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Council: Queanbeyan  

Delegate: John Turner 

Venue: Comfort Inn Airport International (Queanbeyan) 

Date: 11 February 2016 

Time: 7pm 

  

Facilitator: Ladies and gentlemen, I would ask you to take your seats please.  I urge you 
to come further down the front actually.  I know they’re nasty looking chairs, 
but I urge you to come a bit closer, because I think it would be better.  And, 
could I ask those gentlemen to take your seats, in the back of the room.  We 5 

do have to start at seven o’clock, so could you please take a seat.  So, good 
evening, ladies and gentlemen.  May I ask that you all be seated now, so that 
we can begin the public inquiry?  

 My name is Kathy Jones and my job is to ensure that the inquiry proceedings 
run smoothly and efficiently.  This is the second session of this inquiry and it 10 

follows the same rules as those established this afternoon; that is, 20 minutes 
for the Council, which is Queanbeyan Council, and five minutes for each 
speaker thereafter.  Could I ask you to make sure that you do sign in at the 
register in the front and, particularly if you are a speaker, would you please 
make sure that you get a number, so that we can call out your number in 15 

order so that you can then come to the front and do your presentation to your 
Delegate. 

 A couple of other housekeeping matters, if I could have your attention.  Would 
you please turn your mobile phones to silent? Now, the toilet facilities, for 
those of you that haven’t been here before, are on the other side of reception.  20 

Now, the reason why I’m not directing you to where the toilets are behind here 
is that there is a door that shuts behind you and we don’t want to have to be 
rescuing people from the toilets all the time.  So, if you could use the ones on 
the other side of reception, that would be fantastic.  The emergency 
procedures, there is a door here behind me which is our emergency exit door 25 

and it doesn’t matter if that locks behind us.   

So, could I also ask you and remind you that this is a formal process and so, 
in that context, the proceedings tonight will be sound recorded.  And, also I 
ask that you – and I know you will do this anyway, but I just wanted to remind 
you, that you respect the speakers when they’re speaking to the Delegate 30 

and, just a couple of things, if you’re going to move around the room, although 
this room is a little bit quieter because of the carpet, if we just do that quietly.  
If you are going to have a little side conversation with somebody, can you 
please do it after the speaker has finished.  And, also could you please allow 
the speakers to speak without interruption. 35 

If you do have some materials that you would like to give to the Delegate or 
you wanted to hand things out, please don’t do that during the formal inquiry.  
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At the end of the inquiry, you are welcome to give those materials to the 
Delegate, however, you could also include them in your written submission.  
So, with that bit of a housekeeping introduction, what I’d like to do now is to 
hand over to your Delegate, Mr John Turner, and he will walk you through 
what the inquiry is all about.  And, we’re going to try not having the 5 

microphone. 

John: Sorry about the microphone situation, we’ve been trying to remedy that for 
about an hour or so.  Good evening.  My name is John Turner, as Kathy said, 
and the Acting Chief Executive Officer of the Office of Local Government has 
delegated me the function of examining and reporting on the Minister for Local 10 

Government’s proposal to merge Queanbeyan with part of Palerang.   

I’d like to formally welcome you to this public inquiry, which is part of the 
examination and reporting process into the merger proposal.  I begin by 
acknowledging the traditional custodians and our ancestors of the land on 
which this public inquiry takes place and also pay me respect to the elders, 15 

both past and present. 

This public inquiry is being conducted in accordance with section 263 of the 
Local Government Act.  I’ve been appointed, as I mentioned, to conduct an 
examination of the proposal and to provide a report to the Minister and the 
Boundaries Commission.  I’d like to stress that my role is impartial and I’d like 20 

to also stress again I’m not an advocate either for or against the proposal. 

Section 263(2A) and section 218F(2) of the Local Government Act require me 
to hold this public inquiry into the proposal.  The main purpose of the public 
inquiry is to provide members of the public with an opportunity to provide me 
their views on the proposal, which I will consider, as I said, in an impartial 25 

manner.  As members of the public, you have been invited to attend this 
evening’s public inquiry.  Should you choose, you may speak about the 
proposal under the examination.  More details about the examination and 
reporting process can be found on the Councils Boundary Review website.  
But, in summary, I am required to conduct a public inquiry, call for written 30 

submissions, prepare a report on the proposal having due regard to the 
factors of section 263(3) of the Act.   

The factors I must consider in my report are the financial advantages or 
disadvantages of the proposal to the residents and ratepayers of the area 
concerned, the community of interest and geographic cohesion in the existing 35 

areas and in any proposed new area, the existing historical and traditional 
values in 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 40 

between elected representatives and ratepayers and residents, and such 
other matters as considered relevant in relation to the past and future patterns 
of elected representation in the area, the impact of the proposal on the ability 
of the Council to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and 
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facilities, the impact of the proposal on the employment of staff by the Council, 
the impact of the proposal on any rural communities in the resulting area. 

Should the proposal go ahead, I have to report on the desirability or otherwise 
of dividing the resulting area or areas into wards, the need to ensure the 
opinions of each of the diverse communities of the resulting areas or area are 5 

effectively represented, and any other factors relevant to the provision of 
efficient and effective Local Government in the existing and proposed new 
areas.   

As mentioned, at the conclusion of the examination process, I’ll prepare a 
report to the Minister and also provide a copy to the Boundaries Commission.  10 

The Boundaries Commission will review and provide comment on the report 
and provide these comments to the Minister for Local Government.  The 
Minister for Local Government will then consider the report, together with any 
comments from the Boundaries Commission, and may or may not 
recommend to the Governor that the proposed merger by implemented with or 15 

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 speakers.  
Our facilitator today, Kathy Jones, will provide a more detailed rundown of 
today’s proceedings in a moment.  Other members of my team here today are 20 

Karen and our support staff in the foyer. 

Finally, my duty today is to listen to all submissions and consider them along 
with other material gathered throughout the course of the examination 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 25 

complaints that an individual or organisation may have about the proposal or 
the Local Government Reform process today.  I also am obliged only to 
consider the proposal that is before me today. 

So, with that, I will hand back to Kathy.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thanks, John.  So, my task now is to keep this public inquiry rolling 30 

accordingly to the rules.  Now, what I said was that we had one session this 
afternoon which went from 1:00 til 4:00, and then we have another session 
now which goes from 7:00 til 10:00.  And, the process is that each person who 
has asked to speak will come up.  I’ll call the number and then that person will 
come up to the podium over there, which is why I’m not using that 35 

microphone, and there’s a microphone over there which hopefully works.  
And, you’ll be given the time that’s five minutes for everybody.   

The only exception to the five minutes is the 20 minutes that’s been allowed 
for each Council.  That was Palerang this afternoon and Queanbeyan this 
evening.  And, so what I will do is that I will – and I will ask you 40 

[indecipherable] – is that at four minutes, I can either say, “That’s one minute 
to go,” or I can ring the bell.  Which would you prefer? The bell.  Okay.  I’ll ring 
the bell at four minutes and, for the Council, I’ll ring the bell at 18 minutes to 
give them a couple of minutes to catch up.  And, then at five minutes, I will 



  4

ask you to finish up, to do your last sentence and to allow the next speaker to 
take over.   

Now, tonight we have about 15 speakers registered, which means that we will 
finish a long time before ten o’clock, but we have to follow the same rules as 
what we did this afternoon and also the general inquiry rules which have been 5 

set.  So, that means that at the end of when everybody who wants to speak 
and who wants to register as a speaker has spoken, I will then say that we still 
have to be here til ten o’clock, that’s us, but the people in the audience don’t 
have to be here until ten o’clock.  It’s not an opportunity to do question and 
answer, because it’s a formal public inquiry process.  And, also when we do 10 

run out of speakers, John will give his concluding address, because it’s 
important for you to understand what’s going to happen to all of this 
information, and then he’ll also give his concluding address at ten o’clock if 
anyone’s still here then.   

So, what I’d like to make sure that you all do when you come down to the 15 

front, could you make sure that you do actually speak into the microphone 
and remember, because this is an inquiry process, that you’re actually 
addressing your comments to your Delegate, not the audience, and it’s a very 
important part of the process that you address directly to your Delegate.  I 
think that’s all I’m going to give you in terms of the process.  And, with that, 20 

what I’d like to do, I’ll just give you one more piece of information is that the 
Mayor of Queanbeyan Council will speak first, this is all within their allocated 
20 minutes, and then he’s going to hand over to his General Manager. 

