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Council: Palerang 

Delegate: John Turner 

Venue: Palerang 

Date: 11 February 2016 

Time: 1pm 

 

Facilitator:  Good afternoon everybody.  My name is Kathy Jones, and my job today is 
to ensure that these proceedings run smoothly and efficiently and so that’s 
why we’re starting on the dot of 1:00 and we will finish on the dot of 4:00.  
So thank you very much, and if you haven’t signed in, if you could please 5 

do so at the back desk, and if you could also make sure if you’re registered 
to be a speaker, could you please make sure that you’re on the speaker’s 
register and that you have been given a number, and the number you 
should wear on your chest.  If during the proceedings today you think, 
‘Actually, you know what, I really would like to speak’, you can at any time 10 

go back to the back of the room and pick up a number and they will let me 
know that I should call that number. 

 Just a few housekeeping items before we start the formal process.  First of 
all, could I ask you all to please turn your mobile phones to silent.  Second, 
for those of you that haven’t been here before, the toilet facilities are out 15 

that door where you came in and to the left from my direction.  The 
emergency procedure is that this door here is our emergency exit, again to 
my left.  Please note that this inquiry will be sound recorded.  It’s very 
important for you to understand that, and if that changes your opinion 
about whether or not you want to speak, please consider that.  Could I also 20 

ask you as a matter of course, and I’m sure this would apply to you 
anyway, but please be respectful of each other and people in the audience 
at all times today.  We have a three hour session ahead of us so I ask that 
you don’t create disruption through the distribution of any kind of material.  
All written materials can be sent through to your delegate via your written 25 

submission. 

 The second thing I ask you to do is to move very quietly through the room.  
Obviously some of you may need to get up to go to the bathroom or get a 
glass of water or whatever, could you please do that very quietly because 
it’s very important that we continue to hear what the speakers are saying 30 

as the day progresses. 

 The third thing that I would really like to ask of you is would you please 
respect what people have to say and allow them to say it without comment.  
Plenty of time afterwards to talk about things but please allow them to talk 
without comment. 35 

 So now it gives me pleasure to introduce you to your delegate, Mr John 
Turner who will formally open today’s public inquiry session and talk you 
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through the public inquiry process.  Both of us have got big voices so we’re 
testing whether we need the microphone or not.  Do you want to give it a 
go? 

John: Good afternoon.  If you don’t feel you can hear at any stage, put your hand 
up please and let me know, and I’ll go over to the mike.  We need the 5 

mike.  Good afternoon.  As Kathy said, my name is John Turner.  The 
Acting Chief Executive of Office of Local Government has delegated me 
under section 218(F) of the Local Government Act to examine and report 
to the Minister on a proposal to merge Queanbeyan with part of Palerang 
Shire.  I’d like to formally welcome you to the meeting which is part of the 10 

examination process and reporting process into the merger proposals. 

 I begin by acknowledging the traditional custodians and their ancestors of 
the land on which this public inquiry takes place, and also pay my respect 
to the elders both past and present.  I also apologise for those who may 
have come Bungendore to Braidwood.  We hoped to hold the meeting 15 

actually in Bungendore which is part of the merger proposal that I’m 
looking at, but we were misinformed in relation to the venue size there and 
we are here.  So to those people who have made the trip from 
Bungendore, I thank you for taking the time to do that. 

 This public inquiry is being conducted in accordance with section 263 of 20 

the Local Government Act.  As mentioned, I’ve been appointed to conduct 
an examination of the proposal and provide a report to the Minister and the 
Boundaries Commission.  I’d like to stress that my role is an impartial role 
and I’m not, and I stress again, not an advocate for or against this 
proposal.  Sections 263(2A) and section 218F(2) of the Local Government 25 

Act require me to hold a public inquiry into the proposal.  The main 
purpose of the inquiry is to provide members of the public with an 
opportunity to provide their views on the proposal directly to me, which I’ll 
consider in an impartial manner.  As members of the public, you have been 
invited to attend today’s public inquiry and, should you choose, you may 30 

speak about the proposal under the examination. 

 More details about the examination and the reporting process can be found 
on the Council Boundary Review website but in summary, I will be required 
to conduct a public inquiry, call for written submissions and prepare a 
report on the proposal having due regard for the factors of section 263(3) 35 

of the Local Government Act.  That section requires that I consider in my 
report the following: the financial advantage of disadvantages of the 
proposal to the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned; the 
community of interest and geographic cohesion in the existing areas and 
any proposed new area; the existing historical and traditional values within 40 

the existing areas and the impact of change on them; the attitude of the 
residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned; the requirements of the 
area concerned in relation to elected representation for residents and 
ratepayers at the local level; the desirable and appropriate relationship 
between elected representatives and ratepayers and residents, and such 45 

others as considered relevant in relation to the past and future patterns of 
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elected representation of that area; I’m also required to consider the impact 
of the proposal on the ability of Councils to provide adequate and equitable 
and appropriate services and facilities, the impact of the proposal on the 
employment of staff of Council; the impact of the proposal on any rural 
communities in the resulting areas; should the proposal go ahead, I also 5 

have to look at the desirability or otherwise of dividing the resulting area or 
areas into wards; the need to ensure the opinion of each of the diverse 
communities of the resulting area or areas are effectively represented; and 
any other factors relevant to the provision of efficient and effective Local 
Government in the existing and proposed new areas. 10 

 As mentioned, at the conclusion of the examination process, I will prepare 
a report for the Minister and also provide a copy of that report to the 
Boundaries Commission.  The Boundaries Commission will review and 
comment on that report and provide these comments to the Minister for 
Local Government.  The Minister for Local Government will then consider 15 

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 modification. 

 To allow today’s proceedings to be conducted fairly and efficiently, the 
inquiry will be structured with a schedule of speakers and time limits on 20 

speakers, which Kathy will explain.  Our Facilitator today is Kathy Jones, 
who has introduced herself, and she will provide a more detailed rundown 
of today’s proceedings in a moment.  The other member of our team is 
Karen, who is my executive officer, and we have support staff at the back 
to assist us today. 25 

 Finally, my duty today is to listen to all submissions and consider them 
along with other material gathered throughout the course of the 
examination process in preparation of my final report.  I need to make it 
clear that I do not have the power to resolve any specific issues or identify 
solutions to any particular complaints that an individual or organisation may 30 

have about the proposal or the Local Government reform process today.  
I’m also required by law to look strictly at this proposal as it is contained in 
the proposal document.  I thank you for coming and taking your time today 
to speak on behalf of the community, and I look forward to hearing your 
submissions.  I’ll now pass it back to Kathy. 35 

Facilitator: Thanks John.  Just for the people down the back, there’s quite a few seats 
down the front here if late arrivals come.  So what’s going to happen as 
you’ve heard then from John is that this is quite a formal process.  It’s a 
public inquiry and as such we have to be complete by 4:00pm.  We 
currently have 21 registered speakers and each speaker, with the 40 

exception of Palerang Council Mayor is being given five minutes.  I will in 
the spirit of it being a formal process, I will say “one minute to go” when 
you are at four minutes, and then at five minutes, I’m going to say, “That’s 
the end, thank you very much.” I’ll ring the bell if you keep on going.  So 
I’m going to be a bit annoying, I’ve done a few of these, and I end up being 45 

quite annoying to everybody because what I have to do is keep driving the 
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speakers list forward.  So if I’m calling speaker number 9 and you’re 
speaker number 10 please get ready to come up to the podium. 

 This is specific directions for those of you that are going to speak.  So first 
of all, could you state your name and the Council area that you live in, 
whether that be Palerang or Queanbeyan.  Could you please note that we 5 

can only have one speaker per organisation.  So if you belong to an 
organisation that’s already spoken or is going to speak tonight, then you 
need to be speaking as a resident.  The other thing on that is this is an 
inquiry with two sessions, this is our first session 1:00 until 4:00 today, and 
then the second session is tonight in Queanbeyan at the Comfort Inn 10 

Airport International from 7:00 until 10:00.  We need to make sure that 
unregistered speakers, if you do9 feel that you would like to contribute to 
what’s been said today, at any time, as I said before, if you could move 
quietly and go back up to the table and register.  Another thing that you 
might think about if you are a speaker is that if your ideas have already 15 

been expressed and you feel that you don’t have anything more to add 
then consider not speaking.  We do have plenty of time today so that’s not 
something that we really have to focus on but if something has been 
already said and you think ‘maybe I’ve got something different that I’d like 
to add’ because it’s important that Mr Turner hears as many different views 20 

as possible. 

 What will happen at the end of the final speaker, I will call for – I think we’re 
down to number 23, is that right? I think so.  So when we get to the final 
speaker, I’ll ask if there’s anyone left and what has to happen is that the 
inquiry needs to stay open until four o’clock.  So if we’ve still got time 25 

between when the final speaker speaks and four o’clock, we’ll suggest that 
you might like to leave but not before Mr Turner does his concluding 
remarks.  Your delegate will probably have to do his concluding remarks a 
couple of times today, certainly maybe at about 3:30, would be my guess 
and possibly at 4:00 as well – or definitely at 4:00.  So when I call your 30 

number, if you could come up to the lectern here.  Because this is a public 
inquiry where you’re giving your views to Mr Turner, your delegate, you 
need to direct your comments and in that context, because we have heard 
that people like to have the microphone used, if you could speak directly 
into the microphone so that everybody in the room can hear you, that 35 

would be great.  If you could just make sure that you listen out for me to 
say “one minute to go” because that’s your four minutes.    

 So that being said, I’d like to start the inquiry’s presentation so I would like 
to call Councillor Harrison who is the Mayor of Palerang Council to the 
podium.  Now, the Councils each, Queanbeyan and Palerang both have 20 40 

minutes to do their presentation.  So they each have 20 minutes to do their 
presentation, and I’m going to be giving Councillor Harrison a warning at 
18 minutes, and then tonight Queanbeyan will be having 20 minutes as 
well.  So thank you very much.  When you’re ready. 

Pete: Thanks very much, Mr Turner for the opportunity to present Palerang 45 

Council’s comment on this proposal.  Given the time constraints of the 
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meeting, the following will simply be an overview of the written submission 
that will be lodged by Palerang Council in this regard.  I’d like to start by 
clearly stating that Palerang Council is opposed to the Minister’s proposal 
for boundary adjustment, and I’d like to spend the available time this 
afternoon, first of all addressing the high points to the list in the Minister’s 5 

foreword to this proposal.  The Minister begins by spruiking the benefits to 
the proposed boundary adjustment.  He calls it a merger but it’s not a 
merger at all, and this is the single greatest failure of this particular 
proposal because we’re not talking about combining two organisations 
perhaps taking the best elements of both to create a new entity.  We’re 10 

actually dismantling one entity and simply absorbing part of it into the other 
but nowhere in the proposal do we see any reference to the direct cost to 
the community or ongoing economic costs to dismantling Palerang.  Only 
the claimed benefits of expanding the Queanbeyan City Council’s 
boundary line. 15 

 So let’s start with a quick run through the claimed benefits and see how 
they actually stack up.  The first benefit we look at is the financial benefit 
which is claimed to be $35 million over 20 years.  If one reads it carefully, 
one 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 20 

Minister’s proposal gets the green light.  So let’s understand this.  The 
Minister is proposing to spend $15 million of residents’ tax money in their 
area to help make his proposal palatable.  But this isn’t the whole story in 
our case because the $15 million was committed to Councils that are 
merging.  Nothing has been said about what funding will be provided for 25 

Councils involved in a boundary adjustment.  Even so, it’s not even clear 
what strings might be attached to this funding.  The $5 million of course is 
associated with merger expenses and is it an open cheque? The 
commitment is merely to cover immediate merger expenses not to simply 
provide any funds to the benefit of the community as such.  There are no 30 

other benefits in this proposal, and if there are no other benefits in this 
proposal, that $5 million of residents’ money is absolutely down the drain.  
The other $10 million of this initial $15 million is just a one-off payment for 
infrastructure improvements and we’ll look at this a little bit more in a 
moment.  The remaining $20 million is money that’s claimed will be saved 35 

over 20 years through the proposed boundary adjustment. 

