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Chapter 1  Introduction 

The purpose of this document is to present a final report into the examination of the 

proposal for a boundary adjustment to the Local Government Area (LGA) 

boundaries of City of Botany Bay to include parts of City of Sydney, Marrickville, 

Randwick City and Rockdale City LGAs, as proposed by the City of Botany Bay 

Council on 11 March 2015.  

The proposal has been made by the City of Botany Bay (Botany Bay or the Council) 

under Section 218E of the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act), which allows a 

Council to submit either a proposal for a merger or boundary adjustment to the 

Minister for consideration. Under Section 218F of the  Act, the Minister for Local 

Government, may refer a proposal to the Chief Executive of the Office of Local 

Government or the Boundaries Commission for examination and report. Following 

receipt of a report into a proposal, under Section 218F(7), the Minister may choose 

to recommend to the Governor that the proposal be implemented with such 

modifications that arise out of the report made by the Boundaries Commission or 

the Departmental Chief Executive, or such other modifications as the Minister 

determines.  

In March 2016, the Minister referred the proposal (included at Appendix B) for a 

boundary adjustment as submitted by the City of Botany Bay Council to the Chief 

Executive of the Office of Local Government for examination and report under 

Section 218F of the Act.  

Section 745 of the Act enables the Chief Executive to delegate to any person any of 

the Chief Executive’s functions under the Act, other than the power of delegation. 

On 20 April 2016, the Acting Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government, Mr 

Tim Hurst, delegated the function of examining and reporting on the proposal to me. 

A copy of the instrument of Delegation is shown in Appendix A. This report presents 

the examination, findings and recommendations under the Chief Executive’s 

delegation.  

An examination of a proposed merger or boundary alteration is required to have 

regard to the following list of 11 factors as listed under Section 263(3) of the Act.  

a. The financial advantages or disadvantages (including the economies or 

diseconomies of scale) of any relevant proposal to the residents and 

ratepayers of the areas concerned (Finance), 

b. The community of interest and geographic cohesion in the existing areas and 

in any proposed new area (Communities of Interest),  

c. The existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas and the 

impact of change on them (Historical and Traditional Values), 
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d. The attitudes of the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned 

(Attitudes), 

e. 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 other matters as it considers relevant in relation to the past and 

future patterns of elected representation for that area (Elected 

Representation),  

e1. The impact of any relevant proposal on the ability of the councils of the areas 

concerned to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and 

facilities (Service Delivery),  

e2. The impact of any relevant proposal on the employment of the staff by the 

councils of the areas concerned (Employment Impacts),  

e3. The impact of any relevant proposal on rural communities in the areas 

concerned (Rural Impacts),  

e4. In the case of a proposal for the amalgamation of two or more areas, the 

desirability (or otherwise) of dividing the resulting area or areas into wards 

(Wards),  

e5. In the case of a proposal for the amalgamation of two or more areas, the 

need to ensure that the opinions of each of the diverse communities of the 

resulting area or areas are effectively represented (Diverse Communities),  

f. Such other factors as it considers relevant to the provision of efficient and 

effective local government in the existing and proposed new areas (Other 

Issues). 

This report presents a consideration of each of the 11 factors, which reflects 

findings during a public consultation period in accordance with requirements under 

the Act. A chapter is presented for each factor, with other chapters providing a brief 

overview and background of the merger proposal. The methodology used to 

conduct a public consultation period and review submissions received for the 

purposes of examining each factor is also included. A conclusion and list of 

recommendations follows consideration of the 11 factors.  

On completion, this report will be provided to the Minister for Local Government and 

the Boundaries Commission. The report will be reviewed by the Boundaries 

Commission, which will provide comments to the Minister in accordance with 

Section 263 of the Act. The Minister will then consider and make a decision on 

whether or not to recommend to the Governor of NSW that the boundary 

adjustment as proposed by the City of Botany Bay Council be implemented.  
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Chapter 2 Overview of Proposal 

On 11 March 2016, the City of Botany Bay Council submitted a proposal for a 

boundary adjustment for the City of Botany Bay LGA to the Minister for Local 

Government, the Hon. Paul Toole MP.1 The adjustment involves the expansion of 

the boundaries of the City of Botany Bay LGA to include parts of the City of Sydney, 

Marrickville, Randwick City and Rockdale City LGAs. 

The City of Botany Bay is also currently subject to a proposal made by the Minister 

for an amalgamation of the City of Botany Bay LGA with the Rockdale City LGA.2 

The Minister’s proposal was referred to the Acting Chief Executive of the Office of 

Local Government and delegated to me for examination and report under the Act. 

My final report on the Minister’s proposal was presented to the Minister and the 

Boundaries Commission on 20 April 2016.  

It is also noted that the Marrickville LGA was amalgamated with the LGAs of 

Ashfield and Leichardt to form the Inner West Council on 12 May 2016.3 A 

submission has been made to this review from the new Inner West Council. To 

maintain consistency with the proposal documentation, references throughout this 

report to the area within the boundaries of the former Marrickville Council will be 

referred to as the Marrickville LGA.  

Background to the proposal 

The proposal submitted by the Minister followed a four year period of review and 

consultation into the structural arrangements of local government in NSW.4 In 

August 2011, representations from councils throughout NSW met for Destination 

2036, a two-day event allowing councils to consider how ‘communities, economies 

and technologies might change over the next 25 years and how the local 

government sector might change to meet these challenges’.5 

Following Destination 2036, the then Local Government and Shires Associations of 

NSW (now Local Government NSW), approached the then Minister for Local 

Government, the Hon Don Page MP and requested the establishment of a panel to 

develop options for improving the structural strength and effectiveness of local 

                                                           
1
 The City of Botany Bay Council, Proposal Pursuant to Section 218E Local Government Act 1993 (City of 

Botany Bay Council). 
2
 Rod Nockles, Examination of the Merger Proposal: City of Botany Bay Council-Rockdale City Council (NSW 

Government March 2016). 
3
 Premier of NSW, NSW Government Announces New Inner West Council (Media Release 12 May 2016). 

4
 Minister for Local Government, Merger Proposal: City of Botany Bay Council - Rockdale City Council (NSW 

Government January 2016), 2. 
5
 Office of Local Government, Destination 2036 (2016) <https://www.olg.nsw.gov.au/strengthening-local-

government/local-government-reform/destination-2036>. 
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government in NSW.6 The Independent Local Government Review Panel (the 

Panel) undertook public consultation and considered options for governance 

models, structural arrangements and boundary changes for councils across NSW, 

presenting a final report and recommendation to the Government in late 2013.7  

Councils were asked to respond to the findings of the Panel by submitting 

proposals to merge or improve to the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal 

(IPART), which assessed whether each council was ‘fit for the future’ in its final 

report released in October 2015.8 The NSW Government then asked all councils to 

submit merger preferences, identifying which other local government areas could 

be appropriately merged with that council.9  

The Minister submitted a proposal to merge the City of Botany Bay and Rockdale 

City LGAs to the Acting Chief Executive on 6 January 2016.10 This proposal was 

strongly opposed by the City of Botany Bay Council. As detailed in Botany Bay’s 

proposal for a boundary adjustment, Botany Bay had resolved its position on local 

government reform at an Extraordinary Meeting on 16 November 2015. Botany 

Bay’s preference is to stand alone without being subject to amalgamation, with 

Botany Bay also stating:11  

“…should the State Government pursue forced expansion of 

Council’s boundaries and population, the City of Botany Bay should 

pursue an outcome that delivers a common community of interest 

and that this would involve an expansion of our boundaries to 

include parts of the City of Sydney and Randwick City that share a 

common social interest.” 

The proposal for a boundary adjustment as submitted by the City of Botany Bay 

Council to the Minister on 11 March 2016 gives effect to this resolution with the 

addition of parts of the Marrickville and Rockdale City LGAs that would facilitate 

inclusion of 100 per cent of Sydney Airport and Port Botany within the new 

boundaries.  

 

 

                                                           
6
 Office of Local Government, Independent Local Government Review Panel (2016) < 

https://www.olg.nsw.gov.au/strengthening-local-government/local-government-reform/independent-
review-of-local-government>. 
7
 Independent Local Government Review Panel, Revitalising Local Government: Final Report of the 

Independent Local Government Review Panel (ILGRP 2015).   
8
 Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART), Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals 

(IPART 2015). 
9
 Minister for Local Government, Fit for the Future: Councils Lodge Merger Preferences (Media Release 2015).  

10
 Rod Nockles, Examination of the Merger Proposal: City of Botany Bay Council-Rockdale City Council (NSW 

Government 2016), Appendix A.  
11

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Mayoral Minute No 8 – Extraordinary Meeting 16 November 2015. 
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The proposal 

As outlined in Botany Bay’s proposal, the boundaries of a new local government 

would generally comprise the following areas:12  

 All of the current City of Botany Bay LGA; 

 The area of the Randwick City LGA south of Rainbow Street to Anzac 

Parade and Anzac Parade to Dacey Avenue;  

 The area of the City of Sydney LGA that is south and east of a boundary 

formed by Lachlan Street to Bourke Road, Bourke Road to McEvoy Street, 

McEvoy Street to Euston Road, Euston Road to Campbell Road, Campbell 

Road to Burrows Road, and Burrows Road to Ricketty Street; 

 The land within the Marrickville and Rockdale City LGAs comprising each 

LGA’s portion of Sydney Airport, using Cooks River as the boundary; and 

 All of Port Botany, including the portion presently located in Randwick City 

Council 

Botany Bay submits that their proposal is a ‘sensible approach’ to local government 

reform. Botany Bay provides the following rationale for their proposed boundaries:13  

“The City of Botany Bay, the City of Randwick and the suburbs that 

were formerly part of the old South Sydney Council share history, 

heritage and are really part of the same community. Many Randwick 

and City of Sydney residents visit Botany Bay every day, week or 

month – to visit friends and family, to shop at Eastgardens, to travel 

domestically or overseas or to work.” 

Botany Bay also highlights that many suburbs either share or exist on the border of 

the LGAs of the City of Botany Bay, Randwick City and the City of Sydney, with 

Botany Bay suggesting that residents of the suburbs of Matraville, Rosebery, 

Kingsford and Daceyville might possibly be unaware of the current boundaries. 

Given the proximity of these suburbs to the three council areas, Botany Bay submits 

that residents of each LGA use each other’s parks, gardens, pools and other 

facilities.14 

The expanded LGA would also create a significantly larger council area in 

population and ratings base. Using population estimates submitted by the City of 

Botany Bay, the LGA would comprise the following numbers of residents:15   

 

                                                           
12

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Proposal Pursuant to Section 218E Local Government Act 1993 (City of 
Botany Bay Council), 4, 7. 
13

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Council Merger Proposal – Information (2016) 
<http://www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au/About-Council/Council-Merger-Proposal-%E2%80%93-Information>. 
14

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Council Merger Proposal – Information (2016) 
<http://www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au/About-Council/Council-Merger-Proposal-%E2%80%93-Information 
15

 Submission 8a, The City of Botany Bay Council, 6. 
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Population estimates for new boundaries  

Area 2015 2036 

City of Botany Bay (Current LGA) 46,587 71,259 

City South (City of Sydney) 30,500 58,159 

Kensington-Kingsford (Randwick City) 30,210 32,634 

Malabar-La Perouse-Chifley (Randwick City) 24,776 28,869 

Maroubra (Randwick City) 32,760 37,959 

Total  164,833 228,880 

 

As outlined in the proposal document, the City of Botany Bay Council submits that 

the enlarged population and geography will enhance Botany Bay’s strategic 

capacity through:16  

 Creating an area holding approximately $9.5 billion in gross state product 

(GSP), representing 2 per cent of the State’s GSP; 

 Supporting a daily population of residents, workers and visitors of between 

250,000 and 310,000; 

 Providing unprecedented residential growth over the past decade of 

approximately 20%; 

 A total income base equating to $79,783 million;  

 Its location within the key economic corridor identified in the NSW 

Government’s Metropolitan Plan; 

 Generating and supporting employment opportunities for 63,250 local jobs;,  

 Serving as a centre of employment and economic activity; and 

 Containing two of the main drivers of economic activity for the State and 

nation – Sydney Airport and Port Botany. 

The following map depicts the proposed new council boundary (in green) in relation 

to the surrounding areas and existing LGAs (in red): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
16

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Proposal Pursuant to Section 218E Local Government Act 1993 (City of 
Botany Bay Council), 5. 
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Botany Bay does not believe that the Minister’s proposal to merge the City of 

Botany Bay and Rockdale City LGAs should be considered in isolation of Botany 

Bay’s alternative boundary adjustment proposal. Botany Bay argues that it has 

submitted a superior proposal, because it:17  

 “Enables a more effective, strategic and consolidated approach to the 

management of the key economic assets of Sydney Airport and Port Botany 

and the associated economic precincts around them, 

 Delivers increased scale and capacity without undermining or fragmenting 

existing communities of interest and respecting geographic cohesion,  

 Provides for a financially sustainable council that has a strong operating 

performance over the longer term based on a merger with the minimum 

amount of job losses possible, and 

 Responds to the democratic rights of the residents and ratepayers of the City 

of Botany who have consistently and overwhelmingly opposed any merger of 

the City of Botany Bay.” 

The proposal concludes that Botany Bay expects the Boundaries Commission to 

examine the proposal in accordance with its function under Section 263 of the Act.18 

As outlined above, the proposal has been delegated to me for examination and 

report in accordance with this section. This examination has complied with Section 

263 of the Act and has included formal consultation through a public inquiry and 

submission process. The following chapter outlines how this consultation has 

occurred and how submissions to this process have been analysed to inform this 

report and its conclusions.  

Much of the analysis concerning impacts on communities, residents and ratepayers 

of the proposed areas concentrates on the councils of the City of Botany Bay, the 

City of Sydney, and Randwick City. This is because no residential areas of 

Rockdale City or Marrickville are proposed to be included in a larger council area.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
17

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Proposal Pursuant to Section 218E Local Government Act 1993 (City of 
Botany Bay Council), 6. 
18

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Proposal Pursuant to Section 218E Local Government Act 1993 (City of 
Botany Bay Council), 32.  
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Chapter 3 Methodology 

In conducting a formal review under the Local Government Act 1993 for the 

purposes of examining and reporting on the proposal made by the City of Botany 

Bay Council to adjust its boundaries and include parts of the LGAs of the City of 

Sydney, Marrickville, Randwick City and Rockdale City, this review was required to 

have regard to specific legislative requirements for conducting public consultation.19 

Each submission received during the public consultation undertaken during this 

review was then analysed against the 11 factors required under the Act.20 The 

method in which this consultation and analysis occurred is outlined below.  

Public submissions 

Upon announcement on 21 April 2016 by the NSW Government that the proposal 

made by the City of Botany Bay had been delegated for examination and report, 

residents of each of the impacted LGAs, as well as stakeholders and other 

interested parties, were invited to make a submission to this review. Submissions 

were open until 12 June 2016 and were received through the following methods:21  

 Website: A dedicated webpage for the proposal was managed through the 

Council Boundary Review website as operated by the Office of Local 

Government.22 Respondents were able to submit comments about the 

proposal through the website, or upload a formal letter or submission to the 

review.  

 Postal: Members of the community were able to send a formal postal 

submission to the review, with all mail post-dated prior to 12 June 2016 

accepted and analysed.  

 Email: A delegate email address was published on the Council Boundary 

Review website, allowing members of the community to send an email 

commenting on the proposal, or to attach a letter or submission.  

The consultation received 125 written submissions from members of the public and 

stakeholders, including each of the affected councils. Submissions were received 

from residents from across the suburbs within the current LGA and Randwick City 

and City of Sydney LGAs that would be impacted by the proposed boundary 

adjustment, with approximately 53 submissions received from residents from the 

southern area of the Randwick LGA who identified Maroubra, Bare Island or 

Banksmeadow as their suburb. Three submissions were also received from 

                                                           
19

 Local Government Act 1993 (NSW), s 218F(3). 
20

 Local Government Act 1993 (NSW), s 263(3). 
21

 Office of Local Government, Council Boundary Review – City of Botany Bay, City of Sydney, Marrickville, 
Randwick and Rockdale councils (2016)  
< https://olg.councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au/proposals/city-of-botany-bay-city-of-sydney-marrickville-
randwick-city-and-rockdale-city-councils/>. 
22

 Office of Local Government, Council Boundary Review (2016) < https://olg.councilboundaryreview. 
nsw.gov.au/>. 

https://olg.councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au/
https://olg.councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au/
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residents within the Rockdale LGA from residents in suburbs outside of the 

proposed boundary adjustment.  

Public inquiries 

Two public inquiry sessions were held at the Stamford Plaza at Sydney Airport on 

27 May 2016. The public inquiries were held to encourage residents and 

stakeholders to give a verbal submission to the inquiry. Both written and verbal 

submissions were given equal weight during analysis and when considering the 

factors for this report.  

The public inquiries were advertised in local media, and through formal letters 

issued on 28 April 2016 to each council, encouraging councils to invite residents to 

attend. Over the two sessions, 26 verbal submissions were made, including one 

from each of the councils of the City of Botany Bay, City of Sydney, Randwick City 

and Rockdale City. All submissions taken at the public inquiry were recorded and 

transcribed. 

Meetings with councils 

Over the period of consultation, meetings were held with four of the impacted 

councils. These meetings occurred as follows:   

Meeting date Council Council Attendees 

10 May 2016 Marrickville Mr Brian Barrett (GM) 

11 May 2016 City of Botany Bay 
Clr Stan Kondilios (Dep. 
Mayor), Ms Lara Kirchner 
(GM) 

17 May 2016 Randwick City 
Clr Noel D’Souza (Mayor), Mr 
Ray Brownlee (GM), Mr Mitch 
Woods 

25 May 2016 City of Sydney 

Clr Clover Moore (Lord 
Mayor), Clr John Mant, Ms 
Monica Barone (GM), Mr Bill 
Carter, Mr James Zanotto 

 

Rockdale City Council declined to meet, but submitted both a written and verbal 

submission to the review.  

The meetings with each council occurred for this review to understand the 

perspective of representatives from the council regarding the boundary adjustment 

proposal. The meetings allowed the councils to provide contextual information 

related to their formal verbal and written statements and submissions, and this 

review has had regard to that information as a supplement to those formal 

submissions. 
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Analysis of submissions 

For the purposes of enabling a comprehensive overview of each submission for 

consideration against the legislative factors, a summary of each submission was 

created: 

 each submission was categorised according to the eleven factors based on 

the information provided by the respondent;  

 submissions were broken down into issues associated with each factor; 

 relevant extracts were taken from the submission for consideration; and 

 each submission was then grouped for analysis according to the issues 

within each factor. 

 

The following chapters in this report present the substantive themes extracted from 

this analysis, with a consideration of each issue raised. These considerations form 

the conclusions to the report and the recommendations made to the Minister for 

Local Government.  

In the interest of respecting the privacy of individuals who have made a submission, 

all extracts from submissions made by private individuals quoted in this report are 

referenced by their submission number rather than the name of the individual. 

Submissions received on behalf of entities are referenced by name of the entity.  
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Chapter 4 Finance 

This review is required by section 263(3)(a) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on the financial advantages or disadvantages (including the 

economies or diseconomies of scale) of any relevant proposal to the residents and 

ratepayers of the areas concerned.   

In examining this factor, this review has considered the relative financial positions of 

each council, noting that the overall financial position impacts upon the financial 

burdens placed on residents and ratepayers.   

Fit for the Future criteria 

The Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) assessed the City of 

Botany Bay Council as being sustainable on the basis of seven benchmarks 

submitted by Botany Bay in July 2015. The financial projections submitted by 

Botany Bay against the seven benchmarks are outlined in the following table:23  

Fit for the Future Benchmarks 

 
 

Operating 
Performance 

Ratio (Greater 
than or equal to 

break-even 
average over 3 

years) 

Own Source 
Revenue Ratio 

(Greater than 
60% average 
over 3 years) 

Building and 
Infrastructure 

Asset Renewal 
Ratio (Greater 

than 100% 
average over 3 

years) 

Infrastructure 
Backlog Ratio 

(Less than 2%) 

2013/14 
Botany 

Bay 

-2.70% 71.80% 62.10% 6.93% 

2016/17 1.40% 71.60% 178.40% 2.80% 

2019/20 4.90% 85.00% 100.00% 1.70% 

 
 

Asset 
Maintenance 

Ratio (Greater 
than 100% 

average over 3 
years) 

Debt Service 
Ratio (Greater 

than 0% and 
less than or 

equal to 20% 
average over 3 

years) 

Real Operating Expenditure per 
Capita (A decrease in real 

operating expenditure per capita 
over time) 

  

2014/15 
Botany 

Bay 

130.30% 0.00% $1,120  

2016/17 100.00% 0.00% $1,081  

2019/20 100.00% 0.00% $1,090  

 

Botany Bay failed to meet several benchmarks in the 2013/14 financial year. 

However, IPART assessed the sustainability of each council in reference to 

improvement strategies and projections submitted by each council and indicated 

that Botany Bay would improve against the benchmarks by 2019/20. 

                                                           
23

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Council Improvement Proposal (IPART 2015) sections 2.3 and 4.1. 
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On this basis, IPART determined that the City of Botany Bay Council was financially 

sound.24 However, IPART also determined that Botany Bay was unfit for the future 

when assessed against the criterion of scale and capacity.25 IPART stated that 

Botany Bay did not demonstrate that their projected performance is at least as good 

as a merger option.26 It is in this context that the Minister proposed a merger 

between the Council of the City of Botany Bay and Rockdale City Council.  

Botany Bay argues that the proposed boundary adjustment would provide an 

enlarged council with the scale and capacity as required under the Fit for the Future 

criteria. As noted in the proposal documentation:27  

“This boundary adjustment would produce a city of significant scale 

and capacity, enable strategic and focused management of one of 

New South Wales’ central economic hubs, and serve a population with 

existing and established shared community of interest.” 

The estimated population of the larger council is 164,833.28 This number places the 

population of the proposed larger council area above the 150,000 target for council 

size as expressed by the NSW Government29 and would provide the larger council 

with enlarged scale in terms of population. On this basis, the council would likely 

have the rating base to provide it with sufficient scale and capacity.  

It is noted that the proposal would reduce the populations of the Randwick City and 

City of Sydney LGAs to approximately 167,000 and 59,400 respectively (based on 

2014 population figures).30 However, Randwick City Council is currently subject to a 

merger proposal with Woollahra Municipal and Waverley Councils, creating a new 

LGA with a combined population of approximately 276,800 in 2014, and 

approximately 189,000 should the proposal by Botany Bay be proclaimed. It is 

important that the Minister note the reduced population numbers of all local 

government areas impacted by this proposal.  

Modelling undertaken by Morrison Low for the City of Botany Bay Council projects 

that the enlarged council would continue meeting the Fit for the Future 

benchmarks.31 This projection is based on the Fit for the Future proposals 

                                                           
24

 Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals (IPART 
2015), 151. 
25

 Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals (IPART 
2015), 45. 
26

 Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals (IPART 
2015), 151. 
27

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Proposal Pursuant to Section 218E Local Government Act 1993 (City of 
Botany Bay Council), 5. 
28

 Submission 8a, The City of Botany Bay Council, 6. 
29

 Premier of NSW, Stronger Councils for Sydney and Regional NSW (Media Release 18 December 2015). 
30

 The City of Botany Bay Council, Proposal Pursuant to Section 218E Local Government Act 1993 (City of 
Botany Bay Council), 5; Department of Planning and Environment, 2014 NSW Population Projections Data 
(DPE 2016). 
31

 Submission 8b, The City of Botany Bay Council – Morrison Low.  
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submitted by all Botany Bay, Randwick and Sydney councils. However, it is also 

noted that the projections suggest that the building and asset renewal ratio will fall 

under 100 per cent in 2018 and drop to 75 per cent in 2020.32 As explained by 

Morrison Low, this is because of the method used by the City of Sydney Council to 

measure its expenditure on assets:33  

“Projections against the benchmarks are based on published data 

including each council’s submission to IPART. We note that the 

projected expenditure by the City of Sydney on assets over the period 

modelled falls below the benchmarks, but the City of Sydney was 

considered to have met the benchmarks by IPART. IPART appears to 

have accepted the City of Sydney’s argument that, over the long term, 

the City of Sydney’s expenditure on assets (maintenance and 

renewal) in accordance with their asset management plans would 

provide for sustainable infrastructure. The argument put forward by the 

City of Sydney was that over the course of the life of local government 

assets there would be peaks and troughs of expenditure and that 

sustainability should be measured over the long term.” 

This review notes that the projections submitted by each council to IPART relied 

upon individual policies and planning within each council. As the City of Sydney 

noted in its proposal to IPART:34 

“The City utilises its IP&R process to review performance and 

strategically plan for the future. Internal targets/parameters relating to 

Operating Performance are incorporated within the City’s annual 

budget setting process.” 

Each council was also required to submit strategies and action plans as part of its 

Fit for the Future proposal to IPART for how each council would meet the 

benchmarks into the future. For example, the strategies listed by the City of Sydney 

for the purpose of improving their own source revenue ratio include:35 

a. Rates income forecast to receive a significant boost in 2016-17, 

with the second half of the Barangaroo development to become 

eligible for rating (increasing the existing rates base), and further 

urban renewal potentially growing the City’s rate base (dependent 

on the mix of the development and the existing land use of the 

development site).  

b. A review of the City’s fees and charges is to be undertaken in the 

short term, following an extensive cost of service provision review.  
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c. Continued review and updates of the City’s Developer Contribution 

Plans and use of voluntary planning agreements to secure public 

benefit outcomes.  

This action plan is unique to the City of Sydney and its standing as a metropolitan 

council supporting a large Central Business District. Randwick City submitted 

similarly unique plans as part of its proposal to merge with Waverley Council.36 

Should the boundary adjustment as proposed by Botany Bay be implemented, 

planning processes will be undertaken by the expanded City of Botany Bay Council. 

Given the need to implement consistent Integrated Planning and Reporting (IP&R) 

and financial planning across the expanded LGA, the implementation of actions and 

strategies as articulated by Randwick City and City of Sydney Councils in their 

IPART submissions should not be considered achievable. As such, this review 

considers that the City of Botany Bay Council is incorrect to rely on the projected 

financial improvements or performance underpinned by these actions and 

strategies.  

Furthermore, the projections against the criteria are reliant on the broader modelling 

undertaken by Morrison Low regarding savings and costs of the proposal. This 

modelling contains numerous risks and disputable assumptions as analysed below.  

It will be open to Botany Bay to undertake planning and adopt actions and 

strategies to ensure that an expanded council meets the Fit for the Future criteria. 

This review does not suggest Botany Bay would necessarily fail to meet the criteria. 

On the contrary, a larger LGA will give Botany Bay the opportunity to use its 

enhanced scale and capacity to find strategies allowing it to improve against 

financial benchmarking. However, it cannot be suggested that the analysis from 

Morrison Low as based on policies and actions of Randwick City and the City of 

Sydney Councils demonstrates the expanded City of Botany Bay Council will meet 

the Fit for the Future criteria or otherwise.  

Financial modelling 

As noted above, Botany Bay commissioned Morrison Low to undertake financial 

modelling of projected costs and savings for Botany Bay following the proposed 

boundary adjustment. This modelling is included to this report at Appendix C. 

Morrison Low explains the methodology in its modelling as:37 

“All costs and savings arising from the boundary adjustment are in 

comparison to the current costs of the combined councils. The merged 

council is modelled on the basis of a combined LTFP (Long Term 

Financial Plan) where all council costs and revenues set out in the 

LTFP are brought together. Actual data from the latest financial year 
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(2014/15) has been inserted into that year and this has been 

compared to the LTFP projections. When loading data for each 

individual council, every effort has been made to ensure the best 

available data has been used.” 

Numerous items that would provide either a cost or a benefit to the expanded 

council have been included in the modelling over a 20 year period to calculate a net 

present value (NPV) cost or saving to the council over the 20 year period. A 

description of the costs and saving items used is as follows:38 

High level description of modelled costs and benefits (Morrison Low) 

Costs Benefits 

Short term 

Redundancy costs associated with senior 
staff Reduction in total cost of councillors 

Harmonisation of wages Reduction in total costs of senior staff 

Significant costs to move to combined IT 
system across entire council $10 million government grant 

Establish council and structure, policies, 
procedures, branding and signage    

Medium term 

Redundancy costs associated with any 
reduction in staff numbers 

Reduction in staff numbers in areas of 
greatest duplication 

Increase in staff costs associated with 
typical increase in services and service 
levels from merger Rationalisation of buildings, plant and fleet 

Harmonisation of wages   

Long term 

Increase in staff costs associated with 
typical increase in services and service 
levels from merger 

Benefits arise from single IT system and 
decrease in staff 

Harmonisation of wages   

 

A seven per cent discount rate over a 20 year period has been used by Morrison 

Low in completion of their modelling.39 This compares to the 9.5 per cent nominal 

discount rate used by KPMG in its modelling of Ministerial merger proposals.40 It is 

noted that the seven per cent used by Morrison Low is less conservative.  

Two scenarios were modelled. The first scenario modelled the costs and savings 

where efficiencies were realised by the boundary adjustment. The above saving 

items to be gained were further described by Morrison Low as:41 
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“Financial savings are modelled in the short term from a small 

reduction in the number of senior staff. Natural attrition is used to 

reduce staff numbers in the short term with a focus on removing the 

duplication of roles across the councils and creating greater efficiency 

in operation with reductions modelled in Tier 3 and 4 of the structure, 

the works units and back of office. Savings are also projected to arise 

in relation to procurement and operational expenditure due to the size 

and increase capacity of the larger council. In the medium and longer 

term further financial savings are projected by removing the 

duplication of roles in areas such as finance, HR, IT and management 

and reducing staff numbers. Savings also modelled for greater 

efficiency in operations and some rationalisation of plant, fleet and 

buildings (one off).” 

The second scenario assumed that the majority of savings identified are not 

realised. Morrison Low state that this particularly relates to nil reductions in the 

management layer of staff, the works units and back office, and nil rationalisation of 

plant, fleet and buildings. The outcome for each scenario as modelled is as 

follows:42  

NPV Cost/Benefit over 20 years (Morrison Low) 

Scenario One $4.8 million (benefit) 

Scenario Two  $2.7 million (cost) 

 

The outcome of modelling for scenario two appears to have been incorrectly 

interpreted by Botany Bay, which states in its submission:43 

“The outcome of the modelling has confirmed that there is a potential 

financial savings of $4.8M (NPV over 20 years) if efficiencies are 

realised through the boundary adjustment. A potential financial 

savings of $2.7M NPV is also achievable even if efficiencies are not 

realised.” 

Should the efficiencies under scenario one be achieved, the modelled savings 

would be very modest, amounting to an average saving of $240,000 NPV each 

year. Given that the modelling includes a $10 million NSW government grant to 

assist with the costs of merging, the $4.8 million NPV benefit indicates that the 

boundary adjustment would not be financially feasible over the 20 year period 

without the grant.  

Morrison Low has estimated the Council would have expenditure of over $223 

million in 2017.44 The projected savings under scenario one would be of benefit to a 
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smaller council. However, in the situation where a second scenario would create a 

loss for the Council, and where the potential savings under scenario one represent 

an extremely small proportion of expenditure, it is reasonable to conclude that the 

modelling does not strongly support the proposal.  

This point was also made by Randwick City Council in its submission to the review, 

which states:45  

“It would appear, taking into the consideration the results of the 

financial modelling from the numerous council merger proposals 

across the Metropolitan Sydney area, that this boundary adjustment 

would, by a considerable margin, produce the lowest net savings over 

the 20 year period. The proposal doesn’t make sense financially – for 

the community and the staff.” 

However, Randwick City Council is comparing the savings modelled by Botany Bay 

with the savings modelled by KPMG in respect to recent merger proposals across 

Sydney. As analysed below, both firms used different assumptions, resulting in 

higher or lower costs and savings related to certain areas. The different types of 

modelling are not necessarily comparable.  

Cost assumptions 

The largest cost in the proposal as modelled by Morrison Low is the cost of 

implementing a combined IT system across the larger council area. Morrison Low 

estimates this to be a $40 million cost to the larger council in the first three years 

following proclamation..46  

This cost is significantly higher than the assumed cost that KPMG used in its 

modelling of IT costs for the Minister’s merger proposals across Sydney. KPMG 

used the following assumption in its modelling:47  

 To ensure a merged entity can be operational and functional from 

launch, a number of minimum information and communications 

technology (ICT) investments and common applications are required:  

o Email systems so that each employer of the merged entity has 

access to, and uses, a single common email address and 

server;  

o Business applications to enable basic reporting requirements;  

o Website overlay to create a single online portal for the merged 

entity; and 
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o Limited data migration so that, for example, current financial 

year data for the merged entity can be accessed from a single 

ICT system. 

 The immediate ICT requirements will therefore be focused on 

enhancing existing ICT systems that will continue to operate in the 

background.” This is called a ‘veneer’ solution and is based on $3.35m 

in metropolitan clusters; and 

 “In addition, a +30 per cent contingency component is added to the 

above costs as appropriate in early planning of ICT projects.”  

The estimate for IT costs for metropolitan mergers as modelled by KPMG was 

approximately a $4.355 million nominal cost, far smaller than the $40 million as 

modelled by Morrison Low for Botany Bay’s proposal.48 It is noted that the KPMG 

assumptions were based on input from:49  

 A selected number of industry representatives consulted by DPC 

(NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet) drawing on recent 

experience in planning and implementing ICT solutions for council 

entities; and 

 Analysis undertaken by KPMG based on advisory services to 

Queensland local councils involved in de-amalgamations.  

Analysis undertaken as part of this Delegate’s review of the City of Botany Bay and 

Rockdale City merger considered the cost of implementing common IT systems in 

the 2008 mergers of Queensland councils. It was noted that the Queensland 

Treasury Corporation (QTC) estimated that ICT costs were 43.8 per cent of total 

assessed merger costs for each council merged.50 Calculating 43.8 per cent of the 

assessed cost for 23 of the Queensland council mergers as documented by QTC 

resulted in estimates of IT costs to each council ranging from $65,000 to $1.87 

million.51 

While it is noted that there could have been further IT costs for the mergers in 

Queensland following the QTC analysis in 2009, the documented costs are far 

below that modelled by Morrison Low for Botany Bay.  
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Morrison Low has based its IT cost assumptions on estimates related to options to 

merge councils in the New Zealand city of Wellington. As stated in the modelling by 

Morrison Low:52 

“Estimating the costs for ICT is inherently difficult due to the 

complexities associated with integrating systems and applications, and 

not knowing what the new entity may decide on as a future system.  

