria 4, attitude of residents and 

rate payers, I'm hearing a lot of talk about the lack of Council input on feeling 

isolation from places such as Neringla, Majors Creek, Araluen and Taylors 

Creek Road area.   10 

 There seems to be a groundswell of preference to merge with Goulburn 

Mulwaree rather than Queanbeyan.  Historically these rural communities have 

gone to Goulburn for their business and social reasons.  I ask you why does 

the Minister wish to isolate these communities even more by making them 

fringe dwellers of your current merger proposal.   15 

 Criteria 1: financial advantages and disadvantages.  If you go to the Minister's 

proposal, we may run the risk of further financial disadvantage, despite the 

monetary incentive.  If we can get the same incentive for this proposal, the old 

Tallanganda with Goulburn Mulwaree, then with the increased rate base and 

better geographic range across which to develop services and invest in 20 

infrastructure, we would have a far better deal for all concerned.   

 If this were 2004, it would better underpin the Government's statement that 

mergers were proposed - they would be preferably whole Council for whole 

Council.  In other words, the old Tallanganda Council and Mulwaree Council, 

at least this option would be more practical - calve up what is now Palerang 25 

with the remaining areas of Bungendore, Wamboin, Bywong aligning with 

Queanbeyan.   

 There is still some essential rural resident and rate payers across the area, 

but most of the population of this area seems to naturally feed into 

Queanbeyan and the ACT.  Please note that a petition for this proposed 30 

document is currently doing the rounds; and if we get 10 percent approval, 

then this must surely carry some weight.  I finish by saying that I do have an 

open mind, and if a more workable option is put on the table and benefit to all 

residents and rate payers, I will accept it.  However, in my opinion, anything 

less than this proposal is only a Band-Aid fix.   35 

Facilitator: The next speaker is number 9. 

Speaker 9: Thank you, Mr Rayner, for this opportunity to help and form the process.  My 

name is Mr ****.  I've owned property on the eastern side of the shire for over 

20 years.  I've been a primary producer for most of that time and a public 

company officer for 15 years and an elected member of Palerang Council for 40 

eight years.   
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 My written submission to you will be a broad, evidence-based submission.  

This morning I will just speak to section 263, item A, financial advantages and 

disadvantages.   

 In his boundary adjustment proposal, the Minister attempts to convey 

assurances that the proposal will bring significant financial benefits to the 5 

affected peoples through eye-popping headline figures and words like "total 

financial benefit", "reducing reliance on special rate variations", and "net 

savings to reinvest"; however, there is no detailed substantiation of these 

claims, either in the document or externally.  They, in uncertain words like 

"potentially reduce" or "expected to generate" further obfuscate his financial 10 

benefit claims.   

 On an annualised and per capita basis, the asserted $7 million of savings 

over 20 years will amount to just $21,000 for this portion of Palerang.  That's 

not even enough to compensate for one full-time staff person, much less the 

litany of so-called reinvestment possibility set out on page 8 of the proposal, 15 

such as "improved infrastructure" and "enhanced service delivery" 

and "reduce pressures on rates".   

 As paltry as the so-called savings are, no-one from either shire has been able 

to replicate them using the actual data from the shire.  In fact, the evidence is 

pointing to post-boundary adjustment cost rises, not lowering.  Lastly, the 20 

Goulburn general manager publicly stated that the proposed new shire would 

be $400,000 worse off per year.  That could mean the loss of eight potential 

jobs to balance that budget.   

 Mr Rayner, I and others hold the view that the assets of the LGA, which were 

paid for by the LGA residents and rate payers, belong to the residents and 25 

rate payers.  Their entitlements to these assets reside and pass through their 

property deeds and are further inferred by the rate payers' ongoing obligations 

under law to underwrite the debts of the LGA and maintain their assets.   

 The State holds these assets in trust for the resident rate payers of the day.  

Whether traditionally tested or not, the State is the de facto trustee of the 30 

property, not the owners of the property.  Accordingly, the owners need to be 

in agreement with the disposition of these assets and not just consultant.  To 

date, through their elected representatives in both Councils, they have 

repeatedly said no to the boundary adjustment proposals.   

 What is before you is a proposal to dissect and bind the two largest 35 

enterprises in the Palerang and Goulburn Mulwaree LGAs.  They have a 

combined value of a half a billion dollars.  Yes, $500 million of assets are in 

play with this proposal, which despite the rhetoric, appears to be based on 

nothing more than the whims of the Minister and the premier, given there are 

no sound financial substantiations provided.  And I will go as far as saying that 40 

their handling of this matter to date has been an abuse of power.  

Substantiation is transparency, it is not a State secret.   
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 Could you imagine public companies being merged without due diligence just 

on the gut feeling of the directors? That would never happen legally, so what 

responsible basis are these ministers approaching the economic destinies of 

a half a billion dollars of publicly-owned enterprises and their future and 

financial obligations and returns to the people who are liable for them, the rate 5 

payers.   

 If you take the whole implied financial claims of the proposal at face value, the 

only way they would be squared is if the redefined LGA takes on significant 

new debt or sells major assets.  Two matters which the proposal 

conspicuously is mute on.   10 

 In satisfying yourself whether or not the proposal satisfies 263A, please, 

Mr Rayner, apply fiduciary accountability to the Minister's proposal and seek 

credible due diligence or reject the proposal.   

 If to make fit the Minister's proposal, would take the requirement to embody 

the reasonable possibility of selling major LGA assets or increasing the debt 15 

load of the local people who underwrite the Council's debts, then genuine 

commercial fidelity and procedural care must be demonstrated by the State, 

otherwise, Mr Rayner, this proposal should be rejected by you as not being 

able to demonstrate financial advantages or economies of scale to the 

residents and rate payers of the area concerned.  I appreciate this opportunity 20 

to help inform you, and I thank you.   

Facilitator: The next speaker is ****.  No? Then speaker number 11 is ****. 

Speaker 11: Can I pass because most of it's been brought up and you've got other people 

who might have something better. 

Facilitator: Okay.  Thank you.  Number 12, Mr ****. 25 

Speaker 12: Good morning all.  My name is ****.  I've been a resident in Palerang and 

former Tallanganda all my life.  I stand before you today to speak on behalf of 

almost 500 residents and rate payers of the communities of Braidwood and 

surrounds who have signed a petition recognising IPART's 2015 assessment 

that Palerang Council is not fit for the future and acknowledge Palerang has 30 

failed to prove sufficient scale and capacity as a standalone Council to 

effectively deliver on behalf of residents and meet future community needs.   

 We recognised that Goulburn Mulwaree has also been deemed not fit for 

other reasons; however, we agree that a merger between Goulburn Mulwaree 

and the eastern areas of Palerang, as propose by the department in merger 35 

proposal Goulburn Mulwaree Council and Palerang Council dated January 

2016 is a workable solution, at least on a holistic level, with further community 

input from could prove tenable.   

 We suggest that merging Braidwood and surrounding communities with 

Goulburn Mulwaree is likely to be more tenable due to congruence of our 40 

economies, industries and business profiles.  Our socio-economic advantage 

as per the Seaford table included in the merger proposal and our social 
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community and infrastructure challenges, such as an aging population and 

projected need for improved community health services and current and 

future land usage and population density projections as per the 

New South Wales Department of Planning and Environment 2014 

New South Wales projections.   5 

 We concur that Braidwood history is intrinsically entwined with Goulburn 

Mulwaree and, that our villages service our rural communities in much the 

same way; and as such, an adjustment to the western edge of the new 

boundary to include all areas within the former Tallanganda Shire, plus 

northern rural parts of Palerang LGA encompassing the localities of Taylors 10 

Creek, Currawang and areas east of Collector be merged with the Goulburn 

Mulwaree LGA.   

 We ask you, John Rayner, as the Delegate appointed by the office of Local 

Government to include our proposal in your considerations and highlight our 

suggestions in your report to the Boundaries Commission.  We encourage 15 

you to recommend to the Minister for Local Government that he request the 

governor to implement the merger if adjustments to the proposed boundary 

are agreed upon without haste.   