So, it’s now time to start the inquiry and start that speaking process, so if I 
could ask Mayor Tim Overall to come forward and to do an introduction and 25 

then hand over to his General Manager.  Thank you very much, ladies and 
gentlemen. 

Tim: Firstly, I’d like to thank you all for coming along to today’s inquiry and to thank 
Delegate John Turner for conducting the inquiry and the review.  And, from 
the outset, for the record, the Queanbeyan City Council has not yet finalised 30 

its position on the merger proposal and will do so at its meeting on the 24th of 
February, this month, following our own public forum which will be held on 
Tuesday, the 16th of February.   

 Personally, I’ve been a strong advocate for Local Government reform over the 
past four years and understand that the current system is not working as well 35 

as it could be.  Indeed, Queanbeyan City Council supported and agreed in 
principle to the general thrust of the Independent Local Government Review 
Panel’s report in March 2014.  However, we as a Council do have some 
concerns about the merger proposal in front of us.  I will begin by making a 
few points before handing over to our General Manager, Peter Tegart, who 40 

will elaborate in more detail. 

 Firstly, financial assumptions.  Queanbeyan City Council is not in a position to 
make a decision on the merger proposal until we have further financial 
analysis.  And, a consultant is working on this and it will be presented to 
Council prior to our 24th of February meeting.  Most of the concerns we have 45 



  5

for the financial data centre around the KPMG assumptions.  This is not 
uncommon across the Local Government sector in New South Wales and is 
of concern.  The merger proposal and assumptions included indicate that the 
distribution of assets and personnel would be based on geography.   

Council argues that this should be based on organisational capacity rather 5 

than geography.  As the proposed merger would split Palerang into east and 
west, it is unclear what portion of the maintenance backlog would come with 
the western section of Palerang.  The value of this backlog will have a 
significant impact on the new Council’s financial position. 

The merger proposal talks about savings of up to 34 million over ten years for 10 

the new entity.  We struggle to see how this would eventuate given the impact 
section 218CA of the Local Government Act would have on the new entity.  
Under that section of the Act, it will be likely that officers and depots would 
need to be maintained at Bungendore and other outlying areas, along with 
existing staff numbers. 15 

Following the IPART assessment of Councils, Queanbeyan was declared as 
financially fit, but did not meet the scale and capacity threshold of the 
Government.  This we find hard to understand, especially given that 
Queanbeyan is a regional centre and has significant interactions with the New 
South Wales and ACT governments and neighbouring Councils.  20 

Queanbeyan has been a key member of the Canberra Region Joint 
Organisation. 

Throughout the process, Queanbeyan has been active and proactive in 
discussing the potential service delivery and merger scenarios with our 
neighbours, specifically Palerang.  In May 2015, Queanbeyan presented three 25 

options to the community for consultation, including the Regional Services 
Provider model, a merge with Palerang and a stand-alone.  Most of our 
residents supported the Regional Services Provider model, however, that was 
not supported by IPART, even though the modelling showed that it would 
generate similar savings as the proposed merger model. 30 

As part of our investigations, we commissioned a consultant to prepare a 
report of the costs and benefits of the Regional Service Provider model and 
also the partitioning of Palerang.  These reports relied on data from Palerang 
and the identified benefits showed in the IPART report, the KPMG report and 
our consultant’s report, they all differed to a degree. 35 

Now, we’ve heard plenty of talk since the merger proposal was released, and 
I’m sure we’ll hear more here tonight, about the boundaries of the proposal.  
The location of the boundaries around the communities of Majors Creek and 
Araluen is of particular concern and needs to be addressed seriously in this 
process.  We have also heard that these two localities have a strong 40 

community of interest with Braidwood and that should be taken into 
consideration. 

Our lessons have been learnt from the amalgamations of 2004.  Queanbeyan 
has been approached on a number of occasions from residents living in Burra 
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and Urila who have been proposing a boundary adjustment to bring them into 
the Queanbeyan Local Government area.  Currently the area is landlocked by 
Queanbeyan, with their nearest Palerang contact point in Bungendore some 
45 minutes away.  Whilst this may seem a small issue in the scheme of 
things, it’s a very important issue for the people living in these areas. 5 

You would have heard different views from Goulburn Mulwaree Council 
regarding the merger proposals and we respect their opinions and views.  The 
questions we ask of the Government is that if the merger proposal is not 
supported and the proposal put forward subsequently by Palerang, a full 
merge with Queanbeyan, is accepted, then there is a strong argument for the 10 

new Queanbeyan/Palerang merged entity to receive $20 million in funding for 
infrastructure projects.  This would obviously be at no extra cost to the New 
South Wales government, as 10 million of that would have been heading 
Goulburn’s way should the proposal be supported. 

We feel as though the purpose of the proposed mergers have, to a degree, 15 

eroded the ambitions that were outlined in the Independent Local Government 
Review Panel’s final report.  The report included some 60 recommendations, 
however, these merger proposals seem to be a step away from that report.  
The final report called for a more robust revenue base and discretionary 
spending for Local Government.  However, alongside the merger proposal, 20 

the New South Wales government has frozen rates for four years and 
Councils such as Queanbeyan and Goulburn will have to deal with the 
restrictions associated with section 218CA. 

Now, the report also calls for Councils to engage a wider range of skilled staff 
and Councillors to provide quality leadership.  Yet, under the merger proposal, 25 

representation reduces from one per 4,000 for Queanbeyan and one per 
1,800 for Palerang, to one per 5,400 for the new entity.  The report also 
encouraged Councillors to embrace regional collaboration.  Queanbeyan, and 
many of our other neighbouring Councillors, have made impressive progress 
in respect to this through the activities of the Canberra Region Joint 30 

Organisation.   

Queanbeyan has taken that to the next step with the initiation of large, 
regionally significant projects, such as the proposed Ellerton Drive extension 
and upgrade of the Queanbeyan Sewage Treatment Plant, while Palerang is 
well known in the regional area for its credentials as a roads provider through 35 

the RMS contract.  And, I’ll now pass over to General Manager, Peter Tegart. 

Facilitator: Just before you do that, I’m just going to stop the clock at 7.3 minutes and I’ve 
asked for that microphone down the front there for the volume to be turned 
up.  It’s up as loud as possible.  So, what I’m going to say is that anyone who 
can’t hear the speakers, if you could move down the front and take any of the 40 

seats down in the front area here, because it is loud enough down here.  So, 
could I ask those that feel that they can’t hear well enough, you can come and 
use any of these seats, you can take the reserved seats, any of the seats at 
all.  Is everyone okay down the back? Can you hear okay?  

 So, thank you.  Over to you when you’re ready, sir. 45 



  7

Peter: Thank you, Mr Turner and Mr Mayor.  The following slides are an expansion 
on the points previously expressed by the Mayor in relation to the partition 
proposal that’s been put forward by government and, as discussed today 
already, about whether this is a genuine merger proposal compared to a 
partition proposal of government.   5 

 On screen, Mr Delegate, is the summary produced by the Government in their 
termed merger proposal and a couple of points I want to draw to your 
attention is that while the current population of 55,000 would be the 
summation of the coming together of that part of Palerang/Queanbeyan, it is 
projected to grow in accordance with the proposal to 76,000, which would 10 

make the combined Queanbeyan/Palerang area one of the largest regional 
Local Government Areas population-wise in New South Wales. 

 We’ve already heard expressions that both Queanbeyan and Palerang were 
found to be financially fit, not different from a scale and capacity point of view, 
although I understand that the Palerang proposal was subject to a special rate 15 

variation.  While the current combined assumed revenues between Palerang 
and Queanbeyan are 89.3 million expressed here, what is of concern, 
Mr Delegate, is that the forecasts are that the operating revenues will grow to 
191 million, which is more than doubling, in the next ten years.  Therefore, a 
ten percent increase per year.  We are unclear how that figure was arrived at. 20 

 Likewise, to reflect the growth of the Queanbeyan and Palerang area, in 
Queanbeyan alone we’re expecting an additional $300 million of assets in the 
next ten years by virtue of significant developments in the south of the city.  
The matter of infrastructure backlog or asset backlog the Mayor has spoken 
on, based on the KPMG numbers, the current backlog between Queanbeyan 25 

and Palerang would be $33 million, but that’s based on 2013/14 financial 
statements.  The statements that were produced in 14/15, Palerang have 
revised that backlog down substantially.  So, on current financial statements, 
the estimate on the backlog shared between Queanbeyan and Palerang 
would in fact reduce from $33 million to 21 million. 30 

 The Mayor mentioned the Independent Local Government Panel report and of 
significance is the key credentials or criteria upon which a merger may be 
considered and particularly a merger around a regional centre, and those are 
on screen, perhaps harder to read from the back.  The main issues I draw to 
your attention is the ideals that were put forward by the panel report were 35 

about certainly communities of interests.  Part of those communities of 
interest may be organised around the catchment.  Yes, the combined 
Queanbeyan and Palerang area does have substantial growth in the order of 
about two percent per annum. 