With the limited time to undertake this report, the ICT costs have thus 

been based on the proposed Wellington reorganisation. A number of 

ICT scenarios were explored by Deloitte for Wellington. The estimated 

cost is split between those costs incurred during the transition and the 

implementation costs post Day 1 that would be the responsibility of the 

new entity, giving rise to an estimate of ITC transition cost of $40m.” 

The modelling undertaken by Deloitte for the Wellington reorganisation modelled 

options for merging the IT systems of nine councils in Wellington, with estimated 

costs ranging from $21 million to $150 million (New Zealand dollars) depending on 

full or partial integration.53 The assumptions used by Deloitte were based largely on 

the cost for implementing a common IT system for the Auckland council merger in 

2010 with a further 20 per cent contingency.54 

The Auckland merger involved the amalgamation of seven councils serving 

approximately 1.4 million residents.55 The proposed Wellington reorganisation 

would involve the amalgamation of nine councils serving approximately 500,000 

residents.56 

Given the size and extent of the Auckland and proposed Wellington mergers, this 

review does not consider a comparison to be reasonable when considering the 

costs of implementing a common IT system for a boundary adjustment that will 

enlarge one council in Sydney to approximately 170,000 residents. Under the 

adjustment, Botany Bay will have the ability to continue their current IT systems and 

expand their operation to cover the increased population.  

Given this analysis, this review considers the $40 million modelled cost of IT 

systems to be overstated and that a lower cost similar to that modelled by KPMG 

would have significantly improved the savings available over the 20 year period. 

However, as costs and savings inherent in the boundary adjustment would be 
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reliant on decisions made by the new City of Botany Bay Council following 

proclamation, the actual costs and savings of IT will be a matter for the newly 

merged council. 

Similarly, the modelling assumes no savings can be achieved from materials and 

contracts. This contrasts to modelling performed by KPMG for merger proposals in 

Sydney which assumes that:57 

“The assumed value of efficiency savings was up to 3 per cent of a 

council’s expenditure on materials and contracts as reported in long 

term financial plans.” 

This saving would be achieved by the increased purchasing power of a larger 

council procuring materials and contracts over a larger area and servicing a larger 

population. Botany Bay’s rejection of the pursuit of such efficiencies reduces the 

benefits available under the proposal.  

Economies and diseconomies of service level costs 

The level of services to residents and the method of delivery will impact upon the 

costs and savings for the enlarged council. Morrison Low state that increases in 

staffing costs for increased service levels has been incorporated into the data. 

Morrison Low state:58 

“Typically, merged councils see an increase in staff associated with 

rises in services and service levels. Research conducted for the 

Independent Review Panel noted that each of the councils involved in 

the 2004 NSW mergers had more staff after the merger than the 

combined councils together and an average over the period of 2002/3 

to 2010/11 of 11.7%. 

An allowance has been made for a 2% increase in staff from year 4 

onwards (i.e. after the period of natural attrition).” 

It can be argued that the ability to increase service levels should not be considered 

a cost of merging. Increased service levels derived for enhanced scale and 

associated savings can be viewed as a benefit to the council and its residents.  

Botany Bay has specifically stated that it seeks to provide the same level of service 

to residents from Randwick City and City of Sydney that are included in the 

enlarged boundary, while  considering the adoption of services currently provided 
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by the City of Sydney and Randwick City Councils. In its submission, the City of 

Botany Bay states:59 

“Under the proposed south eastern Sydney council, residents in the 

portions of City of Sydney and Randwick Council would benefit from 

the additional services, events and opportunities offered by the City of 

Botany Bay…At the same time, there are services offered by the City 

of Sydney and Randwick Council which might be worthy of adoption 

by the new local government area. The new local council has the 

unique opportunity to learn from all three of its predecessor Councils.” 

Increases to service levels to the level currently being received by residents of the 

three council areas was considered a risk by Morrison Low in its modelling, which 

stated that “there are a number of significant potential financial and non-financial 

risks arising from this boundary adjustment that will need to be considered, 

including the following…:  

 Service levels rise across the merged council area, standardising on 

the highest level of those services that are being integrated; and 

 New services are introduced that are not currently delivered in one or 

more of the former council areas.”60 

Botany Bay’s submission states that it would seek to introduce services unique to 

Botany Bay such as centre based day care for seniors, list shopping service, 

pensioners lawn mowing scheme and city-wide verge mowing to all residents of the 

larger council area.61 The introduction of new services to residents of the current 

Randwick City and City of Sydney LGAs and vice versa would constitute a risk 

under the definition from Morrison Low. As submitted by Randwick City Council:62 

“The harmonisation of services will be the most expensive exercise in 

this boundary adjustment – in particular those services that are 

provided in the areas of City of Sydney being proposed to be merged 

into City of Botany Bay. The service levels provided to the parts of City 

of Sydney that the merger has proposed to incorporate have been 

subsided by the high level of business rates that are levied by the City 

of Sydney. If this boundary adjustment was to occur, the continuation 

of these service levels would no longer be subsidised and would need 

to be funded by the ratepayers of the new Council and this would be 

an ongoing expense to the new council.” 

Seeking to increase the level of services to residents is admirable by the City of 

Botany Bay and is something that potentially could be achieved through the 
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increased economies of scale that a larger council would have. However, seeking 

to increase service levels to all residents to the extent proposed by Botany Bay has 

the potential to significantly increase costs for the larger council.  

In critiquing modelling in support of the proposed boundary adjustment between the 

City of Botany Bay, Randwick City, Waverley and Woollahra Municipal LGAs, the 

City of Botany Bay asserted that the modelling was based upon an assumption that 

the cost of service for a largercouncil would be reduced to that spent by Randwick 

City Council. Botany Bay submitted to this review that:63 

“The City of Botany Bay Council has made a strategic decision to 

employ staff rather than contract externally; therefore reducing 

operating costs to the level of Randwick would mean a decrease from 

a service cost per capita of $1,284 to approximately $750, or a total 

reduction in service costs of approximately $21m per annum for City of 

Botany Bay.” 

It follows that a commitment by Botany Bay to increase cost of service levels 

provided to Randwick City residents to the same level as Botany Bay without 

seeking efficiencies through strategies such as contracting externally has the 

potential to increase service costs per capita to $1,284 for residents of Randwick 

City included within the enlarged council area.  

While it is likely that Council would achieve efficiencies of scale through the 

expansion of services to a large population, the risk of significantly increased costs 

for an enlarged council is demonstrated by an analysis of current cost of service 

levels across the City of Botany Bay, Randwick City and the City of Sydney (i.e. the 

councils involved in the boundary adjustment proposal with residential areas).  

Taking comparative data from 2013/14 from the Office of Local Government, the 

cost of expenditure per capita for each council was:64 

Expenditure per capita (2013/14)65 

 
Population Expenditure per capita ($) 

City of 
Botany Bay 43,292 $1,169 

Randwick 
City 142,310 $783 

City of 
Sydney 191,918 $2,308 
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The following table analyses the cost of service per capita for 2013-14 in each 

council area according to the proportion of the population that would be moved to 

the expanded City of Botany Bay LGA.66 The table demonstrates that should the 

cost of service levels in the City of Botany Bay be applied to the number of 

residents in the Randwick City areas within the boundary adjustment, costs for the 

council would increase by $33.87 million each year. Should the cost of service 

levels be increased further to the level provided by the City of Sydney Council, total 

costs under the boundary adjustment would increase by a further $153 million each 

year. 

Expenditure per capita analysis (2013/14) 

  

Expenditure 
per capita 
($)

67
 

Population in 
larger council 

68
 

Expenditure for 
total population 
($mil) 

City of Botany Bay 1,169 46,587 54.46 

Randwick City 783 87,746 68.71 

City of Sydney 2,308 30,500 70.39 

Total     193.56 

If Randwick City’s expenditure per capita increased to City of Botany Bay’s level 

City of Botany Bay 1,169 46,587 54.46 

Randwick City 1,169 87,746 102.58 

City of Sydney 2,308 30,500 70.39 

Total     227.43 

If all councils’ expenditure per capita increased to City of Sydney’s level 

City of Botany Bay 2,308 46,587 107.52 

Randwick City 2,308 87,746 202.52 

City of Sydney 2,308 30,500 70.39 

Total     380.43 

 

This review recognises that the larger council will have the opportunity to select the 

correct mix of services for its residents. It is likely that the cost of service for current 

City of Sydney residents could be reduced because the enlarged council would not 

be required to spend funding on services to Sydney’s Central Business District. 

Similarly, the cost for current City of Botany Bay residents could increase if council 

provides enhanced services currently provided by Randwick City and City of 

Sydney, as considered in Council’s submission.  

However, the above analysis demonstrates the risks inherent in the boundary 

adjustment and with Botany Bay’s approach to services. In the absence of a 

commitment from Botany Bay to seek efficiencies in service levels and expenditure, 

there is a risk of significant costs to a larger council.   
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Should the boundary adjustment proceed, this review considers that Botany Bay 

would need to undertake a service review to pursue economies of scale in providing 

services. These economies could be pursued through an enhanced capacity to 

secure savings on materials and contracts for servicing a larger area, or by seeking 

external contracts to deliver certain types of services. Without the commitment to 

achieve such efficiencies, the cost of service provision could increase to 

unsustainable levels and has the potential to produce substantial diseconomies of 

scale. As noted by Morrison Low, altered service levels are a significant risk to the 

success of the boundary adjustment as proposed. 

Government grant 

As noted above, the modelling undertaken by Morrison Low relies on a $10 million 

government grant to assist with the costs of implementation. The grants are 

available to new council areas created by the NSW Government. According to the 

guidelines for the grant:69 

“The NSW Government has announced the creation of new, stronger 

councils across the State to work harder for residents and deliver 

better services and community facilities…The New Council 

Implementation Fund has been established by the NSW Government 

to cover the up-front costs of implementing the new council, enabling 

councils to invest savings directly into community benefits at the 

earliest opportunity.” 

The guidance material published by the NSW Government for awarding the grants 

state that the new council’s Implementation Advisory Group, if appointed, may 

provide advice to the Administrator on the priorities for funding.70  

Given that the grant program appears designed for the new council areas created 

by the NSW Government, it is unclear if the $10 million grant would apply to the 

boundary adjustment as proposed by Botany Bay. Should the proposal proceed, it 

is recommended that the grant be extended to the expanded City Botany Bay 

Council to assist in meeting the costs of implementing the boundary adjustment. 

Debt and infrastructure backlog 

An important issue raised by Botany Bay and in submissions from City of Botany 

Bay residents in support of the boundary adjustment is that the proposal would 

allow Botany Bay to avoid inheriting debt from Rockdale City Council should a 

merger between the two councils proceed. For example, a resident of Botany Bay 

submitted:71 
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“I support uniting Botany Bay and Randwick Councils because they 

are the only two debt free city administrations in the list of proposed 

merger partners. Also, it would be easier to amalgamate the whole 

areas of each city to avoid boundary confusion among ratepayers in 

these only two debt-free councils.” 

This statement was supported by the Deputy Mayor of the City of Botany Bay, Clr 

Stan Kondilios in his verbal submission to the inquiry:72  

“A key financial disadvantage of the Botany Bay Rockdale merger was 

the disparity between the two councils’ approach to debt. While 

Botany is debt free, it has been debt free for more than 20 years and 

proposes to remain debt free. Rockdale has $7.3 million worth of debt. 

There are a number of issues in merging debt free councils with 

significant funds in reserve and a debt laden council.” 

However, the City of Botany Bay Council has a higher infrastructure backlog ratio 

when compared to Rockdale City, City of Sydney and Randwick City. The 

infrastructure backlog for the 2014-15 year for each council was as follows:73 

Infrastructure backlogs (2014/15) 

Council 

Estimated cost to 
bring up to a 
satisfactory standard 
($000) 

Written down 
value ($000) 

Backlog 
Ratio 
(%) 

Botany Bay 9,680 208,754 4.64 

Randwick 6,654 998,391 0.67 

Rockdale 8,362 510,519 1.64 

Sydney 49,000*  2,970,000* 2.05* 
      *Projection from Fit for the Future submission 

Rockdale City Council reduced its infrastructure backlog ratio from 11 per cent in 

2013 to 1.64 per cent in 2015.74 The comparative levels of infrastructure backlog 

indicate that Rockdale City has effectively been using debt funding to reduce its 

backlog as a proportion of its assets, allowing its assets to be repaired 

proportionately at a faster rate than those held by Botany Bay. As noted in the 

Delegate’s report into the proposal to merge Botany Bay and Rockdale LGAs, the 

comparative infrastructure backlog ratio held by Botany Bay diminishes the 

argument made about debt.  
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The new council area would inherit a larger backlog ratio from the Botany Bay 

LGA. However, it is noted that Botany Bay submitted to IPART that it projected its 

backlog to fall to 2.8 per cent in 2016-17.75 Morrison Low appears to have used 

this projection to model that the backlog ratio for 2016 across the enlarged LGA 

would be approximately 1.5 per cent, placing the ratio below the benchmark of 2 

per cent.76 Morrison Low has modelled the future ratio using the following 

method:77  

“For the purposes of this report, each council’s assessment of the 

Infrastructure Backlog has been assumed to represent the actual 

amount and combined to represent the backlog of the merged council 

area. Where a council does not fully fund asset renewals, we have 

assumed this will result in a decrease in the overall condition of the 

asset base and, as such, will increase the overall infrastructure 

backlog.” 

The actual value of assets held by Randwick City and City of Sydney to be 

transferred to an enlarged council area and the resulting backlog from that transfer 

is unclear and has not been included in the modelling.  

The impact of the cost of the infrastructure backlog to residents and ratepayers of 

the new proposed council is dependent upon the mix of assets that would be 

inherited from the LGAs of Randwick City and the City of Sydney by the new 

proposed council. There is a risk that the transfer of assets from the City of 

Sydney might include a higher renewal cost as a proportion of the written down 

value of the assets, providing the new proposed council with a higher backlog. 

This review does not consider the risk to be a significant barrier against the 

proposed boundary adjustment, while noting that these matters would need to be 

carefully considered and managed by the new proposed council following 

proclamation.  

Rates and concessions 

Average rates differ across the council areas of the City of Botany Bay, Randwick 

City and the City of Sydney, with residential rates far higher in Randwick City and 

business rates higher in the City of Botany Bay and the City of Sydney. The 

following table shows average residential rates in the three council areas:78 
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Average rates (2013/14) 

Council 

Average 
residential rate 
($) 

Average 
business rate 
($) 

Botany Bay 648.80 10,382.43 

Randwick 1,092.87 6,365.36 

Sydney 616.17 10,471.38 

 

Randwick City Council ratepayers are also currently subject to a Special Rate 

Variation implemented in June 2014, which increases ordinary rates by 3.59% for a 

three year period, inclusive of the rate cap.79 One submission from a resident of 

Randwick City made a submission against the merger on the basis of the SRV:80  

“…the ratepayers of Randwick Council have paid a surcharge on top 

of their rates for the past few years. I voted in favour of this surcharge 

which was to improve the infrastructure in our district. We have had 

new sports facilities, money spent in community parks, care homes, 

clubs, beaches and other areas of public amenity. If we merge with 

Botany then I perceive we will continue to pay the surcharge but the 

money will not be spent in our community.” 

As the new proposed council will also assume responsibility for public assets within 

the area of the Randwick City LGA to be included in the boundary adjustment, it is 

likely that the new proposed council will need to continue funding the maintenance 

and renewal of assets attached to the SRV, should it be permitted under the 

proclamation for the larger council.81 Botany Bay recognises issues relating to 

rating differentials in their submission to this review:82  

“There are significant differences in the rating structures of the three 

Councils. These include the proportion of rates generated by the 

different sectors (residential, business); use of minimum rates (the 

percentage of properties on the minimum ranges from 54% - 76%; 

value of the minimum rate); and there are also large differences in the 

relative land values across the three areas. All of these factors mean 

that the proposed new south eastern Sydney council will need to 

develop a new rating structure that is a fair and equitable apportioned 

rate across the new local government area.” 
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This review agrees with this statement from Botany Bay and believes that the four 

year rate path freeze for new LGAs as introduced by the NSW Government for new 

council areas83 and increased economies of scale available to the larger new 

proposed council will assist in implementing an equitable rating structure consistent 

with priorities under the enlarged new proposed council’s integrated planning and 

reporting (IP&R).  

It is noted that the City of Sydney currently rebate 100% of rates to pensioners 

residing within the LGA. This compares to the standard $250 rebate provided by 

Botany Bay and Randwick City. Randwick City Council submits that:84 

“In the Randwick City LGA 17% of ratepayers are receiving a 

pensioner rebate on their rates, whilst in the Botany Bay LGA 10% of 

its ratepayers are receiving the rebate…If the provision of a 100% 

rebate to eligible pensioner ratepayers was applied across the new 

LGA it would have a substantial ongoing financial impact to the new 

Council, which Randwick has estimated at $4.7 million per annum. If 

the 100% rebate was reduced to come in line with the existing $250 

rebate, that would have a substantial ongoing financial impact to the 

pensioners who once resided in the City of Sydney.” 

The City of Sydney also provides a 100% discount on pet registration fees to 

pensioners.85  

Similar to the provision of higher service levels, should the larger new proposed 

council seek to extend the 100 per cent pensioner rebates and discounts across the 

new LGA, the financial viability of the proposal will be put at risk. Following the 

boundary adjustment if implemented, the larger council will need to carefully 

consider how it approaches pensioner rebates without unduly impacting upon those 

currently receiving the rebate.  

Financial impact of Sydney Airport 

The boundary adjustment proposes to place 100% of Sydney Airport within the 

boundaries of the new LGA. Currently the airport is split between three council 

areas. As explained by Sydney Airport Corporation Limited (SALC) in its 

submission:86  

“At present, the 907 hectare Sydney Airport is located within three 

LGAs. In terms of area, about 65% of the airport is located in the City 

of Botany Bay LGA, about 29% in Rockdale City LGA and about 6% in 
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the Marrickville (now Inner West) LGA, with the existing boundary 

following an ‘S’ through the middle of the airfield.” 

Botany Bay estimates that placing 100% of Sydney Airport within the boundaries of 

the proposed LGA will provide “…$1.5m per annum in additional rate income from 

airport land reassignment to Botany Bay.”87 However, the proposal will also have 

financial impacts on the Inner West Council (formerly Marrickville) and Rockdale 

City Council. As Rockdale City Council submits:88  

“the Airport is a major source of rate equivalent revenue not only for 

the City of Botany Bay Council (approx. $2Mpa); but also Marrickville 

City (approx. $0.85Mpa) and Rockdale City ($0.7Mpa).” 

As Sydney Airport operates on Commonwealth land, councils receive these 

payments directly from the airport in lieu of rates.89 Both Rockdale City and the 

Inner West Councils have made submissions to this review that their communities 

experience many negative impacts from being in close proximity to the airport and 

therefore deserve to receive some financial benefit. Rockdale City Council list the 

negative impacts as:90 

 noise from the 327,190 aircraft movements per year (2014) that are 

expected to increase each year (6,000 Rockdale City residents live within the 

20 ANEF zone);  

 visual intrusion;  

 increased traffic congestion on roads and highways and associated noise 

and emissions,; 

 loss of amenity; and  

 safety (fear of air accidents; terrorist activity). 

The airport also has significant impacts on the surrounding environment such as 

Botany Bay. As submitted by the Inner West Council:91  

“Those residents who bear the largest share of disadvantages which 

are imposed by the Airport should be entitled to retain the 

disproportionately small share of payments equivalent to local council 

rates form Airport land currently within the Inner West Local 

Government Area.” 

This review supports 100 per cent of operational lands of Sydney Airport being 

placed within the one LGA. Sydney Airport is an important national and state piece 

of infrastructure that requires consistency in land-use planning. The economic 
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benefits of the airport’s proximity provide ongoing opportunities for surrounding 

councils and communities. However, councils surrounding the airport should still be 

in a position to advocate on behalf of their residents and stakeholders to help 

mitigate the negative impacts of the airport’s proximity. 

Should the proposed boundary adjustment proceed, consideration will need to be 

given to the financial impacts on the Inner West and Rockdale City Councils as a 

result of the loss of payments from the airport in lieu of rates. The larger new 

proposed council could potentially be obliged to support programs across the 

broader area and outside of its LGA to help reduce negative aspects of the airport 

on residential areas.  

Further analysis regarding the location of local government boundaries across 

Sydney Airport and impacts upon communities is provided in subsequent chapters 

to this report.  

Revenue sources 

An analysis of the sources of revenue for each council with residential areas subject 

to the boundary adjustment proposal demonstrates that the City of Sydney derives 

far more revenue from rates and fees and charges when compared to Randwick 

City and City of Botany Bay:92 

Major revenue sources (2014/15) 

Council Population 

Rates and 
annual 
charges ($) 

Total rates and 
annual charges 
per capita ($) 

Fees and 
charges ($) 

Fees and 
charges per 
capita ($) 

Botany Bay 
         

43,292  33,885,000 782.71  15,205,000    351.22  

Randwick 
        

142,310  98,956,000 695.36  17,638,000    123.94  

Sydney 
        

191,918  289,134,000 1,506.55  102,985,000    536.61  

 

As noted above, the rates and charges received by the City of Sydney are a result 

of the inclusion of Sydney’s Central Business District (CBD) within the current 

LGA’s boundaries and the revenue received from businesses. It can be said that 

the revenue received from rates and charges within the CBD provides the City of 

Sydney with increased scale in providing services to metropolitan residents. The 

impact of this is reflected in the submission received by this review from the City of 

Sydney, with specific focus on the Green Square residential area.  
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Financial implications for Green Square 

The boundary adjustment proposes to transfer approximately 85 per cent of the 

urban renewal project of Green Square to the enlarged new proposed City of 

Botany Bay.93 Situated within the City of Sydney’s suburbs of Zetland, Waterloo and 

Rosebery, Green Square is a major project to provide high density urban 

residencies, with $1.3 billion being provided in public infrastructure and a further 

$13 billion invested through private development.94 

The City of Sydney Council noted the potential impact of the transfer of Green 

Square to another council in its submission to this review:95  

“Ultimately, the City itself (the City of Sydney Council) will also 

contribute funding from its own sources of over $170 million, however 

in the interim, we have had to forward fund around $400 million to 

initiate the infrastructure needed to progress this urban renewal 

project. 

The City of Sydney’s provision for capital expenditure in its long-term 

financial plan, will also deliver new roads, parks, community facilities, 

drainage and other essential infrastructure for Green Square….If a 

new council was established in 2015/16, $386m or around 75% would 

yet to be spent…It is uncertain how much of this expenditure would be 

allocated to a new council, which may leave the new council with a 

shortfall in funding.” 

The locality of Green Square is projected to grow to 61,000 residents by 2030, 

making the area the most densely populated in Australia.96 It is of vital importance 

that funding for the project continues in a consistent and certain manner. A resident 

of Mascot in support of a merger between Botany Bay and Randwick City made the 

following submission:97  

“I do not think it’s fair that the Green Square development be disrupted 

and taken away from Sydney City Council. That has been their hard 

effort and it will cause too much disruption to residents and planning if 

it changed into a different council.” 
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As noted by the City of Sydney, the $13 billion in private investment is reliant on the 

services currently provided by the City of Sydney and the planning undertaken for 

the area by the Council:98  

“Much of the private development in Green Square (with an estimated 

value of over $13 billion) is predicated on the delivery of the quality 

services and amenity, as committed to by the City of Sydney.  

Clear evidence can be provided, in the marketing material of private 

development, of the importance of the City of Sydney’s program in 

promoting Green Square as a desirable new part of inner Sydney.” 

The modelling undertaken by Morrison Low demonstrates that the expanded new 

proposed council of Botany Bay, including 85 per cent of the Green Square project 

would have income including capital grants of an estimated $203 million in 2016.99 

It is unclear how the $386 million required for investment in Green Square has been 

accounted for within this modelling. The City of Sydney has annual income in 

excess of $730 million100 and is able to leverage its scale derived from business 

rates and charges to fund council investment in such a large-scale urban 

development.  

In the absence of detailed information from the City of Botany Bay Council 

regarding how it intends to fund and sustain the Green Square development, it must 

be said that the boundary adjustment proposal represents a potential financial risk 

to the project and to the continuation of private investment within Green Square. 

This risk has the potential to impact significantly on residents of Green Square, as 

well as the broader LGA population should it have consequences for the 

sustainability of the proposed larger Council.  

Conclusion 

The modelling undertaken by Morrison Low in support of the boundary adjustment 

proposal projects that the adjustment would produce a saving of $4.8 million NPV 

benefit over a 20 year period. For a council projected to have income of over $200 

million each year, this saving appears very low and does not justify the proposal in 

and of itself. However, as analysed above, this review considers that costs such as 

IT implementation have likely been overstated by Morrison Low, and that there is 

the potential for the new proposed council to realise additional savings.  

Given the importance to the financial sustainability of an expanded council of the 

$10 million government grant available to newly merged councils, it is 

recommended that the grant be provided for the boundary adjustment should the 

Minister choose to implement the proposal.  
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There are numerous and significant financial risks to the proposal that have been 

identified during this review. The most substantial of these risks is the commitment 

by Botany Bay to increase the level of services across the proposed expanded LGA 

to provide services currently provided within the Botany Bay LGA to residents of the 

current Randwick City and City of Sydney LGAs, as well as seeking to incorporate 

services currently provided by the councils of Randwick City and the City of 

Sydney.  

Whilst it should be an objective of local government reform for council to provide the 

highest level of services possible to residents, the increased costs of providing 

these services has been identified as a risk by Morrison Low. The increase in 

residential services by the larger new proposed council would occur without 

subsidisation from such sources as the significant amount of rates revenue 

received by the City of Sydney which includes the Sydney CBD. This subsidisation 

has allowed the City of Sydney to provide discounts to residents such as a 100 per 

cent discount on rates and companion animal registration for pensioners. Should 

these programs as well as other services from Randwick City and the City of 

Sydney LGAs be adopted throughout the new proposed LGA, the cost to the newly 

merged council could be in excess of $100 million each year.  

In the absence of a commitment to undertake a service review and pursue services 

in the most efficient means possible, whether directly from councils or through 

outsourced contracts, the increased service levels as adopted from portions of 

existing LGAs will risk the sustainability of the new proposed larger council. 

The proposal will also have financial impacts to the current councils of the Inner 

West, Randwick City, Rockdale City, and City of Sydney. Fees paid by Sydney 

Airport would be removed from benefiting residents of the Inner West and Rockdale 

City LGAs,  and the ongoing financial viability of the Green Square project would be 

placed at risk.  

This review recognises that the proposal provides Botany Bay with enhanced scale 

and capacity, which would allow it to pursue efficiencies to benefit residents and 

ratepayers. However, the adjustment as proposed includes significant risks relating 

to service level costs, as well as negative financial implications for residents of the 

surrounding councils. Given these risks and implications and without commitments 

from Botany Bay to pursue efficiencies, an analysis of financial advantages and 

disadvantages of the proposal has not provided support for the boundary 

adjustment.  
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Chapter 5  Communities of Interest 

This review is required by section 263(3)(b) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “the community of interest and geographic cohesion in the 

existing areas and in any proposed new area.”   

Broadly, this factor relates to the ability of a council to reflect the interests of 

communities in their LGA and the geographic cohesion of those communities. In its 

proposal and submission, Botany Bay asserted that its community is inherently 

connected to the southern suburbs of the Randwick City and Sydney LGAs on the 

basis of transport links, employment connections, educational and religious 

institutions, sport, government service provision, and green space. Each of these 

will be analysed below before a consideration of broader interests as reflected in 

submissions and in the planning of each council area.  

Travel and transport 

Botany Bay states that communities of interest are demonstrated in the proposed 

area due to the transport links between suburbs across south-east Sydney. Council 

demonstrates this with reference by bus and train networks and hubs. As Council 

states:101  

“Transport for NSW places Botany Bay in the “Eastern Region” of the 

bus service network. Evidence of geographic cohesion is 

demonstrated by the key public transport hubs located in the proposed 

municipality, which include Mascot Station, Green Square Station, 

Westfield Eastgardens and Maroubra Junction.” 

The cohesiveness of travel and transport links is supported by submissions 

received from residents within the Botany Bay LGA. One resident submitted:102  

“Myself as a Botany Bay resident frequently travel and visit places in 

these suburbs, for example my gym is at Maroubra, my wife works in 

Matraville. I catch the train from Redfern station often, to get there the 

bus travels through Alexandria, Beaconsfield, Green Square, 

Rosebery, Waterloo and Zetland. Botany Road cuts through the 

middle of all suburbs mentioned. As you can see they are all 

connected.” 

The travel undertaken between the LGA of Botany Bay to and from the LGAs of 

Sydney and Randwick is demonstrated by transport data published by the Bureau 

of Transport Statistics (BTS) for the 2012/13 financial year. The travel undertaken 
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between the three LGAs is higher than that taken between Botany Bay and either 

Rockdale or the former Marrickville LGA:103 

 

Daily Travel between LGAs (Origin: Botany Bay LGA*) 

LGA Mode Number 

Sydney 

Car 19,859 

Train 3,895 

Bus 3,878 

Other 1,775 

Total 29,407 

Randwick 

Car 38,859 

Bus 3,903 

Other 2,980 

Total 45,742 

Rockdale 

Car 6,561 

Train 606 

Bus 394 

Other 1,012 

Total 8,573 

Marrickville 

Car 3,552 

Other 566 

Total 4,118 

*Including non-residents returning to home LGA 

 
It is clear that the Botany Bay community has an interest in travelling to the Sydney 

and Randwick LGAs. The boundary adjustment would allow council to work with the 

NSW Government to plan and manage transport links between the three to support 

those residents. As stated by Botany Bay in reference to Council’s Vision 2040 

project:104  

“This proposed combined area is heavily interconnected with 

functional road linkages, public transport connections, footpaths and a 

growing network of bicycle tracks. A single municipality aligned with 

the Metropolitan Strategy could better manage these connections.” 

Some submissions were received to this review from residents in the Randwick 

LGA in support of the larger area, such as:105  

“As a resident of 2036 in Randwick Council, I believe the proposal by 

the Botany Bay Council is a better outcome than the amalgamation of 

Randwick, Waverley and Woollahra whole councils. It effectively 
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combines all areas that I relate to on a daily basis, for education, 

shopping or recreation.” 

However, a majority of submissions from residents of the Randwick and Sydney 

LGAs stated that they do not travel to the Botany Bay LGA and do not believe that 

they have an interest in this area. As a resident of Maroubra stated:106  

“I and my household members categorically oppose the proposed 

Botany Bay boundaries. We live on the north side of Maroubra, in the 

South Coogee catchment to be exact. Our coastal lifestyle, interests 

and enjoyment of public amenities align with those of Coogee and 

Randwick, and certainly not those of Botany Bay. Similarly we trust 

residents of Zetland and Waterloo would associate with Alexandria, 

Redfern and Surry Hills rather than Botany Bay as we lived in 

Waterloo for 3 years ago and understand that community.” 

Randwick City Council also submits that transport links between the areas are 

documented as being weak and do not support arguments about communities of 

interest across the area.107 It is noted, however, that in 2012-13 more car transport 

trips are undertaken between Randwick and Botany Bay that originate in Randwick 

(37,976) when compared to Waverley (21,163) or Woollahra (10,836), noting that 

many of these trips could be undertaken by Botany Bay residents.108 

Despite mixed evidence about the travel undertaken by residents of the Randwick 

and Sydney LGAs to the current Botany Bay LGA, a council spanning the proposed 

area would have the opportunity to enhance transport links and provide more 

cohesive travel for those residents, predominately from the Botany Bay LGA, that 

regularly travel throughout the area.  

Employment connections 

In its proposal, Botany Bay asserts that there are substantial employment 

connections between the areas subject to the boundary adjustment. Council 

states:109  

“Given the availability of transport connections, it is not surprising that 

the most common employment connection is between the City of 

Botany Bay and Randwick City. The top four locations for local 

residents to travel to work are Botany Bay (4,307 – 23.4%), Randwick 

(2,672 – 14.5%) Sydney (inner) (2,214 – 12.0%), Sydney (south) 

1,667 – 9.1%). 
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This analysis is supported by Journey to Work data for 2011 published by BTS in 

the following table:110  

Employment connections (JTW Data) 

Origin Destination Workers 

Botany Bay Randwick 2,883 

  Sydney 5,518 

  Rockdale 383 

Randwick Botany Bay 4,750 

  Sydney 22,169 

  Waverley  2,954 

  Woollahra 1,799 

Sydney Botany Bay 711 

Rockdale Botany Bay 1,493 

 

This data also shows that the number of workers in Randwick travelling to Botany 
Bay is also high in comparison to neighbouring suburbs, supporting Botany Bay 
Council’s assertion of employment connections between Botany Bay and 
Randwick. However, in contrast, the number of workers from the Sydney LGA 
travelling to Botany Bay appears comparably low.  

Education and religious institutions 

The proposal outlines that children residing in the current LGAs of Botany Bay, 

Randwick and Sydney attend primary schools across the boundaries of each LGA. 

The following examples are provided in the proposal:111  

 Gardeners Road Public School (City of Sydney); 

 Eastlakes Public School (City of Botany Bay); 

 Daceyville Public School (City of Botany Bay); 

 Maroubra Junction Public School (Randwick City); and 

 Matraville Public School (City of Botany Bay). 

The proposal would bring each of the catchment areas for these five public schools 

within the same LGA. While school attendance of residents can indicate community 

links and cohesiveness, local government in NSW has no role in school provision. 

The assertion by Botany Bay regarding school catchment zones as an indication of 

communities of interest is also surprising, given that the proposed boundaries 

would split the primary school zones for seven catchment areas (Alexandra Park, 
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Bourke Street, Erskineville, Kensington, Rainbow Street, St Peters, South 

Coogee).112 

Similarly, the proposal asserts a community of interest on the basis of attendance at 

religious institutions.113 It is recognised that residents of Botany Bay worship across 

the south eastern area of Sydney and beyond. However, acceptance or rejection of 

the proposal will not diminish the ability of residents to continue attending their 

chosen place of worship. Furthermore the proposed boundaries also appear to split 

areas of catchment for religious institutions such as Catholic parishes.114  

These oversights relating to educational and religious institutions diminish Botany 

Bay’s argument with respect to the need to create geographic cohesiveness by 

seeking to place institutions within the one LGA.  

Sport 

Much of the campaigning for the proposal by Botany Bay has focused on the 

community’s shared support for the South Sydney Rabbitohs in the National Rugby 

League (NRL). As stated in the proposal:115  

“Sporting allegiances can be a good indicator of where community of 

interests lie. The City of Botany Bay’s allegiance lie with the South 

Sydney Rabbitohs…Our community’s love of Souths is an important 

part of our local culture…Botany Bay’s love of Souths is shared with 

the other suburbs that traditionally comprise South’s territory: 

Alexandria, Beaconsfield, Chifley, Coogee, Kensington, Kingsford, La 

Perouse, Little Bay, Malabar, Maroubra, Matraville, Phillip Bay, 

Redfern, Rosebery, South Coogee, Surry Hills, Waterloo and Zetland.” 