 Additionally, we request that you record our interest in continuing these 

discussions as we are eager to actively participate in finding practical, 20 

informed and considered solutions to this amalgamation and consequent 

implementation challenges.  We intend to open communication between 

community, industry and government and together establish a progressive 

community blueprint to enable us to build and grow our region into a 

local-powered, proactive community, driving our own economic activity and 25 

building local capacity.  We urge you to highlight the importance of authentic 

community engagement strategies in your report and our intentions for the 

future.   

 Finally, we note that ambiguity exists between the text description of 

boundaries and visualisation on the map in the merger proposal document.  30 

For ease of clarity, we have referred to the text in the document and 

disregarded the map provided.  We subsequently request the text and map 

are congruent in future department documents.  Thank you for your time this 

morning and for allowing me to speak on behalf of almost 500 residents and 

rate payers of communities of Braidwood and surrounds eager for an 35 

amicable solution.   

Facilitator: Our next speaker is Mr **** and he's from the United Services Union, as a 

representative of that organisation.   

Speaker 13: Mr Rayner, thank you for the time.  Members of the public, thank you for 

attending this.  The New South Wales Local Government Clerical 40 

Administration Energy Airlines Union, which is us, the United Services Union, 

is the largest government employee organisation in New South Wales with 

over 25,000 members working in this industry.  The USU opposed forced 

amalgamations.  We believed that Local Government is a level of government 
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most capable of reflecting the unique differences in character and 

communities across the State, and the decision to merge to local Councils 

should be driven by the consent of local communities.  To this end, the USU 

asks whether the Minister's merger proposal is at odds with the views of 

elected Council representing the affected area, that the Delegate conducts a 5 

formal poll of electors.   

 While we note the delegates are not required to conduct a poll, we strongly 

urge the exercise in your discretion under s 218F(3)(b) of the Local 

Government Act 1993 New South Wales, and take important steps in order to 

understand the views of communities affected by these proposals; however, 10 

where amalgamations do occur, the maintenance and growth of employment 

in the Local Government should be afforded the highest priority.   

 Employment in Local Government provides stable working life.  For local 

residents, we are also providing vital services to the community.  It is also 

imperative that any merger complies with the employment protections 15 

contained in the Local Government Act 1993, including section 218C(a) and 

section 354B(i).   

 The union is also opposed to larger merger Councils becoming a venue for 

wholesale outsourcing of Council services, ensuring that Council services 

continue to provide and be managed by local communities.  This is the only 20 

way to ensure stable employment and the provision of high quality service to 

rate payers.   

 In the event of amalgamations, we will commence discussions with the union 

ourselves, our industrial partners, the Department of Development, Local 

Government Engineer's Association as soon as, and no later than one week 25 

after to form a working party to make sure that our employees in Local 

Government are protected, their rights are protected and everybody can move 

forward.  The working party mentioned should commence no later than one 

week after this proclamation is announced.   

 The USU is of the view that if amalgamations do occur, this should be done, 30 

the whole mergers of two or more Councils as opposed to dividing and 

splitting of Council areas.  The splitting of Council areas negatively impacts on 

staff morale.  It greatly complicates the issue of staffing of a new Council.  

This is especially true in regional area where the splitting of Councils could 

see employees required to travel hundreds of kilometres for employment in 35 

the new Council potentially creating a situation where 354(1) of the Local 

Government Act 1993 is breached.   

 The USU also has concerns regarding the protection of small rural 

communities affected by merger proposals and does not want to see a repeat 

of what occurred in the former Nundle Shire where job numbers decreased by 40 

90 percent after the 2004 amalgamations in the Tamworth region.   

 What we are asking is the examination of reporting merger proposals affecting 

small rural communities and maintaining employment numbers in those 
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communities in line with the intent of 218C(a) of the Local Government Act 

1993.  It is a significant consideration.  This is particularly important, given the 

devastating effect that loss of Local Government employment can have on 

those communities.   

 The USU wishes to reinstate the position it has adopted throughout the 5 

process, that the union's primary concern is ensuring security of employment 

and good paying conditions for its members, and, also, if amalgamations are 

to occur, the USU wishes to be an active participant in the process in order to 

ensure its members are protected.   

 I'll come away from that for a minute.  I've been in the Local Government for 10 

close to 30 years now.  An outdoor worker.  I took pride in what I done, and I 

see this community as a local community, local employment.  I ask Mr Rayner 

to take into consideration the land that we'll be going to, Goulburn, the rate 

base, the maintenance revenue, the assets revenue, the working life.  What 

money comes in from this, what money goes out to maintain that area.   15 

 But I will say something now personally.  Not every child, every kid wants to 

go to university.  I never wanted to go to university.  I got a job on my local 

Council thinking I'm set for life.  I'll have a job for life.  I enjoy my shire.  I 

envoy where I work.  I love where I live.  So I work there.  I got a job in 

Council.  I only moved into this because they wanted me to do so, but you're 20 

taking away a lifeblood of the community for young people that can go into a 

Council area, their own Council area and get a job.  With that, thank you for 

your time.   

Facilitator: Our next speaker is ****. 

Speaker 14: Good morning, everyone.  Thanks for the opportunity of speaking.  I'm 25 

speaking personally as a person who discovered the beautiful Majors Creek 

about 15 years ago.  I fell in love with it and I wasn't born there, but I'm going 

to die there and it's a fabulous part of the world and it's intimately connected 

to Araluen.  It's intimately connected to Krawarree and Gundillion and 

Wyanbene.  It's intimately connected to Braidwood.  Anyone who puts up a 30 

map like that has got rocks in their head.  Seriously, the first thing I saw of it 

was Majors Creek cut in half.  They lost me right there.   

 What's really got to happen, I think, is Palerang has been working very hard 

for 12 years or so to be a unified thing.  It's a lean, mean, fighting machine.  It 

gets a real lot done.  The road crews are fabulous.  They do remarkable work.  35 

The services in a tiny little community are really, really good, comparatively 

speaking with the amount of money that it's getting in.  They do a great job.  It 

should be kept as a unified entity.   

 My concern is - I have this feeling that the closest connection culturally and 

socially is with Goulburn, but I can't see how the whole of Palerang could go 40 

with Goulburn because I want to hear from the Burra residents as to what they 

think they should do, and I want to hear from the Wamboin residents as to 

where they think they should be and the Bywong residents and the 
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Bungendore residents because I think, as somebody rightly pointed out, it's 

the people who are party - who are the subject of a decision - should be party 

to that decision and not have fairly imperious things come down from some 

toff in Sydney who - and he struggles to read a map and draws a texter line 

on it.   5 

 This is how it should have worked.  We've been told we can't suggest other 

things unless we get 75,000 signatures - 10 percent, I think, is the actual 

figure, and Danny has done that in a few days, and that's one really serious 

option that we could do, but what really should have happened is the whole 

place surveyed.  There's some compelling reasons that the Council has voted 10 

to try to go as - Palerang to merge with Queanbeyan.  They've got some 

compelling arguments in favour of that.   

 Just as compelling are the arguments for I think two-thirds of Palerang to go 

with Goulburn and the other third to stay with Queanbeyan.  Now, they're 

compelling reasons.  I hadn't heard the arguments in favour of Eurobodalla, 15 

but that's pretty compelling too from the people who believe that, and I really 

kind of like the idea of the coast to Canberra as an entity because it does 

have a commonality.   

 One of the real things that worries mostly at a government level is that this 

government that's currently there see themselves as change agents, but I 20 

don't actually see them as progress agents.  The changes that they've 

brought about in a whole post of regions, most particularly in my former field 

of education, where you take $1.7 billion out of education and you chop 

educational services by a-third and you take ten regions away and replace it 

with four regions, and the regions that I ended up working with until I retired 25 

last year started at Helensburgh, went down to the Victorian border, across 

the Victorian border, the full length of that, the full length of the South 

Australian border, half of the Queensland border and then a wiggly line that 

kind of slid down and came back up to Helensburgh and that was one region.  

How good a service do you think that is spread that thin.   30 

 Now, that's a little bit like making Councils.  Spread your services thinner, and 

there's no question about it - any of these amalgamations there's going to be 

a thinning of services and I think that's there.   