 But, the issue of serviceability was also raised and, in the main, it was 40 

considered by the panel that, in a regional area, no-one should need to travel 
more than 60 to 90 minutes to get from end to end.  Now, the current proposal 
has that right at the very outer limits.  We also saw of course that we reach an 
optimal, if you like, population and area size based on the criteria set by the 
panel.   45 
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But, of course, the major concern right across Local Government, not just 
Queanbeyan and Palerang, is the infrastructure backlog.  And, we have yet to 
find out, as the Mayor indicated, what would be the genuine backlog based on 
the partitioning of Palerang.  Of significance, Mr Delegate, is in fact that the 
panel did recommend that a full merger would be preferred over partitioning or 5 

breaking up of any particular Local Government Area. 

The Council, as the Mayor indicated, has undertaken a number of reports, but 
there are also public reports prepared by the Government.  The first of those 
released a couple of years ago now was the Independent Local Government 
Review Panel and it found a number of items there, but I draw your attention 10 

to, yes, a merged entity should be based around a strong regional centre, and 
that could be argued to be Queanbeyan.  But, equally, that regional centre 
should be supported by a joint organisation.  The Mayor indicated we are part 
of the Canberra Region Joint Organisation. 

Equally, there should be close relationship of functional areas and, indeed, we 15 

do share a lot of functions between Palerang and Queanbeyan so far.  I’ll 
touch on those later.  But, we recognise of course that Palerang has already 
been through a difficult birth, if you like, by virtue of its formation in 2004 and 
there must be some lessons learned from both that process and the 
proclamation of a new entity from 2004, as even in recent years the 20 

boundaries were still being adjusted to get around those ministry of errors. 

Then of course we had the IPART report released this year which followed all 
the Councils of New South Wales submitting how they could become fit for 
the future.  As the Mayor indicated, Queanbeyan Council supported a 
Regional Service Provider model.  That was on the bases that Council could 25 

provide the back office support to a lot of other Councils, including 
Queanbeyan, in the region.  Those back office areas are the corporate areas 
such as HR, finance, ICT and the like. 

However, the IPART found that the Regional Service Provider model was not 
superior to the proposed merger of the Independent Panel review and, hence, 30 

it recommended the merger.  Following that, of course, as the Mayor 
indicated, the Council chose to stand alone, as indeed did our colleagues in 
Goulburn and Queanbeyan.   

Then of course we had the KPMG report just released.  Now, that is based on 
the partitioning rather than full merger of the Council, so what is different is 35 

significant.  The IPART produced an assumed saving of $46 million net over 
20 years, at that stage based on a $5 million grant from government.  IPART 
then assumed, by a partitioning rather than a full merger, a $35 million gross 
saving across 20 years, including $15 million of grant from the Government.   

As we heard today from Palerang, that equates to a net $1.8 million a year 40 

from the year 2020, which, in essence, represents only one percent of the 
combined operating expenses of Palerang and Queanbeyan.  Nonetheless, 
it’s expected that there can be significant investments, particularly in 
infrastructure and ICT, put forward by that KPMG report. 



  9

Queanbeyan Council did commission LKS Quaero, consultants endorsed by 
the State Government, to undertake its own independent assessment of what 
would be the benefits and costs of merger.  That report again is in the public 
domain and provided to the Government, indicated an expected $54 million 
saving over ten years, but that was based on the reduction of some 60-odd 5 

staff.   

There was expectations that there could be some optimisation of contracts 
and procurement for that process, so that was a substantial – in fact, double – 
increase of the increase expected compared to the KPMG report, which is 
quite significant.  What is important out of both reports was the LKS report 10 

proposed no changes to outdoor or frontline services, but, of course, did 
suggest some changes to the back of office or corporate area. 

The summary of the KPMG report, in other words, the Minister’s proposal, 
brought these points.  There is expectation over 20 years to save, as we 
indicated, $35 million comprising 15 of the Government grants.  They expect 15 

that that would equate to 20 mil over the 20 years invested in those areas you 
see on screen, which is by virtue of, ultimately, investing in the backlog.  So, 
arguably, we could argue that the savings from senior staff reductions and 
redeployment of back office, that $20 million could be invested in 
infrastructure.   20 

Likewise, the suggestion of the proposal is that there will be no reduction in 
staff, but, indeed, an increase of staff by 11 FTE.  Now, the only line we’ve 
been able to draw in the sand around that is to expect the Government to 
indicate an increased level of services in the aging and vulnerable services 
area, an area that both Councils currently aren’t in.  However, the cost of 25 

those FTE exceeds the savings that would be in fact created by the proposal.   

Next of course has been the notion of reduced rate pressures.  We are 
making the assumption that we’d certainly like clarified that while the term 
“rate freeze” has been used, we do assume that that would incorporate the 
rate peg that would happen each year anyway.  If that were the case, then 30 

that would roughly equate to the growth in wages and contracts which take 
place across that period.  If not, the entity goes backwards by the value of CPI 
as a minimum. 

On the left-hand side there of course is those savings that were presumed to 
be made and, again, the very clumsy and broad assumption of a two percent 35 

saving [indecipherable] costs.  My explanation for those are that, in fact, the 
$4.6 million expected to be saved are in fact about half what could be saved 
based on the financial statements of Palerang and Queanbeyan and their 
procurement and contract costs in 2014/15.  Likewise, there were comments 
made today about the additional cost of Councillors.  If there were, say, 11 40 

Councillors at $30,000 per year, that would actually equal the combined cost 
of Queanbeyan and Palerang Councillor cost at 2015.   

The final point then is the extravagant growth expected in the forecast of 
$191 million, which is double what it is at the moment.  That would presume a 
ten percent per annum increase from revenue and we fail to see how that can 45 
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materialise.  Just for information, Mr Turner, the Council has been active in 
preparing for Fit for the Future.  Without going into too much detail, it has 
been revising independently its asset standard and its interventions.  It has 
been revising its service standards and points of resources going towards 
that.  It’s been revising its property portfolio.  Ultimately, it will revise its long-5 

term financial plan and will work through its ICT opportunities and technology 
opportunities to put the tools in place to enable the staff, the workforce, to be 
skilled up to provide the services and the asset maintenance required of its 
community. 

In respect of the detailed financial factors contained in this review, the 10 

following is what I’d like to draw your attention to, Mr Turner.  We’ve already 
heard of course the $15 million being put aside by the Government for a 
merged entity.  However, by becoming a merged entity under this 
arrangement, the Council becomes fit for future under the eyes of 
government.  That would therefore enable the Council, or Councils, to access 15 

the Treasury core loan borrowing program, which is currently running at about 
one to one and a half percent below the market rates in terms of interest.  
That would mean for some of the larger projects where borrowings would be 
in the order of $40 million each, around four to five million dollars on interest 
could be saved across the life of that loan.  Likewise, of course, most of the 20 

borrowings for Councils are for infrastructure and of course that benefit would 
continue to the community.   

I mentioned earlier we are undertaking a Percy Allan review of our assets and 
finances.  We expect that to be available to the Council in March.  And, of 
course, we’re collaborating with Palerang to do some assessments around 25 

assets and finances as well.  We are concerned about the apportionment 
that’s been provided in the KPMG processes and, as the Mayor indicated, we 
need a more clever way of ensuring that those apportionments aren’t based 
on geography, but are on capacity.   

What was interesting from the LKS report was it found that a full merger would 30 

have no means by which to meet the varied financial criteria set by 
government.  However, it should be acknowledged in fact that by the 
imposition or the granting of the $5 million grant to invest in technology and 
change to the back office costs, and the investment in assets through the $10 
million grant, a lot of those ratios in fact could improve to the point that there 35 

could be an argument for further testing to support a merger or partition case. 