It is noted that the proposal would not comprise the totality of official South Sydney 

Rabbitohs territory, with Coogee remaining in the Randwick LGA and Redfern 

remaining in the Sydney LGA.  

It is further noted that the South Sydney Rabbitohs have been strongly supported by 

Randwick City Council, which has recently committed $3 million to support the 

construction of a Rabbitoh’s centre of excellence at Maroubra, comprising of 

classrooms, an auditorium and offices for Souths Cares, the club’s charity to 
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support disadvantaged and indigenous youth.116 It is unclear if this project would be 

implemented should the boundary adjustment be approved. 

Submissions were received from residents questioning the proposal’s emphasis on 

bringing South Sydney Rabbitohs territory under the one council area, with one 

resident of Randwick stating:117 

“What economic benefit would it bring to have supporters of the same 

NRL team in the same local government administration? The narrative 

of reviewing council boundaries has always been improving 

efficiencies and providing savings to the communities.” 

Sporting teams can encourage community cohesiveness and support local 

economies through tourism, charity, and education. The proposed centre of 

excellence at Maroubra is an example of this. However, there is no evidence that a 

council cannot successfully manage residential support for two or more sporting 

teams. Indeed. Randwick Council has used community rivalry between the South 

Sydney Rabbitohs and the Sydney Roosters, whose official territory lies above 

Coogee, to encourage community engagement with council through input into 

community activities.118 

Botany Bay also asserts that communities of interest are demonstrated through 

grass-roots sports. Council states:119  

“The Pagewood-Botany Football Club (soccer) competes in the 

broader Eastern Suburbs Football Association competition against 

teams from City of Sydney, Randwick, Waverley and Woollahra. The 

South Sydney District Junior Rugby Football League covers traditional 

Souths areas the City of Botany Bay, City of Sydney, Randwick and 

Marrickville…The Randwick Netball Association covers the same six 

Local Government Areas.” 

The relationship between grass-roots sports and community clubs with local 

government is often very important and contributes to the richness, diversity, health 

and wellbeing of communities across NSW. A larger council would provide more 

consistency and certainty for grass-roots sports organisations in working with 

council to deliver facilities and amenities to the community. In this sense, the 

proposal has merit. However, it is also noted that the sporting associations listed in 

the proposal will remain split between council areas.  
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Government service provision 

Botany Bay notes in its submission that the proposed boundary adjustment is 

largely consistent with the districts of the Greater Sydney Commission, which 

placed the LGAs of Botany Bay, Randwick and Sydney within the central subregion 

district. Council asserts that federal and state governments have consistently placed 

the Botany Bay LGA with eastern suburbs councils for the purposes of regional 

government service provision. As Council states:120  

“Service provision has overwhelmingly placed the City of Botany Bay 

in the eastern suburbs and inner city areas. Even when Botany Bay is 

grouped with councils in the St George areas, these are in a broader 

region which also includes all of the eastern suburbs.” 

Examples within Botany Bay’s submission include State and Federal Electorates, 

the northern sector of the South Eastern Sydney Local Health District, Housing 

NSW allocation zones, and the locality of Service NSW, Centrelink and Medicare 

offices.121 

The implementation of council mergers and new local government boundaries will 

unavoidably be disruptive to areas used for regional service delivery. Should the 

boundary adjustment proposal be implemented it would have the effect of:  

 Splitting across suburbs linked to the NSW Police local area commands at 

Redfern;122  

 Splitting through the Local Health District of Sydney;123  

 Splitting through the Federal Division of Sydney;124  

 Continuing to split the boundaries of the State Electorate of Heffron and the 

Federal Division of Kingsford Smith;125 

 Splitting through boundaries of the Leichardt/Marrickville Allocation Zone for 

Housing NSW;126  

 Splitting the Sydney area of the National Disability Insurance Scheme roll 

out; and127 
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 Requiring inclusion of area held by Sydney Airport located in the Rockdale 

LGA within the Greater Sydney Commission central district.128 

The disruption to the above boundaries diminishes the argument made by Botany 

Bay regarding the need for local government boundaries to align with service 

provision areas of State and Federal Governments.  

Should the boundary adjustment be approved by the Minister, it is advisable that the 

NSW and Federal Governments review the regions for which different types of 

service provision operate within to ensure that services align with local government 

boundaries, where appropriate.  

Communities and land use planning 

In its submission, Botany Bay stated that it would be in a position to address the 

shortage of open/green space in urban Sydney should the boundary adjustment 

proceed. As submitted by Council:129  

“A south eastern Sydney council would be in a unique position to 

address this shortage. In August 2015 the City of Botany Bay 

announced a unique plan to address the future shortage of green 

space in the inner City area. This would involve a whole new regional 

park at the Eastlake Golf Course in Eastlakes. It would complement 

the existing Centennial and Moore Park parklands by increasing 

recreational space for the growing population of south east Sydney.” 

The Botany Bay LGA holds far less open space then the LGAs of Randwick and 

Sydney. For the 2013/14 year, the Botany Bay LGA held 96 hectares of open space 

compared to 857 in Randwick and 232 in Sydney.130 The ability of Botany Bay 

council to effectively plan and implement open space was questioned in some 

submissions, such as the following from a Sydney resident:131 

“City of Sydney plan for quality living/working environments and the 

return of public benefits to the residents/rate payers so that the density 

does not compromise living standards. Botany has allowed Mascot 

train station precinct to be developed at a density that till in the future 

become a highly undesirable place to live with no public open space, 

no street amenity, no community facilities, etc.” 

Indeed, a large aspect of Botany Bay’s proposal for a boundary adjustment relies on 

evidence that residents of Botany Bay need to travel to Randwick for recreational 
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purposes, such as visiting the beach. This was supported in submissions, with one 

resident of Botany Bay suggesting:132 

“This is finally a proposal which makes big sense, both geographical 

and social economical. Living with your neighbours next door, using 

the beaches, parks and facilities of the area over having no connection 

what-so-ever with a council on the other side of the airport is a no 

brainer.” 

There is evidence to suggest that, while residents of Botany Bay travel east for 

recreation and other purposes, residents of Randwick are more likely to remain in 

their suburb and use local facilities. Randwick Council submits that:133  

“…residents in Randwick City (and within the eastern suburbs) feel a 

strong connection to the area’s ocean beaches, ocean pools, high 

quality sports reserves, golf courses, national parks and the range of 

quality and varied housing options…This is also supported by the high 

proportion (40.1 per cent) of residents who live and work in Randwick 

LGA when compared to the City of Botany bay (9.6 per cent).” 

In the case of residents in Southern Sydney, the City of Sydney Council makes the 

case that the Green Square area has created a new community of interest linked 

with metropolitan Sydney.134 The submission notes that the majority of Green 

Square residents work in the CBD, further stating:135  

“The City (of Sydney) has invested significant resources in place 

making efforts in the urban renewal area to build a cohesive 

community. We’ve developed public domain strategies, open space 

strategies, retail and employment studies, and social infrastructure 

strategies...we’ve undertaken research into strata living, specifically 

designed for the population of Green Square and comprehensive 

community engagement strategies so existing and new residents can 

be involved in the development of their new neighbourhoods.” 

The finding that residents of Botany Bay associate with eastern suburbs LGAs, 

residents of Randwick use local facilities and residents of Sydney associate with 

metropolitan Sydney is reflected in the approach that each council takes to land use 

planning. The first aim of each Council’s Local Environment Plan (LEP) appears 

indicative of the priorities for each Council:136  
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First stated aim of Local Environment Plan (LEP) 

Botany Bay 
To recognise the importance of Botany Bay as a gateway to Sydney, given its 
proximity to Sydney (Kingsford Smith) Airport and Port Botany. 

Randwick 
To foster a liveable city that is accessible, safe and healthy with quality public 
spaces and attractive neighbourhoods and centres. 

Sydney 
To reinforce the role of the City of Sydney as the primary centre for 
Metropolitan Sydney. 

 

Where Sydney has linked its communities with a broader metropolitan strategy 

emphasising connectivity, Randwick has established itself as a more suburban area 

offering local services and facilities. In contrast, Botany Bay has prioritised the 

importance of its area as a national and international gateway planning for 

residential areas to co-exist with its industrial importance. This focus on priorities 

creates three distinct communities of interest requiring differing planning and 

policies from their Council.  

This positioning by Botany Bay has been affirmed by it in its attachments to the 

proposal:137  

“The City of Botany Bay’s economy reflects its large share of both 

Sydney Airport and Port Botany and the industrial and employment 

land surrounding these two international gateways in the Sydney 

Basin…The particular aims of the Botany Bay LEP 2013 emphasises 

the role of Botany Bay City Council in supporting the economic 

significance of Port Botany and Sydney Airport, including as transport 

gateways to Sydney.” 

Botany Bay Council also stated to IPART that the inclusion of Sydney Airport and 

Port Botany within its borders placed it in a unique position, presenting council with 

unique challenges making it unsuitable for a merger.138 

Residents in the Botany Bay LGA form a community with an interest in ensuring 

that economic benefits from the proximity of these two pieces of significant 

infrastructure can be used to support the community both economically and 

environmentally. This interest is not necessarily shared by the broader residential 

population within the Randwick and Sydney LGAs subject to the boundary 

adjustment proposal, with the exception of the areas of Randwick within closest 

proximity to Port Botany. 

Randwick Council has raised concern with the land-use planning undertaken by 

Botany Bay Council on former industrial land. Randwick Council submits:139  
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“The City of Botany Bay land use planning approach (has) facilitated 

rezoning of its former employment lands including lands surrounding 

the port and airport to other uses including residential…The Port has 

raised concern regarding the continued trend to rezone industrial and 

employment lands in close proximity to the State’s international 

gateways; and notes that broader strategic planning approach is 

required to protect and retain the remaining industrial lands in the 

southern Sydney area…Randwick City Council has implemented 

measures to protect the industrial lands within the City, informed by a 

comprehensive review of its industrial lands, which also support Port 

Botany’s function through land buffer zones; and design 

management measures within the planning framework to address 

land use conflict matters between sensitive uses (e.g. residential) 

and industrial lands.” 

It appears that Botany Bay has been required to rezone land to residential for the 

purpose of sustaining growth trends within the LGA. Should the boundary 

adjustment proceed, the larger Botany Bay Council will need to reconcile its land-

use planning with the needs of mixing industrial areas and larger residential 

suburbs in both low and high density areas. This will present a challenge for a 

bigger council to manage and will require skilled planning and extensive 

consultation with the community and the different communities of interest within 

urban Botany Bay, suburban Randwick, and metropolitan Sydney.  

Significance of Sydney Airport and Port Botany to the community 

The benefits of the location of Sydney Airport and Port Botany within the Botany 

Bay LGA are strongly emphasised by Botany Bay, which has stated that its larger 

economy is reflected by its… 

“Large share of both Sydney Airport and Port Botany and the industrial 

and employment lands surrounding these two international gateways 

in the Sydney Basin. Gross State Product for the City of Botany Bay is 

$9.5 billion. Our residential population of approximately 45,000 swells 

to between 280,000 and 310,000 as people pour into the city to 

work.”140 

Botany Bay is also the international gateway to Sydney’s Global Economic Corridor, 

which strategises for links between Sydney Airport and Port Botany with the Sydney 

CBD and business centres through to Parramatta.141 This importance sustains the 

Botany Bay economy, community, and its council.  
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As part of the global economic corridor, residents of southern Sydney have an 

interest in the airport by virtue of living within the corridor and the link between the 

Airport and the CBD. There is some merit in including the two areas within the same 

LGA boundary on economic grounds. However, suggestions to merge the City of 

Botany Bay and the City of Sydney, strongly linking the CBD to the Airport, have 

been strongly rejected by both Councils.142 Given this, there will continue to be a 

split in the corridor at a local government level, whether it is at Green Square or 

Rosebery-Eastlakes.  

This review also received submissions from residents and the councils of Rockdale 

and the Inner West (which includes the former Marrickville LGA) highlighting the 

impact of the airport on their communities. As one resident of Rockdale 

submitted:143  

“Rockdale has come along with airport for a long way; airport is part of 

Rockdale city council. We experienced a lot of noise from airport but if 

Rockdale does not receive any revenue from airport management, it is 

unfair…daily life is hugely involved with airport.” 

Rockdale Council asserted that its northern communities and their interest in the 

airport had not been recognised within the proposal:144 

“On the northern boundary, new residential areas are emerging with 

other 20,000 residential apartments…Arncliffe and Banksia Priority 

Precincts and the future development of Cooks Cove, a large 

residential precinct beside the airport; provide an even stronger 

connection to the City and eastern area for employment, education 

and recreation. This alternative proposal does not appropriately 

respond to the geographic cohesion between the northern parts of 

Rockdale City LGA and the Airport.” 

As noted above, the Inner West Council also submitted that its community has an 

interest in the noise and transport links generated by the airport.145 It is further 

noted that the construction of Westconnex and transport links between the 

international gateways at Botany Bay to Western Sydney through the LGAs of the 

Inner West and Rockdale (including a proposed southern expansion) will further 

integrate the airport’s operations with these communities.  
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Conclusion 

In consideration of communities of interest, there are arguments both for and 

against the proposal. Botany Bay has demonstrated that its community has a clear 

geographic interest with the eastern suburbs of Sydney. It would not be 

unreasonable to continue with the proposal on this basis. Evidence shows that 

residents of Botany Bay travel regularly to the Randwick and Sydney LGAs, with 

some evidence that a substantial number of residents in Randwick work in the 

Botany Bay LGA. However, fewer residents in the Sydney LGA of the proposal 

travel to either the Botany Bay or Randwick LGAs.  

Residents also attend educational and religious institutions throughout southern 

and eastern Sydney, as well as support and participate in sporting teams within the 

broader area. The boundary adjustment will make it easier for a larger number of 

these organisations to engage with Council for the purpose of securing facilities. It 

was noted that the adjustment will split the borders of the catchment groups for 

organisations such as primary schools, which diminishes the arguments made by 

Botany Bay in favour of geographic cohesion.  

However, there are also three distinct communities of interest across the councils, 

which are supported by separate priorities and planning by each council that would 

contribute residential areas in the boundary adjustment. Botany Bay has prioritised 

the importance of Sydney Airport and Port Botany to the community and local 

economy, whereas Sydney emphasises its metropolitan status and connectivity, 

while Randwick is more suburbanised with related recreational facilities. These 

themes will be further considered in the following chapter on historical and 

traditional values.  

When reviewing the proposal, the Minister should consider how the focus and 

priorities of the council will best benefit the community. It would be reasonable to 

require Botany Bay to continue prioritising planning for the challenges and 

supporting the economic benefits of its community’s proximity to Sydney Airport and 

Port Botany. This is an interest shared by Rockdale City Council and parts of the 

Inner West and Sydney LGAs. While it would not be an insurmountable challenge 

for Botany Bay Council to expand and assume planning responsibilities for more 

suburbanised and metropolitan areas, it has not been strongly demonstrated that 

doing so will benefit its core community of interest. This interest remains largely 

aligned to the Airport and the need of Botany Bay to manage planning for a mix of 

residential and heavy industrial lands.  
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Chapter 6  Historical and Traditional Values 

This review is required by section 263(3)(c) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “the existing historical and traditional values in the existing 

areas and the impact of change on them.”  

All suburbs included under the boundary adjustment proposal have a rich history 

that has been linked to their council at the time as well as the industrial and 

residential developments of the broader area. This Chapter considers the major 

issues raised in the proposal and submissions related to this factor, before 

analysing broader residential and industrial development in each area and how this 

is reflected in the values held by each council. This Chapter also largely focuses on 

the three LGAs of Botany Bay, Randwick and Sydney, being the three councils 

contributing residential areas to the proposed larger council and recognising that 

the boundary proposed to be adjusted from Marrickville and Rockdale only includes 

Sydney Airport land.  

The First Australians  

Each area was populated by aboriginal communities prior to European settlement. 

Botany Bay’s proposal states:146 

“There is some controversy as to the exact areas of land owned by the 

Gadigal and Bidegal peoples. On advice provided by the La Perouse 

Land Council, Council acknowledges both Bidegal and Gadigal people 

in recognition of this uncertainty. The location of the local Land 

Council in Randwick demonstrates the inter-connected nature of our 

local Aboriginal community. The La Perouse Land Council is 

responsible for suburbs in both City of Botany Bay and Randwick 

Council. Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander residents in the City of 

Botany Bay continue to rely on La Perouse Land Council for services 

and support.”  

In its submission, Randwick City Council provides a history of the La Perouse Land 

Council (LALC) and notes that the LALC manages land stretching from Sutherland 

Shire to the Woollahra Municipal Council.147  The City of Sydney also notes that it’s 

LGA sits entirely within Gadigal land and that the City of Botany Bay have not 

provided an argument for why this land should be further split.148  

Many of the suburbs in the City of Sydney included in the boundary adjustment 

proposal are currently managed by the Metropolitan LALC, including suburbs 

currently in the Botany Bay LGA, with the border of the Metropolitan LALC area 
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largely following Southern Cross Drive.149 This LALC boundary would continue to 

split the Botany Bay LGA between the Metropolitan and La Perouse LALCs. Given 

this continued split, the City of Botany Bay has not made a case for why the 

boundary adjustment reflects the history of or would provide more effective and 

efficient management for LALCs.  

History of councils 

The area of Botany Bay was initial split between three council boundaries by the 

Municipalities Act of 1867. The three municipalities were Botany, North Botany and 

West Botany. In 1888, Botany and North Botany merged to become Botany 

Council,150 whereas West Botany, headquartered in Arncliffe, changed its name to 

Rockdale Council.151 

In 1948, the councils of Botany and North Botany (Mascot) merged to form the 

Municipality of Botany, and in 1996, the name of the Council was changed to the 

City of Botany Bay.152 

Randwick City Council exists as the first municipality in NSW, having been 

proclaimed on 22 February 1859 and with the boundaries of the Council remaining 

largely unchanged.153 In contrast, the suburbs of southern Sydney have been 

subjected to many boundary adjustments and mergers since 1859. Numerous 

Sydney councils, including those of Alexandria, Macdonaldtown/Erskineville, 

Redfern, and Waterloo were merged with other areas to create the City of Sydney 

in 1948, before being amalgamated as Northcott/South Sydney Council in 1968. 

South Sydney Municipal Council was merged with the City of Sydney in 1982, 

before splitting as South Sydney City Council in 1989 and merging with the City of 

Sydney again in 2004.154 

Land in Mascot was acquired by the Federal Government in the early 1920s to 

establish Sydney Airport, with operations growing throughout history, expanding 
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across the LGAs of Botany Bay, Marrickville and Rockdale.155 Over time each LGA 

has relied upon ex gratia payments in lieu of rates from the airport.156 

Leisure 

Botany Bay states in their proposal that the Botany Bay and Randwick LGAs have a 

tradition of elite sports. For example, the Ascot Race Club was previously located at 

the current site of Sydney airport, and there were a large number of golf courses in 

the area. It is noted in the proposal that there are nine golf courses located across 

the proposed new area. Botany Bay state:157  

“This shared heritage as a leisure centre continues to shape the use of 

public land in the proposed new council area. There is the potential to 

improve management of this land, particularly of private golf courses 

which presently occupy public land.” 

This connection is recognised by a submission received from the General Manager 

of Eastlake Golf Club, who submitted that:158  

“Eastlake Golf Club is one of the best Public Access facilities and we 

are committed to the community going forward to provide a golfing 

arena for the people. Being in this proposed area is important to 

provide a strong presence in south east Sydney region.” 

The importance of providing leisure areas in the LGA was developed by early 

councils in the area following their establishment in 1867, noting that many sporting 

fields and facilities were lost to the area now occupied by Sydney Airport. As noted 

by historian Mark Butler:159 

“Botany Council placed considerable priority on residential 

development and beautification of the local area, and undertook 

schemes to make this a reality. The Councils set to work to provide 

better facilities, as evidenced by the large number of planned open 

sports fields, golf courses, parks and recreational facilities catering for 

athletics, swimming, cricket, soccer, rugby and tennis and other 

outdoor activities.” 
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However, leisure facilities in the Randwick LGA also include support for coastal 

activities. Randwick City asserts that coastal amenities are a strong tradition of the 

area and states in its submission:160  

“Surf lifesaving has been a predominate part of the culture and 

heritage of the coastal communities of Randwick and one which 

clearly distinguishes itself from the City of Botany Bay and City of 

Sydney…With its natural beauty, Maroubra Beach became a popular 

recreation and social destination for locals and visitors. During the 20th 

Century, this part of Sydney developed as part of the Randwick 

Municipality.” 

Botany Bay does not manage beaches or its foreshore and this point has been 

strongly made by the Council.161 In its submission, Botany Bay states that its 

residents travel to the eastern suburbs to attend the beach, and Council makes an 

annual contribution each year to South Maroubra Surf Club to help fund 

maintenance of the beach area in recognition of its residents that use Maroubra 

beach.  

While the areas have some similarities in terms of historical public recreational 

facilities provided, it is noted that Botany Bay has limited experience in coastal 

management or in providing services at public beaches. Should the proposal 

proceed, the Council would be required to employ staff with experience of coastal 

management from Randwick Council or otherwise.  

Historical development of each LGA 

The LGA of Botany Bay has developed as an industrial area providing housing for a 

predominately working-class population linked to the industrial growth of the area. 

For example, Botany Bay states on its website that:162  

“In our area, the 20th century was defined by both the growth and 

decline of various industries. Our area changed forever in 1971, with 

the construction of the Port Botany container terminals. The growth of 

the Port has continued to play a major role in the character of our 

community, leading to new support industries, including transport and 

warehouse storage.” 

The growth of industry in the area of Botany Bay has required Botany Bay Council 

to plan and implement policies to provide housing alongside industrial areas. As 

noted by historian Mark Butler:163 
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“Over the years industry and housing grew alongside one another. 

With the coming of World War II and the expansion of the airport, 

which had been operating since the early 1920s, a three-storey height 

limit was imposed across the Botany area. This had a strong influence 

on the way the district grew both vertically and horizontally. Medium 

density housing has always been a strong feature of the Botany 

Council area. Even today residential and industry abut one another in 

an ad hoc manner throughout the suburb in a manner unique to the 

area.” 

The co-existence between housing, recreational areas, and industry has more 

recently been highlighted by the need for Botany Bay to meet the needs of residents 

while planning for the impact of Sydney Airport and Port Botany, as well as 

supporting industries. 

In contrast, the development of the Randwick LGA has been predominately 

suburban, with an emphasis on providing residential areas. The Residential 

Discussion Paper drafted by Randwick Council states that in 1859 Randwick “was 

established as Sydney’s first suburban municipality.”164 This is emphasised in 

Randwick Council’s submission:165  

“…Randwick City displayed a more suburban pattern of urbanisation 

(when compared to Botany Bay or Southern Sydney). While also 

sharing a history of farming and industry, much of the land in 

Randwick…was traditionally crown land with many government 

institutions being established…” 

In the 1800s, Housing established in the north of the Randwick LGA before further 

pushing south. Randwick City states further that, by the early 1900s:166  

“Growth remained confined to Randwick, Coogee and Kensington; 

however, increasing numbers of visitors were travelling further south 

to the coastal areas and a number of commercial developments 

sprang up to meet the demand. This pattern of suburban development 

is seen in Randwick City today, with higher density development to the 

north (Randwick, Kensington, Coogee) becoming less dense to the 

south towards La Perouse.” 

The level of suburbanisation of the suburbs within the Randwick LGA can partially 

be considered by looking at the mix of residents to larger businesses and industries. 

The following ABS statistics show that the ratio of residents to businesses 

employing five or more employees is higher in the Botany Bay LGA and its 
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residential suburbs when compared to the Randwick LGA and the suburbs subject 

to the boundary adjustment:167  

Population / Business Ratio (2013) 

Area Population 

No. of business 
employing 5 or 

more Ratio (%) 

Botany Bay LGA 43,292 743 1.72 

Mascot - Eastlakes 22,003 308 1.40 

Botany 9,746 374 3.84 

Randwick LGA 142,310 881 0.62 

Malabar - La Perouse - Chifley 23,330 139 0.60 

Maroubra 32,422 175 0.54 

Waterloo - Beaconsfield 24,729 492 1.99 

 

The ratio for Randwick suburbs is much lower than those for Botany Bay or 

Waterloo-Beaconsfield. 

Southern Sydney has historically held a similar mix of industrial and residential 

areas. Botany Bay submits in the proposal document that the availability of open 

land and water through the south Sydney wetlands allowed the development of 

industry, which at its height extended from Alexandria in the City of Sydney through 

to Botany, Mascot and Matraville.168 Twelve major companies that have operated in 

the area are listed by Botany Bay. This industrial history is also noted by Randwick 

City in its submission:169  

“In modern terms, the area of City of Botany Bay is also strongly 

associated with various industries, aeroplanes, major arterial roads 

and seaports. Similarly, the southern Sydney employment lands is 

associated with various industries although a changing industrial 

nature with more white collar industries is now occupying this area.” 

The City of Sydney argues in their submission that the employment lands in the 

southern area of the LGA have always been linked with Sydney’s CBD. As stated in 

Council’s submission:170  

“Identified as the City’s southern employment lands, close to the 

Sydney CBD, this is some of the most strategically important land in 

NSW. A key function they perform is to support the Sydney CDB…The 
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range of businesses, enterprises and activities currently located in the 

employment lands varies widely.” 

The area has recently been rezoned by the City of Sydney Council, which states:171  

“Until recently most of the area was zoned for industrial purposes. 

However changes in the Australian economy mean there is now less 

need for industrial-zoned land close to the inner-city. New forms of 

business and enterprise are emerging, such as high tech industry, 

creative spaces and retail and distribution facilities. These activities 

require flexible places to locate and grow, close to their customers at 

the airport and inner-city…In June 2015 most of the southern 

employment lands were rezoned to allow for a wider range of business 

activities and employment opportunities.” 

The City of Sydney states that this area is an integral component of its strategy to 

sustain metropolitan Sydney. The renewal of the area was also noted in 

submissions received to this review from residents of the City of Sydney. For 

example, the following was submitted from two residents of Rosebery:172  

“…the City of Sydney planning controls have fostered a unique 

precinct in the industrial lands to the east of Botany Road. The 

transformation of a light monoculture into a vibrant day/night precinct 

is happening, adding to the area’s attractiveness and safety for 

residents at all hours, and providing a variety of services for workers 

during the day...In conclusion we feel that City of Sydney has spent 

considerable resources developing this area with a clear vision and 

commitment to design and planning excellence in anticipation of the 

needs of its existing and future residents.” 

This change is also reflected in demographics of the area and the occupation type 

of residents. There are a higher proportion of employees in professional 

occupations living in the area of the City of Sydney subject to the boundary 

adjustment when compared to residents in the Botany Bay LGA. This is 

demonstrated by ABS census statistics showing industry of employment:173  
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Employed by industry 2011 (%) 

  
Waterloo-

Beaconsfield 
Botany Bay 

LGA 

Manufacturing 4.7 7.3 

Transport, postal and warehousing 5.3 10.0 

Information, media and 
telecommunications 4.5 2.4 

Financial and insurance services 9.2 5.5 

Professional, scientific and technical 
services 12.9 6.9 

 

It is likely that the percentage of employees working in the professional sector has 

increased since the 2011 census due to the development of the Green Square 

area. 

It is clear that the southern suburbs of the City of Sydney have developed as a 

more industrially diverse area supporting the Sydney CBD. However, it is equally 

clear that these areas continue to be supported by the Botany Bay area as an 

international gateway through the airport and port and as part of Sydney’s Global 

Economic Corridor (as considered in other chapters in this report). 

Conclusion 

The development of each area provides the historical and traditional basis for the 

focus of each of the three councils as expressed in the LEP of each. Botany Bay 

recognises the importance of infrastructure in its LGA as an international gateway 

and is required to mix residential and industrial areas to support this. Randwick 

Council has developed as a more suburban council in Sydney, whereas the 

southern suburbs of the City of Sydney are being increasingly linked to the CBD 

and planning for a metropolitan city.  

Should the existing councils continue within their current boundaries or merge or be 

subject to a boundary adjustment with similar areas, each will have the ability to 

continue focusing on these priorities. The desirability of this outcome was 

addressed in the previous chapter and should be carefully considered.  

A larger council encompassing each area of Botany Bay, Randwick and Sydney 

would create a diverse LGA requiring detailed and sophisticated planning to 

incorporate community needs from coastal communities through to inner-city and 

industrial areas. Council staff would need to reflect a broad range of skills and 

knowledge to ensure a harmonised and cohesive operation that can reflect the 

history and traditional values of each area. Botany Bay has not provided a plan for 

how this would occur and a bigger council would also need to work closely with the 

City of Sydney regarding support to the CBD. However, it would not be 

unreasonable to continue with the proposal should the Minister be satisfied that a 

larger council would have the capabilities to support this diversity.  
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Chapter 7  Attitudes 

This review is required by section 263(3)(d) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “the attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas 

concerned.”  

There were 151 written and verbal submissions received to this review, including 

the submissions made from each of the five affected councils. Each submission has 

been considered. From all submissions received, 59 were in favour, 88 were 

opposed and 4 did not express an opinion. Many of the substantive issues raised 

within submissions have been considered throughout this report. 

Community consultation 

It is noted that Botany Bay has sought to inform its community regarding local 

government reform through numerous outlets over the past four years. This 

consultation was detailed in the submission from Botany Bay, and included:174  

 A 2013 ‘Global City’ poll with 7,000 responses and 97 per cent of 

respondents opposing amalgamation; 

 A 2014 flyer inviting residents to join the ‘Hands off Botany Bay’ campaign 

against amalgamation, with 1,372 flyers returned and mailed to the Minister 

for Local Government; 

 A 2015 petition opposing amalgamation of the Botany Bay LGA receiving 

1,300 signatures and tabled in NSW Parliament; 

 A community poll held on 27 February 2016 in which 8,070 residents voted, 

which included residents against the proposal to merge Botany Bay and 

Rockdale; and  

 During the community poll, the Council received 2,400 signatures in support 

of the alternative proposal for a boundary adjustment with parts of the 

Randwick and Sydney LGAs.  

Following commencement of the review into the boundary adjustment proposal, 

Botany Bay has engaged in three mail outs to affected residents, as well as the use 

of social media to provide information about the proposal. The following is an 

example of communication with residents of the proposed area from Botany Bay:175  

“By now you should have received a letter regarding the City of Botany 

Bay’s proposal to merge with parts of Randwick Council and parts of 

the City of Sydney. Enclosed with this letter is a list of reasons why 

Council supports this proposal, If you would like to let us know what 
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you think, contact the Mayoral office…there will be two public hearings 

regarding this proposal on Friday 27 May 2016.” 

It is clear that Botany Bay has made a genuine and substantial effort to inform 

residents of the proposal and to seek their support. The level of consultation with 

other councils will be considered in Chapter 14 Other Issues.  

Community survey 

Botany Bay undertook a community survey and submitted the results as an 

addendum to its submission. An online survey has also been conducted by Botany 

Bay on the website change.org. The survey asked residents the question “Do you 

support the proposal to merge the City of Botany bay with parts of Randwick City 

Council and parts of the City of Sydney and include all of Sydney Airport within a 

single local government area?” As stated by Botany Bay’s addendum:176  

“To date, 2,338 cards have been returned. I can advise that 1,579 

support the proposal while 489 do not support. Of the 489, over 150 

do not support any form of council mergers. This means only 332 

people do not support our proposal. Additionally, over 370 people 

have already signed up to support our proposal on change.org.” 

The majority of respondents were residents of the Botany Bay LGA. Approximately 

522 of the surveys were received from residents outside of the Botany Bay LGA 

(excluding areas of Rosebery and Matraville that may have fallen outside the 

Botany Bay LGA), with 52 per cent in favour of the proposal and 42 per cent 

opposed.  

Randwick City also submitted results of its community poll related to merger 

preferences, with the Council submitting:177  

“…Randwick City Council engaged in an extensive community 

consultation process which sought the opinions of its residents and 

ratepayers on a number of options, with more than 8,000 residents, 

businesses and ratepayers taking part. The Randwick survey 

indicated that if amalgamations must proceed 90% choose an eastern 

suburbs council and only 5% would prefer the larger global city model 

(with Botany Bay and the City of Sydney)” 

These surveys were not a formal part of the process for this review and were 

undertaken independently by Botany Bay and Randwick City Council. It is important 

that the Minister note the results of both surveys in the context of the campaigns 

undertaken by Botany Bay in favour of the boundary adjustment proposal and by 
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Randwick in favour of a merger between Randwick City, Waverley and Woollahra 

Municipal councils.  

Attitude within submissions 

On the evidence received to this review, a significant number of residents within the 

Botany Bay LGA consider this boundary adjustment proposal to be more superior 

than the Minister’s proposal to merge Botany Bay and Rockdale. This is reflective in 

submissions received to the review. The following submission by a resident of 

Banksmeadow is an example:178  

“City of Botany Bay residents overwhelmingly do not believe a merger 

with Rockdale is beneficial. A South Eastern Sydney Council better 

represents shared facilities and resources in the area. As a resident of 

Botany with a young child, I spend the majority of my time traversing 

the southern/eastern suburbs due to convenience and rarely 

utilise/travel to the City of Rockdale – as there is not much connection 

to the City of Botany Bay.” 

In contrast, the majority of residents making submissions from Sydney and 

Randwick were strongly opposed. One resident of Maroubra submitted:179  

“I do not support Botany taking in any suburbs currently under 

Randwick Council. Randwick Council do a fantastic job at looking after 

and improving the beach-side suburbs, particularly for myself in my 

suburb of Maroubra where they are upgrading our local area. Botany 

have an interest in infrastructure, not communities…Even in a merged 

council with Waverly and Woollahra – Randwick will be much better off 

being left with the ‘coastal councils’. 

It is also important to note that many residents from Randwick were in favour of the 

Minister’s proposal to merge Randwick, Waverley, and Woollahra, with some 

opposed to any amalgamation.  

This review received 14 submissions from residents identifying themselves as 

residing in the City of Sydney LGA, including the City of Sydney Council. Each of 

these submissions with the exception of one opposed the proposal. Five of these 

submissions were from residents of Rosebery living within the City of Sydney 

section of the suburb. Four further submissions were received from Botany Bay 

residents living in that Council’s section of Rosebery, all in favour of the proposal. 