 Whatever we decide, we've got to be - about change for an improvement, not 

change for change sake.  And at a personal level, thank you for the 35 

opportunity. 

Facilitator: Speaker 15 is ****. 

Speaker 15: Thank you.  Yes, I'm ****.  I'm a resident of Palerang Local Government area, 

and thank you, Mr Rayner, for the opportunity to present at this consultation.   

 I'm speaking because like most people with whom I've discussed the matter, I 40 

oppose the State Government's proposal to abolish the Palerang Council and 

split it between Goulburn Mulwaree and the Queanbeyan City Council.   
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 To save time, I won't repeat things that have already been said before, but I 

do want to refer to the Minister's foreword in the populated document, where 

he states that his proposal is based on, among other things, "Community 

views and the unique needs and characteristics" of the area subject to the 

split and mergers.   5 

 Now, this is obviously false.  Firstly, through the IPART process, Councils 

were advised that splitting LGAs was simply not a possibility and shouldn't be 

addressed and now we're in the situation where we got a proposal for split 

and merge.   

 Secondly, Mr Rayner, the office of Local Government has done nothing, 10 

absolutely nothing to assess community views in this area.  To assess the 

community views about the unique needs and characteristics of our area that 

would be necessary to take into account to inform the proposal.   

 Thirdly, and disappointingly, our local members have been 100 percent 

missing in action on this topic of the forced mergers, despite the fact that 15 

Minister Barilaro, when he was asking us to vote for him stated, "There will be 

no forced mergers."  

 Now, the Local Government Act sets out the criteria that you will be using to 

develop your recommendations, and other speakers have addressed those 

directly.   20 

 I just want to refer to and suggest that the split and merger proposal clearly 

does not meet criterion B about maintaining a community of interest, nor 

criterion C about maintaining existing values.   

 Now, with regard to criteria A, the financial aspect, my understanding is that 

the Government has failed to provide the details of the financial modelling that 25 

led to the conclusion regarding the financial aspects, and so we're unable as 

a community to assess the validity of their claims, although Mayor Harrison 

has made compelling arguments, of course as have others, including the 

New South Wales Greens about the absolute invalidity of those financial 

claims.   30 

 In conclusion, I understand, Mr Rayner, that you can make recommendations 

only on the split and merger proposal that has been put forward by the 

Minister.  In other words, you can't propose that Palerang stand alone, which 

is a submission which I am supporting.   

 If you report, however, that the populated fails to meet the criteria under 35 

section 263, which I believe any fair assessment will show to be the case, the 

proposal fails to meet the criteria set out under section 263.  The 

counterfactual will be that Palerang remains intact.  That would be a good 

outcome for the people in our region and for our environment.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Thank you.  Our next speaker is ****. 40 
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Speaker 16: Good morning, and thank you, everyone.  My name is ****, and a lot of you 

probably don't know necessarily know me because we've only lived in 

Braidwood for around about four years, so in terms of the longevity that a lot 

of people have been here, we're relative newcomers to that.   

 Because I live in Braidwood and I work in Canberra, I travel through 5 

Queanbeyan; I shop in Goulburn.  I don't identify, though, with Goulburn, I 

don't identify with Canberra and I don't identify with Queanbeyan.  I identify 

with Braidwood, and that's that reason why I think that Braidwood should 

remain a stand alone.  I agree with the last speaker; that even though that's 

actually not an option that we're able to put forward in terms of this 10 

suggestion, the default position, if the merger or amalgamation proposal 

doesn't go through, is that Palerang would remain as a standalone Council.   

 I think there are issues with the boundaries.  They same to have been drawn 

by someone that's not particularly familiar with the area, and that causes me 

to have a lot of concern about the confidence, the level of confidence that I 15 

can have in the State Government's proposal as to the lack of transparency in 

the financial information, which seems to be very scarce, it's not particularly 

transparent, there's not a lot of detail.  It's very difficult to make a decision 

based on the information that's been provided so far.   

 I also have some quite serious concerns about the representation that 20 

Braidwood would be left with.  I have a lot of concerns about what the 

Palerang Mayor had to say about the percentages and the number of people 

that we would possibly be entitled to under a merged Council.  I have 

concerns about the way in which that accurately represents Braidwood's 

interests, the things that are important to Braidwood, the things that matter to 25 

the community and the issues that are relevant to it.  So for those reasons, I 

think that Palerang should remain a standalone Council.  I don't think it should 

be separated; however, if a separation is going to be something that is going 

to go forward, then I certainly think it should be along boundaries that are at 

least logical; that don't at least include one person having a property that has 30 

two, perhaps more, different Council areas that they have to negotiate with.  

Thank you.   

Facilitator: Our next speaker is ****.  So, that takes us to speaker 19, ****. 

Speaker 19: Thank you for this opportunity.  My name is Mr ****.  I've got 20 years 

residence at Braidwood.  I am an ex-surveyor, photogrammetrist and 35 

landscape interpreter from the Royal Engineers British Army, and I have later 

taught the subjects in various technical institutes around the world before 

ending up at the University of New South Wales in 1974.  Since that time, for 

ten years, I conducted field camps for students in Braidwood and district, and 

eventually I took early retirement, bought land here and joined that happy 40 

band of local people known as the "blow-ins".   

 During the last 20 years I have been a constant committee member for the 

Braidwood and District Historical Society, and for the last 13 years I have 
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actually been the historic tour guide for Braidwood town.  I merely mention all 

this to put my qualifications to speak at this meeting.   

 My first point is concerned with something which has been raised by many 

speakers, and that is the wisdom of dividing the shire of Palerang down to 

what is really the Great Divide.  I would like to point out what a significant 5 

divide this is.  Most people think of the Great Divide, if they think of it at all, as 

a some kind of topographic bump on the way between here and Bungendore.  

It's much bigger than that.   

 Its true significance is not only topographic, it is also climatic, it is hydrological, 

it is ecological, and as a spin-off, it has all got all sorts of distinct varieties of 10 

economic activity and landscape impact.  It is, in fact, a very serious natural 

boundary, and I can quite understand any proposal which proposes to use 

those facts in determining boundaries for any adjustment of the shires.   

 My own point of view at the moment is historical and cultural.  I want to draw 

attention to the very strong historic and cultural links which Braidwood and 15 

District has with Goulburn, and this goes back in fact to the very, very first 

spread of European settlement in this district, and it has persisted right up to 

and beyond the establishment of Goulburn itself as the first inland city of 

New South Wales which predates Braidwood itself incidentally.  People don't 

realise that.   20 

 The process was masterminded, if you can call it that, of course, by the 

governing Council down at Sydney Cove, but there is this longstanding 

historic between Goulburn and Braidwood, and this has revolved into cultural 

links as well, there are many of these and it probably starts way, way back 

with the Anglican Church.   25 

 The Anglican Church, of course, was, rather more than it is today, it was the 

established church of the Government of every British colony throughout the 

world, and hard luck if you were a Roman Catholic.  This link has carried on to 

the present day, very, very strongly and it has spilled over into various cultural 

links which all flourish today and are all connected with Goulburn.  I refer to 30 

things like artistic links, literary links and musical links.   

 Goulburn Council has got, in fact, a very good record on those fronts for 

promoting these activities, so there are reasons why the proposal to merge 

with Goulburn might get some traction on those fronts.  If we don't do, and we, 

in fact, go with Queanbeyan, then I have a dreadful fear that we should be on 35 

the wrong side of what amounts to a cultural divide.   

 My other reason for speaking is something which has been raised by previous 

speakers, and that is transparency.  May I draw your attention to a little article 

in last Saturday's Sydney Morning Herald.  This is on page 16, it's buried in 

the paper.  "Merger report trapped in existential dilemma".  What is this 40 

dilemma?  

 The two previous speakers have referred to this problem.  It is a problem of 

release of information garnered by the consulting firm KPMG.  It appears that 



 25 

of the 28 areas of inquiry which they made on behalf of the State 

Government, only three have been so far released for public consumption.  