The Mayor indicated the points about the rate freeze and there are concerns 
indeed that during 2016 both Palerang and Queanbeyan are subject to rate 
re-evaluation, so any proposal to harmonise could be made in fact by that 
particular process.  We’re also concerned that the financial assistance grants 40 

are also frozen during a period of time, therefore it’s not keeping track with 
cost, and we heard today of course about the importance of both Palerang 
and Queanbeyan completing their Integrated Water Cycle Management Plan 
and therefore gaining dividends to support the operations of the infrastructure. 
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It is important to recognise, Mr Delegate, that my Council considers the 
reserves that are currently held with those Councils should be expended on 
the former Local Government Areas.  The Mayor spoke about the impacts of 
the staff freeze under the award arrangements and section 218CA.  We are 
going through the process of property reviews in Queanbeyan, but, by virtue 5 

of 218CA, we anticipate that the offices and depots would remain open and, 
therefore, the savings that could be supported by those would not materialise. 

We also anticipate by the Queensland amalgamation process that there may 
be a community perception or expectation that services would increase to a 
single standard rather than as they may be now, and those costs are not 10 

included in the KPMG process. 

Facilitator: That’s 20 minutes, thank you.  So, if you could just conclude. 

Peter: I’ll just go to the final point, just to recognise there’s further information 
available.  We have a number of pieces of information on communities of 
interest, which are in the public record, to indicate how communities of 15 

interest can be indicated.  But, I would caution the Delegate to recognise that 
in the southeast of New South Wales, there is quite a number of mergers 
being proposed that would cause a reduction of Councils from 13 to nine, and, 
while we’re also trying to operate a joint organisation, some of the efforts 
around scale and capacity and improvement to process may in fact be 20 

muddied by each Council having their heads down to manage their own 
merger processes. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Thank you. 

John: Thank you. 

Facilitator: So, for those of you that can’t hear down the back, there are no more 25 

presentations, so this evening should be okay, but, please, there are seats 
down the front here.  Could I have speaker number 2 please? 

Hugh: Thank you, Mr Turner.  My name is Hugh Percy.  I came to Queanbeyan in 
1968.  I was the Deputy Town Clerk for 15 years from 1988 and I was the 
General Manager of the Queanbeyan City Council up to 2004.  I was the 30 

Administrator for Wagga Council from 2004 to 2006 and only last year the 
Queanbeyan City Council asked me to come back for ten months as the 
Acting General Manager.  So, I feel I’m qualified to talk about the fragmented 
issue of the Yarralumla and Palerang Councils.  I’m not going to talk about the 
financial implications, as they are only assumptions until the bodies operate 35 

as one and you can do anything with numbers, as you know.   

Yarralumla Council was elected in 1907 and commenced operations from 
Queanbeyan in 1907.  In 1911, on the 1st of January, nearly half the shire’s 
area was lost to the Federal Capital Territory, now Canberra.  Yarralumla 
Council offices were extended in 1965, 1980 and 1987.  The expansion and 40 

development of the Yarralumla Shire Council was due entirely to its proximity 
to Queanbeyan in the years up to the 1970s and then due to its proximity to 
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the developing Canberra.  In fact, Canberra’s early development was 
facilitated by its proximity to Queanbeyan. 

A Boundaries Inquiry in 1989, which was proposed due to Queanbeyan’s 
rapid expansion and the fact that we were landlocked, came up with an 
undesirable result.  We got Tralee and Environa.  Tralee has been under 5 

planning management for 15, 16 years and nothing has happened and 
Environa is a farm.   

Then in February 2004, the Yarralumla Shire was divided between Palerang 
Council, 44 percent of the former shire, Yass Valley Council, Queanbeyan 
Council, a small part going to Cooma-Monaro and, included into the Palerang 10 

Council area was the Tallaganda Shire Council area.  Burra was cut off and 
the people of Burra had to travel through Queanbeyan to go to Bungendore to 
do business, notwithstanding the fact that there are many electronic facilities 
these days.  Palerang offices, formerly Yarralumla, moved to Bungendore, as 
the shire offices were on Crown land in Queanbeyan and they were heavily 15 

subsidised to build their new offices by the State Government.  The Burra 
community instigated a boundaries hearing in May 2007 with a view to moving 
under the Queanbeyan umbrella.  The community was disenfranchised and 
lacked representation, and I believe they still hold that view today.   

In my view, the devolution model proposed by the State Government is flawed 20 

in that it has not addressed the appropriate interests to Braidwood, Majors 
Creek and Araluen in particular, nor has it addressed the interests and effects 
of the Shoalhaven and Eurobodalla Councils.  This type of unilateral decision 
making on boundaries from Sydney has benefited no-one in the past and 
exacerbated current boundary tensions in the area. 25 

There has been much conjecture from the Palerang Council in particular on a 
range of issues and concerns: economic, community, social, sporting, cultural, 
leisure, as if such a merger has never been successful.  A perfect example of 
local authorities who raised the same concerns in the past is the Wagga City 
Council and the Mitchell Kyeamba Shire amalgamations completed decades 30 

ago.   

Whilst representation is a concern raised by some, the best model involves 
whole of area representation, with a reasonable number of representatives, 
but no more than nine to 12 Councillors, otherwise, the decision making 
process becomes unwieldly.  Back room servicing can be well arranged by 35 

Queanbeyan and Queanbeyan actually is in a position to be the joint 
organisation for the whole of the area.  The problems identified in the Fit for 
the Future process can be better handled by a single entity rather than an 
entity that continues to be sliced and diced.   

I have a recommendation, Mr Turner, that the merger of the current 40 

Queanbeyan and Palerang Local Government Areas be implemented with 
headquarters operating from Queanbeyan; that the newly elected Council for 
the merged areas by given responsibility to consult with their respective 
communities in the expanded areas, as well as the ACT government, 
Goulburn Shire and Eurobodalla Councils, with a view to a devolution of some 45 
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areas considering community interest, water catchment and servicing issues; 
that the devolution process be completed within 12 months of the merger; 
and, that the new authority comprise between nine and 12 Councillors; and, 
that the State Government pass suitable and appropriate legislation to 
address the anomalies of current legislation that protect staff, section 218CA.  5 

Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 

John: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Could speaker number 3 come to the podium? Thank you.  Now, we’ve got a 
bit of time, so we’ll make sure we get the microphone right. 10 

Ros: Thank you, Mr Turner.   My name is Ros [indecipherable] and I live at Burra, 
which is about 20 kilometres south of Queanbeyan and is currently in the 
Palerang Local Government Area.  I’m here today as an individual.  Thank 
you for the opportunity to express my views about the merger proposal. 

 In 2004 when the current boundaries were drawn up, Burra, Urila and part of 15 

Royalla were assigned to Palerang.  The Cooma-Monaro Shire boundary also 
moved inexplicably northward and runs through the Burra Valley, not along 
any watershed or catchment, but conveniently along the boundary line of a 
property that was once slated for redevelopment, would probably not have 
gone ahead under the old Yarralumla Shire Council LDP. 20 

 The boundary that was devised in 2004 never made any sense.  Burra’s 
community of interest; that is, the area where we have in common an 
overlapping interest is with Queanbeyan, particularly our neighbours in rural 
residential areas of Little Burra, Royalla and Fernleigh Park.  We do not have 
a community of interest with other far flung parts of Palerang Shire.  We use 25 

Queanbeyan’s facilities, schools, shops, library, recycling depot, the dog 
pound and, most importantly, roads. 

 Since the boundaries were first drawn up, Queanbeyan has progressed the 
new urban development Googong and has plans to improve the local road 
network as a result.  This development directly impacts those of us living at 30 

Burra, as it is our new neighbour just over the hill and, yet, since we’re in a 
different Local Government Area, we have no means of influencing decisions 
that may be made. 

 In 2007, a local ratepayers group, of which I am a member, went to the effort 
of petitioning the Boundaries Commission to make a minor boundary change 35 

to include us in the Queanbeyan Local Government Area.  It had 
overwhelming support of residents, but ultimately was unsuccessful for 
reasons that are still not clear.   

The current proposal which we’re examining here to include parts of Palerang 
in the Queanbeyan Local Government Area will rectify the mystifying 40 

boundaries drawn up in 2004.  Well, from our point of view at Burra.  And, 
perhaps a starting point would be to move those areas which formed the 
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Yarralumla Shire prior to 2004, with the exception of the Fairlight district, 
which is over on the other side of the ACT and was formed in 1907, into the 
Queanbeyan City Council area and the old Tallaganda Shire into Goulburn 
Mulwaree. 