The following is an example of an opposing submission from a City of Sydney 

resident in Rosebery:180  
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“I oppose the proposal to amalgamate Botany Council with parts of 

Randwick and Sydney Council areas. As a resident of the Sydney 

Council area I believe that we have very good services and are well 

looked after by Sydney Council, with prompt and effective attention to 

complaints or suggestions. I also believe that in comparison to what I 

observe in the Botany Council area on a daily basis, our roads are 

maintained to a higher standard, we have a more comprehensive 

waste collection service, and we have very competitive rates with no 

charge for pensioners,” 

Four submissions were also received by Rockdale residents in favour of the 

Minister’s proposal to merge Botany Bay and Rockdale. No submissions were 

received from residents of the former Marrickville LGA, with the exception of the 

submission from Inner West Council.  

Conclusion 

On the evidence presented to this review, residents of the Botany Bay LGA are 

strongly opposed to the proposal to merge the LGAs of Botany Bay and Rockdale, 

and are more in favour of Botany Bay’s proposal for a boundary adjustment. The 

predominate reason for this support is that residents of Botany Bay state that they 

travel regularly to the Eastern Suburbs and Southern Sydney, using facilities of the 

City of Sydney Council and Randwick City Council.  

It is important to recognise the substantial number of residents in the Botany Bay in 

favour of the boundary adjustment proposal. The Minister should consider these 

attitudes when deciding whether to proceed with the adjustment or otherwise. 

Similarly, it is important to note the majority of residents in Sydney and Randwick 

making submissions to this review were strongly opposed to the proposal.  
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Chapter 8  Elected Representation 

This review is required by section 263(3)(e) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “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 other matters as it considers relevant in relation to the past and 

future patterns of elected representation for that area.”  

Number of councillors and representation 

The following table shows the current representation arrangements for the LGAs of 

Botany Bay, Randwick and Sydney (noting that no residential areas will be included 

in the larger council boundaries from the Rockdale and Marrickville LGAs):  

Elected Representation 

Council 
Population 

(2014)
181

 Councillors
182

 

Residents 
per 

councillor
183

 
Ward 

structure
184

 
Ward 

number
185

 
Mayoral 

election
186

 

Botany 
Bay 44,742 7 6,392 

Single 
member 6 

Popularly 
elected 

Randwick 143,776 15 9,585 
Multi-

member (3) 5 
Elected by 
councillors 

Sydney 198,331 10 19,833 Nil N/A 
Popularly 

elected  

 

With regard to the number of residents per councillor under the proposed boundary 

adjustment, Botany Bay states:187 

“Based on fifteen councillors, each councillor would represent 7,835 

residents, meaning that Botany residents will receive slightly less 

representation than they are currently accustomed to, however 

representation levels would be increased for those residents currently 

in the Randwick and City of Sydney Local Government Areas.” 

The figure of 7,835 appears to be an error or based on incorrect data. Using the 

projected population data as including in Council’s submission,188 and should a new 
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council adopt the maximum number of councillors permitted under section 224 of 

the Act (that is, 15), the number of residents per councillor would increase to 10,989 

as demonstrated in the following table: 

Projected councillor representation 

  Population (2015) Councillors Residents per councillor 

New 
Proposed 

Council 164,833 15 10,989 

 

It is noted that Botany Bay made the following submission with respect to the 

Minister’s proposal to merge the LGAs of Botany Bay and Rockdale, with a 

potential increase of residents per councillor to 10,188:189  

“Assuming the maximum number of councillors for the new merged 

council will be 15 councillors, then the ratio of residents to elected 

councillors would increase from 6,392:1 as is currently the case in 

Botany Bay to 10,188:1 under the merged council. 

Not only does this reflect additional cost for councillor and civic 

expenses, but it also reflects an increase in the number of residents to 

elected councillor, and a substantive decrease in local representation 

of approximately 60%. This local representation will be further diluted 

as population densities increase and is likely to lead to an 

unsustainable workload for councillors and negatively impact on good 

decision making.” 

It is noted that the increased ratio of residents to councillors would be less than it is 

currently in the Sydney LGA and only slightly higher than as currently in the 

Randwick LGA. As considered in Chapter 12: Wards, a new council could 

implement two wards in Botany Bay as an appropriate structure to address 

concerns about the ratio of councillors to residents in Botany Bay.  

Regarding the desirable and appropriate relationship between elected 

representatives and ratepayers and residents, Councillor Brendan Roberts of 

Randwick City Council made a submission regarding non-proportional voting and 

the lack of political parties elected to councils in Botany Bay. As stated by Clr 

Roberts:190  

“…The citizens south of Rainbow Street will lose their democratic right 

to proportional representation that they’ve enjoyed after decades and 

decades. In fact, Botany Council is the only Council in all of New 

South Wales that does not have proportional 
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representation…obviously (Botany Bay) is a small council area in a 

Labor voting area and so what it means is you just need 51 per cent 

and you’ve got all the Councillors are one party even if 45 per cent 

vote against them.” 

It should be said that residents and ratepayers of the current City of Botany Bay 

LGA submitting to this review expressed satisfaction with their current relationship 

with councillors. Should the proposal be implemented by the larger council, the 

consideration of wards and voting systems should also take account of this support. 

This review considers that a larger Council should consider implementing a system 

of multi-member wards with proportional representation, allowing residents and 

ratepayers to choose from multiple councillors representing a more diverse range of 

political views. This will strengthen the relationship between residents and 

ratepayers and their elected representatives. This matter is further discussed in 

Chapter 12 Wards. Ultimately, the voting system will be a matter for the new 

Council in consultation with its community. This review has not received any further 

submissions from residents directly relating to representation. However, 

submissions were received in support of the increased size of council, with one 

submission stating:191  

“A proposed merger of Botany Bay, parts of Randwick City and City of 

Sydney would meet the NSW Government’s desire for larger council 

areas and population. I have read that this proposal would result in a 

Council with nearly 165,000 residents. I think this would be a good 

size, large enough to provide the services and infrastructure that 

residents deserve, but small enough to care about local communities.” 

Implicitly, these submissions show support for levels of representation within a 

larger council area. This is an important aspect of the proposal, which would 

provide increased scale and capacity to more effectively advocate for the needs of 

residents and communities to other levels of government. This includes 

representation on major infrastructure initiatives, community services and urban 

planning and developments. Strength of representation by virtue of increased scale 

could significantly increase following the adjustment and may strengthen the 

relationship between residents and councillors, because it placed councillors in a 

stronger position to advocate for the needs of their residents to other levels of 

government. 

A popularly elected Mayor 

The submission received from the City of Botany Bay states that “The City of 

Botany Bay Council has long maintained its support for the widespread adoption of 

directly elected Mayors throughout NSW. This is an opportunity for real reform 
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where it is residents who determine the person that serves as Council’s most senior 

elected official.”192 

It is noted that Botany Bay Council submits that a directly elected mayor is 

desirable because it strengthens the relationship between the Council and residents 

and ratepayers, because it provides a democratically elected head of Council with 

associated authority in the community. Council also supports a single-member 

warded structure, which will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 12 Wards.  

Ultimately, the method of choosing a Mayor will be a matter for the larger council 

through a referendum with the community, as required in the Act. Under section 16 

of the Act, a council may not change the basis on which the mayor attains office 

(that is, by election by the councillors or by election by the electors) (unless) 

approval to do so has been given at a constitutional referendum.  

As stated in the Delegate’s report into the Botany Bay and Rockdale merger, there 

are arguments for and against a popularly elected Mayor and the literature on the 

subject is divided. While an important consideration, the decision of whether a 

mayor is popularly elected or not does not have a direct bearing on the merits or 

otherwise of the proposal for a boundary adjustment.  

Conclusion 

The proposed increase in the ratio of residents to councillors creates a ratio of one 

councillor per 10,989 residents should a structure of 15 councillors be implemented 

in the larger council LGA. It is suggested by this review that the larger council if 

proclaimed consider a system of proportional voting, allowing residents and 

ratepayers to have a greater number of councillors with which to engage and seek 

advocacy for particular issues. This has the potential to strengthen the relationship 

between the elected representatives and ratepayers and residents in the area. This 

review also considers that the increased scale of a larger council will allow for more 

effective representation of its residents at a regional, state and national level.  

It has been noted that Botany Bay and the City of Sydney currently operate with a 

popularly elected Mayor and that Randwick City elects its Mayor annually through a 

councillor vote. It is suggested by this review that a larger council consult with the 

community on the preferred method and undertake a referendum in accordance 

with section 16 of the Local Government Act 1993.  

                                                           
192

 Submission 8a, The City of Botany Bay, 23. 



Examination of Proposal: City of Botany Bay, City of Sydney (Part), Marrickville (Part), Randwick City (Part), 
and Rockdale City (Part)  65 
Final Report – August 2016 

Chapter 9  Service Delivery 

This review is required by section 263(3)(e1) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “the impact of any proposal on the ability of the councils to 

provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities.” 

Satisfaction with current service levels and facilities 

Submissions received to this review from residents expressed broad satisfaction 

with the level and types of services and facilities offered by their respective council. 

As one resident of Randwick submitted:193  

“As a Randwick Council rate payer living in Malabar for over 10 years, 

I have never seen a council work as hard for the area as I have seen 

with Randwick council. Daily, I see rubbish removed off the streets 

and beaches, graffiti removal from our buildings and gardens well 

maintained and replenished…the Botany council area, which I travel 

through weekly, has nowhere near the same level of up keep and that 

is why I oppose any merger with Botany council. 

Similar submissions were received from residents expressing satisfaction with the 

performance of Botany Bay:194  

“Botany Council has for many years been one of the leading Local 

Government bodies in NSW, it is very easy when one drives along the 

border between the two councils, Randwick & Botany, not forgetting 

the Sydney City Council, the streets & parks are very well looked after 

& all streets within Botany Council LGA have gutters and footpaths, 

the same can’t be said for Randwick.” 

Residents of the council areas have reached a subjective conclusion regarding the 

satisfaction of the services and facilities provided by their respective council. In 

accordance with the Act and after considering these submissions, this review has 

considered whether a larger council would have the ability to provide these services 

and facilities in an adequate, equitable and appropriate manner.  

Increased services 

The Botany Bay proposal states that implementation of the boundary adjustment 

“ensures that the existing services and levels of service are retained for Botany Bay 

residents, and will improve the level of service that is received by Sydney Airport 

and Port Botany and the associated businesses.”195  
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The services provided by Botany Bay include long day care, before and after school 

care, vacation care, family day care, meals on wheels, centre-based day care for 

seniors and people with a disability, list shopping services, pensioner lawn mowing 

and city-wide verge mowing.196 As stated in Botany Bay’s submission, each of 

these services is not provided by either or both Randwick City and the City of 

Sydney Councils directly by the council.197  

The City of Randwick Council submits that differences in the provision of services 

between the three councils will result in inequities in service delivery:198  

“Whilst core services are delivered by all three affected councils, they 

are done so at varying degrees of service levels. There does seem to 

be a key difference in the focus of services between the councils, 

particularly with Randwick who have a focus on providing community 

infrastructure and assets and capacity building. In comparison to 

Botany Bay Council who has a focus on delivery of direct 

community/social services. This has the potential to create equity 

problems across the proposed new local government area.” 

Botany Bay has not provided an analysis of services and facilities provided by the 

Councils of Randwick and Sydney, but states in its submission that it would seek to 

adopt services from both councils. The submission from Botany Bay states:199  

“At the same time, there are services offered by the City of Sydney 

and Randwick Council which might be worthy of adoption by the new 

local government area. The new local council has the unique 

opportunity to learn from all three of its predecessor Councils.” 

This approach, if implemented, would support the provision of equitable services to 

residents and ratepayers of the three existing LGAs.. However, as analysed in 

Chapter 4 Finance, the financial cost of expanding current service levels to all areas 

included within the enlarged LGA has not been factored into the proposal beyond a 

two per cent increase in staffing costs from year four after implementation.200  

Morrison Low specifically identified a risk to the proposal and its financial basis, 

stating:201  

“The integration of services with differing service levels often leads to 

standardising those service levels at the highest level of those 

services that are being integrated. This is quite often a response to a 
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natural desire to deliver the best possible services to communities as 

well as the need to balance service levels to community expectations 

across the whole area. However, it does pose the risk of increased 

delivery costs and/or lost savings opportunities. Similarly, introducing 

services that are not currently delivered in one or more of the former 

council areas to the whole of the new council area will incur additional 

costs.”  

Botany Bay’s approach has the potential to realise this risk. As considered in 

Chapter 4, this has the potential to result in significant costs for the larger council, 

placing its ability to provide adequate services under risk.  

The boundary adjustment would present a larger council with the opportunity to 

undertake a service review and assess which services are required by its residents 

and how to deliver those services in the most efficient manner possible, whether 

directly from council or through a private provider. Botany Bay has not committed to 

such a review in its proposal. Nor has it committed to seeking any savings from 

efficiencies gained from increased scale in providing services. 

Should the proposal proceed, it is recommended that the larger council undertake a 

review of services to help avoid the financial risk of increasing services across the 

LGA with limited commitment to achieving efficiencies of scale.   

Disruptions to services and division of facilities 

Concern regarding the division of public assets and facilities between the current 

Randwick LGA and the enlarged Botany Bay LGA has been raised by Randwick 

City Council:202  

“The proposed boundary adjustment would result in the splitting of 

assets and staff which would cause a major disruption to the services 

currently being provided to the existing Randwick community.”  

In term of territory, the area to be taken from the Randwick LGA would split a 

number of facilities currently managed by Randwick City Council. These include a 

split to the four surf clubs and District Life Savings Associations within the LGA, as 

well as six of Randwick’s ocean and estuarine beaches. As submitted by 

Randwick:203  

“The proposed boundary adjustment proposal seeks to incorporate 

more than 60% of Randwick’s open space including major 

recreational, environmental conservation and open space facilities 

including for example: Randwick Environment Park, Heffron Park, 

Malabar Headland, Botany Bay National Park, Chifley sports reserve 
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and Chinese Market Gardens…The boundary adjustment proposal 

makes no reference as to how the new City of Botany Bay will manage 

and/or fund the ongoing improvements and upkeep of these areas and 

beaches.” 

The City of Sydney Council also raises concern about disruption of services during 

the transfer of assets to a larger council:204  

“The City has committed to providing $540 million over the next 10 

years towards world-class facilities and infrastructure in the Green 

Square Town Centre and surrounding neighbourhoods, including 

community facilities and open space, green infrastructure, public art, 

child care, roads and drainage.  

These commitments and the delivery of essential infrastructure would 

need to be delayed while decisions were made about the transfer of 

resources, finances and staff. The location, financing and delivery of 

those proposed facilities may also then be reconsidered by the new 

council.” 

As demonstrated by the submissions from Randwick and Sydney Councils, there is 

uncertainty regarding how both fixed and non-fixed assets and facilities supporting 

service provision would be split between the councils after a boundary adjustment. 

For the purpose of this review, it can be assumed that the proclamation 

implementing the boundary adjustment would deal with the question of splitting 

assets in a similar manner to the recently proclaimed City of Parramatta Council, 

which involved boundary adjustments. The guidance notes for that proclamation 

states:205  

“The proclamation provides a process for asset transfers. Fixed assets 

(land, buildings or plant and equipment associated with only one 

place) that fall within the footprint of the new council are automatically 

transferred to the new council, including fixed assets located in the 

areas of the altered councils. All other assets are required to be 

transferred by agreement between the new councils and the altered 

councils.  

Agreements to transfer assets must be finalised within the initial period 

(that is, the period from amalgamation day to the first meeting of the 

council post-election). If councils are not on track to reach agreement 

within this timeframe, the Minister may use his step in power to ensure 

a decision is made on time.” 
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Should a similar proclamation be made, the larger council will need to negotiate 

with Randwick City and the City of Sydney for a transfer of assets. Should these 

negotiations not proceed in an efficient manner, there is a risk that service 

disruptions will occur. Botany Bay has not put forward a plan for managing this 

transfer and nor has it consulted with the impacted councils to discuss how such a 

transfer would be managed to prevent disruptions to service. As submitted by 

Randwick City:206  

“There has been a lack of genuine consultation with Randwick City 

Council in regards to the proposed boundary adjustment. The City of 

Botany Bay Council did inform Randwick City Council that they were 

proposing a boundary adjustment, but that is where the consultation 

stopped. It is our understanding that there has also been very little, or 

no consultation at all, with any of the other councils affected by the 

Botany proposal.”  

This view seems to be shared by the other three councils subject to the boundary 

adjustment proposal. Botany Bay has not provided a detailed plan for maintaining 

fixed assets it would inherit or how non-fixed assets will be transferred. There is a 

possibility that the lack of consultation regarding the proposal with the four impacted 

councils may result in a lack of cooperation on asset transfer, further placing 

success of the boundary adjustment at risk.  

Should the proposal proceed, these assets will need to be transferred efficiently to 

ensure that residents do not receive an undue disruption to services and facilities 

provided.  

Conclusion 

In its proposal and submission, Botany Bay has committed to continuing the level of 

services provided to its residents, while expanding those services throughout the 

larger LGA. Botany Bay has also stated its intention to seek to spread services 

provided within the LGAs of Randwick and Sydney to all residents within its 

enlarged boundaries. These commitments show that Botany Bay is genuine in 

seeking to ensure residents and ratepayers receive and have access to adequate 

and equitable services within a larger LGA.  

However, the cost of providing those services has not been factored into the 

modelling provided and represents a substantial risk to the modelled financial 

sustainability of the proposal. Botany Bay has not committed to a service review to 

seek efficiencies in how services are provided within each LGA with the objective of 

delivering the best possible services in the most efficient manner, including through 

private providers, where appropriate. As also discussed in Chapter 4 Finance, the 

commitment to increase services without seeking efficiencies such as savings in the 
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procurement of contracts and materials, has the potential to significantly impact 

upon the sustainability of a larger council, placing service provision across the LGA 

at risk. Should the proposal proceed, it is recommended that a service review be 

undertaken with the objective of seeking efficiencies in service provision and the 

management of facilities.  

The transfer of assets from the existing councils to the larger LGA also presents 

uncertainty for the continuation of services. This is not an insurmountable challenge 

if all councils are willing to negotiate with the objective of representing the best 

interests of residents. However, there is limited evidence of cooperation or 

consultation between Botany Bay and its surrounding councils, indicating that 

negotiations regarding assets (and staff) could prove difficult. An interim 

administration for a larger council would need to address this matter quickly should 

the larger council be proclaimed.   
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Chapter 10  Employment Impacts 

This review is required by section 263(3)(e2) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “the impact of any relevant proposal on the employment of 

the staff by the councils of the areas concerned.” 

Staff reductions 

The majority of savings within the modelling commissioned by Botany Bay in 

support of the boundary adjustment proposal is derived from staff reductions. As 

stated in the proposal document:207  

“The Proposal assumes services improvements through a business 

review process. Staff efficiencies are assumed through natural attrition 

and restructure when the three year statutory period of protection has 

concluded (Director level, Managers, Corporate Services, Works 

staff).” 

The modelling by Morrison Low suggests that savings from reductions in staff are 

estimated to nominally be $39.5 million over a nine year period under the 

efficiencies realised scenario,208 The three year statutory protection provided for in 

the Act relates to protection for non-senior staff against redundancy in the first three 

years following a boundary adjustment or merger. Section 354F of the Act states:  

“No forced redundancy of non-senior staff members for 3 years after 

transfer 

If a staff transfer occurs, the employment of:  

(a) A transferred staff member, and 

(b) in the case of a boundary alteration:  

i. a remaining staff member of the transferor council, and  

ii. an existing staff member of the transferee council,  

Other than a senior staff member, must not be terminated, without the staff 

member’s agreement, within 3 years after the transfer day on the ground of 

redundancy arising from the staff transfer.”209  

Botany Bay has previously stated that staff protections at Botany Bay have been 

extended to five years in the event of a ‘forced merger’. As stated by Botany Bay:210  

“The City of Botany Bay along with a number of other councils has 

signed an MOU (Memorandum of Understanding) with the unions 

covering our employees to extend this protection to 5 years in the 
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event of forced amalgamation. This however does not negate the level 

of uncertainty and disruption that is likely to occur as a result of a 

forced merger.” 

It appears that this commitment would not apply should the boundary adjustment 

proposal be implemented. In contrast, Randwick City Council states that they have 

signed a similar agreement for a five year protection period that would apply:211  

“(Randwick City Council) has developed and signed a Memorandum 

of Understanding (MOU) with the three peak industry unions to extend 

employment protections under section 354F of the NSW Local 

Government Act 1993 from three years to five years. Waverley and 

Woollahra Councils have also signed MOUs offering the same 

extension of protection.” 

It is unclear if the five year protection would apply to any staff transferring to the 

larger council from Randwick City. However, the security of jobs is largely 

addressed by the statutory protection, providing the newly merged Council with a 

period to balance the best organisational structure with an appropriate manner to 

address over-staffing.  

Staffing levels are often increased in merged councils as the council uses savings 

from reductions in back-office staff and other efficiencies to increase service levels 

to the community. Within its modelling for Botany Bay, Morrison Low has included a 

two per cent increase in staff costs from year four to account for potential increases 

to services or the introduction of new services.212 

A study by Jeff Tate Consulting213 demonstrates that across the NSW councils 

merged in 2004, 487 positions were created between 2002-3 and 2010-11, 

resulting in employment growth of 11.7%.214 As concluded by the study:215  

“These results are not surprising as an observation of a number of 

commentators on Local Government amalgamations is that typically 

savings are put back into providing new or improved services. In 

amalgamating Councils, some duplicated roles will be lost and 

others will be created.” 

However, it is questionable whether the savings predicted to be generated by 

Botany Bay are sufficient to introduce new services. While noting the opportunity of 
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a larger council to pursue additional savings should it be willing, the modelled 

saving of an average of $240,000 NPV per year within a council predicted to have 

annual income of over $200 million a year does not indicate a strong capacity to 

employ new staff for the purpose of delivering services. It must be concluded that 

the proposal relies on staff reductions to generate savings, leaving Council with 

limited capacity to employ new staff or redeploy redundant staff elsewhere within 

the organisation.  

Transfer of staff 

Should the proposal proceed, staff from the current councils of the City of Sydney 

and Randwick City will likely need to be transferred to the larger entity. While 

contributing non-residential areas of land to the council boundaries, the Inner West 

and Rockdale City may also be subject to staff transfers. The City of Sydney 

Council submits:216  

“Boundary changes result in complex arrangements to equitably 

transfer assets and staff, as experienced by the City of Sydney in 

2003 when boundary changes were last enacted. The excision of part 

of the Green Square urban renewal area would be hugely disruptive 

for those staff currently working on the delivery of key infrastructure in 

the area, the assessment of major development applications and 

negotiation and implementation of voluntary planning agreements.” 

The equitable transfer of staff will need to be a priority for a larger council. Botany 

Bay state in their submission that:217  

“The newly created council would have the pick of planning staff from 

City of Botany Bay, Randwick and Sydney Council staff to ensure 

appropriate planning oversight (of major development sites).” 

This statement overstates the ability of the larger council to choose staff from the 

existing council areas, and would be strongly rejected by the councils of Randwick 

and Sydney. Similar to the transfer of assets, the transfer of staff would likely occur 

under negotiation between the councils such as that provided for by the Parramatta 

City Council boundary adjustment. The guidance notes to proclamation of that 

boundary adjustment state:218  

“As with the transfer of non-fixed assets, all senior and non-senior staff 

transferred under the proclamation will be transferred by agreement 

between the affected councils, including the councils of the altered 
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areas. If an agreement to transfer staff is not reached within a six 

month period, the Minister may step in to make this decision.” 

Given that projects such as Green Square will be split between two council areas 

under the boundary adjustment, careful consideration would need to be given to the 

transfer of appropriate staff to the larger council. It is appropriate for the Minister to 

intervene should the councils fail to reach an agreement on a staff transfer.  

Conclusion  

The protection of jobs is largely addressed in the boundary adjustment through the 

three year protection period provided for in the Local Government Act 1993. 

However, it is noted that Randwick City Council operates under an MOU with three 

unions protecting staff for five years after a merger. It is unclear if this would apply 

to the boundary adjustment, but would impact upon projected savings if the larger 

council is required to protect employment for the five year period.  

This review considers that the $4.8 million in savings identified under the 

efficiencies realised scenario to be minor in comparison to the projected size of the 

larger council. Given the limited savings identified in the proposal, it is unlikely that 

the larger council will have significant capacity to increase staff providing services. 

As such, the savings in the proposal are heavily reliant on the loss of staff without 

providing significant benefit from their reduction.  

The larger council will also need to work effectively with the councils of Randwick 

and Sydney to ensure that appropriate staff are transferred with limited disruption to 

services and projects. Should this not be achieved, it would be appropriate for the 

Minister to intervene in accordance with provisions within the proclamation for the 

City of Parramatta Council boundary adjustment. 
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Chapter 11  Rural Impacts 

The impact of the proposal on any rural communities in the areas concerned needs 

to be considered as part of this review under section 263(3)(e3) of the Local 

Government Act 1993. However, given that the proposal relates to a metropolitan 

area of Sydney, there are no rural communities within the current council areas and 

no submissions were received in relation to this factor.   
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Chapter 12  Wards 

This review is required by section 263(3)(e4) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “the desirability (or otherwise) of dividing the resulting area 

or areas into wards.”  

As noted in Chapter 8 Elected Representation, the council areas of Botany Bay, 

Randwick and Sydney operate with different ward structures as reflected in the 

following table:  

Elected Representation / Wards 

Council 
Population 

(2014)
219

 Councillors
220

 

Residents 
per 

councillor
221

 
Ward 

structure
222

 
Ward 

number
223

 
Mayoral 

election
224

 

Botany 
Bay 44,742 7 6,392 

Single 
member 6 

Popularly 
elected 

Randwick 143,776 15 9,585 
Multi-

member (3) 5 
Elected by 
councillors 

Sydney 198,331 9 22,037 Nil N/A 
Popularly 

elected  

 

Only one submission was received by this review directly addressing the issue of 

wards. The Deputy Mayor of the City of Botany Bay Council, Clr Stan Kondilios 

stated the following at the public inquiry session:225  

“The seat of Botany Bay supports single ward councillors. We believe 

that the residents have a right to have a direct say in who represents 

them. We also believe that a directly elected mayors is the most 

appropriate model regardless of what form the wards take. We believe 

wards are an important mechanism for local democracy.” 

In contrast with Botany Bay, Randwick City operates under a multi-ward structure 

and the City of Sydney does not have wards. It is also noted that Section 16 of the 

Local Government Act 1993 provides that a Council must not divide its area into 

wards or abolish all wards in its area unless approval to do so has been given at a 

constitutional referendum. 
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Given that both Botany Bay and Randwick Councils, representing the bulk of 

residents to comprise a larger council, are currently warded, there is merit in 

considering the maintenance of wards across the new LGA. The community of both 

LGAs are more familiar with a warded structure. Separate wards in the Botany Bay, 

Randwick and Sydney areas to be included in a larger LGA would allow elected 

councillors to focus on the communities of interest within those areas and reflect the 

broader interests and needs of their particular residents to council as a whole.  

The proposal envisions 15 councillors as providing the best ratio of elected 

representatives to residents, and this review considers that a multi councillor ward 

system is likely to deliver the best system to provide representation across a larger 

council.  

Conclusion 

This review considers that a multi-councillor ward system with proportional voting 

may deliver the best system to provide representation across the expanded council. 

For instance, this could either be five wards with three members, or four wards with 

three members and a directly elected Mayor. Given the number of residents from 

the previous Randwick LGA to be included, it would be appropriate to have two 

wards representing this population.  

While this review considers a warded structure to provide both benefits and 

familiarities to a larger council, ultimately the structure of wards will be a matter for 

the council in consultation with their community and in compliance with obligations 

under the Act requiring a council to undertake a referendum to “divide its area into 

wards or abolish all wards in its area.”226  

In any event, the question of wards does not present a barrier to the boundary 

adjustment proceeding.  
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Chapter 13 Diverse Communities 

This review is required by section 263(3)(e5) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine and report on “the need to ensure that the opinions of each of the diverse 

communities of the resulting area or areas are effectively represented.”   

This review has approached this factor be considering a statistical analysis of 

diverse communities across each residential area, followed by a consideration of 

whether the representation of those communities would be diminished under the 

boundary adjustment.   

Levels of diversity 

ABS statistics allow a limited analysis of diversity across the areas proposed to 

incorporate a larger council.227 

The statistics indicate that the area to be incorporated from the City of Sydney 

includes a higher proportion of residents born overseas, with the Waterloo-

Beaconsfield area of the Sydney LGA having a significantly higher number of 

residents born in North-East Asia. In comparison, the Botany Bay LGA has a higher 

number of residents born in Southern and Central Asia when compared to the 

relevant areas in Randwick and Sydney. Origins of birth in each of the areas is 

shown in the following table:228  

Percentages of population (2011 Census) (%) 

  

Waterloo 
Beaconsfield 
(Sydney) 

Maroubra 
(Randwick) 

Malabar - 
La 
Perouse 
(Randwick) 

Botany 
Bay 
LGA 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders 2.2 1.2 5.0 1.6 

Born in Oceania and Antarctica (excl. Australia) 3.1 2.6 2.9 3.6 

Born in North-West Europe 6.1 6.4 6.3 4.0 

Born in Southern and Eastern Europe 8.1 7.6 5.2 8.0 

Born in North Africa and the Middle East 3.1 2.5 2.8 4.7 

Born in South-East Asia 7.2 7.0 4.1 7.7 

Born in North-East Asia 12.7 7.9 3.9 4.9 

Born in Southern and Central Asia 1.4 1.2 1.3 5.3 

Born in Americas 3.4 2.7 2.0 3.0 

Born in Sub-Saharan Africa 1.2 2.0 1.3 0.9 

Total born overseas (including other) 60.0 48.5 36.4 48.6 
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Malabar-La Perouse has a significantly higher proportion of residents identifying as 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander. This is unsurprising given the history and 

establishment of the aboriginal community in La Perouse. The Waterloo-

Beaconsfield area of Sydney has a higher percentage of residents between the 

ages of 25 and 65 when compared to the areas of Randwick and Botany Bay. The 

area also has slightly higher median income per resident. In contrast, the areas of 

Botany Bay and Randwick have a similar mix of ages as demonstrated below.229   

Percentage of population (2014) (%) 

  

Waterloo 
Beaconsfield 

(Sydney) 
Maroubra 

(Randwick) 

Malabar - La 
Perouse 

(Randwick) 
Botany Bay 

LGA 

Aged 24 or under  26.1 30.4 29.9 30.5 

Aged 25-65 64.7 54.1 53 55.4 

Aged 65 or over 9.3 15.5 17.1 14.1 

Male 46.83 48.34 51.52 49.80 

Female 53.17 51.66 48.48 50.20 

Median income per resident 52,708 50,600 49,029 47,149 

 

Other indicators of diversity, such as employment type have been considered in the 

Chapter 5 Communities of Interest and Chapter 6 Historical and Traditional Values. 

In regard to this employment, this analysis showed that the southern area of the 

City of Sydney has a higher level of professionals. While there is some difference in 

certain statistics of diversity across each the areas that would comprise the 

boundary adjustment, the demographics of the proposed area are reasonably 

similar. Given this finding, representation of diverse groups within the larger LGA 

should not be impacted by the inclusion of the larger population base.  

Ability of council to represent diversity 

Botany Bay stated in its submission that the resulting area would reflect a diverse 

mix of socio-economic areas:230  

“While large parts of the City of Botany Bay and the southern portions 

of Randwick and the City of Sydney were traditionally working class 

neighbourhoods, this is not necessarily the case any longer. However, 

the large proportion of public, social and affordable housing in suburbs 

like Chifley, Daceyville, Eastlakes, Hillsdale, La Perouse and Waterloo 

has helped to ensure a mixture of incomes in these areas.” 
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With respect to the matter of diversity, Botany Bay submits that the shared 

community of interest across the area will allow it to better represent the interests of 

a similar socio-economic community in contrast with the proposal to merge 

Randwick with the Waverley and Woollahra LGA, each recognised to support 

communities predominately of higher socio-economic status. As Botany Bay’s 

proposal states:231  

“It is for these reasons that a Randwick-Waverley-Woollahra merger 

would not be in the best interests for Randwick residents in suburbs 

like Matraville, Chifley and La Perouse. In the similar manner residents 

living in Beaconsfield, Alexandria, Rosebery, Waterloo and Zetland 

would be better served by being in a local government with shared 

communities of interest. It is these differences that allow service 

delivery to be targeted to exactly where needed. The new Council 

area will be able to target the needs of a shared community of interest 

with the necessary services, such as aged care, child care, meals on 

wheels, sporting fields and recreation areas, in such a way as to have 

optimal results for all residents at a streamlined cost for council.” 

This is an argument that the larger council would best deliver services to a 

community of interest rather than represent the opinions of a diverse community 

consisting of different ethnicities, socio-economic status, and age.  Matters relating 

to communities of interest were considered in this report in Chapter 5 Communities 

of Interest.  

It is noted that no submissions expressly dealing with the issue of diverse 

representation were received from the other councils subject to the proposed 

boundary adjustment. One submission was received by a resident of Maroubra 

critical of the number of females and diverse groups elected to the City of Botany 

Bay Council:232  

“Little would horrify me more than to be subsumed within an expanded 

Botany Bay Council. I do not wish to come under a Council that has a 

track record of poor and inept governance, woeful representation of 

women in Councillor positions and a complete disregard for diversity in 

its representation. It’s been a one party boy’s club for eons.” 

It is noted there is currently one female within the seven councillors of Botnay Bay. 

However, there is evidence that the City of Botany Bay has actively supported 

diversity in its community. Through its Vision 2040 Direction Paper, the City outlines 

its plan to provide housing options for diversity:233  
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“We want a diverse community. Our City will be a place where our 

housing options support all types of residents – where high and low 

income people live, where single people and large families live, where 

people can move through many phases of life in the one community, 

and where dwellings are accessible for people with disabilities.” 

This policy from Botany Bay will encourage an LGA where the views and opinions 

of diverse communities will directly be represented by their councillors, who are 

held to account by members of that community through the electoral system. 

Should a larger council continue supporting and encouraging diversity in its 

communities, there is no reason to expect that the council will fail to represent the 

opinions of residents and ratepayers from diverse backgrounds. 

Conclusion 

The statistical profile of the areas constituting the proposed boundary adjustment 

indicates broad similarities between the areas. This finding suggests that 

representation of diverse groups within a larger LGA should not be impacted by the 

inclusion of the demographics within each of the areas.  

The assertion from Botany Bay that the boundary adjustment would create a similar 

mix of socio-economic areas has been noted. Botany Bay argues that this would 

create a community of interest and enable a council to provide consistent services 

across the population base. However, the assertion is not evidence of council’s 

ability to represent views of diversity. 