 Our own assessment shows nothing like this but let’s just take it on face 
value for the moment and take a closer look at what that $20 million would 
really mean if indeed the saving could be realised.  Over 20 years, taken 
simply that’s about $1 million a year.  Using the Minister’s figures for the 40 

new Council’s budget in 2019/2020, that’s a hypothetical annual saving of 
only about 0.8% of the new Council’s budget.  Not a particularly significant 
saving in itself given the associated upheaval.  Nonetheless, that’s enough 
money to pay for around one kilometre of sealed road today, and no doubt 
somewhat less than that in the years to come.  Just for the record, there 45 

are over 1,400 kilometres of road over 700 kilometres of which are 
unsealed throughout Palerang.  Of course, these savings are for the whole 
new Council, not just the Palerang portion. 
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 If we look at this based on relative populations then that amounts to 
somewhat less than the one kilometre, something like about 250 metres of 
road construction in the Palerang portion of the proposed area each year.  
That’s the sum total of the financial benefit to current Palerang residents of 
the savings identified in this proposal, if the Minister’s figures are correct.  If 5 

that sounds like a bit of a dud deal, spare a thought for the other part of 
Palerang, the part being petitioned off to Goulburn.  The sum total of their 
financial benefit in this exercise amounts to just 25 metres of new road.  Of 
course, we can only spend this money once so if we do want to contribute 
to something like a new picture theatre or a new car park or a celebration 10 

of some sort, we’ll get even less than our 250 metres of road, maybe none 
at all.  So, on this basis, could I assert on behalf of the Palerang 
community that the ongoing financial benefit of this proposal is 
insignificant. 

 The second point that’s raised is that this financial benefit will reduce rate 15 

increases through special rate variations.  On the basis of the calculations 
that we’ve just run through, could I also assert on behalf of the Palerang 
community that the financial benefit of this proposal will have absolutely 
zero potential to reduce any reliance on special rate variations, particularly 
while the state continues to shift the cost of maintaining core transport 20 

infrastructure on the local communities. 

 The third point that’s made in the Minister’s foreword is that this merger will 
provide the capacity to effectively manage and reduce the infrastructure 
backlog across the two Councils.  Once again, we’ve seen that the 
financial benefit to Palerang residents is minimal at best so any increase in 25 

capacity will have to come through internal efficiencies.  This brings me to 
another flaw in the Minister’s proposal.  It’s generally recognised that 
efficiencies in service delivery correlate well population density; increasing 
population density leads to improved efficiencies and service delivery.  But 
what the present proposal would have us believe is that we will gain 30 

efficiencies by merging Queanbeyan City with a sparsely populated rural 
area nearly 30 times its size and with a population density nearly 100 times 
lower. 

 It’s important to recognise that both Palerang and Queanbeyan 
organisations have been recognised by IPART in this whole process as 35 

being financially viable, financially fit in the current vernacular.  The not fit 
status arises purely and simply because the two Councils, through their 
own independent assessment efforts, determined that contrary to the 
Minister’s assertions, there was nothing to be gained by merging let alone 
playing around with boundaries.  The two organisations however are in fact 40 

fit for different purposes.  One is fit as a rural Council and the other is fit as 
an urban Council, and the focus of each of these is clearly, clearly quite 
different.  One is structured to deliver relevant services into a more densely 
populated urban area and the other to deliver relevant services into a more 
sparsely populated rural area.  As such, merging the two Councils in any 45 

way, contrary to the fundamental goal of this whole exercise, will clearly 
degrade the performance of both.  The present proposal will obviously 
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reduce Palerang service delivery capability because its workforce is being 
divided in the process and accordingly there’ll be a loss of existing scale 
and capacity and quite clearly Queanbeyan’s capacity to service its current 
residents will be compromised by the additional load that will be placed on 
current staff.  Exactly the same applies to those current residents who end 5 

up on the other side of the boundary fence.  Clearly then there’s no benefit 
here either, in fact quite the contrary. 

 We move on to the next point which is improved strategic planning and 
economic development.  I guess this benefit is a bit difficult to argue 
because it’s a bit difficult to define.  The bottom line however is that if 10 

strategic planning or economic development is not directed specifically into 
the Palerang area, it’ll be of little benefit to Palerang residents because, as 
I outline a little later on, neither Goulburn nor Queanbeyan is a major focus 
for the large majority of Palerang residents for anything much more than 
grocery shopping.  Now, I’m not being flippant when I make that comment.  15 

Our resident surveys indicate that many Palerang residents do in fact do 
their main grocery shopping in Queanbeyan but they seek out most other 
services in Canberra.  As a consequence, enhancing business 
opportunities or service delivery options in Queanbeyan offers very little 
benefit to Palerang residents at all. 20 

 The next point that’s raised is effective representation.  Once again, a very 
simple calculation reveals that the residents of the portion of Palerang 
involved in the present proposal would comprise only 25% of the 
population of the new area.  As a result, the whole of the Palerang area 
involved would at best be represented by just two local Councillors, maybe 25 

three if the cards fell their way at election time.  Even in a nine member 
Council, this can hardly be considered effective representation for a 
demographic group that has very little in common with the predominantly 
urban Queanbeyan population.  It’s important, however, to recognise that 
this is only half of the story because the proposal is to divide Palerang.  30 

The other part of the population comprises only 6.4% of the population of 
their new area.  The result is that even if the entire population of this part of 
Palerang got behind one candidate, they’d still only be halfway towards 
having them elected, that is that they would be left entirely without 
representation on their new Council.  For Palerang residents then this is 35 

clearly not effective representation, all the more so for the part that has 
been excluded from the present proposal. 

 Finally, we move on to providing a more efficient voice for the areas of 
interest.  Once again, taking control of local policy out of the hands of local 
representatives, as would be the case of Palerang residents, it’s difficult to 40 

see how they could have any true voice at all unless their interests were 
indistinguishable from those of Goulburn or Queanbeyan residents.  On 
that score, I will leave the residents to speak for themselves.  Certainly 
from the perspective of Palerang residents this doesn’t present a very 
compelling case for a boundary adjustment but let’s move on. 45 
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 The services that the Minister next outlines is those that could be funded 
by the identified savings unfortunately typify the lack of understanding of 
the Palerang community and its needs.  With respect to these specific 
benefits then the proposal refers to, first of all, renewing the Queanbeyan 
CBD.  Now, I don’t imagine that anyone would be too surprised to hear that 5 

this would not be seen as a funding priority for most Palerang residents.  
As I mentioned earlier, Palerang residents survey has indicated that about 
half the residents do their grocery shopping in Queanbeyan but for 
anything else the majority used services provided by Canberra.  Twice as 
many people go to Canberra for educational purposes, around three times 10 

as many do their non-supermarket shopping in Canberra, about four times 
as many people sought out health care in Canberra, and more than seven 
times as many people seek out their entertainment in Canberra.  So 
enhancements of the Queanbeyan CBD are not really going to be of much 
interest to Palerang residents. 15 

 The second area was extending and improving infrastructure in 
Bungendore and Queanbeyan.  I guess at least there is something here for 
Palerang residents but perhaps a failure to appreciate that Bungendore 
comprises only around 20% of the Palerang population.  Nonetheless, 
remember the numbers that we’re talking about here, that we can only use 20 

our money once.  So now we’re talking about 20% of 25%.  We’re talking 
about just 5% of incentive here under ideal circumstances and assuming 
the incentive is real.  So that comes down to about $50,000 as the 
incentive being provided for Bungendore.  It’s important here to note just 
how quickly that $20 million or so quickly became just $50,000 of real 25 

benefit to a local community.  To keep this generous amount of money in 
perspective, note also the first stage of the new Bungendore car park for 
example, one of the specific items identified in the Minister’s foreword, is 
estimated to cost in the order of $1 million.  So without taking inflation into 
consideration, it would take 20 years to save enough money to pay for just 30 

that one project, or put another way, that’s the only benefit that this 
boundary adjustment might deliver to Bungendore in 20 years. 

 So this comes back to my previous point about different styles of service 
delivery.  It’s very much easier to spend $10 million in the confines of a city 
and have the benefits enjoyed by many.  It’s a completely different story in 35 

a rural environment that covers an area that’s nearly 30 times larger with a 
population density, as I mentioned before, almost 100 times smaller than 
that urban population. 

 The third point that the Minister raises with respect to projects that might be 
funded is water and waste water projects.  Here there is again a failure to 40 

appreciate the nature of the Palerang demographic and the underlying 
strength of Palerang’s financial position.  First of all, only a small proportion 
of the Palerang population lives in the towns of Bungendore and Captains 
Flat, that are impacted by the present proposal.  The vast majority 
uniquely, and it’s important to understand that it’s uniquely for any LGA in 45 

New South Wales, live in rural residential settlements and manage their 
own water supply and their own sewerage tanks.  Second, Palerang town 
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residents have contributed heavily over the last ten years to the cost of 
renewing virtually all of Palerang’s water and sewer infrastructure.  It 
should then, once again, come as no surprise that the renewal of such 
infrastructure in Queanbeyan would not be seen as a particular benefit to 
any Palerang resident.  On the other side of the boundary fence, Palerang 5 

residents are similarly ignored when presenting the benefits associated 
with dividing the LGA and sending that part off to Goulburn. 

 You would then appreciate that this does not present a very compelling 
argument at all for a boundary adjustment either.  Really, as we consider 
other aspects of the current proposal, it simply doesn’t get any better.  In 10 

our written submission, we will address each of the criteria identified in 
section 263(3) of the Act but in the time remaining this afternoon, allow me 
to identify just a few more specific problems with the current proposal. 

 With regard to these considerations then, let’s think about it – let’s look at – 
it’s not on the board.  Okay.  The second one of 263(3b).  It is the 15 

community of interest and the geographic cohesion of the area in the 
proposal.  There will naturally be a range of views in this regard depending 
probably on the individual locality concerned.  I would suggest, however, 
that the issue should not be so much about whether or not there is a 
community of interest or a geographic relationship with the adjacent 20 

jurisdiction, but whether the relationship in question is stronger than any 
that might be broken by the proposed changes.  Nonetheless, the rivers 
that have been chosen as the boundary in this case are simply not 
traditional dividing lines.  Historically, settlements occur in valleys for all 
sorts of reasons and running a boundary up a valley is probably the surest 25 

way possible to dissect a community.  Along the length of the current 
proposed boundary, we manage to divide 72 properties, the village of 
Maidens Creek and the community within Yarramalong Valley.  In some 
cases there are not even roads providing internal connections between 
areas in the same LGA.  Some residents have to pass into an adjacent 30 

LGA 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. 

 Let’s just skip on, we’ve got a few more minutes, and perhaps look at the 35 

requirements of the area concerned in relation to elected representation.  
I’ve already covered that I guess to a large extent but it is a major issue in 
this particular case.  Perhaps in the local area, it’s really important to 
consider a bit of recent history.  In the amalgamation that created 
Palerang, the residents of the former Tallaganda Shire which surrounds 40 

this Braidwood area, comprised only 25% of the population of the new 
Palerang Council area.  Their proportion of representation at a community 
level was reduced from 100% to around 25%, effectively from nine 
Councillor representatives to just three.  Today the area is represented 
only by two local residents.  We’re now looking at a situation where this 45 

local community might not even rate any representation at all on either of 
the new Councils formed.  We have already looked I guess a little bit at the 
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impact that this proposal might have on the ability of individual Councils to 
provide adequate and equitable services and facilities throughout their 
Council area but remember again we’re talking about increasing the size of 
the Queanbeyan area 30 fold with the addition of a relatively sparsely 
populated rural area. 5 

Facilitator: That’s two minutes to go. 