As a Palerang ratepayer, I do not agree it is in a position to stand alone, nor is 5 

it feasible to merge all of Palerang with Queanbeyan City Council Local 
Government Area.  I note that this is not the proposal, but something that 
Palerang has been levelly promoting as their second best option.  From the 
outset, Palerang has complained that its region; that is, the newly formed 
Local Government Area, is too large and includes too much unrateable land in 10 

the form of state and national parks.   

In my opinion, Palerang is now proposing a whole merger option, because 
they know that Queanbeyan City Council will not agree and the process will 
stop.  I can understand why Queanbeyan might have some reticence in taking 
on the distant parts of Palerang, such as Araluen and Majors Creek, and I do 15 

think that part of the proposal needs some examination.  As we’ve heard 
today, people who live in those areas feel they have a community of interest 
with Braidwood and I fully sympathise with them. 

To conclude, I urge you, Mr Turner, to support the part of the proposal that will 
Burra, Urila and the other half of Royalla reunited with Queanbeyan, 20 

regardless of what happens to the rest of the shire.  Thank you. 

John: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you, Ros.  So, if we could have speaker number 4 to the podium 
please? 

Wendy: Thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight.  My name is Wendy Mill and I 25 

live in Burra.  Burra forms part of a wider rural residential community to the 
immediate south of Queanbeyan and that area also comprises Little Burra, 
Mount Campbell, Fernleigh Park and Royalla.  In the last Local Government 
reorganisation, this rural residential community was split into two: Burra, Urila 
and part of Royalla were then given to Palerang Shire, while the remainder of 30 

the area was given to Queanbeyan.   

Recognising this illogical and uneconomic division of the community, in 
around 2007, the voters of Burra, Urila and the Palerang part of Royalla gave 
their support to a submission to the Boundaries Commission to merge the 
whole of that area with Queanbeyan.  Palerang Council opposed this minor 35 

boundary change and, in the event, despite 30 submissions in favour of the 
merger and only two against, our request was denied by the Boundaries 
Commission at that time. 

But, the logic behind the request for that minor boundary adjustment hasn’t 
changed as is as follows.  The area is geographically separate and isolated 40 

from the rest of the Palerang Shire, with the Googong Dam and the Molonglo 
Ranges providing a very effective barrier.  And, just to elaborate there, the 
Googong Dam is about 14 kilometres long and the Molonglo Ranges are 



  15

about 1,000 metres, so we’re not talking about a small barrier; it’s a very big 
geographical barrier. 

So, because of our geographic location, historically, our area has always had 
connections with Queanbeyan and our community of interest lies with 
Queanbeyan and the rural residential area is already managed by the 5 

Queanbeyan City Council.  There is no community of interest with 
Bungendore or Braidwood.   

Queanbeyan is the area’s social and economic hub.  Residents from the area 
simply would not drive through Queanbeyan and all the way on to 
Bungendore to do things like their banking, their shopping, their doctors’ or 10 

dentist appointments, to use the library or the swimming pool and so on.  
Even the headquarters of the old Yarralumla Shire was located in 
Queanbeyan.  But, it’s ironic that we now have to drive right past the door of 
the Queanbeyan Council offices to get to the Palerang Council office way 
beyond in Bungendore. 15 

Because of our proximity to Queanbeyan, all the major decisions affecting our 
area are made by Queanbeyan City Council, so it’s really important that 
residents are able to vote and engage in the decision making process for 
Queanbeyan, but that just isn’t possible while the area is still included within 
Palerang Council.  Whatever happens with the wider amalgamation plans, the 20 

rural residential areas to the south of Queanbeyan and Googong township 
should be united under Queanbeyan City Council.  As well as making overall 
financial sense, a merger of the whole of our rural residential community with 
Queanbeyan would recognise the political, social and geographical cohesion 
between these rural residential areas and Queanbeyan. 25 

So, I would therefore support the current proposal going ahead with what 
would perhaps be some minor variations to further reflect some areas of 
community of interest which are possibly lacking in Majors Creek and Araluen 
as have already been mentioned.  I thin in the long run this would probably 
see a merger between what was essentially the old Yarralumla Shire and 30 

Queanbeyan.  But, in any case, a merger will finally give residents some 
certainty and will free up everyone’s resources to prepare for the transfer of 
responsibilities.  Thank you. 

John: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Again, I urge you, if you can’t hear, please do come down the 35 

front.  There’s plenty of seats down here.  Do we have speaker number 5 and 
6 here? I just wanted to double check before we move on to speaker 
number 7.  Could speaker number 7 come to the podium please? 

Maria: Thank you for this opportunity to address this inquiry.  My name is Maria 
Taylor.  I am the publisher and editor of the District Bulletin which is a monthly 40 

community paper that has covered both Palerang and Queanbeyan for the 
past four years.  And, from this vantage point, I have observed the process 
that has led to the present boundary division proposal for Palerang between 
Queanbeyan and Goulburn. 
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 My concern is with the process that has led to this proposal.  Among other 
things, that residents and ratepayers had been assured during the Fit for the 
Future exercise that boundary division was not an option, therefore was never 
canvassed until it became a preferred model suddenly in December.  As I 
understand it, the financial analyses of impacts on all three Council areas 5 

have still not been made public by the relevant Minister.  In fact, according to 
a recent formal inquiry by the Greens, there may be a question of whether the 
Minister himself yet has these reports. 

 Therefore, it’s hard to understand how a determination in favour of this 
proposal can be made according to the need to examine section 263(3)(a), 10 

financial advantages and disadvantages.  We need more than rhetoric about 
total financial benefits to ratepayers and strong, lively Councils when 
preparing to merge two Councils – or three actually – that show financial 
thickness to stand alone.  The feedback that I have heard from community 
members and Councillors ranges from shock and outrage to acceptance of 15 

some level of merger with Queanbeyan to fatalism that regardless of the 
available facts or not, the state will do what it wants. 

 The question remains is the proposed merger good for the Council areas and 
ratepayers involved.  In the absence of financial to answer this question, it’s 
useful to look at recent research of amalgamation history.  I refer you to the 20 

work of Professor Brian Dollery and Dr Joseph Drew who are from the 
University of New England Centre for Local Government.  They’re purportedly 
Australia’s foremost experts on local Council amalgamation and their claimed 
benefits.  They seriously protect the assumptions made by the Local 
Government Review Panel when it started the Fit for the Future process.   25 

A big problem right from the start was the lack of evidence for a statistically 
significant association between larger population size and the improved 
financial sustainability and performance of merged Councils, and we all care 
about performance.  Dollery reported that his team evaluated the 2004 New 
South Wales mergers against performance of non-merged Councils in New 30 

South Wales – and it was a bit more complicated than – and found, “no 
statistically significant difference between merged and unmerged Councils on 
all indicators”.   

His point was that given the inevitable pain and disruption of Council mergers, 
loss of capacity and jobs in the shorter or longer term, and what he called 35 

potentially millions of taxpayer dollars wasted in the process, the public has 
every right to be dismayed at the current process.  So, I recommend this work 
to you and to the audience, as we all decide what to do.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Just again I’m just going to check, could I have 
speaker number 9 please? 40 

Bill: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Bill Waterhouse.  I’m a 
recently retired educator.  I worked in the Illawarra southeast and in the 
greater area called Area 4 and I’ve spent many, many happy hours in 
Queanbeyan and in Queanbeyan schools.  I visit every single public school 
here and every single public high school, delivering professional services to 45 
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educators, right across to Bateman’s Bay where my office was.  But, if the 
Clyde was shut, my office was Queanbeyan.   

I’m very familiar with Queanbeyan and I do like the place, but I live in Majors 
Creek and my little village is going to get cut in half by this silly proposal and 
I’d like to point out that the proposal, as is, really has to be rejected and 5 

there’s got to be some sort of modification done to it.  I also own a property at 
Wyanbene, which is 40 Ks to the south of Braidwood, along what we call the 
Cooma Road, and it belongs to Braidwood.  Gundillion is in the area, 
Krawarree, right up to Pike’s Gap I think it’s called.   

That road was built some 50 years ago I think, we did the anniversary not so 10 

long back, and it was planned as a route from the snow to Nowra.  And, if you 
draw that other big crossroad, the Kings Highway, from the capital to the 
coast, guess what sits at the heart of those crossroads? And, I use the heart 
on purpose.  Braidwood sits at the heard of that and it’s a fabulous place.  
And, what worries me is that there’s a real lot of negativity about the notion 15 

that Palerang’s going to be a burden in some way. 