In contrast, the housing policies implemented by Botany Bay indicate that the 

council encourages diversity and actively seeks to represent that diversity. This 

policy caters for all groups represented within the statistical profile of each area 

subject to the boundary adjustment. On this evidence, there is no reason to expect 

that a larger council will fail to represent the opinions of residents and ratepayers 

from diverse backgrounds should the boundary adjustment proceed.  
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Chapter 14  Other Issues 

This review is required by section 263(3)(f) of the Local Government Act 1993 to 

examine “such other factors as it considers relevant to the provision of efficient and 

effective local government in the existing and proposed new areas.” 

A number of matters have been raised throughout the consultation period that are 

important when considering the proposal and potential implementation of the 

boundary adjustment. Each of these issues is considered as follows: 

Consultation by council and timing of proposal 

It is noted that Randwick City Council invited Botany Bay to discuss the possibility 

of merging the two areas in 2015 prior to the Fit for the Future process. This 

invitation was rejected by Botany Bay formally by a mayoral minute of 27 May 2015. 

As Randwick City notes in their submission:234  

“An invitation to merge was offered to the Mayor of Botany Bay 

Council from the Mayor of Randwick City Council back in June 2015, 

to which Botany formally rejected. In his response the Mayor stated 

categorically “that we have no interest in amalgamating with any 

Council including Randwick” and wished Randwick and Waverley the 

best of luck.” 

Botany Bay has not appeared to consult with any council regarding the boundary 

adjustment prior to lodging the proposal to the Minister. The Mayor of Rockdale 

City, Clr Bill Saravinovski, submitted to the public inquiry that:235  

“The City of Botany Bay have made no effort in the last two years to 

speak to anything at Rockdale City Council about any proposal. This is 

outrageous…Rockdale City Council and I were shocked and outraged 

when we learned of the alternative proposal by the City of Botany Bay 

Council.” 

Randwick City Council submitted:236  

“There has been a lack of genuine consultation with Randwick City 

Council in regards to the proposed boundary adjustment. The City of 

Botany Bay Council did inform Randwick City Council that they were 

proposing a boundary adjustment, but that is where the consultation 

stopped. It is our understanding that there has also been little, or no 

consultation at all, with any of the other councils affected by the 

Botany proposal.” 
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The lack of consultation undertaken by Botany Bay does not do credit to the 

Council or the proposal. Should the boundary adjustment proceed, and where all 

five councils will be required to negotiate to transfer assets and staff, these 

statements criticising the lack of engagement from Botany Bay do not provide 

encouragement that negotiations following the adjustment will be implemented in an 

effective manner. It is noted that all four councils have emphatically rejected the 

proposal.  

Furthermore, the rejection by Botany Bay of any discussions regarding mergers 

with Randwick City Council in May 2015 raises questions about the commitment of 

Botany Bay to pursue its primary outcome of linking its residents with a broader 

community of interest in the eastern suburbs of Sydney.   

It is also noted that the proposal was lodged on 21 April 2016, some four months 

after the Minister announced an intention to propose that the City of Botany Bay 

merge with Rockdale, and that Randwick City merge with the Waverley and 

Woollahra LGAs.237 Each of these councils undertook the assessment of the 

Minister’s proposals in good faith. The proposal from Botany Bay disrupted these 

procedures at a late stage and gave each council limited time to respond to the 

proposal on behalf of their communities. 

Sydney Airport 

As noted previously, Sydney Airport currently operates within three local 

government boundaries and must liaise with three councils with regard to its 

operations. The position of Sydney Airport as a key infrastructure asset to the 

broader Sydney and Australian economy has been noted by Sydney Airport 

Corporation Limited (SACL), which states:238  

 Economic activity equivalent to $30.8 billion, growing to more than $54 billion 

by 2034 (or 6.4% of the NSW economy); and 

 More than 306,000 jobs, growing to more than 500,000 by 2034. Of those, 

around 29,000 people work on the airport site itself across 800 businesses.  

The site of Sydney Airport represents 907 hectares and is located across the 

boundaries of three LGAs. Currently, 65 per cent of the airport is located in the City 

of Botany Bay, with 29 per cent in Rockdale City and a further 6 per cent in 

Marrickville.239 SACL note that aircraft taking off from certain runways pass through 

all three council areas prior to becoming airborne.  
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SACL submits that the airport should be located within the one local government 

area. The current position of the council boundaries increases compliance and 

regulatory burdens on the airport and those aviation and other businesses 

operating from the airport and its surrounds. SACL provide two primary examples 

being off-airport planning and in the payment of rates.  

As stated by SACL, the airport has a “vital interest in off-airport planning, as 

developments that take place in the vicinity of the airport may impact upon 

aviation…the National Airports Safeguarding Framework sets out guidance on 

these planning issues, including for example:  

 Ensuring that developments don’t compromise the airport’s protected 

airspace;  

 Avoiding any potential risks to aircraft created by building-induced turbulence 

or windshear or by increasing the risk of wildlife strike to aircraft;  

 Managing any lighting issues that may affect or distract pilots; and 

 Ensuring that inappropriate development does not occur in areas 

significantly affected by aircraft noise.” 240 

With regard to financial obligations to councils, Sydney Airport does not pay rates 

as it operates on Commonwealth land. However, the airport is obliged to make ex-

gratia payments in lieu of rates to each council. As explained by SACL’s 

submission, payments relate to only those parts of the airport which are sub-leased 

to tenants and not on areas involving core aviation activities:241  

“History shows that each council has a very different view on what 

that payment should be and applies vastly different rates in the 

dollar to airport land within its area. It would be a far simpler 

proposition to make these quarterly ex-gratia payments to a single 

council rather than contributing across three different councils, each 

with differing proportions of land, different rates in the dollar, and 

different land uses for that part of the airport falling within the 

respective council areas.” 

This review supports the placement of 100 per cent of Sydney Airport within the one 

LGA, and notes that this is an outcome of the boundary adjustment proposal. 

However, Sydney Airport also creates a community of interest that residents of 

Botany Bay share with residents of the Inner West and Rockdale. As stated by the 

Inner West:242  
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“(Airport) operations negatively impact on surrounding communities by 

the generation of truck and car traffic on their roads and through the 

generation of aircraft noise from their operations. It is most important 

that SACL is accountable to the communities most affected by their 

airport operations. 68% of the population within the 20 Australian 

Noise Exposure Index Level are residents of Inner West and 

Leichardt. At this level of exposure to aircraft noise, increases in 

residential density are prohibited and insulation of new and altered 

buildings is required. At the highest levels, residences have already 

been acquired and demolished. This has already reduced Inner Wet 

Council’s rate base.” 

The fees paid to the Councils in lieu of rates are used to mitigate the negative 

impacts considered in the submission from the Inner West. As stated by Rockdale 

City Council:243  

“Rockdale City Council cannot support this alternative merger 

proposal that seeks to financially disadvantage Council and our 

community by segregating our 6,000 homes and businesses who live 

and work within the 20 ANEF zone, yet retains the negative impacts of 

having an Airport in such close proximity to these residents and 

ratepayers, without economic benefit. In our view, this is a totally 

unacceptable proposition.” 

The benefits of placing Sydney Airport entirely within the one LGA are significant 

and should be the primary consideration when assessing the outcomes of doing so. 

However, it is also important to consider impacts on surrounding residents not 

within the LGA and how these impacts could be mitigated.  

Should the boundary adjustment be implemented, it is recommended that the larger 

council and the NSW Government consult with the Inner West Council and 

Rockdale City Council regarding the reduction of income from Sydney Airport. It is 

also recommended that the larger council establishes  a formal representative 

group with surrounding councils to work on common strategies to mitigate impacts 

of Sydney Airport through land use planning and environmental preservation.  

Should the boundary adjustment not proceed, it is recommended that the Minister 

consider alternative means of relocating 100 per cent of Sydney Airport within the 

one LGA, including alternative merger proposals.  

Port Botany 

Similar to Sydney Airport, Port Botany is a significant economic asset to Sydney 

and NSW, and is also split between local government boundaries, with half of the 

port operating within the Randwick LGA, and the remaining half in the Botany Bay 
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LGA. Furthermore, an inland extension to Port Botany (the Cooks River Intermodal 

Terminal) is located eight kilometres by rail from Port Botany in the Marrickville 

LGA.244 

It is noted that Ports NSW did not lodge a submission to this review. Benefits of 

placing Port Botany within the one LGA were discussed in detail within the 

Delegate’s report into the Minister’s proposal to merge the LGAs of Botany Bay and 

Rockdale. Ports NSW submitted to that review some of the benefits of placing the 

Port within the one LGA:245  

 The efficiency of road and rail connections to and from Port Botany require 

consistency in the management of key road and rail infrastructure 

connections to the Port.  

 Industrial lands extending from the Port precinct require consistent zoning 

under the same planning regime and the application of current planning 

polices under the State Environment Planning Policy (Three Ports) 2013 is 

implemented inconsistently between the Botany and Randwick LGAs.  

 The residential zoning in lands adjoining the Port requires consistent zoning 

in relation to the generation of traffic, noise, light and aesthetic impacts 

generated by industrial activity.  

 

In relation to the inclusion of Sydney Airport and Port Botany in the same LGA, 

NSW Ports submitted that the two pieces of economically significant infrastructure 

should be in a position to advocate for “similar issues within all levels of government 

such as preservation of industrial land, noise management and transport 

connections. Sydney Airport also relies on a suitable supply of industrial lands in 

close proximity to the Airport. Incorporating all of Sydney Airport and supporting 

operational lands with Port Botany would further reinforce the synergies between 

these assets.”246 

These are convincing arguments for including both Port Botany and the Airport in 

the single LGA. Including the surrounding residential areas to the east within the 

one LGA also gives merit to the proposed boundary adjustment. This outcome 

ensures that the port access routes are placed in the same LGA and allows one 

council to implement land use plans and development controls to protect these 

routes and the port’s operations. 

Should the proposal not proceed, it is recommended that the Minister give 

consideration to alternative boundary adjustments to include the entirety of Port 

Botany within the same LGA as Sydney Airport.  
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Chapter 15  List of Findings and Recommendations  

Major Findings 

This review presents the following major findings in support of its recommendation 

to the Minister for Local Government:  

1. On consideration of a number of the criteria for assessment, there is some 

merit in the proposed boundary adjustment. Residents of the Botany Bay 

LGA clearly have an interest and connection with the eastern suburbs of 

Sydney.  

 

2. The opportunity to place 100 per cent of Sydney Airport and Port Botany 

within the one LGA provides merit to the proposal, noting that the same 

outcome could be achieved under alternative boundary adjustments. It is 

further noted that residents of the Inner West and Rockdale LGAs share an 

interest in management of the Airport area.  

 

3. Despite the identified merits of the proposal, the assessment of the financial 

modelling submitted by the City of Botany Bay Council does not present a 

compelling case for the proposal proceeding. Under the best-case scenario 

as presented the savings are minor, especially considered in the context of 

the size of the proposed larger council. As outlined in Chapter 4 Finance and 

Chapter 9 Service Delivery, this report has identified a number of risks, 

including:  

 The absence of modelling completed to demonstrate the costs 

associated with the City of Botany Bay’s commitment to provide its 

current level of services throughout a larger LGA while expanding the 

unique services currently provided by the City of Sydney and 

Randwick City. Without a commitment to seeking efficiencies in 

service delivery, the costs of the City of Botany Bay’s approach could 

be significant and the proposal should have outlined how this 

approach would be funded.  

 The potential for unfunded costs associated with the transfer of the 

majority of the Green Square project to a larger council, with a 

potential risk to private sector investment in the project;  

 A disruption of service should the current councils of the City of 

Botany Bay, Randwick City, and the City of Sydney fail to reach timely 

agreement on the transfer of assets to a larger council.  

 

4. Implementation of the proposal would likely be disruptive to the Green 

Square development of Sydney, with time-sensitive commercial 

considerations currently being managed by the City of Sydney Council. City 
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of Sydney Council has made clear that there has been no consultation on 

this highly sensitive and large scale commercial redevelopment.  

 

5. There has been very limited consultation by the City of Botany Bay Council 

with any of the other impacted council, with each remaining emphatically 

opposed to this proposal. The lack of consultation has undermined the 

capacity of each of the other councils to carefully assess the merits or 

otherwise of the proposal. This review has partly mitigated the lack of 

consultation associated with the Botany Bay boundary change proposal. 

However, the absence of any meaningful consultation and engagement with 

effected councils is a serious defect. Should the Minister be favourably 

disposed toward implementation, this should only follow meaningful 

consultation and engagement with each council impacted, and a careful 

examination of how their concerns are to be addressed. 

 

 

Recommendation to Minister 

1. That the proposed boundary adjustment of the Botany Bay LGA with parts of 

the Marrickville, City of Sydney, Randwick City and Rockdale City LGAs not 

proceed as proposed.  

 

 

Other Matters for Attention and Consideration 

Should the boundary adjustment proposal proceed, this review provides the 

following matters for attention and consideration by the Minister, the Boundaries 

Commission and the larger council. 

a. That the larger council undertake a review of services to help avoid the 

financial risk in the modelling as presented of increasing services across the 

LGA with limited commitment to achieving efficiencies of scale.  

 

b. That the larger council and the NSW Government consult with the Inner 

West and Rockdale City Councils regarding the reduction of income from 

Sydney Airport.  

 

c. That the larger council establish a formal representative group with 

surrounding councils to work on common strategies to mitigate impacts of 

Sydney Airport on residents through land use planning and environmental 

preservation strategies.  
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Should the boundary adjustment proposal not proceed, this review provides the 

following matters for attention and consideration by the Minister, the Boundaries 

Commission and the larger council. 

d. That the Minister consider alternative boundary adjustments to relocate 100 

per cent of Sydney Airport and Port Botany, including nearby access routes, 

be placed within the one LGA.  

 

 

_____________ 

Rod Nockles 

Delegate to the Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government  

 

9 August 2016 
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THE PROPOSAL
• Made pursuant to S218E of the Local Government Act 1993.

•  Must be referred to The Boundaries Commission for 
consideration together with the Minister’s proposal.  
This is not discretionary.

•  One Proposal cannot be considered in isolation of  
the other.



4    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993

THE PROPOSAL
At an Extraordinary Meeting on Monday 16 November 
2015 Council resolved its position in relation to the State 
Government’s “Fit for the Future” local government 
reform process.

Council reiterated its strong preference to stand alone.

Based on IPART’s assessment, the City of Botany Bay 
has been confirmed as being financially sound now and 
into the future with the capability of delivering services 
effectively and efficiently.

Our community remains opposed to the City of Botany 
Bay being merged with another or other entities as 
confirmed by an independent, randomised telephone 
survey and Council’s own postal survey of ratepayers.

None of the suggested merger options provide a shared 
community of interest and consequently a merger 
would pose a real risk and threat to the very fabric of the 
community the City of Botany Bay represents.

While the people of the City of Botany Bay will be best 
served by the retention of the current boundaries, should 
the State Government pursue forced expansion of 
Council’s boundaries and population, the City of Botany 
Bay should pursue an outcome that delivers a common 
community of interest and that this would involve an 
expansion of our boundaries to include parts of the City 

of Sydney and Randwick City that share common social 
and economic interests.

The proposed boundaries of this community would run 
generally along the following lines:

• All of the City of Botany Bay;

•  All of Randwick City south of Rainbow St to Anzac 
Parade and Anzac Parade to Dacey Avenue; and,

•  All of the City of Sydney that is South and East of a 
boundary formed by Lachlan Street to Bourke Rd, 
Bourke Rd to McEvoy St, McEvoy St to Euston Rd, 
Euston Rd to Campbell Rd, Campbell Rd to Burrows 
Rd, Burrows Rd to Ricketty St.

The proposal takes 552 ha of land from City of Sydney, 
or 21% of its current land area.  It takes 2327 hectares 
from Randwick, or 64% of its current land area. 

City of Sydney’s population is forecast to increase by 
41% from 2011-2031, and Randwick’s by 22%.  

As we are unable to access population forecast data 
down to the statistical area, we have drawn existing 
population data from a number of sources. The data 
concerning the current estimation for the City of 
Sydney Portion is taken from modelling undertaken by 
Population ID. This represents the tremendous growth 
in the Green Square Precinct and the potential for even 
further growth. 

City of Botany Bay 
Current Boundary

City of Sydney 
Portion*

Randwick 
Portion

City of Botany Bay 
Proposed Boundary

Population 2016 48,865 30,500 60,084** 139,449

Indicative  
Population 2031 69,901 54,173 73,302 197,376

Land Size (ha) 2,706 552 2,327 5,585

*The proposed new boundary approximately correlates with the precinct “Green Square - City South” as described by Population ID. 

**This figure is taken from 2011 Census Data as current estimates are unavailable. 
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The figure of 139,449 for the 2016 Residential Population of the proposed area is, if anything, an underestimation of 
the new municipality’s population. Detailed Population ID modelling is available for the City of Sydney and the City of 
Botany Bay, unfortunately no such modelling exists for Randwick. As a result the figure for the Randwick portion of 
60,084 is likely to be much lower than the actual population. Furthermore, the tremendous growth within the Botany, 
Eastgardens, Green Square, Kensington, Kingsford and Mascot precincts suggests that the proposed municipality 
will soon exceed 150,000 residents, if it has not already done so. 

This boundary adjustment would produce a city of significant scale and capacity, enable strategic and focused 
management of one of New South Wales’ central economic hubs, and serve a population with existing and 
established shared community of interest. The population within the council area would increase by approximately 
2.6 times. The new municipality would be responsible for more than double the land area of the current City of Botany 
Bay.

This would enhance Council’s existing levels of strategic capacity, as demonstrated by:

•  The approximate $9.50 billion in gross state product representing 2% of the State’s Gross State Product (GSP) 
(National Institute of Economic and Industry Research (NIEIR) 30 June 2014);

• Supporting a daily population residents, workers and visitors of between 250,000 and 310,000;

• Unprecedented residential growth over the past decade of approximately 20%;

• A total income base equating to $79,783 million;

• Its location within the key economic corridor identified in the NSW Government’s Metropolitan Plan;

• Generating and supporting employment opportunities for 63,250 local jobs;

•  Serving as a centre of employment and economic activity with industries such as Lakes Business Park (home to 
over fifty companies); Westfield Eastgardens (with over 11 million customer visits annually) and more than 4,500 
small business operators; and

•  Contains two of the main drivers of economic activity for the State and nation – Sydney Airport and Port Botany. 
Council maintains a productive relationship with these entities and actively supports their operations.

A map of the boundary adjustment proposal is provided in the following pages;
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Overall Council submits that this proposal, is alternate and superior to the NSW Government’s proposal for a merger 
with Rockdale City Council, because it:

•  Enables a more effective, strategic and consolidated approach to the management of the key economic assets of 
Sydney Airport and Port Botany and the associated economic precincts around them;

•  Delivers increased scale and capacity without undermining or fragmenting exisiting communities if interest  and 
respecting geographic cohesion;

•  Provides for a financially sustainable Council that has a strong Operating Performance over the longer term based 
on a merger with the minimum amount of job losses possible; and

•  Responds to the democratic rights of the residents and ratepayers of the City of Botany who have consistently and 
overwhelmingly opposed any merger of the City of Botany Bay. 

In making this Proposal Council recognises that financial sustainability is important. It should not be the only or 
predominant consideration. Reference is made to Section 8 of the Local Government Act which sets out the Council 
charter and its emphasis on local government delivering community services and promoting social justice principles 
of equity, access, participation and rights. This proposal is made in consideration to the Local Government charter 
and the crucial role the City of Botany Bay plays to improve the daily lives the people and the surrounding areas. That 
said, this proposal produces a financially stable outcome.



7    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993

Alexandria 
Industrial 
Estate

Moore Park 
Supa Centre

Green Square

Mascot Industrial 
and Business 
Park/ Developmnet 
Precinct

Mascot Staton�

Hale Street 
Industrial Precinct

Rosebery

Daceyville

Alternate option
Randwick LGA
Sydney LGA

F:
\G

IS
\B

ot
an

y 
Ba

y 
C

ou
nc

il\
20

15
 B

ou
nd

ar
y 

am
en

dm
en

t o
pt

io
ns

\M
ap

 1
 b

.m
xd

Proposed South Sydney Council Boundary
City of Botany Bay

N

0 1 2 3km

Southern and South Eastern 
Suburbs Council

Part of Randwick LGA

Part of Sydney LGA

Proposed Southern and South Eastern Suburbs Council



8    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993

Alexandria 
Industrial 
Estate

Moore Park 
Supa Centre

Green Square

Mascot Industrial 
and Business 
Park/ Developmnet 
Precinct

Mascot Staton�

Hale Street 
Industrial Precinct

Rosebery

Daceyville

Alternate option
Randwick LGA
Sydney LGA

F:
\G

IS
\B

ot
an

y 
Ba

y 
C

ou
nc

il\
20

15
 B

ou
nd

ar
y 

am
en

dm
en

t o
pt

io
ns

\M
ap

 2
 a

er
ia

l B
.m

xd

Proposed South Sydney Council Boundary
City of Botany Bay

N

0 1 2 3km

Southern and South Eastern 
Suburbs Council

Part of Randwick LGA

Part of Sydney LGA

Proposed Southern and South Eastern Suburbs Council



9    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993

FIT FOR THE FUTURE 
ASSESSMENT
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FIT FOR THE FUTURE ASSESSMENT
IPART determined that the Council of the City of Botany Bay Council did not satisfy the criteria for scale and capacity. 
Council was found to satisfy all of the financial criteria as part of the Fit for the Future reforms, being sustainable, 
efficient and effectively managing infrastructure and services. 

Financial criteria: Satisfies overall

Sustainability Satisfies

Infrastructure and service management Satisfies

Efficiency Satisfies

Expected Improvement in Performance

Measure/
benchmark

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 Achieves FFTF 
benchmark

Operating  
Performance Ratio 
(Greater than or equal to 
break-even average over 3 
years)

.01% 1.0% 1.4% 1.9% 3.0% 4.9% Yes

Own Source Revenue 
Ratio (Greater than 60% 
average over 3 years)

70.5% 67.7% 71.6% 75.9% 84.4% 85.0% Yes

Building and Infrastructure 
Asset Renewal 
Ratio (Greater than 100% 
average over 3 years)

115.6% 149.1% 178.4% 143.4% 114.5% 100.0% Yes

Infrastructure  
Backlog Ratio
(Less than 2%)

7.8% 5.1% 2.8% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% Yes

Asset Maintenance Ratio 
(Greater than 100% average 
over 3 years)

119.7% 93.8% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% Yes

Debt Service Ratio
(Greater than 0% and 
less than or equal to 20% 
average over 3 years)

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Yes

Real Operating Expenditure 
per capita 
A decrease in Real 
Operating Expenditure per 
capita over time

$1,114 $1,092 $1,081 $1,073 $1,086 $1,090 Yes
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1. 8  THE COUNCIL’S CHARTER 

(1) A council has the following charter: 

 •  to provide directly or on behalf of other levels of 
government, after due consultation, adequate, 
equitable and appropriate services and facilities for 
the community and to ensure that those services and 
facilities are managed efficiently and effectively 

 • to exercise community leadership 

 •  to exercise its functions in a manner that is consistent 
with and actively promotes the multicultural principles 

 •  to promote and to provide and plan for the needs  
of children 

 •  to properly manage, develop, protect, restore, enhance 
and conserve the environment of the area for which it 
is responsible, in a manner that is consistent with and 
promotes the principles of ecologically sustainable 
development 

 •  to have regard to the long term and cumulative effects 
of its decisions 

 •  to bear in mind that it is the custodian and trustee of 
public assets and to effectively plan for, account for 
and manage the assets for which it is responsible 

 •  to engage in long-term strategic planning on behalf of 
the local community 

 •  to exercise its functions in a manner that is consistent 
with and promotes social justice principles of equity, 
access, participation and rights 

 •  to facilitate the involvement of councillors, members of 
the public, users of facilities and services and council 
staff in the development, improvement and  
co-ordination of local government 

 •  to raise funds for local purposes by the fair imposition 
of rates, charges and fees, by income earned from 
investments and, when appropriate, by borrowings  
and grants 

 •  to keep the local community and the State government 
(and through it, the wider community) informed about 
its activities 

 •  to ensure that, in the exercise of its regulatory 
functions, it acts consistently and without bias, 
particularly where an activity of the council is affected 

 • to be a responsible employer. 

(2)  A council, in the exercise of its functions, must pursue 
its charter but nothing in the charter or this section 
gives rise to, or can be taken into account in, any civil 
cause of action. 
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FACTORS UNDER  
Section 263 (3) of the  
Local Government Act 1993
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Section 263(3a) The financial advantages or disadvantages (including the 
economies or diseconomies of scale) of any relevant proposal to the residents 
and ratepayers of the areas concerned

FINANCIAL MODELLING

Preliminary financial modelling of the proposed boundary adjustment has been undertaken in order to consider the 
implications of bringing the areas into the City of Botany Bay Local Government Area and the benefits available.

The following assumptions were made in the modelling:

The merger modelling is based on the principle that the expansion of the boundary will foster local employment 
and minimise staff loss. The proposal is estimated to achieve limited staff efficiencies. However, these have been 
estimated as being sufficient to ensure long term financial sustainability and offsetting the cost of the merger.

Merger costs and benefits are based on various reports and estimates of merger costs for similar situations 
supplemented with the professional opinion of Morrison Low  based on extensive experience and understanding, 
including mergers in Queensland and the Auckland Transition Authority

Analysis was on the basis of the best available information including the Long Term Financial Plans, submissions 
to IPART, Annual Financial Statements. The proportion of each line item of revenue or cost of the part council areas 
subject to this proposal are based on either population, land area or an average of these two factors. 

Costs taken into account in the merger include transition cost, human resources and industrial, IT consolidation, 
branding and service harmonisation.

Benefits taken into account include staff efficiencies through natural attrition and restructure when the three year 
statutory period of protection has concluded (Director level, Managers, Corporate Services, Works staff), savings in 
materials and contracts, and service improvement through business review process. 

The modelling of the boundary adjustment indicates an overall financial benefit of $4.8 million dollars (Net present 
value over 20 years at 9.5% nominal discount rate).  

The net impact on the operating results of our City are shown in the Operating Performance Ratio shown below over 
the period to 2023 (Councils current Long Term Financial Plan).
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FINANCIAL IMPACT OF SYDNEY AIRPORT AND PORT BOTANY ON COUNCIL’S LONG TERM FINANCIAL PLAN

The inclusion of Sydney Airport and Port Botany within the City of Botany Bay shows a financial benefit on Council’s 
Long Term Financial Plan.

Council’s annual revenue will increase by approximately $4.0 to $4.5m per annum. This comprises $1.5m per annum 
in additional rate income from airport land reassignment to Botany Bay.

There is a potential increase of a further $500k per annum dependent on the outcome of any revised arrangement 
being proposed between Sydney Airport and Rockdale City. An additional $2.5m per annum in revenue from the 
entire Port being contained within the City. Any increase in the resultant cost base will vary depending on the extent 
of services, maintenance, asset mix and asset condition that would be inherited by the City of Botany Bay from 
Rockdale City for the Airport and from Randwick City for the Port.

There are likely to be few additional costs from providing services in any enlarged area due to the nature of the Airport 
and Port. To be conservative, we have allowed for an increase in costs of $250k per annum to cover cost areas of 
administration and governance, public order and safety, environment, maintenance, transport and communications.

Additional funds will be borne in the first year to ascertain and document current development consents applying.

The net impact on the operating results of our City will be an additional $3.75m per annum.

Although the financial benefits of this boundary change are relevant and contribute to the long term financial 
sustainability for the City of Botany Bay, there are more important and significant benefits in relation to economic 
outcomes and communities of interest as outlined above.

The result would be the creation of an economic hub as a gateway to this Nation at a Federal level, with positive 
economic contribution at a State and Local level.
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GEOGRAPHIC COHESION

‘Communities of interest are groups of people who share a range of common concerns or aspirations. Communities of 
interest may occur where people are linked with each other geographically (e.g. people who work in similar industries 
or mutually dependent industries’ (Victorian Electoral Commission, October 2009, Report of local government 
electoral representation reviews conducted by the VEC between 2004 and 2008).

Reliable indicators of communities interest include transport connection between the areas which enables 
geographic cohesion. Other factors include the historical changes relating to industry and the mix of dwelling type of 
the area.  An analysis of such indicators show the there is strong communities of interest between the areas of the 
City of Botany Bay and the areas for inclusion under this boundary proposal.

The proposed boundary adjustment incorporates Gardeners Road, Anzac Parade, Bunnerong Road and Botany Road. 
The boundary adjustment would connect communities of interest and from Randwick and City of Sydney which have 
existing communities of interest and geographic cohesion with the City of Botany Bay. The proposed new boundary 
is part of the Botany Aquifer which connects Moore Park and Centennial Park with the Botany Wetlands in Eastlakes 
and would run through the core of the City like a spine. These areas are grouped around the two pieces of major 
infrastructure Sydney Airport and Port Botany. 

Section 263(3b) The community of interest and geographic cohesion of the 
existing areas and in any new proposed area
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In 2015 the City of Botany Bay finalised the Vision 2040 Project. This was a three year long policy development and 
consultation process which involved input from throughout the City of Botany Bay to develop a future vision of our 
City. The centrepiece of the Vision 2040 Plan, as outlined in the document Directions Paper A Vision for the City of 
Botany Bay is the Botany Wetlands Park. This would involve adapting the current Eastlake Golf Club for use as a 
regional park on par with Centennial Park. Council proposes that this park should be co-managed by the Centennial 
Park and Moore Park Trust. This would unite the Botany Wetlands with the green space of Moore Park, which together 
comprise the Botany Aquifer. This initiative does not only emphasise our commitment to the natural environment but 
also our ability to work with other agencies and levels of government.

This proposed combined area is heavily interconnected with functional road linkages, public transport connections, 
footpaths and a growing network of bicycle tracks. A single municipality aligned with the Metropolitan Strategy could 
better manage these connections. 

The proposed new area would also conform with the boundaries of the Greater Sydney Commission six districts. 
These district reflect the economic and community relationships between groupings of Local Government areas.

The NSW Government recently consolidated services at various locations to a Service NSW Centre within the Botany 
Bay area. As part of this process the Government closed the Maroubra RMS Office. The Botany RMS was renamed 
Service NSW and now serves as the single centre for government agencies in the Botany Bay and Randwick City 
Local Government Areas. The consolidation of these services is made on the basis that there is strong communities 
of interest between Botany Bay residents and residents to the East of our City which include the area within this 
proposed boundary adjustment. 
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TRANSPORT CONNECTIONS

Transport for NSW places Botany Bay in the “Eastern Region” of the bus service network. Evidence of geographic 
cohesion is demonstrated by the key public transport hubs located in the proposed municipality which include 
Mascot Station, Green Square Station, Westfield Eastgardens and Maroubra Junction. 

Analysis of the transport network shows that the areas under the proposed boundary adjustment have transport links 
to all parts of the City of Botany Bay.

The proposed boundary adjustment would contain Four Railway Stations:

•  Domestic Airport, International Airport, Mascot Suburban are located in the City of Botany Bay

• Green Square located within the City of Sydney

The geographic cohesion between Green Square and the City of Botany Bay has been recognised by Minister for 
Transport, Mr Andrew Constance. In a letter dated 30 June 2015 Minister Andrew Constance recognises the potential 
for Green Square to service Mascot and Botany acknowledges the need to improve the connectivity of the area.1 

Bus Service Suburbs in the City of Botany Bay Suburbs in the proposed South Sydney Council

L09 Port Botany, Banksmeadow, Botany and Mascot Green Square

M20 Botany and Mascot Green Square, Waterloo and Zetland

X09 Port Botany, Botany and Mascot Waterloo

X10 Eastgardens, Botany and Mascot Beaconsfield, Waterloo

X92 Daceyville and Eastgardens Chifley, Kensington, Kingsford, Little Bay, Maroubra 
and Matraville

301 Eastgardens, Eastlakes and Mascot Rosebery

302 Daceyville and Eastgardens Kensington, Kingsford and Zetland

303 Mascot Rosebery and Zetland

X03 Eastlakes, Mascot Zetland

305 Mascot Alexandria and Waterloo

309 Botany, Mascot and Port Botany Alexandria, Beaconsfield, Green Square and 
Rosebery

310 Botany, Mascot and Pagewood Beaconsfield, Rosebery and Waterloo

316 Eastgardens Maroubra Junction, South Coogee

317 Eastgardens and Hillsdale Malabar, Maroubra and South Coogee

342 Daceyville Kingsford

343 Daceyville, Mascot, Rosebery Kingsford, Rosebery, Waterloo and Zetland

353 Eastgardens Maroubra, Maroubra Beach and South Coogee

391 Banksmeadow, Port Botany and Eastgardens Chifley, Kensington, Kingsford, La Perouse, 
Matraville, Moore Park and Phillip Bay

392 Eastgardens Chifley, Kensington, Kingsford, Little Bay, Maroubra 
and Matraville

400 Domestic Airport, Eastgardens, International 
Airport, Mascot and Pagewood

Kensington, Kingsford, Randwick, Prince of Wales 
Hospital and Maroubra Junction

410 Domestic Airport, Eastgardens, International 
Airport, Mascot and Pagewood

Kensington, Kingsford, Randwick, Prince of Wales 
Hospital and Maroubra Junction

418 Daceyville, Eastlakes, Mascot and Rosebery Kingsford and Rosebery

1
Andrew Constance, Letter, 30 June 2015 (enclosed).
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EMPLOYMENT CONNECTIONS

A reliable indicator of communities of interest is employment connections. Given the availability of transport 
connections, it is not surprising that the most common employment connection is between the City of Botany Bay 
and Randwick City. The top four locations for local residents to travel to work are:

1. Botany Bay 4,307 – 23.4%

2. Randwick 2,672 – 14.5%

3. Sydney (inner) 2,214 – 12.0%

4. Sydney (south) 1,667 – 9.1%

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

The City of Botany Bay’s educational institutions and those within the eastern suburbs are mutually dependent 
and further supporting the proposed boundary adjustment. A map of public primary school catchment areas 
demonstrates the extent to which education services in our City overlap with those in neighbouring Local 
Government Areas in the City of Sydney and Randwick City. School catchment areas are a good indicator of 
communities of interest. For example:

•  Gardeners Road Public School (located in City of Sydney) services Rosebery and Mascot in the City of Botany Bay 
and Rosebery and Beaconsfield and Alexandria in the City of Sydney

•  Eastlakes Public School, located in the City of Botany Bay, services Eastlakes and Rosebery in Botany Bay and a 
part of Rosebery in the City of Sydney

•  Daceyville Public School (located in City of Botany Bay) services Daceyville and Pagewood in the City of Botany Bay 
and parts of Kingsford located in Randwick Council

•  Maroubra Junction Public School (located in Randwick City) services Eastgardens in City of Botany Bay and 
Maroubra and Maroubra Junction in Randwick City Council

•  Matraville Public School (located in the City of Botany Bay) services Hillsdale in the City of Botany Bay and 
Matraville in Randwick City
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There is no equivalent map for public high schools in 
Botany Bay and the surrounding communities. However, 
information obtained directly through JJ Cahill Memorial 
High School at Mascot lists four primary schools as 
its ‘feeder schools’, these are Mascot Public School, 
Eastlakes Public School, Botany Public School and 
Gardeners Road Public School. The first three schools 
are in the City of Botany Bay but the fourth is located 
to the north in the City of Sydney. Similarly, South 
Sydney High School is located in Maroubra in Randwick 
City, has seven feeder schools: Botany Public School, 
Banksmeadow Public School, Daceyville Public School, 
Maroubra Public School, Maroubra Junction Public 
School, Pagewood Public School and South Coogee 
Public School.