Pete: There are problems here for both parties in this proposal.  Most noticeably, 
however, in the case of the Queanbeyan LGA we’re proposing to 
significantly reduce its overall population density.  The logical conclusion 
then is that this will make it less practical and more difficult and hence 10 

more expensive to deliver services throughout the new area.  Many issues, 
however, come into play here, not least of all staffing and travelling 
distances.  There can be no economies of scale if more staff are required 
to address the issues of distance.  Similarly, there can be no economy of 
scale if staff time is wasted travelling to remote locations.  Such economies 15 

can only be achieved if services can be delivered within an existing sphere 
to more residents with minimal increase in costs.  In the present situation, 
this is clearly not the case. 

 If at this point, I just move on and endeavour to summarise the situation 
that exists and I guess note that there can be no logical reason why a 20 

Council such as Palerang, that has been deemed to be as or more 
financially sound than many of its neighbours, should be dismembered as 
it is being proposed.  The strengths of Councils in south east New South 
Wales lies in accepting the influence of Canberra and the Australian 
Capital Territory on the region, addressing the unique needs of their 25 

respective communities and working together under the banner of a 
regional organisation to harness those individual benefits for the good of 
the region.  The proposal does indeed note membership of the Canberra 
Region Joint Organisation of Councils but it does fail to akcknowlege that 
most, if not all, of the supposed benefits of merging are already or can be 30 

easily realised through Palerang’s involvement with this regional 
organisation.  The claim that a merger will provide these benefits without 
relying on voluntary collaboration is a nonsense.  Since its proposed, the 
joint organisation membership will be compulsory.  Not that such a heavy 
handed approach has ever been necessary for the Canberra Region Joint 35 

Organisation of Councils to cooperate and work together constructively. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much, Mr Mayor. 

John: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Can I just remind you about a couple of things.  Just quickly double check 
that your mobile phones are turned to silent because I did hear one go off 40 

before, and also the acoustics in here, you can really hear everything that’s 
going on because we’re now we’re down to the five minute speeches, so 
please let people speak without being interrupted.  So when you’re ready, 
happy for you to state your name and where you’re from.  Would you rather 



  11

I use the bell or the microphone? The bell? Okay.  I’ll do the bell.  So don’t 
forget name and where you’re from, thanks. 

Ian: Thank you.  How does that sound? 

Male: Terrible. 

John: You might have to get a bit closer. 5 

Ian: Mr Turner, my name is Ian [indecipherable].  I live in Araluen and I today 
speak as an individual.  I don’t represent any community organisation 
[indecipherable] the greater sphere but I can report on the goings on in our 
area over the last month or two since the announcement on the 18th was 
made.  What I can tell you is that in Araluen we’ve actually had two public 10 

meetings, very well attended in fact.  We had one on the 27th of December 
which was the soonest that we could have a meeting, with the issue 
around that Christmas period, so we’re talking the day after Boxing Day, 
and we had around 60 people show up to that one and this is out of a 
group of fewer than 250 in the population and electoral voice.  We’ve had a 15 

further meeting on the 31st of January.  The Mayors of Palerang and 
Goulburn Mulwaree attended along with the General Manager of 
Eurobodalla Shire Council and the State Member, John Barilaro.  Why 
were we meeting? Seventy people were recorded at that meeting and 
there was a lot of discussion.  Out of that meeting the one thing that stands 20 

true is that Araluen wishes to remain united under one Council area.  That 
is a unanimous choice, I don’t think that there are too many people who 
would disagree with that.  Certainly at the first meeting that was voted 
through as a motion. 

 So the negatives, I guess for me, being part of this process, is that I 25 

actually live along the Araluen Creek, and it is the Araluen Creek that will 
become the new dividing line between Queanbeyan and Goulburn Shire 
should the amalgamation go through.  There are at least 20 farmers in 
Araluen and probably another 20 in Majors Creek and I think people, about 
72 across the shire, who are going to be adversely affected by the weird 30 

boundary that we end up with.  What that will translate into is two separate 
sets of rates, one from Queanbeyan and one from Goulburn presumably.  
It also reduces the electoral representation in an otherwise small voice.  
Again there are 250 electors in Araluen so split them down the middle and 
you do the maths.  So you’ll have 100 or so voices in any Council.  Oddly 35 

enough, the new boundary uses the Araluen Creek as a guiding line, again 
splitting those farmers in two.  In my own experience, I think that this is 
absurd.  Whenever a government area chooses to use a watercourse as a 
dividing line, it’s often the watercourse or the river system that fails.  
Probably the best example I can think of is the Murray River between New 40 

South Wales and Victoria.  So I think that does a lot of damage to the 
environment generally as well as to the integrity of the catchment all round. 

 Having been now to today’s meeting and to last Tuesday’s meeting with 
Goulburn Mulwaree, it appears – I’m sorry I haven’t heard from you yet – 
but it appears as though neither Goulburn nor Queanbeyan want us.  So I 45 
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wouldn’t take that to heart, they’ve got their own choices to make, but at 
the end of the day I don’t think that we’re really wanted and for us, in our 
view of what that would actually mean is that we would have our nearest 
Council chambers in either Goulburn or Queanbeyan which is at least 120 
kilometres or probably more like 130 kilometres from my front door.  You 5 

would think that with all of those reasons, and certainly with all the reasons 
that our Mayor has stated that I would be opposed to amalgamation. 

Facilitator: Please address your comments to the delegate. 

Ian: Sorry.  I’m not.  I am pro amalgamation, I think that amalgamation is a 
good idea.  I think this because I feel that Palerang has failed us.  Palerang 10 

has missed their opportunity to have those amalgamation chats earlier on 
when they – bugger – okay – missed their opportunity to have those chats.  
Let me bring up a couple of quick points then if I’ve only got two minutes 
left. 

Facilitator: One minute. 15 

Ian: So it is rates, that’s the big one for me.  We have a Council that calls 
themselves a rural Council that chooses to use that moniker.  I can tell you 
that when I did a rates calculation for one farmer in Araluen to find that he 
pays $12,500 to Palerang for rates.  Compared to today’s average, if he 
were in Goulburn Mulwaree, he’d be paying $9,500.  If he were in 20 

Eurobodalla Shire, he’d be paying $7,500 and indeed, if he were in 
Queanbeyan Shire, which is where he will go as he is in Neringla, he’ll be 
paying $6,500 or around that per year on the 2015/16 rates tables.  That of 
course may change but there it is.  Half.  That person will be paying half 
the rates if they’re in Queanbeyan versus if they’re in Palerang. 25 

Facilitator: Thank you. 

Ian: Weird boundary adjustments can be sorted and we’ll fix it up when it’s 
done. 

Facilitator: Thanks very much.  Can I just give you a couple of reminders again.  
Please address your comments directly to the delegate, not to the 30 

audience and remember to speak directly into the microphone.  Just a little 
reminder – sorry, I should have said this before – because the Council was 
speaking for longer, I gave him two minutes but now that we’re down to the 
five minutes, I give you the bell at one minute to go.  So could I have 
speaker number 3 to the front here.  Can I also remind you that there’s two 35 

sessions of one inquiry so the Council – that only one organisation can 
speak, otherwise you’re speaking as an individual.  So thank you very 
much.  When you’re ready. 

Jeff: Good afternoon, Mr Turner.  Jeff Kennett, Mayor of Goulburn Mulwaree.  
Thank you for the opportunity of presenting to you today on the Minister’s 40 

proposal to merge Queanbeyan City Council with part of Palerang Council 
via a boundary adjustment.  At this time, Goulburn Mulwaree Council does 
not have an official position on this boundary adjustment but we will 
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determine that on the 23rd of February at an extraordinary meeting.  This 
merger proposal has a significant effect on Goulburn Mulwaree as the 
balance of Palerang Local Government area is proposed to be merged 
with us.  Any decision you make on the Queanbeyan Palerang proposal 
will have a significant effect on the Goulburn Mulwaree Palerang proposal 5 

so it’s vital that before you make your final recommendation that you talk to 
Mr John Rayner, the delegate for the Goulburn Mulwaree proposal to avoid 
any conflict.  Before I comment on the Minister’s proposal that effects 
Goulburn, I wish to make it clear that Goulburn Mulwaree Council has 
always vigorously supported the State Government’s Local Government 10 

reform proposals.  However, we strongly believe that the proposals 
announced on the 6th of January severely diluted what we believed was 
going to be an exciting and robust community [indecipherable] solution for 
the [indecipherable] industry.  I wonder if politics got in the road. 

 This Council resolved in November 2015 that we stand alone, however, if 15 

that was not to be then our merger proposals were a merger with the 
Upper Lachlan Shire Councils or a merger with the Upper Lachlan and all 
of Palerang Council.  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 adjustments, contrary to the State Government’s going 20 

to introduce much needed reforms that would have provided a one in a 
generation opportunity for Local Government to enter the 21st century.  Not 
so.  The government has changed the rules and introduced a boundary 
adjustment, a 180 degree change in the original edict of the whole for 
whole mergers.  The Minister’s proposal that we’re now asked to comment 25 

on fails in every aspect to meet the criteria for being for the future and will 
not deliver better Local Government to the proposed new larger Council 
area. 

 Even though I’ve stated that my Council is yet to formally determine its 
position, through a workshop last week we rejected the Minister’s proposal 30 

for the Goulburn Mulwaree and part Palerang proposal for a wide variety of 
reasons, principally because it does not meet any standards for fit for the 
future reforms and certainly there’s absolutely no benefit to Goulburn 
Mulwaree residents or ratepayers.  I’m clearly of the opinion that the 
proposed favours the proposed Queanbeyan based Council at the 35 

expense of Goulburn, it has absolutely the design of a Council solution not 
a community solution.  Queanbeyan receives all the growth areas, they 
receive all the high rateable areas and these proposed boundaries have no 
relation to a common sense boundary adjustment let alone strong 
communities of interest. 40 

 I’ll now explain briefly the main reasons why we will reject the Minister’s 
proposal.  Financial.  The area of Palerang in the Minister’s proposal that 
will come to Goulburn, the Goulburn based Council generates $1.595 
million in the general rate and our wage costs alone will be $3.52 million.  
These figures were generously given to us by the governing Council.  As 45 

you can see, the ratepayers in the current Goulburn Mulwaree area will be 
required to cross-subsidised the area of Palerang in the Minister’s proposal 
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to a value of in excess of $1 million.  That’s before we unlock the doors, 
drive a grader out the gate, cut any grass, pick up any garbage or pay for 
any fuel.  In the boundary adjustment dated January 16, it was stated that 
there will be around $800,000 nett savings every year from 2020 onwards.  
I ask the question to you, how the new Council will save $800,000 when 5 

from day one will be over $1 million short in salaries alone? It’s also rather 
insulting that the KPMG financial modelling is not available publicly, and I 
understand this to you also, Mr Turner, to allow us to work out how these 
savings are justified when there is such a shortfall of income. 

 Community of interest.  I recently attended a community meeting at 10 

Araluen on the proposed split.  The Araluen community is mixed in their 
preference of Local Government area and wish to be located, but they’re 
adamant that the Araluen Valley should not be split.  The Minster’s 
proposal splits the Araluen Valley in half and there clearly is concern that 
future Council services provided will be ineffectively managed and have no 15 

consistency because they will be managed by two Councils.  This also 
applies to Majors Creek.  The proposed petitioning of Palerang is based on 
the location of the Shoalhaven River.  This means that 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, 20 

we are best to put those boundaries on [indecipherable] lines or scales, not 
through the middle of valleys where communities of interest are the 
strongest. 

 There is absolutely no logic in terms of the road infrastructure connectivity 
in the Minister’s proposal, and we will highlight those in our submission to 25 

you.  Mr Turner, we strongly recommend, in liaison with John Rayner to the 
Minister to both these proposals they are rejected.  We state clearly that 
the Minister’s proposal for Goulburn Mulwaree Palerang boundary is 
flawed, unfair and unreasonable and will not create a fit for the future 
Council.  It’s very evident that the petition of Palerang in the Minister’s 30 

proposal will not create fairness, equity or genuine community benefit with 
the way the proposal is drafted.  I wish you luck in your deliberations. 