Palerang is a really effective, workable area and I’d personally hate to see it 
chopped up.  If it has to go anywhere, it really needs to go as a single entity I 
think.  But, what really concerns me is that all the villages need to have that 
voice, unlike Burra ten years ago that didn’t get that voice.  Well, they’ve got 20 

their voice back now and they need to say that out loud and the people of 
Araluen need to say what they need and the people of Majors Creek and 
Nerriga and Braidwood and Bungendore and all other small localities around 
the place. 

Because, what concerns me is that changes are not always positive things.  25 

Change agents should be agents of progress.  Now, they’re going to bring 
about changes and it’s got to be better than what we’ve got now.  It should be 
about improvement.  It shouldn’t be about spreading services thinner, like they 
have in education, for instance, like they have in environment, etcetera, 
etcetera.  This government has done that a real lot with its realignments I 30 

think they call them.  Ten areas in education down to four.   

That hasn’t been progress.  It’s been change, but it hasn’t been progress.  
When a person, an educator, lives in Majors Creeks, works out of Batemans 
Bay, goes to Narrandera to deliver professional learning and talks to 
Coomealla High School to give them advice on what they should be doing, 35 

that’s not a good service.  But, that service was provided by the New South 
Wales government, the same government that’s doing this, that’s going to thin 
the services and the capacity of these Councils. 

What we need is an innovative, broad-minded and forward-thinking Council 
with capacity to operate, and they need to have them forward-thinking.  You 40 

start to think about East Palerang as it seems to be now called, the potential 
subdivisions out there are remarkable.  It’s not just bush, a lot of its marginal 
farm country that, with an innovative Council that can supply the right services 
for innovative developers, they can turn that marginal land into the sorts of 
little farms and things that retirees can go to.  And, we all know we’ve already 45 
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got an aging population and we all know that lots of people try to escape 
Canberra and that’s a perfect opportunity.  Because, Braidwood’s an art and 
cultural centre, it’s a rural and service centre, it’s a centre of heritage and 
antique shops.  It’s not just a pee and pie stop. 

And, the other thing that hasn’t been mentioned I don’t think once so far in 5 

four meetings is the fact that there’s a gold mine going in at Majors Creek.  
And, I can’t say I’m really excited by that prospect, but there’s 100 people that 
are going to be working there eventually.  Probably 60 or 80 of them are going 
to be people coming into the place.  That’s going to increase the rateable 
capacity of that whole area of people working in that.  It’s a big crossroads 10 

and I’m going to be sad to say that people in other areas – including our own 
area for that matter – are thinking of it as some sort of negative, that Palerang 
is a burden.  Palerang is not a burden; it’s the jewel in the crown, folks. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  And, you might want to give some tips to the next microphone 
user.  So, could I just check that we don’t have numbers 10 or 11 here? Could 15 

speaker number 12 please come to the podium? And, could I just remind 
everybody that you’re addressing your comments directly to the Delegate.  
Thank you. 

David: Thank you.  I’m David McDonald.  I live in Wamboin, one of the rural 
residential localities in the western part of Palerang Local Government Area.  20 

And, thank you, Mr Turner, for conducting this public consultation here today. 

 I’m speaking today because, like most people with whom I’ve discussed the 
matter, I’m opposed to the State Government’s proposal to abolish Palerang 
Council and split it between the Queanbeyan City Council and Goulburn 
Mulwaree.  At the same time, I won’t repeat things that have already been 25 

said.  But, I do want to refer to the Minister’s foreword in the split and merger 
proposal document where he states that he’s basing his proposals on, among 
other things, “community views and the unique needs and characteristics of 
the area subject to the split and merge”.   

 Now, this is obviously false.  Obviously false.  As, firstly, through the IPART 30 

process, as somebody else has already said, Councils were advised that 
splitting LGAs was not a possibility and so should not be addressed.  
Secondly, the Office of Local Government has done nothing, absolutely 
nothing, Mr Turner, to assess community views on the unique needs and 
characteristics of our area, although that’s a critical component of your 35 

assessment.   

And, thirdly, and disappointingly, our local member, John Barilaro, has been 
100 percent missing in action on this topic, despite the fact that when he was 
asking us to vote for him, he exclaimed in our community hall, ‘There will be 
no forced amalgamations.  If Palerang chooses to stand alone,’ Mr Barilaro 40 

said, ‘I will stand with them.’ Well, so much for consultation and representing 
the views of the electorate. 

Now, the split and merge proposal document contains numerous errors.  
Numerous errors.  It lists infrastructure improvements that could be attained 
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with the projected savings, savings that we now know won’t be attained at all.  
Incredibly though, most of the infrastructure improvements listed in that 
document for western Palerang have already been built.  Yes, already been 
built, using Palerang residents’ rates.  Examples are the fantastic sewerage 
treatment plant upgrades that we’ve got and the footpaths in our village of 5 

Bungendore.  The drafting of the proposal document would be laughable, 
Mr Turner, were the matter not so serious. 

To turn to another point, the Local Government Act sets out the criteria that 
you’ll be using to develop your recommendations.  I submit that the split and 
merge proposal clearly does not need criterion (b) about maintaining a 10 

community of interest and geographic cohesion.  I submit that it clearly does 
not meet criterion (c) about maintaining existing values.  We are a rural 
community with “historical and traditional values”, to quote the Act, that are 
hugely different from those of the city of Queanbeyan.  And, nor does the 
proposal meet criterion (d), the attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the 15 

areas concerned, as clearly demonstrated through surveys conducted by 
independent survey experts. 

Now, criterion (a) is concerned with financial advantages and disadvantages.  
Somebody has already pointed out that the Government is hiding from us in 
the community the details of the financial modelling that led to the conclusion 20 

in this regard and so, as a community, we’re unable to assess their validity.  
Nonetheless, the foreshadowed net savings of just $1 million a year over the 
next two decades is insignificant, absolutely insignificant, considering the 
combined budgets of the two Councils. 

Now, in conclusion, Mr Turner, I understand that you can make 25 

recommendations of the split and merger proposal only; that is, you can’t 
recommend that Queanbeyan City Council and Palerang Council continue to 
stand alone.  If you report however that the proposal fails to meet the criteria 
under 263, which I am confident that any fair assessment will show to be the 
case, the counterfactual will be that Queanbeyan City Council and Palerang 30 

remain separate and intact.  That would be a great outcome for the people 
and for the environment of this region.  Thank you. 

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

Jenny: My name is Jenny Richards.  I live in Wamboin which puts me in the Local 35 

Government Area of Palerang and I am the President of the Wamboin 
Community Association.  Mr Delegate, my association will be submitting a 
detailed written submission, but tonight I wish to show you who we are.  The 
Wamboin Community Association represents the people of Wamboin 
specifically and other rural residential areas like ourselves in Palerang.  We 40 

are a body through which the people can make their thoughts and wishes 
known, and, during 2015, the thoughts and wishes of Palerang were very 
clear.  The majority of the residents of Palerang clearly indicated that they 
wished the Palerang Council to stand alone.  The reason is axiomatic.   
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 Wamboin, like a number of communities in Palerang, is both designated as 
rural residential and, moreover, dedicated to upholding the ideals and mindset 
that make it so.  I emphasise this point, Mr Turner, because it is of prime 
importance.  Rural residential.  We are not a satellite community of Canberra, 
which is our major economic, employment, educational and health service 5 

hub.  Nor yet are we one of Queanbeyan, which, by the document’s own 
description is a city Council.  Our needs, wants and priorities differ so 
drastically from a city or urban Council, you simply cannot successfully join 
the two without one losing out completely, and that, Mr Turner, will be the 
people of Wamboin and other rural residential areas. 10 

 We represent approximately 2,500 people or, if you prefer, 20 percent of the 
population of Palerang.  Twenty percent of people.  And, at no stage during 
the State Government’s decisions have we been consulted by that 
government, asked to voice an opinion or even asked to explain to someone 
such as yourself, prior to this week, all that we stand to lose if this merger 15 

document goes ahead.  What do we stand to lose? We lose financially for a 
start. 

 I have read the proposal document thoroughly, Mr Turner, and throughout that 
entire document, I found absolutely nothing that would be of a benefit either 
financial or infrastructure to the people of Wamboin for whom I speak.  There 20 

are lots of benefits for Queanbeyan mentioned and a couple of minor 
improvements for Bungendore, but we apparently do not merit anything, 
because they certainly haven’t been mentioned in the document. 