So what's happened to the other 25? Several members of State Parliament 

have applied under the Freedom of Information Act to try and get the other 

ones release and they have failed.  So what we are doing in this region is 5 

considering a set of proposals for mergers and band readjustments which are 

apparently only based on possibly one-tenth of the researched information.   

 Apparently a request was made to release the other 25 pieces of information 

and the reply came back from KPMG that they were considered to be their 

company's private property.   10 

Facilitator: ****, your time is up. 

Speaker 19: Up $400,000, or whatever it was, to be told you can't have it?  

Facilitator: We might take a 10-minute break at this point, and we'll re-convene here at 

20 minutes to 11. 

[BREAK] 15 

Facilitator: Ladies and gentlemen, if you could take your seats, please.  Please be 

seated.  Our next speaker is Mr ****. 

Speaker 20: Ladies and gentlemen, I apologise for my attire, but a hose blew and I had to 

fix it.  Mr **** is my name.  Any of you who don't me, you should.  Nineteen 

years as a Councillor, eight on Palerang, the last three as Mayor.  I'm a fan of 20 

Local Government, I'm a fan of Palerang, and particularly the general 

manager.  Financial advantages or disadvantages of the populated to 

residents and rate payers of the areas concerned.  The rest of it is just 

government hyperbole.  It's the first one that counts.   

 Without a doubt under any criterion that you might consider, Palerang leaves 25 

its neighbours for dead.  Whether it be IT, bridges in particular.  When the 

Black Creek Bridge is built, gentlemen, Palerang will have no bridges that 

have weight limits on them at all, except Charlie Ong with a 50 is tonne limit.  

I'd like to know how many Goulburn have got, but I estimate ten.  You can tell 

me if you like.  Five? Three? Ten? Twenty? We're going to have to pay for 30 

them.  Financial advantage to who?  

 Rural open road maintenance.  Palerang had three rate raises in the 

naughties.  One for gravelling, one for grading and one for reseals.  They are 

funded to the tune, every year now, of about 550 to 600,000 each.  That is 

why our rural local roads are maintained as well as they are.   35 

 I would ask you on those two factors is there one other rural shire anywhere in 

New South Wales that has no bridges with weight limits on them and has a 

fully-funded rate rise only for rural local roads.   

 Go to transfer stations.  Palerang has spent in the order of 8 million on 

transfer stations, three of them, state-of-the-art.  To the best of my knowledge, 40 
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Goulburn or Queanbeyan have none.  What's really interesting about this is 

that the people of Braidwood have been paying into that fund, which is a 

35-year loan, for about ten years.   

 Now, Braidwood waste transfer station is not yet built, but we have been 

paying in as the one fund for all those years, and at amalgamation to go to 5 

Goulburn say - how on earth is Braidwood going to get its waste transfer 

station.  How on earth are you going to account for the money that Braidwood 

has already paid into that fund? Your answer would be, I think, we will not 

merge the funds.  Why merge the Council? That's the same with any of the 

funds.  How are you going to merge the rates? Do you know anything about 10 

rates?  

 It is a certainty, a complete certainty that the family farms in Tallanganda, in 

Yarralumla, will take a hefty increase in their rates to merge with Goulburn.  

There is no doubt about that because Goulburn has a 30 percent base rate; 

we have a 49 percent base rate.  It's not hard to work out who's going to be 15 

advantaged and who's going to be disadvantaged.   

 Goulburn should have had, like us, a high base rate, particularly on farmland 

a long time ago because what is happening - Goulburn has three minimum 

rates, categories.  Honestly, gentlemen, they went out with the blades.  They 

were a political hot potato.  You can change them at will every year, and 20 

people do.  Why not just have a simple base rate, the same as what we've 

got, but to marry the rates with Goulburn, anyone that's had a look at it, it is, I 

would say, impossible.   

 When Tallanganda joined Yarralumla to get Yarralumla out of its trouble, 

endless trouble, it was years before we knew how bad it was.  It'll be years 25 

before we know how bad Goulburn is.  Even if they're good, even if they're 

good, as good as us, why should we pay into the Goulburn Tourist Information 

Centre.  The Goulburn so-called regional art gallery.  Why should we put 

money into your coming Performing Arts Centre at a cost of 4 million.  Angus 

Taylor running off at the mouth - how much? 8 million.  And Angus Taylor is 30 

running off at the mouth on the radio that he's put 1 million in, and Jeff is 

proud of it and we've got to pick up the rest.  You talk about financial 

advantages and disadvantages.  Show me one advantage, one anywhere for 

Palerang.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Our next speaker is ****. 35 

Speaker 21: I'm Mr ****.  I am a Councillor of Palerang.  I'm also treasurer of the Wamboin 

Community Association; however, my presence here is as a rate payer of 

Palerang.  I'm not as entertaining as Walter and I'm sorry.   

 The problem happens to start with this proposal right in the first sentence 

where the Minister turns around and says: "Four years extensive 40 

consultation." You've heard earlier today there wasn't any community 

consultation.  Sure they came to Councils and they told us what to do and 

said we want to see you get your Council back together.  When we did, they 
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didn't like that, so they changed the goal posts.  In fact, I'm not even quite 

sure we're actually playing the same game.  They just changed it completely.   

 As you've heard before, when we turned around and mentioned splits and 

boundary amalgamations.  No.  You can only consider whole Council 

mergers.  But what did we finish with? A split.   5 

 The Minister's foreword mentions research and recommendations from IPART 

and the Independent Review Committee.  Both of those bodies that the whole 

of Palerang should go to the whole of Queanbeyan.  No mention of Goulburn.  

No mention of splits.   

 Much has been made of the independent analysis by KPMG; however, you've 10 

heard that you can't find out what that means.  Nobody knows what it means, 

and to be quite honest, when they turn around and say that, it says that this is 

cabinet in confidence.  What it means is, nobody has got any confidence in it 

at all and that's the problem.  And when you look through it, the State 

Government says that we're going to benefit by $22 million out of this 15 

boundary adjustment.  Five million to get it going, but if we spend more than 

five, well, somebody has got to pick it up and you can bet it won't be the State 

Government.  $10 million to head-start investment in relation to infrastructure, 

but nobody says whether that's a loan, whether we had have to repay it or not 

and where does it go? There's no detail.   20 

 The next thing: $7 million net savings over 20 years, but the bottom line 

underneath it says, "800,000 every year from 2020." My short calculation says 

that's 12.4 million and 16 million over 20 years.  What happened to the rest of 

it? 10 million seems to have disappeared.  Does that mean we're repaying the 

money.  So that's part of the problem.   25 

 When you look at it, all of the documents that have been released in relation 

to this merger are just fancy window dressing.  There's no substance, no 

guarantees anywhere.   

 Let's have a look at the financial split that we're talking about.  When you look 

at it, KPMG says that they will split the operating revenue in relation to it, and 30 

expenditure, in relation to the per capita base.  That means the new entity is 

going to get two-fifteenths of the Palerang Council's current budget.  

Underneath it says: "The asset backing and the infrastructure backlogs will be 

split according to rateable cases.  In other words, they're going to give you 28 

percent.  They're going to give you 28 percent of the land, but only give you 35 

13 percent of the money to look after it.  No savings there.   

 So when you look at it, none of this stacks up in relation to funding.  There are 

a lot more and I could go on about it, but the problem happens to be time.  So 

I'll just go about enhanced service delivery.  They mentioned staffing.  When 

you look at it, 16 to 18 people will be transferred to the new entity, but the 40 

Government says, that's okay, we're going to put an extra 19 people in front 

services.  Where are they going to get it from? Because it says there's no net 
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increase or net decrease in staff.  With our money again - just all over the 

place.   

 Scale and capacity.  We've heard about the roads.  You've heard about how 

Palerang has the RMS contracts.  If you split it, that means you're going to 

split the workforce and you're going to split the advantages that we get out of 5 

that.  In closing, I note the elected representatives of the rate payers.  That is 

the Goulburn Mulwaree Council and the Palerang Council have preferred 

positions following the recommendations from their constituents that there is a 

standalone position and that no boundary could be taken place.  I call on you 

to support those elected representatives and recommend to the Minister that 10 

this not proceed.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Our next speaker is ****.  