John: Thank you, Mr Kennett. 

Facilitator: Thanks very much.  Could we have speaker number 5, please because 
speaker number 4 has had to be delayed.  Speaker number 5, Tania.  No? 35 

Not here? Speaker number 6.  Thank you very much.  When you’re ready. 

Kenrick: Thank you, Mr Turner.  My name is Kenrick Winchester.  I’m a ratepayer at 
Queanbeyan City Council.  I’m also a Queanbeyan Councillor but I’m 
definitely speaking on behalf of myself as a ratepayer.  Queanbeyan is 
making a presentation later on this evening at the Queanbeyan public 40 

inquiry.  Just a couple of comments on what we were asked to address 
when we speak today.  In regards to the financial advantages of any 
merger, I haven’t seen anything of substance that suggests to me that 
Queanbeyan is better off by what the Government has proposed, nor that 
Palerang Council is better off.  Mayor Harrison spoke very well about the 45 
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miniscule savings that the KPMG report actually tosses up, which is about 
$20 million over 20 years, 15 of which is made up of a government grant.  
Another thing is the attitude of residents and ratepayers, that’s why I’m 
here today to listen, I guess, to the attitudes of the ratepayers in this part of 
the world even though Braidwood isn’t part of the combined Queanbeyan 5 

Palerang Local Government area.  I think I have an interesting 
[indecipherable] today that if the Government was actually interested in the 
thoughts of the residents and ratepayers they would have organised a 
plebiscite and actually heard from every ratepayer in the community and 
got their thoughts and acted on it.  Apparently, that is something that you, 10 

Mr Turner have the delegation to arrange if you so choose.  We’ve already 
heard the speaker from Araluen who is adamant that their community do 
want to stay together.  I’m not here to say that I wouldn’t want Araluen part 
of Queanbeyan or I don’t think the people from Palerang are saying that 
either, but I certainly would like to see Araluen stay as one, as the 15 

community wishes.  I actually think whatever the community wishes in all of 
Queanbeyan, all of Palerang or Goulburn, that’s what the Government 
should be doing, not what we’ve had tossed up. 

 In terms of employment of staff, I’m very concerned at the effect that this is 
going to have on the staff, particularly in Queanbeyan.  I am obviously from 20 

Queanbeyan but also the effect that it will have on other Council staff once 
the freeze is over. 

 In regards to the communities of interest, we’ve already heard that the 
Queanbeyan is a metro Council, Palerang is more rural and we’ve heard 
about issues with the boundary.  I think there’s investigation to be had 25 

here, Mr Turner, in regards to how this boundary came about, and there’s 
obviously massive issues with.  I think Queanbeyan agrees with that, I 
think everyone here will agree that the boundary can’t stand as it is. 

 In regards to the elected representation, you can see just from today 
there’s three Queanbeyan Councillors in this room here, three out of ten, 30 

the vast majority of Palerang Councillors are here but I think if the merger 
goes ahead that’s something that this part of the Government area would 
need to get used to, the fact that they’re not going to get all Councillors 
interested or involved.  We’ve only got three people from Queanbeyan 
here today which is unfortunate. 35 

 In regards to the other benefits, Mayor Harrison touched on it.  A lot of the 
priorities of Queanbeyan are the CBD upgrade, there is a contentious 
issue at the moment for the Elephant Drive extension.  We’ve got a 
massive upgrade coming to the sewerage treatment works there.  These 
are the things that would have very little benefit, I would see, of people 40 

from this part of the Local Government area and that’s something certainly, 
Mr Turner, I think you should pay close attention to when you make your 
decision.  Thank you for hearing. 

John: Thank you very much. 
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Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Could we have speaker number 7 to the podium 
please? Is speaker number 7 here? No.  Speaker number 8.  Thank you 
very much.  When you’re ready. 

Bob: Good afternoon, Mr Turner.  My name is Bob Bradstreet, I’m a Batemans 
Bay resident and I’m a member of the Eurobodalla Ratepayers 5 

Association.  My interest in today’s proceedings comes as a result in my 
past involvement in the New South Wales Government’s Local 
Government reform project, some personal connection in those merged 
shires.  I made earlier submissions to Professor Sansom’s inquiry and to 
the recent IPART investigations into Council’s fit for the future proposal.  10 

I’ve also written to the Minister for Local Government concerning the 
Eurobodalla Council’s performance.  I’ll leave a copy of this letter with your 
staff today. 

 Like many retired people living on the coast, I have strong connections to 
this part of the world.  In my case, one of my daughters and her family live 15 

in Bungendore, another two live in Canberra.  What I propose to argue this 
afternoon is that the merger proposal before you has caught us all by 
surprise and there’s little community knowledge of its implications and I 
suspect very little support for it.  The excising of the town of Braidwood 
from the proposed area in particular has us all scratching our heads.  I’ll 20 

suggest to you that there are other structure options open to the 
Government which will better meet the legislative financial and community 
of interest criteria considered by the Boundaries Commission. 

 First let me say that unlike many of our local politicians and bureaucrats, 
I’m a strong supporter of Local Government reform.  It beggars belief that 25 

in this fast growing part of regional New South Wales, the local Council 
boundaries are not under regular review as part of wider government 
reforms.  The current difficulties facing the State Government in 
communicating the benefits of and gaining support for reform come about 
because of their half-hearted attitude towards them from the Local 30 

Government political establishment.  For example, the Eurobodalla Shire 
Council as a management are not actively engaged in any significant 
discussions with either their community or neighbouring Councils about 
boundary changes, and are now actively resisting the common sense 
proposal of the town of Araluen was removed from the proposal and 35 

included in the chart. 

 For the last four years, notwithstanding pleas from many local residents 
and significantly, our Local Member, the Honourable Andrew Constance, 
for Council to engage actively and constructively in the process, ESC 
Council has resolutely kept their heads in the sand hoping that the 40 

changing world will pass them by.  It comes as no surprise to me that 
you’re now in the position to have to prepare advice to the Government on 
a proposal that is neither locally initiated nor supported.  The essence of 
the merger proposal before us today appears to me that its author, and I 
assume he or she is a Local Government bureaucrat with no particular 45 

knowledge of the area, believes that the boundary proposed will “enhance” 
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the scale and capacity of the merged Council to provide the services and 
facilities demanded by the larger community of 54,000 people.  How this 
will be done is not specified and whether the local enhancement is 
sufficient to meet the new community needs remains unknown.  It’s 
essentially a piece of desk research which in my view fails the ‘look out the 5 

window’ test.  Of course, the concept of scale and capacity, providing a 
general high level guide is too vague for most people to get their heads 
around.  Surely, when important decisions get down to the local level, 
competent analysis needs to include some discussion that the known 
capacities of each Council and the more important functions undertaken by 10 

them.  Similarly, the skills and reputations of the management teams of 
each Council who I mentioned, importantly, any discussion of the cultures 
of individual Councils is omitted. 

 The inadequacy of the analysis came home to me at a recent meeting of 
ESC.  Its external auditor, a partner in the country’s largest Local 15 

Government accounting firm, commented that by focusing exclusively on a 
narrow set of financial criteria specified by IPART, the Government was 
ignoring a number of non-quantifiable drivers that are likely to be equally 
important to the success of any merger.  Indeed, he said that his firm used 
20 quantifiable and non-quantifiable criteria in advising Local Government 20 

clients undertaking due diligence.  I’ll just finish off by saying my greatest 
concern with the proposal is that it omits a realistic of the important 
community of interest that exists along the Kings Highway, and this failure 
to recognise the world as it is precludes consideration of a better option, 
my view, of the creation of a mid-south coast Council comprising a merger 25 

of Eurobodalla, Palerang and Queanbeyan Councils.  The social and 
economic links between Canberra, Queanbeyan and the coast remain as 
strong as they’ve always been and access is improving quickly as serious 
improvements in the Kings Highway are finally being made.  Such a 
merger [indecipherable] Council area with a current population of more 30 

than 92,000 people and provide an opportunity with the achievement of 
real rather than marginal enhancements in scale and capacity 
foreshadowed by the proposal. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Could I have speaker number 9 to the podium, 
please? 35 

Richard: Thank you, Mr Turner for this opportunity to inform your assessment 
process.  My name is Richard Graham.  I’ve owned property in Palerang 
for over 20 years.  I’ve been a primary producer throughout that time, as 
well as a company director for 15 years and I’ve been elected member of 
Palerang Council for eight years.  While my written submission to you will 40 

be a broad evidence based submission, this afternoon I’ll just speak to 
section 263(a) financial advantages and disadvantages. 

 In his boundary adjustment proposal, the Minister attempts to convey 
assurances the proposal will bring significant financial advantages through 
eye popping headline figures with words like “total financial benefits”, 45 

“reducing reliance on special rate variations” [indecipherable].  However, 
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there is no detailed substantiation of these claims either in the 
documentation or externally that’s available publicly.  In his boundary 
adjustment proposal, the Minister attempts to convey assurances the 
Proposal will bring significant financial benefits, through eye-popping 
headline figures and words like, “total financial benefits”, “reducing reliance 5 

on Special Rate Variations” and “net savings to reinvest”.  However, there 
is no detailed substantiation of the claims, either in the document or 
externally. 

 A number of Palerang Councillors had serious concerns about LKS 
Quaero’s merger assessment report which informed the proposal’s 10 

economic notions.  We believed the reported figures were biased, flawed 
and unachievable.  When our Council requested them to provide us with 
the underlying modelling, they refused.  Amongst other things, the 
consultant projected streaming $1 million a year from the Queanbeyan 
water and sewerage funds as a dividend into a new general fund.  15 

However, after that report, QCC undertook to raise water charges by 9.5% 
and sewerage charges by 13.5% year on year for more than a decade, into 
the future, to help finance a massive $100 million upgrade to their 
sewerage treatment plant. 

 There will be no 20 years of million dollar dividends.  And with that 20 

assumption removed from whatever other calculations have been used, 
the so-called $20 million nett financial benefit is wiped out in one fell 
swoop. 

 Mr Turner, there are no net savings for the litany of so-called ‘reinvestment 
possibilities’ set out on page 8 of the proposal such as improved 25 

infrastructure, enhanced service delivery, and reduced rates pressure.  
This is cynical and misleading political spin that will harm the residents of 
both LGAs economically, and harm respect of government generally.  Mr 
Turner, I and others hold the view that the assets of an LGA which were 
paid for by the LGA residents ratepayers belong to the residents and 30 

ratepayers.  Their entitlements to the assets resides and transfers with 
their property deeds and is further inferred by the ratepayers’ ongoing 
obligations for the debts of the LGA and maintenance of its assets.  The 
State is the de-facto trustee of our property not the owner and accordingly, 
as the owners they need to be in agreement with the disposition of their 35 

assets, not just consulted with.  To date, through their elected 
representatives, they’ve repeatedly said no to this proposal. 

 What you have before you is a proposal that will cobble together two of the 
largest enterprises in the Palerang and Queanbeyan LGAs.  Yes, more 
than $500 million of public assets are in play, which despite the rhetoric, 40 

appear to be based on nothing more than the political whim of the Minister 
for Local Government and the Premier, given there is no sound financial 
substantiations provided whatsoever.  I will go as far as saying that their 
handling of this matter to date, has been an abuse of power.  
Substantiation is Transparency, not a State secret. 45 
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 Could you imagine public companies being merged without due diligence, 
just on the gut feelings of the directors? That would never happen legally.  
So on what responsible basis do these ministers approach the economic 
destinies of a half of billion dollars of publicly owned enterprises and their 
future financial obligations and returns to the people who are actually liable 5 

for and the beneficiaries of them, the ratepayers.  If you take all the implied 
financial benefits in the proposal on face value, the only way they can be 
squared, is if the redefined LGA takes on a significant amount of new debt 
or sells major assets; two matters which are conspicuously mute on in the 
proposal. 10 

 In satisfying yourself that the proposal satisfies 263(a) please, Mr Turner 
apply fiduciary accountability to the Minister’s proposal and seek and 
obtain credible due diligence or reject the proposal.  If to make the 
Minister’s proposal fit requires the reasonable possibility of selling major 
LGA assets or increasing the debt load of the local people who underwrite 15 

Council’s debts, then genuine commercial fidelity and procedural care must 
be demonstrated by the state or again, Mr Turner, the proposal should be 
rejected by you as not being able to demonstrate financial advantages or 
economies of scale for the residents and ratepayers of the areas 
concerned.  I appreciate this opportunity to help inform you and I thank 20 

you. 