There are no independent, Catholic schools or selective 
high schools in the Botany Bay LGA. As a result our 
local residents electing a private education send their 
children to schools in the Eastern suburbs and the 
Sydney CBD area. This enables our residents to form 
communities of interest with school communities. 
These schools listed here demonstrate the social 
connections with the eastern suburbs and the City of 
Botany Bay: Brigidine College; Champagnat College; 
International Grammar School; Kincoppal Rose Bay; 
Lycee Condorcet The International French School; 
Marcellin College; Our Lady of the Sacred Heart College; 
Reddam House; SCEGGS Darlinghurst; St Andrew’s 
Cathedral School; St Catherines School; St Clares 
College; St Mary’s Cathedral College; St Spyridon 
College; St Vincents College; Sydney Boys High School; 
Sydney Girls High School; The Scots College and 
Waverley College.Botany Bay residents also travel to the 
eastern suburbs and Sydney CBD for tertiary education 
services including: NIDA; Sydney Business School; The 
Hotel School; TAFE Randwick; University of Notre Dame; 
University of NSW; University of Sydney and University of 
Technology Sydney.

This demonstrates that Botany Bay is part of the same 
education market place as the southern half of the City 
of Sydney and Randwick Council areas, those which 
are included in the boundary adjustment proposal. This 
is further evidence of a strong community of interest 
across the extended City of Botany Bay Council. 

RELIGIOUS INSTITUTIONS

Following the State Government’s lead in service 
provision, numerous third parties and organisations 
have modelled their service delivery on a regional basis. 
For example the Catholic Church places Botany Bay 
in the Botany-Randwick Deanery with Randwick. The 
Randwick-Botany Deanery also comprises parts of the 
City of Sydney. As demonstrated in the image below 

Our Lady of the Rosary Parish in Kensington (Randwick) 
extends into the City of Sydney and into the City of 
Botany Bay. Similarly St Michael’s Parish Daceyville 
(City of Botany Bay) extends into part of Kensington in 
Randwick. Finally St Josephs Parish Rosebery (City of 
Sydney) also services the part of Rosebery located in the 
City of Botany Bay.

Other major denominations share religious services and 
facilities across local government borders in South-
East Sydney. The City of Botany Bay’s large Greek 
Orthodox population primarily visit two churches, one in 
Botany Bay the other in Randwick. St Catherine’s Greek 
Orthodox Church in Mascot services the western half of 
the City of Botany Bay. Greek Orthodox residents in the 
suburbs of Daceyville, Pagewood and Hillsdale are more 
likely to attend St Sypridon Greek Orthodox Church, 
Kingsford.

Similarly, Jewish residents in Botany Bay usually 
worship at Maroubra or Coogee Synagogues. Within the 
Anglican Archdiocese of Sydney the City of Botany Bay 
falls under the authority of the Bishop of South Sydney 
whose Diocese covers the entire proposed new area of 
the City of Botany Bay with the boundary adjustment.

The City of Botany Bay’s growing Islamic population 
does not have a formalised place of worship within the 
City of Botany Bay. As such many local Muslims worship 
at the Zetland Mosque on Bourke Street. Incorporating 
Zetland into the Botany Bay area would reflect the 
ethnic and religious diversity of the area, recognising 
communities of interest and interconnected nature of 
the areas for inclusion under the boundary adjustment 
with the City of Botany Bay.
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SPORT

Souths Sydney Rabbitohs

Sporting allegiances can be a good indicator of where community of interests lie.  The City of Botany Bay’s allegiance 
lie with the South Sydney Rabbitohs. Council expresses this support each year by flying Rabbitohs flags along Botany 
Road. Council also works with South’s charity wing Souths Cares to deliver support services within our community. 
Our community’s love of Souths is an important part of our local culture. Botany Bay residents from all walks of life 
and all cultural backgrounds are united by this passion. Our community has contributed a number of great players 
to the game including Mario Fenech, John Sutton, George Piggins and Ian Roberts. Local feeder teams the Botany 
Rams and the Mascot Jets continue to help nurture generations of new talent and the traditions of the NRL.

Botany Bay residents support Souths because they identify as members of the South Sydney area. Botany Bay’s 
love of Souths is shared with the other suburbs that traditionally comprise Souths territory: Alexandria, Beaconsfield, 
Chifley, Coogee, Kensington, Kingsford, La Perouse, Little Bay, Malabar, Maroubra, Matraville, Phillip Bay, Redfern, 
Rosebery, South Coogee, Surry Hills, Waterloo and Zetland. 

Amateur Sport

The division in professional sports team loyalty is reflected on an amateur level. The Pagewood-Botany Football 
Club (Soccer) competes in the broader Eastern Suburbs Football Association competition against teams from 
City of Sydney, Randwick, Waverley and Woollahra. The South Sydney District Junior Rugby Football League covers 
traditional Souths areas the City of Botany Bay, City of Sydney, Randwick and Marrickville. The Eastern Suburbs 
(Roosters) do not have a junior football competition, therefore the league also covers Waverley and Woollahra. The 
Randwick Netball Association covers the same six Local Government Areas. 
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Section 263(3c) The existing historical and traditional values in the existing 
areas and the impact of change on them

The area proposed for inclusion as part of this proposal share similar traditional values, rich heritage and shared 
facilities centred on sport and recreation and industry changes shaped by the significant impact of the Airport  
and Port.

THE FIRST AUSTRALIANS 

Prior to European settlement , the area now known as the City of Botany Bay was home to a thriving Aboriginal 
community. Archaeological evidence confirms that Aboriginal people lived on the shores of Botany Bay for more 
than 9,000 years. The Gadigal people were primarily fishermen who relied on the Bay and waterways for subsistence. 
Contemporary estimations of the Indigenous population of the region before European settlement vary from 1,200 to 
5,000 people. It is also likely that Botany Bay was home to a regional market and meeting place and that Aboriginal 
people would come here to trade and meet with other peoples. There is some controversy as to the exact areas 
of land owned by the Gadigal and Bidegal peoples. On advice provided by the La Perouse Land Council, Council 
acknowledges both Bidegal and Gadigal people in recognition of this uncertainty. The location of the local Land 
Council in Randwick demonstrates the inter-connected nature of our local Aboriginal community. The La Perouse 
Land Council is responsible for suburbs in both City of Botany Bay and Randwick Council. Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander residents in the City of Botany Bay continue to rely on La Perouse Land Council for services and support.
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RECREATION

Following his survey of Botany Bay in 1770, Captain Cook and Dr Joseph Banks recommended that Botany Bay serve 
as the site of a proposed Penal Colony. However, after landing on the south shore of Botany Bay Governor Arthur 
Phillip determined that it was an unsuitable site for occupation and instead relocated the Colony to Port Jackson. For 
the first few decades of the Sydney Colony, the southern half of the Sydney peninsula was only sparsely occupied by 
Europeans. One of the first industries in the Botany Bay area was leisure, centred around the Sir Joseph Banks Hotel. 
From this basis our community and Randwick have a strong tradition of elite sports. The current Royal Randwick 
Racecourse was once one of three horse racing clubs in Southern Sydney. The former Ascot Race Club was located 
at what is now the Sydney Airport runway and the Rosebery Racecourse was located in what is now the suburb of 
Eastlakes. 

In a similar manner, the unusually large number of golf courses located in southern Sydney is a legacy of this history. 
Founded in 1882, the Australian Golf Club is the oldest golf club in Australia. The Club has been located at its current 
site in Rosebery in the Randwick Local Government Area, on the border with the City of Sydney and City of Botany 
Bay since the early 20th Century. Previously the club was located at Moore Park and Botany. It was in Botany that the 
Australian Golf Club hosted the first ever Australian Open in 1904. 

Nine golf courses are presently located across the proposed new area, they are:

- The Australian Golf Club, Rosebery, Established 1882;

- Bonnie Doon Golf Club, Pagewood, Established 1897;

- New South Wales Golf Club, La Perouse, Established 1926;

- The Lakes Golf Club, Eastlakes, Established 1928;

- Eastlake Golf Club, Eastlakes, Established 1930;

- St Michaels Golf Club, Little Bay, Established 1938;

- Randwick Golf Club (previously the Civic Golf Club), Malabar, Established 1950;

- The Coast Golf Club, Little Bay, Established 1965; and

- Botany Golf Club, Botany, Established 1972.

This shared heritage as a leisure centre continues to shape the use of public land in the proposed new council area. 
There is the potential to improve management of this land, particularly of private golf courses which presently occupy 
public land.
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MARKET GARDENS

From the mid-19th Century Sydney colonists realised the advantage of the wetlands in Southern Sydney, particularly 
in the Eastlakes area and began to develop market gardens. Many of these original market gardens were Chinese and 
at one stage there were market gardens stretching from Eastlakes to La Perouse. The last remaining Chinese Market 
Garden is still operated by the Teng Family in La Perouse. The shared heritage of market gardens is a unifying feature 
across this southern eastern part of Sydney and will be consolidated by this proposal.

INDUSTRY

The same abundance of water and open land that attracted potential market gardeners to south Sydney also 
attracted industry. One of the first entrepreneurs to recognise the potential of south Sydney was emancipist 
businessmen Simeon Lord who established a fulling mill in Botany. Simeon Lord was the first of many businessmen 
who developed a corridor of industrial land which at its height stretched from Alexandria in the City of Sydney, 
through Mascot and Botany in Botany Bay to Matraville in Randwick. Major companies which have operated in this 
corridor include:

Company Name Industry Suburb Opened Closed

Amcor Paper Paper Manufacture Botany 1902 N/A

W.D. & H.O. Wills Tobacco Kensington 1902 1989

Kingsford Smith Airport Aviation Mascot 1920 N/A

Kellog’s Cereal Manufacturing Pagewood 1928 N/A

Bunnerong Power Station Government utility Matraville 1929 1975

Pagewood Film Studios Film Pagewood 1935 1959

General Motors Holden Automobile manufacture Pagewood 1940 1981

ICI Australia/ Orica Chemical manufacture Port Botany 1942 N/A

Boral Oil, building supply manufacture Matraville 1948 N/A

Nuffield Australia  
(British Motor Corporation) Automobile manufacture Zetland 1950 1975

Port Botany Sea port/ Government Infrastructure Botany 1979 N/A

Qenos Plastics manufacture Port Botany 1942 N/A

ENVIRONMENTAL  FACTORS

Over the past 30 years, Council has developed and maintained a strong focus on improving the living standards of 
residents affected by the City’s 100 year history of industrialisation and the challenges of living in close proximity to 
Sydney Airport and Port Botany. The streets and suburbs for inclusion in the boundary adjustment share the same 
history and challenges with similar land patterns, zoning changes and growth. 

The City of Botany Bay has turned the challenges associated with the clash of residential and industrial growth into 
strengths using its wealth of knowledge and strategic capacity to manage a range of environmental impacts, most 
particularly, air and groundwater contamination, noise and odour and traffic and transport issues.

Council has developed a strong, credible and sustainable partnership with key stakeholders to address, mitigate and 
resolve this environmental legacy. These stakeholders include government agencies, peak bodies, industry and local 
residents.

The boundary proposal would enhance the strong policy position adopted by Council to manage this environmental 
legacy and respecting existing local priority to address these significant environmental impacts as a consolidated 
new area.
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Council strongly believes that true democracy is an important factor in any mergers or boundary adjustment 
proposal. Council used a range of communication and engagement techniques to inform and involve the community 
and will continue to engage the community through the stages of the public inquiry process and as per section 263 
of the Local Government Act.

Community survey carried out on Council’s behalf by Jetty Research in June 2015 showed that 85% of respondents 
were very satisfied or quite satisfied with the performance of Council and services it provides to the community.

An earlier survey conducted in September 2014 showed that the majority of residents were satisfied with the quality 
of life in the City of Botany Bay compared to other areas of Sydney. One in five believed it was “one of the best areas 
in Sydney”, with a further 48 per cent believing it to be better than average. This positive attitude was also reflected 
in respondents’ confidence about the Botany LGAs quality of life in 2040. Eighteen (18) per cent were extremely 
confident it would be a better place to live then, and almost half (46 per cent) were somewhat confident.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT ON THE MINISTER’S MERGER PROPOSAL

Council resolved in November 2015 to call a poll of residents to ascertain their opinion and have a direct say on the 
NSW Government’s proposal to merge the City of Botany Bay with Rockdale City Council.

Accordingly, on Saturday 27 February 2016, a Community Poll was conducted across the City to enable electors to 
cast a vote.

The question was simple: 

“Do you agree that the City of Botany Bay should merge with Rockdale City Council?”

The question posed was true to the proposal.

The outcome of the Community Poll is as follows:

98% of formal votes received opposed the plan to amalgamate the City of Botany Bay with Rockdale City. 8070 
people in our community expressed a view, 7877 people being not supportive of the proposal and only 176 people 
supporting the proposal.

Each ‘No’ vote should be considered as an individual submission against the proposal to merge our City with 
Rockdale City.

Whilst voting on the proposal on 27 February, 2400 signed a petition in favour of this boundary adjustment proposal. 

Section 263 (3d) The attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the  
areas concerned
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Council’s Administration Office, 141 Coward Street, Mascot 2020. Telephone: 9366 3666  
Email: council@botanybay.nsw.gov.au  or PO Box 331, Mascot, 1460. 

www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au 

ON EXHIBITION

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND ASSESSMENT ACT, 1979
INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION NO. 2015/253/01
APPLICANT: TMR Investments Group P/L
SITE:  37A -39 Daphne Street, Botany
PROPOSAL: Integrated Development for the demolition of the existing building and 
construction of a four storey residential flat building containing 21 units including affordable 
housing and a basement car park with 20 spaces, and lot consolidation.
The Application is defined as Integrated Development under the provisions of Section 91A 
of the EPAA as the development requires an approval from Department of Primary Industries 
Water under the Water Management Act 2000. 
Information and plans relating to the proposal will be on public exhibition from 27/01/2016 
to 26/02/2016 at Council’s Customer Service Centre, 141 Coward Street, Mascot, between 
the hours of 8.30a.m. and 4.30p.m. Monday to Friday (except public holidays) and Central 
Library Eastgardens Ground Floor, Westfield Shoppingtown, Banks Ave, Eastgardens 
Mondays, Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Fridays: 10am to 6pm, Thursdays: 10am to 8pm, 
Saturdays: 9.30am to 4pm, Sundays & Public Holidays: Closed. Persons wishing to make 
a submission should do so in writing to: Director – City Planning & Environment, City of 
Botany Bay, 141 Coward Street, Mascot, NSW 2020. If a submission is an objection, 
the grounds for objection must be specified. Please quote the Development Application 
number in all written correspondence. Submissions must be received by Council on or 
before 26/02/2016.  
For further information, contact Council’s City Planning and Environment Department  
on 9366 3666. 

Lara Kirchner
GENERAL MANAGER

TECH SAVVY SENIORS: TECHNOLOGY TRAINING FOR SENIORS
The Technology Training for English Speakers will assist seniors who have limited or no 
previous technology experience to learn new skills for the future. The training focuses on 
computer and internet use as well as social media. It is free and will help older people to 
access information and stay connected with their family, friends and communities.

The Technology Training for English Speakers will be held at Eastgardens Library through-
out February and April 2016. Bookings are essential. Call 9366 3888 to secure your seat 
or to find out more information.

CHINESE NEW YEAR CELEBRATIONS
After the tremendous success of the inaugural Chinese New Year Celebration last  
year, Council will again host a Night Noodle Market in Dacey Gardens, Daceyville.  
This celebration promises to be a great evening for all the family. Come along and 
celebrate the year of the monkey from 4pm through to 9pm at Dacey Gardens on 
Saturday 13 February 2016.

The City of Botany Bay is proud of our diverse and growing community. We are privileged 
and honoured to sponsor this special event with our neighbours Randwick City Council.

Council wishes everyone in our City prosperity for the Year of the Monkey!

“Gong Xi Fa Cai”!

ANZAC DAY
ANZAC Day Dawn Service is held from 6:00am at the Cenotaph in Booralee Park, Botany.

WHAT’S ON

HAVE YOUR 
SAY ON THE 
FUTURE OF 
YOUR CITY

The NSW Government has now announced plans to merge the City of Botany 
Bay and Rockdale City Council.  It is important that you make your voice heard 
at this crucial time on the future of our City.

VOTE at the Community Poll on Saturday 27 February 2016. 

To vote, you have three options:
1  On Saturday 27 February 2016, you can cast your vote between 8.00am and 

6.00pm at any of the Nominated Polling Places.
2  If you are unable to vote on the day, you may cast a Pre-Poll Vote at 

Coronation Hall Mascot or Botany Town Hall from Monday 15 February.
3  If you are unable to vote on the day and unable to attend a Pre-Poll facility, 

you may apply for a Postal Vote. Apply before Monday 22 February at 
communitypoll@botanybay.nsw.gov.au

Nominated Polling Places are located at:
•  Pagewood Seniors Centre - Holloway Street  

(corner of Dalley Avenue) Pagewood
• Hillsdale Community Centre - 236 Bunnerong Road Hillsdale
• Botany Town Hall Meeting Room – Edward Street and Botany Road Botany
• Coronation Hall - Cnr Botany Road and Coward Street Mascot
• Eastlakes Community Centre - 2 Florence Avenue Eastlakes
• Dorothy Elphick Mascot Childcare Centre - 53 Coward Street Mascot

For more information, contact the Returning Officer, Mrs Christine Andrew on 
9366 3574 OR visit the Returning Office at 1007 Botany Road, Mascot 8.30am-
4.30pm Monday to Friday OR email communitypoll@botanybay.nsw.gov.au.

Attend the Public Inquiry on Tuesday 2 February 2016 at Georges River 16ft 
Sailing Club, Sarnori Avenue, Sandringham. Register to attend by calling 1300 
813 020 before 12noon on Friday 29 January 2016; 

Make a Submission to Council Boundary Review, GPO Box 534, Sydney 2001 
or online at www.councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au. Submissions will be 
accepted until 5.00pm Sunday 28 February 2016. 

For more information or help with any of these issues, call the Mayoral Office on 
9366 3600, email communitypoll@botanybay.nsw.gov.au or visit our website 
at www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au

“Have Your Say on the Future of Your City” page 60 (back page) of Southern Courier, 26 January 2016

Australia Day Citizenship Ceremony, 26 January 2016
Deputy Mayor discussed the issue of amalgamation proposal with new Australians.
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Councillors staffed a stall providing information about the Botany Bay-Rockdale Merger proposal. Councillors also encouraged residents to 
apply for a postal vote. 

Botany Bay Gift, 26 January 2016

VOTE
COMMUNITY POLL

SATURDAY27 FEBRUARY 2016
www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au

Corflutes signs promoted  
around the City of Botany Bay
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Dear Resident,

The NSW Government has announced plans to merge the City of Botany Bay  
and Rockdale City Council.
It is important that you make your voice heard at this crucial time concerning  
the future of our City.

That’s why we are holding a Community Poll on Saturday 27 February 2016.Soon we will be sending you details of how you can vote and further information  
on the NSW Government’s proposal.
Visit Council’s website www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au or phone our Customer Service 
Centre on 9366 3666 for more information.

Lara Kirchner 
GeNeRaL MaNaGeR

CBB_CommunityPoll DL Postcard.indd   2

12/01/16   5:03 PM

DL Postcard, 18 January 2016

Have your say 

CoNCerNING 

tHe future  

of our CIty… 

Community Poll  

saturday 27 february 2016 

ConCerning the nSW government’S 

ProPoSal to merge Botany Bay City 

CounCil and roCkdale City CounCil.

CBB_CommunityPoll DL Postcard.indd   1

12/01/16   5:03 PM
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The NSW Government has announced plans to merge the  

City of Botany Bay and Rockdale City Council.

It is important that you make your voice heard at this crucial 

time on the future of your City.

VOTE at the Community Poll on Saturday 27 February 2016. 

To vote, you have three options:

1  On Saturday 27 February 2016 you can cast your vote 

between 8.00am and 6.00pm at a nominated Polling Place.

2  If you are unable to vote on the day, you may cast a Pre-Poll 

Vote at Coronation Hall Mascot or Botany Town Hall from 

Monday 15 February.

3  If you are unable to vote on the day and unable to attend a 

Pre-Poll facility, you may apply for a Postal Vote. Applications 

must be received before Monday 22 February 2016.

To find out more information on HOW TO VOTE, visit  

www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au or call the Mayoral Office  

on 9366 3600. 

Attend the Public Inquiry on Tuesday 2 February 2016 at 

Georges River 16ft Sailing Club, Sarnori Avenue, Sandringham. 

Register by calling 1300 813 020 before 12noon Friday 29 

January 2016

Make a Submission at www.councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au

For more information or help with any of these issues, call 

9366 3600, email communitypoll@botanybay.nsw.gov.au or 

visit www.botanybay.nsw.gov.au

HAVE YOUR SAY ON THE FUTURE OF YOUR CITY

DL Postcard, 1 February 2016

HAVE YOUR SAY ON THE FUTURE OF YOUR CITY
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The community of Botany Bay is overwhelmingly 
satisfied with the performance of Council and the 
services it provides to the community as reported 
through the community satisfaction surveys undertaken 
by Council..

The City of Botany Bay delivers a full-range of direct 
services and is a respected provider of traditional and 
added value services to the community.  These services 
include long day care, before and after school care, 
vacation care, family day care, meals on wheels, centre-
based day care for seniors and people with a disability, 
list shopping services, pensioner lawn mowing and 
city-wide verge mowing to name but a few.  In addition to 
community services, Council provides a range of other 
day labour services including the collection of waste and 
other city maintenance. Council delivers a high level of 
service through weekly and responsive waste collection 
services.

This proposal ensures that the existing services and 
levels of service are retained for Botany Bay residents, 
and will improve the level of service that is received by 
Sydney Airport and Port Botany and the associated 
businesses.

Section 263 (3e1) The impact of any proposal on the ability of the councils of  
the areas concerned to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services 
and facilities 

LAND-USE PLANNING AND SERVICE DELIVERY

The City of Botany Bay is positioned in the Central 
Subregion in the NSW Metropolitan Strategy, as is the 
area proposed under this boundary proposal.  This 
supports the strategic capacity of the proposed new 
Council to effectively advocate and deliver services and 
achieve place management infrastructure outcomes.
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OTHER SERVICES

The City of Botany Bay and the proposed new areas 
are located within the same service area for Medicare 
Local Districts, NSW Fire Brigade, Business Enterprise 
Centre regions, Local Police Area Commands and Local 
Emergency Management Districts. The last two areas 
are of particular importance given the strategic location 
of both the Port and Airport and the type of industry 
located within our City and heightened risk of a serious 
emergency incident.
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SYDNEY

MEDICARE 
LOCALSOUTHERN 

EASTERN 
SYDNEY

MEDICARE 
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Botany

Rose Bay
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Section 263 (3e2) The impact of any relevant proposal on the employment of the 
staff by the councils of the areas concerned

Section 263 (3e3) The impact of any relevant proposal on rural communities in 
the areas concerned 

The Proposal assumes services improvements through a 
business review process. Staff efficiencies are assumed 
through natural attrition and restructure when the 
three year statutory period of protection has concluded 
(Director level, Managers, Corporate Services, Works 
staff). 

This factor is not relevant to this boundary adjustment 
proposal.



This is a new proposal made to the Minister of Local Government and we respectfully request that it be 
referred to the Boundaries Commission under Section 218F of the Local Government Act. This proposal 
creates a strong council by achieving economy of scale whilst maintaining communities of interest and 
continuing to provide effective local representation. 

The City of Botany Bay expects that the newly formed Boundaries Commission will exercise its function 
under Section 263 of the Act to examine this proposal.

CONCLUSION
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APPENDIX
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28 February 2016 
 
 
 
Dr Robert Lang 
Delegate 
Randwick City, Waverley and Woollahra Municipal Councils Merger Proposal 
Council Boundary Review 
GPO Box 5341 
Sydney NSW 2001 
 
Dear Dr Lang 
 
The City of Botany Bay (Council) is pleased to present this submission for your 
consideration in assessing the New South Wales Government‟s proposed merger of 
Randwick City, Waverley and Woollahra Municipal councils.  
 
It is Council‟s position that the future of Port Botany would be best served by 
including the entire precinct in one local government area – a stand-alone, larger City 
of Botany Bay. 
 
The proposal the NSW Government has put forward for your assessment does not 
include any reference to, or suggestion to extend the boundaries of a newly merged 
Randwick City-Waverley-Woollahra local government areas to incorporate Port 
Botany. However, Botany Bay notes Randwick City Council‟s submission contains a 
suggestion to extend its boundary to include Port Botany and realign the boundary 
between Botany Bay and Randwick local government areas. This proposed boundary 
amendment constitutes a significant change to the merger proposal put forward by 
the NSW Government. It is our contention that this change constitutes a significant 
departure from the proposal and makes you unable to recommend this. Council‟s 
understanding of your role is that any changes to the proposal should only be minor. 
We assert that the significance of Randwick City Council‟s proposal would require a 
separate review process to enable all parties to have their say including residents in 
both the City of Botany Bay and Randwick City.  
 
Randwick City‟s case is largely predicated on issues we concur with – that the future 
of the Port will be best served by including it in one LGA. However, our view diverges 
significantly from Randwick‟s in terms of growth strategies.  
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This is an extraordinary oversight in a reform package aimed at bringing significant 
regulatory benefits to business. Further, it ignores Infrastructure NSW‟s State Plan 
Strategy and its focus on the linkages between Sydney‟s transport gateways, Sydney 
Airport and Port Botany. Carving out the „core‟ of Port Botany without accounting for 
critical links with associated industrial and employment lands and the Airport precinct 
(which would remain within Botany Bay) makes no sense within the context of any 
government strategy, which aims to keep Sydney “open” for international business. 
 
The City of Botany Bay requests that you consider the following when assessing the 
merger proposal put forward to you by the State Government, together with 
Randwick City Council‟s submission: 
 A review of local environment plans (LEPs) shows Botany Bay‟s growth 

strategies are dominated by the economic significance of Port Botany (and the 
Airport); 

 While Botany Bay is part of the Global Economic Corridor with specific priorities 
relating to structure planning for the Port and Airport precincts as „transport 
gateways‟, the coastal and harbourside communities of a combined Randwick, 
Waverley and Woollahra entity do not share this commonality; and 

 Continuing the division of Port Botany by expanding Randwick City to the west 
ignores the communities of interest around transport corridors, economic focus 
and social and environmental impacts. 

 The Independent Local Government Review Panel recommended that „key 
transport infrastructure such as airports and ports, and those nearby urban and 
regional centres that are principal destination points, should reside within the 
same LGA‟. This clearly applies to the City of Botany Bay, specifically the 
Botany-Banksmeadow area and Port Botany. 

 
Local residents in our City experience a greater impact on amenity arising from the 
operations of the Port than those in any other. Successive State Governments of 
both political persuasions have recognised this fact. That is why the majority of Port 
Botany has traditionally been included in the City of Botany Bay, while a relatively 
smaller portion of the Port has remained in Randwick City.  
 
Port Botany is the second largest port in Australia and a variety of goods are shipped 
from the Port through greater Sydney and New South Wales. These goods are 
transported by either road or the Botany Goods Line. In 2003 during preparation for 
the Port Botany expansion Sydney Ports undertook traffic counts of trucks departing 
the port on local roads.1 The weekday average traffic counts for container trucks 
departing from Port Botany were as follows: 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Matt Coetzee et al, “Chapter 21 Traffic and Transportation”, Port Botany Expansion Environmental Impact Station, 
URS Australia Pty Ltd, November 2003, p. 7. 
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Road Average number 
of port container 
trucks2 

Local government area 

Botany Road north of Exell 
Street 

398 
 

Located in City of Botany Bay 

Botany Road south of Exell 
Street 

576 
 

Located in City of Botany Bay 

Botany Road between 
Beauchamp Road and 
Bumborah Point Road 

1,037 
 

Located in Randwick City. 

Foreshore Road 1,823 
 

Located in City of Botany 
Bay. 

Bumborah Point Road 1,343 
 

Located in Randwick City. 

Beauchamp Road between 
Botany Road and Denison 
Street 

63 
 

Comprises the border 
between Local Government 
Areas. 

 
This data demonstrates that the majority of port related road traffic (55%) travels 
primarily through the City of Botany Bay. It is for this reason that major port-related 
infrastructure planning, including Westconnex, primarily impacts the City of Botany 
Bay. The disproportionate impact is even greater with regards to freight rail. The 
Botany Goods Line bypasses Randwick, travelling across the length of the City of 
Botany Bay before connecting to Marrickville. It is unsurprising then, that the vast 
majority of port adjacent freight handling and ancillary facilities are situated within the 
City of Botany Bay. 
 
The City of Botany Bay‟s economy reflects its large share of both Sydney Airport and 
Port Botany and the industrial and employment lands surrounding these two 
international gateways in the Sydney Basin. Gross State Product for the City of 
Botany Bay is $9.5 billion. Our residential population of approximately 45,000 swells 
to between 280,000 and 310,000 as people pour into the city to work. 
 
The particular aims of the Botany Bay LEP 2013 emphasises the role of Botany Bay 
City Council in supporting the economic significance of Port Botany and Sydney 
Airport, including as transport gateways to Sydney. 
 
Further, the Botany Bay (State Environmental Planning Policy [Three Ports]) is 
specifically designed to facilitate future development and operation of Port Botany in 
context of the future operation of Sydney Airport and the economic corridor. Aims 
include: 
 
 to provide a consistent planning regime for the development and delivery of 

infrastructure on land in Port Botany; 
 

                                                           
2 Please note: These numbers are unlikely to represent the true extent of local traffic impact as they pre-date the port 
expansion. 
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 to allow the efficient development, redevelopment and protection of land at Port 
Botany for port purposes; 
to specify matters to be considered in determining whether to grant consent to 
development adjacent to development for port purposes; and 

 to provide for development at Port Botany that does not, by its nature or scale, 
constitute an actual or potential obstruction or hazard to aircraft. 

 
The City of Botany Bay and smaller areas of Randwick and Waverley is shown as 
part of the Global Economic Corridor. The Plan does not set out any specific priorities 
beyond, „[preparing and delivering] a Structure Plan for the Sydney Airport and Port 
Botany precincts to support their growth‟. This aim is supported by designation of the 
two precincts as „Transport Gateways‟ in the plan, a major obstacle in Randwick 
City‟s proposal to grow its boundaries. 
 
Major economic drivers for the Central Subregion of the Global Economic Corridor (to 
which Botany Bay belongs according to present boundaries) are: 
 
 Facilitating good employment and transport connections and an efficient freight 

network to Sydney Airport and Port Botany; 
 Investigating pinch-points associated with growth in the vicinity of Sydney 

Airport and Port Botany; and 
 Identifying and protecting strategically important industrial-zoned land. 
 
Unlike any other council in NSW, the City of Botany Bay also undertakes commercial 
contract work that supports internationally significant infrastructure. Council provides 
a full range of maintenance services to Sydney Airport and has done for almost 17 
years. Council successfully tendered for this work on the open market beating 
competition from traditional private service providers. It makes sense to group the 
entire Port with entire Airport precinct to deliver seamless, quality services to both. 
 
Our close engagement with businesses in the Port Botany precinct, particularly as a 
founder and principal partner of the Botany Bay Business Enterprise Centre, 
strengthens the case for keeping the Port within one LGA which looks to the Airport, 
not east. Council also has an existing and productive relationship with Port Botany, 
as both the local authority, community partner and through the delivery of 
maintenance services under a commercial arrangement. Accordingly, we are able to 
respond and assist with the delivery of Port objectives 
 
The connection between the City of Botany Bay and Port Botany is most succinctly 
demonstrated in our shared name. After all it is “Port Botany” rather than “Port 
Randwick”.  
 
As Delegate, Council asks that you consider what is best for this piece of critical 
national infrastructure while assessing the plan to merge Randwick City with 
Waverley and Woollahra Municipal councils.  
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While the City of Botany Bay does not object to this merger in principle, Council‟s 
strong view is that the Government‟s proposed merger ignores a sensible solution: to 
enlarge the City of Botany Bay‟s boundaries to include all of Port Botany and the 
Airport, to optimise the existing synergies between the port, airport and our proximity 
to the Sydney CBD and major transport routes. 
 
 
          Yours sincerely 
 

 
          STAN KONDILIOS 
           DEPUTY MAYOR 
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28 February 2016 
 
 
Ms Cheryl Thomas 
Delegate  
Ashfield, Leichhardt Municipal and Marrickville Councils Merger Proposal 
Council Boundary Review 
GPO Box 5341 
Sydney NSW 2001 
 
 
Dear Ms Thomas 
 
The City of Botany Bay (Council) presents this submission for your consideration in 
assessing the State Government’s proposed merger of Ashfield, Leichhardt Municipal 
and Marrickville councils. 
 
It is Council’s position that the future of Sydney Airport would be best served by 
including the entire Airport precinct in one local government area – a stand alone, larger 
City of Botany Bay. 
 
The proposal the State Government has put forward for your assessment does not 
address the future of the Airport in any meaningful way. The only reference to the 
Airport in the document released to the public is in relation to the delivery of the 
WestConnex project. This is an extraordinary oversight in a reform package aimed at 
bringing significant regulatory benefits. 
 
In March 2015, shared modelling undertaken by Morrison Low on behalf of Marrickville 
Council, Rockdale City Council and the City of Botany Bay examined the implications of 
an alternative local government merger option to that proposed by the Independent 
Local Government Review Panel for councils bordering Sydney Airport. 
 
While the ‘Airport Council’ merger option put forward as part of the Fit for the Future 
process is not being pursued, the City of Botany Bay requests that you consider the 
following when assessing the plan put forward to you by the State Government, 
together with Marrickville Council’s submission. 
 