Speaker 22: I'm ****.  I live in Braidwood and I have done for the past 19 years.  I have a 

doctorate and economics, economic history.  Before coming to Braidwood I 

was, for seven years, at ANU as a visit and research fellow and four years as 15 

head - one holds the residence.  But before that, I did consultancy work on 

economic and social development mainly in south-east Asia for international 

agencies such as the UN.  I go through all of that to suggest that I am no 

stranger to financial modelling and that I can find out information; and I have 

to say, as so many others have, that the information available to the ordinary 20 

public on this proposal is perfectly disgraceful in its minimalism.   

 Even so, even from the praecipe about the KPMG Report, it is possible to 

grasp, as, again, so many have said, that in terms of economic benefit it's not 

there.  In fact, the only economic principle that so many governments seem to 

have grasped is economies of scale and they so rarely work unless referring 25 

to things like fleets of company cars maybe, but certainly not areas which 

include human beings.   

 Therefore, I endorse all the earlier comments about this is a dog's breakfast 

when it comes to finances, and I endorse all earlier comments about none of it 

means any good to we, and if push come to shove we have to perhaps go to 30 

Goulburn but that is essentially provisional on having the whole of the 

community of interest, boundaries included, that means Koonawarra, 

Goulburn taking out this stupid line down the middle of Majors Creek and 

Araluen.  All of that.   

 So for my final minutes I will highlight one of these factors which particularly 35 

concern me.  The attitude of the residents and rate payers of the areas 

concerned because although this is a very heartening turnout, the prevailing 

attitude is that the proposals are a done deal and there's little, if any, chance 

of any change and no point in commenting and that causes me grave concern 

and should concern anybody who has lived in democracy, accountability, 40 

transparency and particularly the accountability of elected representatives, 

even State Premiers.   
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 It's quite an understandable attitude, given this dog's breakfast.  As Bill put it, 

rocks in the head, where they were drawing lines with their texters, and so 

there's little things like people's cognitive maps make community of interest, 

and as somebody over there said, there's no substitute for good old talking 

with people, and that has not taken place.   5 

Mr Rayner, I propose that this is a profoundly anti- democratic proposal.  It will not benefit 

any of the residents, rate payers or Palerang, and that the impact will be 

extremely negative.   

 Therefore, under the final dot point, under any other, maybe in your report you 

could recommend the abolition of State Government and the possible 10 

considerable savings that would occur.   

Facilitator: Thank you.  Our next speaker is Councillor ****.   

Speaker 23:  If I look a little surprised it's because the number on here says 26, but I think 

you're working off 23.  So thanks for that.   

 My name is Mr ****.  I'm a resident of Captains Flat.  Captains Flat on the map 15 

is over there.  On the map of the proposal it shows a railway station.  It's been 

closed for 50 years, so I'll come back to that theme a little later on, I think.  I'm 

also a Councillor on Palerang Council, as you mentioned, but I'm here today 

to speak on behalf of the Braidwood Greens, so the Braidwood branch of the 

New South Wales greens, Australian greens.  So I'm not speaking for 20 

Palerang Council, nor for myself.   

 I won't need the 10 minutes.  I have deferred on that.  The Braidwood group 

of the Australian Greens has members mainly living in the Palerang Local 

Government area, and it will submit a more detailed submission prior to the 

20th of February, so this is a high-level presentation.   25 

 The primary concern of the Braidwood Greens is the reduction in local 

representation, which is inevitable in the merger of Councils.  It's even more 

pronounced when rural areas are combined with Council centred around a 

single large urban centre for the majority for the population lives.  On average, 

urban residents will inevitably hold more seats on the Council, and it's 30 

accentuated even further when the Council has a directly elected Mayor, as in 

Queanbeyan and as could be imposed in Goulburn as a result of - if they 

changes go ahead.   

 As a directly elected Mayor, it adds further weight to the already 

disproportionate vote of urban residents, and wards cannot address this 35 

because they only cement the urban rural divide.   

 In the case of the New South Wales Government proposal being addressed 

today, a small proportion of the population of the Palerang Council area is 

proposed to be appended to the much larger Goulburn Mulwaree Council, 

where the vast majority of the population lives in the Goulburn urban area.  40 

Some of the parks of Palerang propose to be transferred to Goulburn 

Mulwaree are quite distant, both physically and social from Goulburn City, and 
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you'll hear a lot, and I've heard a lot about the Government's proposed 

boundaries, which are frankly absurd.  In particular, in the areas of Majors 

Creek and Araluen, but parts of Palerang south of Majors Creek also have a 

greater affinity with Braidwood and even Goulburn than with Queanbeyan.   

 Resolving these boundary issues is not something that the Delegate 5 

assessing this proposal can do alone.  It would have to be done in conjunction 

with the Delegate assessing the Queanbeyan part Palerang proposal and the 

current process doesn't allow you to work together.   

 What these flawed boundaries clearly demonstrate is that they were drawn up 

by someone unfamiliar with the area, and that's, in turn, demonstrates that the 10 

community has not been involved in the development of this proposal.  You 

may also hear many times, and you have already, that until November 2015, 

Palerang and Queanbeyan Councils had been instructed repeatedly by the 

New South Wales Government that only a full merger of the two Councils 

would be considered.  Yet on the 18th of December, the New South Wales 15 

Government ignored its own advice and proposed the split of Palerang.   

 Local Government reform is certainly needed, but this is not reform.  It is 

change for the sake of change.  Tinkering at the edges, quite literally tinkering 

with boundaries.  Other recommendations of the Independent Local 

Government Review, if implemented, may negate the need for boundary 20 

changes.  They would assist Councils in become more effective and efficient.  

A win-win for communities, more effective and efficient Councils while 

retaining local democracy.  The New South Wales government's agenda of 

scale and capacity is simply a mantra of bigger is better.  It doesn't stand up 

to objective scrutiny.   25 

 So the Braidwood Greens oppose the New South Wales Government's 

proposal for the formation of a new Local Government area comprising 

Goulburn Mulwaree Council and part of Palerang as shown in the map behind 

me.  The Braidwood Greens also equally oppose the New South Wales 

Government's proposal for the formation of a new Local Government area 30 

comprising Queanbeyan City Council and the majority of the Palerang Council 

area and also oppose the full merger of Queanbeyan City Council and 

Palerang as proposed by Palerang Council for all of the same reasons.   

 So, Mr Rayner, I wish you well with your task of assessing the 

New South Wales Government's proposal and I don't envy you.  Thank you.   35 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Our next speaker is ****.   

Speaker 24:  Thank you, Mr Rayner, for the opportunity to come here today and give our 

thoughts to the Government.  ****.  I'm a Palerang Councillor.  I'm not 

speaking on behalf of Palerang Council, I'm just speaking on behalf of myself.  

I came to the region about ten years ago, so it was just after the 40 

amalgamation anyway, so I don't have a great feel for the underlying current 

of discontent that I have just discovered has been festering all that time in the 

Tallanganda loyalists, and so I have been surprised, I'll admit, at the speed at 
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which the people of the old Tallanganda region, now having seen the chance 

of being released from their forced marriage with Yarralumla, racing around to 

Goulburn with a bunch of flowers saying, "Okay.  You can have us."  

 What I dislike most about this process is that I take my responsibility as a 

Councillor quite seriously, and I've always thought of myself as a Palerang 5 

Councillor who represents the Braidwood region, not as a Braidwood 

Councillor.  But, nevertheless, in all of our Council, we put a lot of work into 

deliberations.  Everything that we do is carefully deliberated.  We study our 

business practice.  We do the best that we can for the shire and we do the 

best we can to undertake a responsible governance of this area, and it's really 10 

galling to be told by the State Government, who it is obvious to everybody has 

done a really superficial job of coming up with this proposal - that I urge you to 

reject this proposal - to split Palerang along a ridiculous boundary that 

pleases nobody.   