John: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Now can I ask speaker number 10 to the podium? 
Just a reminder about speaking into the microphone, if you could.  Thank 
you very much. 25 

Phillip: My name is Phillip [indecipherable], I’m a resident and ratepayer of 
Palerang.  I live in the Manor area which is a shaky one.  I speak on behalf 
of myself but also, I suppose, for some of the people in the streets and 
shops that I’ve talked to or listened to.  The majority view is that we don’t 
want this proposal to go ahead in any way, shape or form.  The short of 30 

this in reality when you look at the proposal and the document, the best 
you can say about it is it’s dodgy, and we’d like you to take other people – 
‘come along and support [indecipherable]’ but in reality, ‘that’s what it is 
and that’s what we’d like you to take back’.  Thank you. 

John: Thank you very much. 35 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Could we have speaker number 12, please.  Don’t 
forget to say who you are. 

Stuart: My name is Stuart Gedders and I come to you as a representative of the 
United Services Union.  We’re the largest Local Government employee 
organisation in New South Wales with approximately 25,000 members and 40 

approximately 80% of workers as a member.  The USU is opposed to 
forced amalgamations.  We believe that Local Government is the level of 
government which reflects the most unique differences that occurs in 
different small local communities.  This proposal that has been put forward 
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clearly shows this community is being ripped apart.  We feel for any merger 
it should be with the consent of the population.  For this reason, we 
strongly urge you and your associate dealing with the Goulburn merger, to 
exercise your discretion under section 218F(3B) of the Local Government 
Act and poll all residents of affected Councils whether they want to push 5 

this merger ahead or not.  This is the only way you will get a clear say in 
what residents actually think and get a clear interpretation. 

 However, when the amalgamations do occur, the position of the United 
Services Union, our primary focus is the maintenance and growth of 
employment in Local Government.  We feel it should be given the highest 10 

priority.  Local government is one of the largest employers, particularly in 
rural communities, that provides stable, well-paying jobs for its residents.  
As well as this, the employees are able to provide these services.  At this 
stage, most traineeships and apprenticeships are provided under the Local 
Government sector.  The fear as a union we have is if this amalgamation 15 

goes ahead and we have formal restructures, what’s going to happen with 
the jobs for the young people of the future? What’s going to happen in the 
long run? As Councils get smaller and smaller there’ll be less and less 
opportunity.  As well as this, the United Services Union’s major concern is 
dealing with the wholesale and outsourcing of public services and facilities 20 

due to larger Councils being in existence. 

 In this case particularly, the USU is of the view that the amalgamation 
should not occur in this way.  It should be done as a whole merger and not 
divide a community in half.  Splitting Council areas in half causes huge 
problems to the morale in staff because you may know, or you may not, 25 

Queanbeyan Council employees are actually paid a quite higher rate than 
Palerang employees.  Goulburn is at the same award level as what 
Palerang is.  By splitting the two Councils in half, you’re going to create a 
difference in the pay structures and pay levels for employees which we 
consider quite unfair.  This is already affecting staff morale, as I’ve met with 30 

them in Queanbeyan, my associates have met in both Palerang and 
Goulburn. 

 On top of this, we request that the whole Council be merged to make sure 
the section 354I of the Local Government Act regarding the movement of 
employees across Council boundaries isn’t breached.  By splitting Council 35 

in half, there is a likelihood that Council employees could be forced to work 
outside of their current boundaries.  This is in clear breach of the Local 
Government Act.  The USU also puts forward its concern regarding the 
protection of small rural communities affected by these merger proposals.  
We don’t want to see a repeat of what occurred in Nundle Shire where job 40 

numbers after the three year protections ended dropped by 90% after the 
2004 amalgamation.  This really hurt the region and all the jobs went to the 
Tamworth area. 

 We ask during your examination and reporting on the merger proposals 
affecting small communities that maintaining employment numbers in these 45 

communities aligns with the intent of section 218C(a) of the Local 



  21

Government Act is given significant consideration.  It’s particularly 
important given the devastating effects that loss of Local Government 
employment will have on these communities.  As I’ve stated previously, 
they’re some of the largest employers that provide vital services to these 
communities.  A reduction in overall staff numbers won’t be able to provide 5 

the same services.  So we request that any proposed amalgamation falls in 
line with this. 

 Furthermore, if an amalgamation is to go ahead, the United Services Union 
in conjunction with our fellow staff associations DEPA and Professional 
Australia, request the establishment of a working party to meet with the 10 

new Council within a period of seven days, following the announcement.  
By establishing this, it’ll give the unions the opportunity to meet with 
Council to discuss conditions that are across the different boundaries and 
so forth so we can ensure that staff are given the best opportunity to 
receive above award conditions.  This will also allow us to assist in the 15 

negotiation of new salary systems, employment structures, employment 
policies and relevant documents that need to be implemented within the 
new Council structure to give a fair go to all staff members from every 
Council region. 

 So just to finish, United Services Union wishes to restate its position it has 20 

adopted throughout this entire process.  The union’s primary concern is the 
job security of our members, the future of local jobs and local communities 
and the ability for the communities to be able to provide services that have 
been provided all these years and give the opportunity for that to continue.  
Thank you. 25 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Could I have speaker number 13 to the podium, 
please. 

Danny: Good afternoon, John.  My name is Danny King.  I’ve been a resident of 
the Braidwood community, part of Palerang, formerly of Tallaganda, for the 
term of my natural life.  I speak to you today on behalf of approximately 30 

500 residents and ratepayers 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 failed to prove sufficient scale and capacity as a standalone 
Council to effectively deliver on behalf of residents and meet future 35 

community needs.  We recognise that both Queanbeyan City and 
Goulburn Mulwaree Councils have been deemed not fit for other reasons, 
however, agree that a merger between Queanbeyan and the western parts 
of Palerang, as proposed by the department in the merger proposal 
Palerang Council (part)/Queanbeyan City Council, and Goulburn Mulwaree 40 

and the eastern areas of Palerang, as proposed in merger proposal 
Goulburn Mulwaree Council/Palerang Council (part) is a solution that could 
prove tenable if approached transparently. 

 Our principal concern is where the Office of Local Government has drawn 
the proposed divide.  Currently ambiguity exists between the text 45 



  22

description of boundaries and the visualisation on the maps of both the 
merger proposal documents.  For ease of clarity, we have referred to the 
text in the document and have disregarded the map provided.  We have 
requested John Rayner, the delegate considering merger proposal 
Goulburn Mulwaree Council/Palerang Council (Part) dated January 2016 to 5 

report to the Boundaries Commission our request for all areas within the 
former Tallaganda Shire plus the northern rural parts of Palerang LGA 
encompassing the localities of Taylors Creek, Currawang and areas east of 
Collector be merged with Goulburn Mulwaree LGA.  We have encouraged 
Mr Rayner to recommend that this merger to the Minister for Local 10 

Government if adjustments to the proposed boundary are agreed upon and 
support subsequent representation to the governor to implement this 
merger without haste.  We have suggested that merging Braidwood and 
surrounding areas with Goulburn Mulwaree is likely to be more tenable due 
to the congruence of our economies, industries and business profiles.  Our 15 

proximity on the social economic advantage index and the similarity of our 
social, community and infrastructure challenges. 

 We acknowledge Braidwood’s history is intrinsically entwined with 
Goulburn Mulwaree.  Our villages service our rural communities in much 
the same way.  Future growth projections indicated we will align better with 20 

regional capacity building policies rather than urban scale up strategies as 
per the New South Wales Department of Planning and Environment 2014 
New South Wales Projections. 

 If you are agreeable to our boundary modification, we ask you, John 
Turner, as the delegate appointed by the Office of Local Government to 25 

support our preference to split Palerang Local Government area between 
Goulburn Mulwaree Council and Queanbeyan City Council in your report to 
the Boundaries Commission.  Additionally, we request you record our 
interest in continuing discussions as we intend to actively participate in 
finding practical, informed and considered solutions to these mergers and 30 

consequent implementation challenges.  Thank you for your time this 
afternoon and for allowing me to speak on behalf of 500 plus residents and 
ratepayers of the communities of Braidwood and surrounds, who are 
simply eager for an amicable resolution.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Thank you.  If we could have speaker number 14 to 35 

the podium, thank you. 

Bill: Good afternoon, Mr Turner.  Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.  My 
name is Bill Waterhouse.  I’m a resident of Majors Creek and Palerang.  
I’m the president of the Braidwood Regional Arts Group and it’s in that 
capacity I speak to you today.  The gist of what I want to tell you today is 40 

that Braidwood and surrounds has got a strong and vibrant arts community 
as part of the greater community and the central core of the culture of this 
area.  It’s a diverse group of artists and artisans and as an organisation 
does not have a unified opinion in favour of any particular direction of the 
amalgamations.  Herding cats, I think is the term I used a couple of days 45 

ago.  Just on the committee alone, there’s quite a divergent view which is 
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exactly as I expected.  We’re artists.  Enough said.  I never expected a 
unified view from BRAG.  What I want to do is to paint an attractive picture 
of our arts community to any Council that we end up with, and we state our 
willingness to work with that Council but as my vice president said, be 
assured that the overall approach is that we’re a damn fine asset not a 5 

dead weight.  What’s concerning is what somebody said earlier on, it feels 
like nobody wants us.  This is a great little Council, it’s a forward thinking 
Council.  It’s a cultured and intelligent and articulate and hard working 
group of people and it works beautifully together. 

 The arts community is a critically important aspect to the culture of the area 10 

and the economic and social opportunities for our arts members and the 
community is important to the ongoing health of any region.  The arts 
community is very interested in having a Council which supports the arts 
and is capable of doing so, and that’s why there is a concern with the 
current proposal because the division is in the wrong place.  If you’re going 15 

to cut it up, you have to cut it up so that the two portions are capable of 
enhancing the Councils.  There’s really only three options available to us.  
Cut it up in a different place or give the whole lot to Queanbeyan or the 
whole lot to Goulburn.  That’s the only options as far as we can see.  The 
existing proposal is inappropriate because it doesn’t allow the economics 20 

to work properly to support what is, in essence, the heart of the community. 

 I want to advocate the value of Braidwood’s arts and culture capital of any 
Council that we’d be merged with.  There’s a lot of negative talk about the 
somewhat arguable financial burden to any larger Council that takes us on 
but the advantages of having such a significant heritage town with such a 25 

strong arts community as part of their rate paying portfolio is immense.  
These are the things that bind us rather than divide us to the larger 
communities of Queanbeyan or Goulburn.  Our shared history, indigenous 
and early settlors, the importance of knitting together into these merged 
communities so that resentment and community rivalries don’t hamper 30 

development.  The quite unique character of Braidwood is what attracts us 
to Braidwood.  I wasn’t born here, I discovered it.  I’ll die here but I love it 
nonetheless.  We were looking for a new home and that’s a real selling 
point.  I think the importance of the value of Braidwood as an entity, as a 
Council, is a bit understated at the moment.  What were’ looking for is an 35 

innovative forward thinking Council with the capacity of supporting the 
whole community.  It’s not just about roads and bridges and dunnies and 
drains, Councils deal with a whole lot more than that and it’s a big complex 
thing that they’re trying to do and there’s a lot of competing things. 