 Secondly, we lose representation.  Currently, the people of Palerang enjoy a 
decent and effective ration of Councillors to people.  However, if this proposal 25 

goes ahead, our representative goes from nine to one.  How can going from 
nine to one be seen as a benefit to my community? This proposal robs us of 
our voice in Local Government.  It undemocratically, but very effectively, 
silences 20 percent of the people involved.   

 Mr Turner, not only does this proposal offer no benefit, its effects would in fact 30 

be detrimental.  It will be detrimental to Queanbeyan, it will be detrimental to 
the State Government, and it will certainly be detrimental and indeed 
destructive to the people of Wamboin.  Therefore, I urge you to reject the 
proposal completely.  Thank you very much. 

John: Thank you. 35 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  Could we have speaker number 15 please to the 
podium? 

Katrina: Thank you.  My name is Katrina Willis.  I’ve been a resident and ratepayer in 
Queanbeyan since 1993 and I’m an active member of this community.  Thank 
you for the opportunity to address this inquiry.  I have about four main points 40 

to make.  I’m concerned about the general lack of transparency in this 
process.  I object to residents being disenfranchised in this decision.  People 
should have an opportunity to vote on whether they support a merger of 
whatever kind.   
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 I’m also concerned about what I call the democracy deficit.  I have been able 
to find written anywhere what a new merged Council or partitioned and 
merged Council might look like; that is, how many Councillors, whether there 
would be wards, whether they would be wards of equal numbers of 
Councillors, or I have not be able to find any information about how such a 5 

decision would be determined and when, or how the interests of a smaller 
community, if there were a split and merger, would be protected, and the 
same issue would occur if indeed the two Councils were fully merged. 

 I don’t think it’s good enough to conduct this inquiry – that’s not your fault, 
Mr Delegate, but I put this to the Government – that it’s not good enough to 10 

conduct this inquiry and ask for people’s views without providing a proposed 
new structure for people to consider and to provide feedback on.  I heard 
mention, I think it was Mr Tegart, of the possibility of 11 Councillors.  I gather 
that must have come up in the hearing in Braidwood today, but I’ve not been 
able to find any information and I’m concerned about how the interests of a 15 

smaller community could be protected.  And, I think we need to know that 
information before this inquiry process can conclude. 

 I’m concerned about a number of financial issue.  The KPMG business case 
documents have been withheld from the public.  The government has chosen 
to release only selected extracts and a high level summary of the study to 20 

support the Government’s claimed savings.  And, I don’t believe it’s possible 
for the community to make a full submission on the Government’s financial 
case for amalgamation without having access to the complete study for our 
Council. 

 What we do know – and I think the General Manager’s presentation really 25 

brought that home – was that there are grave doubts and serious questions 
about the assumptions and savings that have been proposed and I agree with 
Speaker 11 that a $1 million saving per year over 20 years is nothing in the 
scheme of things.  It pales into insignificance when, for example, Queanbeyan 
City Council is currently considering borrowing upwards of $40 million to 30 

provide loan funding for a road, subject to it being repaid by developers.  So, if 
we’re going to go through all this with all the grave doubts, the lack of detail 
and clarity about the financial implications, $1 million is simply not worth it. 

 But, there’s a more fundamental problem with the financial matters that have 
been proposed.  Merging Councils will not address the fundamental problem 35 

that there isn’t enough money available for the works and services that 
Councils are expected to provide.  Forcing Councils to merge simply won’t fix 
that.  In fact, academic studies of past mergers have shown that forced 
amalgamations typically fail to generate financial savings and stability, and 
one of the other speakers spoke about that as well. 40 

 On the third matter, I’m concerned about the possibility of Queanbeyan 
Council being able to approve funding through loan borrowings of $40 million 
to build the Ellerton Drive extension proposed for the city either in the run up 
to the appointment of an administrator or for an administrator to be able to 
make such a decision.  I understand that according to the Local Government 45 
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Office’s directions, it would be permissible for both the Council and an 
administrator to make that decision.  But, I think it’s extremely unfair for any 
Council subject to a merger to be able to make such a decision that would 
lock in a wider community, imposing a debt risk, and that wider community 
having to fund a decision and having no community benefit.  And, any new 5 

Council has to be the one to decide how to invest funds and whether to invest 
in such a large project. 

 Just large thing, I’d like to say that I think the current proposal fails the test of 
protecting community interest, for example, the splitting of villages, as well as 
failing on financial grounds.  And, the question of a full merger, well, as others 10 

have pointed out, that’s not really in the remit of this inquiry.  But, we simply 
don’t have enough information for this proposal to be considered.  The 
government needs to really go back to the drawing board and provide more 
information for us to make a decision and, better yet, give everyone in the city 
an opportunity to have a vote on whether there should be any change at all.  15 

Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much.  And, just a reminder, if you haven’t registered to speak 
this evening, please, you can still go and get a number from the front desk.  
So, can we please have speaker number 16 please to the podium? 

Greg: Thanks, Mr Turner, for the opportunity.  My name is Greg [indecipherable].  20 

I’ve lived in Bungendore for 40 years.  I worked in Canberra for the NCDC 
under Sir John Overall for 20 years and I worked in Queanbeyan for 20 years.  
I’ve done a lot of work for the ALP and written speeches for some of the 
Queanbeyan Councillors in the past.  I’m strongly in favour of amalgamation. 

 People may not know, but there is a former Mayor who supports 25 

amalgamation and some Palerang Councillors who support amalgamation.  I 
haven’t read of that.  In fact, one Councillor, the Mayor, started to take 
signatures to get it before the House in Sydney, but that fizzled out for some 
reason.   

Since 1972, Local Government in now called Palerang, but it was previously 30 

Yarralumla, has just got worse and worse and worse and it hasn’t been 
corrected.  And, opportunities that can provide jobs have not been grasped.  
Example, tourism.  Palerang has no policy on tourism and yet Bungendore 
and Braidwood have a strong tourist industry that can employ a lot of people.  
Housing and land releases never developed to their full capacity.  They’ve 35 

taken a long time and developers have found it very difficult to get things into 
the field, and that means more rates and it means more jobs.  These are 
fundamental things in a community to give it a life.   

Environmental issues.  Lake George, never ever considered with a 
management plan.  Would you like to hear of a bigger one that you’ve never 40 

ever heard of? The Welcome Reef Dam area, 26,000 acres between 
Bungendore and Braidwood.  There’s not a management plan from the State 
Government, the Federal Government or Palerang.  And, the platypus and 
trout swim, the historical houses rot and the noxious weeds keep growing.  
This is a disgrace.  It just wouldn’t happen anywhere else.  I heard John 45 
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Barilaro’s name mentioned and I think he’s in an invidious position, but I can 
tell you one thing: his office and filing cabinets are bulging from individual 
complaints against Palerang by residents and businesses. 

I want to just come back to one thing, because I’ve heard a few things here 
tonight that scare me.  It’s called Nimbyism.  The Nimbyism epidemic is taking 5 

over many places in the state, but nowhere as strong as in Palerang.  And, it 
slows development down and stops positive things from happening.  It stops 
grabbing opportunities that are there before our very eyes.   

And, there are opportunities before our very eyes, because this area is 
unique.  Three hundred thousand well-heeled people and lots of jobs.  10 

Taxpayers’ money from all over Australia in libraries, galleries and then a 
ginger belt around it, with populations that can benefit from it.  And, with 
regional support as between Queanbeyan and Palerang and those farm 
areas, they can exert pressure for regional benefits.   

I’ll give you a simple one: water.  Can you imagine if water was coming over 15 

the border into these areas, because of the pressure of these regional towns 
and cities? Canberra would not be able to stand up to that, because I think the 
Googong water and other water would come over and get more development 
and more jobs. 

Rates.  I’ve been getting emails from Palerang with percentages, telling me 20 

that our Palerang rates are lower.  Rubbish.  A mate of mine is a valuer and 
he’s got three properties: one in Yass, one in Palerang and one in 
Queanbeyan.  Similar size, similar houses.  Yass $2,000, Palerang $3,200 
and Queanbeyan $2,800.  Give me real figures in real time, not complicated 
reams of percentages that you can hide anything. 25 

I want to go through some sins.  A caravan park in Braidwood.  Just have a 
guess how long the DA took to get approved.  The guy put it in 12 years ago, 
when he was 70.  He’s now 83.  How can you do any sort of development with 
that sort of nonsenses? And, he was loaded with a 200, 300 thousand 
footpath from his caravan park to Braidwood, and that’s now been dropped. 30 

Some of these things are being dropped.  There’s an old people’s 
development in Bungendore, should have been done years ago, should have 
been out there.  Expressions of interest and getting things done for the 
ratepayers.  I myself have had a DA that took 265 weeks.  You know what it 
was for? Ten square metres of storeroom under a galved shelter behind a 35 

historic building and I was told it might jeopardise the historical nature of the 
building. 