 In fact, the community of Braidwood has been united in its opposition to that 15 

particular split, not united in it - what it wants as a result of that, but united in a 

split, and I would put to you that of all the community organisations that we 

have in that area, that are quite active, and there's lots of them, the CWA, the 

men's shed, the fire brigade, the guarding club.  I mean, there's heaps of 

clubs, and not one of them was ever canvassed about their opinions, about 20 

splitting up this region along that line.  Nothing.  And for the Government to 

just blandly say, "We don't care about the work that you've done.  We don't 

care about what you built for the last ten years.  We're just going to wreck it 

all." And the reason we're going to wreck it is because we've got a KPMG 

report.  How was that made? I'm sorry, we can't tell you that.  That's private 25 

and confident information.  Even though you paid for it, you can't get to hear 

about it.   

 We have never in our Council produced a rural land study or produced an 

LEP or something and if somebody has come to us and said, "Why did you 

say?" "I can't tell you that, sorry.  That was secret information about how we 30 

put that together." So it's absolutely absurd that we should have to cop the 

State Government telling us what we should do in this region along a line that 

nobody agrees with, based on figures that nobody has any understanding of 

and the Government won't say how they were produced.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Thank you.  Our next speaker is ****. 35 

Speaker 25: ****.  I live at Jembaicumbene, and I have been on Council and I understand 

how Councils work.  In particular, I understand how the adjoining Councils 

work.   

 The New South Wales Government stated before the last election that there 

would be no enforced amalgamations because they knew it wouldn't be a vote 40 

winner.  Now they are offering bribes to Councils to merge and have lost most 

of my support.  They are now offering a bribe to Councils to do what they want 

to do, and I say shame on them for doing that.  Even though local member, 

John Barilaro, would not support Palerang's desire to stay alone.  In fact, that 
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the whole idea of amalgamations will destroy small country towns.  It doesn't 

seem to matter with local shires employing up to 50 staff.  That would go if we 

amalgamated.  In fact, it's half-time already, I suppose.   

 The State Government should be assisting Local Government rather than 

making is more difficult by imposing more regulation, cutting back on road 5 

fund and including rate pegging.  It has long been known for years that 

inflation is higher in Local Government than it is in the allowed increase in 

rate, and so that has a detrimental effect on Councils to live with that.   

 Size is not a factor in my view, and, in fact, Gunning Shire was one of the 

smallest shires in the State and it was well-managed and it didn't get into any 10 

financial trouble and it provided all the services.   

 Tallanganda was debt-free for its last four years in office, and it wasn't a big 

shire.  Even so, both those Councils was swallowed up for no good reason.  

Much bigger shires can get into financial trouble.  Where does all this fit in 

with a policy of de-centralisation, or doesn't the Government have a policy of 15 

de-centralisation?  

 The 2004 amalgamations was supposed to save money and give better 

services.  It did neither and was a failure.  The local shire did it gets they could 

under difficult imposed conditions and I think they've turned the corner now in 

this - the adjoining shires in Mulwaree or Goulburn, Queanbeyan and 20 

Eurobodalla have at one time or another said they didn't want any part of 

Palerang, so it's not hard to see or imagine what sort of services we would get 

if we joined any of those local shires.   

 My opinion is we should say as we are, and I see no benefit, whatever, joining 

within the other shires and I think we could provide all the services necessary 25 

with the general manager and the staff we have.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Our final registered speaker is a Goulburn Mulwaree Councillor and Mayor 

Geoff Kettle; and when Mayor Kettle finishes, we'll have some time available if 

there is anybody else who hasn't registered but would like to speak. 

Geoff: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.  Good morning, Mr Rayner.  For those 30 

of you whom I have not met, I'm Geoff Kettle.  I'm currently the Mayor of 

Goulburn Mulwaree.  Thank you for the opportunity of presenting you today 

on the ministered proposal to merge Goulburn Mulwaree Council with the 

northern-eastern part of Palerang via a boundary adjustment.  At this time 

Goulburn Mulwaree Council does not have an official position on this 35 

boundary adjustment, but we will determine that on 28 February in time to put 

a formal submission on the Minister's proposal to you by 28 February; 

however, it is safe to say that this proposal does not create a fit for the future 

Goulburn-based Local Government area.   

 Before I comment on the ministered proposal, I wish to make it clear that 40 

Goulburn Mulwaree Council has vigorously supported the State Government's 

Local Government reform proposals; however, we strongly believe that the 

proposals announced on the 6th of January severely diluted what we believed 
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was going to be an exciting, robust and community-focused solution for the 

reform of our industry.  I wonder if politics got to the road.   

 This Council, my Council, resolved in 2015, November, that we stand alone; 

however, if that was not to be, then our merger proposals were a merger with 

the Yass Valley and Upper Lachlan Shire Councils or a merger with the Yass 5 

Valley, Upper Lachlan and all of Palerang Councils.  We were, at the time of 

making that submission, as per the State Government's requirement for only 

whole-for-whole mergers and not boundary adjustment, confident that the 

State Government was going to introduce much needed reforms that would 

have provided a once in a generation opportunity for Local Government to 10 

enter into the 21st century.  Not so.   

 The Government changed the rules and introduced a boundary adjustment.  A 

180 degree change in the original edict of whole-for-whole mergers.   

 The Local Government, ladies and gentlemen, is in desperate need for 

reform.  Reducing the current number of Councils from 152 to 112 is not true 15 

Local Government reform, and there's still too many to be able to 

professionally and efficiently deliver services to our communities.  The 

destination 2036 conference held in Dubbo in 2010 and the subsequent 

independent Local Government review panel's recommendations stated 

amalgamations were only one of some 60 recommendations for reform.   20 

 Throughout the Local Government reform process, we have always stated 

that some Councils have an internal-looking focus and it failed to what would 

be best for their communities that they serve.  That should have been our 

industry's principal focus.  Under the informal announcements of the new 

proposals we thought that that was going to be the Government's focus as 25 

well, but obviously we were wrong.   

 The Minister's proposal that we are now asked to comment on failed in every 

respect to meet the criteria of being fit for the future and will not deliver a 

better Local Government to the new proposed larger Council.  Even though I 

have stated that my Council is yet to formally meet and determine its position 30 

on this boundary adjustment, it has informally, through a Council workshop 

last week, rejected the Minister's proposal for a wide variety of reasons, but 

principally because the proposal does not meet any standards of fit for the 

future reforms and certainly has absolutely no benefit to Goulburn Mulwaree 

residents and rate payers.   35 

 We understand that the petition of Palerang in the Minister's proposal was 

drafted under consultation with another Council area.  It is extremely 

disappointing that the State Government, after the strong support we have 

given them, did not consultant with Goulburn Mulwaree at all on any of the 

opinion that the proposal heavily faces that other Local Government area, 40 

which is Queanbeyan, at the expense of Goulburn.  It has absolutely been 

designed on a Council solution and not a community solution.   
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 It will, therefore, come as no surprise to you, Goulburn Mulwaree residents 

and the Goulburn Mulwaree Council, that Queanbeyan significantly benefits 

from this partitioning.  Queanbeyan receives all of the growth areas.  They 

receive all of the high rate areas and the determined boundaries which have 

no relation at all to common sense boundary adjustment, let alone strong 5 

communities of interest.   

 For a State Government in all its rhetoric has talked about scale and capacity 

and the importance of Councils meeting the scale and capacity criteria.  

Although under the IPART findings [indecipherable] only met five of the seven 

financial criteria to become fit for the future.  We certainly met the criteria of 10 

scale and capacity.   

 We as a Council a firmly of the opinion that if the Minister's proposal is 

endorsed by State Government, then not only will it be made financially 

unsustainable, but also we cannot in any shape or form see that it will retain 

the scale and capacity.  The Minister's proposal is wrong, whichever way we 15 

look at it, and it has no opportunity of creating a fit for the future entity that will 

neat the State Government's vision of creating better and more efficient 

services to communities we serve.   

 I'll now explain the reasons why my Council has informally rejected the 

Minister's proposal.  Financial.  The area in the Minister's proposal that will 20 

come to the Goulburn based Council generates 1.59 million in the general 

rate.  These figures have been supplied by Palerang.  Surprise.  Surprise.  

The area of Palerang proposing to Queanbeyan will have a general rate 

income of nearly 7 million.  As you will see from the facts that I will state later, 

the rate payers in the current Goulburn Mulwaree Council will be required to 25 

cross-subsidise the area of Palerang in the Minister's proposal to a value of in 

excess of $1 million.  That is before we unlock the doors, drive a grader out 

the gate, cut any grass, pick up any garbage or pay for fuel.   