 What we seem to be seeing is change for change’s sake.  The division that 40 

is drawn up at the moment and being imposed on the community without 
community consultation of any real sort is just that, change for change’s 
sake.  It’s not progress.  I’ll give you an analogy, an analogy with the 
Department of Education where the same government has divided ten 
workable regions and reduced it down to four.  The region that I finally 45 

worked with when I retired last year, started at Helensburgh, the bottom of 
the coast of the Victorian border, it went the full length of the Victorian 
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border, the full length of the South Australian border and half the 
Queensland border and then a wiggly squiggly line down and then 
eventually joined up back at Helensburgh again.  One regional area.  I 
used to have to advise people in Coomealla.  I went to Narrandera to 
deliver learning for teachers.  I’ll tell you what that did, it spread it too thin.  5 

Educational services in the New South Wales Government is spread too 
thin to support schools.  Guess what’s going to happen here? We’re going 
to be spread too thin if it stays the same.  I think what we’re looking for is 
an organisation that can support the countless literary and music or 
theatrical events.  National treasures live here, Keith Potger, Jackie 10 

French, Judith Wright’s legacy.  Two authors just published internationally.  
Music festivals. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 

Bill: The two fires festival.  This is a great place, don’t undersell it. 

Facilitator: Thanks very much.  Thank you.  Could we have speaker number 15 to the 15 

podium? Not here.  Speaker number 16, thank you very much. 

Paul: Thank you.  Mr Turner, my name is Paul [indecipherable].  I am a Palerang 
Councillor but I also live obviously in this region.  I’m not speaking on 
behalf of the Council, and it was suggested the last time I spoke I did 
speak like a Councillor.  I’m sorry, I can’t help that.  I’ve been living and 20 

breathing this thing for seven and a half years now, and it’s really difficult to 
pretend that I’m not.  I don’t envy you your job, sir because today you’ve 
heard some really interesting ideas from different people, you’ve heard that 
there’s a whole section of the old Tallaganda who want to ditch their 
current Council and go to Goulburn.  You’ve heard from Goulburn Council 25 

that they’re nervous about taking them, probably for the same reason, and 
you’ve heard from Queanbeyan that they wouldn’t mind having us except 
they don’t want to saddle us with their debt.  So, how do you make any 
sense of all that? It’s anybody’s guess.  And of course Araluen wants to go 
to the seaside. 30 

 Thanks for giving me the opportunity to make this – I submit to you that you 
should reject the Government’s proposal because one thing it has done is 
unite the communities here in opposition to the current line on the map, 
there’s almost nobody who wants that line on the map and it’s seen as a 
rather ill thought out piece of planning.  We have in this area very many 35 

likeminded individuals, progress associations, clubs, like the CWA, the 
Men’s Shed, the Rural Fire Service and so on, and not one of them was 
consulted before this divisive map was drawn and this bizarre proposal 
drafted.  It’s a spectacular failure of government and a slap in the face for 
the people who live in this part of the world. 40 

 Perhaps reducing the number of rural Councils does make sense.  If so, 
we need to see the reasoning and underlying analysis to support any such 
proposal.  In our case, here at Palerang, our Council was instructed to talk 
to Queanbeyan Council about the merits of a full merger, the State 
Government paid for a consultant last year to sit down with both Councils 45 
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and forensically analyse whether a merged entity would provide a better 
level of service for both communities.  As it happened, the savings didn’t 
materialise, the benefits didn’t stack up and both Councils decided to go it 
alone.  One thing that was made very clear to us though was that boundary 
adjustments, anything involving another Council was definitely off the table 5 

and were told that we mustn’t consider that again and again but here we 
are today being asked to comment on a proposal that’s come out of the 
blue. 

 It’s quite untrue to say that the community has had years to prepare for this 
proposal when in fact we were specifically told to ignore such a possibility.  10 

It’s fair to say the Goulburn Mulwaree people are just as gobsmacked as 
we are to be suddenly, without warning, thrown into a partition plan along a 
boundary that does not and could not make any sense for anybody with 
even a casual interest in our area.  The amateur cartographers responsible 
for the arbitrary line on the map that we are here today discussing must 15 

surely live far from here.  They certainly don’t come from or have any 
interest or understanding of Braidwood, Majors Creek, Araluen or even 
Goulbourn for that matter but apart from a line dividing communities there’s 
a real question about the figures that underline the Government’s 
assertions about costs savings and therefore the merit of any 20 

amalgamation here at all.  Where are the KPMG figures? How can the 
Premier and the Minister for Local Government say with a straight face that 
all they got for their taxpayers’ $400,000 were a few conclusions but 
without the methodology? Something is not right here. 

 Sweeping changes are proposed that will drastically change the way 25 

communities are represented by their civic service provider.  A working 
Council structure built up over the last ten years is to be trashed.  Local 
representation will be lessened and diluted.  The State Government 
doesn’t deny this, it just claims that the savings benefits outweigh the 
reduced representation.  But where is the proof? If they are saying that the 30 

consultant’s methodology is a trade secret when the report was paid for by 
us, it’s total tinsel town governance.  It’s disingenuous and disrespectful to 
the electorate.  There is no once in a lifetime opportunity to reform Local 
Government, the whole concept is flawed.  Life is a continuous timeline, 
there are adjustments and improvements can be implemented at any time.  35 

This rush to make changes is unnecessary.  So I urge you, Mr Turner, on 
behalf of the people of this region to reject the Minister’s proposal for the 
arbitrary destruction of Palerang. 

Facilitator: Before speaker number 17 comes to the podium – do we have speaker 
number 17 here? No.  What I’d like to do is just remind anyone in the room 40 

who has registered before they came and wanted to speak you need to go 
up and get your number, and also if you haven’t registered and you would 
like to speak, you need to go and get a number because I’m running 
through the numbers in order.  So speaker number 18, thank you. 

Steve: Mr Turner, my name is Steve Black and I'm a Palerang resident living in 45 

the Warri area.  Our family owns 11 separate properties stretching from the 
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top of the Badja Mountain area.  I expect that makes us a significant 
ratepayer.  We shouldn’t even be here today as the division and 
amalgamation of Palerang should not be on the table.  The Minister gave 
an undertaking last year that no forced amalgamations would take place.  
So much for a politician’s word.  The obvious absence of the Local Member 5 

and difficulty in contacting him further points to the political nature of this 
process.  Palerang is a rural Council and should continue to stand alone.  
Developing further from the difficult position created with the amalgamation 
of Yarralumla and Tallaganda.  Finally things are coming together and a 
further change will only lead to significant costs, job losses, lack of 10 

understanding and services of the local areas. 

 As a businessperson we employ approximately a dozen people and I can 
only see downsides to the proposal with the potential loss of the Palerang 
Works, contracts with Roads and Maritime Services and therefore the loss 
of billions of dollars to local businesses and substantial job losses.  This or 15 

any proposal is a question that should only be put to the people and is not 
a decision that should be made by any individual or small group.  The best 
guide to the people’s thoughts was published in the fit for the future survey 
done in Australia and the vast majority of residents would like to stand 
alone.  Leave Palerang alone, let the people decide and let’s go on 20 

servicing our local communities, with local management, labour and 
supporting local business.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Could I have speaker number 19. 

Keith: Thank you.  My name is Keith [indecipherable], I’m a Councillor at 
Palerang Council and my speech will be short.  Paul seems to have taken 25 

the whole lot of it.  It is true that the problem with this proposal is what the 
Minister has done.  He didn’t consult over four years.  He never once 
mentioned that boundary adjustments would be on the cards, he said 
whole mergers or nothing.  If you were going to do that, I would suggest 
you do a whole merger, merge five Councils, you merge Goulburn 30 

Mulwaree, Upper Lachlan, Yass, Palerang and Queanbeyan.  Make a 
super Council and make it work properly.  That’s what reform is needed. 

 The Minister mentions in his foreword specific things, that he refers to the 
research and the recommendations of the Independent Government 
Review Panel and the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Panel, IPART.  35 

Both of these bodies recommended that the whole of Palerang be merged 
with the whole of Queanbeyan, not split.  There was certainly no mention 
of Goulburn Mulwaree in any shape or form.  I refer to the proposal 
document.  Much has been made about KPMG and the lack of rigour with 
it so I’m going with that.  However, the merger is expected to make nett 40 

savings and it says that it will do that over 20 years but the very next 
sentence in that proposal says about $1.8 million of savings every year 
from 2020 onwards.  Basic calculation shows that that’s $28 million, not 
$20 million.  So where’s the rest of it gone? Thin air, like the rest of the 
KPMG stuff.  On page 11 it refers to savings, reduced expenditure by 45 

Council fees.  Page 11 shows that nine Councillors will be transferred from 
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Palerang to Queanbeyan new Council.  Is this the same nine Councillors 
that was referred to in the Goulburn Palerang merger? It seems to be.  The 
KPMG figures, and if you look through them and cost the nine Councillors 
and the new Mayor of the new thing, it shows there will be an increase in 
expenditure on Council fees, zero savings.  It’s very little wonder why the 5 

confidence is lacking in the KPMG stuff. 

 Going along to the impact of rates.  It’s noted that the current rate revenue 
is used in the proposal.  It is exactly the same figures for the Goulburn 
Mulwaree Palerang merger as the Palerang Queanbeyan merger.  Just 
duplicated.  There’s no savings there because they’re putting the revenue 10 

in twice.  You just can’t transfer revenue twice if it isn’t there.  It goes on in 
the merger to turn around and say that the new Council may have less 
reliance on SRVs.  May.  No substance, just a ‘may’.  But the problem is 
with SRVs, it doesn’t come from Local Government, it comes from State 
Government and rate pegging.  The State Government fixes the amount of 15 

rate pegging that we are to have, that is the problem. 

 Over the past 12 years, Palerang has managed under the rate pegging 
system.  The problem happens to be that the rate pegging does not keep 
pace with the general CPI on expenditure for local Councils, and this is a 
bigger problem for rural Councils rather than urban Councils and this is 20 

because of the amount that we spend on roads.  If you take the general 
CPI rate, you are losing out.  This is why rural Councils need to get rid of 
rate pegging.  Get rid of it totally.  I note the elected representatives of both 
Goulburn Mulwaree, Palerang Council and Queanbeyan Councils have a 
standalone position, that they prefer to stand alone.  I ask you to reject this 25 

proposal.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Is speaker number 20 here, please? Thank you. 

Peter: Good afternoon, Mr Turner.  My name is Peter Marshall.  I’m a Palerang 
Councillor as well, hence the other one, and I’m a resident of Captains Flat 
which on the map in the proposal shows a railway station but don’t go to try 30 

and catch a train there, there hasn’t been one for 50 years.  Through you, 
my apologies to the audience who had to listen to this before on Tuesday.  
I’m actually here to speak, however, on behalf of the Braidwood Greens 
and despite their name, the Braidwood Greens has members living across 
the Palerang area and the group will submit a more detailed submission 35 

prior to the 20th of February – that timer didn’t want to work so I will have to 
rely on yours. 

 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 merged into Councils centred around a 40 

single large urban centre where the majority of the population lives.  On 
average, urban residents will inevitably hold more seats on the Council and 
this is accentuated even further when the Councils are directly elected 
Mayor such as Queanbeyan does, which adds further weight to the already 
disproportionate vote of urban residents.  I understand that you’re not able 45 
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to make recommendations on directly elected Mayors but it’s a relevant 
factor in terms of representation.  Wards can’t address this because they 
only cement the urban rural divide. 

 So in the case of the New South Wales Government proposal being 
addressed today, about 13,000 of the population of Palerang proposed to 5 

be appended to the much larger population of Queanbeyan City Council of 
about 40,000.  Some of the parts of Palerang proposed to be transferred to 
Queanbeyan are quite distant, both physically and socially from 
Queanbeyan.  You’ve heard a bit today about the New South Wales 
Government’s proposed boundaries which are frankly absurd in particular 10 

in the areas of Majors Creek and Araluen.  However, 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 assessing this proposal can do alone, it would 
have to be done in conjunction with the delegate assessing the Goulburn / 15 

(part) Palerang proposal and I understand that’s something the current 
process doesn’t allow. 