 A review of local environment plans (LEPs) shows only Botany Bay’s growth 

strategies are dominated by the economic significance of the Airport (and Port 
Botany); 
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 While Botany and Marrickville are part of the Global Economic Corridor with 
specific priorities relating to structure planning for the Airport and Port precincts as 
‘transport gateways’, Ashfield and Leichhardt do not share this commonality;  
 

 Continuing the division of the airport precinct to the west ignores the communities 
of interest around transport corridors, economic focus, and social and 
environmental impacts; and, 
 

 The Independent Local Government Review Panel recommended that ‘key 
transport infrastructure such as airports and ports, and those nearby urban and 
regional centres that are principal destination points, should reside within the same 
LGA’. 

 
The City of Botany Bay has a larger economy than Marrickville in gross terms, and on a 
per capita basis. this reflects its large share of both Sydney Airport and Port Botany and 
the industrial and employment lands surrounding these two international gateways to 
the Sydney Basin. Gross State Product for the City of Botany Bay is $9.5 billion. Our 
residential population of approximately 45,000 swells to between 280,000 and 310,000 
as people pour into the city to work. 
 
In respect to growth, in addition to Botany Bay being the only council to specifically 
reference the Airport, the State Environmental Planning Policy (‘Three Ports’) also 
impacts the City of Botany Bay and is designed to facilitate future development and 
operation of Port Botany in context of the future operation of Sydney Airport. 
 
Both City of Botany Bay and Marrickville councils are shown as part of the Global 
Economic Corridor. However, the Plan does not set out any specific priorities beyond, 
‘[preparing and delivering] a Structure Plan for the Sydney Airport and Port Botany 
precincts to support their growth’. This aim is supported by designation of the two 
precincts as ‘Transport Gateways’ in the plan. 
 
In contrast, the particular aims of the Botany Bay LEP 2013 emphasises the role of 
Botany Bay City Council in supporting the economic significance of Sydney Airport and 
Port Botany, including as Transport Gateways to Sydney. 
 
Further, the State Environmental Planning Policy is specifically designed to facilitate 
future development and operation of Port Botany in context of the future operation of 
Sydney Airport and the global economic corridor. Aims include: 
 
 to provide a consistent planning regime for the development and delivery of 

infrastructure on land in Port Botany; 
 

 to allow the efficient development, redevelopment and protection of land at Port 
Botany for port purposes; 
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 to specify matters to be considered in determining whether to grant consent to 
adjacent development for port purposes; and, 
 

 to provide for development at Port Botany that does not, by its nature or scale, 
constitute an actual or potential obstruction or hazard to aircraft. 

 
Major economic drivers for the Central Subregion of the Global Economic Corridor (to 
which both Marrickville and Botany Bay belong according to existing boundaries) are: 
 
 Facilitating good employment and transport connections and an efficient freight 

network to Sydney Airport and Port Botany; 
 

 Investigating pinch-points associated with growth in the vicinity of Sydney Airport 
and Port Botany; and, 
 

 Identifying and protecting strategically important industrial-zoned land. 
 
Unlike any other council in NSW, the City of Botany Bay also undertakes commercial 
contract work that supports internationally significant infrastructure. Council provides a 
full range of maintenance services to Sydney Airport and has done for almost 17 years. 
Council successfully tendered for this work on the open market beating competition 
from traditional service providers. 
 
Botany Bay City Council’s position is supported by Sydney Airport Corporation Limited 
(SACL). At the Public Inquiry into the proposed merger between Botany Bay and 
Rockdale City councils on 2 February 2016, a spokesperson for SACL made a 
representation to this effect. 
 
In its Draft Submission to you, Marrickville Council’s only reference to the Airport is in 
response to SACL’s support for the City of Botany Bay. It is misleading for Marrickville 
to state that its voice has not been heard when we jointly commissioned modelling last 
year. Further, Marrickville Council has not to our knowledge made a representation to 
the Delegate assessing the Government’s proposal to merge the City of Botany Bay 
with Rockdale City Council, Mr Rod Nockles. 
 
Marrickville’s draft submission talks down the Airport precinct as a major economic 
driver; rather, the Airport is seen as a problem – not an opportunity - for a proposed 
Marrickville, Ashfield and Leichhardt local government area. By contrast, our close 
engagement with businesses in the airport precinct, particularly as a founder and 
principal partner of the Botany Bay Business Enterprise Centre, strengthens the case 
for keeping the Airport within one LGA.  
 
The City of Botany Bay asks that as Delegate, you consider what is best for this piece of 
critical national infrastructure while assessing the Government’s plan to merge 
Marrickville with Ashfield and Leichhardt. While the City of Botany Bay does not object 
to this merger in principle, Council’s strong view is that the State Government’s  
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proposed merger ignores a sensible solution.  The change Council suggests is minor to 
the proposal you are assessing and is to excise a small part of the Airport through a 
boundary adjustment. 

 
          Yours sincerely 
 

 
Stan Kondilios 
 Deputy Mayor 

 



45    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993



46    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993



47    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993



48    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993



49    PROPOSAL PURSUANT TO SECTION 218E LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993

1 
 

MAYORAL MINUTE NO 8 
 Extraordinary Meeting 16 November 2015 

 
 
1. Amalgamations 
 
Councillors, we have now reached the deadline for submissions to the State 
Government’s “Fit for the Future” process.  
 
It is important to say from the outset this process has been described in all the 
formal documents as a voluntary process and this Council has taken the State 
Government at its word. Various incentives have been promised to councils 
wishing to merge voluntarily. The State Government has made clear its support 
for council mergers as a policy, but no specific or clear statement of compulsion 
has been made.  
 
We have taken a strong stance against participation in a voluntary merger. We 
have three basic reasons for this stance: 
 

1. The City of Botany Bay – as confirmed by the IPART assessment – is 
financially sound now and into the future and able to deliver services 
effectively and efficiently 

2. Our community are strongly opposed to the City of Botany Bay being 
merged with another entity as demonstrated by both our postal survey and 
an independent, randomised telephone survey 

3. There is no shared community of interest in any of the mooted merger 
options (Rockdale, the City of Sydney, the combined Randwick and 
Waverley or the proposed ‘Global City’) and therefore a merger would pose 
a real risk to the fabric of this community  

 
As we have long warned, many councils are now capitulating to the pressure for 
mergers. We are seeing hasty shotgun weddings, inconsistent with the 
recommendations of the ILGRP, being waved through by a State Government 
desperate to get a “win” on local government reform regardless of the policy 
merits of the proposals. This is not a good way to do reform.  
 
We are now in the final days of the process. Nothing has really changed. The 
process remains voluntary. There are all sorts of whispers but the State 
Government has not yet changed its policy to one of forced amalgamations – and 
as we have resolved all along - we will not jump before we are pushed.  
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6) Believes that while the people of the City of Botany Bay will be best served by 

the retention of the current boundaries, should the State Government pursue 
forced expansion of Council’s boundaries and population, the City of Botany 
Bay should pursue an outcome that delivers a common community of interest 
and that this would involve an expansion of our boundaries to include parts of 
the City of Sydney and Randwick City that share a common social interest. The 
boundaries of such a community would run generally along the following lines: 
a) All of the City of Botany Bay 
b) All of Randwick City south of Rainbow St to Anzac Parade and Anzac Parade 

to Dacey Avenue 
c) All of the City of Sydney that is South and East of a boundary formed by 

Lachlan Street to Bourke St, Bourke St to McEvoy St, McEvoy St to Euston 
Rd, Euston Rd to Campbell Rd, Campbell Rd to Burrows Rd, Burrows Rd to 
Ricketty St 
 

7) Notes that a merger option along the lines indicated in point 6 would produce 
a City of significant scale and capacity, yet with a clear, shared community of 
interest. It would also allow the creation of a large city comprising the 
remaining parts of the City of Sydney and Randwick City and all of Waverley 
and Woollahra. This would be a much more sensible consolidation of the five 
councils covering the City, the Eastern suburbs and the South Eastern suburbs. 
One would cover the CBD, inner city and Eastern Suburbs, and would link the 
city, the Harbour and Bondi and support the economic activity along Oxford St. 
The other would cover the Southern and South Eastern Suburbs and include 
the Port and Airport and the economic activity along Botany Rd, O’Riordan St 
and Anzac Parade. Each city would have their own clear identity and 
community of interest and each would have strong internal economic and 
social linkages.  
 

8) Re-iterates that Council does not support a voluntary merger but has put 
forward the option at Point 6 to ensure that any sudden move to forced 
amalgamations is informed by a superior option to those than have previously 
been discussed. 

  

 
BEN KENEALLY 
     MAYOR 
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Councillors, we do however need to be agile in our approach and ready for a 
change in tactics by the State Government. The State Government may decide to 
move ahead with a Boundaries Commission process. They have the power to do 
so. As we have always said, should they wish to force mergers to happen, they 
need to stand up in public and make the case. They may well do so. We will be 
ready to engage in such a statutory process, respecting the rule of law.  
 
The State Government may, as rumoured, seek to suspend councils that have 
opposed mergers. This would of course be an extraordinary attack on local 
democracy for the State Government to use the tool of suspension as a way to 
punish councils that simply took a contrary policy view. But we must be prepared.  
 
I therefore move that we resolve as follows: 
 
That the City of Botany Bay: 
 
1) Re-affirms that it has no interest nor need to participate in a voluntary merger 

and that we respond to the State Government in these terms 
 

2) Communicate to the State Government that should it propose any alteration 
of the boundaries of the City of Botany Bay to a Boundaries Commission: 
a) We will immediately call a poll of residents to ascertain their opinion on the 

proposed changes – to ensure local citizens have a say; however 
b) We will not seek to frustrate that inquiry through procedural manoeuvres 

in the courts - because we recognise the authority of the State Government 
to pursue such a process under the Act 
 

3) Instruct and pre-pay a private election provider to hold a poll of residents on 
February 6th 2016 regarding any proposal made by the State Government to a 
Boundaries Commission regarding the City of Botany Bay, with the poll to be 
delayed on a week to week basis if no alteration is proposed before December 
31st 2015.  
 

4) Instruct our solicitors to commence action to injunct or otherwise prevent, 
overturn or reverse any attempt to suspend or dismiss the duly elected 
representatives of the City of Botany Bay and to place sufficient funds in their 
trust fund to support any such action.  

 
5) Enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with the United Services Union to 

extend the current employment protections under Section 354F of the Local 
Government Act 1993 to five (5) years for non-senior council staff should 
forced amalgamation of the Council occur. 
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IPART - Fit for the Future Assessment Summary
http://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/website/trimholdingbay/the_council_of_the_city_of_botany_bay_-_
fit_for_the_future_assessment_summary.pdf

City of Botany Bay - Fit for the Future Proposal 
http://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/Home/Industries/Local_Govt/Council_Portal/Applications/FFTF_2015/City_of_Bota-
ny_Bay_Council?ot=LG_FFTF_Proposal

City of Botany Bay - Fit for the Future Improvement Plan
http://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/website/shared_files/investigation_-_section_9_-_fit_for_the_future_
proposal_-_the_council_of_the_city_of_botany_bay/attachment_-_4_-_council_improvement_proposal_cobb.pdf

IMPROVEMENT 
PROPOSAL  
JUNE 2015
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Executive Summary 

Background and scope 

City of Botany Bay (Botany) has commissioned Morrison Low to undertake a high level business case to 

identify the benefits and costs of a potential boundary adjustment of Botany with existing parts of the City of 

Sydney and Randwick City Council.  

In late 2015, City of Botany Bay Council was deemed not Fit for the Future by IPART. Although it met the 

financial criteria set by the Government, it was found to not have sufficient scale and capacity. 

In December 2015, the Minister for Local Government made a proposal in accordance with section 218E of the 

Act to merge the existing areas of Botany and Rockdale. Through the submission process, Council has opposed 

that proposed merger. The residents of Botany have also opposed that merger with a poll of ratepayers 

carried out on the 27 February 2016, resulting in 97.8% opposed to the merger with Rockdale. 

The Government’s positon appears to be that mergers will proceed in Sydney and more widely across the 

State. Botany has therefore considered other available options and has made an alternate submission to the 

NSW Local Government Minister for an adjustment to the existing boundaries between Botany, City of Sydney 

and Randwick. Council is of the view that this is a superior option to the proposed merger with Rockdale. 

This report concentrates on: 

 estimating the financial costs and savings from the boundary adjustment 

 predicting the financial performance of the enlarged Botany council against the Fit for the Future 

benchmarks over the period covered by the councils’ LTFPs 

 comparing each council’s debt 

 considering the impacts on representation 

 considering the potential risks. 

Boundary adjustment impacts 

This report finds that the proposed boundary adjustment and enlarged City of Botany Bay Council would result 

overall in financial savings and produce a range of impacts on the Council and communities. 

 The report identifies potential financial savings of $4.8M (NPV over 20 years) if efficiencies are realised 

through the boundary adjustment. Efficiencies include reduction in staff at the executive level, 

managers, corporate services and works units 

 In addition, the report identifies potential financial savings of $2.7M NPV even if efficiencies are not 

realised, highlighting the potential financial impact of lower savings from the identified risks arising 

 All of the seven financial benchmarks are met within the required timeframes under both scenarios 

 Based on fifteen councillors, each councillor would represent 7,835 residents, meaning that Botany 

residents will receive slightly less representation than they are currently accustomed to, however 

representation levels would be increased for those residents currently in the Randwick and City of 

Sydney Local Government Areas 
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Key risks 

The merging of the councils’ areas also creates a range of risks that would need to be managed. In our view 

the key priorities for the councils, if this proposed merger proceeds and recognising the risks inherent with any 

such change to local government, are: 

 Transitional costs may be more significant than set out in the business case 

 The efficiencies projected in the business case may not be delivered 

 The implementation costs may be higher, and the anticipated savings may not be achieved 

 Apportionment of assets, liabilities and obligations from Randwick and City of Sydney to the enlarged 

City of Botany Bay council may be problematic 

 Decisions subsequent to the merger about the rationalisation of facilities and services may not reduce 

the cost base of the enlarged organisation as originally planned 

 Service levels rise across the merged council area, standardising on the highest level of those services 

that are being integrated 

 New services are introduced that are not currently delivered in one or more of the former council 

areas 

 The financial performance of the enlarged council is less than that modelled, resulting in the need to 

either reduce services, find further efficiency gains and/or increase rates to address the operating 

deficit 

 Developing a governance model that represents the communities of interest across the proposed new 

council area. 
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Introduction 

Fit for the Future 

In 2011, local councils from throughout NSW gathered for a summit, Destination 2036, to plan how local 

government could meet the challenges of the future. As a result, councils agreed that change was needed and 

that they wanted to be strong and sustainable and to make a positive difference in their respective 

communities. However, there were various views as to how this could be achieved, and in April 2012 the State 

Government appointed an independent expert panel to carry out a review of the sector. That Independent 

Local Government Review Panel consulted widely in developing its final recommendations which were 

presented to the Government in late 2013. 

The panel concluded that for councils to become strong and sustainable, both the NSW Government and the 

local government sector would have to play a part. The State indicated its preparedness to change the way it 

works with councils and to support them through meaningful reform. Local councils must also be prepared to 

consider new ways of working and new structural arrangements. The Fit for the Future program aims to bring 

these changes together to lay the foundations for a stronger system of local government and stronger local 

communities. 

The Fit for the Future program requires councils to actively assess their scale and capacity in achieving long 

term sustainability, and for councils to submit proposals to the Government indicating how they will achieve 

these objectives. 

All councils were required to submit a proposal to be or become fit by 30 June 2015. 

IPART was appointed by the Minister for Local Government as the Expert Advisory Panel to review all local 

council Fit for the Future proposals. South Australian local government expert John Comrie was appointed to 

support IPART in the process. IPART published a methodology for the assessment of proposals.1 

IPART released its report2 into the review of council proposals finding them either fit or unfit, largely on the 

scale and capacity assessment of the ILGRP or where the councils failed to demonstrate financial sustainability. 

In late December the NSW Government announced that it had considered these responses and was preparing 

merger proposals for a number of merger options that were not only for those councils that had been 

proposed for merger. 

In December 2015 the Government released merger proposals and appointed delegates who are tasked with 

supporting the Boundaries Commission process for each merger. Subsequent to this process additional merger 

options were proposed and referred by the Minister for consideration.  

                                                                 
1
  Methodology for Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals, Consultation Paper, April 2015 

2  Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals, Local Government – Final Report, October 2015 
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Modelling the proposed boundary adjustment 

Botany has commissioned Morrison Low to undertake a high level merger business case analysis of a proposed 

boundary adjustment of City of Botany Bay, City of Sydney and Randwick Councils. 

The modelling was undertaken on the basis of using publicly available information such as long term financial 

plans, annual statements, annual reports, asset management plans and submissions to IPART, in order to 

ensure consistency across the councils. This was augmented by further information provided by City of Botany 

Bay Council. 

The modelling is intended to allow the Council to understand what the benefits and dis-benefits of the 

proposed boundary adjustment are. It has involved analysing historic, current and forecast performance as 

well as drawing in information from other jurisdictions in which we have been involved in local government 

reform (for example, transitional costs). 

Reporting 

This report has been prepared to provide the key information required for Council to use in determining what 

is in the best interests of the Council and community. As such, it does not seek to make a recommendation but 

will provide comments and observations on the proposed financial modelling. The report focuses on 

performance against the seven benchmarks and a short summary of some key potential advantages and 

disadvantages. 

Limitations 

The data provided within the model is drawn from a variety of sources. For consistency across the councils, 

publicly available information has formed the basis of the analysis. Due to time constraints, the financial data 

sourced from each council has had to be taken at face value and has not been interrogated with each council, 

unless otherwise stated. 
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The Merger 

A comparison of the existing councils and the merged council is set out below. 

Table 1 Council comparator data 

 
City of Botany Bay 

Council 
City of Sydney Council 

Portion 
Randwick 

Council Portion 
Merged Council 

Geographic area (hectares) 2,706 552 2,327 58.3km2 

Population3 46,587 30,500 87,746 164,833 

Population projection 20364 71,259 58,159 98,879 228,297 

Number of councillors 7 10 15 15 

The proposed merger would bring together the port, airport and the lower eastern beaches of Sydney. The 

map below highlights the combined council areas. 

 

                                                                 
3
  Provide by City of Botany Bay 

4
  See note 3 above 
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Modelling the Financial Costs and Savings of the Boundary Adjustment 

The costs and savings of mergers of councils or parts of council areas arise throughout the period being 

modelled. The costs and savings should not be considered in isolation. They only form part of the information 

on which a decision should be made and, in particular, the overall financial performance of the merged council 

and projected asset expenditure. 

All costs and savings arising from the boundary adjustment are in comparison to the current operating costs of 

the combined councils. 

The merged council is modelled on the basis of a combined LTFP where all council costs and revenues set out 

in the LTFP are brought together. Actual data from the latest financial year (2014/15) has been inserted into 

that year and this has been compared to the LTFP projections. When loading data for each individual council, 

every effort has been made to ensure the best available data has been used. 

The models contain a number of assumptions that model the apportionment of part councils. High level 

adjustments have been made for the purposed of preliminary modelling. All costs and revenue have been split 

based on either population, land area, rating income, or a combination thereof. 

The combined councils’ LTFPs have then been adjusted by the costs and savings of the merger with Short (1 - 3 

years), Medium (4 - 5 years) and Long Term (6 - 10 years) time horizons. For simplicity, all transitional costs are 

modelled as taking place within the first three years. 

The total costs and savings arising from the boundary adjustment have been calculated under two scenarios. 

Scenario 1 – Efficiencies realised 

This scenario applies a range of financial costs and savings based on research of recent, relevant mergers of 

councils. It recognises that there are potential efficiencies to gain from bringing the two organisations 

together. 

Transition costs arise in the short and medium term from creating the single entity (structure, process, 

policies, systems and branding), harmonisation of wages, redundancy costs and implementation of a single IT 

system. Longer term costs also arise as staff numbers increase, and harmonisation remains a factor. 

Financial savings are modelled in the short term from a small reduction in the number of senior staff. Natural 

attrition is used to reduce staff numbers in the short term with a focus on removing the duplication of roles 

across the councils and creating greater efficiency in operation with reductions modelled in Tier 3 and 4 of the 

structure, the works units and back of office. Savings are also projected to arise in relation to procurement and 

operational expenditure due to the size and increased capacity of the larger council. In the medium and longer 

term further financial savings are projected by removing the duplication of roles in areas such as finance, HR, 

IT and management and reducing staff numbers. Savings also modelled for greater efficiency in operations and 

some rationalisation of plant, fleet and buildings (one off). 

A detailed description of the assumptions is set out in Appendix A. 
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This scenario is estimated to provide a net financial benefit of $4.8M over 20 years.5 

Scenario 2 – Efficiencies not realised 

Scenario 2 differs from the efficiencies realised scenario in that it assumes that the majority of savings 

identified are not realised. This recognises the risks inherent in local government mergers and a trend in both 

NSW (2004) and Queensland (2009) for staff numbers to rise rather than fall following their respective 

mergers. 

 Research conducted for the Independent Review Panel noted that each of the councils involved in the 

2004 NSW mergers had more staff after the merger than the combined councils together. The average 

increase over the period 2002/3 to 2010/11 was 11.7%6 

 Evidence from nine Queensland councils subject to mergers in 2009 shows staff growth post-merger 

with the average increase (nine councils) from 2008/9 to 2013/14 being 9.3% 

In particular: 

 no reduction in staff in Tier 3 or 4 (management layers) of the structure, the works units and back of 

office (finance, HR, IT, legal and communications) 

 no rationalisation of plant, fleet and buildings is made. 

The specific differences between scenarios 1 and 2 are set out in Appendix B. 

This scenario is estimated to incur a net financial cost of $2.7M 7 over 20 years. 

Tables 2 - 6 provide a summary, narrative and financial projections of the costs and savings of the merger.

                                                                 
5 

 Using a real discount rate of 7% over 20 years 
6  

Assessing processes and outcomes of the 2004 Local Government Boundary Changes in NSW, Jeff Tate Consulting
 

7 
 See note 7 above 
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Table 2 High level description of financial costs and savings arising from merger 

Item 

Short Term 
(1 – 3 years) 

Medium term 
(4 – 5 years) 

Long Term 
(6-10 years) 

Cost Benefit Cost Benefit Cost Benefit 

Governance 
 Reduction in total cost of 

councillors 
    

Staff 

Redundancy costs 
associated with senior staff 

Harmonisation of wages 

Reduction in total costs of 
senior staff 

Redundancy costs 
associated with any 
reduction in staff numbers 

Increase in staff costs 
associated with typical 
increase in services and 
service levels from merger. 

Harmonisation of wages 

Reduction in staff numbers 
in areas of greatest 
duplication 

Increase in staff costs 
associated with typical 
increase in services and 
service levels from merger. 

Harmonisation of wages 

 

Materials and 
Contracts 

 No savings are considered 
achievable  

    

IT 
Significant costs to move 
to combined IT system 
across entire council 

    Benefits arise from single 
IT system and decrease in 
staff 

Assets 
   Rationalisation of 

buildings, plant and fleet 
  

Transitional Body 

Establish council and 
structure, policies, 
procedures  

Branding and signage 

Government grant     
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Table 3 Summary of financial costs and savings for the merger: efficiencies realised scenario 
89 

  2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Governance -189 -193 -198 -203 -208 -213 -218 -223 -228 

Staff          

Redundancies -365 0 0 1,908 0 0 0 0 0 

Staff cost changes 177 -2,884 -5,921 -8,756 -7,313 -5,782 -4,160 -3,176 -3,195 

IT          

Transition costs 24,000 12,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Long term benefits 0 0 0 0 0 -2,361 -2,418 -2,476 -2,535 

Materials and Contracts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Assets          

- Plant and fleet 0 0 0 -2,210 0 0 0 0 0 

- Buildings 0 0 0 -702 0 0 0 0 0 

Grants and Government 
Contributions 

-10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Transitional Costs          

- Transitional body 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- Rebranding  1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  25,123 8,923 -2,118 -9,963 -7,520 -8,356 -6,796 -5,875 -5,958 

                                                                 
8
  The table provides a simple representation of costs and benefits which are then applied in the modelling 

9
  Costs are shown as positive figures, savings as negative 
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Table 4 Summary of financial impacts of the merger: efficiencies realised scenario 

 

 

 

 

 

Botany Bay, Randwick Portion, City of Sydney Portion, Airport Port Councils

Morrison Low Fit For Future Analysis

Actual Actual LTFP

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

(000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s)

Operating Results

Income Statement 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Source: Council Financial Statements and Long Term Financial Plan (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s)

Rates & Annual Charges 123,166               127,800              135,342      140,587      145,190      149,929      152,712       157,625      162,314      167,152      127,670      69,151        -              

User Fees & Charges 28,043                 30,175                27,228        28,054        28,905        29,793        30,710         31,651        32,612        33,610        17,901        9,301          -              

Grants & Contributions - Operations 11,360                 12,634                11,120        21,402        11,686        11,984        12,276         12,589        12,910        13,238        6,013          4,242          -              

Grants & Contributions for Capital 29,819                 43,748                8,468          7,687          8,077          5,790          5,016           5,941          5,411          6,856          5,271          2,139          -              

Interest and Investment Income 6,411                   5,944                  3,243          3,104          3,185          2,975          2,844           2,940          3,081          3,149          1,918          985             -              

Gains from disposal assets 902                      1,173                  199             200             166             231             3,117           217             221             208             83               83               -              

Other Income 15,438                 16,593                17,523        18,171        18,837        19,412        20,017         20,641        21,287        21,952        18,753        5,300          -              

Total Income 215,138               238,066              203,122      219,205      216,046      220,114      226,692       231,604      237,836      246,166      177,609      91,201        -              

Income excl Gains\losses 214,236               236,893              202,924      219,005      215,880      219,882      223,574       231,387      237,615      245,958      177,526      91,119        -              

Income excl Gains\losses & Capital Grants 184,418               193,145              194,456      211,318      207,803      214,093      218,559       225,446      232,204      239,102      172,255      88,979        -              

Expenses

Borrowing Costs -                       -                      -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Employee Benefits 64,208                 67,506                68,247        70,207        70,168        70,111        71,439         72,085        74,809        77,616        43,196        24,509        11,715-        

Gains & losses on disposal 269                      -                      -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Depreciation & Amortisation 34,236                 33,571                32,688        33,606        34,499        35,620        36,507         37,289        38,041        38,942        34,983        16,707        -              

All other Expenses 77,126                 84,294                82,103        119,821      98,356        92,842        92,609         94,208        94,132        96,860        65,867        30,690        2,830-          

Total Expenses 175,839               185,372              183,038      223,634      203,023      198,573      200,555       203,582      206,982      213,418      144,046      71,906        14,545-        

Operating Result 39,299                 52,695                20,084        4,429-          13,023        21,541        26,137         28,022        30,854        32,748        33,563        19,296        14,545        

Operating Result before grants & contributions for capital purposes 9,481                   8,947                  11,616        12,115-        4,947          15,751        21,121         22,082        25,443        25,892        28,292        17,156        14,545        

Selected Councils Combined LTFP - 2014/15 

Extrapolated

HOME
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Table 5 Summary of financial costs and savings for the merger: efficiencies not realised scenario 
1011

 

  2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Governance 10 11 11 11 12 12 12 12 13 

Staff          

Redundancies 274 0 0 1,669 0 0 0 0 0 

Staff cost changes 177 -2,884 -5,921 -8,217 -6,760 -5,216 -3,581 -3,585 -3,589 

IT          

Transition costs 24,000 12,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Long term benefits 0 0 0 0 0 -2,361 -2,418 -2,476 -2,535 

Materials and Contracts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Assets          

- Plant and fleet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- Buildings 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grants and Government 
Contributions 

-10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Transitional Costs          

- Transitional body 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- Rebranding  1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  25,961 9,127 -1,910 -9,449 -6,749 -7,566 -5,987 -6,049 -6,112 

                                                                 
10

  The table provides a simple representation of costs and benefits which are then applied in the modelling  
11

  Costs are shown as positive figures, savings as negative  
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Table 6 Summary of financial impacts of the merger: efficiencies not realised scenario 

 

 

 

Botany Bay, Randwick Portion, City of Sydney Portion, Airport Port Councils

Morrison Low Fit For Future Analysis

Actual Actual LTFP

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

(000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s)

Operating Results

Income Statement 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Source: Council Financial Statements and Long Term Financial Plan (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s)

Rates & Annual Charges 123,166               127,800              135,342      140,587      145,190      149,929      152,712       157,625      162,314      167,152      127,670      69,151        -              

User Fees & Charges 28,043                 30,175                27,228        28,054        28,905        29,793        30,710         31,651        32,612        33,610        17,901        9,301          -              

Grants & Contributions - Operations 11,360                 12,634                11,120        21,402        11,686        11,984        12,276         12,589        12,910        13,238        6,013          4,242          -              

Grants & Contributions for Capital 29,819                 43,748                8,468          7,687          8,077          5,790          5,016           5,941          5,411          6,856          5,271          2,139          -              

Interest and Investment Income 6,411                   5,944                  3,243          3,104          3,185          2,975          2,844           2,940          3,081          3,149          1,918          985             -              

Gains from disposal assets 902                      1,173                  199             200             166             231             3,117           217             221             208             83               83               -              

Other Income 15,438                 16,593                17,523        18,171        18,837        19,412        20,017         20,641        21,287        21,952        18,753        5,300          -              

Total Income 215,138               238,066              203,122      219,205      216,046      220,114      226,692       231,604      237,836      246,166      177,609      91,201        -              

Income excl Gains\losses 214,236               236,893              202,924      219,005      215,880      219,882      223,574       231,387      237,615      245,958      177,526      91,119        -              

Income excl Gains\losses & Capital Grants 184,418               193,145              194,456      211,318      207,803      214,093      218,559       225,446      232,204      239,102      172,255      88,979        -              

Expenses

Borrowing Costs -                       -                      -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Employee Benefits 64,208                 67,506                68,247        70,817        70,168        70,111        71,745         72,648        75,386        78,207        42,942        25,116        11,093-        

Gains & losses on disposal 269                      -                      -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              -              

Depreciation & Amortisation 34,236                 33,571                32,688        33,606        34,499        35,620        36,507         37,289        38,041        38,942        34,983        16,707        -              

All other Expenses 77,126                 84,294                82,103        120,021      98,560        93,051        92,823         94,427        94,357        97,090        66,102        30,931        2,583-          

Total Expenses 175,839               185,372              183,038      224,444      203,227      198,782      201,075       204,364      207,783      214,239      144,028      72,754        13,676-        

Operating Result 39,299                 52,695                20,084        5,239-          12,819        21,332        25,617         27,240        30,052        31,927        33,581        18,447        13,676        

Operating Result before grants & contributions for capital purposes 9,481                   8,947                  11,616        12,925-        4,743          15,542        20,602         21,299        24,641        25,071        28,310        16,308        13,676        

Selected Councils Combined LTFP - 2014/15 

Extrapolated

HOME
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Assessing the Merged Council 

The boundary adjustment of the councils is the sum of the parts on a proportional basis. This means that the 

asset and financial positon of each council directly contributes to the overall asset and financial position of the 

merged council. The modelling combines the projected expenditure of each council on assets (new capital, 

renewals and maintenance) on a proportional basis for the merged councils projected expenditure on assets. 

While there are significant transitional costs identified in this report, which mean the operating performance 

ratio of the proposed enlarged Botany council is initially negative, the improving financial sustainability and 

the efficiency benefits modelled as arising improves the financial performance of the merged council. 

The following table shows the results of our modelling for the boundary adjustment.  We note that Randwick 

was not assessed by IPART as a stand-alone council. It was only assessed as part of a merger with Waverly that 

it was found to be fit, meeting all seven benchmarks and having scale and capacity. 

Table 7 Merged council options performance against Fit for the Future benchmarks at 2020 

Asset Maintenance Ratio 

The calculation of the maintenance ratio is based on the number each council reports as ‘required 

maintenance’. There are no clear guidelines as to how required maintenance is to be calculated and, as such, 

the approach varies significantly across NSW. 

Each council’s assessment of required maintenance is assumed to represent the actual amount required to 

maintain their assets in an appropriate condition, and the merged council area uses the combination of each 

council’s assessment of required maintenance. 
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  IPART Submission 

Indicator Botany 
12

 
Enlarged Botany Council  

(both scenarios) 

Operating Performance Meets the benchmark Meets the benchmark 

Own Source Revenue Meets the benchmark Meets the benchmark 

Debt Service Cover Meets the benchmark Meets the benchmark 

Asset Maintenance Meets the benchmark Meets the benchmark 

Asset Renewal Meets the benchmark Meets the benchmark 

Infrastructure Backlog Meets the benchmark Meets the benchmark 

Real Operating Expenditure Meets the benchmark Meets the benchmark 
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Infrastructure Backlog Ratio 

For the purposes of this report, each council’s assessment of the Infrastructure Backlog has been assumed to 

represent the actual amount and combined to represent the backlog of the merged council area. Where a 

council does not fully fund asset renewals, we have assumed this will result in a decrease in the overall 

condition of the asset base and, as such, will increase the overall infrastructure backlog. 

Projected performance against the Fit for the Future benchmarks 

The enlarged Botany Council meets all seven indicators at 2020. 

Projections against the benchmarks are based on published data including each council’s submission to IPART. 

We note that the projected expenditure by the City of Sydney on assets over the period modelled falls below 

the benchmarks, but the City of Sydney was considered to have met the benchmarks by IPART. IPART appears 

to have accepted the City of Sydney’s argument that, over the long term, the City of Sydney’s expenditure on 

assets (maintenance and renewal) in accordance with their asset management plans would provide for 

sustainable infrastructure. The argument put forward by the City of Sydney was that over the course of the life 

of local government assets there would be peaks and troughs of expenditure and that sustainability should be 

measured over the long term. 

We note that it is the lower projected expenditure by City of Sydney which makes the enlarged City of Botany 

Bay performance fall below the infrastructure renewal benchmark. Taking into account the IPART position we 

have therefore assessed the enlarged City of Botany Bay as also meeting the asset benchmarks. 

The performance of the merged council against the benchmarks over time is set out in the graphs below. Due 

to the way the ratios are calculated the only difference in projected performance between the two scenarios is 

in the operating ratios – the Operating Performance Ratio and the Real Operating Expenditure per Capita. 