 In the boundary adjustment dated January '16, it is stated that there will be 

around $800,000 net savings every year from 2020 onwards.  I ask you the 30 

question: how the new Council will save 800,000 from day 1 we could be over 

a million short in salaries.  It is rather insulting that the KPMG financial 

modelling that is not available publicly, and I understand, you know, not 

available to you, to allow us to work out how these savings are justified when 

there is such a shortfall in income.   35 

 As a Council, we are aware that there are other income streams that would 

off-set this shortfall in rates, and that includes financial assistance grants; but 

the distribution of FAGS will be insufficient to allow the new Council not only 

to off-set the shortfall in wage costs and also to do work on the ground for the 

rate payer without cross-subsidisation from the current Goulburn Mulwaree 40 

rate payers.   

 We are also aware that Palerang has substantial income from RMS contracts, 

on the Braidwood Road and the Kings Highway; however, there is absolutely 

no guarantee that the RMS single invitation contracts would come to the 
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Goulburn-based Council, or indeed be left with Local Government at all.  If the 

Goulburn-based Council does not obtain any work for the RMS contracts, 

then not only is it left with all the staff based in Braidwood that work on those 

contracts, we'll have little or no work for them to do.   

 Staff issues.  It can be logically assumed that the staff that are now part of 5 

Palerang Council will remain in their current work locations.  There are 47.3 

full-time equivalent staff in Braidwood and Neringla.  There total wage bill for 

these staff is 3.52 million, excluding overheads and on-costs.  As you can see 

from the financial information previously stated, we only receive 1.95 in rates, 

and our wage bill alone will be around 3.5 million.   10 

 From our understanding, two of the staff are clearly in water and waste water 

and thus would be funded from separate charges.  Other staff used for VRMS, 

single invitation contract.  It is clearly evident that the Goulburn-based Council 

will be given all of the staff employed by the former Tallanganda Council, but 

less than half of the rateable area of the former Council.  I ask you ask that fit 15 

for the future.   

 As you will be aware the Local Government Act, section 218C(a) dictates that 

any staff reductions to make Councils more efficient and cost-effective can 

only occur in the larger Council area because Braidwood is defined as a rural 

centre, under 5,000 in population, all staff number reductions could only occur 20 

in Goulburn.  This totally flies in the face of the best person for the job and 

equal opportunity principles.  If we are going to truly reform Local 

Government, particularly with the proposal that the Minister has indicated, 

then section 218C(a) of the Local Government Act 1993 needs to be 

amended immediately to ensure that there are equity across the organisation 25 

that ensures all staff are treated in a professional and non-discriminatory 

manner.   

 The way the Act in the proposal is written is that all former Tallanganda 

Council workers that are employed by the Palerang Council, as well as those 

new staff employed by Palerang now based in Braidwood have priority rates 30 

over all other staff in the proposed new Council.  How is that fair to Goulburn 

Mulwaree.  Is this truly Local Government reform to produce the outcomes the 

State Government wants? I say no.  It's legislative dictatorship, and does not 

lead to fit for the future Local Government.   

 Community of interests.  I, in company with my Deputy Mayor, attended a 35 

community meeting recently in Araluen on the proposed split of the Palerang 

Council.  The Araluen community is mixed on their preference of Local 

Government area in which to be located, but they are adamant that the 

Araluen Valley should not be split.  The Minister's proposal splits the Araluen 

Valley in half, and the community is concerned that future Council services 40 

provided will be in effectively managed and have no consistency because 

they will be managed by two Council.  This also applies to Majors Creek, 

where the line has been drawn along the creek which splits the town in half.   



 36 

 The proposed petitioning of Palerang is based on the location of the 

Shoalhaven River.  This means that the communities and valleys are split 

because the river runs through the lowest point of the valley.  If we are to 

retain sensible boundaries for communities of interest, we are best to put 

those boundaries on ridge lines or escarpments, not through the middle of 5 

valleys where the communities of interest are the strongest.  The Shoalhaven 

River is not that large that the prevents neighbours on either side of the river 

to have significant dealings, both business and socially, with each other.  The 

Minister's proposal divides a number of those communities.   

 Connectivity.  There is no logic in terms of road infrastructure and connectivity 10 

in the Minister's proposal.  The main road link between Goulburn and 

Braidwood and via Tarago down the Kings Highway and on to Braidwood.  

The travel to Braidwood from Goulburn or vice versa, Council staff, and 

indeed residents, will need to travel through the Queanbeyan-based Council 

to get there.  There, of course, an alternative which is via Neringla over gravel 15 

roads and at least 35 minutes in additional travel time.   

 Majors Creek has a circle put around it, and it has not been included in the 

proposed area to be merged with Goulburn Mulwaree.  In fact, the line runs 

along a creek line in the middle of a village.  For the Queanbeyan-based 

Council that visits Majors Creek on the most direct and efficient route, they will 20 

need to travel through the Goulburn-based Council via Braidwood and a 

further 26 kilometres of Goulburn-based roads.   

 For the Currawang south community to access Queanbeyan-based Council 

they will need to travel through the Goulburn-based Council to get to their 

Council office or receive direct services from the Queanbeyan-based staff.  As 25 

you can see from the above, there's no logic in the boundaries for road 

connectivity.   

 Community opinion.  My Council has recently conducted a robust 

comprehensive community-based survey.  Some 2,235 residents were 

surveyed with 1,024 telephone poles to Goulburn, 551 telephone calls to 30 

Palerang residents, 261 responding to an online survey and 407 responding 

face-to-face.  The face-to-face survey was conducted in Araluen, Majors 

Creek, Braidwood, Goulburn and Marulan.  Their responses were as follows: 

Goulburn-based residents: 29.9 percent supported the proposal, 46.1 percent 

opposed the proposal with 24 percent undecided; Palerang-based residents: 35 

36.9 percent supported the proposal, 41.3 percent opposed the proposal and 

21.8 undecided.   

 As you can read from these figures, the majority of the Palerang community 

oppose the Minister's proposal, and as you would be aware under section 

263(3) of the Local Government Act 1993, clearly requires you to address the 40 

attitude of the residents and rate payers.   

 In summary, Goulburn Mulwaree Council totally rejects the Minister's proposal 

because it does not produce a fit for the future Council.  Goulburn Mulwaree 
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residents will be required to provide significant cross-subsidisation for basic 

operations issues for the area proposed by the Minister.   

 At a workshop of Council last week, my general manager presented to 

Council an overview of his recommended budget for 2016/17 and the 

following three years.  That budget indicates there will be a .4 percent 5 

reduction.  Yes, ladies and gentlemen, I said a .4 percent reduction in our 

overall rates and charges to residential rate payers in Goulburn.  A .95 

increase in business rates, and only a 2.2 increase in the farmland rate.  This 

is because our financial position in circumstances for water, waste water and 

domestic waste collection are very healthy and sustainable.   10 

 We're in the process of constructing a new $40 million wastewater treatment 

plant.  We'll pay cash for this plant with no borrowings whatsoever, and then 

we're told we're not fit for the future.  Further, we are then given part of 

Palerang that will have a devastating impact on our Council's future financial 

sustainability.   15 

 As you're aware, the State Government is offering some golden carrots in 

their proposals.  One being a $10 million cash grant for any community 

infrastructure.  If the Minister's proposal proceeds, my general manager has 

advised me that he'll be recommending to the new Council that it would be 

economically prudent for that $10 million to be spent in subsidising the 20 

operational costs of bringing the Minister's proposal part of Palerang into the 

Goulburn-based Council.   

 I now wish to briefly address the conclusion on page 15 of the merger 

proposal.  $22 million financial benefits.  We strongly believe that there are 

considerable savings with better constituted Local Government mergers, but 25 

not this one.  The cross-subsidisation, as discussed earlier, will eliminate all 

abilities of the new Council to ever create financial benefits.   