 What these flawed boundaries clearly demonstrates, and perhaps this is 
also the reason why we’re meeting here in Braidwood rather than 
Bungendore today is that they were drawn up by someone unfamiliar with 20 

the area.  This in turn demonstrates that the community has not been 
involved in the development of this proposal.  You also have heard many 
times today 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 18 25 

December, a month later, the New South Wales Government ignored its 
own advice and proposed to split the Palerang. 

 Local government reform is certainly needed but this isn’t reform, it is 
change for the sake of change.  It is tinkering at the edges, tinkering with 
the boundaries.  Other recommendations of the independent Local 30 

Government review, if implemented, may negate the need for boundary 
changes altogether, they would assist Councils in becoming more effective 
and efficient which would be a win-win for local communities, more 
effective and efficient Councils by retaining local democracy.  The New 
South Wales Government’s agenda of scale and capacity is simply a 35 

mantra of bigger is better and it doesn’t stand up to objective scrutiny.  So 
the Braidwood Greens oppose the New South Wales Government’s 
proposal for the formation of a new Local Government area comprising the 
Queanbeyan City Council area and part of Palerang as shown on the 
maps. 40 

 The Braidwood Greens also equally oppose the New South Wales 
government’s proposal for the other part of that equation, the formation of 
a new Local Government area comprising Goulburn Mulwaree Council and 
the majority of the Palerang Council area.  For all the same reasons I’ve 
already mentioned, Braidwood Greens also oppose the full merger of 45 
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Queanbeyan City Council and Palerang Council areas, as proposed by 
Palerang Council.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Do we have speaker number 21 here, thank you. 

Speaker 21: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.  My name is [indecipherable], I’m a 
resident of the Eurobodalla Shire.  I’m also a Councillor of the shire but I’m 5 

not here speaking on behalf of the shire.  Thank you, Mr Turner for the 
opportunity to address this important issue.  The two proposals to split 
Palerang and the merger of it with Queanbeyan and the other part with 
Goulburn, as I understand it, is out of line with much of the local thinking 
and unlikely to work.  The IPART has found both Queanbeyan and 10 

Palerang as unfit for the future and it is not apparent how a merger entity 
will lead to the significant improvement of scale and capacity.  The 
proposed merger entity increases a population base of Local Government 
area by 130,000.  Hardly significant for the improvements sought.  In any 
event, it’s a folly to divide Araluen into different sections and there are 15 

better outcomes for that small community. 

 I would like to place before you an alternative.  A better option may well be 
to create a new coast to capital Council by merging Eurobodalla, Palerang 
and Queanbeyan.  The population of this merged entity would be greater 
than 99,000 people making it one of the larger rural urban Councils in the 20 

state.  At that size there is the potential for real benefits, not just marginal 
improvements.  Such an option recognises the real community of interest 
that exists along and in between both ends of the Kings Highway because 
there are strong family and social connections between the coast of 
Canberra and Queanbeyan areas.  A large number of homes in 25 

Eurobodalla, I believe it’s somewhere in the vicinity of 31%, are owned by 
Canberra and Queanbeyan people.  Many ex-Canberra and Queanbeyan 
people now living in the Eurobodalla have still family residents residing in 
those Queanbeyan and Canberra areas.  People regularly travel along the 
highway in both directions for recreation, business, health and related 30 

reasons.  Road based tourism is a growing industry important to highway 
towns such as Braidwood.  The highway itself is a major interest and 
recent improvements make it an increasingly efficient piece of 
infrastructure, notwithstanding the apparent barrier presented by the Clyde 
Mountain. 35 

 With the announcement of the international plane arrivals into Canberra’s 
airport, the tourism and economic flow on benefit to the region will be 
significant.  Given the future economic and population growth of the 
combined shires, I would propose that we re-establish the proposed dual 
carriageway tollway from Canberra to the coast and thereby reducing the 40 

travelling time from one and three quarter hours to 50 minutes.  Other 
advantages of the three way merger include it would put pressure on 
individual Councils to reform the management and governance practices, 
considerable costs savings and service facilities, rationalisations are 
available in Eurobodalla and likewise elsewhere.  It will encourage better 45 

relations between Councils and communities if properly managed.  In 
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Eurobodalla at the moment these relations are poor, with some 67% of 
ratepayers objecting to a forced rate rise last year, and 11,000 people 
petitioned to sign against that special rates variation.  It will provide greater 
bargaining power for the region when dealing with the ACT Government 
and Federal Governments on cross-border issues.  There are synergies 5 

between each Council staff and Eurobodalla has a strong social service 
electorate to the old community, Palerang is competent in rural roads and 
Queanbeyan pays similar attention to youth programs. 

 Our state minister, Minster Andrew Constance who has an intimate 
knowledge of the Eurobodalla Shire is urging to see a merger.  My fellow 10 

Councillors have not given this issue the attention it deserves largely 
because they are unconvinced of the need for improvement of the 
Eurobodalla.  The views of the Eurobodalla community on merger options 
are unknown because the Council has carefully avoided putting the 
question to the people but community concerns of the Council’s 15 

performance remains high.  Public meetings to discuss this held in the 
middle of last year there was 500 people attended to discuss this issue.  In 
general - - -  

Facilitator: Thank you very much, that’s five minutes.  If you could just one whole 
sentence, one more sentence. 20 

Speaker 21: I applaud the State Government in their intentions to rectify the Local 
Government reform, to save our million dollars a month going down the 
drain, and I would ask you, Mr Turner to please put that submission 
forward.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Could I have speaker number 22 now, please? 25 

Thank you. 

Speaker 22: Good afternoon.  I’m [indecipherable], a Goulburn Mulwaree ratepayer.  
First, I would like to make it quite clear that I'm speaking as a Goulburn 
Mulwaree Councillor.  I have always lived in Goulburn Mulwaree and have 
worked for over 50 years across most of the Palerang and Goulburn 30 

Mulwaree Local Government areas so I have a good grasp of the 
geographic areas involved and the interest of each community and what 
each community has to offer.  I will start by saying that I find the Minister 
for Local Government’s proposal document completely unacceptable for 
several reasons but primarily for those relating to criterias two, three, four 35 

and eight and this is by section 263(3) of the Local Government Act 1993. 

 As part of attempting to come up with a better proposal, I was fortunate to 
team up with an old friend and work colleague, also a lifetime resident and 
ratepayer of Palerang.  We’ve worked on outlining a map of geographic 
areas that we believe would be a fit alternative to the Minister’s proposal.  40 

We both have an extensive understanding of the lay of the land across the 
affected areas.  We started using this map to community conversation, 
however, since we started talking to the communities involved, we 
reconsidered our thinking and decided to revise our regional map.  In other 
words, we listened to the people and came up with a better solution that 45 
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meets the need for those communities affected.  I believe the decision 
maker could take a leaf out of our book and do the same.  As a result of 
some good old fashioned talking to people, the preferred option now is that 
all of the old Tallaganda Shire and the south western end of the old 
Mulwaree Shire should merge with Goulburn Mulwaree.  This would benefit 5 

the criterias numbers 1 to 4 and numbers 7 and 8. 

 The Minister’s proposal is at odds with criteria 2 and 8, retaining 
communities of interest and geographic cohesion and impact on rural 
communities.  It splits Majors Creek and chops up Araluen and locates the 
Krawaree area with Queanbeyan.  These rural communities mainly feed 10 

into Braidwood and beyond to Goulburn.  For example, [indecipherable] 
primary and secondary school education, employment options across to 
Goulburn, access to the Goulburn Conservatorium building, interschool 
sport, wider sporting competitions, retail and grocery shopping, 
professional services, recreational activities and an access as a 15 

throughway to Sydney.  The geographic cohesion aspect of criteria 2, there 
are boundary alignment issues for local land services and land care, both 
of which work closely with the communities of interest.  The Upper 
Shoalhaven water catchment is an important area to consider.  The 
Krawaree area is included in this category. 20 

 Criteria 3, existing and traditional values.  Criteria 4, attitudes of residents 
and ratepayers.  I’m hearing a lot of talk about lack of community, of 
Council input and the feeling of isolation in places such as Majors Creek 
and Araluen and Taylors Creek Road area.  There is said to be a 
groundswell of preference for merging with Goulburn Mulwaree rather than 25 

Queanbeyan.  Historically, these rural communities have gone to Goulburn 
for business and social reasons.  I ask you, why does the Minister wish to 
isolate this community even more by making them fringe-dwellers of the 
current merger proposal? If this were 2004, this proposal would better 
underpin the Government’s statement that if a merger was proposed they 30 

would preferably be whole Council to whole Council areas.  In other words, 
the old Tallaganda Council with Goulburn Mulwaree, at least with this 
option there would be a more practical carve up of what is now Palerang, 
and the remaining areas of Bungendore, Bombay, Berlang, Captains Flat 
align them with Queanbeyan, these areas are mostly densely populated 35 

with ratepayers that it would greatly benefit Queanbeyan. 

 There are still some potential rural residents and ratepayers across this 
area but most of the population of this area seems naturally to feed into 
Queanbeyan in the ACT.  I’ll finish by saying that I do have an open mind 
and that if a more workable option is put on the table and a benefit to 40 

residents and ratepayers then I will accept it. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  We’ve got speaker number 23 coming to the podium now. 

Les: Mr Turner, my name is Les [indecipherable].  I’m a fifth generation of the 
community of Braidwood.  After the Wombeya people of the Yuri nation, 
my family have been in the upper regions of the Shoalhaven catchment 45 
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ever since.  You may still find the heart of the mob of cattle and a pack of 
dogs along our roadways.  I’m not going to speak on statistics, I’ll talk on 
community.  I was Mayor of Tallaganda until 2004 when a call from the 
Governor Marie Bashir ended that.  I stood for the newly created Council 
with the existing name of Eastern Capital City Regional Council and was 5 

duly elected and obtained the position of Deputy Mayor.  With a newly 
assembled body of Councils we set about creating an identity in Local 
Government.  Firstly, to find the right person to put our ideas together, and 
we did, a general manager that built around him a team that could develop 
the huge task of uniting the scattered areas that the forced amalgamation 10 

left around Yarralumla, with Tallaganda.  With Queanbeyan and what’s in 
the middle going to the most profitable areas close by. 

 A more catchy name, it changed to Palerang and an award winning office 
built in Bungendore and we were on our way.  Palerang has progressed to 
a very forward thinking and planning Council in one of the fastest growing 15 

areas in the state.  With my time in Local Government the most obvious 
thing I’ve seen is that Local Government is an instrument of the state and 
that decisions made by ministers can create incredible time and effort 
wastage in the operations of staff.  Local government ministers seem to 
change as often as prime ministers and each seem to have a new agenda. 20 

 The issue at hand.  We haven’t got the map to look at but I’m sure you 
have it yourself, and it didn’t correspond with the text.  The first thing I 
found was that as a resident of Bombay, ten minutes out of Braidwood due 
west across the Shoalhaven, I would be in Queanbeyan Local Government 
area.  I would have to travel through anywhere to get – through Goulburn 25 

Mulwaree to get to Braidwood, the waste depot would not be mine, it would 
have to be served from Queanbeyan, and Queanbeyan would have to 
come through Braidwood to get there.  The text doesn’t subscribe to that.  
We must ensure that the communities of Mulwaree, Ballalaba, Majors 
Creek and Araluen in the south and Harolds Cross, Farrington and 30 

Bombay in the west continue to be serviced through the township of 
Braidwood and that either Palerang be retained – if Palerang be split 
between Queanbeyan and Goulburn Mulwaree that’d be along the 
boundaries of the pre-2004 amalgamation of Tallaganda Shire Council with 
Tallaganda going to Goulburn Mulwaree and Yarralumla to Queanbeyan, 35 

or three, that part of Palerang be amalgamated with Queanbeyan. 