Given the relatively small size of the savings generated under both scenarios, there is only marginal difference 

in the operating ratios. 
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Figure 1 Operating Performance Ratio 

 

Figure 2  Own Source Revenue 

 

  

0.0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

4.0%

5.0%

6.0%

7.0%

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Operating Performance Ratio 

Enlarged Council With Efficiencies Enlarged Council Without Efficiencies Benchmark

50.0%

55.0%

60.0%

65.0%

70.0%

75.0%

80.0%

85.0%

90.0%

95.0%

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Own Source Revenue Ratio 

Enlarged Council Benchmark



 

 Morrison Low 17 

Figure 3 Debt Service Ratio 

 

Figure 4 Asset Renewal 

 

As mentioned above, the lower projected expenditure by City of Sydney makes the enlarged City of Botany 

Bay’s performance fall below this asset benchmark. Taking into account the IPART position we have therefore 

assessed the enlarged City of Botany Bay as also meeting the asset benchmarks. 
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Figure 5 Infrastructure Backlog 

 

Figure 6 Asset Maintenance 
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Figure 7 Real Operating Expenditure per Capita 

 

Debt 

None of the councils carry any debt so there would be no impact on either community in bearing costs of 

other councils’ debt. 

Representation 

One of the biggest negative impacts from council mergers is on representation. The number of people 

represented by each councillor tends to increase under mergers making it more difficult for residents to access 

their councillors and the council. 

Based on a proposed new area with fifteen councillors, each Botany councillor would represent 7,835 

residents. This would see Botany residents receive slightly less representation than they are accustomed to 

(one councillor per 6,185 residents), however both existing City of Sydney and Randwick residents will see 

higher less representation than currently, City of Sydney significantly so (from one councillor representing 

19,821 to 7,835 residents). 
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Table 8 Comparison of representation 

Council Councillors 
Representation

13
 

(population / Councillor) 

Botany 7 6,185 

City of Sydney 10 19,821 

Randwick 15 9,487 

Proposed Enlarged Botany Council  15 7,835 

Risks Arising from the Boundary Adjustment 

There are a number of significant potential financial and non-financial risks arising from this boundary 

adjustment that will need to be considered, including the following: 

 Transitional costs may be more significant than set out in the business case 

 The efficiencies projected in the business case may not be delivered 

 The implementation costs may be higher and the anticipated savings may not be achieved 

 Apportionment of assets, liabilities and obligations from Randwick and City of Sydney to the enlarged 

City of Botany Bay council may be problematic 

 Decisions subsequent to the merger about the rationalisation of facilities and services may not reduce 

the cost base of the enlarged organisation as originally planned 

 Service levels rise across the merged council area, standardising on the highest level of those services 

that are being integrated 

 New services are introduced that are not currently delivered in one or more of the former council 

areas 

 The financial performance of the enlarged council is less than that modelled, resulting in the need to 

either reduce services, find further efficiency gains and/or increase rates to address the operating 

deficit 

 Developing a governance model that represents the communities of interest across the proposed new 

council area 

If the new council chooses not to follow through with the reduced staffing as projected, this will affect the 

financial viability of the council. 

The integration of services with differing service levels often leads to standardising those service levels at the 

highest level of those services that are being integrated. This is quite often a response to a natural desire to 

deliver the best possible services to communities as well as the need to balance service levels to community 

expectations across the whole area. However, it does pose the risk of increased delivery costs and/or lost 

savings opportunities. Similarly, introducing services that are not currently delivered in one or more of the 

former council areas to the whole of the new council area will incur additional costs. 

                                                                 
13

  See note 2 above 
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The restructuring of any business activity is always a source of potential risk, and the adjustment of council 

boundaries to create a larger entity is no exception. A proper risk assessment and mitigation process is an 

essential component of any structured organisational change activity. 

Notwithstanding the above, this report is not intended to incorporate or deliver a detailed risk management 

strategy for the proposed boundary adjustment. However, it is possible to at least identify the major risks 

involved in the process from a strategic perspective. 
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Appendix A Costs and Benefits Arising from Boundary Adjustment of 

City of Botany Bay, Part City of Sydney and Part Randwick City Council 

Costs and benefits identified below form the basis of the modelling referred to throughout the report. Costs 

outlined below are one off unless stated otherwise whereas benefits continue to accrue each year unless 

stated otherwise. 

Assumptions have been made using the best available information including analysis of various reports on, 

and estimates of, merger costs in other similar situations. This has been supplemented with the professional 

opinion of Morrison Low staff based on experience including with the Auckland Transition Authority (ATA). 

Queensland Treasury Corporation August 2009 Report 

In an August 2009 report14 from the Queensland Treasury Corporation reporting on costs associated with the 

amalgamation of the Western Downs Regional Council, the report said: 

A net cost outcome in the first local government term is likely as local governments will incur most of 

their amalgamation costs prior to, and in the two to three years subsequent to, amalgamation. These 

costs then taper off. However, the savings resulting from amalgamation are likely to gradually increase 

over time through: 

 greater efficiency (i.e. a reduction in costs through improved economies of scale) 

 improved decision making capability, and 

 improved capacity to deliver services.  

While Western Downs only identified minor potential future benefits, it is likely that benefits will be 

generated from a reduction in CEO wages, natural attrition and procurement efficiencies etc., while 

providing existing services at current service standards. It is noted that Western Downs has been able to 

extend the delivery of certain services across the local government area.  

Queensland Treasury also provided comment on the reality that local government is different from 

businesses and that it can be difficult to measure benefits from mergers on a commercial basis: 

Businesses generally undertake amalgamations and mergers on the basis of a number of factors such as 

cost savings, increased market share, improved synergies and improved decision making capability. 

Generally, these factors are measured in the context of reduced staff numbers, reduced operating costs, 

improved profitability, increased market share and higher share prices.  

With local government these benefits are more difficult to measure as local governments may utilise 

savings achieved from improved economies of scale to increase the range and/or to improve the quality 

of services offered. As a consequence, the cost savings of amalgamation of local governments do not 

generally show up as improved profitability (i.e. operating surpluses). Similarly, improved decision 

making capability results in more effective decisions and better outcomes to residents but may not be 

reflected in a local government’s bottom line. This is because local governments, unlike the private 

sector, are not in the business of making profits. Therefore, it is more difficult to measure the cost 

                                                                 
14

  Queensland Treasury Corporation - Review of Amalgamation Costs Funding Submission of Western Downs Regional Council, 
August 2009 
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savings resulting from amalgamation of local governments than it is for corporations as the benefits will 

generally be utilised by the amalgamated local government in the provision of services.  

The costs and benefits that Morrison Low has modelled for a possible merger of the two councils are 

described below. 

1 Governance and executive team 

The formation of a merged entity is likely to produce some efficiencies as the result of a new governance 

model and rationalisation of the existing executive management teams. For the purposes of this review, the 

governance category includes the costs associated with elected members, council committees and related 

democratic services and processes and the executive team.  The proportional approach taken for the 

modelling of this boundary adjustment means that the governance savings are derived by taking a 

proportion of the three councils’ governance costs and applying an efficiency saving. 

The table below summarises the expected efficiencies together with the associated timing for governance. 

 Staff Duplicated Services Elected Members On Costs 

Transition Period Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Short Term 
(1 to 3 years) 

Streamlined Management 
(General Managers and 
Directors) 
Natural attrition 
(voluntary) 

General managers, 
directors, Mayoral/GM 
support 
council/committee 
secretarial support 

Reduced councillors 
and remuneration 

Staff associated costs 
e.g. HR, 
accommodation, 
computers, vehicles 

Medium Term 
(3 to 5 years) 

Streamlined Management 
and staff 
Natural attrition 
(voluntary) 

  Staff associated costs 
e.g. HR, 
accommodation, 
computers, vehicles 

Long Term 
(5 years plus) 

    

1.1 Governance  

The formation of a new entity is expected to result in efficiencies resulting from a new governance model 

and a reduction in the number of existing mayors and councillors. However, this will depend directly on the 

adopted governance structure including the number of councillors. Estimated governance costs for the new 

entity have been based on the councillor fees and expenses of Bankstown Council as reported in the Annual 

Report 2014. It is assumed that there would be fifteen elected members creating an estimated saving of 

$180,000 per annum. 

1.2 Executive management 

The creation of an enlarged council area entity is likely to result in efficiencies due to an overall 

rationalisation in the total number of executive managers required at the Tier 2 level (Directors). Revised 

remuneration packages for the directors for the new entity have been informed and assumed to be similar 

to that of the Bankstown executive remuneration packages, given the size and scale of the proposed new 

entity. 
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In addition, there would be a rationalisation of the existing director positions. Based on the annual reports 

there are six such positions across the councils with the combined remuneration based on the Annual 

Reports 2014/15. Assuming that the new entity would retain four director positions, but with changes to 

responsibilities, this is likely to have a saving in the order of $500,000. 

It is important to note that while ongoing efficiencies have been identified as effective from the short term, 

there is the one off cost of redundancies of approximately $365,000 that in our experience is a cost incurred 

during the transition period. This redundancy cost is based on 38 weeks. 

1.3 Rationalisation of services 

Under a larger council with greater land and population area, a number of the existing governance services 

would be duplicated and there would be an opportunity to investigate rationalising resourcing requirements 

and realise efficiencies in the medium term. 

As an example, the councils currently have the resources necessary to support the democratic services and 

processes including council and committee agendas and minutes. Under a new entity, there is likely to be a 

duplication of democratic resources and the new entity would need to determine the number of resources 

required to deliver this service. This is due to the proportional approach used for boundary adjustment 

modelling whereby a proportion of the costs of each existing council are taken and then efficiency savings 

applied.  The expected efficiencies relative to this area are realised in the Corporate Services Section. 

Based on our previous experience, one would expect resource efficiencies in a council of this size of between 

30 and 40%. The reduction in resources is only likely to occur in the medium term due to the form of 

employment contracts. However, having said that, there is the potential not to replace positions vacated in 

the short term, if they are considered to be duplicate positions under the new entity (natural attrition 

policy). The expected efficiencies relative to this area are realised in the Corporate Services Section. 

2 Corporate services 

In the formation of a new entity there is likely to be a reduction in staffing numbers across the corporate 

services in the medium term. Corporate services incorporates most of the organisational and corporate 

activities such as finance and accounting, human resources, communication, information technology, legal 

services, procurement, risk management, and records and archive management. Across the councils there is 

likely to be some element of duplication so there should be efficiency opportunities as it relates to 

administrative processes and staffing levels. Again this has been modelled using a proportion of the costs of 

each existing council and then efficiency savings applied. 

The potential opportunities for efficiency within the corporate services category are summarised in the table 

below along with the indicative timing of when the efficiency is likely to materialise. 
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 Staff 
Duplicated 
Services 

Contract/ 
Procurement 

Information 
Technology 

On Costs 

Transition Period 
Natural attrition 
(voluntary) 

Finance 
ICT 
Communications 
Human Resources 
Records 
Customer 
Services 
Risk Management 

   

Short Term 
(1 to 3 years) 

Natural attrition 
(voluntary) 

  

Staff associated costs 
e.g. HR, 
accommodation 
computers, vehicles 

Medium Term 
(3 to 5 years) 

Streamlined 
management 
(Tier 3) 
Natural attrition 
(voluntary) 

  

Staff associated costs 
e.g. HR, 
accommodation 
computers, vehicles 

Long Term 
(6 years plus) 

     

2.1 Rationalisation of duplicate services 

When taking a proportion of the costs for each council, there are a number of back office duplicated 

services.  These would need to be replaced, standardised and simplified. The rationalisation and streamlining 

of back office services means that there would be an opportunity to rationalise financial reporting, business 

systems, administrative processes and staff numbers. Examples for the rationalisation of corporate services 

include: 

 Finance - A reduction in finance service costs with the rationalisation of financial reporting and 
financial planning with a single, rather than two resourcing strategies, long term financial plans, 
asset management strategies, workforce management plans , annual plans and annual reports 
needing to be prepared, consulted on and printed. In addition, the centralisation of rates, accounts 
receivable, accounts payable and payroll, including finance systems will reduce resourcing 
requirements and costs. 

 Human Resources (HR) – The size of the HR resource would be commensurate with the number of 
FTEs in the new entity based on industry benchmarks. The number of HR resources would be 
expected to reduce proportionately to the reduction in organisational staff numbers. 

 Communications – The resourcing would be expected to reduce since there would be a single 
website and a more integrated approach to communication with fewer external reporting 
requirements. 

 Customer Services – No reduction in the ‘front of house’ customer services has been assumed on the 
basis that all existing customer service centres would remain operative under a single entity and the 
existing levels of service would be retained. However, there is potential to reduce the number of 
resources in the ‘back office’ such as the staffing of the call centre. 

The potential efficiency in the corporate services category is difficult to determine largely due to the fact 

that ICT accounts for a large cost through the transition into the new entity, both in terms of resources and 

actual cost. However, it is expected that ICT would be implemented in the medium term and due to existing 

employment contracts, the corporate service efficiencies would therefore only be realised in the medium 

term. The assumption underpinning the efficiency for corporate services is a 35%15 reduction in corporate 

support personnel that has an estimated saving of $3.2 million. On costs are considered to be included as 

the figures used are based on total employee costs as reported by the councils. 
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  Securing Efficiencies from the Reorganisation of Local Governance in Auckland, Taylor Duigan Barry Ltd, October 2010 
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There is the potential to reduce FTE numbers in the short term through not replacing positions vacated if 

they are considered to be duplicate positions through the transition and under the new entity (natural 

attrition policy). Following the end of the natural attrition period, redundancies would be applied to reduce 

staffing levels outlined above. 

In order to achieve the opportunities identified it would require detailed scoping, investigation and 

ownership to ensure that they are implemented and realised post amalgamation. The development of a 

benefit realisation plan would quantify the cost of implementing any identified efficiencies and establish 

when such efficiencies are likely to accrue. 

Redundancy costs have been modelled based on an average of 26 weeks.16 

3 Areas for further efficiency 

Based on the experience from previous amalgamations in local government, there are other areas where we 

would expect there to be opportunity to achieve efficiencies. These areas include management, staff 

turnover, procurement, business processes, property/ accommodation, waste and works units. 

 Staff 
Duplicated 
Services 

Contract/ 
Procurement 

Information 
Technology 

On Costs 

Transition Period      

Short Term 
(1 to 3 years) 

Staff turnover  
Property/ 
accommodation, 
Works Units 

Printing, stationary, 
ICT systems/ 
licences, legal 

ICT Benefits 

Staff associated costs 
e.g. HR, 
accommodation, 
computers, vehicles 

Medium Term 
(3 to 5 years) 

Streamlined 
management 
(Tier 3 & 4) 
 

ICT Resourcing Waste ICT Benefits 

Staff associated costs 
e.g. HR, 
accommodation, 
computers, vehicles 

Long Term 
(5 years plus) 

     

3.1 Management 

The extent of efficiencies for Tier 3 and Tier 4 is directly dependent on the organisational structure of the 

new entity, types of services and the manner in which these services are to be delivered in the future, i.e. 

delivered internally or contracted out. 

The Auckland amalgamation resulted in an FTE reduction of almost 60%2 across the total Tier 1 through to 

Tier 4 positions. While Section 1 addresses the Tier 1 and Tier 2 efficiencies, there is further opportunity for 

efficiencies in regard to the Tier 3 and Tier 4 managerial positions although these would only be realised in 

the medium term. In the case of this proposed boundary adjustment, the reduction in tier 3 & 4 are included 

with the 30% reduction in corporate services. 
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  The Local Government (State) Award provides a sliding scale for redundancy pay-outs from 0 for less than 1 year, 19 weeks for 5 
years and 34 weeks for 10 years. An average of 26 weeks has therefore been used throughout. 
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3.2 Staff Turnover 

While the industry average turnover is approximately 9% and on the basis that the new entity adopts a 

‘natural attrition’ policy not to fill positions in the short term, there is an estimated annual efficiency based 

on applying a modest 4.5% natural attrition. 

3.3 ICT Benefits 

Without a full investigation into the current state of the councils’ ICT infrastructure and systems and without 

an understanding of the future state, the ICT benefits cannot be quantified at this stage. However, benefits 

would include improved customer experience, operational cost saving and reduced capital expenditure, 

higher quality of IT service and increased resilience of service provision. It is also necessary to model a value 

for the benefits to balance the costs that have been allowed for in the transition. 

The operational cost savings and reduction of capital expenditure would be as a direct result of rationalising 

the number of IT systems, business applications, security and end user support from two councils to a single 

entity. The cost of IT and the number of staff resources required to support it would be expected to 

decrease over time. FTEs are assumed to reduce over time in line with reduced IT applications and systems. 

An allowance of 5% of the investment has been applied as a benefit from year 6 onwards. 

3.4 Materials and contracts  

The opportunity for efficiencies in procurement is created through the consolidation of buying power and 

the ability to formalise and manage supplier relationships more effectively when moving from two councils 

to one. An estimate needs to take into account that the councils may currently engage in some collective 

procurement including through a Joint Organisation and panel contracts but that the process also identified 

services contracted out by the councils which are not aligned or coordinated. 

The increased scale and size of the infrastructure networks managed by the merged council would, in our 

view, lead to opportunities to reduce operational expenditure through making better strategic decisions (as 

distinct from savings arising from procurement). 

Based on the analysis during the project and our experience, no savings have been modelled based on 

limited opportunities. 

3.5 Properties 

There is an opportunity to rationalise and consolidate the property portfolio through assessing the property 

needs of the new boundary area and disposing of those properties no longer required for council purposes. 

The rationalisation of buildings in the first instance is likely to incorporate accommodation associated with 

the reduction in staff. Other obvious areas would include the work depots although the size of the new 

council and the distances between centres makes this unlikely. 

A proportion of the councils combined buildings portfolio has been applied and this is around $280M and for 

the purposes of modelling the enlarged council, it is assumed that the council would dispose of 5% of the 

building assets in the medium term. In the longer term, savings in properties are achievable but should be 

carried out in a more strategic manner across the combined entity. 
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3.6 Works units 

Staff 

Based on our experience of reviewing a large number of works units across NSW, we have found significant 

savings in all organisations that we have reviewed. As such, it is reasonable to assume that a reduction in 

staff will be achieved in the medium term to reflect the duplication of services across the depots. 

Redundancy costs have been modelled for all works staff based on an average of 26 weeks. 

Following the end of the natural attrition period, redundancies would be applied to reduce staffing levels to 

those identified above. 

Plant and Fleet 

Based on our experience of reviewing a large number of works units across NSW, most councils have 

significantly more plant and equipment than reasonably required to undertake their day to day functions. As 

such, it is reasonable to assume that a reduction in plant and fleet in the order of 20% would be achievable 

should there be an amalgamation of councils. 

4 Services and Service Levels 

Typically, merged councils see an increase in staff associated with rises in services and service levels. 

Research conducted for the Independent Review Panel noted that each of the councils involved in the 2004 

NSW mergers had more staff after the merger than the combined councils together  and an average over 17

the period of 2002/3 to 2010/11 of 11.7%. 

An allowance has been made for a 2% increase in staff from year 4 onwards (i.e. after the period of natural 

attrition. 

5 Transition costs 

The formation of the enlarged entity from the current state of one whole and two part councils to one will 

require a transition to ensure that the new entity is able to function on Day 1. This section identifies tasks to 

be undertaken and estimates transitional costs that are benchmarked against the Auckland Transition 

Agency (ATA) results and the costs as estimated by Stimpson & Co.18 for the proposed Wellington 

reorganisation. 

In the transition to an amalgamated entity, there are a number of tasks that need to be undertaken to 

ensure that the new entity is able to function from Day 1 with minimal disruption to customers and staff. 

The types of tasks and objectives are summarised in the table below. 

  

                                                                 
17

  Assessing processes and outcomes of the 2004 Local Government Boundary Changes in NSW, Jeff Tate Consulting 
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  Report to Local Government Commission on Wellington Reorganisation Transition Costs, Stimpson & Co., 28 November 2014 
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Governance 

 Developing democratic structures (council committees) 

 Establishing the systems and processes to service and support the democratic structure 

 Developing the governance procedures and corporate policy and procedures underlying elected 
member and staff delegations 

 Developing the organisational structure of the new organisation 

Workforce 

 Developing the workforce-related change management process including new employment 
contracts, location and harmonisation of wages 

 Establishing the Human Resource capacity for the new entity and ensuring all policies, processes 
and systems are in place for Day 1 

 Ensuring that positions required are filled 

Finance and Treasury 

 Ensuring that the new entity is able to generate the revenue it needs to operate 

 Ensuring that the new entity is able to satisfy any borrowing requirements 

 Ensuring the new entity is able to procure goods and services 

 Developing a methodology for interim rates billing and a strategy for rates harmonisation 

 Developing a plan for continued statutory and management reporting requirements 

 Developing a financial framework that complies with legislative requirements 

Business Process 

 Planning and managing the integration and harmonisation of business processes and systems for 
Day 1 including customer call centres, financial systems, telephony systems, office infrastructure 
and software, payroll, consent processing etc. 

 Developing an initial ICT strategy to support the Day 1 operating environment that includes the 
identification of those processes and systems that require change  

 Developing a longer term ICT strategy that provides a roadmap for the future integration and 
harmonisation of business processes and systems beyond Day 1 

Communications 

 Ensuring that appropriate communication strategies and processes are in place for the new 
entity 

 Developing a communication plan for the transition period that identifies the approach to 
internal and external communication to ensure that staff and customers are kept informed 
during the transition period 

Legal 

 Ensuring any legal risks are identified and managed for the new entity 

 Ensuring that existing assets, contracts etc. are transferred to the new entity 

 Ensuring all litigation, claims and liabilities relevant to the new entity are identified and managed 

Property and Assets 

 Ensuring that all property, assets and facilities are retained by the new entity and are 
appropriately managed and maintained 

 Ensuring the ongoing delivery of property related and asset maintenance services are not 
adversely impacted on by the reorganisation 

 Facilitating the relocation of staff accommodation requirements as required for Day 1 

Planning Services 

 Ensuring the new entity is able to meet its statutory planning obligations from Day 1 and beyond 

 Ensuring that the entity is able to operate efficiently and staff and customers understand the 
planning environment from Day 1 

 Developing a plan to address the statutory planning requirements beyond Day 1  

Regulatory Services 

 Ensuring that Day 1 regulatory requirements and processes including consenting, licensing and 
enforcement activities under statute are in place 

 Ensuring that business as usual is able to continue with minimum impact to customers from Da1 
and beyond 

Customer Services 

 Ensuring no reduction of the customer interaction element – either face to face, by phone, e-
mail or in writing from Day 1 and beyond 

 Ensuring no customer service system failures on Day 1 and beyond 

 Ensuring that staff and customers are well informed for Day 1 and beyond 

Community Services 

 Ensuring that the new entity continues to provide community services and facilities 

 Ensuring that current community service grant and funding recipients have certainty of funding 
during the short term 
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Note - This is not an exhaustive list but provides an indication of the type of work that needs to be 

undertaken during the transition period. 

The transition costs are those costs incurred, during the period of transition, to enable the establishment of 

the new entity and to ensure that it is able to function on Day 1. The estimated transition costs for 

establishment of a new entity are discussed below. 

5.1 Transition body 

In the case of Auckland, the ATA was established to undertake the transition from nine councils to one 

entity. In order to undertake the transition, the ATA employed staff and contractors had other operational 

costs such as rented accommodation, ICT and communications. The cost of the ATA in 2009 was reported at 

$36 million and it is important to note that a substantial number of staff were seconded to the ATA from the 

existing councils to assist with undertaking the transition tasks. The cost of these secondments and support 

costs was at the cost of the existing councils and not the ATA. 

The work undertaken for the reorganisation of Wellington identified the cost of the transition body as $20.6 

million and, on the assumption of FTEs to transition body costs for Wellington, the estimated cost of the 

transition body for the boundary adjustment is $10 million. This figure may be understated and is dependent 

on the governance structure adopted and other unknown factors that may influence the cost of the 

transition body. The cost of staff secondment and support costs from existing councils to the transition body 

is not included in the cost estimate. 

5.2 ICT 

The costs associated with ICT for the new enlarged entity relate to incorporating the existing councils’ ICT 

infrastructure, business applications, security and end user support into one entity. The full rationalisation of 

IT systems based on other amalgamation experience will not occur for Day 1 of the new entity and could 

take anywhere between three to five years to finalise depending on the complexities of the preferred 

system. However, there are some critical aspects for the new entity to function on Day 1 including the ability 

to make and receive payments, procure goods and services, and manage staff so there are ICT costs incurred 

during the transition. 

Estimating the costs for ICT is inherently difficult due to the complexities associated with integrating systems 

and applications, and not knowing what the new entity may decide on as a future system. With the limited 

time to undertake this report, the ICT costs have thus been based on the proposed Wellington 

reorganisation. A number of ICT scenarios were explored by Deloitte  for Wellington. The estimated cost is 19

split between those costs incurred during the transition and the implementation costs post Day 1 that would 

be the responsibility of the new entity, giving rise to an estimate of ITC transition cost of $40m. 
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  Wellington Local Government Reorganisation Options – Transition Costs and Benefits for Technology Changes, Deloitte, 

September 2014 
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5.3 Business Process 

As part of ensuring the entity is functional on Day 1 is the requirement to redesign the business processes of 

the existing councils to one that integrates with the ICT systems. This would include the likes of consents, 

licensing and forms to replace that of the existing councils’. In the case of Auckland, these tasks were largely 

undertaken by staff seconded to the transition body, the cost of which was not identified as it was a cost 

picked up by the nine existing councils. 

5.4 Branding 

The new entity will require its own branding and, as part of this, a new logo will need to be designed. Once 

agreed, there will be a need to replace some existing signage of the two councils for Day 1 of the new entity 

on buildings, facilities and vehicles. In addition, it will be necessary to replace the existing website, staff 

uniforms, letterheads, brochures, forms and other items. The estimated cost for branding is $1.5m based on 

other amalgamation experience. 

5.5 Redundancy Costs 

This is derived from a reduction of senior contracted staff and is based on employment contracts with a 

redundancy period of 38 weeks and councils’ respective Annual Reports 2014/15. 

5.6 Remuneration Harmonisation 

The remuneration and terms and conditions for staff would need to be reviewed as part of the transition as 

there is currently a variation in pay rates and conditions across the two councils. In order to estimate the 

cost of wage parity for moving to a single entity, the average employee costs for similar councils have been 

compared to that of the combined councils as well as between the three councils. 
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Appendix B Variation from Efficiencies Realised Assumptions 

1 Corporate services 

1.1 Rationalisation of duplicate services 

No reduction in staff for duplicated services meaning no change in staff levels for Finance, HR, Legal, and 

Communications  

2 Areas for further efficiency 

2.1 Management 

No reduction in staff in management positions e.g. Tier 3 and Tier 4  

2.2 Staff Turnover 

No natural attrition factored in as the model assumes no reduction in staff numbers is required. There is 

therefore no logic in applying natural attrition to reduce numbers and the assumption is that staff who leave 

will be replaced. 

2.3 Properties 

No rationalisation of council properties. 

2.4 Works units 

Staff 

No reduction in staff. 

Plant and Fleet 

No reduction in plant and fleet. 
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Appendix C Fit for the Future Benchmarks20 

Operating Performance Ratio 

Total continuing operating revenue (exc. capital grants and contributions) less operating expenses 

Total continuing operating revenue (exc. capital grants and contributions)  

Description and Rationale for Criteria: 

TCorp in their review of financial sustainability of local government found that operating performance was a core 

measure of financial sustainability. 

Ongoing operating deficits are unsustainable and they are one of the key financial sustainability challenges facing the 

sector as a whole. While operating deficits are acceptable over a short period, consistent deficits will not allow 

Councils to maintain or increase their assets and services or execute their infrastructure plans. 

Operating performance ratio is an important measure as it provides an indication of how a council generates revenue 

and allocates expenditure (e.g. asset maintenance, staffing costs). It is an indication of continued capacity to meet 

on-going expenditure requirements. 

Description and Rationale for Benchmark: 

TCorp recommended that all councils should be at least break even operating position or better, as a key component 

of financial sustainability. Consistent with this recommendation the benchmark for this criteria is greater than or 

equal to break even over a three year period. 

Own Source Revenue Ratio 

Total continuing operating revenue less all grants and contributions 

Total continuing operating revenue inclusive of capital grants and contributions 

Description and Rationale for Criteria: 

Own source revenue measures the degree of reliance on external funding sources (e.g. grants and contributions). 

This ratio measures fiscal flexibility and robustness. Financial flexibility increases as the level of own source revenue 

increases. It also gives councils greater ability to manage external shocks or challenges. 

Councils with higher own source revenue have greater ability to control or manage their own operating performance 

and financial sustainability. 
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Description and Rationale for Benchmark: 

TCorp has used a benchmark for own source revenue of greater than 60 per cent of total operating revenue. All 

Councils should aim to meet or exceed this benchmark over a three year period. 

It is acknowledged that many councils have limited options in terms of increasing its own source revenue, especially 

in rural areas. However, 60 percent is considered the lowest level at which councils have the flexibility necessary to 

manage external shocks and challenges. 

Debt Service Ratio 

Cost of debt service (interest expense & principal repayments) 

Total continuing operating revenue (exc. capital grants and contributions) 

Description and Rationale for Criteria: 

Prudent and active debt management is a key part of Council’s approach to both funding and managing 

infrastructure and services over the long term. 

Prudent debt usage can also assist in smoothing funding costs and promoting intergenerational equity. Given the 

long life of many council assets it is appropriate that the cost of these assets should be equitably spread across the 

current and future generations of users and ratepayers. Effective debt usage allows councils to do this. 

Inadequate use of debt may mean that councils are forced to raise rates higher than necessary to fund long life assets 

or inadequately fund asset maintenance and renewals. It is also a strong proxy indicator of a council’s strategic 

capacity. 

Council’s effectiveness in this area is measured by the Debt Service Ratio. 

Description and Rationale for Benchmark: 

As outlined above, it is appropriate for Councils to hold some level of debt given their role in the provision and 

maintenance of key infrastructure and services for their community. It is considered reasonable for Councils to 

maintain a Debt Service Ratio of greater than 0 and less than or equal to 20 percent. 

Councils with low or zero debt may incorrectly place the funding burden on current ratepayers when in fact it should 

be spread across generations, who also benefit from the assets. Likewise, high levels of debt generally indicate a 

weakness in financial sustainability and/or poor balance sheet management. 
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Asset Maintenance Ratio 

Actual asset maintenance 

Required asset maintenance 

Description and Rationale for Criteria: 

The asset maintenance ratio reflects the actual asset maintenance expenditure relative to the required asset 

maintenance as measured by an individual council. 

The ratio provides a measure of the rate of asset degradation (or renewal) and therefore has a role in informing asset 

renewal and capital works planning. 

Description and Rationale for Benchmark: 

The benchmark adopted is greater than one hundred percent, which implies that asset maintenance expenditure 

exceeds the council identified requirements. This benchmark is consistently adopted by the NSW Treasury 

Corporation (TCorp). A ratio of less than one hundred percent indicates that there may be a worsening infrastructure 

backlog. 

Given that a ratio of greater than one hundred percent is adopted, to recognise that maintenance expenditure is 

sometimes lumpy and can be lagged, performance is averaged over three years. 

Building and Infrastructure Renewal Ratio 

Asset renewals (building and infrastructure) 

Depreciation, amortisation and impairment (building and infrastructure) 

Description and Rationale for Criteria: 

The building and infrastructure renewals ratio represents the replacement or refurbishment of existing assets to an 

equivalent capacity or performance, as opposed to the acquisition of new assets or the refurbishment of old assets 

that increase capacity or performance. The ratio compares the proportion spent on infrastructure asset renewals and 

the asset’s deterioration. 

This is a consistent measure that can be applied across councils of different sizes and locations. A higher ratio is an 

indicator of strong performance. 

Description and Rationale for Benchmark: 

Performance of less than one hundred percent indicates that a Council’s existing assets are deteriorating faster than 

they are being renewed and that potentially council’s infrastructure backlog is worsening. Councils with consistent 

asset renewals deficits will face degradation of building and infrastructure assets over time. 

Given that a ratio of greater than one hundred percent is adopted, to recognise that capital expenditures are 

sometimes lumpy and can be lagged, performance is averaged over three years. 
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Infrastructure Backlog Ratio 

Estimated cost to bring assets to a satisfactory condition 

Total (WDV) of infrastructure, buildings, other structures and depreciable land improvement assets 

Description and Rationale for Criteria: 

The infrastructure backlog ratio indicates the proportion of backlog against the total value of the Council’s 

infrastructure assets. It is a measure of the extent to which asset renewal is required to maintain or improve service 

delivery in a sustainable way.  This measures how councils are managing their infrastructure which is so critical to 

effective community sustainability. 

It is acknowledged that the reliability of infrastructure data within NSW local government is mixed. However, as asset 

management practices within councils improve, it is anticipated that infrastructure reporting data reliability and 

quality will increase. 

This is a consistent measure that can be applied across councils of different sizes and locations. A low ratio is an 

indicator of strong performance. 

Description and Rationale for Benchmark: 

High infrastructure backlog ratios and an inability to reduce this ratio in the near future indicate an underperforming 

Council in terms of infrastructure management and delivery. Councils with increasing infrastructure backlogs will 

experience added pressure in maintaining service delivery and financing current and future infrastructure demands. 

TCorp adopted a benchmark of less than two percent to be consistently applied across councils. The application of 

this benchmark reflects the State Government’s focus on reducing infrastructure backlogs. 

Reduction in Real Operating Expenditure 

Description and Rationale for Criteria: 

At the outset it is acknowledged the difficulty in measuring public sector efficiency. This is because there is a range of 

difficulty in reliably and accurately measuring output. 

The capacity to secure economies of scale over time is a key indicator of operating efficiency. The capacity to secure 

efficiency improvements can be measured with respect to a range of factors, for example population, assets, and 

financial turnover. 

It is challenging to measure productivity changes over time. To overcome this, changes in real per capita expenditure 

were considered to assess how effectively councils: 

  - can realise natural efficiencies as population increases (through lower average cost of service 
delivery and representation); and 

  - can make necessary adjustments to maintain current efficiency if population is declining (e.g. 
appropriate reductions in staffing or other costs). 
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Assuming that service levels remain constant, decline in real expenditure per capita indicates efficiency 

improvements (i.e. the same level of output per capita is achieved with reduced expenditure). 

Description and Rationale for Benchmark: 

The measure 'trends in real expenditure per capita' reflects how the value of inflation adjusted inputs per person has 

grown over time.  In the calculation, the expenditure is deflated by the Consumer Price Index (for 2009-11) and the 

Local Government Cost Index (for 2011-14) as published by the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART). 

It is acknowledged that efficiency and service levels are impacted by a broad range of factors, and that it is 

unreasonable to establish an absolute benchmark across Councils. It is also acknowledged that council service levels 

are likely to change for a variety of reasons; however, it is important that councils prioritise or set service levels in 

conjunction with their community, in the context of their development of their Integrated Planning and Reporting. 

Councils will be assessed on a joint consideration of the direction and magnitude of their improvement or 

deterioration in real expenditure per capita.  Given that efficiency improvements require some time for the results to 

be fully achieved and as a result, this analysis will be based on a five-year trend. 
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