Facilitator: Could you finish up now please? 

Greg: Yes, I certainly will. 

Facilitator: That’s five minutes. 40 

Greg: Thank you very much for the opportunity. 
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Facilitator: Thank you very much.  And, when we’ve got speaker number 17 coming to 
the front, just another little reminder please about addressing your comments 
to the Delegate, John Turner.  Thank you. 

John: Thank you, Mr Turner.  My name is John [indecipherable].  I’ve lived in 
Wamboin for 25 years in the rural residential area of Palerang and I have run 5 

my own business from home.  I’ve got tertiary qualifications in urban studies 
and rural property management and I’ve been very active in a wide range of 
community organisations in the form of Yarralumla and the Palerang Council 
in a variety of committees.   

 One of the things I’ve become very aware of is the severe shortage of funds in 10 

Local Government.  I’m aware of the financial difficulties facing most Councils 
in meeting their responsibilities that are put on them from both federal and 
State Governments and recognise the cuts made by these governments to 
their funding.  I’m concerned about that, but that’s something which Councils 
have to live with. 15 

 Coming at the end of all the speakers list, and I don’t want to repeat a lot of 
the stuff that people have said, but, to me, the democratic process is 
important and I’m concerned when a degree of ideology is imposed on what I 
consider to be rational argument and process.  Communities need to have 
meaningful access to all levels of government.  Local government is closest to 20 

the communities and it’s very important that there’s very strong support of 
Local Government, and proposals like this I find distance communities from 
the basic level of government when its responsibilities are dissipated. 

 I’m disappointed at the forms of consultation by the New South Wales 
government.  I’m aware of the Fit for the Future and all that sort of thing, but 25 

I’m also very concerned at the overruling of the wishes of the three Councils 
involved by the New South Wales government.   

I’ll be making a submission detailing my concerns on this proposal in the 
context of section 263 of the Local Government Act 1993 and I hear some of 
the other points that other people have made, like the people from Burra, and 30 

would like to have that reviewed.  But, as it stands, I just cannot support this 
proposal. 

John: Thank you. 

John: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  Thank you.  Could we have speaker number 18 please to the 35 

podium? 

Kathy: Thank you, Mr Turner, for the opportunity to address this meeting.  My name 
is Kathy Rossiter.  I’m a resident of Royalla.  I’m also a member of the Royalla 
Common Section 355 Committee, but I’m speaking here as an individual. 

 Firstly, I’d like to indicate that I’m very concerned about how the proposed 40 

merger is going to meet the needs of the rural residents of Palerang, 
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especially in the light of the dominance of the suburban concerns of 
Queanbeyan.  Many residents of Royalla are concerned that their interests 
will not be well represented with a new Council, especially as Queanbeyan as 
approximately three times the population of the Palerang portion.   

I am of the view that ten Councillors would not be sufficient, as the Palerang 5 

residents would probably only have two to three Councillors, even if a ward 
system was introduced, and we don’t know what is proposed in this area.  A 
Council of 12 to 15 members with clear representation from rural areas, such 
as Royalla and Wamboin, would surely be more sensible. 

Secondly, it seems that merging two supposedly unfit Councils does not 10 

actually achieve anything, especially if Palerang is split in two.  Indeed, from a 
logical as well as a financial perspective, it seems crazy to split Palerang in 
two.  Which entity is going to take responsibility for staffing issues, especially 
redundancies? I understand that Palerang has the staff, the expertise and the 
equipment for extensive roadworks, so to split this capability makes no sense 15 

at all. 

Thirdly, I am concerned that many of the assumptions and anticipated 
benefits of a merger, as articulated in the merger proposal, are not 
substantiated and seem extremely optimistic.  And, as has been said by 
others, forcing Councils to merge doesn’t solve the perceived problems, 20 

particularly the overarching problem that almost all Local Governments are 
completely short of funds. 

Finally, if the merger does go ahead, and I don’t think it should, it will be 
essential that this new Local Government area has a whole new name that 
would encompass the whole region.  I don’t think it should only be regarded 25 

as Queanbeyan Council again.  And, I do think that Palerang should remain 
as a whole entity in this process.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you.  And, speaker number 19? 

Libby: Thank you, Mr Turner, for this opportunity.  I’m going to be an echo of some of 
the previous speakers I think.  My name is Libby Hillman.  I live in the rural 30 

residential area of Carwoola that was split in 2004 with no input from the local 
residents.  This has made incredible impacts on our community, the most 
ludicrous event being when there was a fire on an adjacent property and 
Queanbeyan and Stoney Creek, which is in Palerang, argued as to who was 
going to put out the fire.  Luckily, we were very efficient rural landholders and 35 

we managed to control the fire ourselves until Queanbeyan finally turned up. 

 It is a real problem, splitting communities, and I feel very, very sorry about the 
Burra group and about the Majors Creek and Araluen group.  I think this 
should not happen under any circumstances.  Communities evolve over 
decades, centuries.  Our community in Carwoola has been there since 1830 40 

and is now split between two Councils.  Totally inappropriate.  From that point 
of view, I think it would be good for our community if Carwoola was reunited 
under a greater Queanbeyan. 
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 And, that brings me to my second point.  I’ve had really good relationships, I 
think, with Queanbeyan City Council.  I’ve found them very, very effective and 
very thoughtful in their attitudes.  However, they voted, after that boundary 
change, to be Queanbeyan City Council.  They really do not have a concept 
of rural residential living and this is where I echo the previous speaker.  There 5 

would have to be a major change in the way the structure of the Council was 
constituted for the rural residents to be represented.  The only way that could 
go ahead would be a ward system and that has not been addressed as far as 
I know. 

 So, with due respect to Queanbeyan, who I think do a good job, I think that 10 

they’re not there for the rural community and would certainly be floundering as 
to trying to service the greater Queanbeyan, not Queanbeyan City Council 
anymore, but the greater Queanbeyan Council that’s been proposed.  Thank 
you. 

John: Thank you. 15 

Facilitator: Thank you very much to our last speaker.  Now, if there is anyone that does 
want to register, you can still do that.  The rules are that your Delegate and 
his team stay here for the advertised time, which is til ten o’clock tonight, and 
the people who haven’t already spoken either this afternoon or tonight can 
come and register and speak in that period.  However, we actually don’t have 20 

any more registered speakers, so what I’m going to suggest is that Mr Turner 
gives his concluding remarks now and he will also give those concluding 
remarks just before ten o’clock.  The reason why I ask him to do the 
concluding remarks now is so that you can all go if you want to go, because 
there won’t be any more speakers unless other people register.  So, if that’s 25 

okay, because I think it is important for you to hear Mr Turner’s concluding 
remarks, just to wrap things up.  Thanks. 

John: Thank you very much and thank you for conducting the meeting in such a 
good and fair way.  It really helps I think when everybody gets a nice, clear 
time to have their say and put forward their views and ideas, and I do thank 30 

you all for coming out and particularly on a night like tonight was.   

 A transcript of today’s proceedings will be generated to provide a formal 
record of the proceedings.  These transcripts will be publicly available at the 
conclusion of the examination and reporting process.  I’d like to remind 
everybody that as well as the information provided by the speakers today, 35 

written submissions will be one of the most important ways for me to gather 
information during the examination process.  Having said that, it’s equal 
weight of what was presented today with the written submission.  We have put 
on the board where written submissions can be lodged and when they close 
on the 28th of February, and I urge you to consider written submissions to me.   40 

 A reminder that the Council Boundary Review website also contains more 
details about the merger proposal process more generally, as well as details 
about the proposed merger.  Finally, I thank you for coming and, because this 
is a public meeting, I regret to say that I cannot see you one-on-one when I 
finish speaking tonight.  I’m sorry about that and I don’t wish to be rude, but 45 
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the nature of a public meeting is a public meeting.  So, thank you again for 
coming.  Please feel free to go.  We are obliged by law to stay here til 
ten o’clock.  Thank you. 

Facilitator: Thank you very much, everyone.  Sorry about the microphone.   

END TRANSCRIPT 5 

 

 