 The natural geographical boundary to the south and west are mountain 
ranges surrounding the Shoalhaven catchment and the communities within 
are linked by sealed roads to the township of Braidwood.  The school bus, 
the Rural Fire Service, at least half a dozen sheds that interconnect and 40 

work together all progress to Braidwood; all roads lead to Braidwood.  So 
my big concern is that whatever happens, the community of Braidwood 
must not be divided.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Could we have speaker number 24 to the podium, please? 
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Roger: Mr Turner, my name is Roger Hocking, resident of Braidwood.  Most of 
what I was going to say has been said by others but it strikes me to have a 
boundary which is on a stream is totally and utterly illogical.  It’s been 
referred to by a speaker saying how it splits parallel.  The same principle 
applies to using the Shoalhaven has a boundary.  Shoalhaven Valley is a 5 

reasonably cohesive catchment.  There is a catchment management 
authority that deals with either side of that single stream, either side of the 
proposed boundary and particularly in containing and dealing with feral 
animals and weed control and so on.  Those are just two minor 
management issues but it’s not logical to have a boundary, a Local 10 

Government boundary, an administrative boundary that follows a stream.  
It would be far more cohesive for the Shoalhaven catchment, particularly in 
relation to its water board interest in the area, it would be a cohesive single 
management not two different boundaries. 

 Finally, we’ve been through one forced amalgamation having been 15 

promised we weren’t going to have one, and what we really need from 
here from you and from the Government is to at least have transparent 
reasons for yet another forced change.  It’s not necessarily amalgamation, 
it’s even worse than that, it’s a split, a split of what has been worked on for 
ten years to try to get equal and even representation in terms of the local 20 

environment planning, the development planning and so on.  To have a 
major disruption now is totally counterproductive and frankly, it is not of 
benefit to this community. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  It’s time for speaker number 25, thank you. 

Alex: Hello.  My name is Alex Rea, I’m the editor of the local paper here in 25 

Braidwood.  I’m speaking as a resident and ratepayer, however.  I can’t 
see any efficiency in splitting up Palerang.  I’ve been attending Council 
meetings since the Tallaganda and through the Eastern City Capital 
Council and now Palerang so that’s about 11 or 12 years, and I’ve noticed 
the changes that have occurred over that time.  I would say we’ve been 30 

through a lot of hard yards in getting everything cohesive right the way 
through planning – I haven’t always been a cheer squad for the Council but 
I will say that this current Council, I think is the most representative and 
best that we’ve had so far.  We only have one Councillor from the 
Braidwood region who actually lives close to town yet I would think that the 35 

majority of our Councillors are very happy to come over here and the area 
is just not so large that they can’t do that. 

 In the last amalgamation, Braidwood did feel a little bit marginalised with 
the centre of the Local Government going into Bungendore but this current 
proposal, which I won’t speak about the ludicrous boundaries as everyone 40 

has said that, could actually really marginalise us whichever split was to 
take place.  I would really be concerned about Braidwood and its villages 
being split because they really are an entity.  They’re certainly in my 
newspaper’s catchment, it’s very much one community, and Araluen and 
Majors Creek splitting from us would be ridiculous.  I really think that with 45 

the other hat on that I have as president of Braidwood Village’s tourism, I 
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can see that it could be quite disruptive to have these proposed splits take 
place as they are but I actually agree with the previous speakers that have 
said a couple of [indecipherable] to Queanbeyan not just tinkering around 
the edges but a proper big Kings Highway Council would actually have a 
bit of clout and from a tourism perspective could be extremely beneficial.  I 5 

suppose I’ll just finish with an old rural press slogan really, but life is local 
and I think Local Government should reflect local and marginalising this 
area with some of these splits to be so far away, it wouldn’t be a good 
thing.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Can I have speaker number 26, thank you. 10 

Anne: Mr Turner and everybody else and members.  G’day, my name is Anne 
[indecipherable].  I live up north near the intersection of the road from 
Goulburn and the Kings Highway.  I understand that in this situation we’re 
in now we have two choices, we either go entire as Palerang to 
Queanbeyan or we split.  That is what I’ve come to understand, and I have 15 

a comment on that at the end.  I know from where I live that most of the 
east side of Palerang Shire is equidistant from either Queanbeyan or 
Goulburn.  It’s very close, it’s only a matter of five or ten kilometres but if 
you get north of that intersection it’s closer to Goulburn.  So don’t worry 
about who isolated Braidwood would be, it will be anyway, if the split 20 

happens. 

 I’ve also seen that there would be social benefits to Braidwood’s cultural 
community if we went to Goulburn because they have a very strong 
interest in the arts, as stated by an earlier speaker.  I also understand no 
matter which way it goes, later boundary changes can be carried out as 25 

per condition 218 of the Local Government Act, that prescribes that 
Council boundaries can be changed at any time, including by Council or a 
ten percentage of the local affected population.  That means if Palerang 
Shire is split as per the current line on the map, after the dust has settled, 
that percentage can be petitioned to go ahead and change.  This was 30 

mentioned in relation to Araluen.  If all of Palerang goes to Queanbeyan 
then we could again petition – it would take a lot of hard work – to 
persuade Eurobodalla to join all of us in a Canberra to the Coast shire.  
That might take more work. 

 So just in finishing, I’d just like to say a bit of a difficult point.  Early on in 35 

the days of Palerang Shire it was East Palerang and West Palerang.  In 
recent years, I’ve seen that quieting down but I think by the 
[indecipherable] and debate that’s going on now the feeling of east versus 
west is still alive.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much everybody for being so respectful for all of the 40 

speakers.  We’re now at the last – that’s the final registered speaker.  I do 
want to just check that we don’t have speakers number 5, 7, 15 or 17 
here? Okay.  We don’t have anybody else that would like to grab the 
microphone and say a few words? Okay.  Let me just explain the process 
from here.  Can I just ask you to listen to the process and all of that will be 45 
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– so that’s why I’d really like you to hear the concluding remarks from your 
delegate.  So I just wanted to explain to you that we have to be here from 
one o’clock to four o’clock because it may be that others who haven’t 
spoken come and register so we’re staying here.  However, of course we 
don’t expect you to stay here and look at each other for an hour, that 5 

wouldn’t be very fun.  So what your delegate has agreed to do is to do his 
concluding remarks which answers that very question now, and he will do 
the concluding remarks again at four o’clock so that way people can 
wander off and you don’t have to sit here for an hour.  So if I can hand over 
to Mr Turner. 10 

John: I’d like to thank everybody for coming today and taking the time to put 
forward your cases and to speak in relation to the matters that concern you 
and your community.  I also congratulate you as a group for the way you’ve 
listened to each other put forward their views.  The transcript of today’s 
proceedings will be generated to provide a formal record of proceedings.  15 

These transcripts will be publicly available at the conclusion of the 
examination and reporting process.  I’d like to remind everyone that as well 
as the information provided by the speakers today, written submissions as 
shown on the board today, will be one of the most important ways for me to 
gather information during the examination process.  The speakers today 20 

should know that it is equal weight whether they spoke today and/or gave a 
submission.  As contained on the board there, the submissions close on 
Sunday, the 28th of February and can be submitted either online at the 
Council Boundary Review website or by mail as again shown on the slide. 

 A reminder that the Council Boundary Review website also provides more 25 

details about the merger proposal process more generally, as well as 
details about the proposed merger.  Finally, I’d like to again congratulate 
you and unfortunately as this is a public inquiry and it is in session, I 
cannot do one-on-one discussions in relation to this matter.  So thank you 
for coming.  Please feel free to leave.  As explained by our Facilitator, we 30 

have to stay here until four o’clock.  Sorry, you’ve got a question? 

Male: One final question.  Given the conflict between the description of the 
boundary changes versus the map, what are you examining? 

John: I’m examining the proposal put before me but I do take on what’s been 
said today, and there is a provision under section 263(3) at the very last 35 

one, it’s called “other” and I would suggest that “other” will be occupying 
some of my mind. 

Facilitator: Sorry, just one moment.  In answer to your question at the back, you 
probably can’t see it from there, but the final dot point on that slide there is 
the final report and all written submissions will be published at the end of 40 

the proposal examination process.  Yes? 

Male: Are you in a position to accept submissions here today? 

John: Yes. 
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Male: You can? 

Facilitator: Yes. 

Male: Thank you. 

Facilitator: So you’ve heard concluding remarks part A from your delegate, and if 
you’d like to, you’re welcome to stay and talk amongst yourselves but as 5 

the delegate said, we can’t take questions from the floor. 

Male: I’ve got a Facilitator question, if I may.  One of the questions that I don't 
know if you announced it or not, is the concern that there are two different 
delegates, are you in a position to be able to discuss the findings of the 
other John? Can the two Johns get together and discuss the findings? 10 

John: We’ve both got to address the issues as per each proposal.  It would be 
true to say that because of the matters that have arisen through a possible 
discrepancy on the maps, there appears to be a discrepancy on the 
proposal, that we would obviously seek clarification, I would think joint 
clarification, as to where lines actually go on maps, and then that would be 15 

I think feasible to do. 

Female: Is that likely to happen before the submissions are finished/due? 

John: I don't know whether they’re going to happen or not at this stage.  It will be 
after I take into consideration everything that has been said today and 
have a good look at what’s being said tonight.  If the need arises, I will 20 

consider the timing.  It would be done under a formal arrangement. 

Facilitator: Sorry, that’s a good reminder as well that this inquiry has two sessions, 
there’s the session today 1:00 until 4:00 and then the session tonight 7:00 
until 10:00.  Yes? 

Female: In regards to the sessions and how they’re handled, can I just bring a 25 

comment to mind that’s made me quite angry.  On Tuesday, the Facilitator, 
the gentleman who filled your position, gave people speaking as 
themselves five minutes, with a nice placard of two minutes and one 
minute, that was fine but people speaking on behalf of an organisation but 
not the Mayors ten minutes.  Now here you’ve only given everybody five 30 

and I think that’s really frustrating when you wouldn’t let people finish what 
they have to say and we’re going to sit here for an hour and waste time 
where nobody could have had an extra two minutes. 

Facilitator: I’ll handle that one because it’s a process one.  So you don’t all have to sit 
here for an hour so that’s the first thing.  The second thing is that each of 35 

these inquiries, they have a legislative framework, and each delegate 
makes their own choice about the length, the individual time is five 
minutes, and then they make a choice about whether or not – how long the 
Council speaks.  So I’ve done other inquiries where the Councils have only 
had ten minutes, for example, and then I’ve done other inquiries where the 40 
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organisations have only had five minutes as well.  So it varies.  So what 
applied in one – but it’s still within the constraints of the five minutes. 

Female: It’s not fair.  It’s not equitable and it’s not the same because I’ve listened to 
some of these in other capacities talk and to be shut down when the 
previous – and I [indecipherable] meetings we’ve gone, but I felt five 5 

minutes was five minutes, ten minutes was ten minutes, and it should be 
the same.  Whether it’s Tuesday at 9:00 until 12:00 which is a shorter time 
or it’s 1:00 until 4:00 now where there’s an hour where it could have been 
filled with constructive comment, and now you’re going to another meeting 
and whether you’re going to – the other job gives everybody ten minutes if 10 

they’re an organisation but you give them five. 

Facilitator: I really appreciate the comment. 

Female: I’m just as a ratepayer giving you constructive feedback, I don’t think that’s 
very fair to the people who were shut down or to the audience or to John 
Turner who had the opportunity to listen for insight. 15 

Facilitator: Okay.  Thank you.  Thanks very much for your comment. 

Female: My name is [indecipherable] and I was registered at the previous meeting. 

Male: There’s no democracy in any of this. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thank you I appreciate it.  Did you want to approach the desk? 

Male: It’s just John might be able to answer it.  It’s got to be [indecipherable] less 20 

efficient to [indecipherable].  Will his report be marked confidential? 

John: My report? No. 

Male: Thank you very much. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much, ladies and gentlemen. 

[BREAK] 25 

John: Being four o’clock and no other attendees, I confirm my closing remarks 
made earlier.   

END TRANSCRIPT 