 State Government funding.  This will not be a head start to the new Council 

because we will need to spend the $10 million on subsidising operational 

costs because the income is not available.   30 

 Infrastructure backlog.  This boundary adjustment will not allow the new 

Council to address the infrastructure backlog because we will be so far behind 

the eight ball funding operational costs.   

 Rate increases.  Although the Government direction is for no rate increases 

for four years, the new Council will not be financially sustainable unless able 35 

to apply for a rate variation.   

 Communities of interest.  The Minister's proposal will divide communities that 

has made community cohesiveness impossible with the dividing communities 

in half.   

 Mr Rayner, we urge you strongly to recommend to the Minister this proposal 40 

not proceed.  We understand that you have authority issued to you by the 

Chief Executive of the office of Local Government to recommend variations to 
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the Minister's proposal.  We strongly urge that you recommend the Minister's 

proposal.   

 The Goulburn Mulwaree Council has met in a Council workshop last Thursday 

the 4th of February.  Albeit it was a workshop and not a meeting, so decisions 

could not be made, every Councillor at that workshop was adamant that we 5 

wish to vehemently oppose the Minister's proposal.  The reasons set out in 

this presentation to you should be sufficient for you as the Delegate to 

recommend to the Minister that his proposal is not sustainable, nor will it 

create a fit for the future Council.   

 It will never be able to raise sufficient income to meet basic expenditure needs 10 

such as wages.  Goulburn Mulwaree Council currently meets the State 

Government's criteria for scale and capacity.  If we add that part of Palerang 

contained in the Minister's to the Goulburn Mulwaree area, then the scale and 

capacity and true financial capability will be jeopardised for at least the next 

generation.  Is that fair to Goulburn Mulwaree? We will elaborate on this 15 

further in our formal submission that will be presented to you prior to the 28th 

of February.   

 My Councillors have given me the direction that the only option is to reject the 

Minister's proposal and that Goulburn Mulwaree stand alone.  The State 

Government and its proposals announced on the 6th of January have left 20 

Councils like Upper Lachlan and Yass Valley as standalone entities, even 

though they failed to meet scale and capacity.   

 Goulburn Mulwaree Council, at a very conservative opinion, would at least be 

in the same financial position as them, but I would strongly advocate that our 

ability to go into the future on a standalone position will be much stronger than 25 

either of those Council entities.  We have the population.  We have the rate 

base.  We have the passion and vision to serve our community for many 

generations into the future and to deliver high-quality services.   

 Although our fit for the future submission flagged a rate rise of 4.8 percent 

over each of the next 10 years, recent financial analysis indicates that this is 30 

unnecessary, and we can do all of the above over the next 30 years without a 

special rate variation.  Can our neighbours achieve this? I suggest no.   

 As I have stated in this presentation, Goulburn Mulwaree Council has always 

been a strong advocate for Local Government reform, as long as it is true 

reform that benefit communities and not the inward-focused machinations of 35 

many Mayors, Councillors and senior staff.  The Minister's proposal does not 

meet be reason person's definition to be become fit for the future; however, if 

the State Government, and in your recommendations believe that some form 

of boundary adjustment in this area is required, then we ask that you consider 

either a lot less of Palerang than the Minister's or a lot more.   40 

 In the interests of being constructive, which this Council and I have always 

been, we would recommend to you that you would consider the following two 

ideas: the lesser would be to include the Nerriga area and the South 
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Currawang/Lake George area.  This proposal would approximately see 600 

people become part of the Goulburn-based Council, and it would have a 

rateable income of 755,500.  If the staff located in this area came to the new 

Goulburn-base Council, then the wage bill would be less than $35,000.  This 

would continue the Goulburn-based Council as a very viable, visionary and 5 

prosperous Local Government entity.   

 The [indecipherable] idea would be to include all of the former Tallanganda 

Shire Council that is now part of the Palerang, plus the portion of the former 

Mulwaree Shire Council that went to Palerang to be part of the 

Goulburn-based Council.  This would add 3,500 to the population of the 10 

Goulburn-based Council and we estimate that a rate income would be of 

around 3.2 million, and the Goulburn-based Council would assimilate all of the 

Braidwood staff at a cost of around 3.5 million.   

 In conclusion we state clearly to you that the Minister's proposal is flawed, 

unfair, unreasonable and will not create a fit for the future Council.  We 15 

request you, Mr Rayner, that you recommend to the Minister that this proposal 

is rejected, and that Goulburn Mulwaree remains the stand alone Local 

Government entity.  Thank you, John.  Thank you, ladies and gentlemen for 

listening to me.   

 On behalf of Council, I wish you well, John, in your deliberations.  The 20 

Goulburn Mulwaree Council's formal submission will be delivered to you prior 

to the 28th of February.  I also wish to reiterate to you that this Council will 

work closely and cooperatively with you to supply information, bounce ideas 

or give advice to achieve the best fit for the future community solution.  Good 

luck.   25 

Facilitator: Ladies and gentlemen, is there anybody else who hasn't spoken today, or 

who has not registered to speak this evening in Goulburn, that would like an 

opportunity to present to Mr Rayner?  

Speaker 27:  Hello.  I wasn't going to speak, but since there is time.  My name is ****.  I'm 

the editor of the Braidwood Times, and also I have another hat as the 30 

President of Braidwood Villages Tourism.   

 From a paper perspective, I'd just like to say I'm probably one of the few 

people in this room that's been to nearly all of the Palerang Council meetings 

since it was started, and so I've been attending for about 11 years and I would 

like to say that things are done quite differently now.  I haven't always been a 35 

cheer squad for everything that the Council has done, but they are far more 

organised.  It's a much leaner operation.  There are a lot of things that - the 

current Council, I think, is probably the best Council, as far as the Councillors 

go, even though we only have one from over this side.  I think most of the 

Councillors actually do try and represent the whole Council area.   40 

 I can't see that if Council is merge with another that that's going to happen.  I 

think it will only marginalise this area.  Also, when it comes to things like our 

planning documents, we've spent a good - nearly 20 years, I think, getting our 
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new LEP done.  It's been a very long process; it's actually just happened.  The 

thought of having to go through all of that again, and the cost - I mean, we've 

never really had a cost as to how much that LEP really did cost the rate 

payers, but to start that again? I mean, it just seems completely outrageous.   

 From a tourism perspective, Palerang really isn't big enough, hasn't got the 5 

capacity to really help a lot financially, and it's really all done by volunteers; 

however, our community, and it has been mentioned before, but from a 

tourism perspective, it's really capital to the coast, and I think if you were 

really going to consider a merger on that, for Braidwood, tourism really is a big 

part of our future, I would suggest that the Queanbeyan, Palerang, 10 

Eurobodalla giant merger would be the best thing for us.  Then we would have 

some clout and a little bit of scale to actually get a lot of businesses helped in 

this area.  That's all.  Thank you.   

Facilitator: Any other speakers today? Okay.  Then I will had the microphone over to Mr 

Rayner. 15 

John:  Thanks, ****.  Can I firstly thank all of the speakers for their contributions this 

morning.  They've been excellent presentations, they've been sensible and 

they've certainly been of value to me in understanding the communities' and 

the Councils' thoughts on the Minister's proposal.  So thank you very much.   

 Also, thank you for the courtesies that you extended to each other during 20 

those presentations, and also the courtesies you've extended to me and to my 

staff.   

 I need to be here until 12 o'clock.  That's the advertised time for the hearing.  

We have given everyone an opportunity to make a presentation.  I'll have to 

adjourn now until a few minutes before 12, but in the meantime I'll just 25 

encourage you to make a formal submission by the 28th of February.  All of 

those submissions will be considered by me as part of my examination 

process, which will go on for another month after that time, and I certainly 

have taken on board the points made about the proposal and the other issues 

that do relate to staffing, to finance, to economies of scale, to all of those 30 

other things that have been mentioned today.  So I thank you very much for 

that.   

 So we now adjourn until approximately three minutes to 12.  Thank you very 

much.   

[BREAK]  35 

John: Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.  It has just gone on to 12 noon.  If there 

being no further speakers, I will formally close the session at 12 noon on the 

9th of February 2016.  Thank you for your attendance.   

END TRANSCRIPT  
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